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Introduction

The principal sources for Aristotle's account offtmaily arePolitics | and Il and
Nicomachean Ethic¥lll.? In Politics I, theoikos(family, household) is defined as that
specific form ofkoinwnia(community, association) which integrates individuale et
common life that enables them to become, as membarsotkos members of @olis
(political community, city-state) as well. Micomachean Ethicglll, the family is
defined as that specific form philia (love, friendship) that forms the basis of kinship
(suggenikgrooted in parental lovepétriké), which in turn rests upon the good will
(eunoig of spousaphilia. In the spousal relationship, the natural origins ofetp@nd
political community are overcome and the ethical foundadf human life, for both
individual and community, is obtained in the rule of rea3@ken together, theolitics
andEthicsdefine the family as a form of community based on a foffniendship
(philia), the principle of which is self-lovepkilautia). Spousaphilia is the true basis of
the family in theEthics and this is true of tholitics as well, where theikosis
specified as thkoinwniaof husband and wife. It is from this standpoint that#utie
regards the family primarily as an ethical institutibat invests natural ties of kinship
and affection with meaning and value.

! This paper is in aid of a monograph on the family indad Aristotle as a fundamentally spiritual
institution that transcends its natural origins and bagd end the same activity on which rests the good of
the state, namely, the acquisition of a practicaliginecessary to the contemplative life. It drawsaan t
conference papers;T6 koinonandto idionas principles of the family in PlatoRepublicand Aristotle’s
Politics’ (1997 meeting of the Classical Association of Canadap8h’s, NF), andVieros polews
Aristotle's study of theikosin Politics | (1998 meeting of the Atlantic Classical Associatioackville,
NB).

2 Reference in Stephanus pages tdRbpublicare to J. Burnet, ed?Jatonis Res PublicéOxford:
Clarendon Press 1902); reference in Bekker pages Bollies andEthicsare to A. Dreizehnter,
Aristoteles’ Politik(Munich: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1970) and |. Bywatéwistotelis Ethica Nicomachea
(Oxford 1894; rep. 1970.) Translations are my own, unlessvadeemdicated. Secondary literature is
cited by author and title abbreviation, with full documedntaprovided in the bibliography. Principal
commentaries consulted are those of Jowett (1885), Susemdiliicks (1894), Newman (1902) and
Saunders (1995).
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Aristotelian scholars have generally paid inswdhciattention to the logic that
identifies the nature of the spousal relationship as itotnst) the rational basis of the
Aristotelianoikosand, thereby, of theolis as well. In particular, they have failed to
differentiate sufficiently between the physical telaship of male and female on the one
hand, and the social relationship of husband and wifé@other, tending rather to
conflate the twd. Consequently, they have underestimated the equalis#tibe natural
inequality of male and female in a spousal relationshipdoase mutual rational virtue
that transcends the natural association rooted in segyataict and forms the basis of the
free and equal partnership of husband and tviféneoikosappears in most accounts as
natural both in origin and end, thereby justifying Arigttsticlaim that thpolisis natural,
with the transition from an animal existence to aoratl life taking place only in the
polis. The main contention of this argument is that ttasgition from natural immediacy
to human rationality (what has been called 'the tvagsf naturalness principle’) first
takes place in the spousal relationship. For this redisefiamily can be said to form the
natural foundation of political life and yet also beatezl as a "political' relationship.

That Aristotle views the family as essentiallsaional institution, and that he obtained
this view most directly from Plato, is demonstrated bychigcism of Plato's view of the

% "The family is formed by nature out of the two srasilnatural unions, of husband and wife, and of
master and slave, solely for the support and propagdtida.bSusemihl and Hick®A 98. "From his
observation of this process of growth of the polis ouheferotic union of male and female, Aristotle
concludes that the polis exists by nature" (Bdeith209, for whom "the family is a purer image of the
natural order than is politics,” 212.) For Mulgan, Arigi@tbikosis defined by its dogmatic entrenchment
in those natural differences that it fails to tramstélnitially he derives the naturalness of the hbote
from the supposed fact that the rule of husband overanifeof master over slave accord with innate
natural characteristics in human beings. We can nothaédée offers no convincing empirical evidence
for the existence of these innate characterististed his belief in them seems to depend on the
assumption that the household itself must be naturalauBe the household meets what to Aristotle are
essential human needs, its relationships must be fdurdeatural differences, even if these are not
readily discoverable by empirical observati&PT46-47. "The continuation of the human species
requires two primitive forms of interpersonal relatidrgttbetween male and female for the purpose of
reproduction and that between master and slave forvalirtdence the most primitive social unit is that
constituted by individuals bearing those relationsi® another, viz., the household (oikia)...Households
and villages are thus natural forms of association intiiegtdevelop in response to certain human needs.”
Taylor P 236. As with Saunders, the transition from the physaéie rational aspect of human 'nature’
(i.e. the operation of the 'transivity of naturalnessqiple” Miller NJR42, Saunder8P 68) is generally
thought to take place in the transition fromkosto polis: "Man is an 'animal’ naturally fitted to live in a
polis (1253a2-3); he has a 'natural' impulse (1253a29-30) towardsriatf association. This impulse
generates partly instinctive and partly calculated @soénd actions over a long period of history; it thus
constitutes an inner source of change and developmenpfiotitive beginnings (the 'pairings’, household,
village) into ... thepolis. This is the complete and developed form of assoaiatiathat it is 'self-
sufficient'...; it caters for all man's needs (notehephysical ones), and so enables him to fulfil hisirea
as amanAP 62. See also MilleNJR40-45 for further discussion of the teleological assungtimplied

in the 'transivity principle of naturalness'.

*"If the household is natural, so too must be the infeti@tus of women" MulgaAPT45. "In some
respects , Aristotle's treatment of the position afneo is more culpable than his more commonly
castigated justification of slaveryAPT46. "The first stage in this process of growth [offibks] is the
union of male and female, and this coupled with the joiningaster and slave, form the household, an
association for the 'satisfaction of daily recurreahtg'. Slave and wife, then, are subject to the rfuleeo
master of the house...The difference between the wamnd the slave is emphasized here, though the
reason for this is left obscure.” Bod# 209.
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family (chiefly as it appears in tleepublig in Politics Il. Plato'sRepublicdiscloses
how the unity of the state depends on the unity of théyfdoy undoing the popular
assumption that family and state are independently groundgapbsed principles, the
state in what is common according to reasorkoinon the family in what is private
according to naturdo idion° To koinonis there presented as the sole principle of all
forms ofkoinwnia state, family, individual and souf idion appears as the principle of
division, strife and self-destruction in states, santsividuals and families. Aristotle
chiefly criticizes Plato’s logic by which the unity df state is made dependent on the
unity of the family; yet, his criticism is more a reagipal of Plato’s position than a mere
rejection of it. That Aristotle would preserve the ptazhousehold in its independence
as the fundamental unit of politidadinwnia(Politics I, 1253b1) is not simply a
rejection of Plato’s overreaching idealism in favor fanpirical return to the historical
independence of thekosfrom thepolis. The Aristoteliarbikosdoes not exist apart in a
natural independence from tpelis, and its preservation iolitics | is precisely as part
of the larger unfolding of the rational life of thmlis. It is only in Aristotle’s view of the
common good of thpolis (to koinon)as a synthesis of private interedtsidia) that the
oikosis preserved in its integrity as essential togbks. That is a logic more easily
derived from the Platonic reduction of family and statetkoinonas a single unifying
principle than from their historical independence, populatyarded as based on the
contrariety ofto idion andto koinon

Aristotle’s teaching on the family has found much fassur in studies of women in
classical antiquity than Plato's teaching, which appealightened' by comparisénThe
relationships that constitute Aristotle's household, and the basis of what he
considers a moral and just society, may appear to us umguady immoral and unjust,
based as they are on slavery, patriarchy and chauvirnfsse disagree with Aristotle, it
is likely because we do not regard our humanity as atiain subject to the natural
limitations of sex, age, and function. The limit ofigtotle's humanism is that it is not

® Doull sees it inversely: "that the state depends pifiynen the good Plato brings into view by a dialectic
which undoes the hypotheses that it rests on the famiy the wealth and independence of a military-
political class, HCHV 9, n.9. What makes Doull’s remark of interest is thigtritot based on the errant
view that the family is opposed to the state as a rahstitution grounded in biological ties. He criticizes
Plato for having a limited grasp of the Hellenic fanaiya religious institution: ‘Plato had perceived rightly
that the Hellenic family, which had its independentti@hato the gods and could expect an unqualified
attachment from its members, was the final impedimedttareat to the formation of a political

community which should know and be obedient to the good gl ardering of human interests to
it....What Plato would evade as destructive of any staddee in human affairs, namely that there should
be two equal and opposed relations to the highest goodyedaén fact among the Greeks, being indeed
the essential structure of Hellenic institutionSQCI 127).

