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Aristotle Book 1
P:  How’s it going? Not bad, alright. Everybody else, who didn’t notice I was asking a question, redirect your attention to the front of the class. You will ask, did he just answer a question to the midterm, it’s just 5 points out of 30. I heard there is a diagram on that thing too! What was that diagram, if only I paid attention. I better make some friends in that class to know what it is, hopefully they wrote it down correctly!
Let’s just say for the sake of imagination purposes, you get confronted with a question like, “Why does Aristotle think that man is “more” of a political animal than bees or other “gregarious animals”? 
How would you go about answering something like this? 
S:  Man has speech and reasoning and can express more than just pain and pleasure. 
P: If you’re confronted with a question like this, and you are trying to put down the answer, the first thing you would want to look for, what important qualitative distinctions does he make between animals and people? It’s something to do with voice, which animals have. And speech/reason,  is something that humans have. So far we have the qualitative distinctions plus you have your  concepts, you have the voice compared to speech/reason, that designates some kind of difference, then you have to explain what that difference implies. So now, you’ve got your basics, now you would probably want to figure out what Aristotle means by that, and then follow up, what speech and reason is supposed give humans access too.
S: For animals, their voice signals pleasure and pain.
P: Let’s stop right there, we’ve got pleasure and pain. In animals, it expresses to other animals, pleasure and pain, that’s what I am going to be looking for. Think about the idea that it expresses between animals, fear and aggression, and expression of those kinds of things as well. I’m a cat owner, so I think of cats in terms of those, one cat meowing as much as it can, and wakes me up that way, that’s pain and hunger, and purrs here and there when they are eating, shows happiness. So, then we have to talk about what speech and reason mean. 
When humans exercise speech and reason what are they doing? 
So what does he mean that humans have speech or reason? 
S: The ability to express themselves. 
P: He gives us a series of terms. One of those is that we should be able to express what is just and unjust. What else?
S: Good and evil.
P: Anybody have the first pair?
S: Expedient and inexpedient, or the useful and the harmful. 
P: Yes. I forgot that I had more than one slide, so this is just a repetition of what I have already said. So, because humans have speech or reason, humans have a sense of the useful and the harmful, the just and unjust, and good and evil. Then he says, “it is the association of living beings who have this sense” which makes a family and a city. So the final conclusion you can conclude from this is that animals may live in groups, but it is not the same type of community that humans have. 
Now, just in case this is in the back of your mind, we are not trying to figure out if Aristotle is correct or no, but you just need to know this simply as why humans are more as political animals. You have a few more seconds before I go right pass this one. 
Alright, that’s what might just be on the exam, hypothetically speaking, until you get the exam and it’s on it! In case if it was not on, then remind me, it’ll be somewhere! That also summarizes what we talked about last week. So for this class, we are just going to finish up Aristotle by looking at parts of Ch 3 and 13.
 So what I left a side is still of some relevance is that Aristotle discusses wealth, and the accumulation of wealth. Trying to get into that argument, trying to put that part together, for those of you with long attention spans, that can keep a narrative from the beginning of the last class, it won’t be one of those that will be too difficult. I’ve taken courses, I’m lucky because my memory is a little to excessive, there are courses I don’t remember anything. But for us, we are just going to talk about this subject. 
Aristotle says there are natural rules, and there are people who by nature must be ruled. I can’t get into details with those, so I’ve dodged the bullet about Aristotle’s opinion about how war is natural. But then he says, I don’t really like the idea that might makes right, because that does not sound philosophically correct, maybe its virtue, so that is Aristotle talking to himself, kind of like hamlet, which makes you feel like I’m much more organized compared to him.
In each case, we are just going to look at the basis of the political city: master and slave, husband and wife, father and child. The last one tells you who he is writing to. Aristotle is not bothered about the relationship with father and child, so he says that is not going to bug me. But there just so happens to be a debate between Greeks concerning slavery and subjugation of women.
