
ARISToTLE,S POLITICS
.1=:==::1

Living Well and Living Together

EUGENE GARVER

TIIE UNIVERSITY OF CIIICA(:O IRESS

CI{ICACO AND I-ONDON

L--



-...-

CHA?TER TIVE

Factions and the Paradox of
Aristotelian Practical Science

J) ooks V and VI continue the practical project of Book IV o{ showing how

-f) a constitution can be better than its cltizens and its mlers. At the same

time, these books seem to have much lower standards than the Et.hics and

the rest o{ the Pofitjcs. While someone who chooses life over the good life is

vicious-the coward saving his skin, the self-indulgent gratifying appetites

that prevent him from acting well, the miser, the boaster, etc.-Aristotle
gives advice in the ?olitlcs and especially in Books V and VI about how to

make the state stable and secure instead o{ how it can airn at a good life,

and even in opposition to the good life. The democrat or oligarch who acts

on Aristotle's cotnsels will forgo what he regards as the good life in favor of

stability. Stability as the goal of politics seems to reject the identiffcation of

the end of the state with living well. Instead, the stable state is then only

a necessary condition for human flourishing much like the contemporary

liberal state. There could be nothing noble about political activity under

that understanding.r
In spite of that apparent similarity between modern liberalism and Aiis'

totle's project in Books V and VI, there is a striking difference. The democ'

racies and oligarchies that are the main subjects of this project are regimes

that aim not only at life rather than the good li{e, but at the advantage of

the rulers rather than a common good. Even if the rnodem state limits its
hodzons to aiming at lifg modem political ideology condenns rulers who

aim only at their own beneflt. Giying up our civil liberties in the name oI

security is one thing, abandoning them for the profft of deferse contractors/

quite another.

The emphasis on stability and preservation points to another difference

between the Et.hjcs and the ?ofitics. The Ethics is about viftue, not virtue

and viee. The vices are explored only as consequences o{ what we learn
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about virtue or as ways of knowing about virtue. Vicious people fail to live
up to the standards of virtuet there is no sense that anything other than vice
itself could cause a person to prefer vice to virtue. But in the Politics, cor-
rupt constitutions get at least equal time with corect constitutions. People

want to live in bad states, especially bad {orrrs o{ democracy and oligarchy,
ald especially to be rulers of such states-

Stability then becomes an end worth aiming at distinct {rom virtue and
living well. In the Etlics Adstotle says that the good man, Iike Achilles in
the lliad, "will choose intense pleasure for a short time over slight plea-

sure {or a long time, a year of living ffnely over many years o{ undrstin-
guished life; and a single ffne and great action over many small actions"

{IX,B.rr69a23-26). In the ?olitics, by contrast, stability is a n.reasure of the
excellence of a constitution. The constitution that chooses a brie{ but glorious
existence over indeffnite duration is not a good constitution {1V.r.rz88bz8-
Jo, V.r.rlora-2-4, V.7.r)o7a26 27, VL5.r3zoar-31.2 The emergence of sta-
bility as a measure of excellence in politics but not in ethics would seerr
to make etlical and political thinking different, in spite o{ the faat that
Aristotle maintains that they are the same {NE \/I.B.rr4rbr4).

I. ASYMMETRIES, EPISTEMOLOGICAL AND ETHICAL

Book V has a simple organization. "It is clear that i{ we know the causes by
which constitutions are destroyed we also know the causes by which they
are preserved; for opposites create opposites, and destruction is the opposite
o{ security" (V.B.r3o7bz6-19). Its first seven chapters present the causes by
which constitutions are destroyed, and chapters B and 9 then show the causes
by which they are preserved. Yet in important ways, the dictum is false:
loowing the causes of constitutional change is not equivalent to knowing
how constitutions are preserved. More radically, destruction and security
are not the only alternatives facing someone in potentially revolutionary
situations: constitutions could be reformed and improved as well as pre-
sewed and destroyed. The many ways in which knowledge of the causes of
factions and knowledge of the methods of preservation are not equivalent
supply the energy and interest that drives Book V's argument.3

Aristotle clairns that knowing the causes of faction (stasrsJ will tell us
how to resist them. His actual argument belies that assertion. But we don,t
have to look at the Politics to see that often knowing how something is
caused does not tell us al:out what remedies there could be. Psychologists
uray discover that early childhood trauma has caused certain pathologies.
Short of reversing time's arrow and stopping those traumas {rom happemng
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in the first place, there is no direct path {lom such a discovery to having any

idea o{ how to heal such a person. The demolitions expert is not necessadly

an architect, and the heckler who effectiveb disnlpts a speaker's perfor-

mance is not necessarily a persuasive speaker himself'

I don't think this is a simple error or.r Alistotle's part. There is a difierence

between a causal analysis, such as we ffnd in the ffrst seven chapters, and a

ffrst-person deliberative understanding that the Politlcs overall ain-rs at and

which Book V ffnally arrives at in chapters 8 and 9. Knowing how people

decide and choose does not tell me how to choose and decide Knowing what

causes people to form factions doesn't necessarily tell the statesman how to

prevent them from arising. Historical knowledge is not necessadly practi

cal knowledge. As we will see, Aristotle illustrates this difference between

analysis and deliberation, {or example, in the sequence oi causes of faction

in the pivctal V.3, which moves {rom avoidable mistakes to inevitable or

uDloreseeable events.

The lack ol equivalence between knowing how constitutions are de-

stroyed and knowing how to preser/e them has ties to another, morally

troubling asymmetry. Regardless of how just or deviant a given constitu-

tion is, Aristotle writes as though preserving it is good and destroying it

is bad. The programmatic statement at the beginning o{ Book V presents

preservation and destructions 1s altenatives, with the {ormer always to be

pursued:

What things bring about revolution lmetdbo-la) in constilutions and how

many and o{ what sort they arer what ale the sources of destruction for

each sort of constitution and into what sort of constitution a co:lstitu-

tion is most particularly transformed; further, what are the sources o1

preservation both [for constitutions] in commolr and for each sort of con'

stitution separately; and iurther, by what things each sort oI constitution

might most particularly be preserved-these mattels must be investi-

gated in con{ormity with what has been spoken of (V.r'r3orauo-lslo

The only practical task listed in that program is preservation We are never

invited to deliberate about whether to become a revolutionary There is

never an invitation that thepeople shall judge whether a govemment should

be overthrowrr, How did stability become such an overiding valuel Is this

an intrusion of the author's own political conser/atism rather than some-

thing that is integral to his method and thoughtls

The ffrst asymmetry was epistemological. Dif{erences between knowing

the causes o{ faction and knowing how to preselve constitutions drive the
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argument. The second asymmetry is ethical lts effect on the argument is

leJs obvious, but it is especiaily troubling ethically Since the seventeenth

century we are used to thinking of warring factions as being in a state ol na-

ture. Each ar€3res in the name of justice, but there is no justice available to

settle the dispute, except maybe an appeal to heavcn Pcoplc still have the

language ol justice but can only use it strategically No pdvileges go to those

in power just because they got there ffrst It seems that we should value sta-

bility exactly in proportion to how worth saving the given constitution is'

This asymmetry is troubling because obligation and legitimacy are central

to modern political philosophy, which is written from the perspective of

the good, or at least the rational, person in a questionable regime, not irom

that of the statesman. Book V seems to eschew such moral considerations'

which {or us are the only moral considerations There is no right of revolu'

tion. Nor is there a duty of absolute obedience to the ruler' That is' know-

ing that factions are bad does not imply for Aristotle, as it does, s:ry' ior

Hobbes, that we should therefore always support the Sovernment in power'

The lesson Aristotle draws lrom the idea that statesmen should always aim

at stabilitv is, as we will see, quite different 6

Aristotle's project conlronts the opposite moral difffculty ftoln that

faced in the R-hetoric. There we learn that the power to uphold and to refute

a given proposition is a single power. There is no art ol refutation distinct

{rorn an arl ol demonstration, and no art ot advancing reasons for a given

proposition that knows anything not equally available to someone seeking

to overthrow that claim T "The orator should have the power to convince

about opposites, as in syllogistrs . , not that we should do both ifor onc

o.,ght trot to convince people to clo wrongJ, but that we will not miss the

way things really are" {I.r'r355a29-32J.
The trouble with the R.hetolic was that the moral hjunction- one ought

not to convince people to do wrong seemed distinct from the art and power

to convince about opposites, so distinct that it sounds like adYentitious pi-

ety. In Politics V the moral di{ffculty comes from the fact that the science

Aristotle teaches does not work equally both ways While we have to know

the causes o{ faction, we are never invited to join in one, while on the other

side, stability becomes a value apart from al1 regard {or the justice of the

constitution to be defended The Rhetoric claims that "tIue and better tacts

are by nature always more productive of good syllogisms and more persua-

sive" {I.r.r355az9). Politics V asserts an asymmetly on behalf of a much

lower value-it's not easier to argue {or the truth, but better to de{end any

constitution, regardless of how it measures up against absolute standards o{

iustice. Delense is better than o{fense, regardless of the cause'
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The relativism o{ stability seems ethically neutral, and so the project

ol preserving states ethically dubious, in a way that lustice relative to a

constitution i$ not. Justice may be a relative concept, but it isn't an arbi-

trary one. The goodness of tl.re good citizen is not purely instrumental' like

the goodness of a good slave. Stability seems to go beyond the relativc to

the arbitrary. Partial justice is still iustice in a way that does not seem to

have a parallel for stability. "All men grasp iustice to some extent but they

only go p"rt ol the way, and they do not state the whole of absolute jus'

tice" {ttl9. rzsoaq-r r l. That idea seems repeated at the beginning of Book V:

"We must ffrst assume as a principle that many different constitutions have

come into being because, though all agree about the just and the propor-

tionately equal, they make a mistake l-h aruafiia) aborrtit" (V r'13ora25-26)'

But there is a clif{erence. Book V omits a normative consideration present

in Book III. In lII.9, democrats and oligarchs are doubly mistaken They not

only generalize about equality and inequality, thinking either that someone

equal in some respect is simply equal, or that someone unequal in some

,"rp""t i. simply unequal, but in addition, "of the most authoritative con-

sideration they say nothing" (rzSoaz5 )- Like the democrats and oligarchs'

Aristotle himself in Book V says nothing of tustice according to merit and

its connection to the end ol the city, the good life'

Hence the conclusion of I1I.9 is absent lrom Book V: "Those who con-

tdbute most to a partnership fin living well] have a greater part ln the clly

tl.ran those who are equal or greater in {reedorn and {amily but unequal in

political virtue, or those who outdo them in wealth but are outdone in vr-

tue" (r"8ra3 7). Book V is silent where Book III offered normative stan-

dar<ls. We are lelt simply with e(ors causing factions which in turn aause

revolutions. 1{ paticular constitutions and forms of justice are iounded on

error, modern remedies such as compromise and a modus vivendi make

no sense: what would be the point of neutrality between a pair o{ e ors?

There are two kinds of justicq arithmetic and geometrical, democratic and

oligarchic. Both kintls are partial, but there is no third kind of justicer true

justice or justice according to merit, alongside those two, nor is there the in-

direct guidance we get {ron recognizing that neither {orm of justice is true

lusticei ithe solution to the problem oi factions is not to abandon partial

conceptions of justice in {avor of complete justice We need to understand

why not."

If we could tie stability to justice, that would help overcome the suspt-

cionofrelativismhere.Unfortun4tely,whilepeople'sconceptionsofjustice
may cause {actions, justice itself plays little role in ?olitic's V' Emphasizing

stability makes us neglect justice.