®"Under the scrutiny of feminist theory Arisotle haseeged in the last decade as one of the founders and
major exponents of the misognynist strain dominating mucheof\testern intellectual tradition™
Saxonhousd;PU 202. For examples of the common opinion favouring Rregdrevolutionary
protofeminist’ as against Aristotle the 'traditiomasogynist’, see Fantham, Foley, Kampen, Pomeroy, and
ShapiroWCW122; BlundellWAG181-87. See also Mulgan, "[Aristotle’s] attitude towardrtie and

status of women reflects, as we would expect, the atsitpdvalent in his own society...Though he usually
parades his differences from Plato, he gives verg kttliention to Plato's radical suggestion that women
should be politically and socially equal ... made posdiple. his abolition of the household. Aristotle, by
supporting the retention of the household onthe grounds oathe of personal family relationships and
private property, is thereby committed to opposing thelgygaé women"APT 44-45.
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unconditional. It is a reasoned account of human nanuoesocial development based
partly on theory, partly on observation. He inquirgs whether all humanity possesses
the same rational nature and virtue, and finds it an unpisigfidoctrine. Our differences
in human potential are provided by nature; we are beither free nor autonomous. Our
freedom and happiness is conditional upon our joining togptgerly according to our
specific function as parts that form a natural whdlee natural path by which we must
fulfil our human potential is by way of the associatidnmale and female, master and
slave, parent and child. Unlike animals governed by mereatstiowever, we must
ultimately realise our human nature by living togethehiwiinstitutions based on the
exercise of the specifically human faculty of rea€dther societies, which do not follow
nature's lead, never attain to that degree of ratioedlom and virtue that is possible for
the human.

Of greatest interest is the pivotal role thas#tle gives to the spousal relationship in
his account of the development of family and statdrlstotle's view, the social basis of
political and ethical life is the free and relativetyaétarian relationship of husband and
wife as partners in a common life founded on the atliim and enjoyment of virtue.
While this may fall short of a more radical asserbdthe freedom and dignity of the
human to be found in Christian and subsequent thinkingmains the most important
and enduring assertion in antiquity of the conditioreg¢dom and dignity of women (and
men) as forming the basis of a truly human society.

|. Meros PolewsThe Family In Politics .

Aristotle's argument iRolitics| presents theikosas that species &binwnia
(common life, community, association, relationship)essary to constituteolis.” In
chapter one, we learn that thi&osis a different species &binwniafrom that of the
polis. Yet, they are both forms &binwnig and thepolisis the most complete form of
koinwniag containing the different and less complete formisoafiwnig including that of
the oikos within itself. Plato, says Aristotle, does not undandtthat political community
is of a different kind than domestic community: thapblis is not just a largeikos
Oikosandpolis are distinct forms dfoinwnig yet, not wholly distinct. To study the
polis, we should examine the elements of which it mposed, the lesser forms of
koinwniaout of which the most complete formkdinwniaevolves.

" A polis is a species of community, other species bsiadgrousehold, the village, and the nation. The
various kinds are defined by the different forms of nrlsubordinationgrchd which govern the activities
of their members. The rule of master over slavéhefpatriarch over wife and children, and of monarch
over subjects are different forms of rule from politizcde, which we saw to be a) exercised over free and
equal subjects (1255b20) and b) exercised with a view to prontbgngpbmmon interest (1279a16-21). So
a polis is by definition a community of individuals who gapiate in the government of the community.’
Taylor P 243. Cf. Booth on Aristotle’s definition giolis andoikosas species of the genk@inwniain Pol

I: PHCAP216-7; also Salomon: ‘'Etat est une certaine esgaommunautég@inwnia tina [citing Pol
1252al] CBAP177). Again, the Aristotelian reduction of family and estat a single genus kbinwniag
while it preserves the family, appears closer ta tRkitonic reduction to a single formlafinwniathan to
their historical independence as separate and even funtidiyepposed.
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Chapter two studies the origin of thalis in theoikos and that of theikosin two
distinct relations that occur naturally among individudiie koinwniaof male and
female, and th&oinwniaof master and slave. Tlo&osarises from these relations
among individuals; thpolis arises out of relations amongoi. Thepolisis, therefore,
"by nature prior to theikosand to the individual”, just as the body as a whopi® to
its individual members. Chapter three proposes that Sexerypolis is composed out
of oikoi" (pasa gar sugkeitai polis ex oikiv11253b2), it belongs to the study of the
polis to make a study of the elements which make upittes the relation of master and
slave, husband and wife, and parent and child. This studyripleted in the final
chapters of book one, chapters twelve and thirteen.

Chapters four through eleven examines the natwikafomiaor household
management. Under this heading, he refines his views warglm chapters four through
eight , then, in chapters nine through eleven, constberacquisition of wealth. At the
end of book one, Aristotle sums up in a single phras@timcipal assumption that
underlies his study of thakosin Politics I: "everyoikosis part of golis’ (oikia men
pasa meros polewis3.1260b13).

A. Defining theoikos.
(i) Greekoikosand non-Greek household.

We learn from chapters one and two that not estatg is golis, nor every household
anoikos Greek societies are true political societies bex#uesy argolis-societies
composed obikoi. Conversely, they are societies composeailadi because theikoi
belong topoleis Non-Greeksk{arbaroi) live in nonpolis societies composed of
households that are not tragoi.

It is natural for Aristotle to make his point by compg the ways of Greeks and non-
Greeks obarbaroi (2.1252a34-b9). About tHgarbaroi, he remarks in book seven that
they are "intelligent and inventive, but wanting in gpand therefore always in a state of
subjection and slavery" (Jow@&WAPol VII.1327b20-30). Intellect is not wanting in the
barbaroi; rather, it is their apparent failure to realize goed of intellect that Aristotle
finds slavish. Hellene and barbarian were, of coursajeetr cultural distinctions, based
on language and custom.

The principal difference between the Grpeks and non-Greek society is that one is
slave, the other free. Non-Greek societies do not rezedghe distinction between free
and slave. Non-Greek wives are treated as slavesfaili®e to distinguish properly
between free and slave means that the non-Greek housgholdssociation of male and
female slaves. Non-Greek societies are slave stateposed of slave-households. Greek
societies are based on the distinction between freeslave. Greek wives are not
regarded as slaves, and thus Gra&ki are associations of free men and women. The
Greek polis is a free society made upikoi. Theoikosis akoinwniaof free
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individuals. By virtue of which element, then, is thkosfree?

(i) Koinwniaof male and femalegenésiqreproduction).

The Greeloikosoriginates in two associations that occur naturatipiag individuals:
thekoinwniaof male and female, and theinwniaof master and slave (2.1252a24-34).

It is a matter of natural necessity, not of ceqanagké ... ouk ek proairesews
1252a26-31), that one exists as male or female and desiogswith the opposite sex to
reproduce another like one's self. Keenwniaof male and female is common to all
living things: plants, animals and human beings. It ismomalso to both Greek and
non-Greek households. There is neither free nor glatfese unions: the distinction
between the Greeabikosand the non-Greek slave household has not yet appeared.

Thekoinwniaof male and female is not of itself atkos The species dfoinwniathat
is theoikoshas its origin only partly in this natural desire ofiunduals to reproduce
through one another that is common to all living thingsclipdo theoikosas a species
of koinwniais the distinction of free and unfree, which is lackimghe relationship
between individuals who unite to reproduce, whether planfa or human. Theikos
is akoinwniaof free individuals. This distinction of free and unfreg@ears among
human individuals not in their association as malkfamale, but in their association as
master and slave.

(i) Koinwniaof master slaveswtéria(survival).

Like male and female, th®inwniaof master and slave is natural and necessary; not a
matter of convention, or of choice: like male anddémthe existence of one
presupposes the co-existence of the other. But unlike maleearale, master and slave
is a distinctively human association. While the urobmale and female is common to
all living things, the association of master and slaveatural only to the human. An ox
might be a poor man's slave, but this is to substituteiamesfor a man. The natural
slave must possess a rational nature, which disshgsithe human as a species of
animal (2.1252b9-15).

The association of master and slave is firshidketo the association of soul and body.
In the individual, the body is the natural slave @& sloul (5.1254b15-22). In his final
reflection on the relation of ruler and ruleat¢hon, archomengrat the end of book one,
Aristotle decides that master and slave is really rikedhat between the rational and
irrational (co-rational?) elements within the humaalsin natural slavery, both parties
must possess the capacity for reason, but differenthat\Aristotle emphasises is that
the slave qua slave must share in the rational prencaoid possess the virtue of it, if the
slave is to be able to carry out the command of reason.
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Conventional slavery confuses the slave and thedtaeery is just only when it is an
association of the naturally ruling and the naturally ruledthe benefit of their mutual
soteria Whatever we think of it, Aristotle's position is atethe institution of slavery is
the natural and necessary basis of a free sociasyaldo just, in the sense that it rests on
the natural capacities for a rational life on the palioth ruler and ruled, master and
slave. As for our own confidence that human freedoso isnmediately in our
possession that we should consider slavery as the vielyyavhich we are deprived of
it, Aristotle might well gaze upon us with all the wonteat Ferdinand draws from
Miranda, who says of him, " | might call him a thing d®j for nothing natural | ever
saw so noble."TTempest. ii. Il. 419-20)

(iv) Koinwniaof free male and femalpasa hemergdaily life).

Out of these twdoinwniai (man and woman, master and
slave), first is theikos ...Theoikosis thekoinwnia
naturally constituted with respect to daily life (1252b9-14).

Theoikosis compounded of these two associations: male anddgthélu, arrer),
master and slavel¢spotés, doulds Neither of these associations constitutesikos
nor is anikosmerely any composite of the two. It would not beo&os for instance, if
a free man were to beget his children by female slavescdnfusion of the association
of male and female with that of master and slave aons the generation of tlegkos
Theoikosdoes not arise in non-Greek society, which confuses wameé slaves. Such
confusion gives rise, not to tleekos but to thekoinwniaof male and female slavelsg
koinwnia doulés kai doulol252b6)? The slave household is not @ikos Theoikosis
that species déoinoinawhich properly combines these two different kindg&ahwnia
among individuals in such a way as to constitute a simgheform ofkoinwnia The
oikosis theteleios ek doulwn kai eleutherbh253b4), the completion that arises of the
union of the slave and the free. It is principally kkehwniaof free men and women,
who share the rational capacity for ruling themsetrebtheir slaves, that constitutes the
oikos

Thekoinwniaof male and female provides fgenesisthat of master and slave for
soteria Theoikosis the species doinwniathat contains these lesser ends within the
more comprehensive end of providing fiasa hemerafor the daily needs of its
members. The members of thikosshare common names, suchtaemosipuai'of the
same cupboard,’ anldomokapdj 'of the same manger'. The basic needs of individuals
are ephemeral, but tleekosis not. It is precisely the life of treekosthat frees
individuals of an ephemeral existence and unites thencamenon life that transcends

8 "The naturally ruling element lacking among non-Gre@esbaroi) is one rational enough to distinguish
the natural roles of women and slave...; hence maelGauthorities (heads of households? kings?) are
effectively, by stunted development, themselves slavagh&ers 65.



