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Introduction



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

Introduction

In his well known classification of the constitutions Aristotle names democracy as a
deviant constitution. On the basis of this classification, most of the readers of the
Politics view Aristotle as an anti-democratic thinker. However, a more elaborate
reading of the Politics reveals a number of statements that could be used so as to
question this position. As I see it, in so far as Aristotle is not an advocate of any
constitutional form, he is neither an anti-democratic nor a pro-democratic thinker.
Nevertheless, 1 believe that his political thought provides us with a number of
powerful arguments in support of what could be seen as being a democratic form of
government. In my own interpretation, Aristotle's political thought reflects an
egalitarian and participatory understanding of the political. An understanding whose
democratic connotations could not be afford to be ignored. The aim of this
dissertation therefore is to highlight, examine, and analyze those aspects of the
Aristotelian political thought which I believe reveal this egalitarian and participatory
understanding of the political.

It is clear that for Aristotle a life of action is a choice-worthy life. A happy life
can only be a life of action. Specifically for Aristotle, contemplation is one type of
action that has an intrinsic value. Political action is the other. The question that needs
to be answered is whether Aristotle held that only a few citizens should have the
opportunity to engage in any of these two forms of action, and thus have the

opportunity to develop their virtue, or whether all the citizens of the polis should
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engage in action. The assumption being that in the first case the few would be able to
develop their virtue to a high level and, in the latter case, that all the citizens of the
polis could do the same as far as possible'. More simply, whether the few should
develop their virtue to the utmost or the many should develop their own virtue as far
as they could. According to my own reading of the text, those passages of the Politics,
for example in books VII and VIII, that are usually considered by the commentators
as supporting the first view, as well as those passages, for example of book III, that
are usually considered as supporting the second view, show that Aristotle envisaged
the establishing of a constitution that would enable all the free citizens to act.

It is also clear that for Aristotle the free citizens of a polis should not be
subjected to any kind of despotic rule. Despotic rule cannot be accepted by free men.
The only alternative to it is political rule. Political rule is ruling in turns; ruling and
being ruled. In other words, to deprive some, or the majority, of the free citizens of
participation in public offices would instill in them a feeling of injustice. Such a
feeling of injustice would undermine the unity, and thus the stability and longevity of
the polis.

It is moreover clear that Aristotle has a definitive understanding of what
justice is. Justice for him is to give equal things to equals, and unequal things to
unequals. In other words, the greatest injustice would be when equals are treated as
unequals, and unequals as equals. He believes that most people, if not all, would agree
with the above definition of justice. However, not all people would agree with how

this equality, or inequality, should be measured. The lack of agreement refers to the

-7-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

“&&in” (value) that should be taken into account for judging the equality between two
or more men within the polis. The fact that there are different claims as to which is the
primary “a&ia”, is the main cause of factions within the polis.

Aristotle acknowledges that the different views regarding the most appropriate
form of government stem from the different priority that various men, or groups of
men, give to the different values. The primary political dispute is whether freedom,
wealth, power, or moral virtue, should be considered as the primary value for judging
equality. As a result, there are five competing candidates for the sovereign body
within the polis: a) the many, b) the rich, c¢) the good, d) the best one, and ¢) a tyrant.
As I see it, Aristotle believes that this dispute, which in the end is a quest about the
legitimate holder of the sovereign power within the polis, is a true “Qmopia”. This
happens because all the claims regarding the primary value that should be used for
judging the equality of the members of the polis are partially “just” claims. At the
same time, however, the prevalence of one of them would cause injustice to some
members of the polis, and thus undermine the unity of the polis.

I argue that Aristotle's main pursuit in the Politics is to highlight this problem,
and to try to propose a solution or an “exit” to this “dmopia”>. I believe that Aristotle
makes it clear that this is the main problem that the lawmaker and the politician have
to deal with. Whether he successfully provides a solution to this problem is an open
question. One of the aims of this dissertation is to show how Aristotle tried to deal
with this problem.

In my view, Aristotle presents three different ways to overcome this “dmopio”.
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The first two could be applied to humans, while the third could have a meaning only
in the highly improbable case that a god decides to live among humans. Of the
humanly possible ways, the one could be applied to an actually existing polis, while
the second is based on the utopian presupposition that the lawmaker, who would
establish a new polis, would control all the necessary elements for the establishing of
the new polis. More specifically, Aristotle argues that if there existed an individual
who would differ in terms of virtue from the other inhabitants of the polis in the same
way that a god differs from humans, it would be unjust to submit this individual to the
ruling of the others. He should excel in virtue to all the other inhabitants of the polis
and, as I see it, he should excel in all the other values as well. This exceedingly
virtuous man should surpass the virtue of all the others, not individually, but taken as
a whole. This is the first of the three just solutions to the “dmopia” of the sovereignty
claims.

The second solution presupposes that all the members of the polis have at least
some virtue. It presupposes that the demos of the polis is not bestial. It presupposes
that the “mAN0oc¢” differs from a herd of beasts. If this is the case, the sum of virtue of
the “nAN00¢” would be greater than that of any other part of the polis. Analogously,
the sum of virtue of all the members of the polis, the “mAT0o¢” and the virtuous few,
would be greater than the partial sum. As Aristotle says, it is not natural for the part to
be superior to the whole. Thus, based on the Aristotelian principles regarding virtue
and justice, a “mAf00¢” comprised of all the inhabitants of the polis should hold the

sovereign power in an Assembly. We should always have in mind that Aristotle
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acknowledges that if a polis is ruled under a democratic regime which secures that the
laws of the polis would not be overruled by any kind of decrees, then that polis would
be governed well, because in that case the best citizens would be given the leading
offices.

The third solution that Aristotle presents is a radical one, eliminating all kinds
of inequality among the members of the polis. In doing so, Aristotle invalidates the
dispute regarding justice. Regardless of the “&&io” that would be taken into account
for judging equality, all the citizens would be equal. Thus, there would be no part of
the polis that could claim sovereignty due to superiority. Justice would require that all
the free citizens of the polis would take part in the governing of the polis.

Seen from a contemporary perspective, Aristotle's attempt to provide a
solution to this “dmopia” enables us to claim that it constitutes the basis, and in fact
the backbone, of a theory of democracy. As noted, if there is not a god living among
the members of the polis, the only justified claims for holding the sovereign power are
claims that demand the participation in the sovereign power of all the citizens of the
polis. It is true that today we would be hesitant to name as democratic a constitution
that excludes a great number of the inhabitants of the polis from it>. However, I
believe that this feature of the third proposed solution, should not prevent us from
highlighting the democratic character of its structural elements.

In order to interpret Aristotle's egalitarian and participatory understanding of
the political, we need to examine his analysis of the various constitutions. Moreover,

we need to examine and analyze Aristotle's views regarding a number of central issues

-10-



Dimitrios Mourtzilas

— such as the definition of the citizens and the non-citizens, the importance of unity,
the role of property, and the meaning of justice — that provide the basis for the

development of his understanding of the political.
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Aristotle on Citizens and Slaves

An attempt to interpret Aristotle's account of the constituent parts of the polis, is a
prerequisite of an analysis of the Aristotelian political thought. The central figure of
the polis is the citizen. So it is very important to examine how Aristotle tries to define
the citizens of a polis, and how he approaches the notion of citizenship. The analysis
of the citizens, unavoidably leads to the quest for an interpretation of Aristotle's
account of the non-citizens par excellence: the slaves. The fact that Aristotle develops
a theory of natural slavery is widely known, though few have attempted to interpreted
it without any prejudice; and the justification of slavery based on that theory casts its

shadow over the whole spectrum of his ethical and political thought.

Citizens and Citizenship

There are some issues that are complex and can be analyzed into their constituent
parts. The best way to approach these issues, according to Aristotle, is by beginning
our research from the particular to the general. So, for him, it is important to notice
that the research concerning the citizen (moAitng) is prior to that of the polis and the
constitutions (moMtevpora). For him, the polis is the sum of its citizens. “T) YOp moAIG

molt®v 11 MAN0OC EoTiv’™

. A definition of what the citizen is, therefore, is important
and vital for a research about the constitutions and the polis. “By raising the question

of what the citizen is, Aristotle approaches the core of the political question par
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excellence’

. What I would like to do is to examine Aristotle's attempt to answer this
question as well as his definition of citizenship. In addition, I want to consider the
possible implications of his answer concerning the way he views the various
constitutions and, also, the way it can be related to the notion of eudaimonia.

Aristotle tries to formulate a definition of citizenship that is broad enough so
as to cover all the distinctive constitutions, but at the same time ,he is not that
abstract that cannot be in accord with the existing ones. Before coming up with his
own definition, Aristotle, faithful to his method, examines the common practices and
ideas regarding the attribution of citizenship at the existing poleis — historically and at
his own time. And he finds them inadequate. The most common practice for
attributing citizenship is based on the criterion of lineage®. According to this criterion,
for someone to be regarded a citizen, both his father and mother have to be citizens of
the polis. This necessary condition often extends to his ancestors, two or three
generations back.

For Aristotle, this way of defining citizens is not the most appropriate, because
it is puzzling and cannot be applied to several cases. On one side, it is puzzling
because in many occasions it is not easy to check and verify whether someone is of
citizens' descent when we look two or three generations back. On the other side, this
definition cannot be applied to those who first built and inhabit a polis. In addition,
and more importantly, it cannot be applied to cases that some constitutional change
occurs. “OA" {owg €xelvo pudllov Eyst Qmopiav, Ocot petéoyov petafoAfc

yevouévng molteiog™’.
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Aristotle also rejects a definition of citizenship that is based on that someone
lives in a given polis, or on that he is the subject of a city's legal framework and can
participate in trials and other legal procedures. He cannot accept this definition
because the foreign residents (“pétowcor”) and the slaves — who by no means should
be regarded as citizens — live in the same place as the citizens and, moreover, those
who simply have commercial transactions with the polis can have access to its legal
system and the administration of justice®.

In the first chapter of the third book of his Politics, Aristotle formulates three
definitions of citizenship. We could say that at this stage Aristotle uses the aporetic
method. He successively examines each definition and its inadequacies, and gradually
comes up with the next one so as to avoid them. His first definition is the following:
“moMmc & AmAGG 0VSeVL TV GAwv Opileton pGAlov T} T petéysv kpiceng Kal
apyfic™. Id est, “the citizen proper is distinguished by nothing else so much as by
having a share in giving judgement and exercising office”'’. With this definition
Aristotle is facing a problem. By having citizenship depend on the exercising of
office, he excludes all those who on the other hand do participate in the political
process of the polis, but whose participation and political function does not carry the
title of a specific office. This is true, for instance, for the members of the Assembly
(éxkAncia oD Sfjpov) and for the jurors and judges in some courts, who are not
regarded as officials. It is important to note that for Aristotle the actual sovereign
power is based on the above mentioned political functions. And, as he puts it, “it

would be ridiculous to deny [the] participation [of the people who have the greatest
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authority (“Tob¢ kvpiwtdrTovg”)] in office™'.

To overcome this difficulty, Aristotle makes a distinction of the various offices
with respect to the length of time that one can hold these offices. On one side, there
are those offices that can be held for a given amount of time. On the other side, there
are those who that can be named “offices without limitation”. The best example of the
second category is that of the member of the Assembly. Having this distinction in
mind, Aristotle moves on to the formulation of the second definition. “tifgpev 31
moMtac ToVg oLt [Aopiotog Gpyi]] petéyovrac”'?. 1d est, “citizens are considered
those who partake of indefinite office”.

It could very well be said that while Aristotle insists that he tries to come up
with a definition that would be sufficient for the plurality of the various constitutions,
he has the tendency to define citizenship with regard to only one constitution, namely
the Athenian democracy and its structure and political institutions". Aristotle, himself,
understands that his definition is more suitable for the citizen of a democratic regime,
and less so, in most cases, for the other constitutions. In some poleis, as for example
in Sparta and Carthage, the deliberation and the judging (“t0 BovievecOar kol
dwdlewv”) — for all or for some of the issues — is done only by those who hold a
specific — “determinate” — office.

Finally, Aristotle comes up with a definition, the third one, which he believes
to be the broader, encompassing all the possible constitutions. Citizen should be
considered “( yatp &fovoia kowmvelv &pyfic BovAevtiktic T kprriic™™. “As soon

as a man becomes entitled to participate in authority, deliberative or judicial”, he
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should be considered a citizen. Aristotle connects the status of citizen with the active
participation at specific political functions of the polis. His definition has nothing to
do with privileges and rights. Rather he stresses the importance of the active
participation of the members of the polis.

As Newman remarks, Aristotle quarrels with the prevalent view of his time,
according to which the status of citizen is connected with the possession of certain
privileges and rights, such as the right to own land and the right of intermarriage, for
example”. Some scholars argue that “the burden of Politics, III i, is to define the
citizens as holders of distinctive political rights”'®. In opposition to such views, I hold
that Aristotle's definition of citizenship is based on the active participation in the
political functions of the polis. For Aristotle, citizenship is not defined by particular
political rights. For instance, we could hypothetically say that, if Aristotle founded
citizenship on property, then only the owner of actual property would be entitled to be
a citizen, and not the one who holds the right to acquire and own property but does
not have any.

It could be argued that Aristotle in his effort to formulate — we could say — a
universal definition, contradicts historical reality. His definition does not cope with
the reality of many Greek poleis. Especially, with those that were ruled under an
aristocratic, oligarchic or monarchic constitution. In those poleis the vast majority of
the citizens — whose status as citizens is not doubted — do not participate in any office
nor do they have any actual political function. Despite the fact that they lack any

participation in the political realm of their polis — something that is a necessary
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condition of the Aristotelian definition — they are, still, called citizens. It is by
convention that they are called citizens and not by principle and definition. We need
to coin the term “passive citizen” to overcome this contradiction'’. Aristotle himself
does not use this term, and there is not something similar in the text. But it seems that
he is aware of that contradiction and that he places the citizens in two different
categories so as to overcome this contradiction.

On one side, there is the “OmAGg molitng”. We can translate it as the citizen in
the fullest sense of the term. The citizen par excellence. And, on the other side, there
is the passive citizen. In the first category — of the complete citizens — belong all those
whose status and role in the polis coincides with the Aristotelian definition. Concisely
speaking, the complete citizen are all those who partake in the process of “&pyetv xal
GpyecOar”, of governing and being governed. In the second category of the “passive
citizens” belong all those who are customarily called citizens, but are only governed
without ever participating in governing.

Whether Aristotle makes a distinction of citizens in various categories is a
disputed matter. Most would argue that he makes a distinction, but there is no
unanimity regarding the way he does it'®. For sure, there are three categories of
citizens who properly hold this name, but whose status as citizens is conditional.
There are the children, who are potentially citizens. They will properly be entitled the
status of citizen when they reach the age of maturity. There are, also, the old men,
who due to their age do not participate in the political functions of the polis. They are

called superannuated citizens. I would like to mention that Aristotle's description of
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these two categories seems to presuppose that all the children and all the old men, will
or, as the case may be, did participate actively at the governing of the polis. One could
argue that the above is a hint which reveals that Aristotle's account of citizenship is
closely connected with a democratic form of government.

Some scholars argue that the various categories of the citizens should be based
on the following criterion: each citizen should be categorized with regard to how
“close” to the authority he stands'. This categorization presupposes that there is a
kind of hierarchy among the citizens. The potential citizens form the first category. In
this category belong all those persons who could potentially have access to the status
of citizen. The citizens who participate in authority, form the second category. As it
was mentioned before, they are all those who hold office, even though these offices
do not formally have such a name. According to this argument, there is also a third
category. The citizens that belong to this category are the citizens par excellence.
They are all those citizens who have access to the offices of the polis, and who
determine the type of the constitution. In this category belong all those whom
Aristotle describes as “ol €v talc Tipaic”. There is an ambiguity as to how we should
translate this. Aristotle says: “Aéyetonr pdAota mohitng O petéyov TGV TPGV”>.
Some translate it as: citizen is “he who participates in the political offices”, and on
this translation they base their interpretation. While others, stay closer to the text and
provide a more faithful translation. It is translated as: citizen is “he who participates in
public honors”. From Aristotle's argumentation one could conclude that all the

citizens of the polis should participate in public honors. It is something that
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distinguishes them from the alien residents. Thus, this remark does not allow us to
conclude that the status of the citizen par excellence should be attributed to only a
small group of citizens.

At this point, I would like to mention that for a citizen to be called citizen in
the complete sense (“amAGG mokitng”), there is no need of a moral evaluation. What I
mean is that the necessary and sufficient condition for him to be considered as a
citizen in the complete sense is to participate in the authority of the polis, and not to
exhibit, what we would call, civic virtue when holding an office — definite or
indefinite. Despite that, some scholars argue that to speak properly of citizenship in
the complete sense is to speak of those who possess the necessary wisdom and virtue
for governing®'. But this kind of interpretation is not in agreement with Aristotle's
text.

For Aristotle, there is another important issue for this inquiry on citizenship,
and another question that has to be answered. “Is the excellence of the good man the
one and the same with that of the good citizen or do they differ?”*. By answering this
question we can have a better understanding of who the citizen is. On the one hand,
Aristotle links the excellence of the good man to the goodness of the ruler. And argues
that “the only goodness peculiar to a ruler is his practical wisdom, his prudence
(ppovno1g)”>. On the other hand, he says that “the excellence of the citizen must be

relative to the constitution”?*

. And makes use of an analogy to clarify this. He uses the
metaphor of a ship so as to show that the goodness of a citizen is different and

depends on whether his function in the polis has to do with governing, like the captain
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on a ship, or has to do with being governed, like a member of the crew of a ship
which is of lower rank. In other words, the excellence of the good man can be
revealed in ruling well, “dpyewv koA®c”. While, the excellence of the good citizen
can be revealed either in ruling well, “&pyewv kaAGS”, or in being well ruled,
“BpyecOar KarGC” .

At the same time, Aristotle argues that there are two ways of ruling. “£ot1 y0p
apyT Seomoticr)”?. 1Id est, “there is such a thing as despotic rule”. It is rule by a
master. But there is, also, political rule. “tadTnVv y&p Aéyopev elvor Thy mOMTIKTY
apyv®. This way of ruling is based on “Gpyev xal &pyecOar” (ruling and being
ruled). Each citizen should know and be in position to govern and be governed. “8¢l
8& 1OV moMtnv TOV AyadOv EmictacOo kal dvvachot kol GpyecOar kal &pyev™? .

In my view, some interpretors take Aristotle's analogy between the division of
labor on a ship and the various political functions within a polis too far, much further
than Aristotle's own intention®. It is true that Aristotle uses the example of a ship to
clarify that there are different virtues that one has to poses so as to perform the
different functions necessary for the safe journey of a ship, and by analogy to achieve
the safety and well being of a polis. On a ship different virtues are required from a
rower and different from a pilot. And “there cannot be ships with captains and officers
only””. By analogy they imply that in polis, also, there are those who command and
those who obey. And so, these interpretors argue that according to Aristotle this
should be the basis for a limited attribution of citizenship. But on a ship the relations

between the various members of the crew are stable, permanent and asymmetrical.
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The power relations are asymmetrically structured. This is not true for every polis.
When the despotic rule is the case and the constitution is defined by this kind of rule,
only a few exercise governing. A situation analogous to that of a ship. But, when the
constitution is based on the other type of rule, that of ruling over free men of the same
stock — the so called political rule — the situation is very different. In this latter case
the relations within the polis are not stable and there is an alteration of the members
of the polis in governing and being governed. Thus, there is no basis for limiting
citizenship.

From the above it is clear that when the constitution of the polis is based on
despotic rule, only one or a few can have the possibility to deploy their excellences
and be good men. On the other hand, when the constitution is a kind of democracy
which is based on political rule, all the citizens, potentially, can be good men. I hold
the position that this is a strong argument for a form of government which is a kind of
democracy. Aristotle's definition of citizenship, and his analysis of the good man and
the good citizen, support the interpretative point of view that according to Aristotle, at
least in principle, a variation of democracy is the constitutional form that enables both

the citizen and man to achieve eudaimonia and the maximum of his capacities.

Aristotle's Theory of Slavery

The citizen of the polis is, at the same time, the head of a household. If we

understand, as Aristotle does, the polis to be analogous to the body as a whole, then
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the household should be considered analogous to the cell, which is the part that
constitutes the whole. We should always have in mind that for Aristotle the polis is
naturally prior and superior to the household and the individuals that compose it. “kal
npdtepov SE TN @dosl mohg 1) olxio kal Exootog MUV €otiv. TO YOp Olov
npdtepov Gvaykaiov slvar toD pépovg: Avarpovpévov yip 10D Glov obk Eota
moL¢ 0DSE yeip, el un Opwvopmg, Womep el Tic Aéyot TNy MBivny**’. But this does
not mean that the household does not play any important role in the workings of the
polis. The household is the realm of the non-political. And in this realm some very
important and essential relationships occur. The union of the male and the female
which is the essential prerequisite for the reproduction of the members of the polis
takes place within the household. This union is reflected at the pair of husband and
wife. The children, which are the result of this union, form another pair within the
household, which is the pair of father and children. For Aristotle, in contrast to what a
contemporary reader would expect, there is another element which is essential for a
household to become complete. That is the slaves®'. As a consequence, a third pair
within the household is formed — that of the master rand the slave. These pairs are
“constructed” because their constituents cannot exist on their own but only as parts of
a pair”.

Aristotle describes the relationships that are established between these three
pairs that exist within the household, and gives them the following names: a)
deomotikn (the relationship between master and slave) b) yopukn (the relationship

between husband and wife) and c) texvoromtikn| (the relationship between father and
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children). He wants to examine the nature of these relations, and how these relations
should be. “mepl p&V &v TovTeV orentéov £in i Exactov kol molov del elvor™.

Aristotle's analysis of the relationship, within the household, between the
master and the slave has provoked a vivid debate and has cast its shadow on the sum
of his work on politics and ethics. His analysis is based on his belief that in some
relationships there is the element which should always rule and the element which
should always be ruled. Furthermore, he considers that this asymmetrical relationship
is natural, and it should be so, if it is to be in accordance with the nature of things. The
theory that he develops, we could name it the “theory of natural slavery”, has brought
in an awkward position the contemporary interpreters, and especially all those who
admire his analytical spirit and hold a positive stance towards him.

It is important to note that Aristotle himself acknowledges that the question of
the naturalness of categorizing some men as slaves was a part of the intellectual
“discussion” of his time, and the legitimation basis of the institution of slavery was
disputed. He mentions that “tolg & mapa @vowv T0 deomdley (VOUW YXp TOV pEV
SoDhov elvon OV &' EXevbepov, poost & 0DOEY Slapépewy): didmep oVSE Sikatov:

”34  Aristotle does not name those who refute the naturalness of the rule of

Bilawov yép
the master over the slave and claim that this rule, and the distinction between free and
slave, is not natural, but conventional and based on power. Despite that, the
contradiction between “vopw” and “@Oocel” that Aristotle refers to, portraits some of
t%.

the members of the sophistic movement™. A saying that condemns slavery is

attributed to the sophist Alcidamas. According to the Scholiast on 1373b of Aristotle's
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Rhetoric, the proposition that “God made all men free; nature has made no man a
slave” was part of Alcidamas' Messenian Oration®®. Newman makes an interesting
remark when he notes that “the institution [of slavery] was undergoing a rigorous
examination, in the course of which one form of it after another was being weighed in
the balance and found wanting, and that first enslavement for debt, then the
enslavement of Greeks, then enslavement through war, were successively being
eliminated, so that a total condemnation of the institution might well seem to be at
hand”™’.

Aristotle's theory of slavery has been severely criticized. One could sum up
the critique on the Aristotelian theory of natural slavery as follows. Aristotle wrongly
argues in support of a temporary and historically formulated institution, considering
that this institution reflects a permanent and natural situation. He considers a
prevalent convention of his time as something natural. A question which derives from
this critique, naturally arises: For what reason does Aristotle develop a theory of
natural slavery in the first book of the Politics? Some of Aristotle’s interpreters claim
that he develops a theory of natural slavery so as to provide the theoretical
background and the moral justification to himself and to the citizens of the Greek
poleis to deprive the freedom of other human beings and use them as slaves. One
could note that this interpretation is in accordance with the prevalent view regarding
the role of slavery in ancient Greece, which tends to become conventional wisdom.
Some others would add that Aristotle develops his theory of natural slavery having in

mind the constitutional blueprint he presents in the seventh and the eighth book of the
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Politics, so as, according to their understanding, to enable himself to propose the use
of slaves in that context®. It is interesting to note that most of the contemporary
interpretors and commentators agree on that he fails in convincing about the
correctness of his theory. They consider the theory of natural slavery he develops to
be incoherent, logically inconsistent, and including many contradictions®.

Aristotle's account of slavery in the first book of the Politics takes place in the
context of his analysis of the household (mepl olxovopiog). We should always have
this in mind when we try to understand and interpret his theory of natural slavery.
Aristotle, at least in this context, treats slavery “as entirely a domestic institution™*.
All his arguments regarding the naturalness of the institution of slavery treat only the
possibility of a master-slave relationship within the context of the household. Slaves
are considered for Aristotle as parts of the master's property. Their place is in the
household, and they are the living equivalent of the other pieces of the master's
property. Aristotle claims that they should be considered as tools (“Opyava’). Their
difference from the other tools, as for instance a shovel, is based on the fact that they
are animate tools, and that they are able to use other tools (“Opyavov TpO OpyaveV”).
The slaves should be considered as tools that enable and help the master perform
some of his actions. This description of slaves as tools sounds very odd to a
contemporary reader. To abase a human being at the level of a tool is not very
flattering for the thinker who expresses this view. However, we should keep in mind
that performing the action of a tool is not abating per se. According to Aristotle's

understanding an ambassador should be considered as a tool of the Minister of
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Foreign Affairs. Aristotle himself refers to the case of a watch in a ship. The sailor
who performs the job of the watch (mpwpelc) acts as a tool for the ship's captain
(kvBepviATNG), so that the captain can perform his actions*'. Thus, we can assume that
for Aristotle even a free citizen could perform the action of a tool. As I see it the
problem lies in that a slave is considered as a tool, and performs as a tool, in every
aspect of his life. This account of slaves has influenced the way the contemporary
interpreters have approached the Aristotelian theory of natural slavery. Being tools,
the slaves are considered as productive tools, whose labour is used in productive
processes. Thus, it is argued that one has to examine Aristotle's analysis of slavery in
the light of an approach to slavery as an economic institution of the ancient societies.
R.G. Mulgan notes that “we must not forget, however, that he [Aristotle] is writing
within a society which took the existence of slavery for granted and where slaves,
though they did not make up the entire labour force, were largely responsible for the
marginal surplus of wealth and leisure which made Greek culture and civilization
possible™. It is true that Aristotle's view on labour is embedded in the Greek tradition
of the classical era, and he shares the negative attitude toward manual labour®. Based
on that, one could assume, as Robert Schlaifer does*, that Aristotle develops his
theory of natural slavery in the first book of the Politics so as to provide the moral
justification for the use of slaves in all the manual occupations and for the
appropriation of the wealth that is produced from their labour. I believe that such an
approach of the Aristotelian theory of natural slavery is wrong, because it is not in

accordance with the text of the first book of the Politics. According to my view the
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Aristotelian analysis of natural slavery is a political analysis, and not an economic
one. Slavery is not approached as an economic institution®.

Parenthetically, I would like to examine whether the economy of the ancient
Greek poleis was based on the institution of slavery, and whether their wealth derived
from the surplus produced by the labour of the slaves. There seems to be an
agreement among scholars regarding the structure of the economy of the ancient
Greek poleis. They agree that agriculture was the dominant and most important
domain of the ancient economy. The wealth of these societies was based on the land
and the agricultural production. As G.E.M De Ste. Croix notes, the wealth in the
Greek world, from the archaic period till the Hellenistic times, was directly linked
with the land and the cultivation of cereals, olive trees, and grapes, as well as the
breeding and pasturing of oxes, sheep, and horses®. Thus, the question that needs to
be answered is whether there existed an extensive and significant use of slaves at the
agricultural production”’. Ellen Meiksins Woods argues that the agricultural
production was not based on the labour force of the slaves and that the use of slaves
for the cultivation of the land, and all the other relevant works, was very restricted*.
She claims that the agricultural production, of ancient Athens at least, was based on
the labour of some members of the polis who were considered as citizens. “But if
slaves undoubtedly belonged to the essence of Athenian life, it was in a very different
sense from that suggested by the 'slave mode of production' which displaces the
labouring citizen from the heart of the productive 'base”*. These citizens were small

farmers who worked on the land that was their property, or worked the land of other
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wealthier landowners™. Contrary to Wood, De Ste. Croix argues that we must assume
that the use of agricultural slaves was widespread, and that the agricultural production
was based on them. According to him, in every social formation a kind of extraction
of surplus takes place. He believes that there are only two ways of systematic
extraction of surplus that historically existed or exist. The dominant social class can
extract surplus from the labour of the suppressed class only, either, through wage
labour, or, through slavery and the labour of slaves®'. Thus, he argues, given that there
did not exist widespread wage labour, we are obliged to assume that the extraction of
surplus took place through the use of slaves at the agricultural domain of the
economy. Wood argues, convincingly I believe, that it is very difficult to support De
Ste. Croix's thesis. She believes that there exist other ways of extracting surplus, apart
from wage labour and the labour of slaves. The wealthy landowners could extract
surplus from the small farmers, who were free producers, with various means:
through the appropriation of rents, taxation, and compulsory services™.

There is a passage in the Politics which refers to the actual use of slaves at the
various banausic/manual (“Bavavcovg”) occupations and provides us some historical
information regarding the extent of the use of slaves at these occupations. Aristotle
notes that “&v p&v oDV tolg &pyaiolc ypdvorc mop” Eviolg v SoDhov 10 Bévavsov T
Eevikov, S16mep ol moAkol totoDrot kol vOV”*. This passage constitutes a historical
remark he makes in the context of his analysis of the issue of citizenship, and his
attempt to answer the question whether the manual workers should be considered as

citizens. From the passage one cannot estimate neither the extent of the use of slaves
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nor the domains in which their labour was used. It is worth noting that Aristotle
chooses to use the expression moAlol (many) rather than mhelotor (the majority).
Despite that, it is clear from Aristotle's witness that many slaves were used at various
banausic occupations. But the phrase the “banausic occupations” is very wide, and
covers a broad range of manual occupations; from domestic occupations to workers at
the mines of Laurio.

Aristotle makes a very interesting distinction. He makes a distinction between
two different kinds of tools. On the one hand, there are all those tools that are
“productive tools”, and on the other hand, there are the “practical tools”. In my view,
the heart of the Aristotelian argument about the natural slavery lies at the following
passage, which clarifies the difference that exists between these two kinds of tools and
clearly places the slaves at the category of the “practical tools”. Slaves should be
understood as tools useful and necessary for action, and not for production. “t& p&v
oDV Aeydpeva, Opyavo momtikd Gpyavé £ott, TO 88 KTTipe TPaKTIKEY: O PV Yap
th¢ kepkidoc Etepdv Tt yiveton Tapd v yphiotv avtlc, Ao S& thic £60Tjtog Kkal Tiig
KAvng 1 ypfioic povov. €t &' €mel Sapépet 1) moinoic eider kol N wphlic, xol
Séovton Appotepar Opydvav, avaykn kal tadta thyv oIV Exev Stapopdy. O &
Biog mpaérc, oL moinoic, Eotiv: S10 kal 0 Sobrog LINPEC TGV TPOG TNV TPAEW™>,
What is the difference between these two different kinds of tools? Why does Aristotle
consider that it is important to make such a distinction, and what are the implications
of this distinction? The criterion used for discerning and categorizing the various tools

refers to the aim of the use of these tools. If the usefulness of a tool lies with the
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production of other material goods, then this tool is a productive tool. If the
usefulness of a tool lies with the employment of this tool in performing an action,
then we should call it a practical tool. The utility of the first is connected with the fact
that they are used in a process of production, and the utility of the latter is connected
with the fact that they enable us to perform an action™. I believe that Aristotle makes
this distinction because he wants to show that the role of slaves is not to produce
material goods, and that their labour should not be considered as a mean of
production®. If, as Aristotle clearly states, the labour of the slaves should not be used
in the agricultural sector of the economy or in any other productive domain, why is
the existence of slaves necessary, and why does Aristotle consider them as a
constituent element of the household? So as to answer that question we need to have
in mind the fact that for Aristotle the aim of the life of the members of each polis is
the achievement of eudaimonia. Furthermore, we should not forget that for Aristotle
“N y&p e0Sapovia mpa&ic £otv”’. T hold the view that for Aristotle the existence of
slaves in the household enables the master of the household to achieve eudaimonia.
They do not produce the material goods and the wealth that is necessary for the
“living”, but they are used by the master (“decmotc”) in all the everyday occupations
within the household so that he, the master, does not have to worry about these things
and does not have to spend time in performing them. They enable him to live in
absolute “oxoAn” (leisure/spare time), free from all kinds of distraction, so that he can
achieve the “c0 (fjv” (well-living).

Another interesting point that needs to be examined is whether the Aristotelian
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theory of natural slavery implies that the men living in the context of a polis should be
divided in two groups: the natural (“pvoet”) slaves, on the one hand, and the natural
(“pvoer”) free men on the other. Leaving aside the women, the children, and the
foreign residents (pétokot), Aristotle does not make a dichotomy between the natural
free and the natural slaves. I believe that for Aristotle there is a third category of men.
In the third category belong all those men who were born free but are obliged to work
for their living. The farmers, the artisans, and all the manual workers in general are
obliged to work and spend their time in their manual occupations rather than living in
leisure (“oxoAn”). In contrast to them, the free by nature, on the score of their social
and economic status, are not burdened with any manual occupations. As Aristotle
states, not all men are either free men by nature or slaves by nature. “kol oUk &loi
Tveg ol pev @voet doDlot ol &' €levbepor, STilov, kol Ott &v TioL SibpioTar TO
totoDToV, WV cvpEépet T® PEV TO dovkedev T 5& 1O deomdlewy [Kol dikatov]” ™.
Only in some cases it is just a man to be a master and another to be his slave. Not in
all the cases of master- slave relationships both parts benefit. Aristotle's belief that it is
also for the slave's interest to be a slave (“cvu@éper 1O SovAiedew kal Sikadv
£otv”’)sounds very odd, and provokes many reactions.

Aristotle believes that in nature there is always a relationship of ruling among
unequals. “&v Gmoowy Epgaivetor 10 Gpyov kol 1O Apyduevov™™. He gives two
examples to make his statement more clear. The living creatures are comprised of the
soul and the body. In that case the relationship of ruling is clear: the soul is the ruling

part, and the body the part that is being ruled. It is natural, and beneficial for both
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parties, that the soul rules over the body. The second example regards the parts of the
soul. Within the soul, reason (“voD¢”) is the ruling part, and the appetite (“Opeén”) the
part that is being ruled. Interestingly, Aristotle notes that the first relationship is a
master's/despotic rule (“Seomotiknv &pynv”), while the latter is a statesman's or a
king's rule (“moMtikT)v 1) Pactiuiy apyv’)®. Consequently, if there are two men
whose difference is similar to that between the soul and the body, then the one ought
to be the master and the other the slave. Aristotle calls this kind of slaves, natural
slaves®'. Aristotle seems to consider that the difference between the master and the
slave is wide enough; analogous to that between the soul and the body. The slave by
nature seems to be a kind of a handicapped man. He lacks the rational part of the soul.
His soul is comprised of the emotional part only. “Eoti y&p @Vcer SoDhog O
Suvépevog Glhov elvar (310 kol Grdov €otiv), kKol O KoWwVGV Adyov Tos0DTOV
Ocov ailcOavesBor QALK un Exewv’®?. The slave by nature does not posses reason and
cannot look ahead and plan. Thus, he needs the master to perform that action for him;
to plan for him and guide his actions. “t0 p&v yp dvvéapevov i) Sravoit Tpoopdv
Gpyov @ovoel kol deomdlov @voel, 1O & Suvausvov @ codpatt todto movely

Apyouevov kol @doer doDAov”®

. Based on that, Aristotle argues that the slave
benefits form the master-slave relationship.

When Aristotle claims that the natural slaves lack deliberation, and that the
natural slave is a part of his master, something like a detached, but living, part of his

body®, it is as if he is describing a non-human being which has human form®. Some

contemporary interpretors argue that there could not exist many humans that would
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meet this criterion set by Aristotle for natural slavery, and that Aristotle was aware of
it®. T take side with those contemporary interpretors who believe that Aristotle's
account of natural slavery constitutes a critique of the established institutions and
practices. A critique which could be described as quite radical”. His definition of
natural slavery and the criteria he sets for the categorization of a man as a natural
slave, seem to constrain and limit the slaves of a polis to a very small number of
persons. In that way he substantially undermines the status quo of his time. He
undermines the legitimation basis for the majority of the cases of actual slaves, and
limits the number of the natural slaves; in contrast to the tens of thousands that existed
in the Greek poleis of the classical era.

If we take into account Aristotle's statement that the slaves are like a detached,
but living, part of the master's body, then it is as if Aristotle considers that the slaves
do not possess soul at all. This contradicts some other passages of the Politics, where
Aristotle states that the slave participates in reason only to the extent that he can feel
it, but does not possess reason himself®. I believe that for Aristotle the natural slaves
possess only the passive part of the soul (“T(® moOnTk® popiw thg youyNc”). From
Aristotle's statement in Politics, 1254b 4 — 11, it seems that he considered that all
humans, as well as all the other living beings, possess a soul. We should also not
forget that Aristotle says that “0 doDAoc ktfjud 1 Epyoyov’®. But this admission
reveals a problematic aspect of the Aristotelian argument. If the natural slave
possesses soul, even if only the emotive and passive part of it, then Aristotle is wrong

in saying the rule between the master and the slave is a despotic rule. A despotic rule

-34-



Dimitrios Mourtzilas

should take place when the difference is analogous to that between the soul and the
body. If the difference between the natural free and the natural slave is analogous to
that between reason (“voDc”) and appetite (“Opeén”), then the rule between them
should be a statesman's rule. “O0 8& volc tfic Opétewg moMtikNy 1) Pactikny

0 Aristotle refers to the statesman's rule in the context of a single man's

[&pyiv]
soul, but, I believe, it is not logically inconsistent to refer to it when a man's reason
rules over another man's appetite. I believe that a contradiction exists in that aspect of
Aristotle's thought, one that is very difficult to resolve.

In attempting to analyze Aristotle's theory of natural slavery, we should try to
approach the Aristotelian notion of “nature”, and understand how he uses that notion
when he speaks of “natural” things and situations. For Aristotle there is a
basic/fundamental distinction. The universe is divided into two distinctive “spheres”.
There is the sphere of the heavens, the celestial sphere. There is also the sphere of the
things “under the moon™”. The human affairs take place in that second sphere. What
is it that makes these two spheres different? Why is there a need for such a difference?
The main difference, which is important for the present analysis too, regards the
extent of the effect of the “avéykn”. The celestial sphere is the field of the “dvdykn”
par excellence. It is the sphere of regularity and necessity. In contrast, in the field of
human affairs the regularity and the necessity is intermingled with the random; with
the Aristotelian “coufefnkog”. In the celestial sphere every potentiality (“duvapet”) is
always actualized. But this is not the case in the sphere under the moon. We could say

that in that context the nature of things is more “flexible”. It is not the “iron” nature of
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things that exist in the celestial sphere, which is realized in the field of the “dwvéryxn”.
If the world we live in was the world of the “dvéykn”, then each acorn, each “gvoet”
acorn, would achieve its potentiality and fulfill its nature and would thus become an
oak tree. Yet, we know very well that this does not happen every time. Our world, the
sphere of things under the moon, is governed both by the “cvuPefnikos” and by
“Oevéykm”. Human affairs are governed by the same powers. Each man does not
achieve his potential gua man. Aristotle knows that those who listen to him lecturing
on the political, or those who read his political writings, are aware of that. He
summarizes this aspect of his understanding of the world — which is based on the
ideas of “@bo1c”, “Avaykn”, and “copPepnkdc” — in the following proposition: “N §&
PVG1C PovreTar PEV ToDTO TOlETY TOAMAKIC, 0D pévtol Svvoron””. This discussion
regarding the nature of things, has an important implication. It is directly implied that
it is not possible that all men can achieve their potential as humans at the same

degree, and, thus, they cannot be equal™

. This analysis of the Aristotelian account of
nature enables us to interpret his argument that the slaves do not have all the parts of
their soul fully developed. We should approach them as humans that did not manage
to fully develop the potentiality of their human nature.

The analysis of the Aristotelian account of slavery thus far was based on the
text of first book of the Politics. Although his theory of natural slavery is deployed
there, Aristotle refers also to the slaves and their labour in the context of the seventh

book, where he presents a constitutional blueprint. These two Aristotelian statements

seem to be at odds and contradictory. In the context of his analysis of the constitution
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presented in the last books of the Politics, he claims that slaves should be used in the
agricultural production”. This statement undermines our previous argument that for
Aristotle the slaves are practical tools. At least at first sight. It is a clear proposal that
is very difficult to be misinterpreted. Many things have been written and told
regarding the place of books VII and VIII and the unity of the Politics. A brief remark
that I would like to make is that although in both cases Aristotle refers to slaves, there
1s a difference between the two cases. As I see it, in the seventh book Aristotle does
not refer to natural slaves, nor is he interested in arguing that the agricultural works
are fitted to slaves. He emphasizes on the fact that the citizens of the polis should not
have to be engaged in any manual occupation. For that reason he does not refer to
slaves only, but to metics and other foreigners as well.

Consequently, I want to express the view that the Aristotelian analysis of the
relationships within the household, and subsequently his theory of natural slavery, is
centered around the natural free and not the natural slave. What interests him, in the
first place, is to show why the natural free should use slaves as practical tools for
acting within the household, and secondly, to argue that it is in the interest of those
men who have not fully developed their potentiality as humans, to live under the

guidance of others who have the ability to look ahead and plan.
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Aristotle and the Level of Unity in a Polis

Living in a polis is a matter and a form of interaction. People do have to have
in common some things. As to the range of this sharing, there is no agreement. On the
one side of the spectrum, people could share only the territory they inhabit, on the
other side of the spectrum, people could share everything but their own existence. A
question arises: What is the optimum degree of sharing? To what extend should the
members of a polis — the citizens — share things and to what extend they should keep
things to themselves?

Socrates' proposal in Plato's Republic for community of wives, children, and
property is an attempt to answer these questions. Aristotle, in book II of the Politics,
engages himself in an analysis and critique of the Socratic proposal. Aristotle takes
Socrates' proposals seriously, very seriously. He considers them as a frank attempt on
behalf of Plato to frame the constitution of the ideal polis™.

He recognizes the fact that Socrates' proposals for the community of wives,
children, and property concerns only the class of Guardians, and not the whole polis”.
He is curious about the non expressed provisions of Socrates' ideal constitution for the
other parts of the polis. He would like to know how Plato could organize the other
part of the polis, and how this could be in harmony with the way he organizes the life
of the class of the Guardians. In the absence of Socrates' own presentation, he tries to
examine the various possibilities™.

Before we examine the implications and the problems stemming from the fact
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that Socrates proposal for the community of wives, children, and property concerns
only one part of the polis, we should first examine and analyze Aristotle's account of
these issues, and his arguments regarding the level of unity of a polis proposed by
Socrates.

Aristotle resumes Socrates' proposal into the following proposition: “ T0 uiav
glvar T oAy Q¢ &potov Ov Ot péota nicav”™. For Aristotle there is a limit to
the level of unity of a polis. If we would like to represent the polis with a number, this
number would not be the one. One is the number representing a person, and to some
extent the household. Polis is a multitude, and only by being a multitude it can
function as a polis. “mAN00¢ yp Tt TNV QUG EoTiv 1) TOMC™.

If the lawmaker tries to intervene and transform this multitude into a unit, the
result would be a change of the very nature of the polis. According to Aristotle, there
is a threshold of unity that should not be overcome, if the polis wants to continue
being a polis in its real essence. From a point onwards the polis ceases to be a polis
and becomes something more like a household. Thus, he rejects Socrates' claim that
the best status for a polis is when it is a one, or in other words, when it has achieved
the absolute unity. If we follow Socrates' argument to its limits, the polis should
become like an individual, so as to achieve the absolute unity®'. But, for Aristotle this
is something that is not desired, because it would refute the existence of the polis as
such. “Avoipioet yap TNy moAv”*2. The polis needs a level of non-unity so as to be
preserved. It is very important that there are men and women who perform different

functions within the city. What is needed is differentiation and not absolute oneness.
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Even the same individual has to be different, in a sense, depending on his role in the
governing of the polis. The equals rule in turns. Thus, the same person has to be
different when it is his turn to rule from when it is his turn to be ruled, as if it were a
different person each time. “ol pu&v yp &pyovstv ol & &pyovrar katd pépog Womep
av Aol yevopevor”™s,

In addition to his reservations to Socrates' proposal for unity that have to do
with the nature of the polis as a multitude, Aristotle criticizes the ideal of the perfect
unity of the polis on terms that have to do with the survival of the polis and its self-
sufficiency and independence (aDtdpxeia). Aristotle argues that an association of a
multitude becomes a polis when it has achieved its own self-sufficiency and
independence. The highest level of self-sufficiency is always preferable to the lesser

ones, and this self-sufficiency is in direct analogy to variation and multitude — not

unity®.

The Community of Wives and Children

To achieve the desired level of unity, Socrates proposes the following: “tiv t& TV
yovouk®v ktfioy kol yapov kol madonotiog, Ot del tabra katd TNV mapolpioy
mévto Ot péoto kol T gikov moelcOon™®. If this community of wives and
children is established, then, for Socrates, the members of the class of Guardians
would achieve a community of feelings. The same events, such as birth or death,

would cause the same feelings to all; since all would consider this happy event or the
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loss as theirs. According to Socrates, when these feelings are private and are not
shared by all, then this is a cause for the loosening of the ties among the citizens. And
the contrary is true — the ties among the members of the polis become stronger — when
there is this sharing and community of feelings, that is a result of the community of
wives and children. And, for him, there is no bigger evil for a polis than the evil that
drives the polis away from its unity and makes it a multitude®.

Discord and faction are a constant threat to the polis when what a member of
the polis calls “mine” collides with what another member of the same polis regards as
his — in other words, when there is a conflict of interests. Socrates argues that this
source of faction that jeopardizes the unity of the polis can be fundamentally cured
through the institution of the community of wives and children. Then, all would call
as theirs the same things and would not feel threatened by the other members of the
polis. “&v Tjrvt 81 moket Thelotot £l 1O adTO Kot To VT T0UT0 Aéyovst TO EnOV
Kol 10 oV E£udv, al Apiota Srotkeltar; wodD v

Aristotle is very critical of these arguments of Socrates. He argues that even if
this kind of unity is the desired goal for a polis, this unity cannot be brought about by
that way. People would not really consider these communal wives and children as
theirs; but as something that belongs to all. And, thus, their affection for these would
be epidermic, and not as deep as it is usual in the traditional families. So what
Socrates sees as an expression of the unity of the polis — people calling the same
things as “mine” and “not mine” (t0 €uOv kal tO oVk £udv) — is for Aristotle an

indication of potential disunity and discord®.
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Another argument against the community of wives and children has to do with
Aristotle's understanding of people's stance toward what is not private, but is
communally owned. Aristotle argues that people tend to be indifferent and not care
about what is not their property and is not their responsibility. Among other reasons,
they tend to think that somebody else, not they, will take care of this which is
common to many or all. Thus, a son who has a thousand fathers, and does not belong
individually to any of them, would be neglected by all of them due to the lack of a
direct individual and personal bond, and the natural tendency of them to think that
somebody else will take care of him. We could comment that this observation of
Aristotle is in accord with our own experience®.

In addition, despite all those tricks and measures that Socrates wants to
establish so as to avoid any identification and revealing of the blood relationships®,
Aristotle considers it very possible that through resemblance people would identify
their kins, or would think that they have done so”'.

Aristotle is a strong advocate of the necessity of the absence of faction within
a polis. Some kind of unity within the polis is, thus, a necessary precondition so as to
keep the various fractions to a minimum. Aristotle is critical of Socrates' proposed
level of unity, but this does not imply that he considers any kind or level of unity
within the polis as not desired. Some level of unity is a sine qua non for a prosperous
polis, given that this unity does not undermine the nature of a polis as a multitude. I
do not think we should place Aristotle and Plato on diametrically opposed sides

regarding the unity of a polis.
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Aristotle would agree with Socrates that unity within a polis can be achieved
through the establishment of friendship/affection (@iAio) among the members of the
polis. And, friendship/affection is highly praised by Aristotle as the highest good for
poleis, because it cultivates the necessary conditions for the achievement of one of the
major goals of the ideal constitution, and a prerequisite for the happiness
(eDdoupovia) within a polis: the lack of faction. “@wkioy te y&p oldoueda péyiotov
glvar TV dyadGv Tl Toresty (obtmg yap &v fikiota ctactilotey)

Thus, Aristotle criticizes Socrates for not seeing that the proposed legislation
for the community of wives and children would bring the exactly opposite results to
those desired by Socrates. The community of wives and children would have as a
result the dissolution of the strong ties of friendship and affection®. Friendship and
affection as existing and expressed between lovers, husbands, parents and children, is
according to Aristotle that element that keeps a polis united and leaves faction aside™.
This so important element would lose all its strength, like the flavor of a small
spoonful of sugar in a large quantity of water, in a polis ruled under a constitution
similar to that proposed by Socrates. He argues that these feelings are stronger and are
cultivated when the relationships are private and not shared”. As he characteristically
writes: “800 yap £ottv & pdhota motel kRdesdan ToLG AvOpmdmovg Kol PIAETY, 16 1€
{810v Kol 10 AyoamnTov™°.