II. FACTION AND CONST]TUTIONAL CHANGE

These asymmetries that knowing how to preserve a constitution is not
equivalent to knowing the causes ol faction, and that preserying a cotstitt-
tion is always worthwhilc-propel the argument o{ Book V. There are trvo

dilferences between the programmatic plan o{ IV. r and the ffrst paragraph

of V.r, which announces the subject {or Book V. First, IV.r does contem-

plate the possibility of reform: "To reform (epanorth6sail a constitution
is no less a task than to {rame one {rom the beginning . . . The political

expert should be able to assist existing regimes" (r289a3-7). Second, fac-

tion did not appear in IV.r. Stability is its subject instead. In one sense,

the shift from preserving the constitution to {ocusing on factions seems

innocent and obvious. Factions destjoy constitutions/ and so the statesmat

interested in stability must defeat factio s. Adstotle makes the connection

between factions and constitutional chalrge more complex, and eventu-

ally discovers modes of constitutional change that have nothing to do with
faction.

Once agair.r: "we must flrst assume as a principle that many di{{erent

constitutions have come into being becausg though all agree about the just

and the proportionately equal, they make a mistake about it" lv. r.r 3ora25
u 6). While plurality and particularity come from initial errors, these mistakes

are not always fatal, and the causal analysis in V.r-4 shows that Iactions
are caused as much by the emotions and actions of those outside the consti-
tution as by errors internal to the constitution. Unlike Socrates, Aristotle
never suggests that constitutions are unstable because they are imper{ect.

Instea4 constitutions are unstable because of lactions, while factions come

into existence because constitutions are imperfect. Aristotle's argument is

one step longer than Socrates's, with factions as an intermediate cause be-

tween impedection and instability. That is how Aristotle makes his argu-

ment more ethical and practical. Presewation does not require perfection,

only the suppression of faction.
Constitutional change is therefore a {orm of rrotion with an external

cause, namely, {action. Aristotle dif{ers from Plato on this count. But this
external cause is not {ully alien to the constitution. If it were, we would
have to worry about the role of chance and ask, with Machiavelli in chap-

ter z5 of The P nce, what the statesman can do to oppose fortune. Factions
could come from outside agitators and foreign powers, or {rom unexpected
changes in the proportions of rich and poor or other groups within the
state, and not from any mistake in the constitution itself. Identifying con-
stitutional chanse with faction avoids those Platonic and Machiavellian
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extremes, which agree that only intern4l causes of constitutional change
can be rnderstood, 4nd that external causes arc {ortuitous and inational.
Aristotle shows how the statesman can understand external causes/ slnce
they are external to the constitution yet responses to a mistake about equal-
ity within the constitution. His analysis gives the statesman an intelligible
yet external cause o{ constitutional change.

When {actions become intelligible, as opposed to fortuitous or iratio-
nal, the outsiders become, if not citizens, part of the constitution. These
outsiders, with the possibility of laction and revolt, and their claims about
justice and injustice, have a political voice that makes them different from
outsiders such as resident aliens or Spartan helots, who might threaten the
stability of a polis but who have no political standing. Constitutions deffne
who is a citizen, but it does not Iollow that such deffnitions are beyond
practical criticism. The constitution's de{ining who is a citizen looks like
a performative utterance, in which saying something makes it so, but this
act appeals to nomative standards of justice, and so the constitution can"

not simply deffne who is a citizen |IILu.r:75b26-3o). Constitutions deffne
citizens, and therefore all constitutions exclude some who might be citi-
zens.e Citizens as delined by the constitution dely that they have relations
of justice to the excluded and worry that the outside{s might retum the
favor. Aristotle's analytic framework accurately reflects the very unstable
position of these outsiders. Making factions intelligible is a ffrst step to
controlling them.ro

A brief analogy to the Poetics might help place Aristotle's analysis.

Just as Socrates clairned that all constitutional change comes from an enor
within the ruling class, someone might think that all tragic downfalls were
due to errors on the part of the person who will su{Ier the tragedy. One's
errots become one's fate. Imperfection causes instability and loss. Trag-
edy is, then, the unfolding of the inevitable consequences o{ a tragic flaw.
Such an understanding is parallel to my Platonic analysis of revolution. On
the other hanrl what I just called the Machiavellian analysis of factions
resembles those who tJrink that tr4gedy comes {rom moral luck, Irom the
contingencies of clashes between people, projects, or values, from unfore-
seeable consequences, among other things. Aristotle's analysis o{ tragedy,
like his analysis of factions, mediates between these possibilities. Tragedy
results frorn an error, but the error is not blameworthy, nor is the plot a pre-

dictable outcome o{ the error. Similarlv, constitutions are unstable becausc
of factions, while factions come into existence because constitutions are

lmpedect.
Determinism and chanceboth defeat Atistotelian tragedy. There is noth-
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ing noble, and nothing of the proper magnitude for tragedy, in an agent fac-

ing either a deterministic or a fotuitous universe. Similarly, there is drama

and evenpathos in Aristotle's analysis oflaction. In a situation where people

act in the name oi iustice without {ully understanding its connection to tnte

merit, stability ls a less likely outcome than continuous civil war. It is not

helpful simply to assert that the better the constitution, the more stable,

so that stability is acquired through making the aonstitution better. That

assertion doesn't take stability as a serious problem in its own right, and

doesn't take seriously the situation in which {actions occur. That would be

something like Socratesrs claims that the better the person, the less others

can harm him, which sounds too much like wishful thinking for Aristotle.

III. BOOK V.r-a: FACTION IN GENERAL

Chapters r througll 4 of Book V concem the general causes of faction and

constitutional change, as opposed to those speciffc to a particulal kind of

constitution. The argument within these chapters moves increasingly to

causes of faction that have no counterpart in methods of presetvation, eveir-

tually separating constitutional change {rom factions altogether, although

those two were initially associated as effect and cause. Separating lactions

from constitutional change opeus up the diiference between knowing the

causes o{ faction and knowing the causes of stability, between analysis and

deliberatior.r.

The flrst three chapters look at the four Aristotelian causes of faction.

In chapter r we leam that factions have the same Iormal cause as the mul-
tiplicity and variety of constitutions themselves. He begins with lines I
quoted above: "We must first assume as a principle that many different con-

stitutions have come into being because, though all agree about the just and

the proportionately equal, they make a mistake about it" {V. r. r 3or a2 5 26).

Given that mistakes as the formal cause of factions, we will understand Iac"

tions practically by grasping the other three causes, the material, {inal, and

efficient causes:rr

And since we are considering what cilcul]]stances give dse to party fac-

tions (staseis) and revolutions {metaboiai)in constitutions, we lnust ffrst

ascertain their origins and causes generally. They are, roughly speaking,

three in number, which we must mark out each by itsell in outline ffrst.

For we must understand (rJ the disposition of those who lorm factions,

and {zl {or the sake of what, and thirdly, 13) what are t}re origins of politi"

cal tumults and of factions against one another. (v.2.r3o2ar6-2rl

CHAPTIR 5
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This delicate status of factions as an external cause intimately related to the
constitutions converts this taxonomy into an argument. The three succes-

sive causes move increasingly away {rom the formal cause of errors about
justice and closer to things witl.rin the statesmanrs power- Aristotle is noc

wrong to assert that knowledge of destruction is knowledge of preserva-

tion. But as we come to understand the claim, we see that it points beyond

itsel{ to causes of destruction that have no counterpart in preservation-
that's the bad news, since that means there are things we can't do anything
about and modes oi presewation that are not simply contraries of causes

of faction, wl.rich will turn out to be ways of preserving the state that at the

same time make it better. Those modes will be ways of improving the con-

stitution. The other three causes are increasingly distant lrom the formal
cause/ as they should be for a phenomenon that is an external cause related

to the constitution itsell.
Thus Aristotle says that the dispositions, the ffrst cause on the list, Jol-

low {rom the general cause. That is, the material cause is almost identical
to the Iormal cause oi partial conceptions o{ equalityr "We must 1ay it down

that the general cause of men being themselves somehow disposed towards

change is mainly the one we have in fact already spoken oI" l4ozazzl.
The ends of faction, the next cause considered, are also generated by the

different interpretations of justice, but they are much less abstract and for-

mal than the material causes. Partisans of inequallty and equality aim at

honor and profft {r3oza3r-331. Democrats and oligarchs assert two partial

interpretations of equality; democrats typically aim at wealt[ oligarchs

at honor, and therefore the ends of lactions are honor and profit, {See too

IlI.r 5. rz86br 5: "Oligarchies made wealth a thing o{ honor.") Aristotle gives

content to the purely mathematical descriptior of the two Iormal possibili-

ties by tylng them to these ends. Notice that these two aims are different
from other characterizations of the differences between democratic and oli-
garchic justice, which has democracy aiming at freedom and oligarchy at

wealth. That is, democratic and oligarchic constitutions aim at {reedom

and wealth, respectively, while democratic and oligarchic factions aim at

wealth and honor, respectively.12

At this point the discussion of factions in Book V directly teaches us

something about the accolrnt in Book I of people as political animals. Recall
that "speech is for making clear what is beneffcial or harmful, and hence

also what is just or unjust" (I.z.rz53a8-rB). There are no factioDs concern-

ing what is beneffcial or harmful, not because people don't make mistakes

about what proffts them but because they don't connect the useful with
merit, while justice always relates to rnerit and desert. People can quarrel
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over anything, but citizens only form factions because of differences over

lustlce.
The falsehood in the proof-text I quoted at the beginning-"It is clear

that if we know the causes by which constitutions are destroyed we also

know the causes by which ttrey are preserved; for opposites create oppo-

sites, and desti-uction is the opposite of security" (V.B. r 3o7b2 6-2 9 )-starts
to emerge rqith the efffcient causes of {action. The variety of different ef-

ffcient causes looks indeffnite: the ffrst few Aristotle mentions, we will
see. follow from the analysis oI the material and ffnal cause, but as chap-

ter 3 progresses, the causes he enumerates increasingly seem to emerge from

historical examples, not Aristotle's own structule. As the kinds o{ cause

become more historical, the connection between faction and constitutional

change becomes more attenuated. These causes aren't tied to the particular

constltution and its faults. He ffnally notes that there are kinds of consti-

tutional change that don't come {rom faction at all, in spite of his earlier

claiming that constitutional changes must occur through stasis {r30rb6 7):

"constitutions change even without {actiol" (3. r 303ar 3, see too 6. r 3o6b6ff,

8.r:o8a3 5ff).
A closer look at chapter 3 shows the dlmamics of Aristotle's arglrment

at work, Be{ore going on to causes o{ constitutional change not related to

faction, he ffrst lists six efffcient causes of constitutional change tied to

faction, and the series exhibits a decreasing symmetry between cause and

remedy. These causes of {action are less and less a response to a rnistake by

the rulers or the constitution.

r- "What sort oI power insolence and profit have and how they are a

cause is pretty clear" (r3ozb5-6). Good rulers can guard agaiflst jn-

solence and profit, and so factions exist and succeed so1e1y due to a

culpabJe misral<e by thc ru1er.

z. "It is also clear what honor is capable oI and how it is a cause of fac-

tior1. For both when men are themselves dishonored and lvhen they

see others honored, they {orm a faction" (r3ozbro-rrl The simple

connection present in the case of insolence and profit between cause

and remedy disappears; even worse/ by showing that the virtuous

can be orr either side of a revolt caused by honor, it invites ques"

tions about what phronesjs can do at all in these conditions. Iactions

"occur uniustlv when certain men are either honored or dishonored

contrary to t1-reir worth, but justly when according to thefu worth"

{r3ozbrz r4l. The justice of a faction has no bearing on how the

statesraan should treat it.

CHAPTER 5
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"Men Iorm a faction because of supedodty when someone leither
one person or more tian one) is greater in power than accords witll
the city and the power o{ the governing c1ass" (r3ozbr5-r7). This
is a cormolr enough cause o{ Iaction that it has generated its owt
characteristic rerlledy/ ostracism, but Adstotle cdticizes that coun-

termeasure. "It is better to see to it from the beginning that no nen
become so pre-eminent than to supply a remedy later" (r3ozbr9-
zo). It looks as though preeminence is an avoidable mistake, al-

though Aristotle doesn't tell us how to insure that no one becomes

pre-eminent.