PROVENCAL: THE FAMILY IN ARISTOTLE

it.®

(v) Koinwnia of oikoi: oikosasmeros polews.

proteron de téi phusei polis € oikia kai hekastos hémon
estin. to gar holon proteron anankaion einai tou merous

By nature theolisis prior to theoikosand to each of us as
individuals. For the whole is necessarily prior to plaet.
(1253a19-20)

Just as thpolis is akoinwniaof oikoi in virtue of its difference from theikosas a
species okoinwnia so is theoikosa koinwniaof individuals in virtue of its difference
from the more elementary formsladinwniathat exist among individuals. Tl&os as
thekoinwniaof free male and female is the fiksiinwniato arise out of th&oinwniaof
male and female, master and slave. dikesnaturally gives rise to the villagekwym§, a
colony of separateikoi born of a singl®ikos(apoikia oikiag. Thekwméis the first
species okoinwniato aim at something more than our daily life, for what appe the
kwméis the first form of government, modeled on the pathal household. Theolis
arises out of &oinwniaof kwmai The distinction between a patriarchal community and a
polisis that thepolisis a unity ofoikoi that are not related by ties of blood and marriage.
Thekwmédissolves into theolis, since the patriarch must be replaced by the statesman
as the head of government. The basic unit opthis therefore remains thakos The
polis is akoinwniaof independentikoi, whose various ties of kinship are politically
irrelevant. Ultimately, then, the life of tlekosgives rise to th@olis. Thepolis has its
origin in theoikos but theoikoshas its end in thpolis. Theoikoshas a specific end of
its own, but it has also an end beyond itself. Thiisnore than to say that all citizens

® Saunders translates the logic of Aristotle's arguriménia historical development that provides a useful
illustration of the development taken beyond physicaltyamd as pointing to the further development of
the spousal relationship EN . "[T]he household was formed 'from these two assodis! (i.e.

man/woman, master/slave). Now when 'froek) (s used in [chapters] 4 and 5 of the later emergehce o
the village and state, it is clear that the associatioom' which they were formed existed antecedently.
Aristotle may then have envisaged a genuinely histopreahousehold period in which a man might have
... either or both of a woman (or several) ‘fordoling’, and a slave (or several) ‘for preservatsord, that

he operated these two associations more or less indepignderhaps only occassionally... When however
he combines the associations he has a householdghseil®nomikoranimal, 'fit for a household: EE
1242a23), in which a much wider an more constant range of coopeaativities than breeding and
preservation can be pursued; and that ...is the poinedfi¢leds of every day' ... In the household, these
two associations and their two purposes are obvimlpvertaken or replaced. AN 1162a17-22
explains, human beings live together not just for proaeatvhich we share with animals ..., but for the
purposes of life. Breeding and preservation are the lmdisd household's enlarged range of activity,
which enables them to be achieved in greater securitg@ntbrt; and security and comfort are steps on
the way to happiness ... Life in an early household nesgntheless have been rather gfi&.1242a19-b2
andEN 1160b22-1162a33 explore the varieties of justice and friendsitigtist within households as
Aristotle knew them much later, in the economic, &lpend ethical context of the state--and that would
make a considerable difference. At any rate, in thuséloold of his day he saw 'the origins and founts of
friendship, of a constitutiorpfliteia: perhaps citizenship?), and of justi&d=(1252a40-b12 ...)AP 65-66.
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of apolis must be members of separatkoi, and that the head of evasijkosmust be a
citizen of apolis.

B. Analysing theoikos.
(i) Species of rule within theikos.

Chapter three specifies the relationships thasttate the parts of amkos master
and slave, husband and wife, parent and child. (Aristotlegurse, is explicitly
patriarchal and chauvinist: he speakslespotiképatriké andgamik§. At this point the
koinwniaof the free male and female which constitutes tiseshaf theoikosis identified
as the relationship of husband and wgeqis allochos.

In chapter twelve, Aristotle categorises thesatigiships as different species of rule
(arch@, each composed of two elements, the natural rateh¢n and the naturally
ruled @rchomenoh

The relationship of master to slave is despoticesinis a matter of ownership. The
master owns the slave; the slave is the propertiyeofitaster. The relationship of parent
to child is monarchic, since both parties are free, beti®morally subject to the other
by right of natural affectionphilia) and seniority. The relationship of husband to wife is
essentially political, with the exception that it &tural for the husband always to hold
office, never the wife. The main point, howeverthiat husband and wife are not only
free, like their children, but also, unlike their childregqual. To put it yet another way:
as male and female, the woman is subject to the mhis asitural inferior; as husband
and wife, they are equal.

It is the free and equal relationship of husband afelthvt constitutes thatkosas
meros polewsWithin itself, as a patriarchal household, thieosis monarchic, just as the
earliest form of government is patriarchal monarchy.iBistnot the monarchic character
of patriarchal rule that gives rise to a political coumity of free citizens. Rather, it is
only when that is superseded and a political order is egtatdlon another basis than that
of patriarchy, that thpolis appears as a community@koi not unified by ties of
kinship. The root of politicatoinwniais thekoinwniaof the free man and woman that
constitutes the basis of thé&os It is the free and relatively egalitarian relatioips
between husband and wife in thi&osthat is the origin and basis of political sociéty.

(i) Species of virtue within theikos.

9 [The woman] is nearer to being the natural equal ohieband in rationality and deliberative power
than she is to being as sharply different from himvasld be implied by the kingly and aristocratic
models... Her deliberative faculty requires consultattmgument, and persuasion...; to that extent, she has
to be treated as one statesman treats anothestodeisaw advantage in this continuity between domestic
and political practice; for he regarded those virtuestizied in the home as the 'origins and founts' of those
practised in the state itself [citirN 1160b22 ff.]" Saunder&P 96-97
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Chapter thirteen presents thikosas concerned principally with the cultivation of
virtue. It is, like thepolis, an ethical or spiritual institution.

Clearly, thereforegikonomiais more concerned with persons than with
the acquisition of material possessions, and moretvin acquistion of
virtue than with their materialistic acquisition of attwe call wealth, and
more with the free persons [of a household] than itgtklaves
(13.1259b18-21).

The transition from economic to ethical life talgace in the intervening chapters of
four to eleven, which, for the sake of expediency, wepsed over. The main point of
that discussion is that, while thé&osis the species d&inwniaestablished with a view
to daily life, the true end of economic life is not Bra&l gain. Private property is justified
by Aristotle not for the sake of amassing wealth, butHersake of acquiring virtué¢ A
study of thenikosas an ethical institution would take us to the accourteofrtendship
of virtue between husband and wifeNrE. VIII 7-12. Here, the ethical life of thetkosis
of concern only to the extent that it is the sourceiac virtue required of citizens. It is
precisely as the specieskafinwniain which individuals acquire virtue that tbé&os
overlaps with thgolis. It is here, finally, in the ethical life of therfaly, that we
understand in the deepest sense why epelig must be composed ofkoi, and that
everyoikosmust be part of polis.

For since everpikosis part of goolis, and these [relationships of husband
and wife, parent and child] are parts ofaikos and the virtue of the parts
must look to the virtue of the whole, it is necesshay both wives and
children be educated with tipeliteiain mind, if the excellence

(spoudaio} of wives and that of children makes any differendda wi
regard to the excellence of thelis. Necessarily, it does make a
difference, since wives are half of the free citizeamsl from children are
generated the community of citizens (13.1260b13-20).

The virtue of slaves, wives, husbands, and childcenrds with their rational nature
that suits them to their specific role in the approprratationship of ruler and ruled. The
archonin all these relationships is the patriarchal heati@household: he must possess
the rational nature in full to perform his functionraaster, husband and father. His wife,
their children and slaves, are atthomena Slaves are rational but unable to deliberate;
the rational nature of children is immature. The \aifel mistress of the household has
the rational nature of a female: she is able to delibebait lacks sovereignty
(akurorl260a13). The virtues of husband and wife are complementargxéncise of
his active virtue requires that she exercise her passtve, and vice-versa. It is, like the
other relationships that constitute tiikosof master and slave, parent and child,

v Aristotle distinguishes between acquisition which isifiesl and should properly be a concern of the
head of the household and acquisition which should be avoiledgan APT 48. Miller emphasizes that
Aristotle's dictum, "private ownership, common usw®ilies that property owners ought to put their
property to virtuous uses, thereby benefitting othBHR 330. Aristotle's concept of private property is
discussed below in conjunction with his criticism of Plato.
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mutually beneficial. Though still a relationship of unequisir relationship has a
greater degree of reciprocity than the others, sinagsitmes a woman's capacity for
friendship with her husband. Without the possibility ofuaus friendship between
husband and wife, the life of tliékoscould not give rise to that of tim®lis. For without
the friendship of his wife, the patriarch could not exsadiis specific virtue as head of
the household for self-government, which pladis assumes present in its active citizenry,
the patriarchal heads oikoi, who rule their households by virtue of their full capaci

for deliberation.

