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‘EGALITARIAN ARISTOTELIANISM”:
COMMON INTEREST, JUSTICE,
AND THE ART OF POLITICS

Introduction: An ‘Egalitarian Aristotelianism’?

This paper aims to reevaluate the Aristotelian political theory from an egalitarian
perspective and to pinpoint its legacy and relevance to contemporary political
theory, demonstrating its importance for contemporary liberal democracies in
a changing world, suggesting a new critique of liberal and neoliberal political
theory and practice, and especially the improvement of our notion of the
modern liberal-democratic state, since most contemporary representative
liberal democracies fail to take into account the public interest of the many
and do very little in order to advance it.

In this way, Aristotle’s philosophy is still relevant today, especially his
moral and political thought. Indeed, we are experiencing a notable revival
of activity in various philosophical areas of neo-Aristotelian philosophy, as
well as in the study of Aristotle’s philosophy per se. But although Aristotle’s
writings serve as a common source, contemporary Aristotelian theories are
rarely based on a close analysis of Aristotle’s texts. One of our central aims
should be to reconsider Aristotelian political theory and to pinpoint its legacy,
relevance, and importance to contemporary political theory. What is needed
is to go back to Aristotle’s texts and examine his arguments afresh from both
a scholarly and a philosophical perspective'. This reveals that one should put
Aristotelian political virtues back onto the political agenda. We should focus
on key aspects of Aristotle’s thought, such as his notions of the common/
public good, justice, friendship, and the art of ruling, arguing that Aristotle’s
theory requires us to have concern for our fellow citizens; ‘concern for others’
as opposed to the mere ‘respect for others’ that contemporary liberalism
advocates. Aspects of Aristotle’s philosophy, that have not so far been
adequately discussed, should be discussed afresh, in relation to his conception
of the ‘common good’ (rowdv dyadovikoinon agathon) and his notion of the

1. Introduction, Virtue Ethics and Contemporary Aristotelianism: Modernity, Conflict and
Politics, A. BiELskis — E. LEoNTsINI — K. KNIGHT (eds), London, Bloomsbury, 2020, pp. 1-7.
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‘common interest’ (xowij cvpwépovkoineé sympheron)’. A close analysis of
Aristotle’s arguments on justice, equality and friendship should also be made,
and their connection to that of the common interest should be explored,
arguing for their importance for the common good of the state.

The paper will focus on key aspects of Aristotle’s thought, such as his
notions of justice (Stxatocdvn/dikaiosune and amiidc Sixatoviaplos dikaion),
concord (bp.dvora/homonoia), friendship (quiio/philia) and the art of ruling
(téyvn Tob dpyewv/techné tou archein), arguing that Aristotle’s theory requires
us to have concern for our fellow citizens; ‘concern for others’ as opposed
to the mere ‘respect for others’ that contemporary neo-Kantian liberalism
advocates®. Hence, I will examine these aspects of Aristotle’s philosophy that
have not so far been adequately discussed, in relation to his conception of the
‘common or public interest’ (to xowvj) cuppépov/to koiné sympheron) which is
essential in order to understand the Aristotelian vision for ‘the art of politics’
(téyvn Tob dpyewv) which should always aim towards the interest of the many,
i.e. the people (tAfidoc/plethos).

Of course, one could very reasonably ask: ‘Egalitarian Aristotelianism’?
How could this be possible? Given Aristotle’s discussion in the Politics on
natural slavery (SovAeia/douleia) and slaves (Sobhot/douloi), women, barbarians
and his overall arguments in favour of ‘natural inequalities™, in relation to his
definition of freedom (éxevdepia/eleutheria) and his conception of a free citizen
(éhebdepoc/eleutheros) in both his Politics and Nicomachean Ethics, but also
in his Metaphysics, the De Anima, and his other biological works, one would
rightly assume that it is difficult to be able to argue in favour of a theory of
‘Egalitarian Aristotelianism’, i.e. towards a Neo-Aristotelian theory that could
be labeled as such, even loosely. Nevertheless, if we manage to overcome the
part of Aristotle’s natural teleology which is related to his theory of natural

2. Abbreviations: NE (Nicomachean Ethics), EE (Eudemian Ethics), Pol. (Politics), Rhet.
(Rhetoric). Translations from Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics and Politics are from Ross
(1980) StaLLEY (1995) respectively, and the translations of Aristotle’s other works are from
BARNES (1984), with many alterations of my own.