It is clear that Socrates wants to undermine the institution of the traditional

family and substitute it with the community of wives and children. But does

Aristotle's “16 1e {81ov kol 10 Qyamntov” refer only to the relationships within a
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traditional family? Contemporary scholars argue that Aristotle's primary goal is to
defend the traditional family, because the stronger ties of a person with other persons
take place within the limits of the family, and thus promote the unity of the polis to
the desired level”. Also in the first chapter of the second book of the Politics he
clearly says that he wants to inquire whether the present practice or the law proposed
in the Republic is better. And one can easily assume that he has in mind the form of
the family that he presents in the analysis of the household (olkio) in the first book of
the Politics. Despite the above, I believe that from Aristotle's analysis and critique in
the second book of the Politics, we can assume that he would be open to other forms
of sexual and parental relations that would be in accordance with his belief that these
kind of relations should promote strong feelings of friendship and affection.

One could argue that friendship in many occasions is a source of faction and
conflict. Inevitably one considers some as his friends, but at the same time some
others as “not friends”. This sum of friendships would be a subtotal of the whole
citizen body; being comprised of the members of a clan, a tribe, or a group. And
consequently, it could happen that these clans, tribes, or groups could fight one
another either for power and dominance, or for privileges and material possessions;
jeopardizing that way the peace and the unity of the polis®™. It seems that Socrates
wanted to make all the members of the polis — or at least the members of the class of
Guardians — friends, by making them share all. Contrary to that, Aristotle argued that
the outcome would be a sum of lucid relationships that would share nothing with the

real friendship and affection, and its strong powers and effects, but the name.
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Aristotle is also critical of Socrates' proposal for community of wives and
children for an additional reason. This community of wives and children would
inevitably — and that would be something desirable for Socrates — set the relationships
of kinship and blood behind a veil of ignorance. The weight of a crime is totally
different, much bigger, or an action has a totally different meaning, when it has
occurred between close relatives. A homicide is no doubt something bad, but when the
victim is the abuser's father, mother, or a close kin, it is considered unholy and
terrible”. And the community of wives and children would render such crimes
between relatives more frequent than in a traditionally organized society.

Apart from the danger of more frequent incidents of patricide and matricide,
incest, according to Aristotle, is another evil haunting the polis ruled under a
constitution similar to that proposed by Socrates'”. Socrates seems to want to regulate
to a high degree the sexual relations within his ideal polis. His account of this issue, I
believe, is contradictory. According to my understanding of the Republic, Socrates
does want to be in accord with the traditional morality regarding incest. In the context
of the community of children, he wants to avoid the sexual intercourse between close
kins, and for that reason he introduces some provisions as to how people in his polis
would identify these groups of people within which their real relatives would most
probably belong. By calculating in terms of period of procreation people would avoid
to have sexual relations with their close kins. For instance, someone should consider
all the children born in the period between seven and ten months after he became a

bridegroom as his children'”. On the other hand, by the way he speaks about this
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issue one can assume that he understands that it is not that easy to control in an
efficient way sexual relations, and that his regulations are more like guidelines, and
not strict rules. The issue that is of great importance for him is that of procreation. He
wants to make sure that the quality of the members of the class of Guardians remains
of the high standards he has set: only children born under the desired for the

lawmaker conditions are being embraced by the city and grow up'®

. One gets the
impression that if there existed effective and sufficient contraceptive methods,
Socrates would have no strong objections to any kind of sexual intercourse, given that
sexual intercourse between direct descendants and ascendants would be avoided.
“Grav 8& o1 olpar o e yovaikeg kol ol &vdpec oD yewwdy Expdot Thv Mkiay,
&oroopéy mov EAeLdEpove adTODS GuyYiyveshor W &v £0éhmot”'™. However, in
another passage he argues that those who enjoy the intense pleasures of sexual
intercourse should be “stigmatized for want of taste and true musical culture”™'™.

The above difficulties would be magnified by another provision of Socrates
proposals: the transfers of children after their birth from the one class to the other.
Socrates argues that some transfers of children should take place between the two

classes!'”

. When such a transfer is considered appropriate, newborn children coming
from the class of the farmers and skilled workers should be taken from them and
transferred to the class of Guardians, and vice versa. Aristotle argues that these
children would loose any traces of links of kinship, as they would consider their

biological parents as not their parents, and would be susceptible to the unholy crimes

occurring between close relatives'®.
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The Community of Property

Aristotle also examines Socrates' proposal for the community of property, and asks
whether the best possible constitution should have as a provision the community of
property or the private ownership of property'®”’. Socrates in Republic 416¢ — 417b
argues that the members of the class of Guardians should have no private property.

”19%8 For Aristotle, this issue is

“ugv oLolav kektuévov undepiov pundéve 18iav
analogous to that of the community of wives and children, but can, and should, be
treated on its own. There are four different possibilities of arranging and legislating
about this issue. First, the property to be privately owned and its products to be held
and consumed privately; second, the property to be privately owned, but its products
to be gathered so as to be communally distributed and used; third, the property to be
communally owned, but its products to be distributed for private use; and last, the
property to be communally owned and its products to be also communally used.
Aristotle discusses explicitly the last three possibilities and it seems that he leaves
unexamined the first one. Whether Aristotle is making such an omission is interesting
per se. Miller claims that Aristotle omits the discussion of the possibility of private
property and private use of its products, because “he is not defending a system of

»19% - Contrary to Miller, Mayhew — without wanting to

unqualified privatization
support the view that Aristotle does indeed defend a system of unqualified

privatization — argues that Aristotle does not discuss this possibility because for
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Aristotle this way of regulating property would render impossible the sharing or
giving of one's property as an act of generosity''’. I hold the view that both are wrong.
Aristotle refers to the possibility of private property and private use of its products in
an indirect way. In Politics 1263a 23 — 25 he writes: “Ov 8& vOv tpomov gl Kol
EmkoopmOEY £0eot kal taéel vopmy 0pOQY, oL uikpOv av Stevéykar”'!. From this
passage it is clear that Aristotle by referring to the present practice, he is referring to
the system of private property and private use of its products, that was the norm in his
time. And he is not only discussing this possibility, but he is arguing that it is a lot
more superior that the others, given that the polis is governed by correct laws and that
the ethos of the people is also good.

Furthermore, for Aristotle there is a fifth possibility!2. “£tépov pEv oDv
Ovtov TV yeopyodviov dilog &v £ln tpdmoc”'®. According to my understanding,
this way of regulating property and production presupposes the communal ownership
of property and the communal use of its products, and the existence of a class of
people who have no share in the property and in the use of its products. Their role is
to cultivate the land and produce all the other products, and as a payment for their toil
they would receive only those things necessary for the continuation of their existence.
Subsequently, they would not be considered as members of the citizen body and
would not participate in the governing of the polis.

For Aristotle, community of property can be a source of discord and faction.

Many problems could arise when people work together the communal land and have

to share its products. It is possible that the pay people get for their work is not
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analogous to that work. People would feel injustice if they get less than they should
for their work — or what they feel that is the value of their work — or if they see that
others who work less get the same as themselves, or more than they deserve'. In
addition, our experience shows that in similar situations it is very difficult to keep the
balances and avoid dissatisfactions when there is an everyday or constant interaction
between people. These problems are some among the many disadvantages, according
to Aristotle, that accompany the community of property, and make this way of
regulating possessions not a desired option. As he emphatically notes, if we take into
account all the problems related to a system of communal property then life looks
totally impossible. “paiveron 8" lvar mépmav &dovatog O Biog™!.,

All this does not mean that a system based on private property does not have
any problems. There are some problems, such as the disputes regarding contracts,
which constantly occurred and occupied the courts in Aristotle's time — and continue
to exist in ours — that are regarded as evils connected to private property. For
Aristotle, these problems are not inherit to private property, but arise as outcomes of
depravity (uoyxOnpiov)''®. Despite such problems, which are not inherit to it and are far
less compared to those connected to communal property, private property is the most
choice-worthy method of regulating property.

Regarding Mayhew's claim that the system of private property and private use
of it and of its products is a possibility that is of no value to be commented on by
Aristotle, because this system would not allow people to act with generosity, it is

interesting to notice and comment the following passage: “&v 1] y&p ypricel TGV
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Kkudtov 10 thc Elevdepromytoc £pyov €otiv’!'’’. This passage, clearly, refers to a
system of private property and private use of its products. There are two preconditions
for generosity to take place: each person is the owner of certain possessions, and each
person has the responsibility and freedom to use his possessions as he wishes, based
on his private choices and decisions.

I believe that it is only in the context of private property and private use of its
products that generosity is possible and has a true meaning. There is no ethical value
in making people share their property through regulations — by imposing a system of
communal use of property and of its products — when the people do not want and are
not disposed to do so. They should deliberately decide to share their possessions with
their friends, so as to be considered generous. Thus the interpretation that Aristotle is
an advocate of a system of private property and common use of its products, because
the system of private property and private use of its products does not allow the
individuals to act with generosity, seems to me to be erroneous — it is not in
accordance with Aristotle's text''®,

Only when such a moral disposition, to act with generosity and deliberately
share your possessions with friends, is a common feature of the morality of the
members of the polis and has the character of an established ethos, only then the
lawgiver should regulate the communal use of possessions. “@avepOv Toivov Ot
Bédtov elvan pev 1diac tic kthceis, Tf) 5& yphoet Toelyv kowdg: dmmg 8& yivevray
toloD101, T0oD vopoditov oDt Epyov 1816V €otv”'™. This is the case in Sparta.

Is generosity and the potential use of private property by a generous person the
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sole reason for defending private property'**? As Irwin remarks, to argue that a polis
should choose a system of private property for the sake of the potential generosity that
could be expressed by the owners of this private property, is analogous to arguing that
war is a desired situation for the sake of the bravery that could be expressed during
the battles™".

Generosity is not the sole basis of legitimating private property. But the
potentiality of generosity is very important. Private property enables individuals to
express a virtuous aspect of their character and act virtuously. I believe that
friendship, and the strengthening of the ties of friendship within a polis, is one of the
main reasons for the support of private property by Aristotle. Friendship, as we have
seen, is for Aristotle a very important element within a polis that enhances stability
and helps avoid factions. Private property is important because it enables people to

122

express in a material way their friendship'*. Aristotle notes: “i8iov yp Exactog Thv

kthow Exmv T pev yprowa motel Tolc gpidoig, Tolg 8& ypTitan xovolc”, and “kov(
T PIAV’'Z,

A peculiar kind of friendship is that which a person has for himself. “tT|v 7pOg
aDTOV abTOg Exsl eMav £kootog, GAL’ £ott ToDT0 QUooV”'?. This is a very
natural kind of friendship, when it is not an excessive one. For Aristotle, private
property and possessions add to the pleasures of an individual and enhance the
friendship of a person for himself. We could say that a person is more content with

himself when he is the owner of some property. When Aristotle is criticizing Socrates

for depriving the members of the class of the Guardians from happiness'?, he surely
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has in mind the fact that they are not allowed to have any property; property being a
source of happiness and self-love.
Aristotle is being criticized for holding that private property is not an

indispensable precondition for the expression of generosity'*

. Irwin argues that
deliberate action — individual freedom and initiative, in his own terms — is the basis of
the legitimation of private property for Aristotle, and that an individual could express
deliberate action without needing to be in possession of any private property. We
could easily imagine, the argument continues, a way of regulating property that would
be based on communal ownership, but would, at the same time, allow a level of
individual autonomy and initiative in the way this communal property and its
products would be used. Thus, individuals would still be able to act virtuously and
with generosity, without having to be the owners of any property. For instance, the
polis could assign some land to a citizen for a period of time, say twenty years.
During this period the citizen is allowed to use the land according to his own will, but
within the limits set by the community. Irwin believes that an arrangement of property
similar to that described in the example would provide the individual with the
necessary material preconditions of generosity. According to Irwin, Aristotle fails to
defend private property. His “defense of private property is seriously defective”,
because there is not an unbreakable tie between generosity and private property'”’. 1
believe that Irwin's argument is defective. A remark on Irwin's argument would be

that according to his example the individual would either not be in position to act

deliberatively and in his own initiative, or would be for the period of time that this
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piece of land is assigned to him the de facto proprietor of this piece of land.
According to the example the individual could act on his own initiative in a restrained
way. He has to opt for the use of the land that was assigned to him in a way that
would be in accordance with the expectations of the community that has assigned the
land to him. Otherwise the polis would reclaim back this land. If we imagine that
there are no restrictions in the way the individual uses the land, then this would be an
arrangement of property similar to a system of private property. The individual would
be the proprietor of this land, even though a peculiar proprietor, for the time period
that this piece of land is assigned to him. Thus, we could say that an arrangement of
property that would provision for communal property and private initiative in the use
of it, would either fail to ensure genuine expression of deliberate action and initiative
to the members of the polis, or would finally transform itself in a variation of a system

of private property'*.

Socrates fails to achieve the desired level of unity in his ideal polis, according to
Aristotle, and for another reason. His provision to divide the polis into two classes,
the class of the Guardian, on one hand, and the class of farmers and skilled workers,
on the other, is a source of faction. Aristotle claims that Socrates is not clear about the
way the issues of sexual relations, rearing children, and property would be arranged
for the members of the class of farmers and skilled workers'”. He argues that
whatever the arrangement may be, either a system of community of wives, children,

and property, or a system based on traditional families and private property, it is very
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possible that factions between the two classes would arise. If the case is that the
members of the class of farmers and skilled workers would have everything in
common, and thus the same arrangements would exist between them and the members
of the class of the Guardian, then it would be very difficult to convince them to accept
being under the rule of the other class. They would feel that there are not many things
that separate them from the members of the class of the Guardian, and they would
demand to have an equal share in ruling the polis. On the other hand, if a system
based on traditional families and private property would regulate their lives, then a
deep dividing line would exist between the two classes'. For Aristotle, the result
would be that the the polis would cease being one; it would be divided into two parts.
It would be as if two different poleis, the one opposed to the other, would exist in the

131

polis™".

Individual Autonomy

Can we conclude from Socrates' proposal for the community of wives, children, and
property that he is interested to “dissolve” each person, man and woman, as
autonomous individuals, and treat them only as parts of a unity, whose value as
individuals is insignificant? Does Aristotle's criticism of Socrates' proposal imply that
he has a different stance concerning the autonomy and individuality of each person
within the polis? Is Newman right when he argues that “the individual counts for

more with him, and is less lost and swallowed up in the State'**?
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Before we try to examine these questions, it is interesting and important to
examine the general context that existed in classical Athens, and the Greek world in
general, regarding the issue of the autonomy. Castoriadis's writes about this: “Unitary
ontology, in whatever disguise, is essentially linked to heteronomy. The emergence of
autonomy in Greece was conditioned by the nonunitary Greek view of the world that

™13 Castoriadis calls the

is expressed from the beginning in the Greek 'myths
philosophical view that there is a rational world order and that the human affairs are
linked with that order, unitary ontology. In the light of this proposition, he interprets
Plato as an advocate of heteronomy. He argues that in the Greek poleis there was a
constant movement regarding the way society was regulated, and a constant
questioning of their institutions. “The movement is a movement of explicit self-
institution. The cardinal meaning of explicit self-institution is autonomy: we posit our
own laws”"**, Castoriadis asks about the “subject” of this autonomy, and answers that
it is the members of the citizen body, who constitute the demos. They are the
personalization of this autonomy'”®. He emphasizes the importance of the possibility
of self-legislating, as the supreme expression of autonomy. It is interesting to note that
this approach is in accordance with the etymology and the original meaning of the
word autonomy (aDtovopia)'*®. There is no strict dichotomy — as it is implied by the
way I formulated the above questions — between the autonomy of the individual and
the autonomy of the polis — whose substance is its citizen body. The demos is the

absolute sovereign and is autonomous. This implies that the individual members of

the citizen body share this autonomy. They all have a share and a saying in the self-
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constitution of their society — being equal — and thus it should be considered that they
autonomously set the rules of their common and private life, and the way they will
pursue their life and happiness. Does this mean that the “pardonable
oversimplification”, as Holmes calls it, “to locate the basic principle of Greek politics
in the idea that totality is prior to individuality or that the polis is prior to the polites
(citizen)” is wrong and can be undermined'*’?

To ask in an Aristotelian way: Is autonomy of the same nature as evenness or
not? If the parts constituting the whole are not autonomous, can the whole be
autonomous'*? I believe that the answer is no. A society of slaves, even if they are
slaves of the community, can never be a really autonomous society. For me, it is
contradictory to say that the same persons at one instance, when acting as individuals
in their private life have no autonomous existence, and at another instance, when they
gather together, en masse, as a legislating body represent one of the most autonomous
political entities in the human history.

According to my understanding, Aristotle's criticism of Socrates' proposal is
not based on the assumption that Socrates with his regulations and laws does not
allow the individual member of his ideal polis, as individual, to have any kind of
autonomy. Despite Socrates' provisions for the community of wives, children, and
property, he does not deprive the individual of its individuality and its autonomous
existence; within the context of the polis of course. It is interesting to notice that
Aristotle criticizes Plato for failing to achieve the goal of happiness for the members

of his ideal polis, and not for constructing a polis that uses and exploits its members
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as tools for achieving its own goals as an abstract entity. He interprets Socrates
attempt to set the laws of an ideal polis as a failed attempt to set the political, social,
and regulating context for the human flourishing and happiness.

Socrates' failure to provide the necessary conditions for the happiness of the
members of the class of Guardians, is based on the fact that he does not treat all of
them as equals by selecting only a few to participate in the governing in a permanent
basis, without making a provision for a rule in turns. To treat equals, and warlike and
spirited, like that, is for Aristotle a certain and permanent source of faction and
disagreement'”. It seems that Aristotle's analysis of the desired level of unity within a
polis is in support of the view that for Aristotle a democratic form of governance,
based on the ruling in turns (&pyetv kol ApyecBor), is the constitutional form that is
appropriate, by nature, for the governing of equals. The question that remains open is
the extent of this democracy, that is, the extent of the citizen body. In other words we
need to determine the criteria and the presuppositions for defining the citizen body
and that body's limits.

There are some aspects in Socrates' proposals that reveal that he does not want
to deprive the citizens of his ideal polis of their autonomy. His discussion of the
courage and bravery that a member of the class of the Guardians shows in battle is a
good example. Socrates acknowledges that an individual can show excessive courage
and bravery in a battle, that exceeds the courage and bravery shown by his fellow
warriors. For that reason he wants the legislator to establish incentives, such as the

rewarding of the most courageous and brave warriors by letting them choose whoever
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they want — man, boy, or woman — to have sexual intercourse with'*.

A question arises: Does this excessive courage and bravery shown in battle is a
result of the quantity and quality of the gold, or silver, that exists in the warrior's soul,
or does it also reflects an action that stems, at least partially, from an autonomous
decision of this individual warrior? Without wanting to present Plato as a partisan of
the importance and priority of the free will, I want to support the view that there is an
element of individual autonomy and autonomous actions. I believe that Socrates'
proposal for the establishment of incentives indicates that he wanted to cultivate an
element of autonomy and private initiative in his ideal polis.

Nussbaum argues that Plato and Aristotle hold two very different and opposed

141 Based on Plato's view of human nature,

views with regard to the issue of autonomy
she emphasizes the fact that for the majority of the members of the polis it is very
important that they should be guided so as not be totally submitted to their irrational
appetites and desires. Thus, for this part of the polis there is no room for autonomous
actions'”. She holds the view that Plato introduces the community of wives, children,
and property, so as to eliminate individuality — separateness, in her own terminology —
as a mean to the end of minimizing autonomy'*. We could add that the ruling part of
the polis lacks full autonomy, if we consider that they are forced to undertake
governing despite their reluctance.

I believe that although Plato is an advocate of unity within the polis, we

should not overlook these elements that introduce some level of individual autonomys;

and it would be equally wrong to say that Aristotle holds a view regarding the
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individual that is analogous to a modern liberal view. I regard that Aristotle's view
about the necessity of ruling in turn among equals is revealing about his attitude on
the importance of individual autonomy. But, we should always have in mind that the
aim of peace within the polis and the avoidance of factions should never be
compromised. Thus an equilibrium should be achieved between the two goals, the

latter being more important than the former.
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Aristotle on Egalitarianism, Political Planning, and Innovation

There are some issues that are very crucial for a proper understanding of the political.
The issue of the equality or inequality of possessions, and the extent of this inequality;
the organization of the territory and of the citizen body; and the change of the laws,
are among the most important. At the same time, the way a thinker deals with these
issues reveals a lot of things about his understanding of the political; his ideas of the
way a society or a polis should be organized and governed; and his affinities with the
one or the other constitutional way of organizing a polis. Aristotle deals with the
above issues in his most characteristic way: by using his endoxic method. He chooses
to present the constitutional blueprints proposed by Phaleas, and Hippodamus'*, and
engages himself in a lively discussion with these thinkers.

I argue that Aristotle's critique of the opinions of the thinkers he chooses to
present and criticize; his arguments on these issues and the answers to the problems
that result from them; even his apories, when they arise, can reveal to us — in a deep
way — Aristotle's own stand on these issues. In addition, these issues are not only
crucial for an analysis of the political, but are central to any theory of democracy.
Their analysis will help us to reconstruct Aristotle's account of democracy. I find this
way of approaching Aristotle's understanding of the political, and subsequently of
democracy, very Aristotelian.

In this chapter I will first present Aristotle's critique of the proposal for

equality of possessions made by Phaleas, and the issues that are peripheral to this
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proposition. Secondly, I will examine Aristotle's idea on political planning and
political innovation, as they are expressed in his critique of Hippodamus'

constitutional blueprint.

Aristotle and the Equality of Possessions

Aristotle, in Politics 11 1266a 31 — 1267b 21, deals with the constitution of Phaleas,
and discusses what appears to be the main theme of this constitutional blueprint: the
equality of possessions. Aristotle briefly describes the main points of Phaleas'
proposed constitution and criticizes what he finds to be insufficient, ill-proposed and
not good for achieving the goals of a polis'®.

The equality of possessions seems to be for Phaleas the most important
provision and the most essential element of a constitution, as well as the cornerstone
of a well ordered polis. Phaleas, according to Aristotle's description/testimony,
considered that the property of all citizens should be equal. He thought that property
and possessions are the main, if not the only, reasons of faction among men. One
should understand that it is implied here that the absence of faction and peace among
the members of a polis is, for Phaleas, the goal of a polis and of its constitution.
Phaleas believed that the desirable equality of property could be easily achieved. This
would be easier in a newly founded polis (one can imagine that the founder of a polis

could evenly divide the property, for example of land, among the citizens), but it also

could be easily feasible in an already existing polis. However, it is not very clear how
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this could be brought about. Some kind of unilateral transfer of payments could take
place between the poor citizens and the rich ones. The provision of the law could be
such that the poor would receive some property from the rich as a kind of dowry and
the rich would only give property.

According to Aristotle, Phaleas holds the view that the lack of basic needs, and
the subsequent evils like cold and hunger, is the main reason for crimes, such as
stealing. Thus for Phaleas, by eliminating this insufficiency of means through the
equal distribution of property, the legislator could bring about the elimination of
crimes'*.

Aristotle regards that an implementation of a constitution, where the provision
of the law would be equality of property, would have great impact on a polis'¥’. The
issue of property plays a significant role in this association of men called polis.
Equality of possessions, Aristotle remarks, was realized in the past. He believes that
this kind of equality is something that can be achieved'*. The examples he gives —
such as the legislation of Solon, and the law in Locri that regulates the sales of land
and sets limits to the acquisition of land — are cases in which there were some limits
to property inequalities, but no strict equality of possessions was in place.

The main line of argument of Aristotle's critique of the constitution of Phaleas
is not that it is utopian, but that it does not take into account some very important
aspects of human life and social living, and that it is based on an erroneous view of
property. From Aristotle’s testimony the impression is given that what Phaleas was

primarily interested in and what he wanted to regulate by means of his constitution
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was the possession of land. For Aristotle, Phaleas forgets that there exist forms of
property which are of equal gravity and which set apart the rich from the poor. He
refers to the possession of slaves, cattle, coined money, and generally the so called
‘movable property’'®. As Claude Mossé remarks, we can say that Phaleas is an
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egalitarian thinker, but in a restricted sense ™”. And “his egalitarianism has the strictly

limited purpose of preventing civil strife”"'.

Phaleas’ constitution does not dictate the level at which equal property should
be set. This is something which, according to Aristotle, should be taken into
consideration. The legislator should avoid the two extremes: neither too high levels
of property that would lead to luxury, nor too low levels of property that would lead to
penury. He argues that the level of property should be set in the middle of these two
extremes'*”. It is also very important if someone wants to introduce such laws, that at
the same time births should be controlled. By controlling births the lawmaker can
make sure that the lots of land will not be divided into many parts, and, thus, they will
not become very small and insufficient for supporting their owners’ living'*.

Additionally, he takes into account another dimension of this issue: the
international politics, as we would put it today. Phaleas does not consider the relations
of the polis to the other poleis and states. By contrast, for Aristotle it is essential. The
property and the wealth of the citizens as individuals, or families, is in direct
proportion to the wealth and the strength of the polis. Here too Aristotle wants to

avoid extremes. He does not argue for a polis that is as strong and wealthy as possible,

but on the contrary for a polis that should be wealthy enough to have the ability and
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the means to defend itself against poleis and states of equal strength. At the same time
such a polis should not be very wealthy, so as to avoid alluring its powerful neighbors,
who would consider taking risks and pains to conquer it'**.

Another negative aspect of this egalitarian policy regarding property, is the
fact that the more accomplished people (yapievteg) would feel discomforted with this
equality. Most probably they would demand a kind of distinction for their
accomplishments. This kind of remuneration need not be of the material kind; it could
take the form of distinctions and honors. The rendering of distinctions and honors,
equally to all regardless of their accomplishments, is a reason for factions within a
polis as much as the inequality of property'*.

“£11 61061G{ovcty oD pdvov 1 Ty Avicotta Thg KTioeme, GAAX Kal S
My OV TPV, ToLvavtiov 3& mepl Exdtepov: ol HEV Yp moAlol S1l TO mepl TOC
kthoelg Gvicov, ol & yapieviec mepl TGOV TU®V, Eav (oot 00ev kal '€v 6€ 11 T
NUEV KakOg NOE Kol £6OLHS™ 1.

In his critique of Phaleas' constitution, Aristotle refers to two kinds or two
groups, of people within the polis. On the one hand, there are the many (ol moAlol).
On the other, there are the more accomplished ones (ol yopievtec). It is not clear from
the text, what exactly Aristotle means when he refers to the more accomplished men -
those who would demand for themselves a superior status, with regard to property,
distinctions, and honors. One can assume that what he has in mind are those who

actually perform better in the realm of managing their households (O{KOQ) and in the

administration of the polis.
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In his analysis of Aristotle's critique of Phaleas' constitution, Balot is of the
opinion that Aristotle makes a distinction between an upper and and a lower class in a
polis. In addition, he argues that “according to Aristotle, an agent's social class
determines his reaction to economic equality”'’. For this reason he accuses Aristotle
of class prejudice. In his reading of Aristotle's critique of Phaleas' constitution, for
Aristotle there are two classes in the polis: the upper class and the lower class. The
upper class is comprised of the wealthier men, and the lower class of the poorer. And
there is a significant distinction between the two classes — a distinction of character,
we could say. The members of the lower class have material motives only, while the
members of the upper class are motivated by honors and distinctions. He implies that
for Aristotle the members of the elite — and by elite he means economic elite — due to
a superiority of character, would revolt in case of equal distribution of honors, while
the members of the lower class, i.e. the poor who due to their character are not
motivated by high values but only by their lower needs and greed, would revolt if

there was not an equal distribution of possessions'*®

. He argues moreover that for
Aristotle the members of the upper class are interested in acquiring more honors than
the others, and when they demand inequality in material property, they do it because
material property can be considered a sign of their superiority'*’.

To my understanding of Aristotle's text, Balot is being misguided by his
interpretation of the term “yapievtec”. As is clear, he proposes that Aristotle's class of

xapievteg is an upper class with economic criteria. He accuses Aristotle for being

ideologically sympathetic to the wealthy and unsympathetic to the poor'®. I hold the
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view that Aristotle makes this distinction between the many on the one hand and the
more accomplished on the other - the lower and the upper classes in Balot's terms —
having in mind ethical values, and not property and status'®'. I argue that this social
classification is not related only with wealth and material possessions — or with noble
birth — but has an ethical dimension.

Can the want and need for distinctions and honors on behalf of the yapievteg
be excessive as Balot argues'®*? We cannot find anywhere in the text such a statement
or implication. The yopievteg have the motive and the tendency to revolt when the
distinctions are conferred to all equally regardless of their worth. And to my
understanding this worth has an ethical meaning.

“kal yp Qv ol yopievieg Ayovaktolev W oK lomv Ovieg Glot, S10 kol
paivovtar ToAldxic Emtidéuevol kol otactalovtes™' s,

The most important point of Aristotle's criticism has to do with the lack of
understanding, on behalf of Phaleas, of how humans are and how they act. Men,
according to Aristotle, have the tendency to have ever expanding needs. When they
meet one need they are not content and want more and more. Literally, their demands
are unlimited'®.

Education is proposed as the only remedy to human greed. Both Phaleas and
Aristotle agree on this. But for Aristotle, Phaleas' proposal for equality of education is
not sufficient. It is not enough to say that all people should receive the same
education. One must describe properly the content of this equal education, so as to be

of a kind that would produce men who would not be interested only in accruing
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property for themselves. Aristotle seems to be quite pessimistic as to the effect of
education for most of the people on the unlimited wants of them'®.

Aristotle believes that Phaleas’ constitution would be a remedy for the minor
crimes, which are a result of poverty, but it will not provide any protection against
those crimes that result from human greed. To support his argument that men mostly
commit crimes not as a result of necessity but because of greed and inclination to
excess, Aristotle poses as an example the tyrants'®.

Another interesting point is his final remark on Phaleas’ constitution'®’. Tt
seems that Phaleas proposed that all skilled workers should not be considered
members of the polis and should belong to the public. In other words, the polis would
be formally divided into two classes: the class of the citizens, whose status would be

168 Aristotle believes

based on their landed property, and the class of the public slaves
that this could be applied only to a small polis, and it seems that he does not find it a
very good idea. As Saunders remarks, “perhaps Aristotle thinks it too small: it could
not function as a state™'®’.

We could say that Aristotle's response to Phaleas’ constitution is very
conservative. For him it is preferable, because it is more feasible and would have
better results for the well being and the internal peace of a polis, to maintain the
existing property status quo, instead of trying to establish an equality of property. And
for that purpose, there are two types of tools. On the one hand, there is education and

its taming effect on men's wants and desires. On the other hand, there is the law and

public force.

-69-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

“16v oDV To100TOV Gpyn, L&AV ToD TG oVsiag OpaAilew, TO Todg pev
Emekelc M) @Ooel Tol00TOVG TaPAcKEVALEY Wote UN) BovAiesHon mheovektely, TOUC
3¢ pavhovg (ote pf Sovaclar todro & E€otiv, &v Trtove 1€ Wot kol i)
adikGvranr”' ™,

Thus, the lawmaker should use the proper means to restrict the will of every
citizen to acquire more than he has. For those who have the natural disposition - ToUg
[...] émewelc tf) evoet — he should provide the necessary education. And for the
wicked ones - toUg [...] padrovg — he should restrain them through law and the use of
public force.

Some scholars wonder whether Aristotle could understand that the
implementation of Phaleas’ constitution would result in the dissolution of the social

"I An interesting question arises. If all men within the polis have the same

classes
material means and at the same time receive the same education, what would be the
basis of social differentiation? Could Phaleas argue that after the implementation of
his constitution the various classes would wither and with them the potential sources
of social faction? It seems that Aristotle believes that men would not develop in the
same way and, most importantly, that they would not develop the same ethical
character. Equality of education and equality of property would not “eliminate
refinement in artistic taste and achievement”'’*. Even if the equality of possessions is
established, still there would be a kind of social stratification. More virtuous men

would differ from less virtuous ones.

I believe that we can assume from Aristotle's critique of Phaleas’ constitution,
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that for Aristotle a kind of social stratification is unavoidable. Given the equality of
property and of education, men will differ as to their moral characters and their
abilities to achieve. The idea of the equality of possessions would be a good idea, for
Aristotle, if the lawmaker would not be subjected to the restrictions imposed by
human nature. These restrictions — desire for distinctions and unlimited demands — to

which the lawmaker is subject to, are inherent in human nature'”.

Political Planning and Innovation:

Aristotle's Analysis of Hippodamus' Constitution

Aristotle attributes a great honor to Hippodamus when he says that Hippodamus
“npQT0g TGV UT) moAITEVOPEVMY Evexeipncé Tt Tepl moMteiag elmely T Apiotng” '™,
Hippodamus was a prominent figure in ancient Greece, and I think it is interesting to
provide some biographical information about his life and actions, that will help us
understand better his political ideas and in particular his notion for a constitution.

As Aristotle informs us, Hippodamus, who came from Miletus, was the man
who invented the division of poleis (“T@v TO ewV dlaipsoty sﬁpa”), and planned the
laying out of the streets of the Piraeus'”. Hippodamus became famous as a city
planner. According to the ancient sources, he was responsible for the planning of
some important poleis. Moreover, he probably was one of the three main collaborators

— the other two being Pericles and Protagoras - who settled the Greek colony of Thurii

in 444 B.C'°. All we know about Hippodamus' blueprint for the best polis comes

71-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

from Aristotle's description of it in Politics 11 1267b 30 — 1268a 14, and his critique of
it in the following passages of Politics (1268a 16 — 1269a 28).

Hippodamus view was that the ideal polis should be comprised of ten
thousands citizens. This body should not constitute a single class, but be divided into
three different parts. The first would be made up of the skilled workers, the second of
the farmers, and the third part of those who would bear arms and be responsible for
the security of the polis. This schema should apply to the polis’ territory as well which
should be broken down into three parts: the sacred, the public, and the private. The
land, whose products would be used for the needs of worshiping the gods, would be
the sacred part of the territory. That, whose products would be used by the warriors
for their sustenance, would be the public part. And the land used by the farmers for
their sustenance, would be the private part. As I understand it, these three parts would
not be equal. Their size would be proportionate to the needs the products of each is
supposed to meet.

Hippodamus further wanted to set new regulations regarding the
administration of justice and the legal framework of the polis. He supported the view
that there are three distinctive types of crimes: outrage (OBpic), damage (BAGPN), and
death (Bdvartog). Consequently he proposed three categories of laws which would

7. As Saunders notes, from

regulate these three types of crimes respectively
Aristotle's description in this passage one could assume that Hippodamus' legislation

had mostly a “negative” character. In other words, according to Hippodamus'

constitution the law should regulate only those issues that have to do with harm and
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damage, and the lawmaker should not want to intervene and regulate all the other
issues. This means that the law should not intervene to a man's personal life and
should not dictate the way each individual could achieve the good life'”.

An interesting aspect of Hippodamus' idea for a legal system was the
institution of a court that would be above all the others (“&vopofétel 8& ol

dikaothplov £v 10 KOprov”)'”

. This court would be a court of appeals. Each case that
was thought to be badly judged could be brought to this sovereign court'™. The
members of this court would be elderly people, who would be elected.

Aristotle does not comment on the establishment of such a court, evaluating its
importance. I believe that it would be interesting to make a comparison of this
provision of Hippodamus' constitution with Solon's reforms as they are described by
Aristotle in The Constitution of Athens.

According to Aristotle, “Sokel 5& tfig TéAmvoc mohsiag tpio tadt’ lvon T
SnuotikdtoTa: Tp®Tov PEV Kal péyistov O pi) Saveilew €nl tolc chpacty, Enetta
10 £Eelvar 16) Bovlopévew TiHepely Digp TOV Aducovpévay, Tpitov 88 B Kal
HeMoTd pacty loyvikévar 10 mAf)fog, N elc 1O dikactiplov Epeoic: Khplog Yap (v O
dNuog thg yhHeov, kdplog yiyvetar thg molteiog” .

As we see, for Aristotle, Solon's law, which allowed one to appeal to a court
that was comprised of citizens members of the demos (“T) el¢ 10 dikactiplov
Epeoic”), was the basis of the process of making the demos the sovereign power

within the polis. In contrast, according to Hippodamus' constitution, the members of

the sovereign (“kvprov”’) court would consist of elected elderly citizens. The way of
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choosing the members of the court — by election — and, more importantly, the fact that
they would not come from the citizen body in its entirety but from a fraction of it —
the elderly — are features that are related to an aristocratic, or meritocratic,
constitution'®.

Another aspect of the Hippodamian legal system has to do with the regulation
of the decision-making process in the courts. Hippodamus believed that the jurors in a
trial should give a detailed opinion on the verdict and the proposed penalty, rather
than simply voting in order to condemn or to acquit.

Hippodamus supported the view that the appointment to all offices in the polis
should be made through elections. The whole demos would vote for the appointment
of the officials'®. And as I understand it, for it is not made clear by Aristotle, the
members of the three classes not only could elect the officials, but they would
themselves have the opportunity to be elected in the various offices. If the case was
different, Aristotle, I believe, would not have let it pass without commenting on it.

Another element of Hippodamus' constitutional blueprint has to do with the
political innovations. He wanted the polis to provide incentives to its citizens, so that
they would be motivated to make discoveries that would be useful to the polis. The
polis should honor and bestow distinctions to such men. “Ett 8& vopov €tifel mepl
1@V EDPIGKOVTIOV TL TT] TOAEL GLPPEPOV, OmmC TVYYEVLG TS ™.

Aristotle disagrees. In fact Aristotle is very critical of the very core of
Hippodamus' constitution. He thinks that Hippodamus' division of the citizen body

and the subsequent division of the territory of the polis is confusing, and it is not
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functional. For Aristotle, two of Hippodamus' three classes, the farmers and the
skilled workers, are in a very disadvantageous position, with regard to the military
class. The division of power is asymmetrical. Those who carry arms — and at the same
time own land — have more power in their hands, than those of the other two classes
who are deprived of the ability to bear weapons. The skilled workers particularly are
more vulnerable, as they are denied any landed property.

He argues that under these circumstances the equal representation of the three
classes into the various offices of the polis would be impossible. “petéyev pev oDv
Tac®V TV TV AdHvatov”'®. Although it would not be so regulated, the members
of the class possessing arms would hold the most important and powerful offices
(“t0g xvuprotatag Apyoc”). For example, it would be natural that the generals and the
guardians of citizens would come from the class of those possessing arms. Thus, for
Aristotle, the farmers and the skilled workers would be only nominally citizens. Both
would play an important role in the functioning of the polis, their skills and labor
would be indispensable, but at the same time they would have no real access to the
various offices. In Aristotle's terms, “they become virtually the slaves of those who do
possess arms”'*®, A direct outcome of this situation is the fact that the farmers and the
skilled workers would become hostile towards the constitution.

It is clear that Aristotle sees a source of faction and disturbance within the
polis in this disequilibrium of power among the three classes. And he can think of
only one solution for it in the context of Hippodamus' constitution which, in fact, is

not a real and effective solution. It is not effective because it undermines the very
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basis of this constitution. The stability within the polis could be maintained only when
the class of those who possess arms is stronger than both the other two classes. This
could be achieved by numerical superiority. But such a disproportional division of the
citizen body would have as a result the change of the nature of the constitution. If the
class of those possessing arms is so numerous and powerful, then there is no reason to
share the governing of the polis and the various offices with the other two classes.
There would be no sufficient reason for not transforming this de facto dominance of
the military class within the polis, to a de jure dominance'®’.

Aristotle’s critique of this aspect of Hippodamus' constitution reflects his own
beliefs about the ideal constitution and the necessary preconditions for the
achievement of stability and peace within a polis. I believe that it is very important for
Aristotle that no part of the polis should be strong enough so as to surpass the others
in power and resources. If that were not the case, this part of the polis would have a
strong incentive to use its power and resources to dominate the other parts, to “push”
them out of the political life, and take the administration of the polis in its hands and,
in the end, use them and exploit them for its own benefit. This dominant part of the
polis, becomes the polis itself. The other parts are not members of the polis anymore;
their existence is merely instrumental. This power could derive from an exclusive
access to weapons — as is the case in the constitution of Hippodamus — an excess of
wealth, or an extensive political influence.

Aristotle, also, finds insufficient, ineffective, and confusing the way

Hippodamus wants to organize and regulate the cultivation of the land and the
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distribution of its products. It is not clear who should cultivate the public land, whose
products would be used for the sustenance of that part of the polis who would bear
arms. If the members of the military class cultivate the public land on their own, then,
as Aristotle rightly remarks, there would be, and there should be, no difference
between them and the farmers. If the farmers have to cultivate both the public land
and the private land owned by them, they will not be able to maximize the
productivity of the land and will fail to support the whole population. Aristotle comes
up with another idea. There is the possibility that a fourth class could exist. This part
would have to cultivate the public land on behalf of the military class, would live in
the polis, but would not be an actual part of it. “tétaptov ab nopov Ecton todro Tiig
TOLE®C, 0VSEVOC petéyov, AKX dALdTprov Thic molteiog™'®. We see that either the
tripartite division of the polis undermines its own existence or it cannot provide the
necessary materials for the sustenance of the whole population.

It should be noted that I am using the term “polis” to refer both to the spatial
dimension of the polis, i.e. the territory, and, at the same time, to the totality of the
citizen body. I believe that this use of the term is consonant with the ancient
understanding of the nature of the polis. The polis was above all its citizens, not the
territory and its buildings'’.

Aristotle examines Hippodamus' proposal of instituting honors and
distinctions for those who invent something useful for the polis, and argues that
although such a proposal sounds good and it is interesting, in the long run it is not

beneficial for the polis. On the contrary, it can be proved to be very harmful to its well
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190

being and its stability . He approaches this issue by examining whether or not
political science is of the same nature as the other sciences. The main question that
arises could be formulated in the following way: Is innovation and departure from
tradition through novelties beneficial to the sciences? And should the same principles
with the other sciences apply to political science?

He replies that history and experience show that innovation and the non
adherence to tradition have been really beneficial for the sciences and human
practices. One of the examples he gives, and it is a striking one, is medicine. Medical
science has become better, and the humans have benefited a lot from the changes in
the field. Adherence to the tradition of the field would not be useful and beneficial.
“Bédtiov £lvon TO kvelv™'?!,

He admits that there are many examples, taken from history and from
experience, which show that changes of the customs and the laws were in a positive
direction. And he makes a comparison, by means of some examples, between the
laws of his own times and some ancient laws. He comes to the conclusion that the
former are better in many aspects. Over time, the laws and customs of the people have
become more delicate and refined.

But these remarks do not mean that changing the laws is always beneficial and
that Aristotle is an advocate of constant change in the political realm. All the political
changes, and the changes to the constitution and the laws should take place with great

caution. While some benefits may result from these changes, at the same time, there is

a big disadvantage. Usually the benefits are minor benefits, in view of the fact that
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these changes make people less respectful to the law. As Aristotle sees it, the power of
habit is the only power that a law has so as to make people respect it'*>. The longer a
law exists, the stronger its influence upon the people and the polis. “O y&p vOpog
loyLV 00Sepioy Exet mpOc TO TeiBecBor Tapd O £00¢, ToDTO & 0D yivetan £l pn S
ypovov mAN00c, Wote 10 PAding petoPfdrrey €k TQV Dropxdviov vOuov elg
£TépoVg vOPOVG KavoDG AoBevi] motely €ott TNV 10D vopov Svvapy”'. For that
reason, it is better sometimes to keep the laws as they are, even if some of their
provisions are erroneous. So he concludes, “o0 yOp Opotov 1O Kvelv Téyvnv Kol
vouov”'*,

From the way Aristotle argues on the issue of political innovation, we can see
that he wants to make an honest debate on this issue and has no prior preoccupation.
He is no devoted conservative, hostile to any change and anything new. It is my
belief that Aristotle believes that the change of the human conditions is natural and
will inevitably occur. Laws and customs cannot escape from this permanent
movement, and they will adopt to the new conditions. Because of his fear that

frequent changes of the laws would result in the disrespect of them by the people, he

argues that conscious and organized change should not be encouraged'”.
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Aristotle's Definition of Justice

The intellectual quest for finding out what justice is, seems to be as old as the history
of philosophy itself. The famous discussion narrated by Socrates in Plato’s Republic
is one of the important “moments” of this quest. As in Plato, the notion of “justice” is
also central in Aristotle. Justice is a prerequisite of Aristotle’s political thought, and
more particularly of his analysis of the constitutions. Injustice is an evil that has to be
avoided by all means, if the polis is to preserve its internal peace, and wants to
provide the necessary conditions for the well-living of its members. For that reason, it
is of the greatest importance to know what justice is, how it could be established, and
how it is to prevail in the polis.

Before attempting to analyze Aristotle's account of justice, it would be
interesting to briefly examine some other “instances” of this quest for justice;
instances which preceded Aristotle's own account and which could be described as
cornerstones in an attempt to approach the issue of justice. I will first consider
Sophocles' attempt to deal with this issue in his Antigone. Then I will turn to
Socrates' stance at his trial, as narrated in Plato's Apology. 1 believe that these
considerations will lead us to a better understanding of Aristotle's account of justice
by setting it in its broader historical context. The above mentioned cases deal primary
with the issue of law and the issue of the individual's stance against the law — positive,
“natural”, or of any other source. The discussion about law is inevitably interwoven

with the understanding of justice, and vice versa. Justice is not an abstract notion. I
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believe that Aristotle is right in saying that justice is a virtue. He is also right in
arguing that it is of a distinctive nature, because it can be expressed only in relation to
other individuals'®. It is this distinctive “social”, as we could call it, nature that makes
justice so essential to any discussion of the political. Moreover, as Antigone and the
Apology show, it becomes more difficult to approach or define justice when we have
to deal with a situation in which the individual has to face the sovereign power which
is embodied either in the monarch or the demos.

In Antigone Polyneices and Eteocles die together, the one from the sword of
the other. Creon orders that the body of Eteocles be buried according to the customs,
but he also orders that Polyneices' body should remain unburied, as a punishment for
his attempt to attack and conquer his own country, Thebes. Antigone, who is
Polyneices' and Eteocles' sister, decides to disobey Creon's order, and buries
Polyneices’ exposed body according to the appropriate burial customs. She justifies
her choice by referring to the eternal laws and customs that are in accordance with
the will of the Gods. Her action is revealed to Creon, who gives the order to bury her
alive, so that she dies for disobeying the law, which is in that case the order of the
highest authority: King Creon's mandate. Antigone dies by hanging herself. Her death
triggers a chain of events. Haemon, Creon’s son and Antigone’s betrothed, commits
suicide next to her body. The news of his death have as result the death of his mother,
and Creon's wife, Eurydice, who also commits suicide. Creon after the warning of the
prophet Teiresias, and in the light of these events, realizes that his decisions were not

based on (practical) wisdom (“@poévnoig”).
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The main protagonists of the drama are Antigone and Creon. Their conflict
represents two distinctive moral characters and they embody two different and
opposed approaches and definitions of justice. The conversation between the two
persons is very important and, in fact, revealing. When Antigone is arrested and
brought guarded to face Creon she does not refute her actions. “kal enul Spacat
KoUK Amopvobuat TO pR”'?”. To Creon's question about how she dared not respect the
law, she replies the following: It is not the Justice, that lives among the gods, that
established such laws for men, nor is it Zeus that ordered that. And I would never
disrespect the unwritten and stable laws of the Gods, which are of eternal value, for
the sake of a man's order'”.

We see that for Antigone there are two different types of law. On the one hand,
there are the eternal laws set by the Gods for the humans. On the other, there are the
laws of humans. We can assume that it is implied that the human laws can be either in
harmony with the eternal laws of the Gods or in contrast with them. Creon chose to
order to leave Polyneices unburied, but he could have made his mind the other way
and order the opposite. But human laws could never demand superiority or
precedence over the eternal laws of the Gods. It is interesting that Antigone stresses
the fact that the unwritten laws of the Gods go back to an unknown past. Their origin
is not known to humans; it is as if they are eternal'”. I believe that this statement is
central to understanding Sophocles' views of justice. Antigone does not appeal only to
a notion of justice that is in accord with the will of the Gods, but to a notion of justice

that is as old as the Gods of the other world. Creon could appeal not only to the laws
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of the city, but also to some laws that are in accordance with the will of the Gods. In
a sense he does so when he asks: “0AL" oVy O xpnotOc T® Kak® Aoyelv {coc”>™.
The audience of the drama, and a contemporary audience, would agree that this
proposition sounds just, and that the Gods would not dictate a different law.
Antigone's answer is the following: “tic o1dev £l kétw0ev Doy T6de;”2". What does
Sophocles want to say with this question, which Antigone uses as a response to
Creon's argument? Is it an indication of Antigone’s uncertainty about her own
actions? Is it a rhetorical question? Or, is it something else? 1 believe that it is
Antigone’s appeal to the most ancient Gods, the Gods of the other world; and
subsequently to their justice. It is an indirect way of saying that the older the laws, the
greater their superiority. It is as if she says: your decision might be just for your Gods,
Creon, but what is more important for me is what is just for the older Gods of the
other world. On the one hand, Creon does not appeal only to his power, but also to a
notion of justice which claims validity and accordance with the judgment of the Gods.
On the other hand, Antigone appeals to a notion of justice which claims superiority
due to its reference to the judgment of the most ancient Gods**. This notion of the
historicity of the laws, even of the laws of the Gods, is essential.