When we look to the nature of tpkilia that has risen out of the natural inequality of
male and female natures and virtues, we see in itubkegnound of their relationship as
husband and wife, as one in which all share equally the congmod of their unity. It is
only when we look to this unified aspect of what is sttased what is shared is
happiness, the good of each that is realised in its lepip through the other--that we
can come to see the family for what it is really. Diesthen appears as an unity in
which each belongs to all, and all belong to each. Invibg, the family is the practical
form in which the happiness of individual members isisedlin common with others.
That is what is most distinctive about Aristotle's viefthe family: that it is the good,
not of one, but equally of all. That this is the casme&® more fully into view in the
Ethicswhere the family is studied as a speciephilia.*

Il. Spousal Philia: The Family In Nicomachean Ethics/Ill. 2
(i) Philia andphilanthrwpeia.

According to thésthics 'everyphilia exists in &koinwnid (en koinwnia men oun pasa
philia estin12.1161b11). The speciespifilia which depend upon trekoscan easily be
separated from non-familial relations as originating aommon parentadhilia.

One might distinguish [among the forms pifilia] that of kindred and
that of friends.... There appears to be many kinds of frlapdsf kindred,
but they all depend on their derivation from pareniahfiship pasa ek

12vCharacterizing the household as a place of inequaityaffection, Aristotle seems to be contradicting
his claim in theNicomachean Ethichat persons who are separated by some wide gap in virioetdze
friends (1158b33-35, 1159a5). And if household members cannoeies; then the household cannot be
a model for the best regime, for "friendship seentsotd cities together, and legislators seem to concern
themselves seriously with friendship more than withigest(1155a22-24). But, although it is true that
family members are not ordinarily complete and endufiiends in the way that those who are "equal and
similar" in virtue can beNE 1159b2-4), they can be friends of a lesser sort ... Meredristotle opens

the possibility that family members can be complaanits if the party of lesser virtue loves the party of
greater virtue to such an extent as to compensate foloritig "This above all is the way for unequalso.. t
be friends, since this is the way for them to be egedli(1159b1-2)." SwansdtPA27-28.

13 A thoughtful treatment of the spousal relationship asra fifr"character friendship" can be found in
CooperAF.
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tés patriké¥ for parents love their children as being something of
themselves, and children love their parents as beingteomehat comes
from them (12.1161b12-19).

For Aristotle (as with Plato), the family is retnply a natural community rooted in
blood-ties. It is not the biological tie per se thatignificant, but the bond of natural
affection that invests the blood-tie with ethical sigrafice. It is thispiritual investment
of natural ties of blood and affection that is the neofuamilial relationships, which are
here regarded as various formspaflia developed out of parentaghilia. Perhaps what
IS most important about Aristotle's account of the Famithe Ethicsis simply that it is
considered as a speciespbilia.** Thatphilia is properly regarded as a spiritual principle
is made clear at the beginningEi¥ VIII by his observation of how it gives rise to
philanthrwpia.

Aristotle's account gdhilia begins with a set of general observations, among which
his observation thagthilia appears as a natural unifying principle in families and
societies, both animal and human.

[Philia] seems to arise by natuneh{use) within the begetter in relation to
the begotten and within the begotten in relation tdotrggetter, not only
among humans but also among birds and most animals, amdjdhose
of the sameethnos(nation, ethnicity) in relation to one another, and
especially among humans, whence we praiskanthrwpoi(1.1155a17-
21).

Philia here appears as a kind of instinctual bond, which mostydarly binds parent
and child, and more generally unites members of the sa@uges. It is a sort of 'species
love' by which we instinctively bond to others as our oagthose to whom we belong
as members of orl@inwnig rather than another. The human species shase'spphries
love' with other animal species, but it is observed tgtétle to exist especially among
humans, where it manifests itself in that universal lmMeumanity for which we praise a
few individuals aghilanthrwpoi

Aristotle's casual observation of familial affectialongside humanitarianism might
suggest that familial love is the principle of philanthyoBut while the particularity of
the parental tie is more universal in its appearance aisdcduse for consideriqilia a
natural principle, it is the more general love of tbenan race, which more rarely occurs

4 *That households are natural also does not mean tharhieings establish them simply by instinct,
without exercising judgement or choice. Nature, afteliradludes human nature, and thus the ability to
discriminate. Marriage is the work or result of friendshipd 'friendship is the [intentional] choice of
living together” (Pol 1280b36-39)" SwansBRA26. Compare Saxonhouse's favourable estimation of
Aristotle's view of the family, limited by her emphainsistence on the continued presence of natural
hierarchy. "The value of the family for Aristotlerist that it brings about subordination, but that it
provides the orderly community of love and friendship, thtanaghierarchy whose stability offers the
preconditions for the pursuit of virtue. Though the fgmilay not always conform perfectly to the rule of
superior over inferior, it appears to order itself ndlyréo be founded on a natural hierarchy that the city
composed of supposed equals can only pretend to approximéd@.T 85.
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in individuals, that is defined as most specific to the &nispecies. 'Species love' in two
of its forms, then, is common to all genera of aninmah most general way what unites
us as 'birds of a feather'; in the most particular wayt whites us as parent and child.
Philanthropy, however, is specific only to human beimg®re it is praised by most as
the love of all attained by the few, as a kind of hexaitue. What distinguishes
philanthropy from mere social instinct is that it invauée rational element of self-
consciousness by which alone one can love othergiingéneric identity as members of
the same species. Philanthropy, the formholia most specific to the human species as
the philia of the specieanthrwpos is a love or friendship grounded in the rational
apprehension of the principle unifying the species. Philapthis the love of the human
gua human, i.e. rational animal. In our reason abidebwuanity, our capacity for
philanthropy, as for instance, when Socrates confesdesthyphro that, 'l am afraid that
my philanthrwpiamakes the Athenians think that | pour out to anybody anythiage

to say, not only without charging a fee but even glagward anyone who is willing to
listen." (GrubeEuthyphro3d)

In every other creature, and in our own animal natspecies love' appears merely as
the natural bond of affection that exists immediatefyhout the conscious mediation of
knowledge and will, of deliberation and choice that aesfolundation of ethical life.

But we are that species of animal whose distinguishirtgrieas the rational faculty by
which we are capable of a life higher than that ofnduiral and necessary, of the ethical
life of ends freely chosen and pursued. Only among oussedwe here more rarely than
not, there appears in our specifically human capacitptidanthropy, the more complete
manifestation ophilia as the rational and universal principle of unity amongfezies,
which, as the object of rational deliberation and chageost fully revealed as an
ethical principle. It is precisely in this sense th&tdasualassociation of familial love
and philanthropy is to be understooctassalas well: philanthropy is the fullest
realisation of that 'species love' which is first preésn us, as in all animals, as the bond
of affection between parent and child.

This account gbhilia and philanthrwpiaat the beginning dEN VIII serves to disclose
thatphilia resides in the human species as an ethical prineipteprepares us for the
ultimate disclosure iEN IX that humarphilia, the rational and self-conscious love of
others that takes the form efinoiaor good will, springs fronphilautia, the love of self,
the practice oéunoiatowards one's self as one's own other. In lighkisfdisclosure,
philanthropy appears as the purely formal love of setietevel of one's species
identity.

(i) The origin of parental love iphilautia.

Philautia, the species gdhilia proper to the individual, is the ground of all other forms
of humanphilia, including the forms of 'species love'. If the mastfal expression of
philautiais philanthropy, its most immediate expression ihénatural bond of parent
and child. Self-love first appears in the immediatéynma and mutual recognition of
'you in I"and 'l in you', that occurs spontaneously betwsarent and child.
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Parents, then, love their children as themselvesdmglfrom themselves
they form, by their separate existence, a sort ofrthiees’ jeteroi
autoi), while children love their parents as those from whbey are born
(12.1161b27-30).

Implicit in the human infant's inarticulate lookits parent is the fully articulated love
of the human parent for its child. As an expressioplofautia, thephilia that binds
parent and child is both instinctive and spiritual.s lai once the instinctive expression of
a rational self-conscious life, though that is noagailable to view from the side of the
infant as it is from the side of the parent. The pgsdove for the child as its own
actualises the child's love of self in the first degneite love of its parent as its own.
The love of self is actualised first as the love ototlrrom beginning to end in our
spiritual development, love of self and love of otheriaseparable: love of self always
requires the mediation of love of other. One canngg lone's self simply; even the love
of self is as other.

For they say that one must love most one’s dearesidiriand one’s
dearest friend is one who, when he wills what is goodhis friend, wills

it for his friend’s sake, even if no one will knovBut the same things
belongs to one’s relationship with one’s self, aloridpwverything else by
which a friend is defined. For as we said all these n@rk$endship
extend to others from one’s relation to one’s self..r. &llothese marks
would belong principally to one’s relation to one’s skdf.one is above
all a friend to one’s self; indeed, one ought to love osefsabove allEN
IX 1168b5-10).

It lies within the complexity of the inner societys#lf to develop outwardly into
external societies, the most immediate of whiclmésfamily. The family in th&thicsis
precisely a society of self-relations: the love ofothas one's own other selves. In this
sense, it is most profoundly spiritual, arising from phiaciple of self-relation, which is
the characteristic power of the faculty of reasat titherzwado not share.

(ii)) The ethical basis of the family in spougdlilia.