"Men form a faction because of fear: both those who have committed
an injustice, fearing that they will be punished, and those who are

about to suffer an iniustice, wishing to act lirst before they suf{er it"
{r 3ozbzr-23). Fear can be well motivated <l1 not. Since justice is irrel,
evant to whether fear makes people want to overthrow a constitution,
this cause begs for a treatment that relies purely on appearance, dis-

regarding actual merit. What matters is whether people {eel insulted.

However, driving a wedge between appearance and melit separates

the cause from the remedy as well. Not only, theq is there a diifer-

ence between stability and excellence, but a difference between dre

arts of appearance that lead to stabilit, and the real virtues of the
good constitution.

"Men also form a faction because oI contempt" (r 3o2b2j ). Contempt
resembles the lirst cause, insolence and profft, in coming Irom a

mistake n-rade by the rulers. But contempt looks like an inevitable
consequence oI the mistake o{ forming a democracy or oligarchy in
the first place and so an unavoidable feature oI those forms o{ govern-

ment. Aristotle's initial claim that the causes o{ instability were the
causes of particularity {V-r. r3ora25-26) Iooks vindicated: al-l consti'
tutions have insiders and outsiders, and contempt seems a necessary

by-product of having some people within the constitution and others

outside. If there is a remedy, it won't have anything to do with the
cause itself. Govenments have to make the excluded feel nonex-

cluded, at least to the extent of not being objects of contempt. As

with Iear, appearance becomes important, mai{ing justice and virtue
mole illelevant.

"Changes oi constitution also arise because of disproportionate
growth" 1r3o2b331. "A city is composed o{ parts, the growth of one

of wl-rich often escapes lotice . . , and this o{ten happens because o{
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chance" 1r303ar-31. The statesmar-r seems doomed because nothing

could be more of a cause witilout a cure than this

These causes cast into doubt the symmetly that knowing why men form

{actions will tell us what to do about them.It is increasingly unclear whether

the mistakes that generate particular {orms of constitution are avoidable or

inevitable errors. The more irrelevant the justice of the insurgeot's com-

plaints, the less clear the connection between the constitution's mistake and

its instability.
Things get even worse when Adstotle next tluns to constitutional change

without {action. Electioneedng and belittlement, "srnall differences," and

racial and territorial differences are sources oI constitutional change that

need not occul through factions at all/ or in which factions arise without

connection to any original euor in the constitution or the rulers. These

are clearly causes that are extemal to Aristotle's own treatment of aonsti-

tutional change. Once there ale sources of constitutional change outside

o{ faction, the causes truly become indeffnite. Whether or not they have

anything to do with factions, they have nothing to do with the constitution

revolted against. Aristotle's idea of factions as an extelnal cause intimately

related to the constitutions themselves has disappeared.

The partial and growing independence o{ the fow causes in V.r-3 is sig'

niffcant. It is another consequence ol the fact that poleis are neither natural

nor artiffcial. Among natural things, formal, flnal, and moving causes are

identical, and matter is co elative to form. In the arts, the four causes are

fully independent o{ each other. The four causes of faction lie between those

options, since faction is an external phenomcnon tied to the internal nature

of the constitution. We can deduce the material cause from the formal, as

in natue, and can get at least partway toward understanding the ffnal cause

{rom those two, as honor and proflt, the two ffnal causes, have at least a

correlation with the two forms o{ equalitn adthmetic aud geometrical.

The moving cause is more independent, and the variety of possible moving

causes that Aristotle presents cannot be read off Irom the formal cause that

led to multiple constitutions in the ffrst place. The moving cause must be

more independent: since factions destroy states/ the rnoving cause must be

in some way exirinsic to the ruling principle of the constitution

Iaction is the practical subiect for understanding constitutional change

in almost the same way that viftue is the practical subject {or understand-

ing happiness in the Ethics. Virtue isn't all there is to happiness, but it is
all that we cal;r pr.lcticolly know about it. Happiness is viftuous actlvrty
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in a complete life, but we can,t do anything about the fortune that mightinterfere with leading a complete life. Sirnilarly, t 
",io"" "r*1, ,li n_r" *to the destruction of regimes, but they are the substa'ce oro.*,aa r.**redge o{ preservation. In the two cr

onri, 
I"c;o:s 

r", h,pp;;;;';, ;;liii;Jil #'"iXlfi:il:i'ffi1:
tical knowledge. In addition, knowing them must also t 

" "oorrgi',o "",successfully. Should fortune clominate over virrue 
". ,fr" "".rr" if Uppiness, we would leave Aristotle,s world behind. We,cl not orrty t 

"o" 
o rr"*kind of tragedy, but arso a new kind of etrrics in *t r"t .t.r" uia,-,Jor'o.."on

conlronts massive irrational or untust forces, the ethics 
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"iMachiavelli. Should these last ca{r""tio,,".b""-o"do;;;;,,;ili":#"i1?::T:l"#1,:ll:Liffi 

1ilAristotelian practical science would be impossible.

rV. BOOK V.4: A FIFTH CAUSE?
Chapter V.4 makes things even worse. Understancling why constrtutions
are overthrown becorres less and less use{ul to, t rro_irrg t o_ ,o"Or"r._.states the,more we doubt that factions are the sole cru.e"of con"titotio.r"l
unange- the sratesrnan rn V.4 faces contingencies of historT that lie beyondpractical-knowledge_ Chapter 4 begins: ,,Factions arise, therr, ,oi-"urr""rrr_
rng small things, but from small things; men form f"";_;" ;;i; ;""*-,ing gre4t things,, ir303br7_rB).13 The causes 

"f 
V.n 

"r";;;:;;j , *nrn
::::TYr-:1"*r 

become actual causes. The disproportion b.too.",, ,r,"rs_nrncant occasron and large etfect, and the importance o{ causes that havenothing to do with laction and clisputes about equality, grow out of the lastfew moving causes in v,3. None o{ the trings that occision ,"uoi.,aror, -V,4 relates to the ffrst two causes, the mater;l anO n""i"""r", 
"",i*a rnV.2. The occasions listed in this chapter are ways in _frr"l, Oli.*rA _""iag causes becorlre actual mcving causes.r.r

. If we only consider tJie potential moving causes ol V.3, revolution looksinevitable, but tuning to these occasions of constitu;;onat 
"fr"rrg" 

p*_sented in this chapter makes it seern avoidable. His standard four oauses
are not su{ficient for Aristotle,s purposes herg even though the four causesare supposed to be exhaustive. We think we know when r,v'e Lrlo* ,h" 

"rr""lD^"+ t -
:::::.:1' ,: l"oa2o' Ph. IL\.te4bt8-2o. Met.l. r.e81az5..z6l; rhere are,rnetelore/ Itmits to whar we can ftnow about {actions. This chapter offersthe possibiliry of action, not just understaDding. As the ,"i"il-oii"r*""n
racnons and constiturional change becomes attenuated the declared syrn_
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mefty between knowing the causes of {actions and knowing how to keep

consiitutions .table djsappears.

The asymmetry between knowing the causes of constitutional cllange

and knowing how constitutions are preserved can be brought out by-a com-

p"t"on ,o t-he treatment of the passions in Rhetotic II z-r r' While each

ir"r.tt, " 
trio of 

"auses, 
there of elootion and here of faction' the RhetoEc

"ontains 
nothing parallel to V.4. Once the orator knows the "state oi mind"

of someone with a certain emotion, "against whom" the emotion is usually

felt, and "for what sort of reasons," he knows enough to cause the emotion

ir.r"n"odi"rr"".Thedeffnitionofeachemotion,plusthesethreecauses'is
enough to constitute practical knowledge of persuasion But the statesmall

isn't irying to cause faction, as the orator causes emotion' but to prevent it'

What ls eio.tgh for the art of rhetoric is only the beginning (or a science o{

politics.
It the Rheto c, the three causes of emotion are all the rhetorician needs

to know, antl all there is to know. The end of the art o{ rhetoric is iinding the

available means of persuasiorl cloing all that is within the speaker's power to

convince, and l1ot persuasion itself' Having the three causes ot a glven emo-

tion within one's power does not gualantee that one can cause the emotion'

The statesman in V 4 leams sonething not knowable to the rhetorician-

how the potential causes within the power o{ the thetodcian or the lnsur-

g.r.rt politi.irn ,o-etimes lead to the rhetorical victory or the constitutional

overthrow they aim at, and sometimes do not' The rhetorician knows that

his best e{forts won't always succeed, but cannot know wht more precisely'

he cannot do anything to cross the gap between exercising the power of ffnd-

ing the available means of persuasion and success{ully persuading' ?olitics V

is not interested in causing {actions but in understanding how they occur

and how to prevent them. The occasions listed in V 4 are not causes like the

three causes already analyzed; they are explanations o{ why those causes

sometimescausefactionsanclconstitutionalchangeandsometirr.resdonot'
This has no countelpart in the R.hetoric Politics V 4 is both more and less

practical than lhe Rhetoric, more in ffnding this additional' occasional'

cause, and less in aiming at understanding (actions, not creatlng them'

Before moving to look at what happens later in Politics V' another anal-

ogy to the Rhetoric will drive a (urther wedge between knowing how con-

stitutionsarechangedandhowtorrraintainthem'Recallmyproof"text:,,It
is clear that if we know the causes by which constitutions are destroyed

wealsoknowthecausesbywhichtheyarepresewed;foroppositescreate
opposites, and destruction is the opposite of security" (r3o7bz6-zgl The
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practical meanlng of "opposites create opposites" contains ambiguities that
Aristotle's treatment of the emotions helps to uncover. Immediately a{ter
treating tie first emotion, anger, Aristotle turns to a discussion ol calm.
The speaker needs to know how to provoke anger and how to remove it and

counter the provocations of others. The orator who knows how to cause an-

ger in others knows how to create calm, too. Anger and calm are opposites:

calm is the privation of anger.

An audience might become angry because the clever speaker knows
how to get them angry, or they might grow angry on thei own account
without anyone manipulating them. Even i{ anger is spontaneous/ remov-
ing the anger can be a deliberate act by the rhetorician. Similarly, not all
factions come {rom culpable or avoidable errors, since we saw that there are
just factions. However, while the people engaged in faction can be seen as

responding to situations without deliberation, removing those causes is a

deliberative enterprise for the statesman.15 The statesman's knowledge can

extend to things people engaging in factions do without knowing. By know-
ing how anger comes about, the rhetorician knows how to create calm, Ii
everything the politician could do to preseNe the state stood to the causes

of faction as anger stands to calm, there would be no dilffcu1ty in accepting

the dictum o{ symmeuy.
But neither the R-hetodc in its treatment of the emotions nor ?ofitics v

can stay with that simplicity lor 1ong. Aristotle turns from anger and calm

to love and hate. Hate is not the absence o{ love, and we don't cause hatred

by removing love, or cause love by removing hate. Knowing how to provoke

hatred does not follow from knowing how to cause love, and knowing how
to make others lqve me does not follow {rom knowing how to provoke ha-

tred, We don't always know the methods of stability by knowing the causes

of faction.

V. BOOK V.S-z: FACTION AND
PART]CULAR CONSTITUTIONS

If the argument o{ chapters r-4 shows that there are ways in which we can

understand lactions without any corresponding practical implications, the

argument of chapters 8 and 9 present a dif{erent asymmeuy that is grounds

for optimism. They ffnd methods of preservation that do more than remove

the causes and ef{ects of {action so these two chapters are the real climax
of Book V. But before turning from the causes of faction in V.r-4 to the

causes of stability in V.B-9, Aristotle in chapters 5-7 considers the causes

of faction peculiar to paficular constitutions. We learn in these chapters
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that the particular kind of constitution plays little role in causing {actions.