Although the legitimation basis of justice seems to be metaphysical, or of
transcendental nature, I believe that this is not the case. History, and the historicity of
a notion of justice, rather than any transcendental foundations, is the legitimation
basis for any notion of justice. A plausible explanation for the acclaimed superiority

of the older laws is their endurance in time. The fact that these laws have remained
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unchanged during the passing of uncountable generations, is a proof for their
superiority. The decree of a king, which has almost no history, could never claim
superiority with regard to these other laws, whose origin is lost in time*”.

In Socrates’ case things are quite different. He is brought before an Athenian
court with the charge of “corrupting the minds of the young, and of believing in
deities of his own invention instead of the gods recognized by the polis”**. Socrates,
defending himself, argues that he is unjustly charged, and that rather than being
sentenced to death he should be honored, through free maintenance at the expense of

% He believes that he does not have to try to

the polis, for being a public benefactor
convince them by all necessary means, but to present the facts and his arguments, so
that the jury could “decide where justice lies, and [...] return a just and lawful
verdict”®®. In addition, he claims that “[&vSpoc] Exelvo pdvov oromelv Otav mpare),
notepov dikata 1 Aduca TpdrTel, kal avdpOg dyadoD Epyo T koxoD @adlor”>’. We
see that for Socrates the notion of justice has two aspects. On the one hand, there is
the kind of justice which is a quality of a person's character, that is being expressed in
his actions. In that case justice is not only a quality of character, but also, and more
importantly I think, the ability to discern between right and wrong, and to make the
right choices. For instance, in Homer's /liad there are two cases in which Achilles'
hold of justice is revealed to the reader. The first case is when he demands that he
should have a bigger share of the loots of the war, and the second is when he decides

to avenge the death of Patroclus. In the first case it is the allotment of the goods — and

of the women — that is not just; in the latter it is not anger that drives him, but a well
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rooted notion of justice that prescribes what a man of a good stuff is right to do in
such cases. On the other hand, there is the kind of justice which is linked with the
application of the law, and the correct application of the general provisions of the law
to a specific case. It is not examined whether the laws are just and in accordance with
justice, but whether the decision of the body responsible for the application of the law
and the judgment of a case is in accordance with the law. That is evident from
Socrates' saying that the jury should return a lawful verdict.

At one point of his speech, Socrates addresses his fellow citizens in this way:
“Qvaykoiov €ott TOV T Ovt poyodpevov LrEP ToD dikaiov, kol el péAder OAiyov

»208 Socrates believes that

ypovov cwfnoechar, 18imtevely GAAX pT) Snpoocievey
anyone who would actively defend justice in the context of the polis would be
condemned to have a fate similar to his own. Wanting to show what is just and what
unjust, he would have to, willingly or unwillingly, expose and make public much of
the unjust actions of his fellow citizens; and that would cause the general enmity
toward him. People do not appreciate having their unjust actions made public, and
they do not like any self-appointed critic or “watcher of the public actions”. And his
position would be even more precarious when sovereign power is not in the hands of
the people. The authorities always tend to be less tolerant of anyone who is criticizing
their unjust actions. But a question arises: How could the “true champion of justice”
remain just and exercise justice when he decides to abstain from public affairs and

public interaction, and confine his activities to the sphere of his private life?

It seems that Socrates' proposition contradicts Aristotle's statement that justice is a
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virtue with a special and distinctive character. Justice is special and is distinct from
the other virtues due to the fact that it is a virtue “mpO¢ Etepov”, that is a virtue that
can be exercised only in relation to another person®”. In other words, justice, for
Aristotle, is a social virtue. And I would add that justice is a political virtue. I believe
that this understanding of justice is in accordance with Aristotle's text. Aristotle
quotes Bias' saying that “dpyn GvSpa deifer™?'’. Meaning that the quality of a man's
character will be revealed only when that man holds some kind of public office and
exercises political power. The man holding power and participating in the governing
of the polis is, by definition, acting in relation to others (“mpOg E£tepov xal &v
kowvoviQ”), and his choices and decisions affect the life of his fellow citizens. Thus,
justice par excellence is a virtue expressed in the political actions of the “public” man.
Does this mean that justice is confined only to the actions taking place in the political
sphere, in the strict sense of the term? Definitely not. There are also and other
instances of human interaction that take place in the polis, in which a person can
behave justly or, as the case might be, unjustly. Using a contemporary term, we could
say that these are all the actions taking place in the context of the civil society. But we
should be careful in using that term, because for Aristotle, as well as his
contemporaries, this sphere of human interaction does not belong to the private sphere
but is an extension of the public/political sphere. So when Socrates investigates the
Athenians about their wisdom, he is acting politically, as he did when as a member of
the Council he voted against the will of the majority, in the trial of the ship

commanders®''. We should not forget Socrates' metaphor — according to which
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Socrates' role in the polis is similar to a gadfly’s stinging a large but inclined to
laziness horse — which implies the public and political character of Socrates'
“private”, in name only, investigations®'*.

I believe that Socrates and Aristotle speak the same language. They both
acknowledge that justice is a political virtue, and that each individual should
participate in the public affairs of the polis, if he wants to acquire and exercise justice.
Although Socrates declares that the true champion of justice should choose to stay
home (“i8iwtedev”) if he wants to go on living, his own life and personal stance
actually show that even death is a small price to pay for the sake of justice. Aristotle is
not “standing” very far when he says that this kind of justice is not a part of virtue, but
the whole of it. “aldtn p&v obv 1) dwkawoctvy ob pépoc Gpetfic GAL" GAn &peth
Eotv?,

I hold the view that for Aristotle the laws of a political community should be
the guide for the man who wants to act justly. I believe that if he were asked for an
advice that would apply to the many, that would be the following: stick to the law. As
he characteristically says: “Sfjlov Ot mévto T vopud €oti mog dikona>'™,
Moreover, he declares that his opinion is that the provisions of every kind of
legislative power are just. “td 1€ y&p Wpiopévo LIO Thg vopoleTikfic vouud £ott,
Kol £xocTov To0TeV dikatov £lvad apev”?'S. Aristotle's claim that the provisions of
every law are in a way just, triggers many objections. For instance, one could ask

whether he would accept that the laws of the Nazi Germany, of the Soviet Union, or

of any other totalitarian regime, were just; and whether the “citizens” — the people
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living under these regimes — should follow the provisions of their laws as guides for
achieving justice in their actions as individuals and as members of a community.
Based on the passages which follow the ones above, we could say that the answer is
No. According to the text, we should call just, the provisions of the law which dictate
some forms of action and interaction in a political community through which the law

216 The law calls for a

promotes the eDSanpovia (happiness) of the political community
specific way of conduct and behavior that is in accordance with all the forms of
virtue, and forbids all those ways of conduct and behavior that are in accordance with
wickedness (poyOnpia). For instance, the law commands that every man should act
like a courageous and brave man, that he should act like a man of practical wisdom
(cd@pov), and like a man full of patience (npdog)*'’. The same is true even when the
law is not well drafted. In such a case, the law still promotes the happiness of the
members of the polis, but not so well as when compared to a rightly enacted law>'®. Tt
is interesting to mention that Aristotle is not telling that the law “should” command
that kind of behavior, but that the law “does” command it. Thus, we could suggest
that only when the law aims and promotes the e0Soupovio (happiness) of the political
community, should it be considered as true law. So, we should rephrase what we
previously said about Aristotle's advice to the man who wants to act justly. I believe
that it would be like this: stick to the law, given that the law promotes the eDSatpovia
(happiness) of the political community you live in. We see that he indirectly links

justice with ebdoupovia.

There is a passage, however, which blurs the whole picture. “ol & vopot
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Ayopevovct mepl AmavTov, otoyalopevorl 1 oD kol cvpeépovtog mdcy 1} tolg
Apiotoig 1 tolc xupiolg kat' petny 1 kat' GAlov Tv( Tpdmov TotoDTov” . It seems
that there is a contradiction between this passage and the previously analyzed ones.
One could ask: Do the laws which aim at the interest of only a part of the polis, even
if that part is comprised of the best men, promote the e0doupovia (happiness) of the
whole political community? Does Aristotle consider the DSaupovio of the best men
as equivalent to the eDSatpovio, of the whole polis? It is not easy to give a satisfactory
answer to these questions. When the laws aim at the interest of a part of the polis, they
produce and preserve the gDSoupovio of this part of the polis, but at the same time
they do not produce and preserve the gDSoupovio of the other parts of the polis. In
fact, one could add, that in that case they tend to do exactly the opposite; they
undermine their 0Soupovia. Aristotle, at least in his Politics, acknowledges that.
When he is making the distinction between the right and deviant constitutions, he
actually distinguishes between those constitutions which aim at the eD3atpovio. of the
whole polis and those which aim at the gDSaipovia of only a part of it. One could
imagine only one occasion where the eDSapovia of a part of the polis coincides with
the €0doupovia of the whole polis. This would happen, according to an Aristotelian
approach of the polis and of the political, only when the relation between the one part
and the other is analogous to the relation between a master and a slave. Even if we try
to imagine a polis whose inhabitants would differ so radically with regard to virtue,
there could be no compromise for the above mentioned contradiction because the two

parts were taken as a whole they would not form a political community, but a kind of
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conglomeration. Thus, I believe that there is a deep contradiction between the second
part of the passage referring to the target of the laws, and the passage referring to the
relation between justice and eDSaipovia in the polis.

Aristotle in Nicomachen Ethics 1134a 24 — 1135a 10 speaks specifically of the
political justice (“moMtikOv dixkoiov”). Political justice could only exist among free

0 Equality in this context has two

and equal men who live in the same polis
dimensions. Men could be equal either arithmetically or proportionately*'. What does
Aristotle mean by this distinction? Equality means that the equals should receive
equal and the unequals unequal (“Icot Toa kol pr) (oot ut) ica”). We need to have in
mind that the various men in question should be equal with regard to a specific value
(“a&ia”). This value could be liberty ("€levOepia’), or wealth (“mholrog”), or good
birth (“eOyévela”), or excellence (“Gpetn”). Aristotle says that there is unanimity in
that equality should be considered with regard to a specific “&&ia”, but there is no
agreement on what this specific “&&ia” could be”?. The democrats believe that it
should be liberty, while those with oligarchic and aristocratic views hold that it should
be wealth or good birth and excellence respectively®”. If, for instance, men want to be
equal with respect to honours, this does not always mean that they should receive the
same honours. When the “&&{a” on which equality is based is excellence, then men of
unequal excellence should receive unequal honours so as to be considered equal. They
would be considered equal when the ratio between their excellences is the same with

the ratio between the honours they receive. In that case we have an example of

proportional equality. When the “&&ia” on which equality is based is liberty, then two
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men of free birth should receive the same honours. In that case we have an example of
arithmetic equality. At the political level this is the main reason for conflict between
the opposing political views. The democratic belief that all free men should have the
same share in the administration of the polis, is based on the assumption that the value
according to which equality should be judged is liberty. On the other hand, the
oligarchic claim for a limited participation in the administration of the polis, is based
on the assumption that wealth or good birth should be the values for judging equality.
Injustice occurs when somebody takes a bigger share of what is analogous to him
from what is good (TGv amA®g &yod&V), and a smaller share of what is bad (t(®v
aml@g kak@v)™*. At the political level, injustice occurs when those ruling act in this
way. In order to avoid that, it is advisable that reason (Adyog) should govern, and not
men who tend to acquire more, or less if it is something bad, of what is analogous to
them. Furthermore, those ruling should be rewarded for guarding justice and equality,
through honors and respect™.

For Aristotle there are two kinds of political justice: natural (“pvowd™) and
legal (“vopkd™). It is strange that Aristotle claims that it is clear and easy to discern

17%, while, in

which provisions of the law are natural and which are conventiona
contrast, Plato devotes an entire dialogue, in fact his longest, the Laws, in an effort to
answer the following question: “Op0dTnTOG Te Kal Kpoptiac TEPL VOpmY, N mot
€otlv evoer”™ . In order to define the natural political justice, Aristotle says that the

natural political justice has the same power everywhere and is not affected by whether

people think so or not. “QuGIKOV PEV TO movTayoD TNy abTNy Exov SHvauty, kol oD
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@ Sokelv T} ui”*. On the other hand, legal political justice has power only when it
is established, its provisions could vary, and they could dictate one thing in one
occasion and something else in another. For instance, the laws regulating sacrifices
are of the conventional kind, and the fact that they dictate that a goat should be
sacrificed rather than two sheep, is subject to change. Aristotle mentions that there are
some who believe that the natural political justice is immutable and not subject to
change, and that they use a metaphor — that the fire burns in the same way in Athens
and in Persia®®’ — so as to show the stable and unaffected by external factors character
of natural political justice. Having this in mind, they argue that the political justice is
always of legal and conventional kind, due to the fact that it is always subject to
change. We observe, they argue, that political justice is not immutable*”.

For Aristotle, this is not true. Such an understanding of natural political
justice, as immutable and not subject to change, might apply to the gods, but it is not

so when we examine human affairs®!

. According to Aristotle, both natural and legal
political justice are subject to change, but at the same time there is a clear distinction
between these two different kinds of political justice. “mop’ Tulv & Eott puév 1t kal
PVGEL, KvntOv pévtol Thv, OAL" Ouwg €6tl TO PEV @voel 10 & oV @voer”*2. The
problem is that while Aristotle says that it is easy to distinguish between, on the one
hand, natural and, on the other, legal and conventional political justice, he does not
make clear how we could make such a distinction.

I believe that our argument about Sophocles' account of justice, and the

importance he attributes to the historicity of the laws, could help us approach and
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interpret Aristotle's account of natural political justice. I also believe that there are
some affinities between these two accounts of justice. As we have seen, for Aristotle
the immutability of some laws would be a sign of their divine character. Based on
that, we could assume that the less a law is subject to change the more it should be
considered as god-like. Thus, I believe that we could legitimately argue that for
Aristotle a sign for discerning the laws which are based on natural political justice,
rather than conventional, is their endurance in time. This is an argument which is in
accordance with the Aristotelian text, his broader philosophical stance, and the

predominant attitude in Ancient Greek thought.

I

Aristotle's analysis of natural political justice has provoked a vivid debate among
many contemporary scholars who either claim that Aristotle introduces a theory of
natural law, and that he is the founding father of the natural law tradition, or deny the
previous argument, claiming that the notion of natural law does not exist in Aristotle's
thought. In addition, there are some scholars who argue that the notion of natural
rights is part of his discussion of justice, while some others reject this argument out of
hand. As a preliminary remark, I need to say that there is no word in the Greek text of
the Nicomachean Ethics that has the same meaning, or has the same theoretical
connotations, with the modern English word “right(s)”. Furthermore, I strongly

believe that the translation of the Greek term “t0 QUGIKOV mOMTIKOV dikatov” as

-94.-



Dimitrios Mourtzilas

“natural political justice” is the only that renders in the best way the true meaning of

the term?*

. Nevertheless, there are many contemporary scholars who use the term
“natural right” so as to translate the above term®*. I believe that by translating the “10
PLGIKOV TOMTIKOV Sikatov” as “natural right” they distort the meaning of the text,
and do not help us understand the Aristotelian account of justice. By doing this they
enable themselves to interpret the text in a way that suggests that a notion of natural
rights, as we understand it today in a post-Enlightenment era, is present in Aristotle's
account of justice™”.

We should always have in mind that Aristotle does not speak about natural
justice in general, but he speaks specifically of natural political justice. The emphasis
should lie at the political, and not the natural, character of natural political justice. It is
not by accident or coincidence that Aristotle speaks of natural justice only in the
context of his analysis of political justice. Natural justice exists only in a polis, or in
political communities in general. Leo Strauss is wrong in arguing that Aristotle
suggests that natural justice — natural right in Strauss's own terms — is present in its
most fully developed form among the citizens of the polis, while natural justice exists
also in pre-political situations or out of the context of a political community — though
in a less developed form. He projects his own beliefs on Aristotle's thought when he
says that although Aristotle speaks of natural political “right”, “this does not mean
that there is no natural right outside the city or prior to the city”*°. Strauss believes in

the rational character of natural right, and he identifies himself with “some of the

greatest natural right teachers” in arguing that, due to the fact that natural right is
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rational, only by cultivating one's own reason, one can grasp natural right; and he
implies that natural right could be known only to the few who have managed to

»7. This is another point of his thesis which

cultivate their reason and not to everyone
is at odds with the Aristotelian account of natural political justice. We see that while
for Strauss it is difficult to know natural right, and only the cultivated minority could
achieve this, Aristotle, in contrast, says that it is clear and easy to distinguish between
natural, on the one hand, and legal and conventional political justice, on the other.
Based on the text, one could assume that according to Aristotle everyone is in position
to grasp and distinguish natural political justice.

An example of those who consider that Aristotle does not develop a theory of
natural law is Hans Kelsen. Kelsen argues that the Aristotelian approach of justice as
a virtue fails to help us approach the real nature of justice, and is only a way of trying
to legitimize the established positive law of a given society; and subsequently to

238

preserve the existing status quo™°. He also claims that the notion of natural justice —

though present — is not important, and does not play any significant role, in the

t>°. Kelsen believes that if the moral

context of Aristotle's ethical and political though
philosophy — of Aristotle in that case — cannot provide us with the principles, which
could be used for answering the difficult questions of who is equal and what is equal,
then the “positive legislator” who establishes a legal order should determine these
principles. For that reason he believes that Aristotle should be ranked among the

“supporters” of positive law, since “[...] his moral philosophy is not capable and

considers itself not competent to answer the question which of the criteria is the just
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one”**

I believe that the following schema could help us understand by analogy the
difference between the justice of the gods, the natural political justice that exists in the
human communities, and the legal and conventional political justice that also exists
among humans living in communities. This schema is inspired by Plato's Timeaus. In
nature we have three different situations with regard to motion. There is the absence
of motion, the circular motion, and all the other kinds of non-circular motion (e.g. the
linear motion). In Plato the fact that something remains stable without moving is an
expression of its divine character. In analogy to that, the circular motion, due to its
repetitive and “normal” nature, is the only motion which resembles in a way the
stability, and thus it is considered as the closest to a divine situation. Last, there are all
the other non-circular motions which belong to the sphere of action of the mortals,
and are more appropriate to them and correspond to their actions. The analogy that I
propose is the following: the natural justice of the gods which is immutable and never
changes, as Aristotle acknowledges, is analogous to the stability and the lack of any
motion in nature. The natural political justice, which according to Aristotle is subject
to change, should be considered as analogous to the circular motion; and the legal and
conventional political justice, which is also subject to change, should be considered as
analogous to the non-circular motions.

We need to focus also our analysis on the notion of legal and conventional
justice, as it is analyzed in Aristotle's text. Bernard Yack is right in arguing that most

of the commentators of the Aristotelian account of justice do not pay attention to his
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definition and analysis of conventional justice — conventional right according to
Yack's terminology®*'. But, at the same time, I believe, he approaches the issue in a
mistaken way; and his interpretation is not in accordance with the text. Aristotle's
definition of legal and conventional political justice is the following: “vopikOv 8& O
EE Apyfic pEV oLSEV Srapépet oDTmC 1) GAAmg, Otav 5& OGvTaL, Srapéper”*?. Yack,
based on some of the examples that Aristotle gives, claims that conventional justice,
for Aristotle, concerns only all those issues that are not very important. In other
words, it concerns all those issues and situations, at which if we choose to act in one
or in another way does not make any difference and is not important. For that reason,
Yack emphasizes the example that Aristotle gives about the sacrifices. In a way he is
right. The important issue is to decide to offer a sacrifice. Whether the sacrifice would
consist of a sheep rather than two goats, makes no difference, till the moment that a

233, But this is not the whole picture. If we

law is established so as to regulate that issue
want to approach and understand Aristotle's notion of legal and conventional justice
we need to closely examine what he says about that and take into account all the
examples he gives, and all the categories he refers to. If we achieve to grasp the
notion of legal and conventional justice, we will enable ourselves to understand more
properly Aristotle's account of natural political justice. I think that it is important to
quote the passage, in which Aristotle gives his definitions and presents his examples
so as to clarify that. “vopkOv 8& 0 &€& Qpyfic pEv oVSEV Srapépet oVt T GAA®C,
Stav 58 BGIVTaL, Stapépet, olov TO pvig wtpododar, 1) TO alye Bvew GAAX pi) §%0

npoPorta, £t Oca Exl TV kab Exacta vopobetoDotv, olov 1O Ovey Bpasidq, kal
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10 ynoopatddn™**. The last phrase (kol T yneopat®dn) is enough so as to
understand that the legal and conventional justice does not refer “only to the justice of
actions about which we would be indifferent were it not for a prior agreement™*. The
decrees could regulate in specific cases the whole spectrum of the life in a polis.
Aristotle is aware of this, and refers to such a case when he speaks of the deviant form
of democracy. In that case the many administer the polis through decrees, which
acquire the status of law, but at the same time the established laws of the city are
being put aside. As everyone understands, the decrees that could, and would, regulate
every aspect of a man's life in a polis, are not dealing only with issues that the
judgment of which is indifferent to the members of the polis. In addition, I believe
that by the “Ooa &nl v kad  Exoota vopobetoDowv”, Aristotle refers to the cases
where the law which is being established is not general enough, as it should be; and
does not work as a general guideline who sets the context for the Judge or the jury,
but is very specific and his provisions are limited to a specific issue.

We need to take into account and examine a tradition of interpretations of the
Aristotelian notion of “natural political justice” which stems from Averroés and is
related with other medieval Averroists®®. According to this interpretation, Aristotle's
notion of “natural justice” refers to a part of justice which is based on convention, and
is a kind of conventional justice, but, at the same time differs form conventional
justice due to the fact that it has universal value. This universal value of natural justice
stems from the fact that it is universally accepted. It is a kind of positive law, but the

fact that there is, almost, unanimous acceptance of it, discerns it from the “normal”
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positive law. People, while living in different places and historical eras, accept the
value of same fundamental broad rules, and agree to regulate their conduct and
educate the younger members of their society in accordance with them. The fact that
an agreement is needed, shows the conventional character of the justice which is
reflected on these rules, while at the same time, the universality of their acceptance
reveals the natural character of the justice which is reflected on these rules. These
rules should not be considered as immutable because many occasions occur in which
there is the need to override and disregard these rules for the sake of the preservation

7. There are and some contemporary scholars who claim that

of the respective society
Aristotle's notion of natural political justice is related with some kind of
“universality”. They argue that the “key” for understanding Aristotle's account of
natural political justice lies at our ability to grasp its universal validity and power.

One has to admit that this interpretation seems to provide a satisfactory
understanding of the Aristotelian account of natural justice. It is true that the word
“novtoyoD”, in Aristotle's definition of natural political justice, supports such a way
of interpreting it. But, if we pay close attention to the text of the Nicomachean Ethics,
and contrast and collate the interpretation with the text, we could see that there is an
antinomy between them. According to Aristotle the power and validity of natural
political justice is not dependent on whether there is agreement about its power and
validity, and whether it is recognized as such. As Aristotle characteristically says:

“kal o0 @ dokelv 1 wy”>*. In contrast, according to this interpretation, most people

would agree, and have the same opinion, that there are some broad rules which are
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just; and thus they constitute natural justice. The power and validity of these rules is
based on the universality of this agreement. In addition, it is argued that the mutable
character of the political justice results from the fact that the provisions of the law
which are based on natural justice could be suspended. It is implied that although
killing is contrary to the natural justice, there are some cases in which killing is
legitimized — in that context: not considered as contrasting natural justice — because it
serves a higher ideal; which is the preservation of the political community. But,
Aristotle does not provide nowhere in the text a clue for such an understanding of
natural political justice. Natural political justice is considered mutable because it is
subject to change, not because it could be suspended.

Why does Aristotle choose to use the term “natural political justice”? If we
accept that our interpretation is right, and that the reference of natural political justice
is not metaphysical or transcendental, we need to give an explanation for Aristotle's
choice to use that term. The interpretation I want to propose is based on the fact that
for Aristotle the very nature of every human is to be a political animal. Thus we can
assume that there are some actions that are in harmony with the political nature of the
humans. I want to propose the following: the justice which dictates the actions that are
in accordance with the political nature of men living in the context of a polis, is the
natural political justice. The provisions of a law, which are in harmony with the
natural political justice, work as guidelines for the members of the polis, and by
following and respecting these provisions they enable themselves to fulfill their nature

as political animals.
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Aristotle's Analysis of the Constitutions

While reading Aristotle's analysis of the various constitutions in the third book of the
Politics, a discussion that took place at a distant past comes to mind. It is the
discussion among Megillus of Lacedaemon, Clinias of Crete, and an Athenian
Stranger, during a walk from Cnosus to the cave and temple of Zeus on Mount Ida,
“on a long midsummer day”**’. This walk is narrated in Plato's Laws™". It seems that
Aristotle is reflecting on the part of the discussion that occupies the fourth book of the
Laws, and comes up with his own analysis and classification of the various
constitutions®™'. T believe therefore that it is important to examine some parts of
Plato's Laws, before embarking upon the interpretation of Aristotle's own analysis.
The Athenian Stranger narrates a story of a polis which was ruled under the
providence of the God*?. In the context of this story he presents the necessary
preconditions that a constitution should meet so that the polis can achieve its primary
goals: to provide peace (as a result of lack of factions within the polis) and happiness
(e0Sapovio). We can assume that the happiness refers to the polis as a whole, but
also to its constituent parts — its citizens. “elppvnv te kol ald® xol gdvopiov kal
ApOoviav dikng mopexduevov, &otaciacta kol eDdaipova T TV AVOpOTOV
Amnpydleto yévn >, We see that for Plato, if we consider the Athenian Stranger to be
a spokesman for Plato, the lawgiver should establish laws that would enable the
citizens of the polis to live in a peaceful environment, where justice and good laws

prevail, and would cultivate modesty (a1d®) in them.
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The Athenian Stranger is very strict about the use of the term “constitution”.
He holds the view that the most of the so-called constitutions should not even be
called as such. He believes that tyranny, monarchy, oligarchy, aristocracy, and
democracy should not be considered as constitutions, because they divide the polis
into two parts, the ruling and the ruled. And the ruling part is exercising its power in a
hybristic and unjust way (OBped¢ kol &dikiac pestodobot). “oUk elolv mohrelon,
morewv SE oliknoelg deomolopévav e Kol SoLAELOVGRIV PEPEGTY EaVTQOV TIGT >,
The ruling part — being an individual, a small fraction of the polis, or the whole demos
— has the tendency to rule guided by a soul full of desires and lust for pleasures. The
only remedy would be that the governing of the polis, and of the households, would
be guided by the immortal element that exists within the human beings. That is, the
governing of the polis and the setting of the laws should be done under the governing
of the reason. “tT)v 10D voD Sravopurv Emovopdloviac vopov”>>,

The Athenian Stranger makes a distinction: a kind of classification of
constitutions. On the one hand, when the ruling part appropriates the sovereign power,
and legislates and uses its power only for its own interest. Without taking into account
the common interest, the law is not true law and there is no real justice in such a polis.
In these cases the proper name for such an arrangement is “ctacwwteio” (party-
divisions), and not “molteia” (polities or constitutions). On the other hand, he argues
that the name “molrteia” should be attributed only to such arrangements where the

laws serve the common interest of the whole polis. “Tadtag SHmov apey Nueic viv

o0t elvon molteiog, DT OpBolC vopovg Ocot ut) suumdong tig torewg Eveko ToD
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xowvoD £1é0ncav: ol & Evekd Tvov, otactoteiog GAL" oD molteiag ToVTOVG Papéy,
Kol T TovTV Sikawa & eacty elvar, pény elpficOar’?e. Thus, we have two kinds of
constitutions: the proper ones, which justly bear the name “constitution”, and the
“misnomers”. I use the term “misnomer” to name all those constitutional
arrangements, that traditionally bear the name “constitution”, but inappropriately do
so, according to the Athenian Stranger's classification. The above passage is
interesting, and is important for our own analysis. We see that Plato makes a
classification of the various constitutions, based on the criterion of whether the ruling
part is governing for the sake of its own advantage and interest, or it is governing for

the sake of the common advantage and interest.

Aristotle's Classification of the Constitutions

Aristotle wants to examine the issue of the various constitutions. The question is
clearly stated by him: “métepov piav Oetéov mohteiav 1) mielovg, kQv el mieiovg,
tiveg kal mooar, kol Swugopal tivec aDT@V glowv”®’. How many constitutions are
there? What are the differences among them? These are the questions that Aristotle
wants to answer. But, prior to answering these questions, he has to answer another
question: What is a constitution?

According to Aristotle's definition, the constitution (moliteio) is the way the
various offices of a polis, and above all the sovereign office, are being ordered. In

addition, the definition continues, the constitution is the government (woAitevpa),
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because the government is the sovereign in every polis. “Eott & moMteia mOAE®C
T6Ec TV 18 AoV Apy@v kol pdhota thg Kvpiog TavTv. KOpov PEV YOp
mavtoyoD 1O molitevpo Thg mOrewe, moditevpa & E£otlv 1) moltein”>s, When the
demos is sovereign and governs the polis, then the constitution is a democracy. This
means that the Assembly of the demos holds the highest rank among the various
offices within the polis, constituting the sovereign body of the polis. According to this
reasoning, oligarchic is a constitution when only a few govern the polis, and the
council that is composed of them is the sovereign body of the polis.

In order to examine the numerous constitutions, it is needed to examine first
the various kinds of ruling. By examining the various instances of ruling among
humans, Aristotle concludes that there are two types of ruling. One type is that in
which there is the ruling that is exercised for the sake of the ruler — that being the
master in a master-slave relationship, the man in a family, those holding offices in a
political regime. The other type is that in which there is the kind of ruling that is
exercised for the sake of both the ruler and the ruled. That could be the case in a
family, or in the political life of a polis. From the examples Aristotle provides, he
seems to imply that there is the possibility, which is a third kind of ruling, that the
ruler exercises ruling for the sake of the ruled without benefiting himself*’. The
example he gives is that of the trainer of an athlete. The trainer has power over the
athlete and exercises ruling on him. Through that ruling the athlete can benefit. Given
that the trainer's advices are correct, the trainer's ruling is to the athlete's advantage.

However the trainer does not benefit from his ruling. This could happen only
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accidentally (kot® cvpufepnk0Oq) in that occasion when the trainer, being a trainer,
decides to put himself in the athlete's place®®.

With regard to the political ruling, Aristotle makes a chronological distinction.
There is a distinction between the past and the present, as if they are constituting two
separate historical periods. In the past men were occupied with the pursuit of their
own affairs, and were facing ruling and holding offices as a necessary obligation to
the community and the polis, which was connected to their status, being equal
members of the polis. In contrast, Aristotle's contemporaries seek to hold office and
participate in the ruling. The desire for that is very strong, and power has become a
kind of obsession. It is as if their health is directly depended on whether or not they
are holding office. Men are being “corrupted” by the profits and benefits that are
related to, and connected with, the participation in the political process and the
holding of various offices®'. They want to hold office so as to benefit from that.

When the rulers exercise ruling for themselves, they exercise a kind of
mastership similar to that of a master over a slave. But this is contradictory to the
character of the polis: “T) 8& moMc kowwvia TGV ELevdépav Eotiv’>? Based on this
proposition, Aristotle formulates his basic principle for classifying the various
constitutions. On the one hand, there are those constitutions which have as their target
and aim (“ockomoDotwv”) the common advantage. These are the correct constitutions
(“OpBol moltelon”)*>. In such polities prevails the proper justice, the justice in its

’3)264

fullest sense (“10 AmAQC dikatov”’)***. On the other hand, there are those constitutions

which have as their target, and aim, only the advantage of the rulers. These are the
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mistaken constitutions (“Tipaptnuévar toktelar”), which are deviations of the correct
ones (“mapekPacelc TV OpOGY ToATEIDV)*®,

Richard Robinson links Aristotle's division of the constitutions, based on their
aim, with the aims and intentions of the rulers of each constitutional arrangement. He
says that, if Aristotle's proposition about the division of the constitutions is
“concretely” interpreted, then it is not clear whether Aristotle is referring to the aims
of the constitution or to the aims and intentions of the rulers. If the latter is the case,
then a constitutional arrangement would change its character and change from a
correct to a deviant constitution, or the reverse, simply by the change of the intentions

of the rulers®®®

. According to Robinson one would expect that Aristotle should make it
clear whether for him the difference between a correct constitution and its deviation
lies “in some difference of their laws and legal arrangement, or in the difference of

”267 1 believe that such a clarification is not needed. Both

their rulers' intention
propositions could be true.

For Aristotle there are six different types of constitutions. This classification is
based on two criteria: the first is the previously mentioned division with regard to the
aim of each constitution — that being the common advantage, or the advantage of the
rulers. The second criterion is the number of those participating in ruling®®. “Otov
uEv O &l 1) ol OMiyor 1j ol moAhol TPOC TO KOOV GLHEEPOV HpyGL, TONTAS HEV
OpBAc Avaykaiov elvar Toc molrsiag, e 8& mpog 10 (dov ) 10D Evog 1) tdV

OAiyov 1) 10D mAn0ovg mapekPaceic”>®. “Polity” (“moMteia”), the common name of

all constitutions, is the name that Aristotle chooses to attribute to the constitutional
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arrangement where the majority governs for the common advantage. The deviation of
this constitution is “democracy”. This name is proper for the constitutional
arrangement where the majority governs, but does not aim at the common interest of
the total sum of the citizens of the polis. The many use their power to promote their
interests, at the expense of the minority. For Aristotle, democracy is synonymous with

)?7°. Aristotle attributes the name

the rule of the poor and needy (TQv Amnépwv
“aristocracy” to the constitutional arrangement where a small group of people rule the
polis aiming at the promotion of the common advantage of the members of the polis.
He adds to this category the case where the best men of the polis hold the sovereign
power. It is interesting to quote Aristotle's text on this: “tT)v 8& TQv OAiywv pev
mhedvov & Evog Apiotokpatioy (1} 1 10 Tol¢ Apictovg Apyetv, T} S1& TO TpOG TO

dpiotov 1] moet kal tolg KovmvoDoty abThc)”?”

. We can assume that it is implied
that when the best men of the polis govern, they always govern, and use the power
they have, keeping in mind the common advantage and the interest of the entire polis.
The deviation of this constitution is “oligarchy”. This is the case when the wealthy
few rule aiming at the interests of their social class®’>. Last, there are these
constitutional arrangements where a single person holds the sovereign power.
“Kingship” (“Pactieiav”) is the name that is usually attributed to the constitutional
arrangements where the monarch rules aiming at the common advantage, and
Aristotle chooses the same name. When the monarch aims at his personal advantage

and governs so as to promote his personal interest, then the proper name for this

constitutional arrangement is “tyranny”’.
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Aristotle's Remarks on the Constitutions

Aristotle acknowledges that his classification could be undermined in some cases by
the social stratification of certain poleis. His classification proves to be problematic
when it has to be applied to a polis where the majority is comprised of wealthy men,
and the poor ones are the minority. In general, this case is rare and marginal®”.
However, Aristotle is obliged to take this case into account, because it sheds light on
the substance (“o0cin”) of the various constitutions; and specifically on the substance
of democracy and oligarchy. As we have seen, according to Aristotle's classification
of the constitutions, democracy is connected with the rule of the majority. It follows
that we should call democratic a constitutional arrangement where a wealthy majority
holds the sovereign power within the polis, and rules by aiming at its interest.
Analogously, given that according to the Aristotelian classification of the constitutions
the rule of the few — aiming at their own interest — is called oligarchy, where a poor
minority holds the sovereign power the constitutional arrangement should be called
oligarchy. But this seems to be against the common sense regarding the various
constitutions and, at the same time, against Aristotle's own understanding of the
constitutions®”*. The quantitative criterion, regarding the number of those ruling, is not
the defining one for the definition of democracy and oligarchy. It is only

“cuuPePnkoc” that the many hold the sovereign power in democracies, and that the

few hold the sovereign power in oligarchies. It is not a part of the substance (“oUcia”)
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of these two constitutions. One could add that it is “xkat’ oUciov copPepnkoc”. The
essential element of democracy is the poverty of those holding the sovereign power,
and the essential element of oligarchy is the wealth of those holding the sovereign
power. “G 8& dapépovoty 1 te dnpokpatia kol 1) OAyapyio CAMAGY mevio kal
mhoD16¢ EoTv™?,

Francis Wolff argues that the marginal case that Aristotle deals with, i.e. the
case where the many are wealthy and the few poor, supports the view that the
teleological criterion is the only essential criterion for the classification of the various
constitutions; and he adds that the teleological criterion is the only criterion which we
could use for the evaluation of the various constitutions®’. I believe that Wolff's claim
is wrong. The number of those holding the sovereign power is neither unimportant,
nor inferior to the teleological criterion. The following case could help us understand
my argument. If we suppose that in a polis a number of equally virtuous persons
exists, then the number of those holding the sovereign power is very essential. They
are all equals, and for that reason they would all demand to participate equally in
honours; that is, in Aristotelian terms, to equally participate in the governing of the
polis and the holding of the various offices. Not to equally participate in the
governing of the polis, either by ruling and being ruled in turns, or by distributing the
various offices among them, would be considered as suffering injustice. Thus, if only
one of them would hold the sovereign power, even if that one exercised the power
aiming at the common advantage and interest, the constitutional arrangement would

cause injustice and would not help the members of the polis achieve eudaimonia and
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the well-living. “oDxoDv Gvéykn ToOg GALovg ATipovg glvat TAVTOG, UT) TILOUEVOLG
1o mohrkaic dpyaic: Tdg yap Adyopey lvar T dpyéic, Xpydviov 8 aiel tdv
aDTeV Avaykaiov slvat Tobe houg dtipous™?”. We clearly see that in that case the
number of those holding the sovereign power is very essential for the evaluation of
the constitution. The arithmetic criterion is equally important with the teleological
criterion for the evaluation of the constitution. From the previous example it is
implied that the Aristotelian schema used for the classification of the constitutions has
some weaknesses which set limits to its ambition to be an all-encompassing schema.
It is interesting to note that Aristotle is very confident that his account of the
classification of the various constitutions is methodologically sound. He considers
that the previously mentioned case does not undermine his method and the principles
he uses for the classification of the constitutions; and thus, it should not lead him to
modify his classification by adding/naming some other constitutions.

As far as “polity” is concerned, Aristotle links the nature of this constitution
with the virtues which the majority of the members of the polis possess, or potentially
could possess. “copPoivel & €ODAOYmG: Evo pEV YOp Sopépety kot Apethv T
OAiyovg Evdéyetan, mheiong & 1)dN xaremOv NkpPWchot TpOg Thcoy Apethy, ALK
péMoto TNV moAepuknv: abm yap £v mAfdet yiyveton S1omep katd TodTV TNV
moAteiay KupLOTATOY TO TPomorepoDY Kal petéyovoty alTig ol kekTnuévolr T
Omha*’®. We see that the masses can be virtuous. It would be difficult and very rare
for all the members of the polis or at least the majority of them to possess every virtue

and excel in them. Experience shows that it is possible that some of the members of
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the polis, usually a small fraction, differ from the others with respect to their
superiority of virtuousness. But this does not mean that the many are doomed to live a
life that is deprived of any virtue. They do possess the military virtue, at least*”.

What does Aristotle exactly mean when he says that those who possess arms
participate (“petéyovoty aOtic”) in the constitution named polity? The expression
“participate in the constitution” could be confusing, but given that according to
Aristotle's analysis the constitution and the government have the same meaning, it is
understood that when the constitutional arrangement is a “polity”, then those who
possess arms participate in the governing. Should we assume that the participation in
governing of those who possess arms is a necessary precondition for the
establishment of a “polity”, or is it possible that a “polity” could appear based on
another class of citizens? Should we assume that for Aristotle the necessary
precondition for the establishing of a “polity” is the existence and the prevalence
within the polis of a class of warriors, or perhaps of a class of citizens who participate
in the military? I believe that the answer, at least in principle, is No. However, in
practice and with respect to the actual poleis, the answer would be Yes. From the text
it is evident that Aristotle links, in an indirect way, the correct constitutions with the
virtuousness of the members of a polis. The causal relationship that exists, and needs
to be examined, is the relationship between the virtues of the citizens, on the one
hand, and the established constitution, on the other. “Polity” is linked with the
virtuousness of the many. For the establishing of a “polity”, it is necessary that the

majority of the citizens possess some kind of virtue. As Aristotle remarks, the most
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common virtue for the majority of the citizens is the military virtue. However, this
does not mean that if the majority possessed another virtue, then the corresponding
constitution would be other than a “polity”. What seems to be important is that the

many possess a virtue, any virtue, and not specifically the military virtue.

The Sovereign Body

“Internal sovereignty is the notion of a supreme power / authority within the state,
located in the body that makes decisions that are binding on all citizens, groups and

»280 - Andrew Heywood, who

institutions within the state's territorial boundaries
provided the definition of sovereignty above, claims that the notion of sovereignty
emerged in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and that it was a by-product of the
gradual development of the modern European states®'. Despite these claims, it is
evident that the notion of sovereignty, and of the sovereign body, is present in
Aristotle's political thought. In the tenth chapter of the third book of the Politics,
Aristotle examines the various possibilities about which should be the sovereign body
within the polis. His inaugural proposition is the following: “£xet 8" &mopiov i Sl
10 KOplov elvon thig ToAewe” ™. For Aristotle, there are five contesting candidates.
The sovereign within the polis could be one of the following: a) the many, b) the rich,
¢) the good, d) the best one among the others, and €) a tyrant®*’. The problem is that,

according to Aristotle, all these cases have problems and show some difficulties.

Thus, it is not easy to answer who should be the sovereign body within the polis. In
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all cases some kind of injustice occurs. The problem lies with the fact that the basic
principle of the Aristotelian account of justice is not met in all these cases. In other
words, the principle that equality should exist among equals, and inequality among
unequals, is being violated. Or, to state it more properly, one of the equations of the
Aristotelian principle of justice is violated. We should always have in mind that for
Aristotle it is just for equals to receive equal, and for unequals to receive unequal.
“Sokel {oov 10 dikatov elvar, kol Eotv, A" oD mdow GALX toic oo Kol TO
&vicov Sokel Sikatov elvat, kol yop Eotv, AL’ 0D mdoty AALX Tolc dvicowg .

It is worth examining how injustice would occur when one of the previously
mentioned candidates for the sovereign body manages to become the sovereign. When
the many would be the sovereign body within the polis, they would base their
sovereignty on their freedom and the fact that they are the majority; and they would
consider free birth to be the highest value. Thus, they would use this value as the
ultimate criterion for justice. In that context it is expected that they would project their
equality with respect to freedom to the other domains of their life too. And if, for
instance, they decided to confiscate and distribute the property of the wealthy, that,
according to their understanding of justice, should not be considered as an unjust

2% But, if we take into account another value, the wealth — as the

decision and action
oligarchics do — then the same decision and action is considered unjust. Similarly,
when the rich would be the sovereign body within the polis, they would base their

sovereignty on their wealth and the fact that inequality of wealth exists in the polis.

They would claim that wealth should be the predominant value for evaluating justice.
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Based on that the wealthy minority would exclude the others from the various offices,
and could do wrong to the majority. The case of a tyrant does not differ very much.
For him power and pure force is the decisive criterion for justice. He surpasses all the
others in power, and, therefore, he considers it just to identify sovereignty with
himself. At the same time he causes injustice to all the other inhabitants of the polis.
He is in a position to use his power as he wills and do wrong to whomever he wants.
The case of the “€mekelc” follows the same pattern. At the same time
Aristotle's analysis and argument is more revealing. Parenthetically, I would like to
note that the word “Emetkelc” could not be misinterpreted. It is clear that Aristotle is
referring to those who excel in moral virtues. But they do not monopolize moral
virtue. Thus, it would be great injustice to monopolize the sovereign power. If the
various offices are distributed among the “€miekelc”, then all the others would be
dishonoured and would suffer injustice®*. Injustice would occur even if the ultimate
criterion for justice is moral virtue, which is the decisive value for evaluating justice
according to the “€miekelc”. Moral virtue is the decisive value for the “Emetceic”,
because they consider that it holds the uppermost position among all the values. I
believe that the passage of Politics 1281a 28 — 31 is revealing and important for
interpreting Aristotle's account of the sovereign power: “0AA& ToU¢ Emeikelc Apyetv
3el Kol xupiovg elvar mavimv; oDKoDY Avéykn Todg Ghkove &tipoug slvar Tavrag,
Ul Topévove toilc moltikals &pyoic: Twdg y&p Adyopev slvar TG QApyds,
&pyoviov &' alel OV adt®V Gvaykaiov glvor Todg Ghoug dripoue” . We see

that, for Aristotle, if superiority and inequality in one specific value exists — even if
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this value is moral virtue — this does not justify the exclusion of the other from the
various offices. The fact that all possess that virtue, even to a very small degree,
qualifies them for participation in office. Not to allow them to hold office is
dishonouring and does not promote the prevalence of justice within the polis.
Analogously, if the best one among all the others holds the sovereign power, injustice
would occur. In fact, greater injustice would occur, because even more citizens of the
polis would be dishonoured by being excluded from the various offices of their
polis®®®. I believe that this is a strong argument that applies to all the cases. We cannot
easily imagine that a person, or a group/class of persons, possesses a virtue to such a
great extent that the hold on the same virtue of the others would seem trivial and
insignificant. Hence, whatever the evaluative value might be, all those who have a
share in this value, even to a small extent, should not be excluded from the various
offices. They should not be excluded form holding an office, and from participation in
the administration of the polis, if the constitution wants to promote justice within the
polis and the well-living of its the members.

The Aristotelian quest for the discovery of the appropriate holder of the
sovereign power seems to lead to a genuine “Qmopio”. According to the Aristotelian
account of justice, all candidates are susceptible in doing wrong to some part of the
polis, and the whole community in general. Despite that, we need to examine whether
Aristotle proposes any further principles and criteria that would enable us to discern
the best possible option among the five candidates, who all fail to avoid the incurring

of injustice and to promote the prevalence of justice within the polis, or to distinguish
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the one that minimizes the effect of injustice. I consider that Aristotle's argument, in
Politics 111 1281a 39 — 1282b 13, which is in support of the claim that the many
should hold the sovereign power, provides us with some interesting and insightful

remarks for approaching the issue of sovereignty.

Aristotle's Cumulative Theory:

The nAT)00g as a Masterpiece of Art

In the eleventh chapter of the third book of the Politics Aristotle wants to examine
whether it is preferable the many/the multitude (“t0 nATi00¢”) to hold the sovereign
power rather than the excellent (“ol dpiotor”) few?”. The discussion of this issue
presupposes what has already been said regarding the conflicting claims for

sovereignty*”

. Given that Aristotle says that there is some truth in the claim of the
many to hold the sovereign power”', the reader expects to see why Aristotle believes
that it is more just for the many to be sovereign within the polis.

Should we say that Aristotle does not only believe that there is some truth in
the claim of the many, but that he is convinced that the sovereign power should be
attributed to the “nAN00¢”**? According to my view, Aristotle presents a number of
very powerful arguments in favor of the participation of the totality of the members of
the polis in its administration, and in politics in general. It seems that he is convinced

that the stability and the longevity of a polis is seriously undermined when the many

are excluded from the public offices and are not allowed to participate at the
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administration of the polis™”

. As he characteristically says, a polis in which there are
many who are excluded from office and are poor is full of enemies. “Otav yap Gripot
moAol kol Tévnteg DIAPYWGL, moAepiny dvaykalov glvat AP TNV TOMY T TNV
»2% At the same time he does not want to exclude the excellent few from the
governing of the polis. Their presence is very important, because the non-virtuous and
poor, due to their lack of justice and practical wisdom, would make many mistakes if
they were entrusted with the highest offices in a polis. It is not safe to entrust the
highest offices to those whose virtue does not correspond to the needs of these offices.
“10 P&V yp PETéXEY aDTOVE TGV Apy @V TAV peyicTev oK AGPUAES ™.