The instinctive and spontaneous love between hunthpaent offspring is the
natural beginning of a spiritual motion within the humaunl¢owards its self-
actualisation, which ultimately takes the form of ffiendship of goodness. The full
development of love of self from familial affectiom tnoral friendship requires moral
education and habituation in virtue by parents and tead¥lersl education is a mutual

15 Cf. Cooper, "The central and basic kind of friendstiipn, is friendship of character. Such friendships
exist when two persons, having spent enough time togetkaow one another's character and to trust one
another (1156b25-29), come to love one another becauseirogtlod human qualities: Aristotle's word for
'love’ here istergein a word which is used most often to apply to a matheve for her children and other
such close family attachments. Each, loving the dtirenis own good qualities of character, wishes for
him whatever is good, for his own sakeAF 308.
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concern of family and state insofar as its end isfod: to raise obedient children that
will in turn become good parents and good citizens. Buntight be said equally of
Plato's community of guardians, who are precisely liyitien good children, good
parents and good citizens. What they are not, in astckelian sense at least, are good
individuals or good selves. Therepigilia in Plato's community of guardians, but there is
no philautia. For Plato, all forms of community, that of the stlé family and the state,
must be founded on the love of the good,mmlosophia For Aristotle philautia, the

love of self, is the creative principle of all formscommunity: of soul, family, and state.

Therefore, there is not present in the Platbaigsehold, the generic family of the
guardians, the practical good of self-realisation thah$ theethosof the family in
Aristotle. It is in this sense of being the object obwAristotle callgpraktikos nos, of
soul aiming at the practical end of self-sufficiencyt #hastotle brings forth the relation
of husband and wife as the practical good of famisy. lif

There seems to be a friendship between man and womaatug.n For
the human being by nature is more disposed to live is faan in the
polis, insomuch as the household is prior in time ancemecessary than
the polis, and the creation of children is more common witleoth
animals. Among other animals, the community extends argyfar [to
the creation of children], but for the human beingnlivtogether is not
only for the sake of reproduction, but also for varioyseets of their
lives. Immediately, the work is divided, and therers task for men and
another for women. So they assist one another, gutigir individual
talents into the common good. On account of theseghthgre seems to
be both usefulness and pleasure in this sort of friendStis friendship
also exists in accordance with virtue, if they are lgmtbd. For there is a
virtue of each, and they are pleased by this . . eelins that children are
a bond, wherefore marriages without children dissolveemgaickly. For
children are a common good for both and what is commtas bem
both together (12.1162a16-29 SaxonhoN¢PT 84.

For Plato, the purpose of family life is to createnified body of citizens in the state.
That is not the end of family life for Aristotle. &ltonsummate relationship of the
family for Aristotle is not that of parent and offsgrirhusbands and wives do not exist
for the sake of raising children; rather, the rearinghdficen belongs to the consummate
familial relationship of husband and wife. The basisheffamily is the spousahilia of
husband and wife, their love for one another and tiddren, as their 'other selves'.

Now (1) parents know their offspring better than thkitdcen know that
they are their children, and (2) the originator feeloffspring to be his
own more than the offspring do their begetter; for tleelpct belongs to
the producer (e.g. a tooth or hair or anything else to hinsehas), but
the producer does not belong to the product, or belongess aegree.
And (3) the length of time produces the same result; paleve their
children as soon as these are born, but children lovepdrents only
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after time has elapsed and they have acquired understamdimg power
of discrimination by the senses. From these considestt is also plain
why mothers love more than fathers do (12.1161b19-27 RO&S.

As in thePolitics, so in theEthics it is the spousal relationship, rather than the palent
relationship, that is the true foundation of family liée Aristotle, and precisely insofar
as the family is an ethical--and in this sense, splriasawell--community of persons
who will each other's good as their own. In confriass always the parental relationship
that is foremost in Plato's mind, the relationshifilail obedience to parental authority
that in theLawshe calls "the most sacred of obligations" (717-718; 729). gdtesrnal
and hierarchical relation is no less sacred or honofablaristotle. It is, he tells us,
"more honourable to sustain the authors of our being leefame ourselves; and honour
too one should give to one's parents as one does to thé gadshe adds, "not any and
every honour" (IX 2 1165a21-25). The relationship of parentchild, though essential
to the family, is still not paramount. What is parampun Aristotle's view of the family,
is not the strictly "royal" hierarchical relationshipperent and child, but the more
egalitarian, "constitutional" friendship of husband andewWhereby, "how a man ought
to live with his wife, and generally how a friend oughtive with a friend, is manifestly
nothing other than to inquire how it would be just" (MiR.1162a29-31).

(iv) Eunoiaas the substance of spougallia.

Spousaphilia assumes the natural difference and inequality of maldeanale, and
by its very nature is an equalisation of that difference.

There is another kind of friendship, that involving the indiguaf
superior and inferior, such as a father has with hisawhadults with
youths generally, as well as that which a husband ithshs wife, and
every ruler with the ruled. And these also diffemireach other; for a
parent does not have the same friendship with its chiddrater has with
the ruled, nor does a husband have the same friendshipis/wife as a
wife has with her husband. For the virtue and the fundgaga) of each
of these differ, as do the reasons that they lowrgfare, their loves and
their friendships differ as well. For the same thingsdoat come from one
to the other, nor should they seek it.... Love must be ptiopat in all
friendships involving inequality ...for when the love existaiccordance
with worthiness, then equality exists in a way, whicth@ught to belong
to friendship. (7.1158b11-28)

Spousaphilia equalises the hierarchical inequality of a superior act&ke virtue and
an inferior passive female virtue. Each requires the atheomplete itself. Their
friendship arises from their difference, preserving thia different roles men and women
are to play in the household; at the same time, thendship transcends their difference
and grounds it in an unity prior to the differences thévese Male and female virtue are

16



PROVENCAL: THE FAMILY IN ARISTOTLE

complementary parts of a single whole, which is nothihgrathan thehilia that
equalises their difference and holds them together.

Spousaphilia, the love and friendship of husband and wife, is a forthefriendship
of goodness that is groundedeinnoig it is the actual state of willing the good of
another. The good willed in this friendship is the good efftlendship itself: it is the
mutuality of goodness, the possession of it and the recmgoit it, in one's self and in
the other EN 1X 5). What happens here is a kind of imitation offitrendship that the
divine principle has with itself, the divimeuswhich contemplates the goodness of all
things in contemplating the goodness of itself. That peskelf-relation of the first
principle is most nearly approximated among human beingginommunity of souls
that are nearly identical in their goodness- the frieqdshthe good.

The friendship oéunoiain which the good of the individual is most fully read is
what brings both family and state into being. ltis praktikos agathgspresent within
the human soul as its desired end, that moves indivitm&sm families, families to
form cities, and cities to form friendships of virtue whimake possible the life of
contemplation. But the life of contemplation on whibk good of the city, the family,
and the individual depends is not a life available tgefMl X 8). Rather, the highest
human activity is limited to the fewest number; and em@ong the few, the highest
human activity remains incomplete. And it just this inpdeteness which necessitates
the return from the contemplative life of the few danen to the active life of the city,
and thus to the life of the family, which is the basishe city, and to the relationship of
husband and wife, which is the basis of the fantlid X 9). The friendship of husband
and wife is itself a form of that same practical goodséultimate manifestation is the
contemplative life, the pure self-related activity lod soul as a thinking being. What
husband and wife share in common is precisely theirrgharicommon, their
community, their friendship. It is the presence ddridship in the family, the presence of
love, of self-love manifest as love of other, thats essence of the family.

Family, state, and individual are for Plato analegfmrms of unity; the principle of
unity, however, remains outside that which it unifies. Plaonic good is present for
Aristotle as the moving end telosin the soul; it is incompletely actualised in the liff
family and state, and even in the friendship of contatiyes. Family, state, and
individual possess in themselves their unifying principleadifrelation, self-
actualisation; in terms of tHethics they expresphilautia in different species gdhiliae.
It is more difficult to say where one speciepbilia ends and another begins, since in
truth they pass over into one another. The individgitile basic unit of theikos the
oikosis the basic unit of theolis; thepolis is akoinwniaof oikoi; theoikosa koinwniaof
individuals. Theoikositself is based on theinwniaof husband and wife, and the
substance of th&toinwniais spousaphilia: the familal form of the love of self that
resides in the love of other. It is from this standpdimen, that Aristotle criticizes Plato's
view of the family in theRepublic
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lll. Aristotle's Criticism Of Plato's View Of The Famil y In Politics II.

In a previous study of the family in tRepublic ummarised below), | argued that
Plato regardsatkoinonas the sole principle of all forms kdinwnia state, family,
individual and soulto idion appears as the principle of division, strife and self-
destruction in states, souls, individuals and famifi@hat argument is continued here in
the form of the thesis that Aristotle's criticismtb& Republic is more a reappraisal of
Plato’s position, than a mere rejection of it. stotle is indebted to Plato for having
broken down the popular assumption that family and stat@éndependently grounded in
opposed principles, the state in what is comnokpinon the family in what is private,
to idion. In Aristotle’s view, however, the common good a plolis (to koinon)is itself
asynthesi®of private interestdd idia), so that the integrity of thetkosas a private
institution is essential to the common life of gwis. The logic of Aristotle's position is
more easily derived from the Platonic reduction of farand state tdo koinonas a
single unifying principle than from their historical indepemcis, popularly regarded as
based on the contrariety tf idion andto koinon

For Aristotle, the problem is not so much, as commtdyght, that Plato is willing to
destroy the family to create an ideal state, ashi®ad willing to destroy the state to
create an ideal famil{.Concerning the purpose of Aristotle’s criticism of Platag

'8 ProvencaMNM argues thaResp involves an implicit critique of the Hellenaikosas degenerating

from a principally religious association of communal rbenship (based d koinon)into a merely
conventional institution of private ownership (basadwidion). What first drew my attention to the need
for clarification of Plato’s view of the family wdke prevailing ambiguity in scholarship concerning the
paradoxical status of the family Resp. that the (privatepikosshould be abolished as the source of
political stasisby way of instituting a (communadjkosas the source of political unity. The clearest
admission of scholarly perplexity has been made recentiabliwell (PR520. For further evidence and
discussion, see citations in n.18, beloMNM resolves the paradox by attending to the logic evglvin
several stages of tlwgkosin Resp: the idyllicoikosof the ‘city of pigs’ and the degeneraiiei of wealth
and poverty in the ‘city of luxuries' (book II) ; the restb(private)oikosof the artisans and the ideal
(communal)ikos(community of wives and children) of the guardians &n'tiity of the blessed’ (book V).
The paradoxical status of the family as source of botitigadlunity and strife is resolved by clarifying that
it is thedegenerat®ikoi of wealth and poverty that must be abolished in ordezdtore the (purgedjkos
as a private institution (among the lower class t$ams), which enables and necessitates the communal
oikosas public institution among the ruling class of guardians.