3. Cf. M. GaJek, The Aristotelian Criticism of the Liberal Foundations of Modern
State, Polish Political Science Yearbook, 45, 2016, pp. 272-287; T. REINER, The sources of
communitarianism on the American left: Pluralism, republicanism, and participatory
democracy, History of European Ideas, 37, 2011, pp. 293-303; F. HORCHER, A Political
Philosophy of Conservatism, Prudence, Moderation and Tradition, Bloomsbury, London, 2021.

4. Cf. R. MuLGAN, Aristotle and the Political Role of Women, History of Political Thought,
XV, 2, 1994, pp. 179-202; R. BENTLEY, Loving Freedom: Aristotle on Slavery and the Good
Life, Political Studies, XLVII, 1999, pp. 100-113; M. ScHorIELD, Ideology and Philosophy in
Aristotle’s Theory of Slavery, Aristoteles’ Politik, G. Patzic (ed), Gottingen, Vandenhoeck
and Ruprecht, 1990, pp. 1-27; J. KarBowsKI, Slaves, Women, and Aristotle’s Natural Teleology,
Ancient Philosophy, 32,2012, pp. 323-350; R. KAMTEKAR, Studying Ancient Political Thought
Through Ancient Philosophers: The Case of Aristotle and Natural Slavery, Polis, The Journal
for Ancient Greek Political Thought, 33, 2016, pp. 150-171; A. BieLskis, Managers would not
need subordinates and masters would not need slaves’: Aristotle’s Oikos and Oikonomia
Reconsidered, Virtue Ethics and Contemporary Aristotelianism: Modernity, Conflict and
Politics, A. BIELskis — E. LEoNTsINI — K. KNIGHT (eds), London, Bloomsbury, 2020, pp. 40-57.
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inequalities, there are several egalitarian notions to be explored in the
Nicomachean Ethics (Bk. 1V), the Eudemian Ethics (Bk. IV) and the Politics
(Bks IIT & IV). Especially in the Politics, one could argue that an equally
important theme, if not the most important, is related with the art of ruling
which is directly connected with the definition and the role of the citizen, the
different kinds of constitutions, but most important with who is capable, most
able, and most fit to rule, and in what way and for which purpose. The notion
of common interest plays, according to my interpretation and my reading of
Aristotle’s texts, a very important role; a crucial one in fact in understanding
Aristotle’s ‘egalitarianism’ and his political theory in general.

Therefore, my main aim in this paper is to reveal those aspects of Aristotelian
political philosophy that, according to my opinion, have not been discussed,
neither sufficiently nor extensively, in relation to Aristotle’s notion of
‘public’ or ‘common’ interest (to xowvi] cuvpgépov/to koine sympheron), a
notion that is, as I will argue, prominent throughout his Politics but also in
his Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics.

In particular, my aim is to present both an exegesis and a critical analysis of
the Aristotelian pronouncements and arguments on polity, the non-deviant form
of democracy (roAtteio/politeia), political justice (Swatoshvn, drhidg 1) ToArTinoy
Sinatov/dikaiosune, haplos or politikon dikaion), equality (icdrnglisotes) and civic
friendship (wotny) @uhiovpolitike philia) and 1 will explore on the connection
of these concepts with that of the public interest (to koiné symferon), aiming to
show how these are crucial for the promotion of the public interest in the state
(méhig/polis). In addition, the connection made by Aristotle between ‘polity’
or ‘constitutional government’ (moAtteio)’, justice and friendship as well as the
connection made by him with the notions of freedom (éisudepio/eleutheria) and
equality (isétnc/isotes), as well as with the good of concord (ép.évora/homonoia)
needs to be seriously analyzed and examined®.

Aristotle on the ‘common’ or ‘public’ interest and the art of ruling

Aristotle’s notion of ‘public’ or ‘common’ interest (to xowv) cuppépovto koiné
sympheron) or ‘common advantage’ —as it is often translated by H. Rackham,

5. A point that needs to be emphasized is that ‘polity’ is the usual translation of politeia.
Nevertheless, as we know, Aristotle uses the word politeia both as a general word for
‘constitution’ and to describe a specific form of constitution (one in which participation is
confided to those who can afford the armor of a hoplite soldier). Although it is customary to
translate the word as ‘polity’, this practice can be misleading since it obscures the suggestion,
implicit in Aristotle’s usage, that the so-called ‘polity’ has a special claim to be constitutional.
Hence, the translation of politeia proposed by Richard Stalley is ‘Constitutional Government’
(R. F. STALLEY, Aristotle. The Politics, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1995, p. 356). Cf. also
M. ScHoOFIELD, Sharing in the Constitution, The Review of Metaphysics, 49, 1996, pp. 831-858.