Apart from the dangers that come with the exclusion of the many from the
administration of the polis, the need for justice ordains the participation of the many
in the governing of the polis. In order to understand this, we need to analyze
Aristotle's cumulative theory. Aristotle's claim that the qualities and the virtue of each
individual is accumulated with that of the other individuals when they come together,
could be named as “the cumulative theory”. Before proceeding with our analysis, it is
worth quoting an extensive part of the relevant passage of the Politics™*:

“rolC YO moAovG, WV £KaToC E0Tv 0D cmovdaioc Gvip,
Spog Eviéyetar cuveldovtag elvar Bektiong Exeivav, oy Mg
Exaotov 6L’ Mg ovpmavtag, olov T GLpEOPNTA deimvol
Qv &k wlc Samdvng yopnyMOiviov: moAA&V Yap Oviov
Exactov poplov Exstv Apethic kal @povicemg, kol yivesOat

cuvelBOVTaC Womep Evo AvOpomov TO TAT00C, ToAdToda Kol
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TolMOyEpa. Kal moALOG Exovt’ aloOfoelc, oDtw kal mepl T
N0 kol TNV diavotay. 810 kol kpivovsty Guevov ol moAkol
Kol T0 T povoikiic Epya kol T TGV momtdV: GAlot YOp
o T pdplov, mhvia S€ maviec. ALK TOOTW S10PEPOVGLY
ol omovdalol TGV AvdpQIV EkacToL TV TOAGDYV, Domep Kal
TV un KoA@V 100 KooV Qaoct, kol T yeypappéva S
éyvng TV ANOvQY, 1@ cuviydor Ta Stecmapuévo yoplg
glc €v, £mel kexOPIGUEVOV YE KEAMOV Exgty TOD YeypOopIEVOD
T0US1 PEV TOV 0POAAUOV ETEPOL §€ Tvog Etepov poprov”™>.

We see that for Aristotle the qualities, the property, and the grasp of virtue of
each individual could be accumulated with the qualities, property, and grasp of virtue
of the other individuals. This could happen only when these individuals come together
and form a kind of union. For that reason, while usually the majority of the people
taken as individuals are not considered as virtuous and are not “great” (cmovdoion)
men, it is possible that when these individuals are gathered together the sum of the
qualities, property, and grasp of virtue of all these individuals would be greater than
the sum of the qualities, property, and grasp of virtue of the few “great” men who are
considered virtuous and prudent. In an indirect way Aristotle makes an analogy
between the “mAf00¢” and a masterpiece of art. And more specifically, the “nAf0o¢”
is analogous to the finest piece of art that one could fine in a given society. I find the
previous analogy very interesting and, almost, provocative. To properly understand

this argument we need to examine what is a piece of art; or to put it more properly,
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what should be considered as a piece of art according to the ancient view on
aesthetics. According to the ancient understanding of art and aesthetics, a work of art,
so as to be considered as such, should not be an image or a copy of things that exist in
the real world — even if these are the most beautiful ones that exist — but should try to
achieve the absolute harmony. In order to achieve this, the artist should be inspired by
numerous real-world-objects, and should try to discern what is the most beautiful part
of each one. The work of art should represent the finest part of each object. For
instance, a sculpture depicting a human body should not be based on one real-world-
model only. No matter how close to perfection that model stands, it could never
achieve perfection and absolute harmony. Hence, the artist should try to create his
sculpture by using numerous models. The nose of the sculpture would be based on the
nose of one of the models, the arms on another one, and so on. The final outcome
would be an ensemble of the various parts, that would reflect the best features of each
real-world-model, and at the same time would be finest than any one of them.
Analogously, when the “mAN0oc” is assembled, it holds a firmer grasp on
virtue and prudence — which are the equivalent of beauty and harmony in the realm of
politics — than any real-world-individual. For that reason Aristotle makes the
distinction between the beautiful person and the ugly person, on the one hand, and the
beautiful person and the artistic representation of a person, on the other. The beautiful
person is obviously more beautiful than the ugly person. Moreover, the beautiful
person might have a more beautiful part, the eyes for example, than the artistic

representation. However, the artistic representation as a whole would always be more
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beautiful than the beautiful person. If we follow the Aristotelian argument we will
have to admit that an assembly comprised of Thersites-like men would have a firmer
grasp of justice, virtue, and prudence, and a better apprehension of beauty and art,
compared to the great Achilles, Nestor or Odysseus. Consequently, it is logically
deduced that an assembly that would be as “wide” as possible, comprised of
Thersites-like men as well as Achilles-like men, would have a firmer grasp of justice,
virtue, and prudence, and a better apprehension of beauty and art than any other
“partial” assembly. As Aristotle metaphorically says, “ka0dmep 1) ur| kabap TpoPT)
petd thg kabapdc TNy nlcav molel ypnoipmtépav Thg OAiyne*®. Analogously, the
cumulated property of the assembled “mAf0o¢” would be greater than that of any
individual, and the cumulated property of the members of an as-wide-as-possible
assembly would be greater than that of any other “partial” assembly. Thus, even if the
property criterion is taken into account for the distribution of the various offices, it is
just for the “mAfj00c” to be the sovereign body within the polis; “®ote Sikaing KOpLov
peovov 10 TAf0oc: £k Yap moAGY O STpog kal 1 BovAl) kal TO SucooThAplov. Kal
70 tiumpo 8& mhelov 10 maviov Todtmv 1) T0 TV ko Eva kol kat OAiyovg
peydiac apydg dpydvimv™>.

Does Aristotle believe that only the virtues and the good qualities would add
when the “mAN00¢” would come together, and not all those vices and bad qualities that
would make the “mAf0o¢” look like a big animal that would be guided by its desires
and the demagogues that would feed them’”? Aristotle does not discuss this

possibility, but, as I see it, an Aristotelian response would be as follows: it is true that
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the desires, which stem from the non-rational part of the soul, would be accumulated.
Practical wisdom and temperance would be accumulated as well. Given that each
individual would have a little grasp on each of these virtues, and according to the
cumulative theory of the virtues, the “mAfj0ogc” would “possess™ a great “amount” of
practical wisdom and temperance. Thus, in that case, as it would happen with an
individual, we expect that the rational part of the collective soul of the many would
overmaster the non-rational part of it.

Newman claims that when Aristotle is speaking about the many (the
“aAN00¢”), in that context, he excludes all the artisans and day-labourers, and refers
only to those who are “not below a certain social level”*’". Newman believes that
Aristotle would never claim that the poor labourers, when gathered together, could
have a better grasp of justice and prudence, and a finer taste with regard to music and
poetry, as compared to the good ones (€meikeic), who are by definition few. But this
does not seem to be the case. Newman's remark is not convincing, especially if one
has in mind that in the broader discussion of the third book of the Politics, when
Aristotle is talking about the “mAf|00¢” (the many) he refers to all the free men who
inhabit the polis — excluding, thus, the slaves and the foreign residents. He does not,
for example, set a minimum of income or property as a qualification criterion, nor
does he exclude those that are occupied as artisans, farmers, or labourers in general. It
is clear that the “mAN00¢”, for Aristotle, is comprised of all the free men of a given
polis without any qualifications, be they property or social status.

However, Aristotle's remarks are not unqualified. We should pay attention to
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the use of the verb “&véyeton” that he uses. It is clear that Aristotle does not believe
that every “mAf0oc” — every sum of persons that constitute the “nAf00¢” — considered

392 As he notes, there is the

as a sum excels the few “Apiotovc” in virtue and prudence
possibility that a certain population might not differ very much from a herd of
beasts®™. If this is the case, then it is impossible for the many, considered as a sum, to
surpass the few “dpiotovc” in virtue. Could Aristotle believe that it is possible that
the demos of a Greek polis should be considered bestial? I think that Aristotle would
suggest nothing of the sort. I believe that he introduces this qualification so as to refer
to the non-Greek poleis. He must have had in mind the “barbaric”, as he would name

them, tribes and nations**

. We should not forget that his intention is to propose a
universal and all-encompassing classification and analysis of the various
constitutions.

I believe that Aristotle's arguments on the cumulative property of the various
values and virtues of the many (“aAfjfo¢”) provide a solution, though in a qualified
sense, to the most difficult problem in the domain of politics and ethics that he is
dealing with. The question regarding the sovereignty — and the sovereign body within
the polis — is, in a way, answered. Aristotle acknowledges this when he mentions that
in some poleis the many (“mAfj0oc”) considered as a sum excel the few “dpictovg” in
virtue and prudence®”, and thus their becoming the sovereign within the polis is

just®®.

A God Among Men
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Aristotle says that it would make no sense, and it would be unjust, to demand that
Zeus should share his power with others, and thus rule and be ruled in turns.
Analogously, if there existed an individual who would differ in terms of virtue from
the other inhabitants of the polis in the same way that a God differs from a human, it
would be similarly unjust to submit this individual to the ruling of the others. Even if
the ruling was exercised in turns®”’. The analogy that Aristotle makes between Zeus,
on the one hand, and the One who surpasses all the other in terms of virtue, on the
other, is not simply a matter of emphasis. It would be just, and justified, for the other
inhabitants of the polis to renounce any demand and claim for participating in the
governing of the polis, only in the case that this exceptional individual differs from
the others as a God differs from a man. Aristotle believes that the other inhabitants
would accept willingly to be ruled by such an individual. They all would accept to be
the subjects of such a king.

We must not neglect to mention that this exceptional individual should not
only differ in terms of virtue compared to each other inhabitant of the polis, but that
his virtue should be superior to the accumulated virtue of all the other inhabitants.
According to Aristotle, if it happened that an individual is so virtuous that his virtue
surpasses the virtue of all the others taken as a whole, then it would be just for this

individual to become the king of the polis*®

. This just claim is based on the
superiority in terms of virtue. However, Aristotle does not say anything about whether

the exceedingly virtuous man is superior with regard to the other values that could be
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used for judging the members of the polis. For example, he does not mention anything
about the wealth and the property of the exceedingly virtuous man. So there could
exist some who would dispute his claim for being the sovereign within the polis, in
the case that his property and wealth would not exceed the property and wealth of all
the other inhabitants of the polis. In that case, and given that wealth is considered as
the highest value, at least by some of the members of the polis, he could not claim
superiority. The existence of the exceedingly virtuous man would not eliminate the
disputes regarding the sovereignty within the polis, and would not the terminate the
factions. It seems that Aristotle implies that the One who surpasses all the others in
terms of virtue would surpass the others in terms of all the other values as well. He
reminds the reader about the various claims of sovereignty, “mdviec yOp kad’

3% and declares that the claim of

LrepoyNv AéoDotv, AKX DrepoyMv oL TNV abTHV
superiority of the One who surpasses all the other in terms of virtue is also in
accordance with the democratic, oligarchic, and aristocratic claims®'’. The relevant
passage is not very clear, because Aristotle refers to the understanding of justice of
those who establish the various constitutions. Nonetheless, it is evident that if
Aristotle wants to be consistent with his definition of justice, he cannot but refer to an
individual that is superior regardless of the value that is taken into account.

There is another passage which could be used in support of the opposing
interpretation. In Politics 1284b 25 — 28, Aristotle examines what should happen in

the case that an individual superior in terms of virtue, and not in terms of power,

wealth, and friends, appears in the polis®'. If we accept that Aristotle refers to an
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individual whose superiority is only partial, we will have to highlight the
contradiction between Aristotle's claim that the other inhabitants of the polis would
gladly accept his sovereignty, and his remarks regarding the opposing claims of
sovereignty. By declaring that all those who have different understanding of
superiority would accept the rule of such a divine individual as just, Aristotle, |
believe, indirectly rules out the possibility of having an individual who would be
superior in terms of virtue, but who would be inferior to the other inhabitants of the
polis in terms, for example, of wealth, or power.

Another major issue concerns the life of these other inhabitants of the polis.
The existence of the divine individual within the polis, and the establishing of his
kingship, would deprive them of any possibility of political action. This would render
them unable of developing their virtues and of acting virtuously, unless they happen
to live a life of theory and contemplation. I think all would agree that it is difficult to
imagine a polis comprised only of philosophers. A polis whose inhabitants, except for
one, would be devoted to a philosophic way of living. We should not forget that being
politically active and taking part in the administration of the polis enables its members

312 Richard Kraut does not seem to

to exercise and develop their practical wisdom
believe that there is such an issue. He claims that the king would rule over politically
active citizens. He is of the opinion that despite the fact that the king would rule
permanently, the other inhabitants would be politically active citizens because they

would “rotate into and out of lower offices™". I believe that Kraut's argument is not

true to the text. The kingship of a god-like kind is a typical case of “mappacireia”. In
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that kind of kingship, the king is in sovereign control of everything; “Otav ﬁ Tavtov
Koptog elg v, For example, when a god-like man exists in the polis, it is highly
improbable to think that the other inhabitants of the polis would participate in the
making of judicial decisions — something that is central to the Aristotelian
understanding of citizenship.

As I see it, when Aristotle is speaking about the One who surpasses all the
others in moral virtue — and all the other values — he is not moving in the realm of the
polis anymore, but he is wandering on the high peaks of Mount Olympus. If such a
“man” walked in the agora of Athens, the Athenians would have the same feelings
and thoughts as the inhabitants of Seleucia had in the occasion which is described in
Cavafy's poem “ENAX @EOX TQN™", Aristotle himself acknowledges that it would
be contrary to nature to have such a man within the polis. As he says, the part is
naturally inferior to the whole: “o0 y(p mépuke 1O pépog Lmepéyety ToD TavToc™'e.

Thus, we should not expect that a man, who is the part, could be superior to the polis,

which is the whole.
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Aristotle's Presentation of the Actual Constitutions

It is common for people to speak about democracy, oligarchy, and the other
constitutions, as if there is only one kind of democracy, or only one kind of oligarchy
respectively. To Aristotle this belief is wrong and does not reflect the reality and the
actual constitutions. “clmep 81 mheiovg kol ut) pio Snpokpatio pndE OAryapyio pdvov
€otv?". There exist more than one form of democracy, and of oligarchy, and there
are many different ways to combine the constitutions, or some of their elements’'®.
Aristotle seeks to discern the reasons that lead to the existence of several different
constitutions. For him, the reason is the existence of more than one “parts” within the
polis. “toD pev obV glvat mielovg molreiag aitiov Oti méong £ott puépn mheio
TOLem¢ TOV Ap1Ouov™'°. By the term “uépn” (“parts”) we should understand different
groups of people within the polis. The members of the polis could be categorized into
different groups by many ways. Aristotle refers to some criteria which could be used
so as to categorize the members of the polis into groups*™. For instance, wealth and
property could be one criterion. Based on that we could place people into three
groups: the wealthy, the poor, and those who stand in between (toUg pécovg). Other
criteria could be virtue, or birth/lineage.

Aristotle, in that part of his analysis of the constitutions, takes into account the
prevailing view that there are two major constitutions. These are the democratic

constitution and the oligarchic one. To support this view, he makes an interesting

analogy to the number of the winds. He compares the winds with the constitutions. He
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says that some times the winds are classified into two big groups: the north winds,
and the south winds; and all the other winds are considered as variations/deviations of
these two kinds*'. Although he says that this two-fold classification of the
constitutions is not very accurate, he seems to find some value in using it. The view
that there are mainly two constitutions, the democratic and the oligarchic, is supported
by the fact that the primary way of dividing the polis into constituent elements
(“popio thg mokewe™), is to divide it into poor and wealthy. Aristotle believes that this
way of dividing the polis into constituent elements is legitimate, and he contrasts this

322

way of dividing the polis to the way Socrates did in the Republic™*.

Varieties of Democracy

For Aristotle, a constitution should be named as a democratic one when the sovereign
body of the polis is consisted of the free men who are not wealthy, and these men are
the majority. “€ott Snpoxpatia [...] Otav ol €evdepot kal Gmopot mheiovg Ovteg

732 We see that Aristotle links democracy with the rule of the

Koptot T Gpyfic Wotv
poor. He emphasizes that the rule of the poor is the distinctive element of democracy,
and not the rule of the many. And he adds that in actual poleis the poor are the
majority and the rich the minority. However, we should not neglect that he is defining
the democratic constitution as the rule of the free men of the polis. “Sfjpoc pév €otv

Stav ol EredBepot kOpLot Wow2*, Tt is clear that with this statement Aristotle wants

to show that the qualifying criterion for participating in the administration of the polis
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is freedom. In other words, all those who are born free citizens are considered as part
of the sovereign body without having to meet any other criteria, such as a specific
amount of property or wealth, or being born from specific ancestors. The poor men
are free citizens of the polis. Given that they are usually the majority within the polis,
it is legitimate, according to Aristotle, to argue that it is more probable that they
would rule the polis in a way that would promote the interests of their social class.
When they do so, the constitution should be seen as being a democratic one. It is
central to Aristotle that there is not only one but a number of different kinds of
democracy, and it is important for him to reveal their differences and categorize them.

The first kind of democracy is the one based on equality. “Snpokpatio pev
oDV £6TL TP eV T) Aeyopéwn péhota kot 1O {oov™*, This equality means that
all the members of the polis are on the same level. Neither the poor nor the rich have
any special advantage with regard to the other social class. There is no sovereign
class; all are considered to be the same. All have the same share in the constitution.
This equality results in the prevalence of the “8fjuog”, that is the prevalence of the
non-wealthy citizens; of the many. This is due to the fact that they are the majority,
and thus their decisions become sovereign. “€nel 8& mieiowv O dTjpog, kopov S& TO
36Eav tolc mhetooty, Gvéykn Snpokportioy glvor oty 2,

The main feature of the second kind of democracy is the introduction of a
small property qualification. In other words, a member of the polis is allowed to hold
any kind of office only if he meets that property qualification. A property threshold is

established which sets the minimum amount of property that one should possess in
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order to be considered eligible for holding office. From the text we can assume that
the property of each member of the polis is constantly under examination. When his
property and wealth are sufficient so as to meet the property qualification, he is
allowed to participate in holding office, and take part in the administration of the
polis. Analogously, when he fails to meet this small property qualification he is not

entitled anymore to participate in its governing®”’

. We understand that this property

qualification is low enough so as to exclude only a small fraction of the citizen body.
In describing the third kind of democracy, Aristotle says that “£tepov S{SOQ

dnuoxpotioc 10 petéye Gmovtag Tovg moAitag Ocot Avumedduvor, Gpysty S€ TOV

%8 This kind of democracy is characterized by the establishing of a

vOpov
qualification which limits to some extent the citizen body. This qualification is
expressed by the “dvvmevBuvor” of the above proposition. The meaning of this term is
not obvious to the reader, and needs to be examined. The term “dvvnedBuvor” could
be translated as those who do not “fail to pass a scrutiny”, or “the citizens that are not
open to challenge™”. There seems to exist unanimity among modern scholars that the
term here refers to all those citizens whose lineage is not under dispute®’. This
interpretation of is dictated by Aristotle's remarks on the various kinds of democracy
in Politics 1292ab21 — 121293a9. There he links the “dvvned@uvor” with lineage and
kinship. As he notes “Etepov 8& £160¢ S1 TNV Exopévny diaipeotv: Eott yOp Kol
nlo E€elvan Tolg AvumevBivolc kot T0 yévoc™>!. As I understand it, Aristotle with

the “GvomevOuvor” refers to all those members of the polis who can trace their

ancestors, on both the side of their father and the side of their mother, at least three
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generations back, and prove that they were free citizens of the polis. In Politics
1275b22 — 1275b24 he mentions that this process of examining the parentage was a
scrutiny that existed in some poleis as a practical way for attributing citizenship to an
inhabitant of the polis**.

What is more important is the second part of Aristotle's description of this kind
of democracy. The significant aspect of this kind of democracy is the rule of the law.
This mean that there is a constitutional order that is respected and maintained. The
many make decisions and hold the various offices, but it is the law that is sovereign.
In other words, the many — the demos — administer the polis, but their power is limited
and their decisions are subject to the provisions of the law. From Aristotle's
description of this kind of democracy we can assume that the many rule the polis, but,
given that they respect and follow the provisions of the law, they do not use their
power so as to promote their class interest. However, one could legitimately argue that
this could be the case only if the established laws are good laws promoting the
common interest and the eudaimonia of the polis. If we bring to mind Aristotle's
classification of the various constitutions®”, we could say that his description of this
kind of democracy contradicts his classification. This kind of democracy where the
laws and not the many rule, does not seem to fall within the category of the deviant
constitutions, even if we employ Aristotle's own principles for the classification of the
constitutions.

The fourth kind of democracy is to a great extent similar to the previous one,

but differs from it in one aspect. More specifically, in the administration of the polis
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do not participate only those whose lineage is not disputed, but all those who have
been given the citizenship of the polis. “£tepov 8& eldoc dnuokpotiog TO mavtl
netelvar v &pyGv, £0v pévov 1) mohitne, Gpyety 5& TOv vopov™™*. As I see it, this
is the case when the polis has decided to have more lax criteria for the allocation of
the various offices, and the participation in the administration of the polis. This means
that the polis does not confine the holding of office, and the participation in the public
affairs of the polis, only to those who can prove that they are offsprings of free
citizens from both the side of their father and their mother. This could happen due to
demographic reasons. There could be times when the citizen body is too small, and
there is the need for the polis to incorporate some others. This could lead to the
attribution of citizenship to men who are children of free citizens from only one of
their parents, or even to resident aliens. This could mean that the body of those who
are allowed to hold office is larger than that in the previous kind of democracy, but
this is not necessary. What is more important, is that in that kind of democracy, it is
also the laws that rule. Thus, our remarks on this issue are the same as with the
previous kind of democracy.

Last, for Aristotle there is a fifth kind of democracy. Aristotle pays special
attention to this specific kind of democracy. This kind of democracy is similar to the
previous one in all its aspects, but one. This difference is significant. The similarities
have to do with the members of the polis that participate in the ruling and the
administration of the polis. This means that all those who have been given citizenship

can participate in the governing of the polis. At the same time there is a great
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difference with regard to sovereignty. In that case the laws are not sovereign, and they
do not rule. Rather, the government and the ruling is based on the will of the
multitude. This happens when the decrees of the many are sovereign over the laws.

“koplov & glvar TO TAT00g kal ur) TOv vopov. tobTo S€ yiveton Otav T yneicuata

-2

KOpta 1) GAAX un 0 vopoc™. What does this mean? How could a polis be governed
that way? In such a kind of democracy all the important decisions are taken in the
Assembly. What is decided by the majority in the Assembly regulates the way the
polis is run. These decisions are not subject to any control, and there is no
constitutional context to limit them. The polis is governed according to the will of the
majority in the Assembly. For Aristotle, the presence of demagogues is a prerequisite
for the establishing of a situation where the decrees of the multitude are more
powerful that the provisions of the law. He claims that “it is the demagogues who
bring about this state of affairs”; “cvpfaiver 6& toDT0 S1 TOLG SMuaywyov ™.
Interestingly, just a few lines after the previous remark, he notes that “Omov & ol
vopotl i elot koprot, EvradOa yivovionr Snuaywyoi”®’. The two statements seem to
contradict one another. On the one hand, he seems to argue that the establishing of
this kind of democracy is an effect of the presence of demagogues in the polis. It is as
if their presence is a prerequisite for the establishing of this kind of democracy. On
the other hand, at the second passage, he claims that a situation where the laws are not
sovereign is the fertile ground for the development of demagogues. Based on the

second proposition, we could argue that the presence of demagogues is the effect and

not the cause.

-136-



Dimitrios Mourtzilas

I believe that one of Aristotle's most important remarks on democracy is the
one he makes in Politics 1292a 8 — 9. He notes that “&v p&v yap talc kot vopov
dnuokpotovpévalg ol yivetar dnuaywmydc, GAL" ol Béltiotor TV ToMT®V gloty Ev
npoedpie**®, The reader of the Politics who is preoccupied in believing that Aristotle
is a philosopher hostile to democracy, and especially the historical democracies,
would feel very awkward when he comes across this passage. Based on this passage
one could argue that Aristotle believes that if a polis is ruled by a democratic regime
which secures that the laws of the polis would not be overruled by any kind of
decrees, then that polis would be governed well, given that the best citizens would be
given the leading offices and would hold the authority. The “clcv &v mpoedpiq”
leaves little room for any misunderstanding and dispute. Either we translate it as
“authority”, or we claim that it refers to the leading offices of the polis®*’, the role of
the best men in the governing of the democratic polis cannot be undermined. The best
men, being the leaders of the polis, would contribute to the eudaimonia of the polis.
From what Aristotle says, we can legitimately conclude that a democracy could
provide to the members of the polis the suitable “context”, and environment, for the

achieving of eudaimonia.

Varieties of Oligarchy

It is possible that one could be driven by the etymology of the word “oligarchy” to the

conclusion that we should define oligarchy as the rule of the few. Aristotle having this
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in mind wants to provide a definition of oligarchy that would reveal the nature of this
constitution, that would include its characteristic features. For that reason he declares
that we should not consider that the constitution is an oligarchic one when the few are

the sovereign body within the polis®*

. He goes on to argue that the important aspect
that distinguishes an oligarchic regime is the fact that it is the rich who are sovereign
within the polis. To support his view he gives two examples, which represent two not
so usual cases. As he says, one could imagine a polis which is comprised of 1300 free
men. Of these 1300 men, the 1000 happen to be rich, and the 300 poor. If we assume
that the 1000 rich men, who are the majority and the many within the polis, hold the
sovereign power, and do not allow the 300 poor to participate in any office, then no
one could claim that these 1300 men lived in a democratic regime. “o00gic Qv @ain
dnuoxparelcdor tovtovs™*!. The second example Aristotle gives, presents the exactly
opposite. In the case that the poor but few, of the above imaginary polis, were
stronger than the many who were rich, and restricted the distribution of the offices to
themselves, no one would claim that this polis is ruled by an oligarchical

2. However, as Aristotle acknowledges, “copfoivel To0¢ pEV moALODG

constitution
glvar Todg 8" OMyoug: EredBepot pEv y&p moAot, mhovotot & OAiyor”. Thus, we
could sum up the Aristotelian definition of oligarchy as follows: “OAyopyio [...] Otav
ol Movotot kol eDyevisTEpOL OMyor Gvteg [Kptot Thig ApxTig Wow]”**. For Aristotle
it is important to link the oligarchic rule with the rule of the rich, and not only with

the rule of the few, because if one does not highlight this distinctive feature of

oligarchy, then he could result in arguing that when a minority, of any kind, holds the
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power, we should assume that the regime is an oligarchic one’”. But this does not
mean that we should leave the numerical criterion aside. It is equally important for the
definition of oligarchy.

Aristotle notes that there are more than one different kinds of oligarchy. First,
there is that kind of oligarchy which uses a property criterion for defining those who
could have access to the various offices of the polis. This property qualification is set
in a way that would not allow the many to participate in the administration of the
polis. However, if a person from the lower class manages to accumulate enough
wealth so as to meet the property qualification, he is allowed to participate in the
ruling. Second, there is another kind of oligarchy which resembles the previous one
with regard to the existence of a property qualification, but differs with respect to the
way that someone is considered eligible for participating in office. Aristotle's
description of this kind of oligarchy is the following: “GAAo 8¢, Otav A0 TUNPATOV
Hokp®OV Wowv al &pyol kel aip@viar adtol tobg EXheimoviac (&v pev obv &k
6TV T00TeV ToDT0 To1kIot, Sokel ToDT slvan pEALOV APLoTOKPATIKOY, £V 5 £
TGV AQoPIGHEVOY, OMyapyikdv) . The text is not very clear, and much room is
left for multiple interpretations. On the one hand, it is clear that the holding of the
various offices is linked with the existence of great property. For instance, according
to Richard Robinson's translation, “offices require a high property qualification**’.
Based on the first part of this proposition, one could assume that the richer people of
the polis would hold the various offices. On the other hand, the second part of the

proposition seems to undermine this interpretation. According to the second part of
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the proposition the richer people of the polis function as an electorate. What is not
clear is the purpose of this election.

I believe that there are two interpretations of this passage that should be
examined. The one interpretation is to say that the richer people of the polis, whose
property meets the high property qualification, elect those who will be appointed to
the various offices of the polis. This interpretation is somehow supported by the
second proposition of this passage of the text, where Aristotle remarks that the
electors choose either from “all”, or from a particular group. First we need to
understand to whom Aristotle refers when he uses that “all” (“mdvtov”). There are
two options. He could either refer to all the members of the polis, or to all those who
manage to meet the property qualification. To claim that this “all” refers to the totality
of the members of the polis seems to me very problematic. The problem is that this
interpretation contradicts Aristotle's own definition of oligarchy. We should not forget
that Aristotle emphatically argued that a regime should be called oligarchic only when
the opportunity to hold office is linked with being wealthy and having enough
property. Hence, we could not argue that the rich elect the magistrates from the total
of the citizen body, because that would contradict Aristotle's definition of oligarchy.
To claim that the word “all” here refers to all those who manage to meet the property
qualification sounds more possible. For instance, Eckart Schiitrumpf claims that the
electorate consists of those individuals who are at the same time eligible for being
elected®. But, I believe, this interpretation does not comply with the meaning of this

passage as a whole. More specifically, in that case the second possibility, that the
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electors choose from a subgroup of that “all”, would not make any sense what so ever.
It is as if the wealthy people would use another criterion so as to further restrict the
number of the persons who could be eligible for holding an office. Something like
having an elite within an elite. But we cannot trace something like that anywhere in
the text. As I see it, If we want to support this interpretation, we would have to
assume that those elected to hold office are chosen from a group of wealthy people.

For interpreting this passage we need to examine the meaning of the participle
“to0¢ EMeimovtog”, and see why it is employed by Aristotle. According to the
Liddell-Scott Lexicon, “ol &\ieimovtec” should be translated as the “defaulters”*,
i.e. those who fail to fulfill an obligation, especially fail to meet a financial or legal
obligation. Thus, we could say that the role of the elections is to enable the wealthy
people to rule out from the group of those who are eligible for holding office those
who do not meet a certain obligation or criterion. For example, this obligation could
have to do with the social status of the ancestors of the wealthy. Or, we could read it
in a different way. We could imagine the possibility of having a very high property
qualification. In this case those who meet it would be fewer than the number of the
ones needed to fill in all the offices in the polis. Hence, we should assume that the
rich ones, who meet the property qualification, elect some of the non-wealthy for the
remaining offices®”.

In light of what we said previously, we could interpret this passage in a
slightly different way. If we read this passage having in mind the first kind of

oligarchy, we could analyze it by saying that the accumulation of enough wealth and
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property, so as to meet the property qualification is a necessary but not a sufficient
precondition for having access to the various offices. What is further needed is the
consent of the other members of the ruling class. In other words, the rich people who
already hold the power should recognize the nouveau riche as actually being their
peers. For that reason the election is used as a filter. A filter to ensure that those who
would hold the various offices would not only meet the property qualification, but
would also be devoted defenders of the interests of the ruling wealthy class.

Third, there is a kind of hereditary oligarchy. In that case the the son of a
wealthy man does not only inherit the property of his father, but the office that his
father held as well. When this kind of hereditary oligarchy exists, but there is no rule
of the law and the rulers rule according to their will, we have a fourth kind of

oligarchy. Aristotle names it “dvvaocteio”.

Politeia

In Plato's Laws, the Athenian Stranger asks his two interlocutors, the Spartan Megillus
and the Cretan Clinias, about whether the constitution of their poleis is a democracy,
or an oligarchy, or an aristocracy, or a monarchy. Megillus replies that when he
reflects on the constitution of Sparta he realizes that it is not easy, in fact it is almost
impossible, to use one of the names of the various constitutions so as to name it,
because it combines different elements of different constitutions. So, we cannot

distinguish a dominant, and characteristic, element which would enable us to
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categorize it as a democratic, or an oligarchic, or an aristocratic, or a monarchical
regime™'.
Aristotle, in Politics 1V, presents a similar description of the constitution of the

Lacedaemonians™®?

. He says that people either describe it as a democracy, because it
has a number of democratic features, or describe it as an oligarchic constitution,
because of the oligarchic elements and institutions that it incorporates. The
democratic features of the Spartan constitution include the rearing and the education
of the children, the institution of the common meals, and the fact that the adult
members of the polis adopt a public behavior that tries to blunt the inequality among
the citizens of the polis. These are regulations, and conducts, that have one single aim:
the development, and promotion, of equality among the citizens of the polis, current
and potential. The sons of the rich receive the same education with the sons of the
poor. All the young members of the polis, regardless of the economic status of their
family, have the same educational opportunities. The fact that the rich and the poor
receive the same nutrition, and wear similar clothes, promotes this feeling of equality.
One could object that it is not equality, but friendship, the aim of the above mentioned
regulations. I would answer to such an objection that friendship is the byproduct, and
not the primary goal of these regulations. Equality is the main precondition for the
development of friendship.

The above mentioned democratic features of the Spartan constitution are not

the only ones. There are specific institutions that allow the many to participate at the

governing and the administration of the polis. The two most important, according to
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Aristotle, offices of the polis are closely linked with the demos. First, the members of
the Council of Elders are being elected by the demos, and second, the people that

33 However, the constitution of the

make up the demos participate in the Ephorate
Lacedaemonians has many oligarchical features. Aristotle enumerates some of them.
The absence of the use of lot, and the choice of those who would hold the various
offices through elections in every case, is one of those oligarchical features. Another
important such feature is the fact that the few have the power to impose the sentence
of death or exile (“O\iyovg glvat xvpiovg Bavatov kol euyTic”)**. For Aristotle, the
constitution of Sparta is a good mixing of democracy and oligarchy. It looks like a
democracy, it also looks like an oligarchy, and at the same time it does look like none
of the two. Aristotle uses the Spartan constitution as an example of mixed
constitutions, and as an actualization of the so-called “polity”.

Aristotle is clear in saying that polity is a mixture of oligarchy and democracy.
“Eo11 Yp N moMteio WG AmADG elmelv pikig OMyapyiog kal Snpokportiac”*>. And he
adds that the mixtures that are closer to a democracy are customarily called polity.
“gld0act & karely T peEV AmokAvovsog We mpog TN dnuokpatioy molteiog” .

Why does Aristotle choose the term “politeia” for naming the constitution
where the many rule aiming toward the interest of the whole polis? Which are the
most characteristic aspects of this constitution? Aristotle chooses the generic name
polity for the properly mixed constitutions, because he was aware that there was no

commonly accepted name for such constitutions, and there was the need to distinguish

them from the other constitutions. But why did he choose the generic name for all the
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constitutions so as to name this specific type of constitution? Why did he not choose
another name which would not have any connotation with the other constitutions? For
example, he could name it “mixed” or “demoligarchy”, or use any other name*’. I
believe that the use of the generic name is an indirect expression of his belief that in
most cases, and in actual poleis, this kind of constitution would be more fitting, and
would provide the necessary conditions that would enable the citizens of the polis to
live a good life and achieve eudaimonia. In addition, this kind of constitution, if it is
well mixed, would be the most stable. Its stability would be based on the fact that
none of the parts of the polis would like to have a constitutional change, and the
establishing of another constitution. Aristotle emphasizes that a constitution is more
stable when all the parts of the polis want the its preservation, as contrasted to a
constitution which is based on the acceptance of the majority™®. It is not difficult to
think of a powerful minority which could disturb the constitutional order, and
establish a different constitution that would be in accordance to its will. Thus, the fact
that all the parts of the polis “identify” themselves with the constitution, or at least
with some core aspects of it, is a good sign for the longevity of a constitution.

Why does Aristotle claim that both the oligarchic part of the polis, which is
comprised of the wealthy few, and the democratic element, which is comprised of the
demos, share the same view that an established politeia, when it is well mixed, should
not be replaced by another constitution? The shared view regarding politeia, which
might seem odd at first sight, stems from the fact that politeia aims at the rich and the

non-rich as well. In other words, in a politeia both wealth and freedom are used as a
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criterion for the distribution of the various offices. “udvov yap 1 pific otoydleton
Qv e0nopoV Kol TV Amdpwv, mAovtov Kol Elevdepiac™®. Wealth, which is the
primary value of oligarchy, and freedom, which is the primary value of democracy,
are used for judging the equality within the polis. Thus, both the many, who identify
themselves with the democratic value, and the rich ones, who identify themselves
with the aristocratic value, consider that they are treated justly. This is the essential
quality of politeia. It is a constitutional order which ensures that the parts of the polis,
which have opposing interests, consider that they do not suffer injustice.

Aristotle presents the characteristic elements of politeia which guarantee the
above mentioned prevalence of a “bi-dimensional” justice. As he says, there are three
elements which are elements of combination and mixture’®. First, politeia
incorporates segments of the legislation of both democracy and oligarchy. A very
good example is the legislation regarding the courts of justice. In an oligarchic regime
there are fines which are imposed on the wealthy for not participating in the courts of
justice. At the same time there is no payment for the participation. In contrast, in a
democratic regime there are payments for the poor, but no fines for the wealthy. The
middle ground (“kowvOv xol péoov”) is to have both fines for the wealthy and
payment for the poor. This combination is characteristic of politeia, which mixes
elements from both democracy and oligarchy. Second, in a politeia the mean of what
is ordained in oligarchy, on the one hand, and democracy, on the other, is chosen. For
example, in an oligarchy a large property qualification is set for the participation in

the Assembly. While, in a democracy there is no such property qualification, or a very
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small one. The middle ground in that case is the mean between the two extremes.
Last, in a politeia some democratic elements are mixed with some oligarchic
elements. For example, democracies employ lot for choosing those who would hold
office, without having a property qualification, while oligarchies employ elections and
property qualifications. To take one element form the one constitution and another
element from the other is characteristic of politeia. In our example, elections are used
for the choosing of the officials, but there is no property qualification for holding an
office. “€k pev tic OMyapyiog 0 aipetdg motelv T0g Apydc, £k S& Thic Snuokporiog
70 p1 amo Tympatog” !,

As we have seen, politeia incorporates elements from both democracy and
oligarchy. The better the mixing of these elements, the more it would look like both.

And, thus, people might classify it as a democracy, while at the same time it might be

classified as an oligarchy as well.

Varieties of Aristocracy

Aristocracy, as Aristotle acknowledges, is usually recognized as one of the
constitutions, and it is called by this very name. He refers to Plato so as to give an

392 One could assume that a constitution should be

example of this general recognition
named as an aristocratic one when the citizens who hold the power and govern the

polis are virtuous. For Aristotle, this is not a sufficient precondition. At least this is

not a sufficient precondition for the existence of a “proper aristocracy” (“tnv [...]
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povnv Sikoiov mposoyopevely Apiotokpatioy”). The Aristotelian definition of the
proper aristocracy is the following: “tTv y&p £k 1@V Apictov AnA&G kat' &petly
moMteioy kol pT) TpOg LIOBesTv TvaL AyadGV AvdpdVY pHdvNV Sikoov TPoGayopevELY

% A constitution is rightly called an aristocracy only when the

ApioTokpatiov
citizens who rule the polis are unqualifiedly virtuous. They need to be virtuous, but
their virtue should be without any qualification. What does this mean? What is an
unqualified virtue?

According to my interpretation, an unqualifiedly virtuous man is the man who
would be considered as virtuous in every context. What I mean is that the virtue of
this kind of man would not be disputed regardless of the constitution of the polis that
he lives in. His actions would be considered as virtuous no matter what the
constitution of the polis might be. To understand it more clearly, we should think of
the opposite case. For example, a man would be considered virtuous according to the
standards of a monarchy if he obeys the orders of the king, but his obedience to the
orders of the king would not be considered as virtuous if it is seen from the
perspective of a democratic regime. In contrast, the actions of the unqualifiedly
virtuous man, whichever they are, would be considered virtuous regardless of our
perspective.

According to Aristotle, there are four kinds of aristocracy. The previously
defined aristocracy, which is based on the existence of unqualified virtue within the

polis, is the first kind. I believe that we should understand this first type of aristocracy

— which is the one that is properly called an aristocracy — as follows: when there are
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citizens who are virtuous in an unqualified sense, and these citizens rule, then the
constitution should be called an aristocracy. We assume that the unqualified
virtuousness of these citizens guarantees that they will rule having in mind the good
of the whole polis, and not their own interests.

The other three kinds of aristocracy differ from the first one in this central
aspect. The virtue of the men who rule is not unqualified. Aristotle does not explicitly
say this, but from what he says it becomes clear that in the other three types of
aristocracy unqualified virtue is not necessarily a reality within the polis. Despite the
fact that unqualified virtue does not exist in the polis, these constitutions are still
called aristocracies because they use virtue as a criterion, though not as the sole
criterion, for choosing those who will hold the various offices within the polis. The
second kind of aristocracy is the constitution where the few rule — similarly with an
oligarchic constitution — and virtue is used as a criterion of election supplementary to
wealth*®. The third kind of aristocracy is the constitution where those who are
chosen, due to their virtue, to hold the various offices, could also belong to the demos
and not only to the wealthy — or they could solely belong to the demos™®. In the latter
case, this kind of aristocracy is considered a “blending” of democracy with virtue;
“Eott pikic [...] dSnuokpatiog te kal &petic™®. Last, the kind of politeia which tends

toward oligarchy is also classified as an aristocratic constitution®”’.

Kingship
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Aristotle discerns more than one kinds of kingship. What makes these kinds different
is the way a king becomes the ruler of a polis, the extent of his power, and the way he
rules. The way the various kings acquire their power and rule, is not the same in every
case. Aristotle classifies the various existing and historical kinds of kingship into
“four plus one” categories. I say “four plus one” because strangely enough while
Aristotle enumerates, presents, and again briefly refers to four different kinds of
kingship, he adds as a final remark to this small passage of the Politics another kind
of kingship®®. The first kind is the Spartan kingship. The Spartan constitution is
considered to be a kingship according to the provisions of the law. “elva Baoirela

73 What are the main characteristics of the Spartan

uéAoTo, TV KAt VOOV
kingship? The following features are the distinctive ones of the Spartan constitution.
The rule of the king is restricted. The king does not have power on every issue and on
every aspect of the life in Sparta. He is the “head” of the army when he leaves the
country, and leads the expeditions of the Spartans. Aristotle summarizes the Spartan
kingship by saying that it is a form of generalship (“otpatnyia’”) which is held for life
and which is a kind of absolute ruling. But this kind of absolute ruling applies only in
cases of war. As Aristotle says, the king does not have the power to sentence the
members of the polis to death’”. He has the power to inflict the death penalty only in
times of war, and only in case a man of his army shows cowardice during battle’”.
This power of the general over his soldiers has ancient roots. Aristotle traces it back to
the Homeric ages, and quotes a relevant passage from //iad, where Agamemnon

threatens his soldiers that he will kill whomever stays away from the battle’™.
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Moreover, part of the power of the king is to deal with all the issues regarding the
gods and religion. Aristotle distinguishes two subdivisions of “ctpatnyia d10 Piov”
(“generalship for life”), which is one of the “four plus one” kinds of kingship. The
“stpatnyia d10x PBiov” could either be based on birth or on election; that is, the
general-king would either be elected on power or would inherit the power from his
ancestors.

It is interesting to note that Aristotle refers to the very distinctive feature of the
Spartan kingship, that of having two kings at the same time, only en passant. He
refers to the dual kingship only when he mentions that the religious affairs are
attributed to the kings®”. But even this passage is not clear, because one could very
well read it as referring to the kings in general, and not to a duality of kings. On the
contrary, Plato in his Laws highlights and praises this distinctive feature of the
constitution of Sparta and claims that the existence of two kings is a divine feature of
the constitution®”*,

The second kind is the barbaric kingship. The kings of the barbarian tribes
were ruling in a way similar to that of a tyrant, but their ruling was based on law and
tradition (“kotd vopov kal mhtpian”)’”. We see that it is difficult to discern the
kingships of the barbarian tribes, on the one hand, and tyranny, on the other, from the
way the monarch rules, but only from the fact that they claim legitimacy from the fact
that they are established according to some existing laws, and the historical continuity
of their existence. These kings are ruling over willing individuals, and that is another

feature that helps us discern them from tyranny. This is evident from the fact that the
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royal guard is comprised of citizens, and not foreign mercenaries®’. In other words,
the king is not afraid that in case he gives military power to the citizens, they will use
this in order to overthrow him. The citizens are willingly ruled by their king, and,
thus, the latter does not need to hire foreign mercenaries so as to protect him and

enforce his will over the subjects of his rule’”’

. At this point, Aristotle makes a remark
regarding the nature of the non-Greek tribes. As he says, the Barbarians are more
slavish than the Greeks by nature. “dovAikdTepot glvar & Non ¢vost ol pev
BapPopor tv Errqvov’. He, also, adds that those living in Asia, contrasted to
those living in Europe, are more slavish, and endure despotic rule without even trying
to object to it.

Among the Greeks of ancient times — ancient for Aristotle - there existed a
kind of kingship which differs from the other kinds of kingship. The kings whose
kingship belonged to this specific type of kingship were called “aicvpvitac”. This is
the third kind of kingship. Aristotle provides us with a very brief and precise
definition of “aicvpvitac”. This kind of monarchy “Ect1 6& 1000 W ARG elnely

37 'What is common for both the “aicvpviitag” and the non-Greek

alpett) Topavvic
kings is the fact that both their rule is based on a given law, but they differ to the
extent that the rule of the first is not based on ancestry or tradition. In addition there
was no rule regarding the duration of the rule of the “aicvuvitac”. They could in
some cases hold their power for life, and in some other cases for a predetermined

380

period or only for the time needed in order to perform a specific action™. A person

was chosen, and the sovereign power was handed to him, in order to achieve a
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specific goal. Aristotle mentions the case of Pittacus in Mytilene. In that case, the
people of Mytilene elected Pittacus, and entrusted him with absolute power. Pittacus
was asked to use this power so as to come up against the exiles whose leaders were
Antimenides and the poet Alcaeus®*'. The case of the “aicvpvitac” who were elected
for a specific time period and for performing a specific job reminds us of the
institution of dictatorship in Rome. The Roman institution of dictatura has many
similarities with the kingship of “alcvuvitoc”. During a dictatorship the power was
concentrated into the hands of one man, for a limited period of time, and for
performing a specific job. The most common task was to lead a military campaign.
We can assume that the maximum period of dictatorship was the period of six months,
because this period fitted with the period of the year that Rome usually carried out
military campaigns®®.

According to Aristotle there is a fourth kind of kingship. For that kind of
constitution Aristotle gives us a “dynamic” description. To put it another way, he
presents the main features of some of the monarchical constitutions as they developed
through time. The common feature of these kingships is the fact that they were first
established during the “heroic times” (“katl ToU¢ TMpoikolc ypévovs”)*™. These
kingships were established at a time when the citizens of a polis decided to hand all
the power to one person, and submitted themselves willingly under this person's rule.
The fellow citizens of the kings decided to act so, because they have benefited from
the actions of that person in one or several ways. Kings became the persons that had

brought them together, or that had provided land to them, or that had been benefactors
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of the multitude in the arts or in war*®. The descendants of those “first” kings
continued to rule as kings but their rule was based on ancestry and tradition. Based on
the text, we could assume that the descendants of the “first” kings were still ruling
willing subjects, who accepted their rule, but this acceptance gradually fainted after
the passing of the generations. As Aristotle says, at the very beginning the kings were
sovereign over most matters of the polis and decided on issues of war, sacrifices, and
the attribution of justice. Their rule was also broadly accepted and in terms of
geography. Their rule encompassed the polis and the countryside and was spread
across the frontiers. But gradually they lost almost all of their power which was either
taken by the many or was abandoned by themselves. Some of them ended up having
only a minor role in the administration of the polis, which was confined at the
execution of sacrifices, while others still held some power with regard to military
expeditions™™.

Last, there is a fifth kind of kingship which resembles the rule of the head of a
household over the members and the possessions of the household®. In that case a
single man is sovereign over all issues of the polis. “mévtmv KOplog elg GV, 1
would like to use a modern term, and describe this kind of kingship as a “totalitarian”
one. As I see it, Aristotle creates this fifth category in order to include all those

monarchies where the monarch wants to intervene in all the aspects of the public and

private life, and wants to regulate them according to his will.

Tyranny
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Aristotle seems to believe that there are not many things regarding tyranny that would
interest a political philosopher, or an “examiner” of the political. But despite that, he
feels obliged to make some remarks about tyranny, because he has chosen to classify

388 A first remark is that one could discern the various forms

it as a kind of constitution
of tyranny based on one criterion. That criterion would be whether or not the subjects
of the tyrant have willingly submitted themselves under his rule. This is the case in
many non-Greek tribes where the rulers are elected as tyrants. An institution similar to
that existed in the past among Greeks too. The so called “alcvuvitar” were elected
tyrants. The citizens decided to elect a person who would hold all the power in his

hands and rule as a tyrant™

. Aristotle links these types of tyranny with some forms of
monarchy, given that the ruled willingly submit themselves to the rule of the ruler. He
also mentions that there is another similarity to kingship. It concerns the fact that the
ruler rules according to law. “SiX TO Kot vOpov elvor KupoTépag TovTOg TAC
Apyéc*®. This does not mean that the actions and the decisions of the tyrant are in
accordance with the provisions of an established law, but it highlights the fact that the
establishing of the tyranny took place in way that is determined by a given law. The
tyrant was handed the power in a lawful way. However, from the moment he becomes

1!, His rule is not

the absolute sovereign within the polis, he rules according to his wil
limited by any law, and he is not accountable for his actions. What characterizes

tyranny is the fact that it is not a kind of political rule. The tyrant is the sovereign and

rules like a master. He does not give any account to anyone. In a way the tyrant

-155-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

transforms the polis into a household™”.

