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Abstract

According fo Arisfotle a person is by nature a political animal.
He/she is namely predestined fo live as a socio-political being.
He/she belongs fo those gregarious and “political” animals who
share a common activify. A person’s politability-sociability
certainly reaches its peak with his participation in the political
sociely of the polis where his rational nature is fully realised.
However a person is by nature a good animal. This of course
applies to all physical beings. All beings as beings are good,
since nafure in ifs enftirely is in Arisfofle’s view good and
purposeful. But not only are all beings good but they also pursue
good whether this is actually good or it only seems to be good,
In each case the good is identified with purpose and constitutes
the fullness of its natural appeftife thereof. A person is good
ontologically in two ways: He/she is good and desires fo do
good and only the good.

According to Aristotle, man is by nature a political animal. This means that
he is destined by his own nature to live as a sociopolitical being. He is a
being in which political behavior is an innate possibility, since he is
governed by a natural urge to live in the company of other men: Quosl pev
OUV 1) 0pUN EV TTACIV ETTI TV TOIQUTNV Kolvwviav (sc. Tnv ToAiTiknv) (1253a
29-30).' This phrase however is often misinterpreted. And so it is imperative
to provide some answer to the question regarding the real meaning of the
natural political behavior of man, as well as regarding the meaning of
natural “political behavior” of certain animals. According to Aristotle the
biologist, man is not the only political animal, because many of the animals
which live in herds are political in his opinion, that is, they paricipate in
some common activity.? As a result, political behavior, even in Aristotle’s
Politics, a political text par excellence, does not necessarily refer to our
familiar Greek polis, since it is compared to the political behavior of the
bee® - even if human political activity is richer and more complex. Of course
human nature is not limited fo its political behavior, for there also exists the
theory for the sake of theory, which constitutes the most divine human
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activity.* And as S. Klark correctly notes: “no man’s identity can be
exhausted by his social role, none the less in so far as he is a man he is
social.”® It is obvious that the word “political” must be disconnected from the
word “polis”, with respect fo its strict political sense, and must be understood
in its broader meaning, so that it indicates “that which belongs to a
community like the polis”% in other words, the same thing as the word
“social”. This identification is made clear in the relevant passage of the
Aristotelian freatise on animals mentioned above.

Indeed, the word “political” is used in its broader sense both in the
Politics and in the Nicomachaean Ethics. Thus in the Nicomachaean Ethics
Aristotle tells us that man, because he is by nature a political animal, that is
a social animal, would never prefer fo live alone, even if he had at his
disposal all the riches of the world: oudeic yap eAair’ av ka8 autov 1a
TIavTa eXEV ayada. TOMITIKOV yap O avBpwirog Kal culnv TeQuKwg
(1169b 17-19). Indeed, at another point in the same treatise, Aristotle
underlines that the social nature of man is always a step ahead of his
political nature, in the sense that the social nature of man in the
fundamental form of the sexual union between a man and a woman is more
powerful and superior to any other form of human communal cohabitation,
because this form of union constitutes the necessary condition of existence
not merely of the cohabitating community of the polis, but of the human
species itself: avdpi kai yuvaiki QiAia SoKel KATA QUOIV UTTAPXEIV. avBpwTTog
yap T Quoel ouvduacTtikov HaMAov n TTOMITIKOV, O0W TTPOTEPOV KAl
GVGYKQI:JTEpOV OIKIO TTOAEWG, KAl TEKVOTIONA KoIvoTepov Toi§ {wolg (1162a
16-19).

In any case, the adjective ‘political’ is used by Aristotle with two different
meanings. At fimes it is used fo denote things and situations that are related
to the political society of the polis, and at times to denote something broader;
in this latter sense, it means the same as the adjective ‘social.’ The use of the
adjective ‘political’ with the meaning of ‘social’ is also iwo-fold, for
sometimes it simply means the cohabitating animals, that is the animals that
live in herds, and at other times it means ‘social’ and ‘political’ at the same
time, and so it refers exclusively to man.’ That is, it denotes, both the general
need of man for social life in the company of other men, and something else
beyond this form of socializing, because it also denotes the political conduct
of man, which is the more narrow meaning of the ferm. It denotes the
institutions and the purely political life of the political society of the polis.

But it is time to move on fo the meaning of the word “political” in the
phrase ‘political animal’ in the Politics, where it occurs three times:

A) €K TOUTWY OUV Qavepov OTI TWV QUTEL N TTOAIS EOTI, Kai 0T 0 avBpwWITog QuUOE!
TroAmiKov {wov (1253a 1-3).
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B) Biom 8¢ TToMTIKoV 0 avBpwITog {wov TTacng HENTTNG Kat TTavtog ayeAaiou {wou
paAAov dnAov (1253a 7-9).