6. Cf. E. AEONTzINH, ‘H &vvola 10D %0wol GUMQEQOVTOS 0TIV GQLOTOTEMXT] TTOMTIXT|
@hocogia, APISTOTEAHZ: Mawdela, lTolwwouds, TTolwiaj, Ocooakovinn, ‘Etogeio Maxe-
dovindv Zmovdmv, 2018, pp. 107-116.
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D. Ross, E. Barker, R. Stalley, R. Kraut, S. Broadie, C. Rowe, C.D.C. Reeve,
and many others’- occurs almost everywhere in Aristotle’s text, but one must
search very carefully in the ancient Greek text in order to notice it and pay the
due attention deserved to it. The usual ‘common advantage’ English translation
has not helped in spotting the importance of this, as for example in the case
of Aristotle’s notion of civic friendship (moAttiny) @uAio/politike philia) which
also aims at the common interest (and not ‘advantage’ as, yet again, is always
translated in English)®.

‘Common’ or ‘public’ interest’, or plainly ‘interest’, is quoted very often,
not only in the Politics, but also in both the Nicomachean Ethics and the
Eudemian Ethics. To offer only some few examples, ‘interest’ is referred
in some places in the Nicomachean Ethics such as xoiév and 730 (kalon kai
edu/good and pleasant) (NE 1104b31), narév (kalon/good) (NE 1168a12, NE
1140229 & 1127a5), dyadév (agathon/good) (NE 1140a27), to driw (to allo/the
other) ( NE 1130a5), to éautd (fo eauto/the personal) (NE 1141b5 & 1160b2),
0 moapéy (to paron/the present) (NE 1134b35, to xata cuppépov (to kata
sumpheron/the one that is according to the most beneficial) (NE 1134b35), to
suupépoy Suwxety (to sumpheron diokein/pursuing one’s interest) (NE 1156a27),
o suppépovta &yvoely (ta sumpheronta agnoein/ neglecting what is commonly
beneficial) (NE 1110b27), to dvtifouy cuppépov (to antixoun sumpheron/the
conflicting interest) (NE 1155b5) 1o Soxoby suppépov (to dokoun sumpheron/
what seems to be commonly beneficial according to one’s opinion) (NE
1169a6). It should be noted that in all the above cases the term ‘interest’
is always associated with that of the ‘common interest’, either in a positive
way (as in the case of the good, dyadoviagathon) or in a negative way, by
contrasting public interest with personal one, as in all other cases when
Aristotle is usually referring to the notion of personal interest which aims
merely at personal non-altruistic gain, and not self-preservation.

In addition, there are two very important passages in the Nicomachean
Ethics (V.1.129b15 and VIIL.9.1160a14) that throw further light into the
notion of common or public interest. In the fifth book of the Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle, as we know, discusses justice and its various forms. At the

7. Cf. H. Racknawm, H., Nicomachean Ethics, Cambridge, Mass., Loeb Classical Library,
1956 Ibid., Aristotle’s Politics, Cambridge, Mass., Loeb Classical Library, 1956; D. Ross (ed.),
The Works of Aristotle, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1925; E. BARKER, The Politics of Aristotle,
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1958; R. F. STALLEY, Aristotle. The Politics, op. cit., 1995; R.
Kraur, R., Aristotle on the Human Good, Princeton, New Jersey, Princeton University Press,
1989; S. BROADIE, Ethics with Aristotle, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1991; S. BROADIE &
C. Rowg, Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2002; C.D.C. REEVE,
Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics, Indianapolis/Cambridge, Hackett, 2014.

8. In fact, this is a ‘mistake’ (a misrepresentation really) that I have also made myself in my
published work. Cf. E. LEonTsINI, The Motive of Society: Aristotle on Civic Friendship, Justice,
and Concord, Res Publica, 19.1, 2013, pp. 21-35, where I also defined Aristotle’s notion of civic
friendship as ‘common advantage friendship’ (pp. 25-29). But I have now totally abandoned
this interpretation for the reasons explained above, and I advocate that political friendship in
Arristotle should be translated and elaborated as a “common interest philia’.
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beginning of the Nicomachean Ethics (Bk. V.1), Aristotle starts his discussion
on justice on its sphere and outer nature and on what sort of mean justice is,
considering the just as the lawful (universal justice) and the just as the fair
and equal (particular justice). Having concluded that the lawless person was
seen to be unjust and the law-abiding person just, evidently all lawful acts are
in a sense just acts; for acts laid down by the legislative art are lawful, and each
of these, we say is just (NE V.1.1129b11-14). Nevertheless, in NE V.I.1129b15-19,
Aristotle makes a further point: «<Now the laws in their enactments on all
subjects aim in their enactments at the public interest (tob xowij cuppépovtog)
either of all or of the best or of those who hold power, or something of the
sort; so that in one sense we can call those acts just that tend to produce and
preserve happiness and its components for the political society».