This is mainly directed to Plato, because he says that in the ideal city, there is no reason why women shouldn’t participate in all the affairs in the city, they can be philosophers, producers, etc. Kids would be raised in a communal fashion, in Plato’s view not only for household. They say that woman  not less than men, there is nothing that doesn’t seem to show that we can’t train them the same way (in regards to being warriors). So, we are going to look at it just as a general question, regarding who has the right to rule? 
Then there are two sub questions to this, what about slavery? And what about women?
In general, the reason I ended up going down this path, is that Aristotle’s general answer, is that slavery aside, and man and woman aside, most people will only have to listen to somebody else, and take it to authority that they are correct, because they can’t be involved in the decision making. It might be an exaggeration, but it is the way Descartes interprets it, which you will read in the first discourse. He’s going to be talking about who has authority to make decisions, and his whole philosophy is anybody, because previous philosophy said you have to rely on authority. 
But authority can bring with it a lot of prejudices and bring on customs that have no reason to it. 
So through a series of long discussion, he says that it seems it’s natural to have a ruler and those who are ruled. But how can we tell?
He says, let’s start with the basics, a human has a soul and a body, and the soul is supposed to rule over the body. The rule of the soul over the body means that enjoying bodily pleasures is that you enjoy moderation, you need to exercise some kind of control over it, and he says then, if we look at example at a human who is not corrupted, we would see that someones who lives a good life, is someone who can rule over his appetites. In this case, a ruler has possession of reason, and then he says a little further down, then if this is a case, then a salve, “by nature apprehends the rational principle but does not possess it.  It’s a Greek word, Aisthesis where did we see that word in this class? 
It says over there, that thanks to the rational principle, people can argue over the just and unjust, useful and harmful, etc, so people can actually understand these. So he says, a slave is by nature apprehends and understand the rational principle, but he can’t use the rational principles himself, or rule over himself.
Now, clearly at this point, I hope I don’t have to say, that I’m not endorsing these attitudes, but you might find, that in Atlantic slave trade, these arguments reappear. Aristotle does not have a racial attitude toward slaves, so later there was a roman philosopher that was a slave, and then become well-known in roman times, and that wasn’t a problem.  It’s much later that a racial theory shows up, some bound for slavery and some bound for ruling, and will invoke arguments of this type with racial. 
We will look at arguments like this by the time we get to Dubois. 
Before, we move to the second question, any questions?
S: How did he explain that being a slave doesn’t mean you have to always be a slave?
P: He doesn’t really explain that, he just says that some people have to rule and some people have to be ruled, he doesn’t have an answer to this, because he keeps saying that by nature that is what people are supposed to do. He discusses that, people say that there is a flaw to that, he goes around it but does not direct it to the particular case.
S: I found it funny, that he attributes a lot of things to nature. 
P: Today, we would split reason and nature, Jean Jacques Rousses split it apart, we think reason is a faculty that humans have, and nature showed up at the end of the line, and we’re in a world that is absurd, we will see a lot of people who will say that. The ancients, believed that if you reasoned you could contemplate the laws of nature. That there was a world out there with reason, and if you went out there in nature you would get it. We don’t see nature and reason that way. It’s a contemplative view of the world, that is why later philosophers would have  a practical view of how to change the world. 
So, with the case of women, Aristotle definitely backs himself in a corner, and can’t quite figure himself out. This is one of the trickier passages. I was thinking, am I really reading this, is he really inconsistent, or am I just criticizing it because I have done research on it. 
In the case of women, Aristotle runs into more problems, because he acknowledges that women are free persons, although in ancient Greek in democracy, they weren’t really equal. So all free male citizens in Athens were allowed to participate in the city, but these guys were living in Athens, although there were other cities. So when he goes through the list as I said of the relationships that will be set out at the beginning. He will repeat that a slave has no deliberative faculty and the child’s is immature, however child can grow out of it. 