C)  guoer pev eoTiv avBpwirog {wov TroMimkov. Slo kar pndev deopevol g Tap’
aAAnAwv BonBeiag ouk eAartov opeyovral Tou oudnv (1278b 19-21).

In the first passage the natural political behavior of man is attached to the
natural character of the polis, given that the nature of man reaches its
completion inside and through the polis'® to which man is inclined by his
very nature.’ As a result, the adjective “political” in the passage in question
refers to the political society of the polis, namely, it is used with its more
narrow and precise meaning.'?

In the second passage of the Politics listed above, the natural political
behaviour of man is compared to that of the bee and generally to that of all
animals that live in herds, and it is argued that man is a political animal to a
higher degree than the other animals that live in herds. A difference of
superiority favors man, and this is certainly due to the fact that man is not
merely a ‘political animal’ but also an ‘animal who has rationality’, a trait
which clearly enriches and upgrades his social capital in many respects.’

In the third passage of the Politics, which also contains the phrase
‘man the political animal’, the adjective “political” is used in its broader and
more comprehensive sense. It has, that is, the same meaning as the word
‘social’. That the socialization of man is fulfilled within the community of the
polis, and therefore, here as in all the parallel texts, that in some way the
political society of the city is also implied, cannot be doubted, | believe.

There is no doubt that Aristotle uses the adjective “political” in the
phrase “political animal” wishing to state simultaneously two things: first,
that man is a social animal, somewhat like many animals that live in herds,
and second, that man is the social animal par excellence, because he can
move beyond the simple political behavior or social behavior, which he
shares with the animals of the herd, and reach the political behavior of the
polis, which is the most complex and most perfect society. And it is possible
for man to move beyond the simple political behavior, because only man
has (superior) intelligence and the ability to communicate in arficulated
speech, in language, not mere sounds.' The creation of the political society
of the polis also enables the realization of the more complete political
behavior of man, which is expressed also in the famous phrase: “man is by
nature a political animal”. In other words, political behavior, from mere
natural urge'® and the possibility of social cohabitation with other men,
becomes true political life (life of the polis), within which man is able to
realize completely his nature and so become a ‘good citizen’, and should
the circumstances be conducive, also a ‘good man’ as well. The political
behavior of man is complex and multi-leveled, because his nature is
complex and multi-leveled. This is the reason why man is more of a political
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animal than the other political animals. “The polis has the nature of man as
its essence, because it is inside the polis that the logos of man is realized”.'
The man of nature, being a product of nature, is essentially man only in
principle. He becomes true man, according to Aristotle, in stages and
through polifical life, and the life of the polis'” more specifically.’® This,
however, does not mean that when Aristotle says in his Politics: man is by
nature a political animal, he means exclusively that man is by nature
“destined o live inside the polis”."”

After what has been argued so far it is, | believe, obvious that the
adjective “political” at a first level means social, socialis, gesellschaftlich,
and af a second level it means political, politicus, politisch. Thus, when
someone claims? that Thomas Aquinas defines man as a social and
political animal, allegedly contrary to Aristotle, who defines him only as a
political animal because he presumably does not know the meaning of
‘society’, he obviously has not understood the meaning of the
aforementioned famous Aristotelian phrase — a phrase which covers
completely both the notion of civic society and the notion of political society.
For Aristotle social behavior-political behavior constitutes an ontological
characteristic of man. For this reason Aristotle argues that the man who has
no political nature is either something less than man, that is, a wild animal,
or he is self-sufficient on his own, that is, something more than man, he is
god.?! Of course, this does not at all mean that those who live outside the
polis are not men. For Aristotle only he who does not have a political nature
is not man; o 8ia @uaolv kal ou Sia Tuxnv amolig (1253a 3-4).2 For this
reason, the thesis that, presumably according to Aristotle, man is by nature
an animate being of the polis, a being who lives in the perfect society,”
cannot be accepted.