In the same chapter of the Nicomachean Ethics Bk. V, Aristotle, while
elaborating on why the saying of Bias of Priene is thought to be true, that «rule
will reveal the man» (xod 3té tobto b Soxel to Tob Biovtog, 8t dpyt) dvdpa deltet,
HN VI.1130al1-2) —which is similar to the dpy# &vipo Seinvuor attributed by
others to Pittacus of Mytilene, also one of the seven sages like Bias of Priene
that Aristotle quotes— meaning that the true nature of a person is revealed
when he/she acquires political power, since the ruler is defined necessarily in
relation to other people but also as a member of a society or a community or an
association (xowwvio/koindnia). Aristotle also argues that «For this same reason
justice, alone of the virtues, is thought to be ‘another or different or alien good’
(&ANétpov Gryadov), because it is related to our neighbour; for it does what is
advantageous to another (acts on what advantages the interests of others / GAhw
vop To supépovta TpdTTet), either a ruler or a co-partner» (NE V.I.1130a17-18).

Another important passage which refers to the common interest occurs
in Aristotle’s discussion on friendship (philia) in Bks. VIII & IX of the
Nicomachean Ethics. Aristotle moves on in Bk. IX.6-7 to elaborate further on
this view on the relation between political friendship and concord by arguing
that «Concord also seems to be a friendly relation. For this reason, it is not
identity of opinion; for that might occur even with people who do not know
each other; nor do we say that people who have the same views on any and
every subject are in accord, e.g. those who agree about the heavenly bodies
(for concord about these is not a friendly relation), but we do say that the city
is in accord when people have the same opinion about what is to their interest,
and choose the same actions, and do what they have resolved in common. It is
about things to be done, therefore, that people are said to be in accord, and,
among these, about matters of consequence and in which it is possible for
both or all parties to get what they want; e.g. a city is in accord when all its
citizens think that offices in it should be elective, or that they should form an
alliance with Sparta, or that Pittacus should be their ruler — at a time when
he himself is also willing to rule. But when each of two people wishes himself
to have the thing in question, like the chorus in the Phoenissae, they are in a
state of faction; for it is not concord when each of the two parties thinks of
the same thing, whatever that may be, but only when they think of the same
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thing in the same hands, e.g. when both the common people and those of the
better class wish the best men to rule; for thus and thus alone do they get
what they aim at. Concord seems, then, to be political friendship, as indeed it
is commonly said to be; for it is concerned with things that are fo our interest
and have an influence on our life (VE IX.6.1167a21-1167b9)°.

In this sense, political friendship (politike philia) can function as a social
good that can contribute not only to the most sovereign good (kyriotaton
agathon) of the political association but also to the common interest (fo
koiné sympheron) of its citizens. According to Aristotle, civic friendship
between fellow citizens is important because it advances the unity of both
state and community by transmitting feelings of intimacy and solidarity. In
that sense, it can be understood as an important relationship predicated on
affection and generosity, virtues lacking from both contemporary politics
and society that seem to be mainly dominated by post-Enlightenment
ideals and neoliberal policies. For Aristotle, friendship is important for
community (koinonia) because it generates concord (i.e. unanimity of the
citizens), thus articulating a basis for social unity and political agreement'’.

Hence, Aristotle’s notion of politike philia is a form of ‘common interest
friendship’ or, better, as a philia that promotes what Aristotle calls ‘the
common interest’ (to koiné symferon) which also bares a connection between
political justice (dikaiosuné, haplos or politikon dikaion) and equality (isotes).
All these are crucial for the promotion of the public/common interest
(to koiné symferon) of the state (polis). Thus, according to my argument,
Aristotle’s notion of common interest, is important, in the same sense as
friendship is, because it can, if successfully applied to our notion of the modern
liberal state, contribute to its improvement, by strengthening community bonds,
practices and institutions, as well as ‘genuine’ solidarity, and citizen equality"'.