" Doull sets the Aristotelian relationshipaikosandpolis in Aristotle within a complex dialectic of the
underlying relationship of the practical and theoretieldtions of the soul to the world and the divine
principle. On the one hand he argues tbairaPlato, "Aristotle is true to the Hellenic traditiam i

dividing family from state, in finding in both a human freedstabilized against immediate reduction to an
absolute theoretic freedomCQCI1127). "Of the practical Aristotle is able to say thas its own end, is
free in its labour to conform the world of its partenuinterests to its freedom, especially through the
common work of domestic and political institution€QCI 147).0n the other hand, he appears not to
allow that in Aristotle the opposition of family asthte, of private and public interest, is overcomeén th
practical life of these institutions, but only in @dhetical attitude which transcends them: "natural
individuality has its rational good in the family, whiilit be called the natural community as against the
state is among Greeks a free community [ciffog], 13]. The individual belongs to both communities, but
in relation to them is exposed to a profound divisionimngelf. In this division appears the limit of
practical freedom, where it confronts a necessityhichvthe individual can only find himself free by
returning to a theoretical attitude” [citiidN X, 8] (COCI 148).

18



PROVENCAL: THE FAMILY IN ARISTOTLE

points require clarificatioffFirst, that Aristotle is making a two-fold response twa-
fold proposal by Plato to replace the private househdld a'communal family: (i)
insofar as Plato (a) abolishes the private househplds(bxemplifying the evil of

private interestt¢ idion), (c) he is taken to destroy the family in order tcspree the
state; (ii) insofar as Plato (a) converts the rulingsctdghe state into a family, (b) as
exemplifying the good of the common intere& Koinor), (c) he is taken to destroy the
state in order to create a family. Second, that timeipie target of Aristotle's criticism is
the principle aim of Plato’s argument, namely, theveosion of the state into a
communal family; Plato’s proposal to abolish the @i@/household as a political evil is a
secondary concern as the means necessary to the emavefting the state into a family.

A. Plato’s view of the relation of family and state in tifRepublic.

Contrary to common opinion, Plato does not regak@fariinteresttp idion) as the
principle of the family’ His abolition of the private household in fRepublicfollows
from his view that the true principle of the familytiee same sense of community (
koinon) that unifies the state. What he condemns is the dedemeoé family life into
private interest, the corruption tf koinonby to idion, which he represents in the corrupt
oikoi of wealth and poverty in the city of luxuries. Hisd view of the family as a
private household is envisioned in the city of pigs aotiggnal form ofkoinwnig
grounded in a communal sense of belongiadoinon The institution of thé&oinwnia
of wives and children in the ideal state, the cityhaf blessed, is a rationalization of the
Hellenicoikos purged of its tendency to degenerate into self-intareébe Hellenic
cities of luxuries, and idealizing its Arcadian senseahmunity. This rationalization of
the family in thekoinwniaof wives and children serves to complete the integratidhe
individual into the common life of the state. To prefe family as belonging tm idion,
over the state as belongingtmokoinon is characterized agiosis (462b8). While Plato
does abolish the corrupted private household as exemglifyiidion, that is to be seen
within the larger context of restoring the family ia éidetic or idealized, communal
form as exemplifyindo koinon Though it extends only to the ruling class of Guardians,
the force of Plato’&oinwniaof wives and children is effectively to unify the sthte
converting it into a family.

18 For summaries of the debate on the fairness andaagcof Aristotle's criticism of Plato, see Mayhew
ACPC231-2; SimpsoACSCWR9 n.1; StalleACPR182-3. Simpson and Stalley are useful for relating
the existing controversy through SaundéB)(back to Bornemann’s polemic against Aristotle as
misunderstanding or misrepresenting Plato’s argumenteay turn AUPPT113, 120,128,135, 137, 139,
145, 150), and to the more profound objections of Pro#lt@l(ll). For evidence of ambiguity (of varying
degrees) about the primary purpose of Aristotle's criticisee IrwinADPP 218-21; MulgarAPT 38-9;
Saunders AP 107, 112; Saxonhob&®J 203-4, 212-13; StallexCSCW184, 186. Ambiguity about
Aristotle’s criticism corresponds to an ambiguity ab®l#to’s proposal: see Bark&PT 262, 267; Bloom
RP 385-6; Grube 271; HalliwellR520; Nettleshid. RP 177; Saxonhousé/HPT47.

19 For evidence that Plato is commonly viewed (negatj\asyregardingp idion as the principle of the
family, see AdanRP 292; AnnadPR 178-9; Benardet8SSL19; BloomRP 386-7; BarkelGPT 252, 262;
GrubePT 270; HalliwellPR520; LaceyrCG 82, 177-8; Le€’R 48; MurphylPR 76; Nettleshid RP 179-
80.
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The key to Plato’s argument is the analogy of gfaiks) and individual &nthrwpo$
at 462c-d, by which we are to measurekbmwniaof wives and childre®. Plato’s
individual is described askainwniaof body and soul, in which the soul unifies the body
by way of its ruling element, reason. As such, theviddal has the same tripartite
constitution as the soul and state. The applicatidgheofinalogy to thkoinwniaof wives
and children reveals that the structure of the fami§nalogous to that of state, soul and
individual. The unifying principle of the family is the samational element which
unifies the state, the individual as a composite of andlbody, and the soul. For Plato,
state, family, individual and soul are analogous in stirecand in principle one. The
principle of reason which looks to the Good (so fat aan be known) unifies and orders
the soul as a composite of reason, spirit and appatitdges and orders the individual as
a composite of soul and bodily members; unifies and oré&ons among individual
members of a family; unifies and orders relations antbegnembers of the ruling class
of guardians in the state, and by their rule also ldeses of the state.

B. Aristotle’s criticism of theRepublic in Politics II.#

Politicsll basically criticizes four premises of Plato’gament for thekoinwniaof
wives and childre® ch.2 criticizes the premise that the unity of thmifais good for
the state ; ch.3 criticizes the premise that thee sthains the unity of the family when all
say ‘mine’ and ‘not mine’ unanimously; ch. 4 criticizbe premise that tHeoinwniaof
wives and children would actually convert the state irfannaly; ch.5 criticizes the
premise that the abolition of the private household dpotvent family and state from
degenerating into division and strife.

(i) Chapter 2: the unity of family and state.

In Chapter 2, Aristotle begins straightway by ddtitg the Platonic logic by which the
state, family and individual are collapsed into a sifigten of unity:

‘Moreover it is clear that as thmolis proceeds and becomes onad), it

will be less gpolis: for apolisis a certain multitudep(éthog in its nature,
and as it becomes one it will change fropodis to more of aroikos and
then from aroikosto more of an individualahthrwpo$. For we would

say that theikosis more of a unityrfia) than thepolis, and the individual
(to her) more than theikos Consequently, even if someone were able to
do this, it ought not to be done. For it will undo the stét261al6-22).

2 provencaWLLSargues that an ‘organic interpretation’ of the anallgfyscates its teaching that reason,
the ruling principle of soul and state, rules also aitidividual and family as the source of order and
unity. The intent of this paper is to demonstrate thestétte also understood this to be Plato’s teaching
and made it the focus of his critiqueRol II.

2L For a through and minute discussion of all points raigeristotle's argument,see Mayhe\CPR

22 NewmanPA 229; Saunder8P 107-8; SimpsoMCSC100-3; StalleyACPR183-4; Susemihl and Hicks
PA102-4, 216.
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Aristotle agrees that unity is necessary to the sbatt argues that the state is by nature
a plurality in a way that the family is not (ch.5 12631329, so that the whole premise of
Plato’s argument that the most completely unified ssabest {0 mian einai tén polin
hws ariston on hoti malista pasd261al15-16) is a fundamental error.