Let us now see if man is by nature a good animal. To begin with we
should say that we shall see goodness ontologically on the one hand, and
on the other hand, morally. As far as our first consideration, the ontological
one, is concerned, we must say that the good, just as being, is for Aristotle
something that can be said in many ways, that is a concept with many
meanings, and it corresponds to the ontological categories of being as
good,? refers to the essence and it expresses the ontological good.? In this
sense, all beings are good. The reason for their goodness is purely and
simply the fact that they exist. Being and Good at an introductory basic level
are identical. They differ only secundum rationem, because the concept of
good points to the concept of desirable, and this in turn fo the concept of
perfection, which is entwined with a real, with an ontologically perfect,
being. Whatever exists, is automatically a bearer of perfection, which is
founded in the very nature of being, of each being. All beings, nature in its
entirety, have inside them the purpose, they are themselves their own
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purpose, they exist for a purpose and not in vain. H 8¢ guaig TeAog eamv?
(1252b 32), says Aristotle, and the self-realization of every being equals the
realization of its respective nature. And since beings are themselves their
own purpose, they are good by themselves.?’”

Thus, according to Aristotle, the nature/physis of every being is
identified with its telos, its end, which these beings reach only when the
course of their ontological growth has been completed, when, that is, they
reach that level of perfection which is foreseen by their own nature. That is
precisely why the telos is identical to natural perfection, to the good,
ontological and moral, because the latter is attached to the natural identity-
individuality of every being. And precisely because the good is identified with
the natural perfection of all beings, towards which all move, it is defined by
Aristotle as that which is desired by everything and is pursued by everything:
Bio kahwg amepnvavro T ayaBov, ou Tavr e@ietal (HO. Nik. 1094a 2-3)%.
It is identified, in other words, with the object of desire/appetite, with the
particular end at any given time, since this constitutes the fulfillment of will in
the case of man, as well as the cause and the end of every practical and
theoretical activity of man,? and also of all cosmic activity becoming, for, in
Aristotle’s view, physis is the end, and the end, every end, is good. And since
good is the telos (end), and nature, the work of nature, is always serving
some purpose, the teleological interpretation of both the moral and the
natural/cosmic reality for Aristotle is given. In Aristotle, good in its
ontological dimension is not limited to the human ontological and moral
good, but it includes all beings, animate and inanimate. All natural beings
are good, simply because they exist, because the Being is better than the
not-Being®, and beings in act (energeia) are more perfect and therefore
befter than the beings in potentia (Suvapel), because each thing, Aristoile
says in his Physics, receives a definition when it has reached its realization
rather than when it exists only in potentia (Suvapel)®'. The precise nature of
every thing, in other words, presupposes its complete development.®? For the
same reason, the species in Aristotle ranks a step higher than matter (uAn);*
it is nature fo a higher degree than matter is nature. And precisely because
the cause of the ontological good is the things themselves, the numbers are
not considered an ontological good, because they are neither autonomous
natural substances nor composites (matter and species), and so they are not
causes of the autonomous natural substances.3* For the same reason
onfological evil is understood only as privation in relation to the normal
nature of the being to which it refers. This means that ontological evil does
not have autonomous existence, it does not exist on its own, as it does in
Plato.%® SnAov apa OTI OUK £0TI TO KOKOV Trapa Ta Trpaypara (Merag. 1051a
17-18)%. Ontological evil is an imperfection of a particular being, because
this being either has not yet attained completely the shape that it is destined

25




to have by nature (evieAexeia), or it has a defective form (eviehexeiq). This
means that no being is evil as being, but it is evil only when it lacks certain
things which it is destined 1o have by nature. One such natural evil is, for
example, blindness, or various diseases. The same also holds true for moral
evil. This too, is a form of privation in relation to the moral perfection which
pertains fo man according to the potential of his nature. The existence of
natural and moral evil is not contradictory with respect to the ontological
being which is identified with being itself, but they constitute accidents of
being. Thus, a man who, for example, does not have moral virtues or sharp
vision, is not ontologically evil, he is not generally evil as a man, but only
with respect to one moral and natural dimension.3” This means that the
ontological goodness, for example of men, is not absolutely identical, but
rather it differs from man to man depending on their ontological perfection
because T ayaBov 1oaxwg Asyetal Tw ovn (HB. Nik, 1096a 23-24)%8. This is
precisely the reason why Aristotle mentions ‘natural virtues’. These are
natural aptitudes which through prudence may become principal qualities,
that is moral virtues.*” The natural virtues are not the same for all men.
There are qualitative differences. This is why Aristotle speaks of men with
optimal nature or corrupted nature.*

Oniological good is understood as the affirmation of Being. This is
why all nature is per se good. Ontological good despite its being different
from moral good*' is not irrelevant to it,*? because it is part of the
ontological particularity of beings, which operates as the familiar matter with
respect to the moral good.** As far as man is concerned, the ontological
good par excellence is identical to his rational soul,* which is the
presupposition and the instrument for all dimensions of moral good.*