It should be pointed out that despite Aristotle’s lack of extensive discussion
of political philia in the Politics, there is no question that Aristotle’s notion
of political friendship is unequivocally linked with his notion of political
community (koindnia): «Friendship is community, and, as we are in relation to
ourselves, so we are in relation to a friend» (NE 1X.12.1171b32-33). A similar
point is also made in NE IX.11. 1171a1-20. But also, one should be careful
not to associate all kinds of associations (communities), which, although

9. The italics are mine.

10. Cf. E. Leontsing, The Motive of Society: Aristotle on Civic Friendship, Justice, and
Concord, Res Publica, 19,1,2013, pp. 21-35.

11. It should be noted that Aristotle’s account of justice as presented in both the
Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics is complex and that there are many concepts of justice
discussed by Aristotle. Indeed, Aristotle is aware of this complexity in justice, as he makes
sure to stress in NE I1.7.1108b17-19: «With regard to justice, since it has not one simple
meaning, we shall, after describing the other states, distinguish its two kinds and say how
each of them is a mean». For Aristotle, there are universal and particular concepts of justice
as well as natural and conventional ones. Especially in the Nicomachean Ethics, there are
many concepts of justice discussed, and the main distinction made in NE V.1-2 is between
‘universal” and ‘particular’ justice, as pointed out previously.
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similar to the political community, should be distinguished from it, since it is
the ‘constitution’ (the system of courts, a common set of laws and a shared
conception of justice) which distinguishes the political community from any
other associations either merely contractual or commercial'. Aristotle rejects
the commercial model for the kind of community a polis constitutes in NE
II1.9, since for Aristotle the end of the polis is not mere life, nor an alliance
for mutual defense but the common promotion of a good quality of life*. So,
Arristotle clearly states that political friendship is a form of a common interest,
a philia that promotes ‘the common interest’. Hence, I do not see why we
should attribute to his account more than Aristotle is claiming. So, what is the
problem? Why should political friendship retain the ‘virtue’ (excellence-based)
friendship characteristics? It is not fraternity that is the ideal, but homonoia
(concord). Concord, and not fraternity in its common use of the term.

In addition, according to Aristotle, ‘universal’ or ‘general’ justice (‘the
just as the lawful’) refers to the whole of virtue: «This form of justice, then,
is complete virtue, although not without qualification, but in relation to our
neighbour. And therefore justice is often thought to be the greatest of virtues,
and ‘neither evening nor morning star’ is so wonderful; and proverbially ‘in
justice is every virtue comprehended’. And it is complete virtue in its fullest
sense because it is the actual exercise of complete virtue. It is complete
because he who possesses it can exercise his virtue not only in himself but
towards his neighbour also; for many people can exercise virtue in their own
affairs, but not in their relations to their neighbour» (NE V.1129b25-35).

This universal or general concept of justice includes all the habits and
dispositions of a good citizen and aims at the common interest (to koiné
sympheron): «The laws in their enactments on all subjects aim at the public
interest either of all or of the best or of those who hold power, or something
of the sort; so that in one sense we call those acts just that tend to produce
and preserve happiness and its components for the political society» (NE
V.1129b15-19). As Young succinctly points out, «The identity of universal
justice, lawfulness, and virtue as a whole thus brings together two major
themes of Aristotle’s moral and political philosophy: the moral idea that
acting virtuously promotes happiness and the political idea that the political
community exists to promote the happiness of its citizens»'*.

12. This commercial model of ‘civil’ friendship is similar to that of modernity as
advocated by Adam Smith and David Hume. Cf. A. Siver, Friendship in Commercial
Society: Eighteenth-Century Social Theory and Modern Sociology, The American Journal
of Sociology, 95.6, 1990, pp.1474-1504; L. HiLL — P. McCartHY, Hume, Smith and Ferguson:
Friendship in Commercial Society, The Challenge of Friendship in Modernity, P. KING — H.
DEVERE (eds), London, Franc Cass, 2000, pp. 33-49; L. HiLL — P. McCartHY, On Friendship
and necessitudo in Adam Smith, History of the Human Sciences, 17,4,2004, pp. 1-16.

13. For an informative discussion of this, cf. J. CoopgRr, Political Animals and Civic
Friendship, Reason and Emotion, J. COOPER, Princeton, New Jersey, Princeton University
Press, 1999, pp. 356-377.