The worst kind of tyranny exists when the tyrant is inferior, as a man, to the
subjects of his power. For Aristotle, men would never accept willingly to be governed
in a master-like way by a man inferior to them. We can understand that it would be
dishonoring for them, and they would never accept it, unless the tyrant managed to
impose his rule by means of brute force. What is interesting, and needs to be
mentioned, is that Aristotle believes that not only men do not accept to be ruled by a
man who is inferior to them, but that they also do not accept to be under the rule of a
man that is equal with them. As he says, the man who wants to rule over “tGv Opoiov
kal Beltidvwv” (“equal and superior”) without having to give any account, and
aiming at his own interest and not the interest of the polis, should be considered the

worst tyrant™”.

The Middle Constitution

Aristotle, having in mind the definition of virtue that he come up with in the Ethics,
according to which virtue is a mean between two extremes, he claims that “tOv pécov
Avarykolov elvat Biov BéAtiotov™**. What does Aristotle mean by this? How should
we interpret this statement? First of all, we need to properly render it into English. It
could be translated as follows: “the middle life must be the best life” or “it necessarily
follows [from our remarks in the Ethics] that the middle life is the best life”*”.

However, the translation of the statement does not elucidate the term “middle life”.
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There is a problem with the understanding of the term “middle life”. How should a
life look like so as to be called a “middle life”? We can assume that it does not mean a
life lived in mediocrity. There must not exist anybody who would claim that
mediocrity is the equivalent of the best life. The fact that it is linked with virtue is a
hint for the interpretation of the term. One could assume that the “middle life” is the
life of the man who has managed to attain the mean with regard to all the virtues. This
seems to be a very probable interpretation, but the reading of the text guides us to a
different interpretation. The “middle life” is linked with the virtues but in an indirect
way. In order to understand it properly we need to examine the socioeconomic and
political prerequisites of such a life. Aristotle says that every polis is divided into
three parts. The one part is comprised of the very rich, the second part is comprised of
the very poor, and the third one is comprised of all those whose wealth and property is
an average of the first two extremes®. He claims that the rule indicating that the
moderate and the mean is the best should also be applied to the case of property. To
own a middle amount of property is the best situation with regard to wealth. One
could say that this is not self-evident and that Aristotle would have to present
convincing arguments. While it is easy to convince the majority of the people that it is
better to own a middle amount of property, rather than own little property or no
property at all (although there would always exist men sharing the views of the
Christian and Buddhist monks that no property is better than any property), it is more
difficult to convince them that having a moderate amount of property is better than

having an exceeding amount of property.
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Aristotle, so as to support his argument, links the amount of property and
wealth that a man owns with the dominance of reason. He claims that it is easier for a
man who owns a moderate amount or property and wealth to obey reason. As he says,
apart from those who own a moderate amount of property, there exist two other kinds
of people who form two groups respectively. The first group is comprised of all those
who are exceedingly beautiful or strong or nobly born or rich. The second group is
comprised of all those who are the exactly opposite of the first group; the extremely

poor, the weak, and those deprived of any honor™’

. According to him, the actions of
the exceedingly rich, on the one hand, and the extremely poor, on the other, are not
guided by reason. It is very difficult for them to obey and follow reason (‘“yolenOv T
MOYW GcohovBeiv’)™®, because what characterizes their actions is insolence and
arrogance (“OPp1c”) and wickedness (“kakovpyio’) respectively. The “UBpic” of the
exceedingly rich leads them to be wicked in great things (“peyaiondvnpor”), and the
“kakovpyio” of the extremely poor leads them to be wicked in small things
(“pcpomovnpor”y’”.

In addition, apart from the tendency to obey reason, the citizens owning a
middle amount of property, have another characteristic that makes them a better
component of the population of a polis, as contrasted to the exceedingly rich and the
extremely poor. They are neither eager for holding the various offices of the polis, nor
try to avoid ruling. Aristotle acknowledges that both of those attitudes, either

eagerness or reluctance for holding an office, are harmful for the polis*”. From what

he mentions after the presentation of the above argument, the reader assumes that it is
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those who are fortunate and have an abundance of wealth, power, friends, and the
like, are eager for holding the various offices of the polis (“cmovdapyoDoiv™), and that
those who live in excessive poverty are reluctant in holding any office
(“puyoapyobor”). The problem with the former is that they are not willing to submit
themselves under any kind of rule and that they do not know how to be ruled. Their
inability to be ruled stems from the way they have been raised. Their life was always
a life full of luxury, and they were not taught during their years of education to respect
authority and to submit themselves to it. For that reason they do not know how to be
ruled, and when they are asked, or have the opportunity, to rule, they rule in a

1 On the other hand, the latter are very humble (“tamewvol Aiav”), and

despotic way
as a result they do not know how to rule and are very servile when they are ruled*”.
One could mention that there is a contradiction between the previous remark,
namely that the wealthy are eager to hold office while the poor are reluctant in
holding any office, and some other remarks that Aristotle makes in the fourth book of
the Politics. In Politics IV 1297a 14 — 33 Aristotle, in an indirect way, depicts the
attitude of the rich citizens towards the participation in the various offices of the polis.
In that passage he presents some measures that could be taken in order to ensure that
the citizens will participate at the administration of the polis. Although the context of
the text is not exactly the same, from what Aristotle says, it becomes evident that the
rich citizens are not always willing to take part in the administration of the polis and

have a role in public affairs. All the more, based on the propositions of that passage,

and the measures proposed, one would not call the rich citizens as being eager for
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holding the various offices of the polis. The exactly opposite would come in mind.
Aristotle enumerates a number of regulations that could be established so as to
motivate the rich citizens to hold offices and participate in the governing of the polis.
For example, he says that there could exist provisions of the law that would impose
fines on the rich for not participating in the Assembly, or for not serving as jurymen in
the law-courts. From these examples we can assume that there is the need for the
establishing of certain regulations that would urge the rich citizens to hold offices, and
that they are not willingly and eagerly doing so. In support of this, we could bring to
mind what Aristotle says in Politics 1293a 6 — 9. There he claims that the poor have
the tendency to participate in the administration of the polis, especially if there is a
compensation for holding an office because they do not need to spend much time in
looking after their private affairs. While the wealthy people cannot afford spending
their time in politics because they need to take care their private business*”.

Parenthetically, it is worth mentioning that when Aristotle speaks about
wealth, power, friends, and the like, he describes them as the good and as indicators
of good luck. Those who have all these goods in abundance are described as “ot [..]
&v Dmepoyaic eDTVMUATOV Oviec”. Wealth, to take one of these goods as an example,
is described as an “cOtOyMua”. So, it becomes more difficult to convince the reader
that it is not good to possess an exceeding amount of something that is described in
such an approving and positive way.

From the above discussion of the attitude of the rich and the poor toward the

participation in the administration of the polis a question arises: How is the polis
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affected from these differences in attitude? Aristotle's response to this question is
clear. He says that these differences have a very negative impact on the polis. From
his point of view, the very existence of the polis as a proper political community is
undermined. It is not only these differences in attitude that undermine the existence of
the polis. It is all the existing inequalities and differences, which are the source of the
differences in attitude, that threaten more severely the existence and the longevity of
the polis. These inequalities, at their extreme, have as a result the division of the polis
in two parts. The polis becomes a polis of slaves and masters, and not a polis of free
men. And such a polis is not a polis in its proper sense. In other words, it ceases to be
a political community and becomes a mere conglomerate of men; “a mhelotov Oméyet
Phiag kal kowmviag moltikfic™*™. Aristotle refers to friendship because he believes
that the relationships among the members of a political community should be
relationships based on friendship, and not relationships characterized by enmity*”. As
he puts it, people do not want to be with enemies even during a trip, much less to

belong to the same polis with them*®

. The previous remarks highlight the problematic
coexistence of the exceedingly rich and the extremely poor within the same polis.
Enmity is the prevailing sentiment, because the former despise the latter, and the latter
envy the former. “tQv pev pOovoHvimv TV S& Koatappovouvimy’™ .

As we have seen, Aristotle presents a number of arguments in support of the
“middle citizens” (“Tobg pécovg”). We should understand that all those citizens who

lie between the previously analyzed groups of citizens, the exceedingly rich, on the

one hand, and the extremely poor, on the other, should be termed as the “middle
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citizens”. In other words, they are all those citizens who own a moderate amount of
property, and have access to a moderate extent to all the other “external goods”. Apart
from the previously enumerated merits of the “middle citizens”, they have another
advantage as contrasted to the other groups of citizens. Their status within the polis is
the most secure. This is due to the fact that their moderate property is not targeted for
confiscation by the poor ones, and at the same time they are not in need to try to
confiscate the property of the rich ones*®.

According to Aristotle's view, when the “middle citizens” are the dominant
element of the citizen-body of a polis, and prevail within the polis, then this polis
would necessarily be governed in the best way. It is worth quoting the relevant
passage of the Politics: “Got’ Qvaykoiov &pioto moATevecshar TadTV TV TOAV
£0Tlv £E IV PPV UGEL TNV GVGTaGWY lvar THg ToAeme ™. In addition, we see that
Aristotle claims that it is the natural situation for a polis to have the “middle citizens”
as its dominant element. I believe that we need to further analyze this passage, having
in mind the context of the text, so as to be in position to come up with some very
interesting remarks and conclusions. Just before the above passage, Aristotle notes:
“Bovheton 8¢ ve T mohic &€& Towv elvon kal Opoimv Ot pdhiota, Todto 8 Vrbpyet
udAoto toig pécorc™'’. 1 believe that this a very central passage of the whole work.
The main aim of the lawmaker is described in this brief sentence. The desired
outcome is to have a polis that is made up of citizens that are alike and equal. This
desire, according to the text, is not only the desire of the lawmakers but the desire of

the whole polis. It is very important to highlight the fact that for Aristotle the best
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thing for a polis, and consequently one of the primary goals of the lawmaker, is to be
comprised of citizens that are alike and equal (“f) ToMg &€ {owv elvar kol Opoiwv”).
From our analysis of the middle constitution, should we assume that it is
another constitutional form, distinct from all the others that Aristotle enumerates? Or
is it a variation of politeia?*"" As Curtis Johnson acknowledges the majority of the
commentators of the Politics consider that the politeia and the middle constitution are

one and the same for Aristotle*?

. However 1 believe that, despite the similarities
between the two constitutional forms, the middle constitution should not be
considered as an ideal version of politeia. They are similar in their emphasis on the
importance of the mean. They differ in that this mean reflects something different in
the two cases. In the politeia the mean reflects the equilibrium of the two extremes.
The two extremes exist in the polis, and the mean is more like an average. While in
the middle constitution the presence of the extremes is marginal, and the mean is a
reality. Moreover, Aristotle does not say that the characteristic elements of the politeia
are present in a middle constitution. Another difference regards the value which is
used for the distribution of the various offices. We should not forget that in politeia
both wealth and freedom are used for judging the equality of the members of the
polis. From Aristotle's discussion of the middle constitution we could assume that in
that case virtue is the value which would be used for judging the equality of the
members of the polis.

In a way, the middle constitution does not refer to specific constitutional form.

It seems to be something like a “condition”. Should we define the “middle
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constitution” as a “condition” that alters the character of the other constitutions when
it takes place in a given polis? I tend to believe that the answer is Yes. We could
imagine, for instance, a polis with a democratic constitution. This democracy could
gradually become a middle constitution without having to incorporate elements of
oligarchic legislation. This could happen in the case that the “middle citizens” become
the majority within the polis. They rule, and their attitude toward ruling would be
according to their qualities and values as they are described by Aristotle. But the
legislation and the institutions of the polis would reflect the democratic constitution,
which would not need to become more oligarchic or incorporate oligarchic features.
For example, the “middle citizens” would still be chosen by lot to hold an office, and

not through elections; if this was the established practice for choosing officials.
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Aristotle's Utopian Attempt to make all Citizens Alike and Equal:

An analysis of Politics VII and VIII

“N nog £€ Towv elvar kal Opoimy”

Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1295b 26.

The introductory sentence of the seventh book of the Politics makes the reader
assume that what will follow will be an analysis of the best life and of the best
constitution, which will enable the citizens to live according to the directions of the
most choice-worthy life. As he says, it is important to examine what is the best life
and then proceed with the quest of finding out the best constitution: “mepl d€
molMteiog Apictg TOV péAlovia mouwjcocBol Ty mpocnkovsay (ot Gvéykn
SropicacOour mpGtov Tic alpetdtatoc Pioc. AdfAov y&p Ovioc TovTOL KOl TV

Apiotnv Gvaykoiov Gdnlov elvar mohteioy”*!?

. One would expect that, after the
examination of the most choice-worthy life, Aristotle would present and analyze the
constitutional form that he considers as the best one. However, in the seventh and
eighth book of the Politics he does not present a proper constitutional blueprint. As
David Keyt notes, “the ostensible subject of Politics VII and VIII is the best
constitution [...], but Aristotle’s discussion in these two books ranges far beyond the
strictly constitutional”*'*. It is clear from the text of books VII and VIII that Aristotle

does not want to name one constitution as the best one. His aim is not to give a

“recipe” for the way the polis should be governed. He wants to present and analyze
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the prerequisites for the best life, and the underlying principles that are necessary for
the establishing of the best constitution. I hold the view that the underlying principles
of the blueprint of the “ideal” or “best” constitution are the same with the underlying
principles of the whole text of the Politics. The proper understanding of these
underlying principles is the key for the interpretation of Aristotle's views about the
political. As a preamble, I could briefly say that these basic principles of the
Aristotelian political philosophy are the following: the lawmaker should utilize all the
available means in order to make all the citizens of the polis alike and equal, or to
make them alike and equal as far as that is possible. Based on this assumption, the
lawmaker should consequently enable all the citizens to rule and be ruled in turns. In
this chapter I will present and analyze Aristotle's arguments in favour of this view, and
his propositions regarding the proper legislation which will aim at making all the

citizens alike and equal.

The Most Choice-worthy Life

Aristotle wants to examine whether the most choice-worthy life is one and the same
when we have in mind either an individual or the polis considered as a whole. He
believes that this question needs to be answered in conjunction with the question
about which is the most choice-worthy life. In order to answer these questions, he
goes on to examine the life of each individual in light of the various virtues, having in

mind the way each individual acts — or does not act — within the polis based on this
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individual's grasp of virtue. For Aristotle, the individual that wants to be, and to be
considered, “paképroc” (“happy” / “blessed”) needs to possess always “T(v 1& £xTOC
kol TV €v M cdpott kal TV Ev i) yoyT)™*". It is clear that Aristotle refers to the
external goods necessary for the well-being of a person, the goods of the body, and
the goods of the soul. And in order not to leave any room for dispute regarding the
fact that the virtues are the goods of the body and of the soul (for the moment we
leave aside the external goods), he adds that a person that does not have even a part of
courage (“Ovdpein”), temperance (“cw@pocivy”), justice (“Sikatocvvn”), and

416 Does this mean

practical wisdom (“@povnois”) could never be considered as happy
that we could assume that according to Aristotle virtue is the sufficient prerequisite
for a happy life? Based on the text we could say that virtue is not only a necessary
prerequisite of the happy life, but a sufficient one as well. As Aristotle says, it is the
virtues that enable a person to acquire and preserve all the external goods*”. In other
words, even if an individual lacks all the external goods — such as wealth, power, and
reputation — that are necessary for a happy life, this individual could achieve a happy
life if he has a firm grasp on virtue. And this because the virtuous man will always
manage to acquire the necessary external goods, to the moderate amount that they are
needed. Virtue will not make you necessarily rich, if you are deprived of all the
material goods that you need for achieving the happy life, but will enable you to
acquire the material goods that you need so as to support your virtuous soul.

Aristotle is clear in saying that although the external goods are prerequisites

418

for a happy life™*, people should not try to acquire excessive amounts of them. These
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goods are necessary but only to a certain degree. When this point is reached, the
excessive amount of them does not provide any benefit at all, or, in the worst case, it
becomes harmful for the possessor of these excessive external goods. Based on that,
he criticizes his contemporaries because they seek without limits to excessively
possess the external goods. “mlodtov 3 kol ypnudtov kol Svvipeng kal d6Eng Kol
méviov T@V Toovtov elc repov (nrodot Ty OepPoiqv”*”. In contrast, there is no
limit with regard to the virtues. The more a man possesses a certain virtue, the better it
is for him. Only when we speak about the goods of the soul (“t@v 3& mepl yoyTv
Exaotov AyofQV”), we can say that an excessive possession of these goods is
something good and useful*’. This is the only case where the excessive is more
preferable than the moderate. We see that virtue could never become harmful for the
happiness of a man. The more virtuous a person is, the happier he is. Aristotle seems
to acknowledge that this “positive correlation” between virtue and happiness cannot
be doubted. As he says, “Ott p&v ov Exéotw Tiic cDSmoviag EmBaALel TocoDTov
Ocov mep Qpetfic kol @poviceng kal ToD mPATTel KOTA TOOTOG, E6TM
cuvopoloynuévoy Nuiv™#!,

As I have stated above, the virtuous man for Aristotle will always manage to
acquire the necessary external goods, to the moderate amount that they are needed.
However, in his attempt to argue that one needs to put effort so as to acquire virtue, he
mentions that the possession of the external goods is merely a matter of chance or
good luck. As he says, “TQv p&v yap £xt0¢ Oyaddv tiic Woyfc altiov tadTopTOV

kol 1) Toym”**. This proposition contradicts with the passage referring to the virtues as
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423 Aristotle wants to make a

a presupposition for the acquisition of the external goods
contrast between good luck (“eOtvyio”) and happiness (“e0Sawovia)*, but he ends
up with a contradiction. His argument that the possession of the external goods is a
result of good luck or mere chance, contradicts with what he previously said about the
acquisition of the same external goods. In addition, we could say that Aristotle's
argument regarding the relationship between virtue and good luck is not very
convincing. What I have in mind, is that we could present a number of examples
which show that some kind of good luck is important for the achieving of happiness.
For example, one could say that being born to free parents rather than from slaves is
to a great extent a matter of chance or good luck. Aristotle himself, in the context of
his discussion of the issue of slavery leaves room for the role chance might play in an
individual's life. As he says a good man is born from a good man — in this context a
good man is the equivalent of the free-born man — but this is not always the case*”.
Another example, more relevant to the discussion of books VII and VIII, would
regard the education available to each individual. It is a matter of good luck, to a great
extent, whether an individual would be offered a good education that would promote
the cultivation of the virtues of the soul, or, for example, this individual would only be
subjected to rigorous military training. In the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle himself
acknowledges that a man who has fallen into misfortune could not be considered as
happy. “810 npocdeitor O £0daipwV TV £V cOpoTL AyadGV Kal TV ExTOC Kal THg
toyme, Omwg pun €umodilnton tabra. ol 8& TOV Tpoylduevov Kol OV dvotuyioug

~
9y

peydAalg mepumintovra 0daipova Qackovies elval, £0v 1) Oyadoc, 1) £xovteg T
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Qxovteg 0DSEV Aéyovoty™*,

Leaving the above mentioned contradiction aside, and the reservations
regarding Aristotle's arguments, we need to analyze Aristotle's dilemma with regard to
which kind of living makes the most virtuous life. It is clear that the best constitution
will enable the citizens of the polis to act in the best way and live a blessed/happy life;
“ka®’ Tv kQv OoticoDv Apiota mpdrTol kal {wn poxapiog™?’. What is not clear,
and a matter of dispute, is which is the most choice-worthy life of virtue. For
Aristotle, there are only two “candidates” that are worth taking into consideration.
There is the political and practical life (“O molticOg kol mpakticOg Piog”), and there
is the life of contemplation (“Oewpnrtikodg”), which is not concerned with external
concerns. The first is the life of the politician, while the latter is the life of the
philosopher. Experience and history support this view. In the past as well as in the
present the people who were attracted by, and were looking for, the honours that go
along with virtue chose either the life of the politician or the life of the philosopher*®.

It is an essential task for the lawmaker to examine which one of the two kinds
of virtuous life the legislation would promote before attempting to establish his
constitution. For that reason, Aristotle poses the question, and at the same time tries to
provide an answer to it. The method he employs in order to answer this question is the
endoxic method. As David J. Depew says, “Aristotle constructs a dialectical debate
between two extreme types™?*’. On the one hand, there are those who reject any kind
of involvement in politics. They believe that participation in the administration of the

polis, and the political life in general, is an obstacle to their happiness and well-being.
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They are contemptuous toward despotic rule and political rule in general. To rule
despotically your fellows involves one of the greatest injustices. Political rule does
not involve injustice, but it still sets obstacles to the well-being of the individual.
“vopilovot & ol p&v 10 TQV méhac &pyetv SeomoTik@C HEV yryvouevoy pet adciog
TwOC elvan g peyiomg, moMTieGc 8& 1O pév &dcov oDk Exstv, Eumoddiov 5& Exew
™ mepl abTOV OMuepia”*®. We could call the supporters of this view “apolitical
philosophers” or “apolitical intellectuals™'. It is evident from the text that the latter
believe that both political and despotic rule are obstacles to the achieving of the happy
life. Thus, Pierre Destrée is wrong in arguing that the “apolitical philosophers™ reject
any involvement in the political life of the polis, because they believe that it is about

despotic ruling*”

. On the other hand, there are those who believe the exactly opposite:
the only life appropriate for a man is the practical and political life. “povov yap
&vdpOC TOV mpaxTkOV glvat Biov kol mohtikév™ 23, The advocates of this view, could
be divided into two subgroups. In the first group belong those who believe that private
actions do not involve any kind of virtue. They believe that only the actions that take

434

place in the realm of the public affairs and politics involve virtue™*. Hence, it is

assumed that one cannot live an apolitical life, if he has any aspirations of becoming
good and virtuous. In the second group belong those who believe that “tOv
SeomoTkOV kal TupavviKOV Tpémov Tiig moMteiag slvar pévov £0Saipove” S, We
could say that the underlying thesis of this view is that you cannot do well if you do
143().

nothing at al

According to Aristotle, both the people who reproach public offices and the
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people who believe that the political life is the best and most choice-worthy life are
partly right and partly wrong. With regard to the claims of the first Aristotle presents
two arguments. According to the first argument, they are right in believing that the
free life (“€Aev0epog Pioc”) is better than the despotic life (“Seomoticdg Bioc”)* . In
this context, we should render the “€Aev0gpog Bioc”, that Aristotle refers to, as the
kind of life which is free from all sorts of political obligations. In contrast, the
despotic life is the life of the man who is occupied, at least for some of his time, with
the ordering of the slaves so as to make them perform the necessary tasks. For

Aristotle, this is a base task that does not include any kind of virtue*®

. However,
according to the second argument, they are wrong in believing that all kind of ruling
is a despotic rule. Apart from despotic ruling, there is the political ruling; which is the
ruling of free men. The “distance” between ruling over slaves and ruling over free
men is not much less than the “distance” between the naturally free (“@voet

ELe00epoc”) and the natural slave (“@Ooel SoDA0C”)*

. Aristotle emphatically makes
the distinction between political ruling and despotic ruling. We can assume that, for
Aristotle, political ruling is not something that should be condemned. Is this
distinction an adequate answer to the objections of the “apolitical philosophers” with
regard to the necessity of involvement in the administration of the polis? This
distinction does not fully answer to their objections. As Aristotle has mentioned, when
he presented the views of the “apolitical philosophers”, they believe that even

political ruling is an obstacle to their well-being and happiness; not only despotic

ruling*’. Thus we need to examine whether they are right in arguing that political
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ruling is an obstacle to the achieving of well-being and happiness.

In order to do this we need first to analyze Aristotle's arguments with regard to
the claims of the advocates of political life. Aristotle acknowledges that they are right
in saying that action is much better than inaction. “t0 8& pGilov Emouvelv 1O
anpaktelv ToD mpdttety oDK AANOEC™*!. More importantly, action is not just better

442 action is a prerequisite

than inaction. Given that “1 yp £0Saipovia mpaEic €otv
of the well-being and of the happy life. The “c0daipmv™ citizen is the citizen who is
able to act. Moreover, the life of action is the best life for a polis too. “0AL" el Tabra
Aéyetar kad@g kol TNy e0Sawoviay edmpayiav Oetéov, Kol ko) mhong morewmg Ov
gin kol ko' Exactov Apiotog Piog O mpaxtiedc”*. What should we understand by
“acting” in this context? First, to act in a polis is to act politically, which means to
participate in the decision-making and the administration of the polis. One might ask:
Should we also understand domination and despotic ruling as a kind of “political”
action? Aristotle acknowledges that there might be some that would come to this

conclusion***

. He also adds that there might be some truth in such claims.

However, he discards these claims as inappropriate for persons living in a
polis. I believe that this is an essential point that needs to be examined. The question
that needs to be answered is the following: Is the best situation that in which a single
person holds all power and is the absolute sovereign? There are some who would
answer Yes, because they believe that this absolute sovereign would be in position to

“perform the greatest number of fine actions™*. Aristotle himself rejects this view.

More precisely, he considers that this view might have some truth in it in principle,
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but he rejects it as an option for a political community. As he says this could be an
option when the absolute sovereign differs so much in virtue from the others as the
master's virtue differs from the slave's virtue. This difference in virtue is a necessary
condition but not a sufficient one. He should have the power to perform his actions.
“3e1 8" oL pévov Apetny QALK kol dHvapy Drdpyey, kad ' Tv Eotat TpoKTikd e,
I think we should interpret this proposition as follows: the absolute sovereign, if he
wants to be such, needs to overpower all the others. His divine virtue needs to be
accompanied by an extreme power. He should be in position to overpower the sum of
power of all the others, otherwise he will not be in position to do what he wants, and
what he thinks is best to do. If we could imagine that such a divine man could exist,
then, as Aristotle acknowledges, it would be good to follow him and just obey him.
However, from Aristotle's description we understand that we are not in the realm of
politics anymore. This is a case of a master over slaves, not of a ruler of free men.
This is a kind of despotic ruling which Aristotle rejects out of hand as inappropriate
for free men. In order not to leave any room for doubts and misinterpretations he
states: “tolc yOp Opoiolc 1O kaAOV Kol TO Sikaiov &v @ €v pépet, tobto YOXp ooV
kol Opotov: 10 8& 1) Toov tolc Tooic kol 0 pun Opotov tolc Opoiolg mapd PHGLY,
o0dEV 8& TQV mopd evoy koAdv™*. This ruling and being ruled in turns, is the
definition of “acting politically”, which enables the members of the polis to act, and
thus to achieve “c0Sapovia .

Is acting politically the only way of acting? Contrary to what the advocates of

the political life claim, Aristotle argues that there is another kind of acting. This kind
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of acting is different from the political acting, but also leads to happiness. This kind of

4“8 There are actions that

action refers to actions that are not directed to others persons
are not directed toward a third party, and do not take place for the sake of their results.
These actions, which are actions of theory and contemplation, include their ends and
exist for their own sake. Theory and contemplation are not only considered as actions,
but they are considered as “more active” than the other kind of actions**. “GAAG
oAl pbAdov [mpakticdc] T abroterelc kal tag aLT®V Evekev Oswpiog Kol
Sravonoeg” .

Taking into account Aristotle's arguments regarding the claims of the
“apolitical philosophers”, on the one hand, and the claims of the advocates of political
life, on the other, we can assume that his intention is to compromise the two
diametrically opposed views. The life of the politically active man could be a virtuous
and happy life; comprised of just and temperate actions®'. Similarly, the life of
contemplation and theory, that is the life of the philosopher, could also be a happy
life, even if the actions of the philosopher take place in his own soul. Could we say
whether there is an hierarchy between these two kinds of virtuous living? Is there an
interconnection between them, or are they separate and clearly distinct? I think that
the first question could be easily answered. The fact that Aristotle considers the
“abrtotelelc” actions that are performed for themselves (“aDT®V Evekev”) as “more
active”, allows us to assume that he considers the life of the philosopher as having

higher status than the life of the politician. In addition, the fact that Aristotle believes

that the actions of the God are not external, id est they are not directed toward nobody
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or nothing, enables us to claim that for Aristotle the life of theory and contemplation
stands higher than the political life. We could say that, according to Aristotle, a life of
theory and contemplation is the life that enables a man to approach the divine as close
as humanly possible.

With regard to the second question, and the possible linkage between the
political life and the life of theory and contemplation, Pierre Destrée claims that “[...]
Aristotle takes it for granted that a true philosopher who necessarily lives in a city
could thence not possibly be some “alien cut off from the political community”, but
must “take part in politics with other people and participate in (his) city state” (VII 2,
1324a15-17). Aristotle could not be clearer: political activity must be part of the

99452

happy life of every citizen of his best city, even philosophers Destrée bases his

argument on Aristotle's division between practical wisdom and theoretical wisdom or

contemplation*”

. He claims that an implication of this division is that if a man is not
exercising practical wisdom, he will not be in position to fully practice his own
logos**. Is Destrée right in interpreting Aristotle's discussion of the political and
philosophic life in such a way that makes the happiness of the man of contemplation
be subjected to his political activities? I hold the view that Destrée is not interpreting
properly Aristotle's arguments. His interpretation does not comply with the text. From
the text it is clear that Aristotle considers both political activity and contemplation as
actions, and contemplation does not presuppose any kind of political action. Thus, one

can achieve happiness only through contemplation. Moreover, a man does not

exercise his “ppovnois” only by taking part in politics and public affairs. According to
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2% ¢¢

the Aristotelian definition of “@poévnoic”, “ppoévnoic” is not linked with the political

455

sphere of action only™”. Based on the Aristotelian definition we can imagine a man

13

who exercises his “ppdvnoilg” without participating in politics and in the
administration of the polis. Aristotle argues that a man needs to be active in order to
be virtuous and live a happy life. However, he does not say that a man should act in
this or that way, politically or theoretically, and he does not say that he has to act both
as politician and as a philosopher. Last, we should not forget that Aristotle adamantly

4 Hence, it would be

believes that contemplation is the most self-sufficient action
odd to argue that a man of contemplation can live a happy live, and that
contemplation is a self-sufficient activity, and at the same time to connect the
happiness of the man of contemplation with his actual political engagement.

In my reading of the text, Aristotle does not reject neither the way of living of
the apolitical philosophers, nor the way of living of the advocates of the life of

political engagement™’

. He does reject some of their views, and uses their extreme
beliefs in order to show that the life of political engagement as well as the life of
contemplation are worth living and can lead to virtue and happiness*®. It is right to
say that from what Aristotle says we can imagine the possibility of having a sui
generis way of life which reflects the fusion of political engagement and

contemplation*”

. But it is not right to claim that the conventional political life and the
conventional philosophic life do not fall into Aristotle's understanding of a happy life.

To conclude, we need to emphasize the link between happiness and action. As

I see it, Aristotle's proposition that “T) y&p g0Soupovia mpa&ig Eotiv” is one of the
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most important propositions of the whole text of the Politics. It highlights the
importance that Aristotle attributes to acting as the only way of achieving virtue, and
it shows that according to him the polis that is worth living in, is a polis ruled under a
constitution which enables the members of the polis to act. A constitution which
confines action to only few, or even to one, is not a constitution that promotes the

well-being and the happiness of the citizens.

The Life of Leisure

As we have already seen, according to Aristotle two kinds of life should be pursued,
the life of political engagement and the life of theory and contemplation. The life of
the citizens who live in a polis governed under a constitution that enables them to live
a happy life, could be summarized in one phrase: “abrol 8& molredovror 1
P1hocopoDoy™®, Or, at least, this would be the ideal. Aristotle believes that it is
important for the members of the polis to have adequate free time in order to engage
themselves in politics and contemplation. As he says: “Sokel te 1] eDSoupovio €v T
oyoMi elvat Goyorobucda yap (vo oyohdlopev, kal molepoduev v’ elphvmy
Gyouev™!. Thus leisure (“oyoAn”), and the pursuit of it, plays a central role for the
well-living and happiness of the members of the polis*. The citizens should not
spend their time in commercial activities, in banausic occupations, and in toiling the
soil. In Aristotle's words: “oUte Bévovcov Piov oDT’ dyopaiov Sl {Tjv ToLG moAitag

(qyevng yap O tolobtog Piog kol mpOg Apettv Lmevavtioc), oDSE 81) yewpyolC
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glvar ToOe péAhovrog Eoecdon (ST yOp oxolfic kal mpoc thy Yéveow g dperfic Kol

2403 Interestingly, Aristotle makes an indirect

pOC TG TPGEES TAC TOMTIKAC)
distinction between the commercial and banausic occupations, on the one hand, and
toiling the soil, on the other. The first two occupations should be avoided because
they are contrary to the development of virtue. While, the agricultural occupation
should be avoided because it is a time consuming occupation. Of course, the first two
occupations are time consuming, but this is not the main reason for avoiding them. It
seems that Aristotle considers them as totally incompatible with virtue. Contrary to
them, farming is neither described as not fitting to a free man nor considered as
incompatible with virtue. This sotfo voce remark of Aristotle reminds us of Plato's
Laws. According to the Athenian Stranger's description in the Laws, the citizens of
Magnesia will be landowning farmers. These farmers are in position to develop their
virtues, and are eligible for participation in all the offices of the polis. A farmer can be
a virtuous man, and take part in the administration of the polis**. Despite the
difference of farming with the other banausic occupations, Aristotle, in the context of
the seventh book of the Politics, believes that it is better for the members of the polis
not to take part in agricultural works. He wants to secure that they would not be
concerned with pressing duties*®.

The theoretical justification of the priority of leisure is based on the distinction
of all the actions on two categories. The first category includes all the “necessary and

useful” actions, while the second category includes the “noble” actions. The

“necessary and useful” actions are all the actions that are linked with work and labour,
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while the “noble” actions are linked with leisure. In an analogous schema, the actions
related to war, should be considered as “necessary”, while the actions that take place
during the time of peace should be categorized as “noble”. Thus, the overlapping of
the two categorizations leads us to conclude that, on the one hand, there are the
“noble” actions that take place in leisure during peaceful times, and, on the other
hand, there are all the other actions*®. According to Aristotle, there is a teleological
priority of the first actions with regard to the latter. This means that the “necessary”
actions happen for the sake of the “noble” actions. “Sifjpnton 8& kol nlc O Pioc eic
Acyoriav kal oxoANv kol el¢ mOepov kal elpvny, kal TV TpakTt®v T& pev elg T
Avorykaia kol ypRotpo T 8 lc T Kad. [...] mOkepov PV elpivng xéptv, doyoliov

»467  Could we

3 oyoifig, T & Qvaykala kol ypRoipo TV KoA@v Evekev
legitimately conclude that the lawmaker should legislate having in mind that he
should establish a constitution that would enable the citizens to perform “noble”
actions, without having to spend their time in performing “necessary” actions**?

From what Aristotle says in 1333a 41 — 1333b 1, “3el p&v yap Qoyohrelv

”49  we could

dvvacOon kol molepelv, pdAlov & elpivnv Gyswv kal oyoldletv
assume that it is necessary for the members of the polis to spend some of their time in
“necessary” actions, such as engaging in various business and defending their polis in
war, so that they can afford having free time for peaceful leisure. However, although
he considers it normal that the members of the polis would take part in war, an action

that is a “necessary” action and not a “noble” one, he wants to make sure that the

necessary preconditions will be met so that the citizens will never need to occupy
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themselves in banausic, commercial, and agricultural occupations. As I see it, this
proposition does not stem directly from his distinction between the “necessary” and
the “noble” actions. It is based on his fundamental principle regarding the political. It
is his strong belief in the importance of the existence of equality among the citizens of
the polis that leads him to adopt this stance with regard to leisure during the times of
peace.

Before analyzing how the importance Aristotle attributes to equality affects his
stance regarding leisure, we need to examine the preconditions of the leisure life of
the members of the polis. The life of leisure for all the members of the polis
presupposes that some others work and provide the necessary means for the
sustenance of the citizens. For that reason Aristotle proposes the existence of non-
citizens who would provide through their labour the necessary material means for the

sustenance of the citizens.

The Parts of the Polis and its Material Prerequisites

The ideal for a lawmaker who wants to establish a new constitution is to be in
position to control all the constituent elements of the polis. The most desirable
outcome would result in the — utopian — case where the lawmaker controls all the
conditions that affect the establishing of the new polis*’. In that case we would speak
of an in vitro development of a polis; in conditions similar to that of a laboratory.

Aristotle knows, as we all know, that the product of the labour of a weaver depends,
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to a great extend, on the quality of the raw materials that are available to him. No
matter how good his skills are, the quality of the raw materials that he can use, has a
great impact on the final outcome. Analogously, the lawmaker (“vopo8étng”) and the
politician (“moMtikdg”) have at their disposal a number of “raw materials” that they
will use in order to produce the desirable outcome; that is to constitute a polis in the
way they wish. What, and how many, are the “raw materials” that the lawmaker and
the politician could use for constituting a polis? According to Aristotle, the “raw
materials” that the lawmaker and the politician have at their disposal, in constituting a
polis, are two: the “body” of the inhabitants of the polis, and the territory. "oVt kal
@ moMTIK® Kol TG vopoBétn Sel thv olkeiav VANV Dmapysty Emndeimg Exovoay.
Eott 8& molTikTic yopnyiog mpdtov 16 T8 TANOOC TV AVOpdOTOV, TOGOVC TE Kol
rotoug Tvig Ddpystv Sl puoet, kal KT THV yHpav WaHTOS, TOOTV T€ lvat Kol
moiav Tve tovTnv" !,

With regard to the size of the polis, one needs to define the criteria for setting
the upper and the lower limit of this size. The polis should be neither too small nor

472

too big"*. As Aristotle says, most people believe that the bigger a polis the more

eudaimon it would be. They think that the big polis, in terms of its population, is the
great polis. “xat’ ApOpoD yp TATiBoc TV Evorkodvimv Kpivovst T pueydiny”*%,
But they do not see that greatest should be considered the polis that is in position, and
has the power needed, to perform its “Epyov” (“function”) properly*’*. Aristotle's

analysis of the criteria that should be used for defining the proper size of the polis,

sheds light on the functions of the polis, and depicts them in an indirect way. Which
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are the criteria which should be used so as to define the proper size of the polis? In
order to answer the previous question, we need to examine the dangers that
undermine the very existence of the polis, and the issues that do not allow it to be a
great polis. First, the polis should be big enough so as to be in position to defend
itself. More specifically, it should be in position to defend itself from the external
enemies and dangers, but also, at the same time, to be in position to defuse and
counteract any internal threat. In other words, the citizens of the polis should be
numerous enough so as to form an effective hoplites's army that could defend the
polis and, in addition, the citizens should be in position to prevent any attempt of the
non-citizens inhabitants of the polis to question the distribution of power within the
polis, and to disturb the internal status quo of the polis. As Aristotle notes, “T) yQp
100tV [Goot moreds elot pépoc kol &€ v cuvictoton mOMC olkeimv popimv]
OrepoyN oD T Bove peyding moreng onuelov™”. Thus, we see that a prerequisite
for a polis to become a great one is that the citizen body should be big enough so that
its dominance within the polis could never be questioned.

As we have already mentioned the size of the citizen-body should be big
enough so that the polis could have a large enough hoplites's army that would be in
position to defend the polis and ensure the freedom of its members. On the other
hand, the body of citizens should not be very big. If it were very big, a number of
problems would appear. Aristotle believes that it would be very difficult for a such a
big, overpopulated, polis to be well governed*®. There is a link between the size of

the polis and the existence of order and organization. He claims that it is very difficult
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for a big polis to be well-ordered. And given that law is a kind of order, a big polis
cannot be well-governed*””. A polis should be big enough so as to self-sufficient. And
usually this is possible when we have a medium size polis. Aristotle makes an analogy
between a polis and a ship. As he says, a miniature ship should not be considered as a
proper ship, and analogously a two-stages long ship is not a ship either*’.

Aristotle makes it clear that according to his understanding of the polis, it is
only the free citizens that should be considered as parts of the polis. In other words,
the polis is its free citizens. And it is these free citizens who take part in the governing
and the administration of the polis. The other inhabitants, the slaves and the resident
aliens, should not be considered as parts of the polis. They live in the polis, but at the
same time they are a foreign body to it. Their presence in the polis is necessary for its
existence and preservation, but they are not parts of it*”*. Although it might sound a bit
strange for us today to declare that a polis is comprised of only a part of its
inhabitants, it seems that it was common ground for the contemporaries of Aristotle*.
It is those non-citizens who would be occupied in all the banausic and agricultural
occupations. According to Aristotle, “Qvoykailov glvat T00¢ YewpyoLS Sovlovg T
BapPépovg [1)] meproikovg™®!. And he adds that ideally they should be slaves who do
not belong to the same race, and who are not spirited (“pufte OPOPOAOV TAVTOV UATE
Oupoetd V)2,

The existence of the labouring non-citizens in conjunction with the way the

land is used, and the existence of obligatory common meals, promotes the equality

among the citizens of the polis. As Aristotle says, the land of the polis should be
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divided into two parts, the communal land and the privately owned land. The products
of the common land would be used for the services to the goods and for the common
meals. The privately owned land would be distributed among the members of the
polis in a way that would make sure that all would have an allotment near the center
of the polis and a second allotment near its frontiers. By having privately owned land
the lawmaker ensures that the citizens would have strong ties with the polis, given
that the possession of land strengthens the bond of the citizen with the polis. And by
distributing the various allotments in the previously mentioned way the lawmaker
ensures that all the citizens would have the same stance in cases of conflict with
neighboring poleis™’.

The fact that none of the citizens of the polis would have to work and spend
their time in various banausic or agricultural occupations, promotes the equality
among them. All have free time to live a life of leisure. This life of leisure ensures that
all would be in position to develop their virtues, and guarantees that all would
participate in the governing and the administration of the polis. We see that Aristotle's
primary care is to make sure that all the citizens would be as equal as possible. He
wants to ensure that, regardless of the value (“G&in”) that will be used in order to
judge the citizens of the polis, all would stand at the same “height”.

Economic equality is one important precondition for achieving equality among
the members of the polis. Aristotle proposes three regulations in order to make sure
that economic equality would exist among the citizens of the polis. The equal

distribution of the land, the institution of the common messes that would be provided
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by the polis, and the use of slaves, or the employment of foreign residents, by all the
members guarantee that the economic inequality would not affect the relations of the
citizens. Why is economic equality so important? The answer is easy, if we have in
mind the debate regarding the value (“&&io”) that should be used for judging the
equality of the citizens of the polis, and the subsequent claims regarding the holder of
sovereignty within the polis. The economic equality does not leave any room for
claiming sovereignty based on the criterion of wealth. In other words, given that all
the citizens would have a more or less equal property and wealth, no one or no group
of citizens could claim that he, or they respectively, should hold the sovereign power
because of his, or their, superiority in terms of property and wealth. Analogously, the
existence of common messes and the use of slaves, or the employment of foreign
residents, for the cultivation of the privately owned land, and for the other banausic
occupations, enable all the citizens to develop their potential in leisure. In other
words, all the citizen could develop their virtues, without being hindered by time-
consuming occupations, so that no one or no group of citizens could claim that he, or
they respectively, should hold the sovereign power because of his, or their, superiority
in terms of virtue. Thus, given that leisure, apart from economic equality, is another
end of the proposed legislation, Aristotle does not consider the possibility of having
all the citizens work and then divide equally the product of their labour. He opts for
having slaves or foreign residents working in order to provide all the necessary
material means for the leisure class of citizens. Stephen Salkever notes that

“Aristotle's implication, I think, is that there is no alternative to some form of slavery
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if we are to secure for the citizens of this regime both the material goods they need to
live and the leisure time they need to live well”**,

Aristotle knows that a life of leisure available to all is a necessary precondition
for the achieving of the equality of virtue. However it is not a sufficient one. The
development of the virtues and the instilling of them in the souls of the citizens
presuppose that all would be educated in a way that promotes the development of
virtues, and the habituation of all the citizens or potential citizens in being virtuous.
For this reason, Aristotle strongly believes that the lawmaker should establish a public

educational system that would be available to all the citizens or potential citizens of

the polis. Aristotle is an advocate of a public education.

Nurture, Nature, and Virtue

Education is a major issue for every polis. It is an issue of great importance for every
legislator too. Aristotle acknowledges that no one would dispute that the legislation
should deal with this issue*®. Thus, in the context of the seventh and eight book of the
Politics, he presents his arguments regarding the role of education, and presents his
thoughts on the proper educational system for a polis. Aristotle's view regarding
education is clear. He explicitly declares that the education offered in the polis should
be public. In addition, he says that this public education should be equally available to
all. All the citizens should receive the same education which would be offered by the

polis. He highlights the importance of having a public education instead of having a
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system of privately offered education. As he says, “@avepOv Oti kal tTv moidsiov
piav kel v oDtv Gvaykaiov elvar méviev, kol tadmg Ty Empéleoy £lvor
KoV kol pun kot 18iov™e,

Why does Aristotle so explicitly claim that the education should be public
rather than private? Why does he promote the establishing of a public education that
would be one and the same for all the members of the polis? The answer to these
questions, I believe, is not difficult. It is not difficult to answer these questions if we
keep in mind the primary aim of the constitutional blueprint of the seventh and the
eighth book. The answer is not difficult if we have in mind Aristotle's attempt to make
all citizens alike and equal. Moreover, this answer enables us to understand the role
and the aim of the education in the polis.

As I see it, the role of the public education proposed by Aristotle is to promote
equality within the polis. This equality should not be understood only in terms of
equal opportunities, but also in terms of equality of virtue. The aim of education is to
make all citizens virtuous. And by making all the citizens virtuous, education
promotes their equality in terms of virtue. Aristotle wants to ensure that all the
citizens of the polis would be equal even in the case that virtue would be used as the
primary value for judging them.

For Aristotle, it is important to have a common curriculum for all in order to
ensure that there would be no differentiations with regard to what the young children
should learn. The legislator should regulate the curriculum of studies. As he says, not

487

all agree about what the young children should learn™’. Therefore, it is important to
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establish a curriculum that would promote virtue and the best life (“TpO¢ OV Biov TOV
apiotov”). It becomes evident that Aristotle explicitly claims that the education
should be public rather than private because the public character of the education,
which would be one and the same for all, ensures that all the potential citizens would
grow up in the same context. This would have as a result that they would all share the
same values. In the light of this interpretation, public education is seen as a process of
“normalization”. This means that the potential citizens through the educational
process are becoming alike in terms of virtue.

Aristotle does not only want to make sure that all would have the same
nurture. He also wants to ensure that nature would not create serious inequalities
among the citizens of the polis. For that reason he wants to regulate the issues
regarding the procreation and the birth of the children. He wants to secure, to the
extend that this is humanly possible, that no one would be born with a serious
handicap that would bring him in a disadvantageous position with regard to his/her
fellow citizens®®. Aristotle proposes a number of regulations on the issue of
procreation. The legislation regarding the union of men and women for the aim of
procreation should deal with a number of issues such as the proper age for getting
married, the condition of the bodies of the future parents, the activities of the pregnant

489

women, and the sexual relations of the married couple™. The aim is to ensure that the

necessary conditions for the procreation of healthy children would exist; “Omog T&

99490

chpata TV yevwopévay Vmdpyn mpOg TNy 100 vopodétov Povinow™*. For

example, he believes that it is of great importance that at the time of procreation both
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the parents should be at their prime. In other words, both the parents should be at the
peak of their procreative powers. This means that the legislator should avoid the
coupling, for the needs of procreation, of very young people, and of people who are
older than a certain age. By setting all these regulations the lawmaker will ensure that
all the children that will be born would be equally potentially good. It seems that he
believes that if the procreation is regulated properly, then the children that would be
born in the polis would have all the potential to become virtuous men and women. All
would be equally gifted by nature in order to become virtuous citizens. Thus, nature
would not create any advantage or disadvantage with regard to virtue.

Aristotle knows that men and women become virtuous and excellent because
of three things: nature, habit, and reason®'. One the one hand, habituation and
teaching through reason will be parts of the public education. On the other hand, the
regulations regarding the union of the sexes will ensure that all the newborn that will
go through the educational process would be equipped with the necessary natural
capabilities, and would not have any natural handicaps. He believes that by setting the
proper legislation regarding procreation, and through the proper educational process,
the lawmaker will manage to instill virtue in the souls of all the potential citizens of
the polis. In doing this, he achieves two goals. First, he promotes the well-being of the
individuals and of the polis in total. And second, he makes all the citizens alike and

equal in terms of virtue.

Two Readings of the Aristotelian Schema of Books VII and VIII
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In books VII and VIII of the Politics, Aristotle deals with a number of issues that
concern the legislation of a polis. It is clear that the argumentation of books VII and
VIII presupposes, in a way, the discussion that takes place in Plato's Laws. The fact
that Aristotle makes a direct reference to the discussion of the Laws, is not
incidental*”?. Aristotle is not using the references to the Laws in order to present a
different or an opposing view. As I see it, Aristotle is imitating in a sense the
discussion of the Laws. Aristotle has in mind that the constitutional blueprint of the
Laws concerns the establishing of a new colony®. This means that the Athenian
Stranger, and his interlocutors, have a higher degree of freedom than an ordinary
lawmaker in establishing a new polis and a new constitution almost from scratch.
Aristotle in the context of books VII and VIII is imitating the freedom of the Athenian
Stranger and his interlocutors, i.e., the freedom of the settler of a new colony.
Aristotle is reserving for himself even greater freedom. For example, the place and the
territory of the new colony in the case of Magnesia are given, while Aristotle freely
discusses these issues too.