The only additional problem lacing pollties and adstocracies is that they

are mixtures, polity of derrocracy and oligarchy, and aristocracy "of those

two and virtue, but especially of the two" l\,1.7.4o7a91, and therefore can be

undone by being a bad mixture.
If the purpose ()f PoliLics V overall is to enaourage statesmen to tralls-

{orm democracies and oligarchies into their couect counterparts, polity and

aristocracy, then showing that lor the purposcs oI con{ronting {actions,

polity and aristocracy aren't much different from democracy and oligarchy

helps to smooth the way toward that transfornation Chapter 7 treats both

adstocracies and polities as variants of oligarchy and democracy, with no

special problems at all. Since aristocracies mix democracy, oligarchy, and

virtue, "some are less and some are more enduring" {7.i3o4ar6) Polities

and aristocracies have no moral exemption {rom faction and the distinction

between correct and corrupt constitutions is not in play here. When Aris-

totle talks about the measures statesmen can take to improve the constitu-

tion, it is unclear whether the reformed democracy or oligarchy becomes

a polity or aristocracy or simply a better democracy or oligarchy, unclear

because those distinctiors do not exist fol the statesman of Book V. In chap-

ter 3 I noted the ambiguity in the lelation of constitution to polis: was the

constitution the substantial lorm o{ the polis or a quality of itt Here lt looks

like a revolution is a change in substance, while reform is a change o{ qual-

ity in a substance that stays the same. The statesman and other citizens

will think that the improvement leads to a better democracy or oligarchyt

only an outsider would make the distinction bctween these and polity and

aristocracy.r6

Aristotle takes that partial truth grasped by democrats and oligalchs and

makes it into a cor:rplete truth, as methods o{ presewation become methods

of converting corrupt into couect constitutions Once again I see a para1le1

to the Rfietoric. Rhetoric is a faculty {or arguing both sides o{ any question,

but still is oriented to truth, The R&etodc shows how ffnding arguments/

even in aid o{ a bad or losing cause, can be a noble activity Polltical wisdom

encounters a situation in which both sides grasp partial truths about iustice.
It is the task of political wisdom to preserve existing constitutions Po-litics V

shows how preserving the constitution can be a noble activity.
Ii {actions and constitutional change were caused by internal defects,

each constitution would have its own way of passing awan and when a

given constitution passed away, it would pass into a speciffable new consti-

tutional Iorm, which is just what happens in Republjc VIII rT But, as I argued

be{ore, factions are an external cause o{ constitutional change derived from

cHA!AER 5
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t]le constitution. Constitutions are unstable because of factions, while fac_
tions come into existence because constitutiols are impe{fect. Aristotle,s
argument/ recall/ was one step longer than Socrates,s, with factions as an rn_
termediate cause between imperfection and instability. Iactions are outside
the constitution, but tfre reasons for faction mostly come from the narure
oI the constitution and its characteristia mistakes. Therefore, it is an lm_
pofiant discovery that the causes of faction do not vary with changes in the
constitution. The methods of stabiliry will mostly be methods that apply
to all constitutions, both oligarchic and democratic. lWhere the differences
between aristocracy and oligarchy and between polity and democraey are
mostly effaced, this is not so {ar monarchy and t1,ranny. They ffnd stability
through contrary means {V.ro.r3tzbrB-r9; but see V.rr.r3r4a3z].)

VI. BOOK V.8-9: PRESERVATION {AND TMPROVEMENT?)

The argument of chapters 8 and 9 shows us that knowledge of preservatron
can outrun the causes o{ laction. While chapter B is mostly responsive to
the causes of faction in the way predicted by my proof-text, the remedies of
chapter 9 offer the statesman ways o{ making the constitution secure that
are more than responses to ar anticipations of {actional threats. Then pres-
eryation can be more than fighting against faction. Both preservation and
the knowledge of presewation can be things worth having in their own
right, and not just necessities compelled by the need to ffght against fac-
tions. Once preserration is more than preventing faction, Aristotle could
have good reason to make presewation always preferable to constitutional
change, regardless o{ the quality o{ the given constitution. preservation will
include reform, while revolution in his eyes cannot.

The trouble with that formulation is that it isn,t easy to tell when a
change is a reforrn, and when a revolution; we are brought back again to ask-
ing whether a constitutional change is a change in quality or ir.r substancel
The difference seems to be that reforms are carried out by the mlers, and
revolutions by insurgents. Book III distinguished the virtues of the rrler
and of other citizens 4s the diilerence b etween phtonCsis and true opinion
l1ll.4-tz77bz5 z9). Only the ruler, operating with pfizonAsTs, can improve a
constitution without destroying it. It isn,t the quality o{ the constitution
that makes preserving lt a good, but the quality o{ the activity of presefla-
tion that makes preserving the constitution a good. preserying an imperfect
aonstitution isn't good because that constitution is good but because pre-
serying it is good. This might sound like throwing good money a{ter bad, or
acting courageously and heroically while engaged in an uljust war, so we
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will have to be careful and precise on this crucial point, as Aristotle himsel{

is not, neither here nor in the Et-hics, where he lists courage as a virtue with-
out limiting it to a just war. The ethical virtue doesn't seem to look to the

iustice o{ its cause, and the statesman's duty to presewe the constitutiou
similarly seems indifferent to the justice of the constitution he is given in
the best on a hypothesis. If making it better means making it 111ore stable,

then it is only by accident that relorming a constitution would move it
from a ccrrupt to a colrect one/ unless someone can show that a more stable

constitution is always a better one

As I said at the beginning, the power and direction of Adstotle's ar-

gument comes {rom the asymmetry between causes of destruction and o{

stability. One nice example o{ the asymmetry comes right a{ter he tells

the statesman to be on guard against minor violations of the law, the ffrst
way to preserve the constitution. "The next point is that we must not put
Iaith h the sophisms strung together for the sake of tdcking the multi.tude"
(V.8, r3o7b4o).13 Factions succeed by deception as well as {orce (IV.4. r 3o4b5-

7), but deception will not work to counter factions. Destruction and preser-

vation are not practical opposites, because some o{ the means that work ior
destruation are inappropriate for preservation. The statesman must master

the arts of appearance-hubris and contempt are at least partly in the eye

of the beholder so that moderation and friendship must be seen as signs

of strength, but those appearances must not be deceptive appearances. The
statesman Ioregoes the use o{ sophisms in order to use txue arts of appear-

ance. lust as Aristotle's rhetorician will not do just anything to win, and

discovers in the Rheto c limitations to the kinds of means of persuasiou

he can art{ully employ, so the statesman in Book V learns that only certain

means will presewe the state. The statesman will then act moderately and

with restraint, not out o{ exiguous moral considerations, but in order to
preserye the state, avoiding means that might look use{ul but which in fact
baskffre. The statesman needs practical wisdom and not cleverness.re

Since those outside the constitution revolt i{ iniustice is done to then-r,

the obvious remedy is not to commit injustice. But Aristotle goes further,
and the third means of presewing the constitution-after guarding against

minor violations of the law and avoiding sophisms-recommends bringing
outsiders into the constitution. The remedy goes deeper than the cause of
faction. The statesman might not want to do so, but he learns that bringing
outsiders into the constitution strengths it, ln addition, people within the
constitution should be treated democraticallv, whatever the constitutlon,

"For what dernocracies seek to extend to the multitude, nameln equality,
is not only just for those who are sirnilar but also beneffcial" {r3o8aro-rzJ.
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us in a posltion to understand the normative asymmetry between destruc-

tjon and preseryation that makes stability such an overriding good-

VII. PRESERVING THE CONSTITUTION AND
THE ARTS OF APPEARANCE

In my analysis of Book III, I characterized the diffcrence betweel Aristotle's

activity in the ?ol'tics and the activity o{ the statesman as a dif{erence be-

tween dialectic and rhetoric. Politics III presents reasonable arguments for

di{ierent conclusions regarding justice, but which conclusion would be the

most appropdate in any particular circumstances requires weighing those

probable arguments. Arguments carry di{{erent weight in different circum-

stances, and are more or less probable in different situations Book V shows

another way in which the statesman must act rhetolically, while the po-

Iitical philosopher presents either dialectical arguments, as in Book III, or

political philosophy, in Book IV. The statesman must master the arts o{

appearance. He cannot appear to commit iniustices ln particular, as I've

already mentioned, the statesman must make it appear that the moderation

he exercises in preserving the constitution is a sign of strength and wisdom

rat-her than weakness. It is easy to intelpret moderation as weakness, and

the statesman must make the state secure by changing that interpretation

The ending of VI.3 can be taken as a theme for the entire argument, then:

Corceming equality and justice, even tiough it is very diificult to 6nd

the truth about these mattersT it is still easier to hit on it than it is to

persuade those who are capable of aggrandizing themselves The infe-

rior always seek equality and justice, those who dominate them take no

thought {or it, (r3r8bz 5l

Topersuade the powerful to actwith eqlrality andiustice is to percuade them

that moderation is a vi{tue. Moderation as a virtue pewades the Pohljcs, in

Book V it takes the form o{ choosing a stable and moderate democracy or oli-

garchy over a constitution that would be tnore purely democratic or oliSar-

chic and there(ore an extreme democracy or oligarchy. "Many of the things

that are held to be democlatic destroy democracies, and many that are held

to be oligarchic destroy oligarchies. But those who think that this is the only

kind of virtue push the constitution to extremes// (V 9.r 3o9br9-r4) Living

democratically means doing as one lihes; living oligarchically means orga-

nizing one's life around wealth and honor. But ru-lirg democratically or oli-

garchically means aiming at the preservation of the democratic or oligarchic

The democratic Adros is essential to prese{ving ali constitutions, smcepfiila, friendship, atd homonoia, consensus, come most naturally to ademocracy As usual, Aristotle fails to trumpet his important discove'es.
The democratic rtlos is not unique to clerIlocracy, although of course manypeoplg democrats and their opponents, wrongly think so.2o That these rem_
edies have no corresponding cause of factions should tell us that something
important is going on.

The need {or a democratic ethos a:rLd for philia within all stable con_
stitutions explains an odd feature of the definitior.r of polis, consrlrutton,
and citizen in Book III. Aristotle deffnes citizen by sayttrg that ,,the cltrzen
proper {,haplOs) is distinguished by having a share in giving judgment and
exercising offfce. . , . We take a citizen to be one who shares in ,indefinite,
offfces" (III.r.rz75azz1zl. He then comments that this delinition applies
best in a democracy. He does not take a hint from that obser.vation and so
on to reason that democracy must therefore be the most natoral {orm 

"of

constitution. But here in Book V a milder privileging of democracy does
come. The route to stability is not for all constitutions to become more
democratig but for the Zrhos of each constitution to include this demo-
cratic {eature.

Finding means o{ preserving the constitution that are more than simply
de{eating the causes of instability makes all the difference. If the particu_
lar conception of justice in a given constitution causes {action, and tactron
in tum causes constitutional change, then stability would be reduced to
preventing and ffghting ofI factions. We would be in Machiavelli,s worltl,
in whicl.r stability is nothing but an episodic series of responses to crises.
But in Aristotle,s two-step analysis, constitutions are unstable because of
factions, while factions come into exrstence because constitutions are
imperfect. Just because each of tl
can be severed-pa.ti",r", 

"o,,""p'tllli:ffi1?,"":J:#:,T:il:Tfi :";and factlons are neither a necessary nor a sufffcient cause of constitutional
change-stability can be more than the temporary druation o{ a consuru_
tion between revolutions. Therefore what the statesman does and knows
can be more than the pragmatic knowledge o{ how to respond to factions.

Chapters r-4 showed that some oJ our knowledge o{ how corstitutions
change has no counterpart in how they are presewe,l, Chapters B and 9
showed that we can know things about preser-\/ation withou-t counterpart
in destruction. It therelore makes sense that chapters B and 9 should be
far more prescriptive than the rest oI Book V. These chapters, unlike chap_
ters r-7l set up a pattem {or deliberation. These asymmetries between
knowledge of constitutional change and o{ constitutional preservation pur

L i
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aonstitution, and subordinating_not suppressilg_one,s other goals, o{free_
dom, wealth, or honor. ,,Isn,t democracy,s insatiable desire lor what rt de_
Iines as the good also what destroys itl,, [Repub]jc VIII \62b).