If the ontological good of man is his rational soul, understood as the
carrier of his unique powers and abilities which of all beings he alone
possesses - because it is his soul which enables him to be who he is, in other
words it gives him his identity - then the work of man can only be attributed
to the work of his rafional mind (yuxr), and as such to be rational deeds
and activities,*® because it is not possible for the ontological uniqueness to
be purposeless, namely that one or more functions do not correspond to the
rational mind. Aristotle states that it is not possible for every man-craftsman
and for every member or instrument of man not to have their familiar work,
and man as human being, namely man as an ontological type (£150¢) not to
have a familiar function which will express his specific distinction, his
ontological identity and his substance.*” The substance is expressed from
within its familiar activity or function and the familiar activity or the familiar
function are expressions (ekpdvoeig) of the substance. However the function
of man, as is moreover self-evident is not qudlitatively undifferentiated but is
distinguished in terms of good and bad. Thus just as the functioning of a
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guitarist may be bad, average or excellent (omoudaio) so the functioning of
man as human being is according to his gifts and abilities, in respect of the
appropriate virtue, is in Aristotle’s language good or bad. Subsequently the
function of an excellent man, the man with distinct virtues (apetai), will be
correspondingly excellent,*® and because the good of man as human being,
os o logical necessity, lies for him in the appropriate function: “Ev Tw epyw
Bokel TayaBov eival kal 10 €u”.*® “For the good (goodness) and the well
(efficiency) is thought to reside in that function”, and as this, as already
stated, is nothing else than the rational faculties and activities. Aristotle
comes thus to the interesting conclusion that the human good turns out to be
an activity of the soul in accordance with virtue, and if there is more than
one virtue, in accordance with the best and most complete.® This means
that the most perfect good of man, namely happiness, should be identified
with the most perfect function of man.¥

But the correctness of this teaching of Aristotle is disputed in the sense
that for man as human being there is an own appropriate function and that
a good man is a man who performs his function well. Thus there are those
who claim® that to man as human being, - a specific action does not
correspond - a function which is not exclusively appropriate to his nature.
They say man has not been created for a specific purpose or at least there is
no common acceptance of such a view. However those who support this
crificism forget that so long as we accept that man has a unique ontological
identity, since he is the only rational being, that is, a being who possesses
reason both with regard to the meaning of high intelligence and to
articulated speech, namely language. We are of necessity - rational
necessity - compelled to accept that in this unique rational nature of man
also corresponds a unique and analogous function which cannot be
anything else but the rational faculties and activities. The function is
derivative from the substance of its producer. And as G Santas correctly
observes “the question whether man has a distinct function in the Aristotelian
sense of the term is tantamount fo the question whether man has certain
abilities or powers that no other living being has namely to think in terms of
means and aims and fo conduct theoretical research or in other words to
contemplate as to what he has 1o do and search for the truth. We know that
man has indeed these abilities and as far as we know he alone possesses
them” .53 Therefore when Aristotle speaks regarding an appropriate function
in man, surely he does not mean a particular or unique function, for
example as the function of an artist or a mathematician.

Concerning the second objection namely that a good man is a man
who performs his function well and as a result of it he is apparently an
instrument in the service of others’ aims, something morally unacceptable,
since man is an end in himself and he should never become a means and
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an instrument in the service of other people. It must be said that the man
who performs his function well in the final analysis mainly advances his own
happiness and thereby does not become an instrument in the service of
others. According to Aristotle, man, every man, is always an end in himself,
since the highest aim of every proper state is happiness, this highest good,
of all citizens and all people. All people without exception have the right to
happiness. G Santas observes as follows: “Aristotle maintains that a man is
a good man if he performs his function as man well and therefore man is
not assessed on the basis of the quality of services he offers as instrument of
someone else’s aims”.5

But let us return to the good as the object of desire, as desvderatum,
We have already mentioned that the notion of desire in this case has a
special breath and depth.*®