I propose that we should understand the establishing of the “kat’ e0ynv” polis
of books VII and VIII as analogous to the founding of a new colony®*. Is this aspect
of the discussion that takes place in books VII and VIII important? Or is it a marginal
issue? I believe that the fact that we are dealing with a new polis, which will be
founded in the future according to the wills of the lawmaker, plays a central role in

the discussion of books VII and VIII. Apart from giving the freedom to the lawmaker
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to have control over all the constituent elements of the new polis, it serves another
purpose. It promotes the equality of the members of the polis too. By proposing the
establishing of a new polis from the scratch, Aristotle wants to make sure that no one
in the polis could claim superiority in terms of noble birth. He knows that in many
poleis there are some citizens who claim superiority based on the value (“&&ia”) of
good birth. They believe that they are superior in terms of birth and lineage. And they
argue that this superiority justifies them to claim that they should hold the sovereign
power within the polis. Aristotle wants to avoid such a possibility and for that reason
he wants to ensure that no one could claim any kind of superiority based on good
birth. We have a new polis, and the time of establishing the new constitution is the
“time zero” for all the families of the polis. There is no differentiation with regard to
lineage, and thus there is no citizen who could claim noble birth, or different at any
rate from that of his fellow citizens. By proposing the establishing of a new polis,
Aristotle manages to eliminate another reason of inequality. All the citizens of the
polis are equal with regard to claims of noble lineage.

One might think that there is another reason that could possibly disturb the
equality of the members of the polis. There could be the case that a single man, or a
group of men, manages to acquire great power in his, or their hands, and claim that
they should hold the sovereign power because of his, or theirs, superiority in power.
In that case they could just grab the sovereign power simply by using this power. It
seems that this case is not plausible at all in a polis that would be established and

governed under the constitutional blueprint of books VII and VIII. This is not
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plausible, because it would be impossible for one man, or a small group of men, to
manage to gather so much power in his/their hands. The established economic
equality, and the fact that all the members of the polis would be part of the hoplites's
army of the polis, leaves no room for such a differentiation of power. Hence, the
existence of a claim of superiority in terms of power is totally improbable.

As we have already seen, the primary aim of the constitutional blueprint of
books VII and VIII is to establish a “multi-dimensional” equality among the citizens.
The polis would consist of free men, who would be equal in terms of wealth, power,
lineage, and virtue. Aristotle knows very well the various values that could be used
for judging the equality of the members of the polis. Having in mind these values, and
the corresponding claims for superiority and sovereignty that are based on them, he
wants to make sure that none of these values could be used for creating
differentiations among the citizens. Regardless of which value is used, all the citizens
are alike and equal. Regardless of whether wealth, power, good birth, virtue, or
freedom, is taken as the value that would be used for judging the members of the
polis, and for claiming sovereignty within the polis, all the citizens are considered as
alike and equal.

Why is it so important for Aristotle to ensure that this “multi-dimensional”
equality would exist within the polis? Why does he want to present such an egalitarian
constitutional blueprint? According to my view, the whole quest of books VII and
VIII is an attempt on behalf of Aristotle to find a solution, or an “exit”, to the genuine

“Omopia” of the claims for sovereignty. We should not forget that in the tenth chapter
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of the third book of the Politics, Aristotle examines the various possibilities about
which should be the sovereign body within the polis. And as I have already said, the
Aristotelian quest for the discovery of the appropriate holder of the sovereign power

»45 1t is a genuine “Qmopin” because whichever the

leads to a genuine “Qmopio
evaluative value might be, some kind of injustice would occur within the polis. This
would happen because in actual poleis the citizens would be equal with respect to one
evaluative value, but they would be unequal with respect to a different evaluative
value. Thus the egalitarian constitutional blueprint of books VII and VIII is an attempt
on behalf of Aristotle to create a polis that would be consisted of men who would be
equal in all terms, regardless of which value would be used for judging them, and in
that way eliminate all the sources of injustice®. However, 1 believe that what
Aristotle hand in mind in the context of books VII and VIII could not apply to actual
men, and actual poleis. It would be difficult to imagine that there could exist a
lawmaker that would have the same freedom, and the same control over all the
elements that he needs to use for the establishing of the polis, with the lawmaker's
freedom that is needed for the application of the Aristotelian blueprint. It is for reason
that I call Aristotle's attempt a utopian attempt.

In closing we could say that there are two readings of the Aristotelian schema.
On the one hand, if we accept, for the needs of our interpretation, the Aristotelian
schema that the polis is its citizens, and that the non-citizens inhabitants of the polis
are not part of it, we are led to the conclusion that the form of government most

appropriate for such a polis should be a kind of democracy. Given that the constitution
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and the initial formation of the polis would aim at making all the citizens alike and
equal to a great extent, it would be unjust not to allow all of them to equally
participate at the administration of the polis.

On the other hand, if we do not accept the Aristotelian schema and claim that
it makes no sense to consider that the non-citizens inhabitants of the polis are not part
of it, we are obliged to admit that the constitutional arrangement which does not allow
a big part of the inhabitants of the polis to have the slightest saying at the public
affairs, should by no means be considered a kind of democracy. We could claim that
Aristotle is actually establishing two poleis. We are not dealing with a single polis, but
with two poleis. The first is the polis of the free citizens, and the second is the polis of
the non-citizens. In that case we are obliged to consider that the form of government
most appropriate for such a polis should be a kind of aristocracy.

As I see it however, the analysis of Aristotle's arguments of the seventh and
eighth book of the Politics does not leave any room for claiming that Aristotle
considered a certain kind of kingship as the most preferable constitutional form. I
believe that the view that Aristotle promotes the establishing of a kind of kingship
cannot be supported. P.A. Vander Waert argues that Aristotle prefers a certain kind of

*7. According to his arguments, Aristotle prefers the establishing of a certain

kingship
kind of kingship, because the rule of a king provides the necessary preconditions for
the promotion of a philosophic life for the citizens of the polis*®. He claims that

political engagement is an obstacle to the development of the virtue of the citizens.

The first observation that we need to make is that Vander Waert, contrary to what
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Aristotle clearly says in books VII and VIII of the Politics, claims that political
activities should not be considered as activities that take place during the time of
leisure of the citizens, but that they are “unleisured” activities. We should not forget
that, for Aristotle, political actions are considered as actions that promote the
development of virtue and are identified with the happiness of the members of the
polis. A second observation concerns the end of the constitutional blueprint of books
VII and VIII. Vander Waert claims that the regime of books VII and VIII is
“dedicated” to the promotion of the philosophic way of living. This is not correct. The
regime of books VII and VIII wants to promote the happiness of the members of the
polis, and the happiness of the polis in its totality. This means that the aim is to
provide the necessary preconditions so that the members of the polis could act in a
virtuous way that would promote their happiness. This could be achieved by
performing two kinds of actions: political actions and actions of contemplation.
Moreover, even if we accept that the life of philosophy is incompatible with political
engagement, Aristotle could not accept this kind of kingship. Aristotle could not
accept it because it would violate his definition of justice. It would be totally unjust to
submit the contemplating individuals, who would have developed their virtue to a
great extent, under the rule of another individual.

Conclusively, it would not be against Aristotle's understanding of the political
to argue that the constitutional blueprint of the books VII and VIII is a peculiar kind
of democracy. This kind of democracy is realized among the free citizens of the polis,

and is based on a multi-dimensional equality. However, the sustenance of the polis is

-197-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

based on the exploitation of some others. These non-citizens are not considered as

part of the polis, and their existence undermines Aristotle's egalitarian attempt.
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Closing Remarks

In this Dissertation I examine whether Aristotle's political thought enables us to
construct a theory of democracy. By examining this question, I stand in opposition to
the established view, which is mostly based on the Aristotelian classification of the
constitutions, and which treats Aristotle as an anti-democratic thinker.

The analysis of the citizen and the slave shows that for Aristotle there could
exist a just constitution that would enable the citizens of a polis to act morally and
participate at its administration, without presupposing the existence of a class of
slaves. The sovereign body of the polis would consist of all the citizens, regardless of
whether they would have to work and at the same time occupy themselves with
domestic occupations. They may have to labour for their living but they would
participate at the political life of the polis, and they could all potentially achieve
happiness. The Assembly of these citizens, who would not be of a bestial kind, would
be the sovereign body. They would not achieve perfect happiness, but their life would
not be devoid of it. In addition, the analysis of Aristotle's definition of citizenship
highlights the importance of the political participation of all the citizens. In this way
the participatory character of the Aristotelian understanding of the political is
revealed.

The analysis of the issue of unity enables us to interpret Aristotle's egalitarian
understanding of the political. Unity is a presupposition for the happiness and the

longevity of the polis, while the partialities which stem from the various inequalities
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undermine it. Moreover, the political and moral significance of the participation at the
governing of the polis in the context of “Gpyetv kal GpyecOar” is highlighted.

The analysis of the Aristotelian examination of the views of Phaleas and
Hippodamus enables us to have a better understanding of the passages of the Politics
which concern the “xot’ €DyTv” constitution. In the context of this analysis, we have
a first encounter with the Aristotelian examination of the issue of equality or
inequality of property, the role of education, and the proper way of organizing the
polis. These very same themes reoccur at the end of the Politics. Thus, these usually
neglected Aristotelian remarks prove to be of great help for the understanding of the
constitutional blueprint of books VII and VIII. Aristotle reflects on the proposals of
his predecessors and comes up with his own propositions. The views of Phaleas and
Hippodamus, in conjunction with the Platonic views that are examined in the previous
chapter, set the intellectual context which is very important for the proper
interpretation of the Aristotelian views, and which needs to be examined for
methodological reasons as well.

The quest for the just constitution presupposes a clear definition of justice.
Thus, the analysis of Aristotle's definition of justice enables us to understand his
encounter of the various constitutional forms. Justice is understood as political justice.
And the implications regarding the active participation in politics are highlighted by
the Aristotelian definition of justice as a virtue “mpO¢ £tepov”.

The analysis of the competitive claims for sovereignty reveals the

constitutional forms which, according to Aristotle, could be considered just. The
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examination of the conditions which legitimate the many to claim sovereignty reveals
another aspect of the participatory and egalitarian character of Aristotle's political
thought.

The analysis of Aristotle's encounter of the various constitutions enables us to
grasp properly the Aristotelian understanding of the democratic forms of government.
The overlapping of the various constitutions is highlighted, and the importance of the
criterion of whether the various parts of the polis consider that they suffer injustice is
revealed.

The analysis of the constitutional blueprint of books VII and VIII of the
Politics shows that according to Aristotle the “kat’ €DyTVv” constitution would
eliminate all kinds of inequality and would establish a multi-dimensional equality.
Aristotle attempts to make all the citizens of the polis alike and equal, regardless of
the value which would be used for the evaluation of this equality. In doing this he
wants to render the conflicting claims for sovereignty void.

In conclusion, I argue that Aristotle's political thought is based on an
egalitarian and participatory account of the political. This understanding of the
political, seen from a contemporary view, is considered as the core of a democratic

thinking and constitutes the basis of a democratic form of government.
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1) “Die entscheidende Frage stellt sich vielmehr so: Tendiert Aristoteles' politische
Philosophie eher zu einer quantitativen Steigerung der Tugend oder eher zu einer
qualitativen?” Wolfgang Kullmann, Aristoteles und die moderne Wissenschaft,

(Stuttgart: Steiner, 1998), p. 398.

2) We could say that Aristotle is trying to avoid the impasse of his definition of
justice. It is this effort that has given us some of the most interesting statements of his
political philosophy. Nenos Georgopoulos emphasizes the importance of the impasse
for philosophy. As he says, it is this impasse, this philosophical "shipwreck", that
signals the beginning of philosophizing. "In each Platonic dialogue, the Socratic logos
is brought to an impasse. But at this impasse, thought opens to what thought cannot
grasp, what the Socratic speech cannot say. It is this openness that makes each
Platonic dialogue more than the undeniable failure with which the corresponding
Socratic logos closes, an openness to what evokes wonder, signaling the beginning of
philosophizing". Nenos Georgopoulos, "Tragic Action", in Nenos Georgopoulos (ed.),

Tragedy and Philosophy, (London: Macmillan, 1993), p. 118

3) “Today, many of us would reject as "undemocratic" a political system that excluded
a half or two-thirds of the adult population from full citizenship, as did the Athenians'
[...]”. Robert A. Dahl, 4 Preface to Democratic Theory, expanded edition, (Chicago:

The University of Chicago Press, 2006), p. xvi.

4) Aristotle, Politics, 1274b 41.

5) Leo Strauss, The City and Man, (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1964),
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p. 45.

6) Aristotle, Politics, 1275b 22 — 24.

7) Aristotle, Politics, 1275b 34 — 35.

8) Aristotle, Politics, 1275a 7 — 14.

9) Aristotle, Politics, 1275a 22 — 23.

10) I have found valuable and have alternatively used, with some changes when
needed, the following translations: Aristote, Les Politiques, trans. Pierre Pellegrin,
(Paris: GF Flammarion, 1993); R. Robinson, Aristotle's Politics: Books III and IV,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962); and Aristotle, The Politics, trans. T.A. Sinclair, rev.

edn. J.T. Saunders, (London: Penguin, 1992).

11) Aristotle, Politics, 1275a 28 — 29.

12) Aristotle, Politics, 1275a 31 — 32.

13) As Pierre Pellegrin notes: “On voit que, spontanément, alors qu' il méne une
recherche générale et qu' il insiste sur le pluralité des types de constitutions, Aristote a
tendance a définir la citoyenneté en se référant a la démocratie athénienne”. See

Aristote, Les Politiques, trans. Pierre Pellegrin, p. 207, n. 12.

14) Aristotle, Politics, 1275b 18 — 19.
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15) See W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, with an Introduction, Two Prefatory
Essays and Notes Critical and Explanatory, vol. 1, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1887 —

1902), p. 230.

16) Fred D. Miller Jr., Nature, Justice, and Rights in Aristotle's Politics, (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1995), p. 144.

17) See Claude Mossé, “La Conception du Citoyen dans la Politique d' Aristote”,

Eirene, VI (1967), p. 19.

18) For instance, see Fred D. Miller Jr., Nature, Justice, and Rights in Aristotle's
Politics, p.148 and E. Lévy, “Cité et citoyen dans la Politique d' Aristote”, Ktema, No.

5 (1980), p. 241.

19) E. Lévy, “Cité et citoyen dans la Politique d' Aristote”, p. 241.

20) Aristotle, Politics, 1278a 36.

21) C. Johnson, “Who is Aristotle's Citizen?”, Phronesis, Vol. 29, No. 1 (1984), p. 83.

22) Aristotle, Politics, 1276b 16 — 18.

23) Aristotle, Politics, 1277b 25 — 26.

24) Aristotle, Politics, 1276b 30 — 31.

25) Aristotle, Politics, 1277a 33.
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26) Aristotle, Politics, 1277b 8§ — 9.
27) Aristotle, Politics, 1277b 13 — 15.

28) See D. Frede, “Citizenship in Aristotle's Politics”, in R. Kraut & S. Skultety
(eds.), Aristotle's Politics: Critical Essays, (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005),

pp. 172 - 3.
29) Ibid., p. 173.

30) “The polis is naturally prior to the household and to each one of us. It is necessary
that the whole is prior to the part: if it is separated from the whole there is no leg or
hand, but only in name, as one made of stone is called such”. Aristotle, Politics,

1253a 19 - 22.

31) As he characteristically says, “olxia 8& téhetog £k SovAmv kal ElevBépmv”.

Aristotle, Politics, 1253b 5.

32) “Qvéykn 81 mp@Tov cuvdualeson Todg Gvev CAMAY 1T Suvapévoue lvor”.

Aristotle, Politics, 1252a 25 — 26.
33) Aristotle, Politics, 1253b 8 — 9.

34) “Others say that it is contrary to nature to rule as master over slave, because the
distinction between slave and free is one of convention only, and in nature there is no

difference, so that this form of rule is based on force and is therefore not just”.
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Aristotle, Politics, 1253b 20 — 23.

35) For the sophistic movement, see G.B. Kerferd, The Sophistic Movement,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), and W.K.C. Guthrie, The Sophists,

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971).

36) “ELevBépoug Aplike mavtag O6c 0VSEVa SoDAov 1) pvGIC Temoinkey”. See, W.L.
Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, with an Introduction, Two Prefatory Essays and
Notes Critical and Explanatory, vol. 1, p. 141; and also W.K.C. Guthrie, The Sophists,
p. 159. Newman seems to believe that Aristotle, in Politics 1253b 20 — 23, refers to
this saying of Alcidamas, but notes that Zeller thinks that “Aristotle 'is not referring to
Alcidamas specially' in this passage of the Politics™. Ibid., p. 141. There are not many
biographical information about Alcidamas. Of the few information we have, we know

that he must have been a disciple of Gorgias.

37) W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, with an Introduction, Two Prefatory

Essays and Notes Critical and Explanatory, vol. 1, p. 143.

38) “In Book I of the Politics, Aristotle develops a theory of natural slavery that is
intended to serve two purposes: to secure the morality of enslaving certain human
beings and to provide the foundation for the uses of slaves that he advocates in later
books”. Nicholas D. Smith, “Aristotle's Theory of Natural Slavery”, in David Keyt
and Fred D. Miller, Jr, (eds.), A Companion to Aristotle's Politics, (Oxford: Blackwell,

1991), p. 142.
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39) R.G Mulgan claims that Aristotle's theory of natural slavery is “radically
incoherent”. He believes that Aristotle's aim was to provide a justification for the
existence of slaves, even if he had to present a theory which is incoherent and not
very convincing. And speculates that Aristotle was aware of the inconsistencies of his
theory, but considered them as “minor difficulties” that did not undermine his theory
as a whole. R.G. Mulgan, Aristotle's Political Theory: An Introduction for Students of
Political Theory, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), p. 44. As Nicholas D. Smith
characteristically says, contemporary interpretors and commentators almost
unanimously believe that Aristotle fails in providing convincing arguments and a
sound theory. According to Smith, one can find only one exception to this “rule”. This
exception is W.W. Fortenbaugh's article “Aristotle on Slaves and Women”, published
in J. Barnes, M. Schofield, and R. Sorabji (eds.), Articles on Aristotle 2: Ethics and
Politics, (London: Duckworth, 1977), and reprinted in W.W. Fortenbaugh, Aristotle's
Practical Side, (Leiden: Brill, 2006). See, Nicholas D. Smith, “Aristotle's Theory of
Natural Slavery”, p. 142. Fortenbaugh claims that “Aristotle's view of slaves and
women is neither the sophistry of a prejudiced Greek male enjoying a privileged
position nor simply the product of a misguided biologist who assumes uncritically
that nature's way is identical with the status quo”. W.W. Fortenbaugh, “Aristotle on

Slaves and Women”, p. 135.

40) W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, with an Introduction, Two Prefatory

Essays and Notes Critical and Explanatory, vol. 1, p. 139.
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41) Aristotle, Politics, 1253b 29.

42) R.G. Mulgan, Aristotle's Political Theory: An Introduction for Students of

Political Theory, p. 43.

43) It is interesting to note that this negative attitude toward every kind of manual
labour is not an inherent element of the Greek civilization from its beginning. Rather
it developed gradually. It is difficult to detect a specific historical moment that
coincides with the development of this attitude. Robert Schlaifer, who deals
insightfully with this issue, argues that we could track its origins at the descent of the
Dorian tribes. R. Schlaifer, "Greek Theories of Slavery from Homer to Aristotle",

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, vol. 47 (1936), p. 172.

44) “The idea that certain occupations were menial and beneath the dignity of a
freeman [...] is the chief cause of the Greek attitude toward slaves which resulted in
the most commonly held of all the later theories, that of the natural slave”. Ibid., p.

171.

45) H. Kelsen is wrong in believing that Aristotle is “concerned with the justification
of slavery as an economic institution”, though he says that this is not his main
concern. However he is right in understanding that Aristotle's analysis “is rather of a
political than of an economic character”. H. Kelsen, “Aristotle and Hellenic-
Macedonian Policy”, in J. Barnes, M. Schofield, and R. Sorabji (eds.), Articles on

Aristotle 2: Ethics and Politics, (London: Duckworth, 1977), p. 173.
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46) G.E.M. De Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World: From the
Archaic Age to the Arab Conquests, (London: Duckworth, 1981), greek translation, O
Tatikog Aywvas otov Apyoio Elinviko Koouo: Amo v Apyoixn Emoyn w¢ v

Apafixn Koraxtnon, (Athens: Kédpog, 1986), p. 165.

47) My analysis presupposes, in a way, the methodological tools of the classical

political economy.

48) Ellen Meiksins Wood, Peasant — Citizen and Slave: The Foundations of Athenian
Democracy, (London: Verso Books, 1989), especially pp. 42 — 80. Ellen Meiksins
Wood cites a number of other sources, which I selectively quote. An example of those
who provide arguments in support of the thesis that the use of slaves at the
agricultural domain was restricted are: Chester G. Starr, “An Overdose of Slavery”,
JEH 18 (1958), pp. 17-32; A.H.M. Jones, Athenian Democracy, (Oxford: Blackwell,
1957), pp. 10-20; Gert Audring, “Grenzen der Konzentration von Grundeigentum in
Attika wihrend des 4. Jh. v. u. Z.”, Klio 56 (1974), pp. 445 — 446. Contrasting
arguments are presented by Michael H. Jameson, “Agriculture and Slavery in
Classical Athens”, CJ 73 (1977), pp. 122 — 141; and, the previously quoted, G.E.M.
De Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World: From the Archaic Age

to the Arab Conquests.

49) Ellen Meiksins Wood, Peasant — Citizen and Slave: The Foundations of Athenian

Democracy, p. 80.
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50) Thus, we could claim that the two main classes of the social formation of ancient
Athens were the small farmers, on the one hand, and the wealthy landowners, on the

other.

51) “To ensure a really large surplus for a long period, the bulk of the primary
producers must either be made to give unfree labour, under the constraint of slavery
or serfdom or debt bondage, or they must be driven to sell their labour power for a
wage”. G.E.M. De Ste. Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World: From

the Archaic Age to the Arab Conquests, p. 53.

52) Ellen Meiksins Wood, Peasant — Citizen and Slave: The Foundations of Athenian

Democracy, pp. 64 — 67.

53) “In ancient times in fact the manual workers in some states consisted of slaves or
aliens, and for that reason many of the manual workers are so even now”. Aristotle,

Politics, 1278a 7 — 8.

54) “Now the tools mentioned are instruments of production, whereas an article of
property is an instrument of action; for from a shuttle we get something else beside
the mere use of the shuttle, but from a garment or a bed we get only their use. And
also inasmuch as there is a difference in kind between production and action, and both
need tools, it follows that those tools also must possess the same difference. But life is
doing things, not making/producing things; hence the slave is an assistant in the class

of instruments of action/the slave is a servant that ministers the actions”. Aristotle,
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Politics, 1254a 1 — 9.

55) It is right to say that the property of a man, conceived as a whole, is a practical
tool. However, I believe that we should not consider by analogy that all the tools and
the possessions that make up the property of a man should be considered as practical
tools as well. For example, the horse and the plow which are used for the cultivation
of the land are productive tools, and Aristotle would categorize them as such. Thus, it
is not contradictory to say that the property, which is a sum of tools (1] ktfioig TAfifog
Opyvov £oti), when considered as an entity is a practical tool which is comprised of

practical and productive tools as well.

56) Augustos Bayonas seems to have grasped the importance of this passage; he does
indeed refer to it. He seems also to be aware of the fact that the dominant sector of the
ancient economy was the agricultural one. Yet, he is not willing to abandon the thesis
that Aristotle developed his theory of natural slavery in order to justify the use of
slaves in all the manual occupations, and to justify the appropriation of the wealth that
is produced from their labour, and tries, I believe without success, to support it. He
claims that the agricultural work should not be considered as a productive process.
For him the agricultural works are only in name productive works — “superficially/on
the surface” productive, as he calls them. Thus, he argues that by categorizing the
slaves as practical tools, Aristotle does not exclude the use of slaves in the agricultural
sector of the economy. Bayonas's interpretation is based on his understanding of the

practical and the productive works. He believes that for Aristotle the productive works
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are these works that have an element of creativity. The productive tools are used for
the creation of something new. Hence, the Aristotelian account of slavery does not
exclude the use of slaves at the agricultural works. Augustos Bayonas, “‘H mepl
Sovkeiog Bempion ToD Apistotéhove”, in A. Bayonas, Elevfepia xal Aovisio. otOV

Apiorotéin, (Thessaloniki: Zftpog, 2003), p. 84.
57) “for happiness (eudaimonia) is an action”. Aristotle, Politics, 13250 32.

58) “it is clear that it is not always true that some are slaves by nature and others free,
yet this distinction does in some cases actually exist — cases where it is expedient [and

just] for the one to be master, the other to be slave”. Aristotle, Politics, 1255b 5 - 9.
59) “in all cases the ruler and the ruled appear”. Aristotle, Politics, 1254a 30.

60) “1) pEV yOp yoyT) 100 chdpatoc dpyet dSeomotikny Apyny, 0 8& volg thic Opéleng
roMTki|v 1} Bacsthuciv: &v olc eavepéy £otv OTt Katd QUG Kol GUPEEPOV TO
Apyecor 1@ codpott DO TS YV, Kol TG TINTIKE popiw VIO 10D vod Kol toD
popiov 10D Adyov Exovioc, 10 & &E Toov 1| Avamov PrafepOv mlowv”. Aristotle,

Politics, 1254b 4 — 9.
61) Aristotle, Politics, 1254b 19 — 20.

62) “He who can belong to another (and belongs to another), and he who partakes in
reason so far as to apprehend it but not to posses it, is a slave by nature”. Aristotle,

Politics, 1254b 21 — 23.
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63) “For that which can use its intellect to look ahead is by nature ruler and by nature
master, while that which has the bodily strength to labour is ruled, and is by nature a

slave”. Aristotle, Politics, 1252a 31 — 33.

64) Aristotle, Politics, 1255b 11 — 12.

65) As W.W. Fortenbaugh says, Aristotle's remarks on slavery threaten “the very
humanity of slaves”. W.W. Fortenbaugh, “Aristotle on Slaves and Women”, p. 135.
Olof Gigon notes, “es ergibt sich allerdings, dass wir mit zwei Menschentypen zu
rechnen haben, von denen der eine ganz durch die d1dvoia, der andere ganz durch das
opa bestimmt ist. Damit kommt schon hier das Problem in Sicht, wie eine derartige
Spannweite in den Grenzen des Eidos Mensch iiberhaupt Platz hat”. Olof Gigon, “Die
Sklaverei bei Aristoteles”, in Fondation Hardt (ed.), La “Politique” d' Aristote,
Entretiens sur ' Antiquité classique, tome XI, (Vandceuvres/Geneve: Fondation Hardt,

1965), p. 249.

66) Ernest Barker, The Political Thought of Plato and Aristotle, (New York: Russel &
Russel, 1959), p. 365. See also, Nicholas D. Smith, “Aristotle’s Theory of Natural

Slavery”, p. 144.

67) See, for instance, W. Ambler, “Aristotle on Nature and Politics: The Case of

Slavery”, Political Theory, Vol. 15, No. 3 (1987), pp. 390 — 410.

68) Aristotle, Politics, 1254b 21 —23.
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69) “the slave is a living [with a soul] possession”. Aristotle, Politics, 1253b 32.

70) Aristotle, Politics, 1254b 5.

71) See also, Nicholas D. Smith, “Aristotle's Theory of Natural Slavery”, p. 146.
Others have argued that it is contradictory to believe that the slaves do not possess
reason, on the one hand, but, on the other, to claim that they can perceive it. See for
instance Robert Schlaifer, "Greek Theories of Slavery from Homer to Aristotle", p.
193. Fortenbaugh believes that “there is nothing inconsistent or precarious in this
thesis”. He argues that Aristotle, based on his theory of the bipartite soul, believes that
slaves possess only the one part of the soul, the emotional part, and act emotionally,
and that the possession of this part of the soul qualifies the person to perceive

“reasoned admonition”. W.W. Fortenbaugh, “Aristotle on Slaves and Women”, p. 136.

72) Only the meaning of the expression regarding the reality of things that exist under
the moon can be found in the Aristotelian corpus; the expression itself was coined by

the medieval commentators of Aristotle.

73) “nature wants to do this many times, but cannot”. Aristotle, Politics, 1255b 4. For
an analysis of the Aristotelian view that the the sphere of the things that exist under
the moon is not the sphere of necessity, see Ingemar Diiring, Aristoteles, (Heidelberg:
C. Winter, 1966), Greek translation, O Apiorotéing: llapovoioon ka1 Epunveio tg
2xéyng tov, B' 10p06, (Athens: Mopowtucd Tdpvpa EOvikng Tpanelag, 2003), pp. 340

—341.
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74) Some argue that the idea of equality among men was emphatically introduced
with the emergence of the Christian religion. It is only with the appearance of
Christianity that the idea of equality becomes widespread. It is the idea that all men
could be saved and go to the Christian Paradise that has affected the global
“unconsciousness”. Based on this belief, the assumption that all men are equal, in a
way at least, naturally occurs. But I believe that the idea — or to express it in other
words, the “utopia” — of the equality among men haunts the thought of Plato and to a
great extent the thought of Aristotle. Aristotle's assumption that men are not all equal
is not an ideal for him, but a conclusion which derives from his observation and
analysis of human societies. And, in a way, one of the main goals of his political
thought is to blunt and, to the extent that it is possible, to eliminate the inequalities
among the members of a polis; or at least to render them less extreme. This
Aristotelian interest about equality does not concern all human beings but only the
Greeks who are members and citizens of a polis. For the argument that it is with
Christianity that the idea of equality among men comes to the foreground, see, for

instance, John Gray, Straw Dogs, (London: Granta Books, 2002), p. 4.

75) “tob¢ 8& yewpynoovtag pdhoto pév, el Sel kat' e0YRV, Sovlovg sivou, pnte
OpOPOAOY TovTov pite Bupoeld®v (obtm ydp &v mpdc e TNV Epyaciov elev
ypRolol kal mpO¢ 10 PNdEV vemtepilely Aoparelc), Sevtepov S& PapPépovg
neploikovg mopoamAnciong tolc lpnuévorg Ty @dow”. Aristotle, Politics, 1330a 26 —

30.
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76) One might think that it is a little bit strange that Aristotle chooses to discuss and
criticize these issues and decides to leave aside other important aspects of the
Republic, such as Socrates' proposal for the rule of the philosopher-king. See, for
instance, Arlene W. Saxonhouse, “Family, Polity & Unity: Aristotle on Socrates'
Community of Wives”, Polity, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Winter, 1982), p. 210. Strauss's
argument on this issue is a powerful one. “Since the rule of philosophers is not
introduced as an ingredient of the just city but only as a means for its realization,
Aristotle legitimately disregards this institution in his critical analysis of the
Republic”. See, Leo Strauss, The City and Man, (Chicago: Chicago University Press,
1964), p. 122. For a different reading of the Republic, see, Nenos Georgopoulos, "La
République de Platon", Les Temps Modernes, No. 547 (1992), pp. 21 — 41, and Nenos
Georgopoulos, "H [Ilolizgio 100 TTAdtova kot ov IloAtteiec tov Apiotogdvn",

Elinvikn @iiocopixny Embewpnon, Vol. 22 (2005), pp. 152 — 174.

77) Saunders faultily argues that “[ Aristotle] ignores the fact that the community of
wives in the Republic is not meant to be practised by the whole state, but only by the
two upper classes (the 'Guardians'), for special and particular reasons (eugenics and to
remove temptations of selfishness and rivalry from their path)”. See, Trevor J.
Saunders, Aristotle: The Politics, (London: Penguin, 1992), p. 103. Canto-Sperber
also wrongly remarks that “[...] Aristote ne mentionne pas le fait que cette unité ne
définit que la classe des gardiens (et donc que les moyens de la réaliser ne
s'appliquent qu'a cette seule et unique classe)”. See, Monique Canto-Sperber, “L'Unité

de I'Etat et les Conditions du Bonheur Public”, in Pierre Aubenque (ed.), Aristote
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Politique: Etudes sur la Politique d'Aristote, (Paris: Presse Universitaires de France,
1993), p. 50. For a similar view, see, R.F. Stalley, “Aristotle's Criticism of Plato's
Republic”, in David Keyt and Fred D. Miller (eds.), A Companion to Aristotle's

Politics, (Oxford: Blackell, 1991), p. 182.

78) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1264a 11 — 18.

79) “the greatest possible oneness of the entire state, as allegedly best”. Aristotle,

Politics 11, 1261a 15 — 16.

80) “For a state is by nature a plurality of some sort”. Aristotle, Politics 11, 1261a 18 —

19.

81) Socrates argues that the more a polis is like an individual man the closer it is to
the ideal. See, Plato, Republic, 462¢c — d. As Simpson writes: “It is Aristotle's studied
brevity here that gives many commentators the impression that he has misunderstood
what Socrates means by unity”. They argue that what Aristotle understands by unity is
a kind of oneness with regard to numerical unity, while what Socrates has in mind is a
kind of oneness of sentiment. See, Peter Simpson, “Aristotle's Criticisms of Socrates'
Communism of Wives and Children”, Apeiron, Vol. 24, No. 2 (June, 1991), pp. 103 —
104. From Aristotle's analysis I believe that it is clear that in the second chapter of the
second book of Politics he speaks of unity in a sense of oneness of character and
functions. The polis for its preservation needs people of different character and
abilities who would perform in the best possible way the various functions needed.

Aristotle, Politics 11, 1261a 22 — 23.
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82) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1261a 20 — 21. Barker uses the term “dwarf”, to describe the
process of transforming the polis into a single unit. “[...] as Plato himself dwarfs his
State into a family or clan, so in strict logic, for perfection's sake, it should be dwarfed
from a family into a single individual”. See, Ernest Barker, The Political Thought of

Plato and Aristotle, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1959), p. 233.
83) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1261b 3 — 5.

84) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1261b 12 — 15. Stalley argues that when Aristotle is speaking
about self-sufficiency he is not having in mind only the fact that for a polis to be self-
sufficient it is needed that its members perform different functions and tasks, so as to
make sure its independent survival, but also that at the same time this differentiation
is a differentiation in a sense of character. Various and different people should exist
within the polis so that various types of relationships could exist. Plurality ensures the
various forms of human interaction that contribute to the well living. “They need to be
distinct in order to have the different kinds of relationships with one another that
make life worth living. [...] The plurality of the city is precisely what makes it

valuable”. See, R.F. Stalley, “Aristotle's Criticism of Plato's Republic”, p. 190.

85) “that the possession of wives and marriage, and the procreation of children and all
that sort of thing should be made as far as possible the proverbial goods of friends that
are common”. Plato, Republic, 423e — 424a.

86) “Eyopev obv Tt pellov kaxOv moAeL | Exelvo O &v abTNy Swond kal motfi

TOAAG Gvtl il 1) pellov ayadOv 1o 0 Gv cuvdi] Te kal motd] piov; oUk Exopev”.
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Plato, Republic, 462a —b.

87) Plato, Republic, 462c.

88) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1261b 31.

89) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1261b 37 — 40.

90) For example, see, Plato, Republic, 460c — d.

91) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1262a 14 — 24.

92) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1262b 7 — 9.

93) As Dobbs notes, “Aristotle objects to Socrates' proposals, not fundamentally
because of their consequences for the maximization of economic productivity or even
because of their apparent impracticability; Aristotle contests Socratic communism
rather because of its corrosive effect on political cohesion or community”. See, Darrel
Dobbs, “Aristotle's Anticommunism”, American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 29,
No. 1 (Feb., 1985), p. 32. I would like to mention that Dobbs, as other contemporary
scholars also do, being deeply embedded in the modern conflict, that had its peak
during the Cold-War era, between the advocates of private property institutions, on
the one hand, and of a communistic settlement of the economy, on the other, over-
emphasize some aspects of Aristotle's critique of Socrates' proposals so as to recruit
Aristotle at the contemporary anti-communistic camp. See, for instance, Ibid., p. 32.
Mayhew argues that in the first five chapters of the second book of Politics, Aristotle's

main goal was to openly criticize and refute the communistic — as Mayhew names
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them — ideas of Plato. He writes: “[...] communistic ideas were in the air — a part of
intellectual debate (perhaps most of all in the Academy) — and Aristotle wanted to
refute them”. See, Robert Mayhew, Aristotle's Criticism of Plato's Republic,
(Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 1997), p. 8. I avoid the use of the terms communism
and anticommunism for being nowadays conceptually charged, and because I do not

find them appropriate for the context of an analysis of ancient Greek thought.

94) Friendship is an important and necessary external good which is a presupposition
for the well being (Ddoupovio) of an individual within a polis (and for some of them,
those pursuing a philosophical life, not even a necessary presupposition for
g0doupovia). It is also an element that keeps the polis united. Friendship is not an aim
in itself. See, Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1099b 1 — 6; and for philosophy as a
means for achieving happiness without the need of others, see, Aristotle, Politics,
1267a10 — 13. I believe that Stalley is wrong when he argues that for Aristotle
friendship is the main raison d' étre of a polis. He writes: “[Friendship] is [...] a main
reason for its existence. [...] the city is to be valued as providing the context for

friendship”. See, R.F. Stalley, “Aristotle's Criticism of Plato's Republic”, p. 193.

95) One could ask: Does a lover's feelings about the object of his love and desire are
stronger when he has an exclusive access to that object, or do they become stronger
and more passionate when an Ibsenic triangle does exist? Did Menelaus' love and
desire for Helen was stronger before or after the appearance of Paris in their life? I

would like to mention here Santayana's claim that “Neither of her two husbands loved
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or understood her. Menelaus because he was a dullard, and Paris because he was a
rake, approached her as they would have approached any other woman, and they
found no great pleasure in her society”. See, George Santayana, Soliloquies in

England and Later Soliloquies, (London: Constable and Company, 1922), p. 237.

96) “There are two things which particularly cause human beings to cherish and feel

affection: the private and the delectable”. Aristotle, Politics 11, 1262b 22 — 24,

97) Saxonhouse, for instance, argues that “Aristotle [...] sees the oikos as tying the
individual to the community, the polis. To destroy the oikos is to destroy the
attachments to particular others on which the security of the whole is based”. See,
Arlene W. Saxonhouse, “Family, Polity & Unity: Aristotle on Socrates' Community of

Wives”, p. 203.

98) As Saunders notes: “In historical states, precisely because friendships were
private and particularized (X is my friend, Y is not), the most sanguinary conflicts
arose between competing groups whose respective members were, precisely, friends”.
See, Trevor J. Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1995), p. 115.

99) In Aeschylus' trilogy Oresteia we can find a dramatical expression of the ancient
Greek ethos regarding this issue: patricide and matricide were considered an odious
crime in ancient Greece. Orestes kills his mother Clytemnestra so as to revenge the
assassination of his father, Agamemnon. For committing matricide his is haunted and

tortured by the Erinyes, the mythical goddesses who were responsible, among other

-223-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

things, for punishing those committing blood crimes. See, Aeschylus, Libation

Bearers, 1021 — 1050.

100) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1262a 34 — 35, and Plato, Republic, 461e.

101) Plato, Republic, 461c — d.

102) Plato, Republic, 460e — 461c.

103) “But when, I take it, the men and the women have passed the age of lawful
procreation, we shall leave them free to form such relations with whomsoever they

please”. See, Plato, Republic, 461b — c.

104) Plato, Republic, 402d — 403c.

105) Plato, Republic, 423¢c — d.

106) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1262b 29 — 35.

107) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1262b 39 — 40.

108) Plato, Republic, 416d.

109) See, Fred D. Miller Jr, “Property Rights in Aristotle”, in Richard Kraut and
Steven Skultety, Aristotle's Politics: Critical Essays, (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield,

2005), p. 132.

110) See, Robert Mayhew, “Aristotle on Property”, Review of Metaphysics, Vol. 46,
No. 4 (June, 1993), p. 804. Mayhew gives the following example: “This horse is

mine, but I share it with (that is, make it common to) my friend”. See, Ibid., p. 804.
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111) “and the present system, if further improved by good morals and by the

regulation of correct legislation, would be greatly superior”.

112) I believe that Miller's remark that “[ Aristotle] takes into account three property
schemes: (i) private property, common use; (ii) common property, private use; and
(ii1) common property, common use” is erroneous and is not in accordance with the
text of Politics 1. See, Fred D. Miller Jr, “Property Rights in Aristotle”, p. 132; and
Fred D. Miller Jr, Nature, Justice , and Rights in Aristotle's Politics, (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1995), p. 321.

113) “A different system and an easier one would be if the land is worked by others”.

See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1263a 9 — 10.

114) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1263a 11 — 14. Mayhew is right in arguing that
Aristotle does not refer to potential disagreements and factions between the members
of the class of the Guardians, on one hand, and the members of the class of the
farmers and skilled workers, on the other, due to these feelings of injustice. But, I
believe that he is wrong in saying that this criticism refers to the possibility of
disagreements and factions among the members of the class of the farmers and skilled
workers, and that “would more plausibly apply to any kind of communism of
property”. 1 hold the view that in this passage of the second book of the Politics,
Aristotle is making a remark that has to do with all the systems of communal
property, not only the relations among the members of the class of the farmers and

skilled workers, and that the mentioned problems are inherit to them. It is a general
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remark and it is not our task to apply it further. See, Robert Mayhew, “The
Communism of Property: A Note on Aristotle, Politics 1263a 8 — 157, The Classical

Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 45, No. 2 (1995), p. 568 and n. 9.

115) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1263b 28.

116) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1263b 20 — 22.

117) “for it is in the use made of possessions that liberality [generosity] has its

function”. See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1263b 13 — 14.

118) Mayhew's interpretation seems contradictory. On one hand, he acknowledges
that the sharing of ones property, for Aristotle, is an outcome of voluntary action, and
that “the power to dispose of property — even to allow others to use it in common —
must reside with the owner”. But, on the other hand, he argues that Aristotle is an
advocate of a system of private property and common use of it and of its products,
which presupposes the existence of specific legislation that regulates the way the
property and its products would be commonly used regardless the individual will and
choice of each person. The example he gives for how he understands the system of
private property and common use of it and of its products is not very convincing that
this is what is for Aristotle the best way to regulate the issue of property. He argues
that “they [the lawmakers] could establish laws that make it impossible for the owner
of a horse, say, to bring to court someone who uses his horse in the way described by
Xenophon [that is, somebody in need of a horse can take a horse that he finds, use it

properly, and then restore it, without having to ask the owner of the horse]”. In such
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an occasion, there is no voluntary action or freedom of choice on behalf of the owner

of the property. See, Robert Mayhew, “Aristotle on Property”, p. 819 — 820.

119) “Clearly then it is better for property to be private, but for its use to be
communal. It is a particular task of a lawgiver to see that people are so disposed”.
See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1263a 37 — 39. Canto-Sperber does not take into account
the fact that such an arrangement is for Aristotle a special case, and is wrong in
assuming from this passage that Aristotle proposed the common use of property and
of its products as the best way of arranging property. “Aristote propose ainsi que la
possession (ktesis) soit privée et 1'usage (khresis) commun (Pol., 11, 5, 1263 a 38 —
39). L'usage de la terre sera donc rendu commun a titre amical, & condition qu'aucun
citoyen ne soit dépourvu de moyens de subsistance et que la terre n'appartienne
qu'aux citoyens”. See, Monique Canto-Sperber, “L'Unité de 1'Etat et les Conditions du

Bonheur Public”, p. 66.

120) Miller summarizes Aristotle's criteria for evaluating a system of regulating
property in the following list: “(1) It does not give rise to quarrels and complaints; (2)
It leads to improvement in the care devoted to the property; (3) It facilitates
friendship; (4) It fosters natural pleasures, in particular self-love; (5) It makes possible
the exercise of virtues such as generosity and moderation”. See, Fred D. Miller Jr,

“Property Rights in Aristotle”, p. 132.

121) T.H. Irwin, “Aristotle's Defence of Private Property”, in David Keyt and Fred D.

Miller Jr, A Companion to Aristotle's Politics, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1991), p. 214.
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122) Irwin acknowledges that for Aristotle, “[...] the right use of it [private property]
strengthens the friendship that is needed to maintain concern for the common
interest”. But, he argues that private property encourages “the natural tendency to
greed, cupidity, and competition”. Thus, according to him “the abolition of private
property might seem a small price to pay for their removal”. See, T.H. Irwin,
Aristotle's First Principles, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), p. 465. I believe that
Aristotle would answer in the following way: Greed is natural and inherit to human
nature. By abolishing private property the lawmaker might achieve to diminish
competition in the field of material possessions, but greed would be expressed, and
possibly in an intensified way, in other fields of human interaction. For instance,

people would express their greed and enter in a competition in acquiring honors.

123) “he makes available some things to be used by his friends, while he has the use
of others communally” and “common are the goods of friends”. See, Aristotle,

Politics 11, 1263a 33 — 34 and 1263a 29.

124) “every man has affection for himself: nature meant this to be so”. See, Aristotle,

Politics 11, 1263a 41 — 1263b 2.

125) “Ett 8& kol TNV DSapovioy Apatpovpevoc TV UAGKmV”. Aristotle, Politics

I1, 1264b 15 — 16.
126) See, T.H. Irwin, “Aristotle's Defence of Private Property”, pp. 223 — 224.
127) Ibid., p. 224.

128) Mayhew is also critical of Irwin's claims, but on a different basis. He argues that
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Irwin's claims, that there is no need of private property for the exercise of generosity,
fail to convince because it is not the same to give away your own property and to give
away the communal property. The individual member of the polis does not feel that
the communal property is somehow his own property. “I cannot feel for the
community's resources what I feel for myself and my own things; I cannot really
regard the former as my own. [...] Therefore, I shall indeed need my own resources if
I am to act generously”. See, Robert Mayhew, “Aristotle on Property”, p. 814 — 815.
Miller presents both Irwin's and Mayhew's arguments and takes side with the latter.

See, Fred D. Miller Jr, “Property Rights in Aristotle”, pp. 134 — 135.

129) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1264a 13 — 16. Mayhew suggests that there are some
passages in the Republic which indicate that Socrates proposed community of wives,
children, and property for both of the classes in his ideal polis, while there are others
indicating the exactly opposite. Thus, for Mayhew, Aristotle is right in saying that it is
not clear how Socrates wanted to regulate the life of the members of the class of
farmers and skilled workers. See, Robert Mayhew, “Aristotle on the Extend of the

Communism in Plato's Republic”, Ancient Philosophy, Vol. 13 (1993), pp. 313 —321.

130) “[...] the guardian's way of life separates them so sharply from the productive
class that social and psychological disunity within the whole state seems bound to

increase”. See, T.H. Irwin, “Aristotle's Defence of Private Property”, p. 208.
131) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1264a 17 — 29.

132) W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, vol. II, (Oxford: Oxford University
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Press, 1950; 1st ed. 1887), p. 230.

133) See, Cornelious Castoriadis, Philosophy, Politics, Autonomy: Essays in Political
Philosophy, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), p. 105. The French translation
of this quote and of the passages discussed in the following paragraphs can be found
in Cornelius Castoriadis, Domaines de I' Homme. Carrefours de Labyrinth II, (Paris:

Seul, 1986).
134) Ibid., p. 105.
135) Ibid., p. 106.

136) abrovopia (of a state): freedom to use its own laws, independence; aDTOVOpOC:
living under one's own laws, independent, of persons and states. See, Henry George
Liddell and Robert Scott, A4 Greek-English Lexicon, (revised and augmented
throughout by Sir Henry Stuart Jones, with the assistance of Roderick McKenzie),

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940).

137) See, Stephen Taylor Holmes, “Aristippus in and out Athens”, in Richard Kraut
and Steven Skultety, Aristotle's Politics: Critical Essays, (Lanham: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2005), p. 8. Holmes argues that this “priority” of the polis over the
individual is a characteristic element of the political philosophy both of Plato and
Aristotle, and that this “priority” was a historical reality deeply rooted in the ancient
Greek culture and ethos. “The 'priority' of the polis over the individual, in point of

fact, was not invented by philosophers”. See, Ibid., p. 12.

138) Aristotle arguments in a similar way with regard to happiness. Aristotle, Politics
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II, 1264b 19 — 22.
139) Aristotle, Politics 11, 1264b 6 — 9.
140) Plato, Republic, 468b — c.

141) “We have seen in Plato and Aristotle two very different views of personal self-
respect and its social conditions. One stresses the need for control and order; the other
is willing to tolerate a certain amount of disorder for the sake of autonomy”. See,
Martha Craven Nussbaum, “Shame, Separateness, and Political Unity”, in Amélie
Oksenberg Rorty (ed.), Essays on Aristotle's Ethics, (Berkeley: University of

California Press, 1980), p. 422.
142) Ibid., pp. 407 — 410.

143) Tbid., p. 415.