So, he’ll say women have reason but without authority. Although Aristotle tries to explain why, one argument we have already seen, is that he resorts to reproductive cycle of women, what was his argument then? (I don’t know why I’m carrying around the Aristotle book). 
S: To make sure that nature creates things only for one purpose.
P: So in the case of men and women, men are the active principle of reproduction and the women are just receptacles for the kid, so she doesn’t have a productive part of the city. 
Now, one thing to keep in mind, when we are going to make the big leap to modern philosophy, Aristotle’s picture of human biology, especially in this case, is pretty accepted through the 18th century. We can’t go into it, there are much more details. You can know, when Descartes is talking about the scientific, and political differences that when he tries to setup his new philosophy, he is trying to reject them all, and start with the new sciences, with the kind of rigor he thinks is available to get better answers. 
So, this time he doesn’t make reference to these differences, so he tries a different way around. So, I’ve called it here Aristotle’s contradictions. He starts talking around here, I’ll tell you what page, and that’s why I was carrying the book around. So it’s in Ch.13, where all this gets going. 
So he runs into a problem that is implied by the very issue that we stated in the beginning of the class. He is giving an argument forehand why the acquisition of wealth, is not the main ruling of human behaviour, and if that is what people do then they are misdirected. He says that people are going to have property, and they are going to engage in making money, but what is the purpose, what is money a means toward?
That wasn’t a rhetorical question, I’m going to wait, and make you think why money isn’t the purpose of all things? What does money make you do?
There is one part to the answer, what does society aim for? He says there is a final good that is supposed (just can be that) to contribute to happiness, he keeps talking about people piling up good coins. He says that the point before all this, is to have purpose to have more time to cultivate the virtues. 
P: It is only supposed to contribute to something else, which is human excellence to some degree, but in ch.13 runs him into some trouble. If human excellence is this goal, so how are some humans not supposed to be aiming for human excellence, are there different virtues, let me rephrase this, is there one kind of happiness which all things aim for, or are there many kinds of happiness. He says, no, we can’t say that there are many different kinds, since nature creates one purpose, so clearly there must be one happiness, but then he says we are going to say that a slave has virtues, if they have virtue in what way will they differ from free men? This is a serious problem because the way we define the distinction between humans and animals, since they all share reason so it is absurd to say they don’t have virtue. And the same can be said about women, and children, and he says all we have to do is cultivate them. 

But when he talks about them being subordinate, it seems to contradict. So he says it can’t be a difference in degree, but in kind. So it’s not a question of degree between them, let me rephrase it, to say there is a difference in kind, means there is some kind of quality that separates them, and if it is a difference of degree what can happen?
If it’s just degree, and one has more virtues then others, then one can rule and one can’t, the problem is how can that be, one can say that it’s time to increase their virtues, or it can be that some that run the city are not virtuous. So he says that there has to be quality we have to find, that then gives you the answer, which goes against what he says. So what he says in the next paragraph, “with the moral virtues, all should partake of them, but only in such manner and degree as is required by each for the fulfillment of his duty.” 
So he says, there is a certain degree of virtue which you need according to your position in life. Where Aristotle claims a difference in kind, but he only gives proof of a difference of degree. 
There is one more aspect to look it, there is also another possibility, 1144 page, close to the bottom of the page. He tries one more solution to resolve this from what I could tell. It’s down between 20 and 25, it’s funny because he’s giving and argument against Plato and Socrates, he’s attacking the content, but he actually seems to be agreeing to the form. If you recall in the diagram, Plato gives three parts to the city and the soul, and he says, that each part of city/soul has a particular or proper virtue, so you have producers, philosophers, and warriors. And then he says we have moderation, courage, and wisdom. So keep this in mind, when we read this passage, he says alright if this is going to be the problem we run into, then moral virtue belongs to all of them, but the courage for men and women are not the same, the courage of men is by ruling, and women by obeying. So he sort of says, to make this work, you just have to guarantee that everyone is in the right place, and for the few that rule, they aim for excellence, and others contribute to it. 