Politicalkoinwniarequires a diversity that is excluded from the Platoomcept of
unity (ex hwn de dei hen genesthai, eidei diaph&P&1a29-30% In particular, Aristotle

2 For philological comment on the difficulties of Aagle’s meaning, see Newm&#h
230, 233-4; SaundeAP 107-10; Susemihl and Hicl¥A 217-18. Simpson appraises
the problem in relation to the objections of BornemamhRroclus ACSC103-6).
Bornemann complains that ‘Aristoteles habe den Plabdiig\mis3verstanden’ AUPPT
128, esp. n.1), citing Proclus at Kroll 1l, 361 I. 29 — 362 |.2itier Bornemann nor
Simpson show sufficient interest in the principldPodclus’ objection. This oversight is
especially unfortunate for Simpson, who rightly retées question of the kind of unity
Plato intends to his own analogy of state and indivi§Ra#62c-d) only to find that the
analogy fails to explain anything: ‘how one is it pbssifor a city to be? To answer that
something needs to be said about the difference betwagnaad a single human being,
why the oneness that fits a city is not the saméeasneness that fits an individual, and
why, nevertheless, it makes sense to set up the ongfnhgsindividual as the sort of
oneness that the city should aim at. None of thig&es does. Therefore his
supposition is inadequate in the way Aristotle says (A€SC105). The argument of
ProvencaWLLS:is that this tendency to dismiss the analogy of stadaralividual as
‘intractably obscure’ (HalliwelPR5172-3) is the result of an ‘organic interpretation’ that
misunderstands the basis of the analogy. Properly unddrto represent the individual
as having the same tripartite structure as the stat@sBins questions no longer arise,
since state and individual are structurally analogous, setf-conscious reason (lo/goj)
as the unifying and ordering principle in each. Where Pradulger treats directly of the
analogy (Kroll II, 361 1.1-13), he misrepresents it deméng to the division of labor as
the elements of political unity, which is irrelevaotAristotle’s criticism here. But at the
point referred to by Bornemann (Kroll Il, 362), he makesrezice to it again and there
clearly articulates the teleological nature of tinaty which the analogy of state and
individual in fact teaches to be the good of the state:

to de malista hen touto estin to sunechon to swma, eite logos heis phusikos
eite kai psuché tis, di' hén hen to swma estin, kai tauta ek pudimn

ditton oun to hen, & to hulikon é to telikon. kai epei henizein tiéelei

polin, ouch ws eis to hulikon autén hen katagwn méchanatai tén henwsin,
all' eis to telikon kai auto to agathon, di* ho kai aph' hou pasin hé henwsis
(Kroll 11, 362, 8-14).

The difference betwedn hulikonandto telikon(‘'un matiere’, ‘'un cause finale’ Festugie@R 319) for
Proclus is that between the limbs per se and as gatbaaly unified by the soul and governed by its
reason, so that (citing the example of Bimed9 if Socrates remains in prison, it is because halbasled
that is best (Kroll 11, 363). But | disagree with Hrscthat Aristotle does not understand Plato’s political
unity to be teleological. |think he does, and that tigeraent that exists between them here with respect
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mentions the distinction of ruler and ruled, and hosvgghnciple of reciprocity is the
salvation of statesd ison to antipeponthos swizei tas polE261a30-31). The
reciprocity of ruler and ruled preserves the differatheg exists in the state as an unity of
equally independent householaseutherois kai isoid26a31-32). | take this to be a
criticism of the Platonic exclusion td idion fromto koinor?* It is not numerical
plurality so much as the plurality of private interdsist Aristotle would preserve as the
necessary basis of political community. For Aristdtiekoinonpresupposet idia.
Politicalkoinwniarequires not the mathematical unity of similar insésghomoio), but
the synthetic unity of different kinds of interestgdei diapherontgs(1261a24-25). As
the criticisms of the subsequent chapters make clestofie’s problem with Plato is
that he thinks oharmoniaashomonoia of unity of association as unanimity of mind,
where there is no distinction between self and othere mnd not mine. Yet, for
Aristotle, this is precisely the kind of difference dfieh politicalkoinwniais composed.

(i) Chapter 3: the unanimity of ‘all’ saying ‘mine.’

Chapter 3 criticizes the premise that unanimigigsified by ‘all’ saying ‘mine’ and
‘not mine’ in unisor?® Aristotle notes that “all’ante$ can be meant distributivelifs
hekastosand collectively ¢uch hws hekasth261b20-30¥° The different senses of ‘all’
distinguished by Aristotle would seem to render the diffesenses of ‘mine’
distinguished by Plato, of ownership and memberStgmoken distributively, ‘mine’
would refer toto idion, ‘that which belongs to me as an individual’; spoken ctillely,
‘mine’ would refer toto koinon ‘that to which | belong as a member’. The distributive
sense of ‘mine’ expressirtg idion is used in the city of luxuries, giving rise to the
cacophony of ‘mine’ and ‘not mine’ among private, competitikoi, signifying civic

to the unity of the state has in it at its deepest l&vistotle’s critique of how Plato conceives of unit/a
relation to good and of the Good as a principle of sk also DoulCOCI 142-9).

2 ‘There is a clear implication here that the distiesgiof the citizens should be eroded. Aristotle has
good reason for objecting to this; on his view the comity that constitutes the city is valuable precisely
because it is a community of distinct individuals’. BACPR191. MayhewACPRexplores at
tremendous length what would constitute a plurality necgssahe formation of political community,
devoting considerable attention to a practical condideraf the wide diversity of occupations required to
maintain a state of self-sufficiency. | believeattivristotle's principal concern is to preserve tiverdity

of political opinion represented by the plurality of independéadi grounded in the desire of evarikos

to attain a state of self-sufficiency as a necessamgition of acquiring virtue and obtaining happiness. In
the most practical consideration, for instance, tiragry civic responsiblity of defending the walls of tne
city at the posssible expense of one's own life andyaimvolves the conflict of interest that is at thery
heart of political life, the principle of which is tlagiministration of justice, i.e. the mediation of oroeis
good and that of the common good embodied in a politicaititotion.

% Simpson clarifies that Aristotle’s criticizes thejisa as a ‘sign’ not as ‘meansACSC107), thus
answering Bornemann and Proclus (n.9, 108).

% SimpsonACSC109; SaunderBA 111. MayhewACPCmakes a brilliant study of this chapter in light of
CooperPACFE Bornemann accuses Aristotle of taking Plato litgratl sophisticher Weise’AUPT 135).

27 My account stands apart in its interpretation ostatie’s distributive and collective meanings of“a
corresponding to Plato’s distinction between the possessine’ signifying ownership and the corporate
‘mine’ signifying membership. For an account of thgtidict senses of ‘mine’ in Plato, see Provencal
MNM.
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strife. The collective sense of ‘mine’ expressiadcoinonis used by the guardians in the
‘city of the blessed', giving rise to the harmony ofif@liand ‘not mine’ in th&oinwnia

of wives and children, signifying political unity. It woute better, though impossible,
remarks Aristotle, for Plato to say that political yntould be signified by all saying
‘mine’ distributively, expressing individual agreementtondion; for collective
agreement oto koinonwould not signify unanimityquden homonoétikoh261b31-32).

It is a telling remark, drawing attention to a fundamediff¢rence in their accounts of
the origin of political life.

Plato’s account of the origin of politidedinwniagenerates the ‘city of pigs’, where
privateoikoi would co-exist peaceably, but do so by virtue of the hypiotieabsence of
to idion. The principle of the Arcadian state, which has neebliged beyond the life of
the oikos isto koinon to idion infects theoikosonly from without, by the human impulse
towardpleonexiathat generates the need for government in the 'ciyxafies’, which
the oikosis helpless to contain and by which it is corruptedtoRigpothesizes a pre-
political unity prior to the very plurality and divisiaf private interests amorakoi out
of which Aristotle generates the polisRwolitics I. For Plato, the aim of government is to
purge private interesto idion as far as possible from the unitytofkoinon for
Aristotle, it is to reconcile private interests andriegrate them as far as possible into
the unity ofto koinon But Aristotle’s disagreement with Plato is itsetlieect result of
re-thinking Plato’s concept ¢d koinon

What does Aristotle really mean when he suggests tvatuld be better, though
impossible, if ‘all’ individually agreed in saying ‘mine’, m@ag ‘what is my own’?
‘What is my own’ for Aristotle is not primarily a ntatr of ownership and autonomy, but
of membership and responsibility. His preference fodik&ibutive use of ‘mine’
suggests that he has found in Plato’s contrariés kdinonandto idiona
complementary sense of each in the otteeidionimpliesto koinon to koinonrequires
to idion. His criticism of the collective use of ‘mine’ targehe aporia that arises from
Plato’s conception ab koinonas exclusive, rather than inclusive t@idion. A
koinwniabased solely on a collective sense of ‘mine’ wouldiabt fail to produce in its
members a sense of social responsibility, of moragabbn to others inherent to
membership: "for that which is common to most happens tf keast concern”
(1261b34). Social responsibility requires also a distivb sense of ‘mine’, since
"people care especially about their own interests, negshabout common concerns,
except insofar as they coincide with the individuaivh gar idiwn malista
phrontizousin, twn de koinwn hétton & hoson hekastwi epilfal6i.b34-35). By ‘their
own interestsfa idia, Aristotle must here mean ‘that which is in our careé #r which
we are responsible.’ Aristotle is not criticizing Platailure to recognize the modern
liberal's right as an individual to property and autonétnfRather, he criticizes Plato’s
failure to recognize the impossibility of generating rasgeof collective responsibility of
‘all’ toward ‘all’ except from a sense of individuasponsibility of each toward his own.
“Each citizen has a thousand sons and none are hisbotvohances are that one is no
more a son than another, so that all will mean litileim equally” (1261b38-1262a1).
The problem with everyone having the same social obligasithat none will feel

2 Gill GT57; Irwin ADPP 216; 222-24; NussbauBSPUn.60 434; MillerNJR309-331.
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individually obliged to fulfill it. It will not be the paicular concern of anyone. The
justification for building orto idionis that it is necessary for that very sense ofainor
obligation and social responsibility that Plato would lattie solely tdo koinon But,
Aristotle argues, moral sensibility is a matter ofifegpersonally responsible toward
others. Withouto idion, it is impossible to generate the unityt@koinon The problem
with thekoinwniaof wives of children is that it excludes the basis ¢ictv individuals
normally feel a sense of obligation toward others:

for the same man one addresses as his son, anothsibasther, and
another as his cousin or as some other kinsman,teredther by blood
or by marriage, first as an in-law by his own marriagegs an in-law by
other marriages in his family, and in addition to thes®ther addresses
him as member of the phratry, another as member afib@e For it is
better to be someone’s cousidign anepsyio) than anyone’s son
(1262a9-14).