"One should not think it slavcry to live in harmony with the constrtu-
tion, but sa{ety,, (V.9.r3toa34_36, see Me-. I.2.9g2b25_26, XIL ro.r075ar8_23).
Living in harmony with the constitution feers rike a restraint ,o ,u-"o.r"
who wants to do as he would like. Such a person experiences living in har-
mony with any constitution as slavery. But even democratic const-itutrons
demand doing something other than whatever one likes. ,,fo b" 

"Lr""t"drelative to tie constitution is not to do the things enjoyed by oitgarchs
or proponents of democracy, but rather to do the things that will enable
the rulers, respectively, to govem in an oligarchic or democratic way,,
iV.9.r3roarg-az).rLThis is Book V,s cleffnition of the good life, the end ofpolitics and the state, and these deffnitions 

"r" "ppropri"r" 
when the aim

of the statesman is the stability of the state. Acting polltically is a good life
of justice and friendship. The rurer who aims at riie aron" 

"i-. "t 

"do-rrru-

tion or living as he likes, whire the good li{e is a political rife of mutuatity
and reciprocity. In stabre poleis, citizens act as politicar animars. Making
man's political nature dominate other aspects of human nature is the key to
stability and the reason pteserving a constitution is a noble activitv.

"The most important o{ all the things that have been mentioned for
the endurance of constitutions, which all men now make light of, is to be
educated in hatmony with the constitution,, {V.9.r3roarz-r4], Education
in harmony with a constitution is education in moderation, in becoming a
noderate democrat or oligarch, This education orieDts the citizen toward
ruling democratically or oligarchically, instead of living democratically or
oligarchically, and therefore education in harmony with the constitution
means becoming a fully poiiticized being. Stability and moderation are ways
in which people become political animals in difffcult circumstances. ,,All
men now make light o{,, such education because t}rey prefer living demo_
cratically or oligarchlcally to ruling democratically or oligarchicaliy. Even
if man is by nature a political animal, living politically is-demanding, and
people will resist fullirling their 

'uture. constitutions beco're stabre when
rulers fully realize their nature as political animals. In Book V at 1east, one
cannot often live politically except by living deraocratically or oligarchi-
cally. One can certainly never live politically except by living undei some
particular constitution. If the Erfiics is about how to be happl the politics
is about how to be a political animal. Being a political 

"rri_"i 
i, n. _.r"t ,

full-time job as being virtuous is, anrl as difffcult.
The distinctions Aristotle drew in Book III between correct and devlanr

constitutions become more determinate in the specific inquiry ol Book V.

Rule of law, as opposed to rule o{ men, is the domination oi ruling accord-

ing to the constltution over living according to the ends of the constitution.
Ruling for the good o{ the whole, as opposed to ruling for the rulers' owlr
benefft, becomes rule according to the constitutional Adro,s. Even more radi-

cally, the distinction from Book III (and Book I) between living and living
well is now made dcterminate as the distinction between living and ruling
according to the constitution.

In the same way, the taxonomy o{ six constitutions ftrnctions differ-
ently in Book V. Book III presents a clear distinction between three correet

constitutions-monarchy, aristocracy, and polity-and three corresponding

deviant ones-tyranuy, oligarchy, and democracy. I've already explored the
complications of Book W. All six constitutiors appear again in Book V,
but they play different roles il the argurnent. Aristotle does not say that
his more stable democracies and oligarchies will really be polities and ar'
istocracies without knowing it, as though the statesman hides his political
wisdom and induces the masses to act for their own good. Instead, as the
treatment of polities and aristocracies in V 7-and indeed the treatment of
monarchy and tyranny in V ro-r r-show, the correct/deviant distinctron rs

not at work in the politics of stasis and stability of Book V. Constitutions
become stable by becoming constitutions ffrst of all, and democracies or oli-
garchies secondarily. People live in democracies and oligarchies, not under

constitutions in general, but by ruling moderately and in accordance with
the constitutional dthos, they realize their nature as political animals, not
deurocratic or oligarchic animals. When rulers and other citizens act by the
constitutional etftos, they will transforn-r all constitutions into polities, the
rrame Aristotle uses both for the genera] name for constitution in general

and for the correct courterpart of democracy.

Others have drawn parallels between Politics V and Machiavelli, but
I want to offer a dif{erent parallel between the two than the usual impu-
tations of an-rorality. The Prince has to mahe vice attractive by showing
how it takes skill and will, while virtue is easy and cheap. Machiavelll pre"

sumes, reasonably, that his audience thinks the opposite. Vice, they think,
is backsliding to the default position, viftue takes constant attention and

dedication. He shows instead that virtue consists in taking the easy way
out, keeping one's hands and conscience clean, winning a victory in the
narrow internal court of iudgment instead o{ risking oneself in trying to
win out in reality. Vice takes constant work, risking failurg risking one's
soul. Therefore vice is admirable, while we should pity the viftuous. In a

similar way, Politics V cannot make moderation and antidespotic action

I,



r54 CIIA?TER 5 TACTIONS AND TH! PARADOX OF ARISTOTIIIAN PRACTICAI- SCIINC! I55

fieedorn that democrats aim at can best be achieved through constitutional

rule, and the democratic et-hos must be redeffned so that altematilg rul-

ing and being mled is not thought a compromise, but as something better'

It permits better actions than either never ruling but being a free rider, or

always ruling and in that way getting what one likes. lAristotle thinks that

the latter is the serious political problem, at least {or his audience, while

we have to take the former more seriously today.l The honor that oligarchs

seek can be best achieved through constitutional nrle too, so that the oli-

garchic -t-4os must be redeffned to desire meriting political honors and not

iust getting them. As dernocracy and oligarchy are transformed into forms

of political activity worth doing {or their own sake, they are at the same

time trans{ormed into rnore stable constitutions. They are stable precisely

because they are constituted by activity worth doing for its own sake. Re-

garding political activity as instrumental towards some further goal, such as

Ireedom or wealth, makes the constitution unstable. This is a fundanental

ar.rd nontrivial conclusion on Aristotle's part.

Aristotle must show his audience the satisfactions oI moderation and

eonstitutionalism, but equally the convinced Adstotelian statesman then

has to convince his {el1ow-citizens of the same. In Book IV the challenge

was to see the appeal o{ the middle class: not simply that they avoid the

characteristic vices of excess wealth and poverty but that they have po-

litical virtues that make {or a good state Similarly herq the attractions of

moderation have to go beyond stability as the absence of stasis. Moderation

and $tability have to be worth pursuing lor their own sake. They have to be

noble. And, to rnake things harder, it's not enough that these new activities

of moderation and stability be virtuous, they have to be seen as virtuous.

VIII. STOPPING FACTIONS VERSUS

PRESERVING THE CONSTITUTION

Before discussing the rhetodcal dimensions ol the project of Book V as

arts o{ appearance, I want to point to a serious philosophical problem The

as).rnnetries between knowing the causes of destulction and knowing how

to preserre constitutiorts come lrom the fact that factions are unlimited in

the means they choose to overthrow the constitution, and so amenable to

a causal analysis, whilg as we saw, the statesman is limited to means that

improve the constitution through fortilying the constltutional tthos. even

sometimes at the expense of doing as one likes. The bar against deception

is only the most obvious limitation. Insurgents and those who want to keep

power have different ends. "The aim of the tyrant is the pleasant, that of a

heroic, but Atistotle can make them prudent ancl desirabie. Being a political
animal will not be the second_best solution {or those too wealito make it'as tyrants, as Glaucon asserts in Republic II. Being a political animal, andtherefore moderate in the appropriate 

"en.e, 
is n way of lioing *el,t. Hencethe difffcult teaching of the lines: ,,Many of the things tt 

"t 
L t 

"ta 
to t"democtatic destroy democracies, and many that are l.reld to b" olig"r"hi"

destroy oligarchies But those who think that this is the orrry irrj.r uir,""push the constitution to extremes,, iV.9.r3o9br9_zaJ.

_ .I 
nominate another analogy to Aristotle,s project besicles Machiavelli.

Jackie Robinson, the.ffrst black athlete to play majorleague baseball, needed
a heroic sort of courage to {est{ain hinself irom retaliatii.rg, to oUrort ,rrr.,ft,
and not respond to injustices. Besides couragg though, nJrr."a"Jto f" "lt.to make clear that his not retaliating was an act of courage and self_restrarnq
not cf cowardice or weakness_here is the 

"rt 
of appearance in action, ln or_

der to be a successful baseball player, he had to con_rin"e p""nl. ifrr, ,, ,".0
more courage to refrain from responding to insults than to ffght back.

Both ruler and ruled in polrics V have to master the art."of ,n*"r"o"".
Thinking o{ moderation and stability as noble goals is the ethical'sotution
to the problem of faction, the solution through character 

""Jlrar" *,
ers make the state stable through moderation, but that 

",rn,"gy 
_iil _orkonly il the people see it as a sign of strength, not weaknerr, 

"rri "o 
t r"u_"

moderate themselves. Nonrrlers make the state stable through mod".ating
theit own demands and desires. F,ven though they are ,ror.rrr.,l.rr, th"y *iU
be citizens ffrst, and aim at citizenship and not necess"rity 

"r 
roi". No"*f-

ers, like rulers, are understandably reluctant to _od"r"t" ,fr"i, O.-r"a.,
because any such restraint on thet part looks similarly self_defeating_the
squeaky wheel gets greased. prool that the stater_"o t.r", _""a"r"J,i" n*"
of appearance is that his moderation makes citizens moderate.

Philia and, homonoia between ruler and ruled ccnsist in being able to
see moderation as virtue, not weakness. I suspect that Jackie Robinson was
able to have his restraint seen as courage because of his evident $eat physi_
cal ability that made people think that ffghting back would lr" 

"""y, "rAthere{ore he must be choosing not to, The task for rurers ancl ruled in the
Politics is even more daunting.

In the Et-hjcs, A{istotle shows that t&urno.s, the spidted and restless part
of the soul, is satisffed not tn pleonexia, never_endirrg acquisition, but in
virtuous and even intellectual activity. In the poTitics, in ,-ri_i]", *"n h"
shows that the aspirations {or equality and inequality are satisfied by ius_tice according to merit, and not the more pa{tial forms o{ justice that aimat equality or inequality while forgetting about merit. we rearn that the

L I
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king, the noble,, {V.ro.13rra5), but ,,the ends lof the assailants] are also the
same for tyrannies and kingships as for constitutions.,,

Since V.ro is at pains to insist that ,,the things that happen within
kingships and tyrar.rnies are much the same as those we have described as
happening within constitutions,, ir3roa4r), I assert the generalizaaon on
Aristotle's behalf: good constitutions aim at the noble, deviant constitu_
tions aim at the advantage o{ the rulers, but all insurgents_even those who
justly revolt because of dishonor-aim at honor or profft lV.2,ryo2a3r-331.
They might have high-minded motives, but in the narrow sense o{ a 1inal
causg only honor and profft, not virtue, can be the ends of revolutionanes.
Those who lrim at overthrowing a constitution, no mattet how good they
are, and no mattel how bad the constitution is, must aim at these lower
ends, even if the whole point of overthrowing the constitution is to estab_
lish a better one. To succeed in overthrowing the constitution, they have
to deliberate toward the ends of honor or profft. We therefore have a para_
dox that goes to the heart of Aristotle,s thought. States can be good or bad.
leople can engage in faction justly or unjustly. And yet insr.rrgents always
have low motives, while defending the constitution can at least possibly be
a noble activity. Its nobility does not depend on the quality of the constrtu-
tion it defends, but the quality o{ actions it employs to defend whenever
constrtution it is given.

Making stability into a political end and a mark of a good constitution
is still odd, though. Druation can measure lnotionr, bo, rrot activiries. (Jne
motion could be better than another if it lasts longer. Since activities are
complete at every instant, how long they last is not part o{ their nature or
value. And yet instability can be a sign that a regime is a bad one; the longer a
constitution lasts, the better it urust be. ,,For a constitution to be structured
simply in all respects according to either sort of equality is bad. This is evi_
dent from what happens. Ior none of these sorts of constitutions is endur_
ing" [V. r. r 3 02a2-4j see too VL 5.r 32oar-3). The statesman,s job in Book V is
deflned in IV, r as "considering both how some given constitution could be
brought into existence originally and also in what way having been brought
into existence it could be presewed {or the longest time,, (IV. r. rzgSbz8_3o).
When the preservation or stability of the constitution is an activitv. dura_
tion will be an excellence of this activity. ,,It is only equality accordtng to
worth that having one,s own that is en during,, (y,7 t3a7az6-27).