144) This “discussion”of the “theoretical”, we could say, constitutions — which takes
place in the second book of the Politics and also includes Aristotle's critique of some
aspects of Plato's Republic and Laws — is only one part of his analysis. In the second
part of the second book he puts under the strain of his critique the ‘“historical” and

existing constitutions of Sparta, Crete, and Carthage.

145) It is interesting to notice that we have no other source referring to Phaleas apart
from Aristotle's reference, and we have no other access to Phaleas' writings or
teachings. See Trevor J. Saunders' comment at Aristotle, 7he Politics, (London:

Penguin, 1992), p. 126, and E. Schiitrumpf, Aristoteles, Politik, Ubersetzung und
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Erlduterung, vol 11, (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1991), p. 238.

146) Balot is missing the point when he argues that Phaleas considered that by
equalizing property the lawmaker could rule out greed as a social vice. Phaleas did
not think that greed is the moral sentiment that motivates men to want more than they
have, but the lack of the necessary means for their living. It was Aristotle who
criticized Phaleas for not paying attention to this inherit aspect of human nature and
wanted to emphasize it. See Ryan Balot, “Aristotle's Critique of Phaleas: Justice,

Equality, and Pleonexia”, Hermes, 129 Bd., H. 1, (2001), p. 34.
147) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1266b 14.

148) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1266b 24.
149) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267b 9 — 13.

150) “La constitution de Phaléas est essentiellment égalitaire, mais dans un sens
restraint: il s'agit d' égalités des propriétés, et cette €galité ne concerne que les seuls
citoyens et ne porte que sur la propriété fonciere, les fonctions artisanales étant
excercées par des esclaves publics”. See, Claude Mossé, “Les Utopies Egalitaires a I'

Epoque Hellénistique”, Revue Historigue, T. 241, Fasc. 2, (1969), p. 303.

151) See, Trevor J. Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1995), p. 136.
152) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1266b 28.
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153) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1266b 9 — 11.

154) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267a 17 — 30.

155) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1266b 43.

156) “And civil strife is caused by inequality in distinctions no less than by inequality
in property, though for opposite reasons in either side; that is to say, the many are
incensed by inequality in property, whereas more accomplished people are incensed if
honours are shared equally, for then, as the tag has it, 'good and bad are held in equal

esteem'. See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1266b 39 — 1267a 2.

157) Ryan Balot, “Aristotle's Critique of Phaleas”, p. 38.

158) Ibid., p. 38 — 39.

159) Ibid., p. 40.

160) Ibid., p. 38.

161) It is interesting to see how yapievteg is translated. Some examples are the
following: Schiitrumpf translates it as “die Besser”(the better), e.g. E. Schiitrumpf,
Aristoteles, Politik, Ubersetzung und Erliuterung, vol 11, p. 29; Newman uses the
term “men of education”, e.g. W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, vol. II,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1950; 1st ed. 1887), p. 286; Saunders prefers the

term “sophisticated”, e.g. Trevor J. Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, p. 37.
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It is interesting that all these translations are closer to an ethical understanding of the
term that has more to do with the dispositions of the character rather than economic

status.

162) Ryan Balot, “Aristotle's Critique of Phaleas”, p. 40.

163) “In the first place discontent will arise among the more accomplished people,
who will think they deserve something better than equality. This is the reason for the
many obvious instances of revolt and fraction inspired by them”. See, Aristotle,

Politics 11, 1267a 40 — 42.

164) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267a 46.

165) For a different reading on whether or not Aristotle is pessimistic regarding the
effects of education, see Richard Kraut, “Aristotle's Critique of False Utopia (Il 1 —

12)”, in Otfried Hoffe, Aristoteles: Politik, (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2001), p. 72.

166) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267a 17.

167) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267b 13 — 16.

168) Based on this provision of Phaleas’ constitution, Lana remarks that Phaleas'
inspiration has oligarchic origins. “La riforma che Falea propone ¢ di chiara
ispirazione oligarchica”. See, Italo Lana, “La Teorie Egualitarie di Falea di

Calcedonia”, in Rivista Critica di Storia della Filosofia, V, (1950), p. 270.
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169) Trevor J. Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, p. 139.

170) “In such circumstances, therefore, a better point of departure than equalizing
possessions would be to ensure that naturally reasonable people should not wish to get
more than their share, and that the inferior should not be able to; and that can be
achieved if they are weaker but not treated unjustly”. See, Aristotle, Politics 11,

1267a48 — b8.

171) “It is to be noted that Aristotle totally fails to remark the possibility that, if the
radical proposals of Phaleas were to be implemented, the term 'noble' might become
obsolete”. See, Marcus Wheeler, “Aristotle's Analysis of the Nature of Political
Struggle”, in J. Barnes, M. Schofield, and R. Sorabji (eds.), Articles on Aristotle: 2,
Ethics and Politics, (London: Duckworth, 1977), p. 164. See, also, Trevor J.

Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, p. 138.

172) See, Trevor J. Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, p. 138.

173) We could make a good parallelism, here, between Aristotle's analysis and Plato's
account of Anpovpy0g and Avéykn in Timaeus. See, Plato, Timaeus, 47¢ — 48b, 56c,

68e — 69a.

174) “He was the first of those not taking part in the running of a constitution to try to

say something about the best one”. See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267b 27 — 29.

175) See Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267b 22 — 24. As Vanessa B. Gorman remarks, there
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has been a great deal of disagreement over the interpretation of the phrase “t(v
nohewV dloipecty 817)[)8”. See, Vanessa B. Gorman, “Aristotle's Hippodamos
(“Politics™ 2.1267b 22 — 30)”, Historia: Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte, Bd. 44, H. 4
(4th Qtr., 1995), pp. 385 — 395. There is the one school of interpretation that argues
that Aristotle “is attributing to Hippodamos the invention of orthogonal city planning
— the use of strait streets meeting at right angles”, Ibid., p. 386. This interpretation has
influenced many translators, who translate the “t(v moAe@v daipeov aﬁpa” having
in mind only the spatial division of the polis. For example, Newman translates it as
“the division of cities into streets” or “quarters”, see, W.L. Newman, The Politics of
Aristotle, vol. II, p. 295. See, also, Vanessa B. Gorman, “Aristotle's Hippodamos
(“Politics™ 2.1267b 22 — 30)”, p. 391. The other school of interpretation, as expressed
by Gorman, argues that with this phrase Aristotle refers only to the division of the

people into classes, and of the territory into types. See, Ibid., p. 391.

176) For a discussion of the colonization project of Thurii, and Hippodamus
participation and role in it, see David Fleming, “The Streets of Thurii: Discourse,
Democracy, and Design in the Classical Polis”, Rhetoric Society Quarterly, Vol. 32,

No. 3 (Summer 2002), pp. 5 — 32.

177) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1267b 37 — 39.

178) See, Trevor J. Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, p. 141.

179) “He also proposed to legislate for a single sovereign court”. See, Aristotle,
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Politics 11, 1267b 38 — 39.

180) Pierre Bise refers to Hippodamus as the father of supreme courts (“pere de Cours
superieurs de justice”). See, Piere Bise, “Hippodamos de Milet”, Archiv fiir
Geschichte der Philosophie, XXXV (New Series, XXVIII) (1923), p. 20, as quoted in
John C. Hogan, “Hippodamus on Best Form of Government and Law”, The Western

Political Quarterly, Vol. 12, No. 3 (Sep., 1959), p. 772.

181) “And the three most democratic features in Solon's constitution seem to be these:
first and most important the prohibition of loans secured upon the person, secondly
the liberty allowed to anybody who wished to exact redress on behalf of injured
persons, and third, what is said to have been the chief basis of the powers of the
multitude, the right of appeal to the jury-court—for the people, having the power of
the vote, becomes sovereign in the government”. See, Aristotle, The Constitution of

Athens, 9.1.

182) See, also, Schiitrumpf's comment on the the fact that the members of the
supreme court would be elected: “Dies im Unterschied zum demokratischen
Losverfahren”. See, E. Schiitrumpf, Aristoteles, Politik, Ubersetzung und
Erlduterung, vol 1I, p. 268. Newman remarks that “[...] Hippodamus was [...]
unfavourable to the democratic institution of the lot, for which he would in all cases
substitute election”. See, W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, vol. I, p. 383. 1

argue that these are aristocratic features, in contrast to Saunders, who argues that they
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are oligarchic elements: “[...] its composition (election, of the aged only) has an

oligarchic flavor”, see, Trevor J. Saunders, Aristotle, Politics, Books I and II, p. 142.

183) “to0g &~ &pyovrac alpetoG DO oD duov elvot Thvtog. Sfpov & Emoiet T

Tpia puépm g TOAews”. See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1268a 11 — 12.
184) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1268a 6 — 7.
185) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1268a 20 — 21.

186) “Qote yivoviol oxedOv doblot TV T Omho kektnuévov”. See, Aristotle,

Politics 11, 1268a 19 — 20.

187) “1i el 1oLG (Ahovg petéyetv thc molteiog kol Kvpiovg elvat g TV

ApxovToV Katactdcens;” See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1268a 28 — 29.
188) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1268a 39 — 40.

189) Themistocles stated that the Athenians could transfer their polis to Italy and it
would still be Athens. As Ehrenberg notes with regard to the territory of the polis:
“where this region lay was in a sense irrelevant”, and “both in time and in principle,
the state as a community came before the state as territory”. See Victor Ehrenberg,
The Greek State, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1960), p. 28. Hasen states that the use of the
term “polis” for referring to the territory was marginal in ancient Greece. See,
Mogens Herman Hansen, Polis: An Introduction to the Ancient Greek City-State,

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), p. 57.
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190) “BraPepOv T cvppépov talc morest TO Kivelv ToUC motpiovg vopovs”? See,
Aristotle, Politics 11, 1268b 27 — 28. This question posed by Aristotle, summarizes a
long debate existing in ancient Greece. Jacqueline de Romilly discusses the issue of
stability and change of the laws in ancient Greek thought and practice, and she notes
that this was “une question courament débattue a Athénes”. A good example of the
importance of the stability of the law for the ancient Greeks is Solon. The story,
narrated by Herodotus, that Solon after establishing his laws departed for a ten years
journey, so as not to have to change or adapt his laws to the necessities of the
moment, is very characteristic of their attitude toward this issue. The most vulgar
expression of this inclination toward the stability of the laws is that of Cleon in the
third book of Thucydides' History of the Peloponnesian War: “névimv 8& dewvdtatov
el B&Baov My MdEY kabeothEel WV Qv SOEN Tépt, PNdE yvooduedo Ot yeipoot
VOpOIS AKIVATOLS YpouéV TOMG Kpeioomv £oTly T} Kal®g Exovoty Axvpols”. See,
Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, 111, 37, 3. Jacqueline de Romilly
argues that Aristotle discusses this issue in the second book of the Politics having in
mind Thucydides and Cleon's argument. According to de Romilly the use of the verb
“kivelv”, which is also used by Thucydides, and the use of the undetermined form
“0ropoDot yap tvec”, are refering to Thucydides and Cleon's argument. See,
Jacqueline de Romilly, La Loi dans la Pensée Grecque: des Origines a Aristote,

(Paris: Belles Lettres, 1971), p. 220 — 221.

191) See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1268b 34.
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192) I agree with de Romilly's remark that Aristotle's emphasis on the importance of
the power of habit as a basis for the legitimacy of the laws is connected with the fact
that for the ancient Greeks there is no other strong basis or source of legitimacy for
them, as for example in another society this source of legitimacy could be a God or
the power of a King. “[...] ce role de 1'habitude dans l'autorité des lois rejoint le
probléme posé a la pensée grecque par la loi. Car, si la loi est, pour les Grecs, nomos,
c'est-a-dire un usage sanctionné par une décision collective, il est a coup sir difficile —
et I'on a pu le voir a travers une longue série de témoignages — de lui assurer apres
coup de justifications transcendentales. Elle risquerait donc de se trouver sans appui
solide, si ne lui était restituée la seule force qui, a l'origine, avait été la sienne, c'est-a-
dire celle de 1'habitude”. See, Jacqueline de Romily, La Loi dans la Pensée Grecque,
Ibid., p. 224. Brunschwig makes a similar remark: “[...] la loi ne tire aucune autorité
de son utilité sociale objective, ni de l'accord des citoyens pour la trouver juste et
I'adopter comme leur”. See, J. Brunschwig, “Du Mouvement et de I'immobilité de la

Loi”, Revue Internationale de Philosophie, vol. 34, (1980), p. 533.

193) “The law has no power to secure obedience save the power of habit, and that
takes a long time to become effective. Hence easy change from established laws to
new laws means weakening the power of the law”. See, Aristotle, Politics 11, 1269a

21 -24.

194) “There is a difference between altering a craft and altering a law”. See, Aristotle,

Politics 11, 1269a 20 — 21.
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195) Contrary to my argument, Brunschwig holds that Aristotle could not make his
mind on this issue. According to him, Aristotle could not come to a conclusion as to
whether or not it is preferable to encourage the change of the laws. Aristotle discusses
the pros and cons for each position but does not take sides. “[...] l'aporie du
changement des lois est pour Aristote une véritable aporie, dans laquelle il est
personnellment impliqué, et par laquelle il est authentiquement divisé¢”. See, J.
Brunschwig, “Du Mouvement et de l'immobilit¢ de la Loi”, p. 535. Georges
Contogiorgis believes that Aristotle is an advocate of the change of the laws. As he
says, the relevant passages of the Politics (1268b 26 - 1269a 28) constitute "une
argumentation en faveur du changement des lois". He believes that one should not
interpret Aristotle's remarks regarding the power of habit as a call for merely minor
changes to the laws. He claims that the constitutional blueprint of books VII and VIII
is an example of Aristotle's attitude toward radical change. "[...] son projet de politeia
présenté dans les derniers livres de la Politique constitue a lui seul un plaidoyer en
faveur d'un changement profond". Georges D. Contogiorgis, La Théorie des
Révolutions chez Aristote, (Paris: Pichon et Durand-Auzias, 1978), pp. 245 - 246. 1
hold the view that in books VII and VII Aristotle does not refer to the change of an
existing regime, but to the establishing of a new polis. Thus, we are not entitled to
consider his statements in books VII and VIII as proposals for the change of already

existing laws.

196) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129 b 27 — 33. Aristotle uses a very beautiful,
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almost poetic, metaphor when he speaks about justice: “O00" Eomepog 000’ £Gog

oUtm Oavpootdc”, he declares. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129 b 28.

197) “I confess my action and I do not deny it”. Sophocles, Antigone, 43. The
translation of this and of the other quotes from Antigone are mine. Very useful is
Richard Jebb's translation. Sophocles, The Antigone of Sophocles, edited with
introduction and notes by Sir Richard Jebb, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

1891).

198) Creon:

“kal 8Tt €tOAp0G ToVGS  DmepPaively vopovg;”

Antigone:
“o0 yap Ti pot Zebg ﬁv 0 KnpvEac TAdE,
oS’ 1) Evvoikog TV KaTw OV Alkm
1010068~ €V AVOPOTOIGIY PIGEV VOLOUC.
00SE 60évely TocoDTOV WOUNY T GO
Knpoynad , ot &ypamto KAGPAAT] Oy
voppo dvvachot Ovntov Ov0 ' Lrepdpapelv.
oD yép 1 vV ye kOyOéc, AL el mote
Cfi Tadro, koOSELG 01dev EE GTov 'pévn.
T00TOV £YW 00K Epgdlov, AvdpOc 0VSEVOC
epovnua deicac ', v Beolot TNV Sikny
dmoewv”.

Sophocles, Antigone, 449 — 460.

199) See, note 194.

200) “The good and the bad should not have the same fortune”. Sophocles, Antigone,
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520.

201) “Who knows if this is holy to those in the other world”. Sophocles, Antigone,

521.

202) In the end, one could think, there is no appeal to the judgement of death; his

judgement is superior of any other.

203) It is interesting to note that Aristotle in his Rhetoric seems to consider that
Sophocles' Antigone asserts that her action is just by nature. “1)] ZopokAéovg Avtiyovn
paiveton Aéyovsa, Ott Sikatov Ameipnuévov Odyar TOv TTolvveikm, We @vcel Ov
10010 dikawov”. Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1373b 9 — 11. If we pay close attention to the text
— to this passage, and the passage that precedes it — we see that Aristotle refers to the
common beliefs (“Ectt yap T O povievovion mavtes”) regarding justice and injustice
(“Sikarov xal Gdikov”). Bernard Yack convincingly argues that Aristotle's statement
about natural justice, as expressed in his Rhetoric, reflect the opinions of the many,
and of some wise men, which he uses unrefined in his analysis. This is in accordance
with the scope of the Rhetoric. For persuading more convincingly one has to refer to
the the opinions that most of the people hold as true, and use principles that are
embedded in these opinions (we should not forget that “the Rhetoric is a work about
means of persuasion rather than an inquiry into the good for human beings”). Bernard
Yack, The Problems of a Political Animal: Community, Justice, and Conflict in
Aristotelian Political Thought, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), pp.
145 — 147. Ross Corbett holds a similar view. Ross J. Corbett, “The Question of
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Natural Law in Aristotle”, History of Political Thought, Vol. XXX, No. 2 (Summer

2009), p. 230.

204) “Tokparn enolv adikslv tovc te véoug drapdeipovia kal OsoLe oG N mOMG
vopiCel o0 vopilovta, Etepa S& daupdvia kouvd”. Plato, Socrates' Defense (Apology),
24 b — c. I use, with changes, Hugh Tredenick's translation. See, Plato, The Collected
Dialogues, ed. by Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns, with introduction and
prefatory notes, Bollingen Series LXXI, (New Jersey: Princeton University Press,

1963).

205) It is interesting to note Liantinis's argument that Socrates actually manipulated
the Athenians, so as to get rid of the old age and the problems linked with that. He
argues that the architect of his condemnation was his tragic wisdom. Dimitrios

Liantinis, I xéuua, (Athens: Liantini Publications, 2006)[in Greek], p. 86.

206) “clvon deloBot 10D Scaotod 0DSE dedpevoy Amoedyey, AALX S186cKeY Kol
neifetv. o Yp €nl ToVTW KAOMTOL O dikacTig, Eml TG KatoyapilecOon T Sikaua,
A" Eml t® kpivew Tabta: kol Opmpokey oD yapelcbar olg Gv SokT) abTR, ALK

dikdoey katd ToLg vopovc”. Plato, Socrates' Defense (Apology), 35 c.

207) “[A man] has only one thing to consider in performing any action — that is,
whether he is acting rightly or wrongly, like a good man or a bad one”. Plato,
Socrates' Defense (Apology), 28 b.

208) “The true champion of justice, if he intends to survive even for a short time,
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must necessarily confine himself to private life and leave public affairs alone”. Plato,

Socrates' Defense (Apology), 32 a.

209) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129 b 32 — 33.

210) “Office will reveal the man”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1130 a 2.

211) Plato, Socrates' Defense (Apology), 21 e, and 32 b.

212) Plato, Socrates' Defense (Apology), 30 e —31 a.

213) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1130 a 9 — 10.

214) “It is clear that those things that are according to the law are in a way just”.

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129b 12.

215) “We believe that the provisions of the legislative power are lawful, and everyone

of these is just”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129b 13 — 14.

216) “Gote Evo pev TpdmoV Sikono Aéyopey T TOmMTIKA Kol GLAKTIKX £DSAOViag
kol TGV popiov adThg T moATikT] Kowvwviq”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129b

17 -19.

217) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129b 20 — 24.

218) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129b 25 — 26.

219) “The laws prescribe for everything, targeting at the common interest (a) of all, or
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(b) of the best men, or (c) of those who are sovereign due to their virtue or in another

way similar to virtue”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1129b 14 — 17.
220) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134a 26 — 28.

221) “{owv 1 xat' &voroyiav 1 kot' dpOuoév”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134a

27.

222) “10 yap Sikoiov £v talc vopalc Oporoyodot mviee kat' Aoy Tiva Selv elvan,
v péviot Aélay oD TNV aLTNV Aéyovot mavtec”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics,

1131a 26 —28.

223) Rosen argues that Aristotle does not provide any means for reconciling the
competing claims of the various parts of the polis, and that his analysis helps to
distribute the good in question only when the opposing claims are reconciled. F.
Rosen, “The Political Context of Aristotle's Categories of Justice”, Phronesis, Vol. 20,
No. 3 (1975), p. 235. It is true that Aristotle, in the context of his analysis of justice,
does not propose any principle, or mechanism, for the reconciling of the opposing
claims for the distribution of any given good, but his whole political thought is
preoccupied with finding the best way for avoiding conflicts within the polis, which
could very well have their origin in opposing claims for the distribution of the
material and political goods, and achieving internal peace. Thus, one could argue that
we should not try to locate Aristotle's response to the evils of faction and conflict in a

specific passage of his works, but try to see the whole picture. Whether he fails, or
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not, in achieving his aim is an issue that should be dealt independently.

224) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134a 35 — 36.

225) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134a 36 — 1134b 8.

226) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b 31 — 33.

227) Plato, Laws, 627d

228) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b 18 — 20.

229) “10 whp kal &vOade kal £v Iépoarg kaie”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics,
1134b 27. Tony Burns does not even grasp the meaning of the text, when he claims
that Aristotle himself, rather than some others, uses this example so as to clarify his
understanding of the notion of natural political justice. Based on this erroneous
understanding of the text, he believes that there is a contradiction in it and tries to
resolve it. Tony Burns, “Aristotle and Natural Law”, History of Political Thought,
Vol. XIX, No. 2 (Summer 1998), p. 146. Grabriela Remow tries, according to my
view unconvincingly, to respond to Burns's interpretation. She constructs two
categories of the notion “natural”, which she ascribes to Aristotle. She claims that for
Aristotle there are two distinctive understandings of the notion of “natural”; the one is
“descriptive” and the other is “normative”. By following this system of categorization
she results to some very bizarre propositions. For instance, she argues that Greeks

naturally speak Greek and practice Greek religion. I believe that Aristotle would agree
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with the view that Greeks do not naturally speak Greek and practice Greek religion,
and that no justice — or natural political justice — would be violated if they were
hindered from speaking Greek and practicing Greek religion. In addition, it is not
natural, in any way, for humans to achieve excellence in government; even in “their
particular government” (I understand that Remow uses this expression so as to refer to
the existing constitution for a given population), as Remow argues. In both cases,
speaking Greek and achieving excellence in government, there is such a possibility
for men, not a natural necessity. It is not natural for men, even in most cases, to
achieve this. Remow tries to categorize natural political justice as one of the situations
where the final situation turns out naturally in most cases, but not necessarily. I
believe that, it is erroneous to try to explain the mutability of natural political justice,
by arguing that it is analogous to the “Wg &l 10 moOAD” (“for the most part”)
situations that Aristotle takes into account in many other instances. For Remow's
arguments, see Gabriela Remow, “Aristotle, Antigone and Natural Justice”, History of
Political Thought, Vol. XXIX, No. 4 (Winter 2008), pp. 585 — 600, especially pp. 593

—596.

230) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b 24 — 28.

231) For the notion of “immutability” see Brian Leftow, "Immutability", The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 2012 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL =
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2012/entries/immutability/>. [Accessed

12/03/2013].
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232) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b 29 — 31.

233) See, for instance, Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle in 23 Volumes, Vol.
19, translated by H. Rackham, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1934);
Aristotle, The Nicomachean Ethics, translated by J.A.K. Thomson, revised Hugh
Tredenick, (London: Penguin, 2004). Richard Bodéiis's French translation is
problematic. Although the title he gives to the passage we mostly refer to is “Justice
naturelle et justice légale”, he transforms the text, trying to avoid the difficulties it
poses to the translators, by using an adjective (“juste”) so as to render the meaning of
a noun (“dikoov”). His translation is the following: “Par ailleurs, dans ce qui est juste
entre concitoyens, il y a, d' un c6té, ce qui est naturel, et de 1' autre, ce qui est
légitime”. Aristote, Ethique a Nicomaque, traduction et présentation par Richard

Bodéiis, (Paris: GF Flammarion, 2004), p. 260.

234) See, for instance, Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History, (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1953). Bernard Yack also uses the phrase “natural and
conventional right” when he refers to Aristotle's discussion of natural political justice
in Nicomachean Ethics 1134b. Bernard Yack, The Problems of a Political Animal:

Community, Justice, and Conflict in Aristotelian Political Thought, p. 132.

235) MaclIntyre would add that there was no word before 1400 A.C. for expressing
the notion of “right”, not only in Greek, but also in Hebrew, Latin, and Arabic. It is an

indication that it is impossible for the people who were using these languages to have
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thought that there are such things as “rights”; if we assume that these rights do
actually exist. With regard to the existence of rights, Maclntyre says: “the truth is
plain: there are no such rights, and belief in them is one with belief in witches and
unicorns”. Alasdair Maclntyre, After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory, 3rd ed., (Notre
Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 2007), p. 69. Fred D. Miller, Jr,
acknowledges that there is not an expression in ancient Greek which is equivalent to
the expression “a right”. But, he believes that this does not show that a notion of “a
right” was not know in ancient Greece. Fred D. Miller, Jr, “Origins of Rights in
Ancient Political Thought”, in Stephen Salkever (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Ancient Greek Political Thought, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), p.
302. Believing that there are terms that correspond to the modern notion of “rights”,
he argues that the notion of “natural rights” does not only exist in Aristotle's thought,
but they “play an important role in his political theory”. Fred D. Miller, Jr, “Aristotle
and the Natural Rights Tradition”, Reason Papers, No. 13 (Spring 1988), p. 166.
Miller seems to have R. G. Mulgan in his mind when he writes the above. Mulgan
holds an opposing view. As he says, “the idea of natural law as such does not play an
important role in his [Aristotle's] political theory”. R.G. Mulgan, Aristotle's Political
Theory: An Introduction for Students of Political Theory, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1977). p. 141.

236) Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History, p. 157. Julia Annas, in her discussion of

Aristotle's account of justice, comments that although, for Aristotle, it is in political
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communities that justice exists among men (polis is the “primary locus of justice”), he
does not deny “outright” the existence of justice between men living in different
political communities. Her position stands somewhere in the middle, but we have to
note that Annas speaks of justice in general, and not of natural justice. Julia Annas,

The Morality of Happiness, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), p. 316.

237) Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History, p. 9.

238) “Das ist die eigentliche Funktion der tautologischen Mesotes-Formel, die darauf
hinausléuft, daB3 gut ist, was nach der bestehenden Gesellschaftsordnung gut ist. Es ist
eine durchaus konservative Funktion: die Aufrechterhaltung der bestehenden
Gesellschafts-ordnung”. Hans Kelsen, Was ist Gerechtigkeit, (Wien: Franz Deuticke,

1953), p. 35 - 36.

239) Hans Kelsen, What is Justice?: Justice, Law, and Politics in the Mirror of
Science, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971), p. 384.
240) Ibid., p. 128 and p. 133.

241) Bernard Yack, The Problems of a Political Animal: Community, Justice, and

Conflict in Aristotelian Political Thought, p. 142.

242) “the legal [political justice] is that which does not differ being this or that way in
the first place, but when it has been established it does differ”. Aristotle,

Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b 20 — 22.
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243) Yack translates and quotes only the first part of the passage in which Aristotle
gives examples of situations that fail under the legal and conventional political justice.
The other half of this passage, however, is at odds with his interpretation. His choice
not to discuss and comment the second part leave his interpretation exposed to
criticism. If he had taken into account the whole passage, I believe, that he would
have to discard his thesis. It is interesting to quote Yack's translation of the relevant
passage, so as to show how he tries to support his interpretation. “Conventional right,
however, concerns that which is originally indifferent, but once it has been laid down
is not indifferent, for example, that a prisoner's ransom shall be one mina, or that a
goat and not two sheep should be sacrificed”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b
18 — 23, as it is translated in Bernard Yack, The Problems of a Political Animal:
Community, Justice, and Conflict in Aristotelian Political Thought, p. 142. Yack
seems to imply what Tony Burns more clearly declares: that the Aristotelian
conventional and legal political justice applies to situations where there is “no moral
necessity which dictates either that the actions in question ought to be performed, or
that they ought not to be performed”. Tony Burns, “Aristotle and Natural Law”, p.

146.

244) “the legal [political justice] is that which does not differ being this or that way in
the first place, but when it has been established it does differ. For instance, one mina
is the amount for ransoming a slave, or that one goat and not two sheep shall be

sacrificed; and again all the laws that are passed for particular cases, e.g. that
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sacrifices shall be made in honour of Brasidas, and the provisions of decrees”.

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b 20 — 24.

245) The quote is from Bernard Yack, The Problems of a Political Animal:
Community, Justice, and Conflict in Aristotelian Political Thought, p. 143. As he
characteristically says, “we see no intrinsic merit in, say, sacrificing one goat to the
gods rather than two sheep, or driving on the left rather than the right side of the
road”. Ibid., p. 143. He firmly believes that the application of the legal and
conventional justice, for Aristotle, is limited to cases like this. Based on that he
wrongly argues - “we must conclude”, he says — that “natural right includes all of our
judgments about the justice of the actions about which mature and relatively

reasonable individuals would not be indifferent”. Ibid., p. 143.

246) Leo Strauss refers to this tradition of interpretation. Leo Strauss, Natural Right

and History, p. 158.

247) Strauss considers that this interpretation lies at the very opposite of the
Thomistic interpretation of the Aristotelian account of natural justice. According to
the Thomistic interpretation the non-immutable character of natural justice concerns
only the more specific rules of natural justice. These more specific rules derive from
the fundamental principles of natural justice, which are eternal and immutable.
Strauss considers both of these interpretations insufficient, and tries to “find a safe
middle road between these formidable opponents™. Ibid., pp. 157 — 159. For Aquinas'

attempt to interpret Aristotle's discussion of natural political justice, and its mutability,
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see also, Harry Jaffa, Thomism and Aristotelianism, (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1979),
pp- 179 — 181; quoted in Ross J. Corbett, “The Question of Natural Law in Aristotle”,

History of Political Thought, Vol. XXX, No. 2 (Summer 2009), p. 229 and p. 232.
248) Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1134b 23.

249) Plato, Laws, 625a — b, and R. G. Bury, “Introduction”, in Plato, Laws, Books I —
1V, (Cambridge, MA: Loeb Classical Library — Harvard University Press, 1926), p.
vil.

250) Plato's Laws, according to Santayana, “is a monument of wisdom”. See, George

Santayana, Soliloquies in England and Later Soliloquies, (London: Constable and

Company, 1922), p. 231.

251) See, also, W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, vol. I, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1887), pp. 215 — 216, and William W. Fortenbaugh, “Aristotle on Prior and
Posterior, Correct and Mistaken Constitutions”, in William W. Fortenbaugh,
Aristotle's Practical Side: On his Psychology, Ethics, Politics and Rhetoric, (Leiden:

Brill, 2006), pp. 271 — 272.
252) Plato, Laws, 713a —e.

253) “furnished peace and modesty and orderliness and justice without stint, and thus

made the tribes of men free from feud and happy”. Plato, Laws, 713e.

254) “are not polities, but arrangements of States which rule or serve parts of

themselves”. Plato, Laws, 712e — 713a.
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255) “giving to reason's ordering the name of law”. Plato, Laws, 714a.

256) “Such polities we, of course, deny to be polities, just as we deny that laws are
true laws unless they are enacted in the interest of the common weal of the whole
State. But where the laws are enacted in the interest of a section, we call them
feudalities [“feuds” or party-divisions] rather than polities; and the “justice” they

ascribe to such laws is, we say, an empty name”. Plato, Laws, 715b.

257) “whether to distinguish more than one kind of constitution, and, if so, how many,
what they are, and what the differences between them”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1278b 7

- 8.
258) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1278b 9 — 11.
259) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1278b 39 — 40.

260) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 1 — 8. Regarding the “katd cvuPefnk0s” some
remarks are important and needed. The usual translation of “couPepnxOc” is
“accident” or “accidental” (“accident” in French, “Akzident” in German). These
translations fail to convey the full meaning of the “coufepnkO¢”. This very
aristotelian term, which derives from “cvpBaiverv”, should be better rendered as “go
together” or “go hand in hand with”. Things could be “cuupepnkora” for two kinds of
reasons: either for accidental reasons or for reasons that are relevant with their
substance (“oUasia”), but are not part of their substance. An example can help us
understand this better. For Aristotle, the property that the sum of the angles of a

triangle is equal with two right angles goes together with (cuppaiver) the substance of

-255-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

the triangle; it is not something accidental. As Castoriadis says, we should make a
distinction between the “kotr' oUociov ocvpPefnkdto” and the “katd TOHYMV
ovuPepnrota”’. Castoriadis proposes that in French the “couPePnxOg” and the
“ovpupaiverv” should be translated as “comitant”, from the Latin “cumeo, comitans”,
which is closer to the ancient — Aristotelian — meaning of the term. See, Cornelious
Castoriadis, Sur “Le Politique” de Platon, (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1999), Greek
translation, O IloAitikog tov Idtwva: Erte Xeuvopio otyv EHESS, (Athens: Polis,

2001), pp. 72 — 73. For a more detailed analysis of the term, see also, Pierre Pellegrin,

Dictionaire Aristote, (Paris: Ellipses Editions, 2007), pp. 15 — 16.

261) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 10 — 15.

262) “the polis is a society/association of the free”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 21.
263) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 17 — 18.

264) 1 believe that Aristotle uses the term “0mAG)C” in the same way that he uses it in
the context of his attempt to come up with a definition of citizenship. In that context
“amAQ¢ molitng” is the citizen in the fullest sense of the term, the citizen par
excellence, as contrasted to the passive citizen. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1275a 19 — 24.
Thus, 1 believe that Robinson, for instance, is wrong in translating “t0 GmAG
dikatov” as “simple right”. Richard Robinson, Aristotle's Politics, Books III and IV,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), p. 21. I believe that “10 QmA®¢ Sikouov” is the

proper justice, the justice in its fullest sense.

265) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 19 — 20. Francis Wolff is wrong in believing that
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Aristotle is the first to introduce a principle / criterion for the classification of the
constitutions which is based on the aim of the political ruling. As we have seen, Plato
in his Laws makes a classification of the various constitutions using a “teleological”
criterion which refers to whether the ruling part is governing for the sake of its own
advantage and interest, or not. See, Francis Wolff, Aristote et la Politique, (Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1991), Greek translation, O Apiorotéing xor n

Ilolimikn, (Athens: Ivetitovto tov Bifdiov — Kapdapitoa, 1995), pp. 110 — 112.
266) Richard Robinson, Aristotle's Politics, Books IIl and IV, p. 21.
267) Ibid., p. 21.

268) Aristotle is not the first to introduce an arithmetic criterion for the classification
of the various constitutions. As Francis Wolff remarks, the criterion of the number of
those participating in the governing was introduced earlier; maybe as early as the
beginning of the fifth century B.C. Francis Wolff, O Apiorotéing kar n Iolitikn, p.
110. See, for instance, Herodotus, The Histories, 3.80 — 3.82, and Plato, Statesman,

291d.

269) “When the one or the few or the many rule for the common advantage these are
necessarily correct constitutions; but they are perversions when they rule for the
private advantage either of the one or of the few or of the majority”. Aristotle, Politics

111, 1279a 29 - 31.
270) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279b 9 — 10.

271) “For a rule of more than one but only a few it is “aristocracy”, either from the
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ruler's being the best men or from its aiming at the best for the city and its

participants”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 35 — 37.
272) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279b 8.

273) Aristotle himself believes that the poor and needy are everywhere the majority,
and that the wealthy are everywhere few. “toU¢ pn&v g0mdpovg OAiyovg, moAAoVC &'

glvon T0D¢ AmOpove mavtooD”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279b 37 — 38.
274) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279b 20 — 26.
275) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279b 39 — 40.

276) Francis Wolff, “Justice et Pouvoir (Aristote, Politique III, 9 — 13)”, Phronesis,

Vol. XXXIII/3 (1988), p.278.

277) “If so, the others will always be dishonoured; for, as we say, office is honour,
and if the officers are always the same men, everyone else is necessarily without

honour”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281a 29 — 31.

278) “It goes together reasonably [with the substance of the correct constitutions], that
it is possible for one man or a few to excel in virtue, but it is difficult for the many to
possess every virtue/excellence, but they can best excel in military virtue, for this is a
virtue that the masses can possess; and therefore with this form of constitution
[roArteia] all those who participate in wars form the sovereign part, and it is those
who possess arms who participate in governing”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 39 —

1279b 3.
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279) Interestingly, Aristotle chooses to use the verb “cuppaiverv”. For the Aristotelian
term “cuuPoivery” and “copPePnkOc’, see above. We can assume that it is not
accidental that the many possess the military virtue — and that it is difficult and rare
for the majority to excel in all the virtues/excellences — but that the military virtue
goes together with the multitude. “aDtn [molepuciy Qpetiv] y&p £v mAROst

yiyverar”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279b1.

280) Andrew Heywood, Key Concepts in Politics, (Houndmills, Basingstoke:

Palgrave Macmillan, 2000), p. 37.
281) Ibid., p. 37.

282) “It is a question who should be the sovereign body in the polis”. Aristotle,

Politics, 1281a 11.

283) “fj yap to1 10 mAT0og, T} ToLG mAovciove, T} ToLg Emetkelc, T} TOV PéATIGTOV EVar

mévtwv, T Topavvov”. Aristotle, Politics, 1281a 12 — 13.

284) “it is thought that justice is equality, and so it is, though not for everybody but
only for those who are equals; and it is thought that inequality is just, for so indeed it
is, though not for everybody, but for those who are unequal”. Aristotle, Politics,

1280a 10 — 13.
285) Aristotle, Politics, 1281a 14 — 16.
286) Aristotle, Politics, 1281a 29 — 31.

287) “Then should the good [Emiewkelc] hold office and be the supreme sovereign? If
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so, everyone else will be excluded from office, and so will be dishonoured. For office
is honour, we say; and, if the officers are always the same men, everyone else is

necessarily without honour”. Aristotle, Politics, 1281a 28 — 31.
288) Aristotle, Politics, 1281a 32 — 33.

289) “611 6& 8¢l kuprov slvar pdhrov 1O TARifoc Tj Todg dpiotoug pev OAiyoug 547,

Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281a 40 — 41.

290) “T" 11 weist deutlich auf I' 10 zuriick”. Eckart Schiitrumpf, ‘“Probleme der
Aristotelischen Verfassungstheorie in Politik”, Hermes, Vol. 104, No. 3 (1976), p.

323.
291) “téya S& kOv AMBeiay”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281a 42.

292) According to Francis Wolff Aristotle clearly believes that the many should hold
the sovereign power within the polis. “ [...] la réponse nous semple san ambiguité
positive. Oui, il faut confier le pouvoir souverain au peuple [...]”. Francis Wollf,

“Justice et Pouvoir (Aristote, Politique I11,9 — 13)”, p. 287.

293) “70 8& un petadidovar pnde petéyey eoPepdv”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281b 28

-29.

294) “for a polis in which a large number of people are excluded from office and are

poor must of necessity be full of enemies”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281b 29 - 30.
295) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281b 25 - 26.

296) Jeremy Waldron claims that this passage “has not been given the attention it
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deserves in modern discussions of Aristotelian political philosophy”. Jeremy Waldron,
“The Wisdom of the Multitude: Some Reflections on Book 3, Chapter 11 of Aristotle's

Politics”, Political Theory, Vol. 23, No. 4 (Nov., 1995), p. 563.

297) “For it is possible that the many, though not individually good men, yet when
they come together may be better, not individually but collectively, than those who are
s0, just as public dinners to which many contribute are better than those supplied at
one man's cost; for where there are many, each individual, it may be argued, has some
portion of virtue and wisdom, and when they have come together, just as the
multitude becomes a single man with many feet and many hands and many senses, so
also it becomes one personality as regards the moral and intellectual faculties. This is
why the general public is a better judge of the works of music and those of the poets,
because different men can judge a different part of the performance, and all of them
all of it. But the superiority [difference] of good men over the mass of men
individually, like that of handsome men, so it is said, over plain men and of the works
of the painter's art over the real objects, really consists in this, that a number of
scattered good points have been collected together into one example; since if the
features be taken separately, the eye of one real person is more beautiful than that of
the man in the picture, and some other feature of somebody else”. Aristotle, Politics

II1, 1281a 39 - 1281b 16.

298) “just as impure food mixed with what is pure makes the whole more nourishing

than the small amount of pure food alone”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281b 34 — 38.
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299) “Hence justly the multitude is sovereign in greater matters, for the popular
assembly, the council and the jury-court are formed of a number of people, and also
the assessed property of all these members collectively is more than that of the
magistrates holding great offices individually or in small groups”. Aristotle, Politics

111, 1282a 37 — 40.

300) Michel Narchy considers that Plato, in contrast to Aristotle, would claim that all
the imperfections and defects would accumulate. “[...] chez Platon, la foule accumule
les défauts, alors que chez Aristote la multitude totalise les qualités des individus qui
la composent: optimisme du Stagirite, opposé au pessimisme de Platon”. Michel
Narchy, “Aristote Devant les Objections de Socrate a la Démocratie (Politique, 111, 4
et 11)”, in Pierre Aubenque (ed.), Aristote Politique: Etudes sur la Politique

d'Aristote, (Paris: Presse Universitaires de France, 1993), p. 280.
301) W.L. Newman, The Politics of Aristotle, vol. I, p. 255 — 256.

302) “el pev oLV mepl mévta SHpov kal mepl mov TATj0og Evoéyetan TavTnVy elvan THy
Srapoply TV TOADY TPOg ToLE OAiyovg omovdaiovg, Adnhov, lomg S& vi Aia

SNAov Ottt mepl Eviov Addvatov”. Aristotle, Politics, 1281b 16 — 18.
303) Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281b 19 — 20.

304) A certain level of social development is presupposed. The ethical, intellectual,
and aesthetic summation, cannot take place among primitive people. See, Egon
Braun, "Die Summierungstheorie des Aristoteles", in Peter Steinmetz (ed.), Schriften

zu den Politika des Aristoteles, (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1973), p. 400. In
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contrast, Wolfgang Kullman believes that the cumulative theory could apply to
culturally advanced societies only; “Nur fur kulturell fortgeschrittene Gesellschaften
gilt die [Summierungs]Theorie”. And, thus, he believes that the qualifications did not
refer only to barbarian tribes and nations; “offensichtlich denkt er im ersteren Falle
nicht oder nicht nur an Barbaren”. Wolfgang Kullmann, Aristoteles und die moderne

Wissenschaft, (Stuttgart: Steiner, 1998), p. 395.

305) “GAAX mepl TL mATjfoc 0DBEV elvar KoADEL TO AgyOEv GAnOic”. Aristotle,

Politics 111, 1281b 19 — 20.

306) Aristotle believes that the “mAf00¢” could legitimately hold the sovereign power
within the polis for another reason as well. His view is based on an anti-technocratic
understanding of the political. For Aristotle, politics is analogous to those crafts in
which the specialist is not the better judge. In contrast to those crafts — such as
medicine — in which the proper decisions are made by the specialists, political
judgement and decision-making do not presuppose special knowledge. As Pierre
Aubenque mentions, “les arguments d' Aristote en faveur de la démocratie sont
clairement dirigés contre ce paradigme [du médecin] technocratique”. Pierre
Aubenque, “Aristote et la Démocratie”, in Pierre Aubanque (ed), Aristote Politique:

Etudes sur la Politique d'Aristote, p. 261.

307) “OAMX v TIC YévnTan Slopépmv Kat  Qpetnv, Ti xpT) moelv; oD y&p 1) paiev
av delv €xPairery kal pediotévor TOV TotoDTov: GALX pTfv oLS  Apyey ye TOD

1010070V TTapaTAfGlov YOp KAV £l ToD A10¢ Apyetv GErolev, pepilovieg TOG Apydc”.
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Aristotle, Politics, 1284b 27 — 31.

308) “Otav oDV N} vévoc Ohov T} kol T@v GAwv Eva Tvd copfl] Stapépovia
yevécOar kat Qpeth)v tocoDtov 6O’ Lmepéyey thyv Ekeivov Tiig TV GAlov
TévIov, TOTE dtkoov TO Yévog elvar toDto PuctakOv kol Kkoplov méviev, Kol
Boacthéa TOV Eva toDtoV”. Aristotle, Politics, 1288a 15 — 19. Aristotle does not refer
only to a king. He also refers to a “yévog”. It is usually translated as “family”. As I see
it, we should interpret it as a dynasty, that is a succession of generations of the same
family, rather than a number of individuals of the same family who are
contemporaries. Thus, we should speak of "a family that far surpasses all others in its
ability to produce outstanding offspring". See, Richard Kraut, Aristotle: Political
Philosophy, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), p. 413. On the other hand,
Mary Nichols interprets Aristotle's reference to a “yévoc” as a reference to the
members of the same family in the strict sense. She considers that the fact that the
exceedingly virtuous individual has a family is a sign that it is not self-sufficient, and
thus it should not be considered as a god among men. In addition, she mentions that
“Aristotle's expansion of kingship to include a family of virtuous individuals thus
implicitly questions the defensibility of kingship [...]”. Her argument could be
summarized as follows: it is the virtue of all the members of this exceedingly virtuous
family that, when added, surpasses the virtue of all the other inhabitants of the polis;
and not the virtue of the individual who would be the king. Thus if we compare the
virtue of the king, on the one hand, to the virtue of all the other living in the polis,

including the other members of the royal family, on the other, the king could not claim
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superiority in terms of virtue. Mary P. Nichols, Citizens and Statesmen: a Study of
Aristotle's Politics, (Savage, Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield, 1992), p. 80. Nichols
is right in saying that the king should surpass all the other inhabitants of the polis,
including the members of the royal family, but, I think, she is wrong in reading the
“yévog” as family in the strict sense, and not as a dynasty. If she is right in reading the
“yévog” in that way, Aristotle's arguments in favor of the kingship of the exceedingly

virtuous individual are seriously undermined.

309) “for they all make their claim on the ground of superiority, though not the same

superiority”. Aristotle, Politics, 1288a 23 — 24.

310) “oUtwg Exet kot 1O dikouov O mpopépey elmbacty ol TOG moAtsiog
KadoThvteg, ol Te TAG APLoToKpaTIKOC Kol ol TOG OMyapy kO Kol maAy ol TOC
onuokpatikas”. Aristotle, Politics, 1288a 20 — 22.

311) “aAL" &ml )¢ Apiotng molreiag Exel oAV Amopiav, oD kot TV GAOV
&yadGv iy Drepoxfv, olov ioydoc kol mhodtov Kol molveihioe, GAAX &v Tig
yévnton Slopépmv kat  Apetfv, Ti xpT) moelv;” Aristotle, Politics, 1284b 25 — 28.
312) As C.C.W. Taylor notes, the “individuals need the polis in order to live the good
life, i.e., the life shaped by the shared exercise of phronésis”. C.C.W. Taylor,

“Politics”, in Jonathan Barnes, The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle, (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1999),p. 246.
313) Richard Kraut, Aristotle: Political Philosophy, p. 411.

314) Aristotle, Politics, 1285b 29 — 30. We should always have in mind that Aristotle
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links “mapPoaciieio” with the household management. The “mopPociieia” is the

“olkovopia” of a polis, or of a nation.

315) ONE OF THEIR GODS

When one of them passed through Seleucia's
marketplace, about the hour of dusk,

like a tall and perfectly handsome ephebe—
with the joy of immortality in his eyes,

with his perfumed dark hair—

the passers-by kept looking at him

and asked each other if anyone knew him,
and whether he was a Syrian Greek, or a stranger.
But some, who observed with greater care
would understand and step aside;

and as he disappeared under the arcades,

into the shadows and the evening lights—
headed for that part of town that only at night
comes alive, with orgies and debauchery

and every sort of drunkenness and lust—
they wondered which of Them could he be,
and for what shady pleasure of his

he had descended to Seleucia's streets,
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from the Hallowed, Most Venerated Halls.

C. P. Cavafy, The Collected Poems, translated by Evangelos Sachperoglou, (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 2007), p. 89.

316) “For it is not natural for the part to exceed the whole”. Aristotle, Politics, 1288a

26 -27.

317) “there is more than one form of each, both of oligarchy and of democracy”.

Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1289a 24 — 25.
318) “viv 8¢ piov dnpokpatiay olovrad Tveg elvon kal piav Ohyopyiov: oOk Eott 8&
1001’ AN0éc. ote Sl T0g Srapoplg pn AovOdvety Tag TV ToMtel®v, Toc, Kal

ovvtifevton Toocay¢”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1289a 9 — 10.

319) “The reason for the plurality of constitutions lies in the plurality of parts in every

state”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1289b 27 — 28.
320) See, Aristotle, Politics TV, 1289b 28 — 1290a 2.
321) Aristotle, Politics TV, 1290a 14 — 15.