So, while he doesn’t believe in this distinction like Plato, he does say something like, with the rulers of society, it’s aspiring to human excellence, those who obey, virtue is important for them, in as so far as it supports those who rule and command. So I’ve just written virtues in contributing to others excellence. 
So, are there questions about this? 
Okay, so, in general we are moving from Aristotle to what to look for next class.
First thing you are going to notice, what to be on the lookout when we start with Descartes, the one thing you are going to know, Aristotle is always the hardest person to read, because we are reading unpolished notebooks, and also Marx is too, but usually Aristotle is the hardest, so if you’re despairing of thinking how I put them together, know that someone like Descartes is not very difficult. Descartes book is 55 pages long, nobody today would write about philosophy and think they wrote everything about philosophy, and overturned arguments. You just couldn’t do that, Descartes has a lot going on, so he distils it in a few pages, so if you’re not reading carefully, you might not get it. 
Spinoza, is easy, he points things out, point 1 and point 2, so it’s clearer. Descartes is one of those Latin geniuses. Shelling was tutoring people in ancient Greek and Hebrew in his teens, which is unreal and unfair if you think about it, who were stuck in the same high school as his brothers! Descartes is a stylist so a lot with lurk in there. So I want to tell you what to look for in the two texts; read the excerpt on the discourse first, you will get an idea what Descartes is all about without getting to the particulars, in mediation 1 he has an argument going on there, he goes head first in, in the discourse of methods, he is kind of giving you a story of how he was thinking of it, there are some stuff there about how people that intellectually speak are equal, which is a presupposition of this theories. 
He says saying that he spent most of his youth reading books, and also sleeping in his boarding school, he was allowed to wake up at 10, because he was really smart. 
He says something like, “I read all the books I could think of reading, like Aristotle, and realized they did not  tell me anything about life”, so he started travelling around, he registered as an army and conversed with other people, and realized that the customs of the society in his society are unreasonable, however scientifically speaking they don’t give much, there is no system to evaluate these things. 
He says, that as he was hanging out in the army, and in France doing math, or maybe gambling at night! You can’t really get to grade school without someone making fun of your first or last name, anyway, I think it’s gambling, some people think he was a upright Christian, the main thing to gather, is by traveling people have different customs, and it’s not a way to organize society. He makes analogies, and says that in philosophy in seems they can’t clear their disputes.
In the first mediation, if the discourse ever comes up in the exam, it will be an easy question, but when I ask you a question of the first mediation, Descartes says I’m going to introduce a doubt, in which I can doubt everything I previously believed.  He’s going to give four possible reasons for doubt, he says look I can’t just do an inventory of everything I know, so I’m going to come up with broad based questions, and dismiss everything and start from the ground up. This is where it gets tricky, he gives four. He says this is a good reason to doubt everything, and 2 of them don’t work. So he is going to rehearse one, he’s going to say, what if I’m mad? So, you have to know the reason of madness, and why it doesn’t work for it, and he’s going to introduce reason 2, and you will see that it works, then he will give a 3rd reason, which you will not be able to find at first, do not stress, because it’s not clear. There is an argument there, he’s making it really quickly and dismisses at hand, even when I first read it, I didn’t know it was there, I’ll tell you what it is. He gives you a fourth one, which is his reason for doubting everything. 
At least you can know if you can find all four arguments, you can see a pattern, 1 is not good, 2 is good, 3 not good, four is. He says something like he feels dizzy doing all this, so he says he will continue it in mediation 2. So that is the general structure in mediation 1. A question, Descartes gives set of doubts, which work and which don’t. Exam question probably. 
Just a quick reminder, Alex is beginning his office hours, so he’s available, and I am still going with my office hours on Wednesdays, but I’ll see you soon. 
Did you want the notes from him? 