As it aims at self-preseryation, a state can call on individuals to risk
their lives lor the sake of the continuing existence of the state a1ld constitu-
tion. The virtuous man pre{ers a short, glorious li{e {NE IX,8.rr6qbiS,zg),
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but the polis has no higher values in the face of which it could sacriffce

its continuing existence. The state never {isks its existence in order to let
someone act virtuously, although the purpose of the state is that its citizens
lead eood lives. It never sacriflces its own life {or the sake of this end,

IX. THE REVOLT OI THE JUST

The {ocus on stability raises two more questions, one of which I've already

been taiking about. Firsg this {ocus, as we've seerl n-rakes it more difffcult
Jor virtue to play any role. "The greatest division perhaps is virtue and

vice, then wealth and poverty, and so on, one being greater than another"

lV.3.r3o3br5 r7). Altiough virtue versus vice might be the greatest divi'
sion, it's not one that charactedzes faction or is a consideration for either
ruler or mled. Second, the same {ocus on moderation and stabillty seems to

deny any role in politics {or philosophy and the kind oI arguments Aristotle
supplies in the Politics. Philosophy either appears as an outside, imperial
and neutral judge, in which case politics itself is no longer an activity, or the
philosopher is an advocate nq di{{erent from any other partisan, and philoso-

phy becomes rhetoric." In this section I will look more careftrlly at the role
of virtue in politics, and then in the ffnal section at the place of pl.rilosophy.

Book V's concerns with the politics of faction, then, ale a particularly
crucial place to see at work Aristotle's radical thesis that one can act vir-
tuously only by acting as a citizen. More radicaliy, trying to overthrow
the constitution can never be the action oI a citizen acting as a citizen,
Those theses are especially hard to swallow-and have especially severe

consequences-in situations of stasis and constitutional change. Aristotle's
project in Books IV-VI is to show how an intelligent statesman can make
the constitution better than the moral material he has to work with iu the
citizens. A role for citizens who are better than their constitution would
inter{ere with this project.

Identi{ying a good man living in a bad state requires moral standards in-
dependent of the given constitution, Relying on such standards would pro-

hlbit the development of a fully political conception of the good life proper

to Book V. Instead, the statesman should concentrate fully on stability and

should not be distracted by his own conception of the good life, or anyone
else's. Even if he has a better understanding ol the good life than that em-
bodied in the constitution, he is rot better ofl acting on that conception.
Deliberation must be concerned with what is best to do in a given situation,
not what is best in abstraction. Compare these two remarksl

I\ __-!
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Those who excel il virtue would {orm a faction with the most justice o{

anyone (though they do this least oi a111, for it is most reasonable to
regard as unequal wit-hout qualiffcation these alone. (V.t.r3ora4o)

Those who excel in viftue do not cause faction, generally speaking; for
they are few against many. (V.4.r3o4b4-51

The {irst gives no explanation for why there is no party of virtue. It only
says that the virtuous would be justi{ied if they did form a {action. The see-

ond offers an explanation, but it has nothing to do with their being virtuous,
only being outnurrbered, Aristotle gives to principled reason why there
should be no party of viftue.B

For Aristotle to succeed at demonstrating the unlikely truth that stabil-
ity and progress come about through the development of the constitutional
Adlos o{ mutuality, he has to rnarginalize the very limited role that more
direct rnoral considerations play in destroying and presewing constitu-
tions, even partially e{facing the difference between monarchy and tyrarrny,
which otherwise are the constitutions at the greatest distance {rom each

other. Consider, for just one example, the parenthesis: "Men are stirred up
against one another by profit and by honor-not in order to acqufue them
for themselves . . . but because they see others aggrandizing themselves
(whether justly or unjustly) with respect to these things" {V.z.r3oza36-38).
The power of the politics of envy and righteous indignation is independent
of the validity of the accusations. It doesn't matter whether others are get"

ting ahead iustly. Politics V has its own rnoral puryose: to show how peo-

ple's political nature can be Iulfflled through an orientation to stability and
moderation. To explore how the moral qualities of particular actors within
political struggles affect their behavior would distract {rom his owrr noral
project. There is no room for philosopher-kings here. More importantly,
taking those rnoral qualities into account would distract from the moral
project of the statesnan who aims at imploving the state through stabiliz-
irg the constitution.

Constitutional stability and a constitution that aims at the good life
through aiming at stability is its own ethical project. Aristotle has removed
one relation between ethics and politics in order to establish another. The
world of faction is a world ir which democrats and oligarchs struggle against
each other, and the virtuous must line up with one party or the other. There
isn't anywhere else to go in such a situation. Declarations that one is not a

democrat or an oligarch but acting for virtue alone would, probably rightly,
be regarded as deceptive partisanship. Disinterested virtue may have its
place in the more limited justice of the judge in the law courts, but the good

TACTIONS AND T!I! P,{RADOX OF ARISTOTNI,IAN PRACTICAI- SCIINCE I59

citizen and the good statesman are by deffnition partisans, and partisans

who act in the name of impartial justice are no less partisans for that. The

virtuous play no distinctive role i1 this sort of politics.

By refusing to recognize any special role for antecedent virtue or for

iustice as proportion to medt, Aristotle clears the way for his own kind of

moral politics. In one sense, Aristotle lowers his ambitions to the best li{e

one can have starting with the matedal the statesman is given: what counts

here as living weli n-right, by other standards and in other contexts, fall
short of the best life. In another way, though, to show that a life o{ loyalty to

a given constitution is a good life is a thoroughly ambitious project, one that

makes moderation noble. This form of statesmanship persuades its follow-

ers and opponents that n-roderation is a political virtue and that the ethos ol

acting politically should dominate the ethos of any patiaular constitution.

Therefore the di{ference between the Politics and our own interests is

more than simply perspectival. It isn't iust that Aristotle is interested in
the statesman's point of view while modern political theory, centering on

obligation, takes the part of the citizen, the good or at least rational person

compelled to do things he'd rather not do and even that he thinks are wrong

or {oolish. Aristotle's political philosophy has connections to the political

wisdom of the statesman because the statesman's activities are intelligiblg
while those of the outsider, virtuous or not, are not knowable The more

knowable sorrething is, the bettel it is, The causes o{ preselvation are mole

knowable than tl.re causes o{ destruction. Therefore preservation is a better

activity than destruction. The activity of preserving a democracy or oli-

garchy maybe even the monarchies and tyrannies discussed in the ffnal

ahapters of Book V-can be a better activity than overthrowing these con-

stitutions, regardless of how good the constitution itself is. The end product

of destruction might be a better state than the result o{ preservation, but the

activity is infedor. Book V is about that activity.
The rebel might, however, reply, so whatl lsn't it simply moral iastidi-

ousness always to do the best acti\rity instead of aim at the best resulti

Aristotle must show that the difference in the quality o{ activity justifles

the lack of a level playing ffeld between insurgents and tfte de{enders of the

constitution. I don't think it is only readers coming to the PoJitics with our

modern prejudices who should ffnd this asymmetry, this categorical prefer-

ence for virtuous action over good consequences, morally hard to swallow.

This predicament is familiar to readers of the R-hetorjc and the Ethjcs.

Aristotle's consistent lack of wolly about the problem reveals an enormous

gap between his thinking and ours. The Rhetoic atgses for the superiority

of persuasion through reasoning over other causes of persuasion. Rational

\^
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persuasion is better than peisuasion by any possible means because rational
persuasion can aim at, and deliberate toward, a rational object, the inter-
nal en4 ffnding the available means of persuasion. Aristotle doesn,t assert
that the rational rhetorician will necessarily or even probably win over his
sophistic competitors, although he must believe that the rational rhetod_
cian will win with sufffcient reguladty that its supedodty isn,t a matter ol
aristocratic disdain for consequences.

And similarly in the Ethics. Acting virtuously has good consequences,
yet people who aim at making money will make more thar the uftuous
person, and pto{essionals and people with nothing to lose sometimes make
better soldiers IIII-1.rrr7br7-2o, see III.8.rrr6br3_r5J, He appeals to a sort
of theodicy to maintain that happness comes more from virtue than luck
(e.g. I.9.r099b2o-24; see Top. IIL3. r rBbg_ro, ?ol. \lII. r3.rI 1za3z, r3z3bz4_29,
EE I1.tzr1a\3-r9). In no case does Aristotle have anything to say about
the person who faces an obvious dilemma. Given my opponent/s sophis_
tic tricks, if I stick to argument alone I will surely lose. How do I choose
between the end of arguing as I should and the end of winnins? If I act
courageously against this superior force, my city will experience a glorious
defeat. If I get up in the middle ol the night and poison their food, I ion,t be
courageous, but the city will be saved. Which good shoulcl l choose?

In the sarne way, polif:cs V has nothing to say about the virtuous person
unjustly harmed by the rulets. This inquiry is about how to presewe con-
stitutions, and if our sympathies today are sometimes with the rishteous
outsider, Aristotle has nothing to offer. He doesn,t notice moral dilemmas
because he's after bigger game. Looking to the larger proiect of constructing
a political scieace makes Adstotle rum away llom questions about delib-
eration in difffcult circumstances. Adstotelian practical knowledee has a
price.

The orator will uphold whatever position he is assigned. Such a person
can't limit his trade to noble causes. However, in the process of <lefending
the given causg he will restrict himsel{ to making arguments, not corrupr_
ing the audience through emotional appeals, bribes, or sophistical tdcks.
Rhetodc, then, develops its own ethics of argument, appreciating the value
of rational argument over othe{ means of victory. Such an ethical develop-
ment is possible only if the speaker ignores ar.rtecedent morality. which
would only be a distraction, both for himsel{, in making ethical choices, and
for the audience, who must see external moral claims as irrational appeals
to authority.ra

Siurilarly, the statesrnan will defend the constitution he is given againsr
faction- However, in the process of defending the given constitution, he will

restdct himself to those oreans of stabiiity tlat do more than countel the
causes o{ faction. He will concentrate on those means that make the state

stable by embodying the constitutional ethos, ruling democratically or oli-
garchically rather than living democratically or oligarchically. The person

o{ political wisdom chooses the right means for acl.rieving stability. The
rlght means are those that improve the state. There are no restrictions on

the causes that may lead to the {ormation o{ {actions or to their being suc-

cessful-like the sophist, insurgents can do anything, But presewing the
state requires more restricted means. They are limited to the constitutional
e&os. While Aristotle does recommend some institutional devices that
will achi.eve stability, the fundamental means of presewing constitutions
is ethical, not institutional.

Should this satisfu my rebel who accused Aristotle of moral fastidious-

ness in promoting the best activit, even when opposed to a better result?

Perhaps not. Adstotle's practical works are as little designed to overthrow
that approach to practice as his theoretical works are meant to refute the
skeptic. But at least we now can see that Aristotelian practical knowledge

stands and falls with that corelation o{ goodness, knowability, and being.

Since I can only know about being happy through acting virtuousln and not
througll being lucky, I should prefer to be happy through acting virtuously.
This is a huge inference, if it is licit, it accounts lor our paradox. I need to be

ready to look a gilt horse in the mouth. Since I can only know how to ffad
the available means o{ persuasion, and not how to persuade, I should aim at
ffnding the available n-reans of persuasion. The more knowable something
is, the more worth doing.