(iif) Chapter 4: thkoinwniaof wives and children.

The criticism in Chapter 4 of th®inwniaof wives and children as a means of
attaining unity in the state starts from common groundotlggn of moral responsibility
in the family as a religious institution. The argumbetween Aristotle and Plato occurs
within this Hellenic experience of the family as groundueat,in sex and race, but in
religion. In this Hellenic tradition, ties of blood aaffection, which might seem primary
to some today as the basis of human relationships, afditde or no account in
themselves, as the ancient Greek custom of infantitidsta. Ties of blood and affection
were invested with significance only through religioussriand rituals such as the
amphidromia It is first on religious grounds, then, that Aristotéjects Plato’s
translation of sanctity and morality from particuliess of blood and marriage to generic
ties of kinship in thd&oinwniaof wives and children. But Aristotle is no mere
conservative defender of religious traditiSnwhat he upholds in the sanctity of blood-
ties is the preservation of the private and particidassential to the full development of
koinwnia The severance of particular ties would only produceahagrathy, a diluted
sense of fellowship (1262b17-22). For Aristotle, it is only fasasto idion andto
koinonstand in a complementary relation to one anothdrarfamily that individuals

29"paceMayhewet. al."l do not think Aristotle believes the holy (in theigaus sense) is a legitimate
moral concept. He believes, however, that most cisizien and he believes the fact that they do, cordbine
with the communism of women and children of Bepublicwould diminish the unity of the cityACPR

65. His solution to the problems he percieves in attriguteligious piety to Aristotle is just as
problematic. That incest was not regarded as an aetigious impiety by Aristotle seems incredible and
goes against the obvious sense of his criticism dbPRiato himself was thoroughly skeptical about
traditional piety, yet he preserved the virtue of pgitg purified form as the form of justice that governed
the relationship between the human and divine, asangather from thEuthyphroandRepublicV. That
the family was primarily a religious rather than naltimatitution was the sound and influential teaching of
Fustel de Coulange$he Ancient CityFor evidence of the view that ordinarily all formsofnwniawere
principally religious see Bremm@&R, BurkertGR, LaceyFCG; Pantel and ZaidmaRAGC.For the
domestic religious ritual aGimphidromia see GoldelCCCA101-104; 143.
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develop their moral sense of obligation to others, serise of membership and
koinwnia ‘For there are two principles, which especially eapsople to love and feel
concern o te idion kai to agapétofl262b22-23)’. So we come to Aristotle’s deepest
reflection on the error of Plato’s argument, his failiorgrasp the true nature of the love
of one’s own?®

(iv) Chapter 5: the abolition of private property.

Aristotle’s criticism of the abolition of privaigoperty in Chapter 5 addresses Plato’s
attempt to eradicat® idion the love of one’s own, in the sense of ownership and
selfishness. By doing so, Aristotle argues, he would asdicate the very principle of
moral and social responsibility: the love of self tisadftindamental to the love of othér.

It is not the right of ownership that Aristotle eledis; rather, private property is
defended as necessary to the development of individuall wiclue, which is necessary
to the well-being of the statéiIn a certain way, property should be commkaifag,
but in general, privatadias). For where the responsibilities are distributed, peopl
not make accusations against each other, but will meedyfgive of themselves, as the
steady concern of each for what is their otwwg pros idion hekastou prosedreuontos
But for the sake of virtue, property shall be, in respéds use, the proverbial “common
things of friends” ’ (1263a26-30).

30 Cf. MayhewACPC237-8. Pol 1262b22-4 has received considerable attention irofighistotle’s
account of civic friendship in EN . Mayhe&CPC239) here has Cooper in mind. Cooper contends that
Aristotle criticizes Plato for believing that thenly effective civic friendship...will be one resultingpfn

the extension to the whole ruling group of just those lfatid@s which in other, historical, cities serve to
compromise it’ (n.1%ACV233; cf. Mayhew, n.1ACPC237). FromPol 1280 b 36-38, Cooper extracts
what he takes to be Aristotle’s own view of how tamily forms the psychological basis of civic
friendship. ‘The members of my family are my peopfa any good enjoyed by any of them is shared in
also by me, because as members of a family whatatfeem affects the family, and | too am a member
of that. Civic friendship is just an extension to a wioitie of the kinds of psychological bonds that tie
together a family and make possible this immediate paetion by each family-member in the good of the
others. Civic friendship makes the citizens in some itaporespects like a large extended family...’
(PACV236). Annas criticizes this view of civic friendship gssgichological extension of familial ties as
too Platonic for Aristotle@JC244). Irwin, however, argues that civic friendship mustagtlproximate
personal friendshipGPA88, 91, 93, 95ADPP 224). Debilitating this discussion is the common
assumption that family ties are viewed by Plato and éttesas biological (Mayhew n.J4CPC237;

Cooper n.1%°ACV233; AnnasCJC244), which neglects evidence that Plato and Aristotle them as
ordinarily religious and essentially spiritual. Coopeualty derives his definition of civic friendship from
Pol 1280 b 36-38, which lists ‘connections by marriage, brotioeid) religious festivals....PACV232;
cited by AnnasCJC 242, 244). One might ask on what basis might ties of bloddaarriage be united

with religious and business partnerships? Despite thisigi, Cooper’s account of civic friendship in
Aristotle articulates a spiritual (i.e. moral and psyogical) sense of domestic and civic ties thatasecto
how family ties are viewed by Plato and Aristotlee(s¢so IrwinADPP 220).

31 Irwin ADPP 224, GPA 91; Salomo8BAP 187; Saunder8P 119; SaxonhousePU 215; StalleyACPR
195.

32 Miller's consideration of whether 'property rightsai Lockean liberal sense can be found in Aristotle's
concept of private propety involves the observation'tHatis not defending a system of unqualified
privatization."NJR321.
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Aristotle’s defense of private property and the lolver@’s own is not as the basis of
an independent individuality, but as the basis of persespbnsibility towards one’s self
and others. The love of one’s own originates in e lof self. As we know from the
Ethics(IX 4-9), self-love is the root of moral relations, begng with one’s own
obligation to one’s self, to will what is good for os&elf, for one’s own saké.The
moral sense of responsibility toward ‘my own’ aripescisely from this primary relation
to one’s self as one’s own othero idionis primarily the principle of self-relation, a
relationship inherently moral and social, and the veryshatsinorality and sociabilitylT o
idion is really the simplest and most primary fornt@koinon and as such is the very
basis of communitykoinwnia All forms ofkoinwniaspring from this self-obligation to
seek self-fulfillment in the good life, which is a li¢ doing good to others.

Moreover, to regard a thing as one’s ovghign) makes all the difference

in one’s enjoyment of it; for not without reason doeses®df love itself
(tén pros hauton autos echei philian hekastbat this is natural

(phusikon .... Even more, the greatest pleasure lies in thefdehding a
hand or doing good to friends, strangers or companions, whazlrs

when property is privatedia). But these do not go along with making the
polistoo much of a unity (1263a40-1263b7).

The source of the evils which Plato would purge froengolis by the abolition of
private life would be better treated by the educatioprivhte individuals. For while the
proper love of self creates community, the impropee lol/self destroys it¢ mallon é
dei philein1263b2-5dia tén mochthriari263b22).

Conclusion

Aristotle had already learned from Plato that tineilfawas essentially a form of
community grounded in the human capacity for rationaligirather than a natural
association grounded in the immediacy of sexual inséindtbiological blood-ties. His
disagreement with Plato had to do with the relationskigvéen the principle of unity
and that which it unified. For Plato, the principle of unitye good, lies outside that
which it unifies, in such a way that it requires thatwmtlials and private households
seek to transcend their particularity in order to pgudit2 in the universality of a higher
good. For Aristotle, the good is present in human natusadh a way as to give rise to a
natural impulsei{ormé to form associations that are at first grounded inrtireediacy
of natural desireqrexia) and necessityaflagkd, so that it can be said that the family
exists by naturephusig. But a closer examination of the generation ofdikes(and the
presence of the 'transivity of naturalness') bringgtd that its natural principle is not
such as to reside in the externality and expediensgxfality and slavery, but in the
ethical friendship of husband wife. As such, it shouldlbarahat, while theikos(and
thus the polis) must originate in natural necessity, that is rotribving principle. The
moving principle in botlikosandpolis is the Platonic good, but that as present in, rather

333333Two recent studies from SUNY on Aristotle’s philosppti personal and political friendship are
Stern-GilletAPFI and SchollmeieAPPF
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than to, the institutions themselves. The Platonic gepdesent in the Aristotelian
family and political community in the form of the cubition and enjoyment of goodness
or excellence, by way of virtuous friendships that obtaippiness in the life of the state,
family and the individual. The natural impulse to forthieal associations lies within the
nature of the human soul as essentially rationdakipawers of self-actualisation. As
such, the family is essentially a spiritual institatibhaving for its true end the realisation
of the ethical life of virtue and happiness. The Aristatefamily, then, is closer to the
Homericoikosof Odysseus and Penelope and the classikasof SophoclesAntigone
founded in religious peity and ancestral cult than tlggeederate materialistikoi

censured in both the Platonic and Aristotelian accourfesnaify and private property.
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