322) Aristotle claims that the Socratic way of dividing the polis into parts, at least as
Socrates did in the Republic, is an elegant one but not sufficient. Socrates claims that
what distinguishes a constituent element of the polis from another is the function that
this element is called to perform. For that reason he discerns, for instance, the fighting

element of the polis, the guardians, from the farming element. For Aristotle, this way
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is erroneous and not sufficient because a person could very probably have multiple
roles within the polis. A farmer, at one instance, could be called to fight for the polis,
and thus act as a warrior, or could be a judge. The same person could possess different
virtues and have various capabilities. “T0¢ pEv oDV \og duvépelc tolc abdtolc
Omapyety Evoéxeson Sokel moAlolc, olov 100G ADTOVG glvat 100¢ TpomolepoDvTog
Kol yeopyobvtog kal teyvitac, £t S& ToLG Povlevopévoue Te kal kpivovrac”.
Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1291b 1 — 5. While, at the same time, a person cannot be at the
same time both poor and rich. “GAAX mévesBonr kol mAovtelv TOLG 0DTOUC

&dvvartov”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1291b 6 — 7.

323) “A democracy exists whenever those who are free and are not well-off, being in
the majority, are in sovereign control of government”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1290b 18

- 19.
324) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1290a 40 — 1290b1.

325) “The first kind of democracy therefore is the one which receives the name

chiefly in respect of equality”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1291b 30.

326) “But since the people are a majority, and the decision of the majority is
sovereign, this must be a democracy”. Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1291b 37 — 38.

327) “10 10 Apydc Anod Tynudtev elval, Ppayéov S& tovtov Oviov: el §& Q)
KTOPEVW EEovciav elvat petéyetv kal TOv AmoPdAlovia pT) petéysw”. Aristotle,
Politics TV, 1291b 39 — 41.

328) “And another kind of democracy is for all the citizens that are not open to
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challenge to have a share in office, but for the law to rule”. Aristotle, Politics 1V,

1292a 1 - 3.

329) The first is T.A. Sinclair's translation of the “dvumevBvvor”, and the second is H.

Rackam's.

330) See, for instance, Eckart Schiitrumpf's translation and comment. He translates
the “QvvmevOuvor” as “[alle Biirger] deren Abstammung nicht bestritten werden
kann”. Aristoteles, Politik, Buch IV-V, {lbersetzt und eingeleitet von Eckart

Schiitrumpf, (Berlin: Academie Verlag, 1996), p. 20 and p. 289.

331) “Another kind is due to the distinction that comes next: all the citizens not liable

to objection on the score of birth”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1292b 34 — 35.

332) “OpiCovtor 8& mpOg TNV ypflotv moAitny TOV £E Aueotépmv moMT@VY Kal uf
Batépov povov, olov motpOg 1 pnTpdc, ol 8& kol tobdt’ &nl mhéov {(ntodotv, olov

Eml mammovg dvo T tpelc 1) mheiovg”. Aristotle, Politics 111, 1275b 22 — 24,
333) See, Aristotle, Politics 111, 1279a 32 — 1279b10.

334) “another kind of democracy is for all to share in the offices on the mere
qualification of being a citizen, but for the law to rule”. Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1292a 3

4.

335) “the multitude is sovereign and not the law; and this comes about when the

decrees of the assembly over-ride the law”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1292a 5 — 6.

336) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1292a 7.
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337) “where the laws are not sovereign, then demagogues arise”. Aristotle, Politics

IV, 1292a 10.

338) “for in the states under democratic government guided by law a demagogue does
not arise, but the best classes of citizens are in the most prominent position”. Aristotle,

Politics 1V, 1292a 8 — 9.

339) According to the Liddle-Scott dictionary “mpoedpiq” should be translated as
“authority”. It is interesting to mention that the passage they refer to for this
translation of the term is the passage from Politics 1292a 8 — 9. H.G. Liddell and R.
Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, revised and augmented throughout by H.S. Jones
with the assistance of R. McKenzie, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940). Schiitrumpf
translates it as “die filhrende Stellung”. Aristoteles, Politik, Buch IV-V, iibersetzt und

eingeleitet von Eckart Schiitrumpf, p. 20.

340) “o0d" OMyapyiov, Omov Kkdplot OAiyor Thg mohteiog”. Aristotle, Politics 1V,

1290a 33 — 34.

341) “no one would say that these lived under a democracy”. Aristotle, Politics 1V,

1290a 36 — 37.
342) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1290a 37 — 40.

343) “it happens the former to be many and the latter to be few, since many are free,

but few are rich”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1290b 2 — 4.

344) “oligarchy when [sovereign control lies with] the rich and well-born, these being
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few”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1290b 19 — 20.

345) Aristotle mentions that the criterion for defining a ruling minority, and, thus, for
regulating the distribution of offices within a polis, could be a strange one. This could
be for instance the height or the beauty of the citizens. Hence, if one accepted that the
rule of the few is the distinctive element of an oligarchic regime, he should
consequently categorize the regimes that used a criterion such as height or beauty for
the distribution of offices as oligarchies. “kol yOp Ov &l xotl péyeoc dievépovto
T0¢ Apybg, Womep €v Aldomiqx pact Tiveg, T koA KdALoc, OAryapyia ﬁv av: OAiyov
yO&p 10 mAROoc kal TO TV KoAQV kol 10 TV peydAov”. Aristotle, Politics 1V,

1290b 4 - 7.

346) “another is when the magistracies are filled from high assessments and the
magistrates themselves elect to fill vacancies (so that if they do so from all the
citizens of this assessment, this appears rather to be of the nature of an aristocracy, but
if from a particular section of them, it is oligarchical)”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1292b 1
— 4. [trans. H. Rackham. See, Aristotle, Aristotle in 23 Volumes, Vol. 21, translated by

H. Rackham, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1944)].

347) Aristotle, Politics: Books III and IV, trans. Richard Robinson, (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1995), p. 83.

348) Schiitrumpf argues that “die Wahlerschaft hier identisch mit den fiir das Amt
Waihlbaren ist [...], und schlieBt die Moglichkeit aus, da3 die Wahlerschaft groBer als

die fiir das Amt Wahlbaren ist”. Aristoteles, Politik, Buch IV-V, iibersetzt und
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eingeleitet von Eckart Schiitrumpf, p. 311.

349) See the entry “€\\einw”. Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, 4 Greek-
English Lexicon, revised and augmented throughout by Sir Henry Stuart Jones, with

the assistance of Roderick McKenzie, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940).

350) According to what Aristotle says in Politics 1293a 23 — 24 this seems to be the
most plausible interpretation. “810 abTol P&V alpodvran £k TV GAAmV ToDG £l¢ TO
nmoAitevpo Padilovroc”. Despite that, this interpretation contradicts Aristotle's
definition of oligarchy. There would be no contradiction only in the case where those
who are elected to hold the remaining offices are the “puppets” of the wealthy ones,

who act as their “puppet masters”.

351) “kal pfv cuwo®v ve, G Eéve, Ty &v Aakedaipovt moltsioy oDk Exm cot
Ppaley oltmg Nvivo mposayopedely aLTNY Sel. kol yXp Tupovvidt Sokel pot
TPOGEOIKEVAL—TO YOp TV EPOpmV ovIacTOV WG TVPAVVIKOV €V 0DTT] Yéyove —
Kai Ti¢ Evioté pot eaivetol Tac@y TV TOAE®V SNUOKPATOVUEV HGAIGT — EO0LKEVOL.
10 8" ab pf eavar Apiotokpatioy adTY slvar mavtdracty &tomov: kol pEv of)
Baotheion ye S1x Blov Tt €otlv Ev aDTH kol ApyaoTdTn MOV Kol TPOG TAVTIMV
AvOpodnev Kol NHWY abTGV Aeyopévn. £y & oltm vOV EEaipvnc &v Epmtosic,
dviwc, Omep slmov, oDk Exm Stopiobpievog slnely Tig TodTmV £5TIV TEIV TOMTELGIV”.

Plato, Laws, 712 ¢ —e.
352) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1294b 14 — 19.
353) “£11 10 d%0 10 peyioTag Apydg TNV pev alpelcbar TOV STpov, Tiig 8& petéyev
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(ToLg pEV yap yépovtog aipobvtol, thc 8 Epopeiag petéyovotv)”. Aristotle, Politics

IV, 1294b 29 — 31.

354) “the few have the power to sentence to death and exile”. Aristotle, Politics 1V,

1294b 34.

355) “polity is, to put it simply, a mixture of oligarchy and democracy”. Aristotle,
Politics TV, 1293b 34. Aristotle defines polity, which is a “correct” constitution, as the
mixture of two “deviant” constitutions, oligarchy and democracy. Does this enable us
to assume that “the argument that asserts the defectiveness of those regimes may have
been an overstatement rather than an accurate examination of their true nature”? See,
Clifford Angell Bates, Aristotle's “Best Regime”: Kingship, Democracy, and the Rule

of Law, (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2003), p. 106.

356) “people customarily give the name of polity only to those among such mixed

constitutions that incline towards democracy”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1293b 34 — 35.

357) I am not alone in seeing that the use of the generic name is of some significance.
Clifford Bates also claims that "there must be a reason [Aristotle] labels this regime
with the name common to all regimes. He must be pointing to something". He
believes that the ambiguity of the name functions as a “textual clue” pointing at the
ambiguity of the text. Clifford Angell Bates, Aristotle's “Best Regime”: Kingship,
Democracy, and the Rule of Law, p. 105. See, also, Kevin M. Cherry, “The Problem
of Polity: Political Participation and Aristotle's Best Regime”, The Journal of Politics,

Vol. 71, No. 4 (2009), pp. 1406 - 1407.
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358) “kal 6WiecOo 8t abthg kol piy EEwdev, kol §t” adTf i) 16 mieiove elvor
T00¢ Poviopévoug [...] GALX T® und’ v BoviecHon moltsioy Etépay undev tdV

¢ moremc popimv OAwc”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1294b 36 — 40.
359) «“”. Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1294a 16 — 17.

360) “slol 8& Opor tpelc Thg cvvléceme kol pifemc”. See, Aristotle, Politics 1V,

1294a 35 — 1294b 13.

361) “from oligarchy that offices are to be elected, and from democracy that this is

not to be on a property qualification”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1294b 12 — 13.
362) Aristotle, Politics TV, 1293a 40 — 43.

363) “for it is just to apply the name aristocracy only to the constitution which is
composed of those who are without qualification best in virtue, not merely good in

relation to some arbitrary standard”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1293b 3 — 5.

364) “Omov yOp ur) pdvov mAovtivény ALK kal Apiotivény alpodvtar ¢ Apyds,
abn N toAtsio Srapépet Te Appolv kal Apiotokpatikh) kaAelton”. Aristotle, Politics

IV, 1293b 10 — 12.

365) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1293b 14 — 17.

366) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1293b 17 — 18.

367) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1293b 20 — 21.

368) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1285a 3 — 1285b 32.

369) “is kingship according to law”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1285a 3 — 4.
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370) “rtelvan yap oD kOpioc”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 12852 9.
371) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1285a 9 — 11.

372) “Ov 8¢ x~ €ywv Ambvevde payme £0éhovto vorom / puvaley mapd vnool
Kopovicty, oD ol Emcito / &pxlov €coelton uyésty kovag Mo olwvove”. Homer,

lliad, 2. 391 - 394.
373) “10 mpO¢ ToLG O0Vg Amodédoton Tolg PaciheDov”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1285a
6-—17.

374) “0eOc lvor kndopeEvog DUGIV Tic, O¢ T péAhovia mpoopv, didvpov Duiv
putevcog TNV TV Poaciiémv yéveowy €k povoyevoDg, elc 1O pérplov puddiov
ovvéotee”. Plato, Laws 691 d —e.

375) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1285a 19.

376) “ol yOp moAlton @uAdrTovcty OmAolc ToLC Paciielc, TOLG S& TVLPAVVOLS

Eevikov”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1285a 26 — 27.

377) As Aristotle puts it in a very beautiful way, the difference between tyrants, on the
one hand, and kings, on the other, is that “ol u&v mapa t@v moMt®v ol §  &rl ToLg

noitog Exovot thv euiakyy”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1285a 28 — 29.

378) “Barbarians are by natural character more slavish than Greeks”. Aristotle,

Politics TV, 1285a 20 — 21.

379) “This, to put it simply, is an elective tyranny”. Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1285a 30 —

32.
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380) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1285a 33 — 35.
381) Aristotle, Politics TV, 1285a 35 — 37.

382) Wilfried Nippel presents some aspects of the Roman institution of dictatorship,
and analyzes how it was understood as an instrument which should be employed for
the preservation of the constitution. Wilfried Nippel, “Saving the Constitution: The
European Discourse on Dictatorship”, in Janet Coleman and Paschalis M.
Kitromilides (eds.), In the Footsteps of Herodotus. Towards European Political

Thought”, (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki, 2012), pp. 30 — 35.
383) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1285b 4 — 5.

384) “1oD mAROovg eDepyétag katd Téyvag T mOAepov, 1) S1 1O cuvayayelv T

nopioat yopav”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1285b 6 — 7.
385) Aristotle, Politics TV, 1285b 9 — 20.

386) “Womnep yap 1) olkovopkn Paciieia tic olkiag £otiv, oUtwg 1) mopfaciieio
moreng kal £0voug £vOg 1) mhedvov olikovouia”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1285b 32 —
33. Aristotle here makes a parallelism between the head of a household, on the one
hand, who could be described as a king, and a king, on the other, whose government
could be described as household management. Aristotle did not consider all the kinds
of kingship as all-encompassing kinds of ruling. Only the last kind of kingship, the
“mapPaciieia”, is a an all-encompassing kind of ruling that wants to control all

aspects of the life in the polis.
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387) “a single ruler is sovereign over all matters”. Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1285b 29 —

30.
388) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1295a 1 — 24.

389) “Ev 1e yOp TV PopPipov Ticly alpoDviar aDTOKPATOPUS HOVAPYOVS, Kol TO
nadatOv Ev 1olc Apyoioc "EAAncwy €ylyvovtd tiveg pdvopyor TOv tpodmov todtov,
og Exdlovy alovuvitac”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1295a 11 — 14.

390) both forms of rule being according to law”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1295a 10 — 11.

391) “8ux 10 deomoTik®C Apyewv kal kotd TN aLTOV YvOuNVY”. Aristotle, Politics

IV, 1295a 16 - 17.

392) Given that “mapPoaciieio” could be described as household management, the
tyranny could be seen as the analogous of the “cruel misrule of the household”. See,
Roger Boesche, “Aristotle's 'Science' of Tyranny”, History of Political Thought, Vol.

XIV, No. 1 (1993), p. 7.

393) “towavtnv & Qvaykoiov glvon Topovvida ThVv povapyiay Nric dvomedihvvog
Apyet TV Opoinv kol BEATIOVOVY TaVTOV TPOG TO 6PETEPOV A DTS GLUPEPOV, AL

un mpOg 10 TV Apyopévov”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1295a 19 — 21.
394) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1295a 38.

395) The first is T.A. Sinclair's translation, while the second is close to H. Rackham's

translation.

396) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1295b 1 — 3.
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397) “Omépkatov 8& 1) Lmepioyvpov 1) Umepevyevi] 1) Umepmiovoiov Ovta, T
tlvavtia tovtolg, Drépmtwyov 1) DrepacOevi] T} ceodpa Gtwov”. Aristotle, Politics

IV, 1295b 7 - 8.

398) Aristotle, Politics TV, 1295b 9.

399) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1295b 9 — 11.
400) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1295b 11 — 12.
401) Aristotle, Politics IV, 1295b 21.
402) Aristotle, Politics TV, 1295b 19.

403) “xol poMoto 8& oyoldler 1O towoDTov MANOOC [tGV Amépwv]: oD YOp
Eumodilel aDTOVC 0LOEY 1) TGV 18imv Empéleia, ToLG & mhovsiovg Eumodilel, Wote
moAMdKig oD kowvavoDat thc ExxkAnciog oDSE oD Sucdlev”. Aristotle, Politics 1V,

1293a 6 - 9.

404) “this condition of affairs is very far removed from friendliness, and from

political community”. Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1295b 24.
405) “1) y0p kowwvio eiAkov”. Aristotle, Politics TV, 1295b 24.
406) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1295b 24 — 25.

407) “the ones are envious and the others contemptuous”. Aristotle, Politics IV, 1295b

22.

408) Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1295b 29 — 33. Here Aristotle is making a comparison with
the situation in Athens during the times of extreme democracy, where the poor ones

-278-



Dimitrios Mourtzilas

tried to put the wealthy ones into trial in order to convict them, and subsequently to
confiscate their property and use it as payment for themselves for attending the

Assembly.

409) “hence that polis will necessarily be best governed which consists of those
elements, of which we say that the polis is by nature composed”. Aristotle, Politics

IV, 1295b 27 — 28.

410) “the polis wants to consist as far as possible of those who are like and equal, a
condition found chiefly among the middle citizens”. Aristotle, Politics 1V, 1295b 26 —

27.

411) Janet Coleman poses a similar question. As she says, “is [the middle
constitution] an ideal version of polity as a mixed constitution or is it a different
constitution altogether?” Janet Coleman, A History of Political Thought: From
Ancient Greece to early Christianity, (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), p. 219. See, also,
John Creed, "Aristotle's Middle Constitution", Polis: Newsletter of the Society for the

Study of Greek Political Thought, Vol. 8, No. 2 (1989), pp. 2 - 27.

412) Curtis N. Johnson, Aristotle's Theory of the State, (New York: St. Martin's Press,
1990), p. 148. Johnson supports the view that the middle constitution is not a version
of politeia, but a separate constitution. For the opposing view, see, for example, Judith
A. Swanson and C. David Corbin, Aristotle's Politics: A Reader's Guide, (London:
Continuum, 2009), p. 76. They consider that the discussion of the middle constitution

in Politics TV 1295a 25 — 1296bl1 is part of the discussion that regards politeia.
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According to them, “Aristotle also defines polity as the rule of the middle class or

middling part in chapter 11 [...]".

413) “Anyone who is going to make a suitable investigation of the best form of
constitution must necessarily decide first of all what is the most desirable mode of
life. For while this is uncertain it is also bound to be uncertain what is the best

constitution”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1323a 14 —17.

414) David Keyt, "Aristotle's Political Philosophy", in Mary Louise Gill and Pierre
Pellegrin (eds.), A Companion to Ancient Philosophy, (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing,

2006), p. 402.

415) “1Qv 1€ €k10¢ Kal TV £v 1M copatt kol TV &v Ti] youyl], évta tadra

VTapyeLy Tolc paxapiolg ypry”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1323a 25 — 26.

416) “oDdelc yap Ov @oin pakdpov TOv pndEv pdplov Exovia Ovdpeiag unde
cwEPOCHYNG UNSE dukanoovvng unde epovicemc”. Aristotle, Politics VI, 1323a 27 —
29. For the differences between “coepocivn” and “epoévnois” see Aristotle's
definitions of these two terms in the Nicomachean Ethics. “Zo@pocvvn”, which we
translate as “temperance”, is the virtue which regards the non-rational part of the soul;
“&11 pEv oLV pecdg E0Tl el NBOVAC 1) swepostivy”. While, “ppévnotc”, which
we translate as practical wisdom or prudence, is the virtue of the man who can
deliberate well, and act respectively, with regard to his good and to his interests in
general. “Sokel 81) ppovipov elvar 1O dvvacon kKoAGC Bovevoacon mepl T abT®

Ayofa kol cupeépovta, o Katl pépoc, olov mola mpOg Lyistay, TpOg loydv, ALK
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molo TpOg 10 €L (v OAwc”. Pericles is an exemplary man of practical wisdom. See,

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1117b 23 — 1118b 7 and 1140a 24 — 1140b 30.

417) “kt@vrar kol PuAGTTOVGY 0V TG ApeTdC Tolc £KTOC AL Exelva TahToug”.
Aristotle, Politics VII, 1323a 40. C.D.C. Reeve makes a comment on this passage,
which is worth mentioning. He says that “the point is probably not that virtue
invariably makes you rich, but that, without virtue, wealth and the rest can do you as
much harm as good”. Aristotle, Politics, translated, with Introduction and Notes, by

C.D.C. Reeve, (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1998), p. 192, n. 3.

418) As Aristotle notes in the Nicomachean Ethics, “poivetar 8" Opog kal T@v £kTOC
Ayad®v Tpocdeopévn [1) eDdapovia], kabdmep simopev: Adbvatov yap 1) oL PASiov
T KoOAX mpdTTely Qyopyyntov Ovta. TOAAX pEV yOUp mpdrteTar, koddmep St
Opybvov, St eilov kol mlovtov kol moltikfic Suvapemc: Eviov S& mTdpevol
pumaivoust TO poxéplov, olov gDyevelag €0Tekviog Kk6AAOLG: oD mave YOp
g0daupoVIKOC O TNV 18éav mavaioyng 1) dvoyevic 1) povdtg kol &rtekvoc, 1t &'

lowg Mrtov, &l 1w mhykokol moideg elev 1) @idot, 1) &yofol Ovieg tebvloY”.

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1099a 31 — 1099b 6.

419) “[they] seek an unlimitedly excessive amount of wealth, possessions, power,

reputation, and the like”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1323a 36 — 37.
420) Aristotle, Politics VII, 1323b 10 — 11.

421) “We may take it as agreed, then, that each person has just as much happiness as

he has virtue, practical wisdom, and the action that expresses them”. Aristotle,

-281-



Aristotle's Theory of Democracy

Politics VII, 1323b 22 — 23.

422) “chance and good luck is the cause of the goods external to the soul”. Aristotle,

Politics VII, 1323b 27 — 28.
423) See, Aristotle, Politics V11, 1323a 40.

424) “€nel kal TNV e0TVYiov Thg eDSaoviog S TabdT  Avaykaiov Etépav slvor”.

Aristotle, Politics VII, 1323b 26 — 27.

425) “Qomnep £E AvOphmov AvOpwmov kal £k Onpinv yivesOar Onpiov, oVtw kol &
AyofQV Ayadov. 1) 8& @voic PodAeton peEv tobTo molElv mOAMAKIC, oD péviot

dvvartar”. Aristotle, Politics 1, 1255b 1 — 4.

426) “so that the happy man requires in addition the goods of the body, external goods
and the gifts of fortune, in order that his activity may not be impeded through lack of
them. Consequently those who say that, if a man be good, he will be happy even when
on the rack, or when fallen into the direst misfortune, are intentionally or
unintentionally talking nonsense”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1153b 17 — 21.
There are things, such as good birth and good looks for example, that are beyond our
control. It is clear that some things "must remain forever in the lap of the gods". See,
C.D.C. Reeve, Practices of Reason: Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics, (Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 2002), p. 162.

427) “in which anyone might do best and live a blessedly happy life”. Aristotle,

Politics V11, 1324a 24 — 25.
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428) “oyed0v yap ToHTONC TOLG V0 Piovg TV AVOpOTOY Ol PAOTIHOTHTOL TPOG
Apetnv Qaivoviol Tpoatpodpevol, kol TWv mpotépmv kal TGV vOV”. Aristotle,

Politics V11, 1324a 29 — 31.

429) David J. Depew, “Politics, Music, and Contemplation in Aristotle's Ideal State”,
in David Keyt and Fred D. Miller, 4 Companion to Aristotle's Politics, (Oxford:

Blackwell, 1991), p. 349.

430) “Some people think that ruling over one's neighbors, if despotically exercised,
involves a definite injustice of the greatest kind, and if politically, although it carries
no injustice, yet is a hindrance to the ruler's own well-being”. Aristotle, Politics VII,

1324a 35 - 38.

431) I use the terms “apolitical philosophers” and “apolitical intellectuals” which
were coined by Pierre Destrée and David J. Depew respectively. See, Pierre Destrée,
“Education, leisure, and politics”, in Marguerite Deslauriers and Pierre Destrée, The
Cambridge Companion to Aristotle's Politics, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2013), p. 313 and David J. Depew, “Politics, Music, and Contemplation in

Aristotle's Ideal State”, p. 349.

432) “The apolitical philosophers reject any involvement in politics mainly because
they hold that politics consists in ruling despotically over others, like masters over

their slaves”. Pierre Destrée, “Education, leisure, and politics”, p. 313.

433) “the practical and political life is the only life fit for a man”. Aristotle, Politics

VII, 1324a 39 — 40.
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434) Aristotle, Politics VII, 1324a 40 — 1324b 1.

435) “the despotic and tyrannical form of constitution alone achieves happiness”.

Aristotle, Politics VII, 1324b 2 — 3.

436) “&dvvatov ydp tOV undEV mpdrtovia mpattew V. Aristotle, Politics VII,

1325a 21 - 22.

437) “Ot 0 10D E€levBépov Piog oD deomotikoD Apsivov. ToDTo YUp AXANOES” .
Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325a 24 — 25.

438) “E€ot1 & ol N Emotiun oDSEV péya Exovsa 0DSE cepvov: & yp TOV SoDAov
EniotacOot del motelv, Ekelvov del talta EmiotacOm Enttdttew”. Aristotle, Politics
I, 1255b 33 — 35.

439) “oV yap Elattov diEomkey 1) TV ELevBépmv ApyT Thg TGV Sovimv 1) aDTO
10 @ovoel Erevbepov ToD @Hoel SodAov”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325a 28 — 30.

440) “moMtik®c S& 1O pnEv Adukov oK Exetv, Eumddiov 3& Exev TM mepl aLTOV

gONuepiQ”. Aristotle, Politics V11, 1324a 37 — 38.

441) “to praise inaction more highly than action is an error”. Aristotle, Politics VII,

1325a 31 —-32.
442) “happiness is action”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325a 32.

443) “But if these things are well said, and if happiness is to be defined as well-doing,
the active life is the best life both for the whole state collectively and for each man

individually”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325b 14 — 16.
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444) See, Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325a 34 — 35.

445) “mieictov kol kaAlictov kplog £ln npdéemv”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325a

36.

446) “he must possess not only virtue but also power that will render him capable of

action”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325b 12 — 14.

447) “because for equals the noble and just consists in their taking turns, since this is
equal and alike, but for those that are equal to have an unequal share and those that
are alike an unlike share is contrary to nature, and nothing contrary to nature is

noble”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325b 7 — 10.

448) “AMX TOV TpakTIKOV 0VK Avaykalov slvon mpOc £Tépovc”. Aristotle, Politics

VII, 1325b 16 — 17.

449) 1 follow T.A. Sinclair in rendering the meaning of the “O0AL& moAD uGAAOV”, as
“more active”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325b 19 — 20. For the T.A. Sinclair's
translation, see Aristotle, The Politics, trans. T.A. Sinclair, (London: Penguin, 1992),

p. 401.

450) “but far more [active] those speculations and thoughts that have their end in
themselves and are pursued for their own sake”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325b 19 —

21.
451) See, Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325a 32 — 34.

452) Pierre Destrée, “Education, leisure, and politics”, p. 313. Destrée quotes and
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paraphrases Aristotle's question at 1327a 14 — 17. At this passage Aristotle asks
“motEpOg alpetdiepoc Ploc, 0 S 10D cuumolteveshon kol Kovmvelv mOrenc

nAdALov O EevicOg kol Thg ToOMTIKTC Komviog AmoAeAVUEVOS”.
453) Tbid., p. 312.

454) Thid., p. 313.

455) See, Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1140a 24 — 1140b 30.

456) “1) 1e Aeyopévn aLTdpKeta mepl TNV OsPNTIKTV pddot Qv in: TV pev yap
npO¢ 10 {fiv Qvaykoiov kol copO¢ kal dikaog kal ol Aowmol déovrar, tolg &€
To100701¢ Tkav@C Keyopnymuévay O pEv dikatog deltot mpoOg ol Sikatompayioet kol
ned’ v, Opoing & kal O chepmv kal O dvdpelog kal TV ddmv Ekactog, O 88
60pOc Kol ka®' abTOV Qv dtvoron Bswpsly, kol Gow &v coedTepoc 1), LEALOV:
Bértiov &' Towg ovvepyolg Eymv, GAL" Ouwog abtapkéctotoc”. Aristotle,

Nicomachean Ethics, 1177a 27 — 34.

457) Contrary to my interpretation, David J. Depew claims that “he [Aristotle] rejects
the way of life of both apolitical intellectuals and conventionally political men as
models for the happy life of both individual and of the best state”. David J. Depew,

“Politics, Music, and Contemplation in Aristotle's Ideal State”, p. 352.

458) “Aristotle may be suggesting that if we understand the two kinds of life correctly
we will see that a city could be constructed in such a way as to give scope for both”.
Richard Stalley, “Education and the State”, in Georgios Anagnostopoulos (ed.), 4

Companion to Aristotle, (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2009), p. 568. I think that
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Stalley is right in making the previous remark. We are close to the truth when we say
that Aristotle's intention in analyzing the life of political engagement and the life of
contemplation is to show that both should be available to the citizens of a well-

governed polis.
459) See, Ibid., p. 352.

460) “they themselves engage in politics or philosophy”. Aristotle, Politics 1, 1255b

36 -37.

461) “It is thought that happiness consists in leisure: for we do business in order that
we may have leisure, and carry on war in order that we may have peace”. Aristotle,

Nicomachean Ethics, 1177b 3 — 4.

462) Carnes Lord claim that “leisure (oxoAn) is the great theme of Book VII”. Carnes
Lord, “Politics and Philosophy in Aristotle's Politics”, Hermes, Vol. 106, No. 2

(1978), p. 354.

463) “the citizens must not live a mechanic or a commercial life (for such a life is not
noble and inimical to virtue), nor yet must those who are to be citizens be tillers of the
soil (for leisure is needed both for the development of virtue and for active

participation in politics)”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1328b 39 — 1329a 2.

464) As Thanassis Samaras mentions, “agricultural labour on one's own land is now
implicitly separated from other types of pavavcia and is treated as absolute
compatible with active citizenship”. Thanassis Samaras, “Aristotle's Politics: The City

of Book Seven and the Question of Ideology”, Classical Quarterly, Vol. 57 (2007), p.
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87. There is no unanimity among scholars about whether the citizens of Magnesia are
proper farmers and actually toil the soil. Contrary to what Samaras claims, Seth
Benardete believes that, despite the impression that is given by what the Athenian
Stranger says, the citizens of Magnesia are not proper farmers, and they are not
labouring in the agricultural production process. As he characteristically says, “[...]
none of the masters know the art of farming. They live the life of farmers, but they
never handle a plow”. Seth Benardete, Plato's Laws: The Discovery of Being,
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2000), pp. 211 — 212.1 believe that the
truth lies in the middle of these two opposing views. According to my interpretation
of the Laws, the majority of the citizens would have to actively participate at the
agricultural works of their estate, while there would be some who due to their relative

wealth could afford to have only a managerial role in their estate.

465) As J.L. Stocks notes, “leisure stood for free time, absence of pressing duties and
external calls”. J.L. Stocks, “XXOAH”, The Classical Quarterly, Vol. 30, No. 3/4

(1936), p. 181.

466) Contrary to my interpretation, Carnes Lord claims that political activities “are a
form of occupation”. Based on this assumption he categorizes political activities
together with economic and military activities. He says that “although political
activities require leisure, in themselves are a form of occupation. Like economic or
military activities, they partake of the character of the necessary; they cannot be

understood to exist for their own sake”. Carnes Lord, Education and Culture in the
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Political Thought of Aristotle, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982), p. 56. Lord
bases his interpretation on a specific understanding of the following passage: “®ote
pavepOv 01t el xal mpOc TNV &v ti] Syoyl] oyoAlv pavldavey Grta kol
roudevestat, kol Tadra pEv T moudevpate kol TadTog TG HadfoE STV Elva
Yapv, TG S& mpOC TNV Aoyohioy W¢ Gvaykoiog kol ydpv GAAwV”. Aristotle,
Politics VIII, 1338a 9 — 13. Lord believes that there are two kinds of leisure. He coins
the term “noble leisure” and claims that the “tT)v £v 11} StaywyT) oyoAnVv” passage
refers to this kind of leisure. According to his distinction, on the one hand there is the
noble leisure, and on the other hand there is what Aristotle calls “play”. Carnes Lord,
Education and Culture in the Political Thought of Aristotle, p. 54 — 55. As I see it
there is no reason to understand the “tT)v €v 11} SwoywyT] oyoANv” of the previous
passage differently from the “mpO¢ TV &€v 11} oYoAT] Swoywydv”in Aristotle, Politics
VIII, 1338a 21 — 22, for example. We should render this phrase in English as “the
pursuit in leisure”, and not as “noble leisure”. With regard to the term “Siayoyi)”,
Schiitrumpf notes that “dem Begriff haftet eine Unbestimmbheit an, die Ar. nicht
beseitigt”. See, Aristoteles, Politik, Buch VII/III, iibersetzt und erldutert von Eckart
Schiitrumpf, (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2005), p. 580. Apart from the lack of textual
support for the argument of Carnes Lord, Aristotle's remarks do not leave much room
for such interpretations. Aristotle clearly declares that the citizens of the polis should
live in leisure in order to develop their virtue and to engage in political actions. “d¢l
YOp oYoAfig kol TpOC TNV Yévestv tiig Apettc kal TpOg TAC TPALEIS TOC TOMTIKAC .

Aristotle, Politics VII, 1329a 1 — 2. Aristotle could not make it more clear that
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political actions are actions that take place in leisure, and should not be considered as
occupations. The political actions are considered as good actions, and not as
necessary. This becomes evident from the distinction between the economic and
military actions, on the one hand, and the political actions, which are their opposite,
on the other. See, Aristotle, Politics VII, 1333a 41 — 1333b 3. Lord seems to
acknowledge that according to what Aristotle says in the Politics, the political
activities should be seen as activities of leisure, and not as an occupation. Carnes
Lord, Education and Culture in the Political Thought of Aristotle, p. 40 — 41.
However, he claims that if we take into account the Nicomachean Ethics as well, the
“image” changes. He refers to the following passage: “ dokel te 1) eDSoupovia £v i)
oyoMfi elvat Goyorobpcda yap (vo oyolélopev, kal molepoduev v’ elphvmy
&yopev. TV pEV 0DV TPaKTIKGIV ApeT®v &v Tolc mohtikolg T &v tolc moepkoic )
Evépyeta, al 5& mepl oo mpatec SokoDo &oyoot slvar, al pEv mokepucal kol
TavteA®dc  (oDSelc yp alpeiton 1O molepelv ToD molepelv Eveka, ODSE
TaPAGKEVALEL TOAEPOV: SOEaL YOp GV TavTELRC HopOVOC TIC S{V(xl, gl ToUC pilovg
moepiong motolto, Tva péyol kol @ovor yivowto): £ott € kol 1) ToD moltikoD
doyorog, kal mop  abTO TO ToMTeDEGHIL TEPITOIOLEV SuvacTeiog Kol TindG 1) ThHY
ve gbdapoviay abt® kol tolg mohitawg, £tépav oVoav Thc modrucic, fiv Kkal
troDpev dfikov Wg Etépav oDoav”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 1177b 4 — 15.
We need to observe that this kind of politics that Aristotle refers to in the passage
from the Nicomachean Ethics, is a kind of politics which has an end other than itself.

The end of politics, in that case, is external to the political process. In contrast, in
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books VII and VIII of the Politics, the life of political action is not considered a
choice-worthy life because of the external ends that might be achieved. It is
considered a choice-worthy life due to its intrinsic value. Thus, we are compelled to
either say that there is a contradiction between the Aristotelian proposition regarding
politics in the Nicomachean Ethics and the understanding of politics in the Politics, or
acknowledge that in the context of the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle has a different
kind of politics in mind. Moreover, there is a big debate about the chapters 6 — 8 of
the tenth book of the Nicomachean Ethics, in which Lord refers to. It is an open
question whether these chapters contradict with the rest of the Nicomachean Ethics
and the other ethical and political texts of Aristotle. For example, Nussbaum claims
that “we should [...] view the fragment X. 6 — 8§ as a serious working-out of elements
of a position to which Aristotle is in some way deeply attached, though he rejects it in
the bulk of his mature ethical and political writings”. Martha C. Nussbaum, The
Fragility of Goodness: Luck and Ethics in Greek Tragedy and Philosophy, revised
edition, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 377. Should we consider,
based on Nicomachean Ethics X 6 — 8, that for Aristotle political life, and practical
activities in general, are merely means to the life of contemplation? See, David Keyt,
"Intellectualism in Aristotle", in Terence Irwin (ed.), Classical Philosophy: Collected
Papers, Vol. 5 Aristotle's Ethics, (New York & London: Garland Publishing, 1995), p.
168. As Richard Kraut mentions, “it may seem odd that after devoting so much
attention to the practical virtues, Aristotle should conclude his treatise with the thesis

that the best activity of the best life is not ethical”. Richard Kraut, "Aristotle's Ethics",
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The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2014 Edition), Edward N. Zalta
(ed.), URL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2014/entries/aristotle-ethics/>.
There are two opposing interpretations regarding the eudaimonia. And thus, two
opposing views about the most choice-worthy life, which are based on the respective
interpretations of eudaimonia. On the one hand there is the “intellectualist”
interpretation of eudaimonia and on the other hand there is the “inclusive”
interpretation of eudaimonia. Despite the fact that “in the course of the last two
decades the positions of the intellectualist interpreters and the inclusive interpreters of
the NVE have come closer and closer” , the relative discussion goes on and the question
regarding the proper understanding of eudaimonia remains open. See, Anthony
Kenny, Aristotle on the Perfect Life, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002), p. 93.
According to the intellectualist interpretation of eudaimonia, contemplation is the
whole of happiness. “T| e0daupovia Oswpio T1¢”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics X,
1178b 31 — 32. According to the inclusive interpretation of eudaimonia, happiness
contains also the activity of the moral virtues. The moral virtues are parts of the
eudaimonia, and not merely means to it. Hence, philosophical wisdom (“co@ia”) is
only a part of eudaimonia and not the whole of it. “T) cogia [...] pépog yap olow il
OMc Gpetfc”. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics VI, 1144a 5 — 6. As Nussbaum
metaphorically states it, “coeia” is “the biggest and brightest jewel in a crown full of
valuable jewels, in which each jewel has intrinsic value in itself, and the whole
composition (made by practical wisdom) also adds to the value of each”. Martha C.

Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness: Luck and Ethics in Greek Tragedy and
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Philosophy, p. 374. The intellectualist interpretation of eudaimonia has been severely
criticized. Many scholars have argued that the intellectualist interpretation of
eudaimonia, taken to its extremes, leads us to conclusions that are not morally
acceptable by contemporary philosophers. For example, according to the strict
intellectual interpretation of eudaimonia, a contemplating man should not interrupt his
thoughts in order to help his neighbor whose house is burning, and he should not
hesitate to betray a friend in order to gain a large property that would allow him to
contemplate in leisure. See, Anthony Kenny, Aristotle on the Perfect Life, p. 89 - 93;
Robert Heinaman, “Eudaimonia and Self-sufficiency in the Nicomachean Ethics”,
Phronesis, Vol. XXXIII/1 (1998); Martha C. Nussbaum, “Aristotle”, in T.J. Luce
(ed.), Ancient Writers, Vol. I, (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1982). Should we
conclude that the man of contemplation, “who is the hero” of Nicomachean Ethics X,
is a “strange and repellent human being”? See, Anthony Kenny, Aristotle on the
Perfect Life, p. 89. In order to avoid the excessive intellectualism, we could say that
being a philosopher does not mean that you do not need the practical wisdom and the
ethical virtues in order to achieve happiness. As J.O. Urmson notes, “so it is not
perhaps unreasonably charitable to Aristotle to take his verbal identification of
contemplation with eudaimonia in the latter chapters of Book X to be the selection of
a dominant feature within a life containing other elements necessary to full

eudaimonia”. J.O. Urmson, Aristotle's Ethics, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995), p. 119.

467) “Also life as a whole is divided into business and leisure, and war and peace, and

our actions are aimed some of them at things necessary and useful, others at things
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noble. [...] war must be for the sake of peace, business for the sake of leisure, things
necessary and useful for the purpose of things noble”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1333a

30 - 36.

468) “xol tOvaykalo kol T ypiowe 8& mpdrtey, T 8& ko Sel poAlov”.

Aristotle, Politics VII, 1333b 1 —2.

469) “a man should be capable of engaging in business and war, but still more capable

of living in peace and leisure”. Aristotle, Politics V11, 1333a 41 —1333b 1

470) “mofoc Tvdg 8l T0¢ Dmobéoeic slvar mepl tiic peAovong kot gDV

ovveotaval Tohews”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1325b 35 — 36.

471) “So also the statesman and the lawgiver ought to be furnished with their proper
material in a suitable condition. Under the head of material equipment for the state
there first come the questions as to a supply of population — what precisely ought to
be its number and what its natural character. And similarly in regard to the territory,

what is to be its particular size and nature”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1326a 3 — 8.

472) It seems that when Aristotle, in this context, refers to size of the polis, he is

actually speaking about the size of the population of the polis.

473) “ They judge a great state by the numerical magnitude of the population”.

Aristotle, Politics V11, 1326a 11.

474) Aristotle gives the following example: we say that Hippocrates is greater

(“neilw”) than another man who is bigger in physical size, not because of his physical
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characteristics, but due to his skills and abilities. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1326a 15 —

16.

475) “It is superiority in the number of these [those who form part of the polis, i.e.
with those elements of which a polis properly consists] that indicates a great polis”.

Aristotle, Politics VII, 1326a 22 — 23.

476) “Omt yoAemdv, looc & Gdvvatov, gbvopsicOar TNV Alav moAvdvOpmmov”.

Aristotle, Politics V11, 1326a 26 — 27.

477) “0 te yAp vopog TaELS Tig £ott, kol TNV ebvopiav dvaykaiov eVtatiov elvat, O
8& Mav DmepParlov XpOpdc oD Svvatar petéysty 1ééemc”. Aristotle, Politics VI,

1326a 29 — 32.
478) Aristotle, Politics VI, 1326a 40 — 1326b 2.

479) The slaves and the resident aliens are one of the things that are the sine qua non
of the polis. Aristotle acknowledges that they are a necessary precondition for the
existence of the polis, but he does not recognize them as parts of the polis. “&nel §’
Wonep OV AAoV TV Kot PUGIY GLVESTOTMY 0V ToDTd €611 pdpia thg OANC
GLGTAGEMG v &vev 10 Glov ok Qv eln, dflov g oVSE morewg pépn Betéov Ocal

taig moreoty avaykalov Dmdpyewv”. Aristotle, Politics VI, 1328a 21 — 25.
480) For example, the metics living in Athens were not considered as part of the polis.

481) “the farmers must either be slaves, or foreigners, [or] people who live in outlying

areas”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1329a 25 — 26.
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482) Aristotle, Politics V11, 1330a 26 — 27.
483) See, Aristotle, Politics VII, 1330a9 — 17.

484) Stephen Salkever, “Whose Prayer?: The Best Regime of Book 7 and the Lessons
of Aristotle's Politics”, Political Theory, Vol. 35, No. 1 (2007), p. 34. Salkever is right
in saying that Aristotle does not make any attempt to justify the use of these slaves.
“What is notable here is not so much the likelihood that slavery in this city of prayer

will be unjust, but the utter absence of any consideration of its justice”. Ibid., p. 35.

485) “Oti p&v oLV 1@ vopolETn pdhota mpaypatevtéov mepl TNV TGV VEQV

nadeioy, o0SelC Av AupioPnosete”. Aristotle, Politics VIII, 1337a 11 — 12.

486) “it is evident that education too must be one and the same for all, and that the
responsibility for it should be public and not private”. Aristotle, Politics VIII, 1337a
22 — 24. Given that Aristotle is so clear in proposing the establishing of a system of
public education, it is strange that Richard Bodéiis says that the education could be
provided either by the polis or by private individuals. As he says, “the fact that the
legislator must be involved with education does not necessarily imply that the law
must set up a system of public education governed by civic officials. But it does
surely imply that the lawgiver is required to put the principles of education into the
law, even if private persons are in charge of that education”. Richard Bodéiis, The
Political Dimensions of Aristotle's Ethics, (Albany: State University of New York
Press, 1993), pp. 123 — 124. If Aristotle allowed the existence of a system of private

education, he would have to establish a number of check mechanisms in order to
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examine whether the private education incorporated the right principles. The fact that
he does not refer to such mechanisms, or institutions, is a strong argument in support

of the view that he envisaged the existence of a system of public education.

487) “1ic 8" Eoton N maudeia kol TG xpT) moudevecOar, Sel pn Aavodvey. vOv yap
aupopnreltar mepl Qv Epyov. oL yap TaLTA mhvteg LmolapPdvovot Selv
povOdvely Tog véoug obte mpOg Apetny olte PO TOV Plov TOV ApisTov, 0VSE
@avepOV moTEpOV TPOC TNV Stévolay mpénet pdhov 1} TpoOg tO tiic wuyfic NPoc”.

Aristotle, Politics VIII, 1337a 34 — 39.

488) In order to ensure that there would not exist in the polis individuals with any
kind of handicap, he proposes that the lawmaker should establish a law which would
dictate that the newborns which are born with some kind of handicap would be
abandoned. “mepl 8& Amobécemc kol TPoPTic TV yryvopdvov £6Tm VOO UNSEV

nemnpouévov Tpépey”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1335b 19 — 21.
489) See, Aristotle, Politics V11, 1334b 29 — 1336a 2.

490) “one should ensure that the bodies of the children that are produced shall be in

accordance with the wishes of legislator”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1335a 5 — 6.

491) “OAAX pnyv &yadoi ye kal omovdalor yiyvoviol S0 tpiddv. T tpio & Tabrd
gott oot £00c Aoyos. kal yp eDvar Sel Tp@dTov, olov &vBpamov GAAX pf) 6V
SV T {Dov: Elta kol Totdv Tva TO sGpa Kol THY Wuxfv. Evia € 0VOEV Gpehog
ebvor: T y&p £0n petaBarelv mowl: Evie yip eloy, S g gvosmc

Emapgotepilovia, S1 TV €0GV €nl 1O yelpov kol TO PéATIov. TA pEV oLV AL
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Qv (Wov pdhota pev Th evoet {f}, pikpd &' Evia kal tolg £0gotv, GvOpomoc S&
Kol AOyWw: povog yap Exet Adyov: ote del todTo supEovely AAM OIS, TOALX YOp
mapQ 100G E01GHOVC Kol TNV UGV TPATTovst S1 TOV Adyov, EXV Te1cORGTY BANNDC
Exetv PéATIOV. TNV PEV TOlvLY QOGLY 0Tlovg glvar 8el 100G PEALOVTOG EVYXEPADTOVG
Eoecbat 1@ vopoBétn, Siwpioueda mpodtepov: TO S& AowmOv Epyov 1o moudsiog. T
pEV yp E0opevor povOdvovst T & Akovovtes”. Aristotle, Politics VII, 1332a 39
— 1332b 11. As Helen North mentions, “Both the Ethics and the Politics are deeply
concerned with the problem of moral education, which was in the Greek tradition
always the responsibility of the lawmaker. In both works Aristotle relies on the
traditional triad of nature, habituation, and teaching (physis, ethos, and logos in Pol.
1332a 39 — 40; physis, ethos, and didaché in Eth. Nic. 1179B 20 — 21)”. Helen North,
Sophrosyne: Self-Knowledge and Self-Restraint in Greek Literature, (Ithaca: Cornell

University Press, 1966), p. 208.

492) Aristotle makes a direct reference to the Laws, when he is discussing the issue of
the territory of the polis. As he says, “mepl € tfig TpOG TNV OdAatTav KOWOViaC,
noteEpOV WEEMPOG Talg DVopovpévolc mOAesty T PAaPepd, TOALX TLYYXEVOVLGLY
apeiopnrodvec”. Aristotle, Politics VI, 1327a 10 — 13. This dispute about whether
access to the sea is beneficial or harmful to well-governed poleis is referring to the
passage of the Laws where the Athenian Stranger claims that the new colony which is
to be founded should not be near, and have access to, the sea. He claims that the
proximity with the sea would negatively affect the virtue of the citizens of the polis.

Plato, Laws, 704a — 705b.
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493) Plato, Laws, 702b — e.

494) The relevant passage leaves to room for dispute. It is clear that the whole
discussion of books VII and VIII concerns a new polis. It would be no mistake to
interpret it as the founding of a new colony. This new polis would be established in
the future according to the wills of the lawmakers: “mepl tfig peAlovong kot OyNv

ouveotdval Tohews”. Aristotle, Politics VI, 1325b 36.

495) He sets the issue in the following way: “Eye1 & Qmopiav ti Se1 10 KOprOV £lvar
g morewe. 1 yap Tot tO mANOoc, T ToLG mhovsiovg, 1) ToU¢ Emekelc, 1) TOV
BértioTov Eval ThvTov, T) TOpavvov. GAAX TaDTa mavta Exelv Qaivetol Suokoiiay” .

Aristotle, Politics 111, 1281a 11 — 14.

496) 1t is evident that our interpretation leaves no room for interpreting Aristotle's
political thought as anti-egalitarian. I believe that we cannot seriously take into into
account those who claim that “Aristotle's overall argument is so unabashedly anti-
egalitarian [...]”. See, Thanassis Samaras, “Aristotle's Politics: The City of Book

Seven and the Question of Ideology”, p. 84.

497) P.A. Vander Waert, “Kingship and Philosophy in Aristotle's Best Regime”,

Phronesis, Vol. 30, No. 3 (1985), pp. 249 - 273.

498) “Aristotle prefers a certain kind of kingship, I shall argue, because it is better
suited to foster the life of pilocogia or leisured culture to which the best regime is

dedicated”. Ibid., p. 252.
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