I think we can do a little better still in the political case than in either
rhetoric or ethics. At V-7, Aristotle ffnds one difference between lactions in
aristocracies and polities and those already analyzed from democracy and

oligarchy. Justice according to virtue can make these states rnore unstable

than democracy and oligarchy, because it gives outsiders yet another reason

to revolt. Aristotle lists three causes oi faction unique to aristocracies. The
flrst reason aristocracies fall is because "there are a number o{ men who
are swollen with pride on the ground of being equal in virtue" lr3o6bz7l.
Such men destabilize aristoaracy more thafl democracy or oligarchy. The
second is differences between rich and poor. All states contain such a differ-
ence, but in an aristocracy it is easier for the poor to n-rake arguments from
desert as well as need, since merit is supposed to be the principle of jus-

tice lr3o7azl. The poor rnan has nothing to complain about when told that
justice is proportional to wealth, but anyone might feel injured by being

excluded on the basis of virtue. Finally, "if someone is great and capable o{
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being still greater, he may stir up faction in order to rule alone,, lt3o7a3-41.
Virtue can be a aause o{ instability, especialiy in constitutions that promrse
iustice proportioned to virtue. In all these respects, aristocracy,s commit_
ment to lustice as proportion to nedt makes things worse.25

Earlier I mentioned the possibility that while the art of politics might be
limited to preserving the state, the viftuous man might be able to jucige that
in a given case, he should overthrow the constitution. While the art of med_
icine is an a{t of healing the physician can kill or cure; similarly, while the
art oI politics airns at presewing the constitutioq any particular politician
might choose to preserve or to ovethtow one. Here, ffnally, we are in a posi-
tion to see that that suggestion won,t work. As the Er&ics says.. ,,In technc
voluntary e11or lho hekOn hamartia) is not so bad as involuntary, whereas
in the sphere of phoresjs it is worsg as it is in the sphere of the virtues,,
(W. 5.r t 4obzz-24; see EE VIIL r.rz46 a37-'bl, Met. y.z9.toz 5a6_t 3, poet.
z5.r46rb9-rz). To override stability, the end of politics, in the name oI vir_
tue is equlvalent to a voluntary error, and a voluntary error in ,,the sphere of
the virtues" is a self-destruative idea. If ,,ic is with the same p.hronjsis that
one should try to see both which laws are best and which are applopdate
for each of the constitutions,, {IV.r.rz89arz), and i{ successful political life
requires cooperation as well as a division of labor between the lawsiver and
others acting with political wisdom, then rhe wise politician is not like the
physician who might either kill or cure. There is never a conflict be.ween
the good man and the good citizen, and there is no higher law that tells an
individual to reject the demands of his polis and its constitution. Arlstote_
lian practical knowledge prevents us from doing some things that we would
like to do, such as overthrow an imperfect constitution ir the hopes of es-
tablishing a better one. By so doin& it also prevents the self-dshteousness
that often accompanies attempts to institute the .rule of the just or the par-ty
o{ virtue. Finalln though, this orientation to practice allows us to do better
things we couldn't do otherwise. Engaging in the moral project o{ poliacs V
is one of those better things.

My maxim that there is no party of virtue brings together a couple of the
themes I see mnning throughout the politics. The virtuous have no desire
to rule over unwilling subjects, while ruling over unwilling subjects is the
point of democratic and oligarchic factions. The virtuous have no desire to
mle in such conditions because there,s nothing in it for them. They will
only rule when they can rule and be ruled in tum, exactly the opposite situ_
ation from stasis.

Therelore tJrere is a gap, as I noted in chapter 3, between deserving the
larger share in a constitutior! because of merit, and desewins to rule. It rsn I
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necessarily or always best, either for the virtuous or for the community, for

the virtuous to rule. People involved in stasis see no gap, but that is because

they want to rule in order to profft from it- Only someone with a desire to

rule for its own sake could see the gap between being virtuous and deserving

to rule and will attempt to supply a connection.

The question of why the virtuous should rule is the Aristotelian varia-

tion ol Plato's philosopher reluctantly returning to the cave and not ffnding

himself welcome. On analogy to the R epublic, we need to ask why the vir-

tuous should want to rule, or at least agree to do so, in any but the best of

circumstances, and why they should be any good at it. The good man wants

to rule in order to realize his nature as a political animal, who is someone

who alternately rules and is ruled among equals. But then we have to ask

to what extent being a political animal can be realized in the contentious

and unstable world of {actions, where ruling and being ruled in turn ls the

last thing on anyone's rnind. Especially in the circumstances faced by the

statesman in Book V. in addition to wanting to rule, why should either

the virtuous person or the rest of the polis think that the virtuous person

knows how to rulel The returning philosopher in the cave isn't very good

at identifying shadows. Why should the virtuous person know what rulers

should do under conditions of stasisl Machiavelli teaches that the 6uccess-

iul ruler in such conditions which he thinks is the human condition-
must know l.row to be bad.

The asymmetry in Politics Y , that statesmanship consists only in pre-

serving, and never in changing, the constitution, has a counterpart in Etftics

V's discussion of equity, Justice is itsel{ asymmetrical: the just person will
not always stand on her rights and take a1l she is entitled tot sometimes she

will act justly by demanding less than she might (V 9.r r 3 6bzo-zr ), while the

unjust person seeks nore than her share, never less (V r.ir:9br-5). This

asymmetry lacks the morally problematic look of Pol'trcs V's prescriptions

that we always act to preserve and strengthen the colstitution, never to

overthrow it, but the same one-sidedness is actually at work in both cases

And this asymmetry of justice cafiies over into the more speciffc actions ol

equity, in the following way.

The equitable person acts justly. He will correct the errorc that come

from the need for the law to state generalities. But those corrections only 8o

in one direction. "The legislator falls short, and has made an error by mak-

ing an unqualifled r:r:.Je \hE paruleipei ho nomothetEs l<ai hamatten haplos

etponl" l! ,:1o.ttzlb2 r-22 ). An equitable decision only loosens the law, never

tightens it. The equitable decision can say: the law dictates that this person

should be found guilty, but had the lawmakers seen this palticular case,

\-__ i
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they would have found him innocent- The equitable person acts justly and
caries out the spirit of the laws. There is nothing equivalent on the other
side. I{ the law dictates that this person should be found innocent, the eq-
uitable person can never override the law and ffnd him guilty. That would
not be actjn€ lawfully or justly. It would be making a new law, not justly
carrying out an existing one.26 Later appeals to natural law mlght cut both
ways, but equity does not.

There is a partnership, homonoia, between the lawmaker and the eq-

uitable judge, a partnership possible only i{ equity is one-sided. The states-
man can institute good laws only by assuming that good men living undet
them will always try to uphold them and never overthrow them. The intel-
ligent and virtuous lawmaker will recognize that his need to state the law
in general terms will sometimes result in injustice in the particular. He
will not object to the equitable judge acting in those cases. Knowing that
in a good state the judges will be equitable, he can do his own job berer,
conffdent that they will do what he would have wanted to do. He can srare
the proper generalities of the law without worrying about having to specify
every possibility because the law will be literally applied. In this way, the
authors of the written U.S. Constitution could state some propositions in
general form, usitg abstractions such as due process and equal protection,
conffdent that iudges and politicians will act equitably in obeying the Con-
stitution. Someone wdting a constitution who distrusted those who will
execute the laws would have to write a different, and less just, document.
Lawmakers who saw judges as conpetitors would be less successful as

lawrnakers.2T

In the same way, the constitution and the person making it more stable
are partners in a common activity. The statesman supporting the existing
constitution is not a competitor to the constitutioq while those engaged
in faction, no matter how virtuous they suppose themselves to be, cannot
be partners with the constitution. Such partnership is the friendship Aris-
totle mentions in V.9 when he lists the ,'three things that those who are to
hold the supreme o{ffces ought to have: {irst, ffiendliness toward the es-
tablished constitution lphilian pros t,n kqthestosan politeian)j next, great
ability in the tasks of the offfce; and thirdly, virtue and justice-in each
eonstitution the kind pertaining to that constitution,, lV.q.r:oga::-:6J.
Trying to overthrow the constitution cannot be an act of friendship, and
therefore cannot be an act of viftue. The good constitution will then leave
room {or the statesmaq as the good lawmaker left room for the.equitable
judge.

FACTIONS AND TIIE ?ARADOX OI ARISTOTILIAN PRACTICAL SCI!NC!

X. POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY: INSIDE OR
OUTSIDE THE POLIS?

In t]le last section I argued that virtue has no special role to play in the poli-

tics of Iactions. While true justice is proportiol to merit, and the function

oi the state is to promote virtue, the stateslnan aims at stability, and the

virtuous do not aim at remaking the state according to thet own, better,

understanding of politics. But it is worth asking the same questions about

the authority of philosophy, whether philosophy knows something that the

statesman needs to know.
The role of philosophy, like the role o{ virtue, faces the epistemological

and ethical asymmetry I began with. Either the philosopher is a partisan,

upholding one conception of justice as opposed to others, or a neutral iudge,

standing outside, and imposing his conception o{ justice on the others. Nei-

ther suits Aristotle's purposes.

Constitutions are unstable because the position of those excluded from

the constitution is unstable; they are not citizens, since they do not partici-

pate in constitutional offfce, but they are citizens, as opposed to aliens, met-

ics, slaves, and other noncitizen categories. While {or purposes of govemance

someone excluded from citizenship is not a part o( the state, for purposes

of understanding factions, people who fail the test o{ a palticular constitu-

tion but who could be citizens in otl.rer poleis still are citizens, There may

be natural masters and slaves, but there are no natural citizens or nonciti-

zens.2s Those excluded irom ruling still are citizens in the sense that they

have to be persuaded, r.rot commanded. Greeks show how civilized they are

by distinguishing political {rom despotic rule, and consequently between

political and despotic kinds o{ persuasion- While 'Etfiics Y.6.rt34bto-r7
says that we can only have full relations of justice and injustice among

fellow citizens, Politics y,8 shows that we have to have relations o{ justice

toward the free n-ren who are not citizens under a particular constitution

This is not a shift Irom a more idealistic to a more realistic view, but a new

challenge to political wisdom and to the uses of philosophy.

One should see that not only some adstocracies but even some oligarchies

last, not because the constitutions are stable, but because those occupy'

ing the offices t]eat well those outside the regime as well as those in the

governing body those wbo do not have a share/ but I1ot acting uniustly

toward them and by bringing into the constitution those among them

who have the mark of leaders, not acting unjustly toward the ambitious

764
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by depdving them of prcrogatives or toward the many with regard to
profft. (1ol V.8.r3o8a3-9J

The partial delinitious o{ democracy and oligarchy put those whom they
exclude into a practically unstable position, not quite out o{ the state and
not quite in it, eithel citizens by one standard and not by another, Faction
is the rational response to such an ambiguous position.

Once the democrats and oligarchs in power realize the unstable sutus
of the excluded, they have to rethinL how to treat the opposition. While
the distinction between correct and corr-upt constitutions disappears Irom
Book V, recognizing that one,s constitution is one among many possibili_
ties can make any constitution better. When I know that my democratic or
oljgarchic justice is only partial justice, I will extend relations of justrce to
noncitizens.

The great lesson philosophy has lor political wisdom is that the states-
man should not imitate the philosopher. The political science of Book III
constructs the stjongest scientiffc connections between terms: necessary
connections. The strongest corresponding practical connection is a perfor_
mative utterance. Science succeeds when its opposition is silenced. There
are no countelargunents agatnst necessary connections. pe{ormative ut_
terances, in which saying makes it so, similarly admit no rejoinders. But
praxis fails when it tries to silence the opposition. Necessary connectlons
become coercive. Tyranny, we learn at the end of Book V, is unstable. The
statesman is better off with a logically weaker connection between consti_
tution, cit, and citizen, not a deffnition of constitution in which sayng
makes it so, but a persuasive and circumstantial deffnition o{ constitutton
that establishes probable, and desirable, connections between constitution,
city, and citizen, Logically weaker connections can be ethically stronger.
"Erotic necessities are probably better than geometdical necessities at per_
suading and aompelling most peofl.e,, lRepublic V.45Bd)_ Aristotle repeats
Plato's poirt, but as usual, toning down the passion.2e The politician who
tries to rely on philosophical authority or succeed by deffnitional ffat lives
by logos alone. The statesman should instead make Aristotle,s thesis, that
constitutions deffne citizens, into an ethical proposition: constitutions de_
ffne citizens not by ffat but by education which shapes the aharacter.