With respect to their quality, Aristotle divides goods into true and
apparent. Both the former and the latter are equally objects of desire. Every
man always desires and pursues whatever seems good to him, that is
pleasant, beneficial, useful, just, beautiful, regardless of whether it is actually
good or not: Tou yap eival Gokouvrog ayaBou XApIV TTAVTA TTPATIOUCIV
navieg (1252a 3-4).%¢ This, though, obviously leads to an extreme
subjectivism and to a corresponding relativism—in other words, to a
sophistical treatment of things. At this point it is necessary to stress
something which of course is absolutely self-evident, namely that Aristotle is
not at all indifferent to the question as to whether this is an issue regarding
the true good or merely the apparent good. He is indifferent only with
respect to approaching the good on an exclusively descriptive and empirical
way. If, however, we approach matters as we should and according to the
rules, just as Aristotle approaches them, then of course it should not be a
matter of indifference to us whether the good is an apparent or true one. So,
according to Aristotle, the will always directs itself toward a certain end. And
since the felos (end) and the good in Aristotle are one and the same,* the
will is always directed towards a good.?® On this everybody agrees. But the
question is whether the object of the will is identical to the true good or
merely to whatever is considered good. Others believe that the will is always
directed towards the true good, and that if someone happens to desire
something after making a bad choice, this cannot be considered the object
of the will: Toig pev Bouhntov 1’ ayaBov Aeyouor un eival Bouhntov O
BouAetan 0 un opBwg aipoupevog (HB. Nik. 1113a 17-18).%° Alternatively,
others believe that the object of the will is the apparent good, that is,
whatever one considers to be good: T0IG & au T0 @Qavouevov ayaBov
BouAntov Aeyouat (HB. Nik. 1113a 20).%° Aristotle tries to find the golden
mean between these two diametrically opposed moral theories, accepting
that according to a more general and correct consideration of things, the
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object of the will is the good, the true good, while for man as individual, the
object of the will is what under particular circumstances seems good fo him:
gareov aTAwg pev Kai kar' aAnBeiav BouAnTtov eivan T ayaBov, £kaoTw de
10 paivopevov (HB. Nik. 1113a 23-24).%" And from theory, Aristotle moves
one to praxis, creating some form of compromise between the Sophists and
Plato, arguing that the true good is the object of the virtuous man's will,
while the morally imperfect, (pauhog) limits himself to what seems good to
him, whatever offers him pleasure or satisfies some temporary interests: Tw
pev ouv atroudaiw 1o kar aAnBeiav (sc. ayaBov BouAntov eam), Tw O¢
gavhw 1o TuXov (HB. NIK. 1113a 25-26).2 With this thesis, a really
important one, Aristotle also answers the big question, what is the rule and
the measure of the morally right.

According to Aristotle the sure criterium for the morally right or wrong
is the excellent one, namely the distinguished man on account of his ethos
and sound judgement. This man precisely due to his abilities can act as a
rule and measure for the assessment of current moral issues.®® On the
confrary most people are swept by pleasures in making erroneous
judgements resulting in them always preferring sensual things, by
considering them as good while in reality this is not always the case, and to
avoid sad matters viewing them as bad while this does not always hold
good.* Therefore according to Aristotle the rule and measure of morality is
the excellent man. The relationship between excellent and good is dialectical
and wavering since the good is whatever seems good to the excellent man
and an excellent man is the man to whom the real good seems good. In
other words the criterium of the good man’s goodness is the excellent man
and the criterium of the excellent man’s goodness is the real good.

The raising of a man, even though an excellent man, to a criterium of
goodness and morality is viewed with criticism and scepticism.® In other
words what is called in question is the correciness of the authority’s
criterium. However what must be noted here is that the raising of the
excellent man to a rule of morality is neither arbitrary nor is it due to some
aristocratic inclination on Aristotle’s part. Aristotle’s excellent man is not self-
appointed to be an excellent man neither is he appointed by some other
authority but is recognised as such by the political society in which he lives.
That is to say he earns the enviable title through a tacit agreement of a
society which he expresses in an informal way because he represents in an
exemplary manner what in his society constitutes a common conscience and
a universal demand on a level of correct speech and virtue. What certainly
cannot be proved in an unquestionable way is who is excellent and who is
depraved. Besides, in the changing topics of morality and politics, it is both
futile and irrational to search for proof.

Regarding the goodness of man from the perspective of morality, as is

29




known, this is an accomplishment of man, an accomplishment, that is, of
the human intellectual and voluntary faculties, and it is founded on man’s
nature, exercise and learning. On ethical criteria, man is neither good nor
bad by nature: oudepia Twv NBIKWV APETWY QUTEI NUIV EYYIVETAI...OUT apa
QUOEI OUTE TTOPA (QUCIV EYYIVOVTAI Ol CpETal, OAAO TTEQUKOGI HEV NIV
Be§aoBal autag, teAeioupevolg O Sia Tou eBoug (HB. Nik. 1103a 19-26).
This is also true for the intellectual virtues.

Man, then, is good in a double sense. On the one hand, he is good
per se (ontological good), and on the other hand, he is good as subject and
bearer of the desire of the good, apparent or real. Inside him coexist
simultaneously the good as subject and the good as object, as the fulfillment
of biological and emotional needs.
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