It sounds odd to prefer a weaker argument, but there is an important
sense in which we should. Politicians should not think that they can profft
frorn the necessary connections of the philosopher because outsiders have
to be persuaded that they will not be injured by being excluded, and that
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others should rule. "People governed in this way are necessadly governed

wellr the offfces wiil always be in the hands oI the best, while the people

being willing and not envious o{ the respectable" lVI 4-r3r8b33-36).
Philosophical arguments become practical by becoming ethical Aris-

totle contrasts Socratic dialogues with mathematical rcasoning, the latter

having no ethos lRh. lII.r5.r4r7ar9-rr). The Polirics lays out arguments

without AtJ]os, which the statesman then converts into ethical arguments

This, I suggest, is the way to understand Aristotle's claims that ethics and

politics are practical sciences, ways of knowing that aim at action, with-

out reducing practical discourse to rhetodcal exhortation That the ?olitics

presents logoi to which the statesman/s tLhos makes them into practical

reasoning seems to me a more fruitful and accurate understanding of their

relation than the idea that the statesman must "apply" the truths o{ the

Politics.
In three respects, philosophy stands to the activity of the statesman as

dialectical stands to rhetorical {easoning. First, the statesman has to weigh

the probabilities of the likely arguments the philosopher presents. Thus we

saw in Book III where Aristotle presented alguments for and against dif-

{erent constitutions, ranging {rom alguments {or full democracy to those

for an absolute king. AII these argurnents are plausible in the abstract, and

the statesman has to decide their likelihood and probability in particular

circumstances. Second, as we saw especially in this chapter, the philoso-

pher only has to state the truth, while the statesman has to convince other

citizens, ancl so has to not only be wise and good but appear to be wise and

good. Finally, the statesman must convert the philosopher's logical argu-

ments into ethical arguments, reasonings that require character as well as

intelligence.

XI. PHILOSOPHY AND PFJRONESIS: LOGOS AND ETHOS

Therefore I want to end this chapter by exploring this difference between

ethical and logical argumentr and so between what the philosopher knows

and what the statesman knows. Thinking that some connection among

ideas is necessary removes the need to create, develop, and fortify the rela-

tionship between people. fustice then makes {riendship unnecessary' Phi-

losophy makes bad rhetodc celtainty is unpersuasive-because it makes

us think our job is done olrce we have made connections among ideas. When

people re{use to accept putatively necessary relationships, the temptation is

then to use compulsion, to {orce people to be free. Necessary connections
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remove the need {or engaging the tf-tos and passions o{ the parties being
related. We should be glad that attempts to depopulate the moral world by
replacing people with ideas fail.

In the face of constitutlonal change, the interdependence between con-
stitution, city, and citizen that was a scientiffc virtue in Book III becomes a
vicious circle. Noncitizens have no reason to accept the cl4ims of the con-
stitution, since those claims are partisarr, Anything said, in such a context is
partisan, regardless of the truth or honesty, the viftue or t-he wisdom, of the
speaker. In disputes between factions, both sides uphold competing concep-
tions of justice. In the context o{ factions, claims to justice as proportion
to merit cannot exist as anything othe{ than a partisan statement, which
is why Adstotle does not promote a party o{ virtue. Using performative
deffnitions to imitate Aristotle is an attenpt to escape the world of paru_
sanship into a pure realm of truth and iustice. Demonstrative necessrles
become the pretext for silence and coercion. That is almost a deffnitron ot
self-righteousness.

The crucial issue, then, is how the statesman can convert logical truths
into ethical ones. Since practical argument will be more sensitive to cir-
cumstances, a single logical truth can be embodied in several di{ferent ethi.
ca1 arguments. How the necessary connections of Book III become practical
truths depends on tie etlos o{ the particular constitution {IV.rr,rz95a4o_
br, VII.B.r328a4r-bz). Ithos gives meaning to abstract plopositionsj it de-
termines which of the logically possible implications of a given proposition
can be a{ffrmed. In this case, an ethical argument must begin with the con-
stitution that deffnes who is a citizen, and, via the democratic or oligarchic
et.ho,s, leads to the conclusion that rulers must treat noncitizens well. That
seems like a lorg dirrance to rravel.

The philosopher offers two discoveries to statesmen about the relauons
between &eir respective activities. Iirst, philosophy is incomplete. Excepr
rn rare cilcumstances-exemplilied by the role of nature in politics f and.
again in VII and Vlll-philosophical truths cannot be directly instantiated;
except in such circumstances it is an ethical and practical mistake to rxy.
The incompleteness o{ philosophy cteates an opportunity for autonomous
decisions by the statesman. Deliberation concems things tiat are up to us.

Second, the statesman has to learn the harder truth that the lack of
constraint by philosophy or science does not mean the freedom to do as one
likes, as democrats like to believe, or that might makes dght, as oligarchs
tend to think. The indeteminate nature of philosophical tmth is an op-
portunity for practical deliberation about what is best in the circumstanoes.
Philosophical truths are incomplete, but true nevertheless; they cannot be
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ignored but have to be incorporated into the statesman,s character. ,,Man,

as a principle of action, is a union of desire and intellect,, (NE VI.z.r r39b4_5 ).

Practical philosophy is incomplete without Adros.
The function of philosophy is to provide logoi that 4re made determi-

nate through a particular Athos. ,,Decision requires both understanding ancl
thought and also a state of chdacteri for acting well or badly requires both
thought and chalacter" (NE VLz.rr39a35J. practical wisdom acknowleclges
that the constitution delines who is a citizen, but it sees that thesis as rars,
ing the question of how citizenship shou.ld be deffned. When we leave the
reaim of necessity we don't enter that of the arbitrary but the ffeld of delib-
eration. This is the ffeld o{ the probable, and it takes adros to judge prob-
abilities. The constitution deffnes who is a citizen, and therefore the Athos
of tire particular constitution will lead from the general principles o{ Book
III to decisions about what to do. The particular Cthos o{ a particular con-
stitution will lead Jrom general principles to determinate decisions. It goes

where philosophy cannot.
Al1 deliberation is guided by a conception o{ what is best. The best,

though, we learned at the beginning of IV.r, is ambiguous. The meanirlq
ol best appropdate for Book V is ,,best on a hypothesis,, (IV.r.rz8Sbr7_33).
The statesman who ffnds himself in a democracy or an oligarchy aims ar
the best by aiming at presewing the given constitution. Democratic and oli-
garchic constitutions are best maintained through an education in harmony
with the constitution lV.9.r3roar: r4). The ruler with a oonstitutional
eLhos will treat outsiders well, not out of sympathy or interest, but because
mutuality and friendship are part of his character, his Adros as a ruler within
this col.rstitution.

The ethical and practical argument o{ Book V draws on another fealure
of the reasoning in Book IIL The deffnition of citizen in Book III applies best
in a democracy. There is no implication there, or elsewhere, that we should
therefore pre{er democracy. But we lean at V.B.r3o8ar5 that a1l constitu,
trons contain a d1mos, a people, within the rulers, who should treat each
other equally and democratically. Even without the indeffnite o{ffces that
Aristotle says define the constitution most properly in a denocracy, there
ls an element of democratic ,f-hos in every cotstitution. Since factions arise
not only from the people excluded from the constitutiou, but, especially
in oligarchies, lrom within the ruling class (V.6.r3o5brr17, t3o6a4-zo),
preservation is as much a matter of how best to treat fellow aitizens as how
to treat the outsiders as equals.

Rulers treat fellow rulers democratically. Although they can,t extend
that courtesy to those excluded ltom the constitution, they still can uear
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these outsiders politically. While the str4tegy with regard to slavery ts to
maximize the distance between masters and slaves, the statesman aiming
at security and trying to darnpen t]le threat of lactions shoutrl behave in
the opposite way, Treating outsiders politically means, minimally, refrain_
ing lrom iniustice. Injustlce is only possible toward fellow members of a
community. Thete{ore, however the constitution deffnes citizenship, and
however justice is limited to {ellow citizens, the constitution should never
deffne our relations to noncitizens despotically. The statesman wili main_
tain his constitution's distinction between citizens and noncitizens, but
will not identify that distinction as a line betweer] people one mLtst treat
justly and those outside the law whom one can treat despotically. Restdct_
ing justice in the full sense to the relations among fellow citizens does nor
preclude, but indeed implies, the application of justicc in a looser sense
to the other free people in the polis. The constitution may be restrictivg
but the moderate Atlos o{ its rulers makes them extend friendship more
widely.

Book V contains no answer to who should be a citizen apart from the
partisan claims o{ democrats and oligarchs. The crux of the ethical argu_
ment comes in the discovery in V.9 that the best means o{ preserving states
improve them. From the beginning of Book V we knew that the best means
of preserving states makes them more stable and long-lasting. But I have
only gradually argued for a connection between the stable constitution and
the good constitutioq because that connection is {ar from evident. In the
R.herozic Aristotle rejects the uses of Ztlos deffned outside the argument,
oue's reputation, or the trappings of character-for a modern example, the
need of contemporary politicians to sluround themselves with a rnultira_
cial backdrop-to make room lor an Ethos developed by the argument it_
self (I.:,r356a8-t3). An ethical argument is a better argument. Similarly,
Poltjcs V rejects antecedent distinctions o{ better and worse-some s.are$
are better than others, sorre revolts more justiffed-in order to develop the
goodness of a constitution that comes {rom choosing the right methods of
achieving stability. Insisting on the distinctions o{ Book III between aollecr
and corupt constitutions, between aiming at life ancl the good life, would
only impede the ethical project of Book V-

This, then, is an ethical argument not only bec4use the character o{
those making and receiving the argument is involved-the extreme demo-
crats and oligarchs who see their position as the opportunity for despotism
reveal their et-hos too-but in the more restdcted and normative sense that
such an argument engages p-hronesis. The phtonimos abandons whar are
here extenal standards of value in order to develop forms of political good_

I
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ness within ethical activities of the statesman. He knows that the consider-

ations of Book III are not by thernselves a complete guide to action and that

he must also rely on ethlcal oonsiderations. Just as the statesman discovers

democratic equality within any constitution, so he discovers justice as pro-

portion to medt within the operations of stability.
Aristotle investigates the circumstances under which noncitizens will

be satisfied with the rule of others, since that is how constitutions are pre-

selTed. Fol mostpeople, he thinks, not being treatedunjustly is good enough,

and they are happy to avoid heavy burclens of active citizenship, especially

i{ they can't make a profft {rom being in offfce isee too IV.r3.1297b6 ro).

Instead of relying on deffnitional ffat, tl.re statesman Sets dd of faction by

aiming at the good life, the good lifc under the flag of presewation.

Aristotle's owr1 argument iL1 Po]itics y embodies no etjros. It has to be

judged by scientiffc, not ethical, standards. The statesman using it takes

those logoi and thinks through them ethicall, deliberates about how they

can lead to decisions and actions. He has to ffgure out what they mean in
particular circumstances. The statesman will know how to molli{y outsid-

ers, making them less disposed to engage in faction, prevent the injustices

against which factions react, and rernove the occasions of Iaction that give

them hope of success. That is the practical use of philosophy.
'fhe Poktics begins and ends with practical situations in which argu-

ment is unnecessary, the household of Book I and the ideal state of Books

VII and VIII,3o Slaves must be made to obey. If words work better than force/

by all means the master should use words. But commands are not argu-

ments, and there is no talking back. Wives, children and slaves who dispute

the head oi household's claim to rule should be punished and put in their
place. At the other extreme, in the perfect state, since claims to rule based

on {reedom, wealth, and virtue coincide, there are no disputes about justice.

Slaves may be necessary, as Book I argues, but can never be parts o{ the

state. In the ideal state ol Books VII and \{II, mechanics and laborers are

similarly necessary conditions that are not parts of the state, while other

states include such people as citizens. Under those constitutions, palt of the

virtue o{ political wisdom consists in the power oI persuasion.
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