14. C. M. Young, Aristotle’s Justice, The Blackwell Guide to Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, R. Kraur, (ed.), Oxford, Blackwell, 2007, p. 181.
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‘Particular’ justice (‘the just as the fair and equal’) is a character virtue,
like the other virtues (for example, courage, temperance, liberality, honesty,
loyalty, etc.), and is part of ‘universal’ justice. Particular justice is divided
into two kinds: distributive justice (dianemetikon dikaion) and corrective
(or rectificatory or commutative) justice (diorthotikon dikaion). Distributive
justice operates in a society and allocates benefits and burdens fairly, while
rectificatory justice operates between two parties and either maintains or
restores a balance (NE V.2)".

The Centrality of Justice and the Common Interest

My analysis will, first, focus on the discussion of the Aristotelian conception
of political justice which is introduced in NEV.6. Having demonstrated
that the reciprocal is related to the just, Aristotle points out that «we must
not forget that what we are looking for is not only what is just without
qualification (to haplos dikaion) but also political justice (fo politikon dikaion)»
(NE V.6. 1134a25-26): «This is found among people who share their life with
a view to self-sufficiency, people who are free and either proportionately or
arithmetically equal, so that between those who do not fulfil this condition
there is no political justice in a special sense or by analogy. For justice exists
only between people whose mutual relations are governed by law; and law
exists for people between whom there is injustice; for legal justice is the
discrimination of the just and the unjust. And between people between whom
injustice is done there is also unjust action (although there is not injustice
between all between whom there is unjust action), and this is assigning too
much to oneself of things good in themselves and too little of things evil
in themselves. This is why we do not allow a person to rule, but rational
principle, because a person behaves thus in his own interests and becomes a
tyrant. The magistrate on the other hand is the guardian of justice, and, if of
justice, then of equality also» (NE V.6. 1134a26-1134b2).

Justice (dikaiosuné or politikon dikaion) is central to Aristotle’s political
theory; it is the chief virtue of the polis that promotes the common or
public interest (to koine sympheron). As Aristotle points out in Politics 111,
repeating in a way the argument of the first section of the first chapter of
Politics 1': «In all branches of knowledge and in every kind of craft the
end in view is some good. In the most sovereign of these, the capacity for
[leadership in] political matters, the end in view is the greatest good and
the good which is most to be pursued. The good in the sphere of politics is
justice (dikaion), and justice consists in what tends to promote the public
interest (to koiné sympheron)» (Pol. 111.1282b12-14).

15. For a clear exposition of the aforementioned concepts of justice presented in NE'V,
cf. C. M. Youna. Aristotle’s Justice, op. cit., pp. 179-180.
16. E. BARKER, The Politics of Aristotle, op. cit., p. 129.
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The centrality of justice in Aristotle’s political thought is obvious from
the very beginning of Politics 1.2. There, Aristotle defends something
we can call ‘political naturalism’; the idea is that human beings have the
natural impulse to live together and to form political associations'’. He
argues that human beings —being political animals by nature— are uniquely
endowed by nature with the ability to form the concept of justice and
with the capacity for political co-operation (Pol. 1.2.1253a7-18): «The city
belongs to the class of things that exist by nature, and a human being is by
nature a political animal» (Pol. 1.2.1253a1-3). In addition, Aristotle argues
in Pol. 1.2.1253a31-39 that, although the impulse towards these kinds of
associations exists by nature in all people, «the person who first constructed
such an association was none the less the greatest of all benefactors». This
also contains the claim that human beings need law and justice in order
to form a political association'®. Aristotle illustrates this point further
by pointing out that: «<A human being (&vdpwmogc), when perfected, is the
best of animals; but it is isolated from law and justice he is the worst of all.
Injustice is all the graver when it is armed injustice; and a human being
is furnished from birth with weapons which are intended to serve the
purposes of wisdom and goodness, but which may be used in preference
for opposite ends. That is why, if it be without goodness [of mind and
character], he is a most unholy and savage being, and worse than all others
in the indulgence of lust and gluttony. The virtue of justice belongs to the
city; for justice is an ordering of the political association, and the virtue of
justice consists in the determination of what is just» (Pol. 1.2.1253a29-39).

As we have seen, according to Aristotle, justice is important since
its purpose is the common interest of the polis. It is very interesting that
Aristotle also relates political philia with the promotion of the common
interest of the polis. In addition, it should be pointed out that the common
or public interest of the polis is also associated with both democracy and
polity as well as with his constitutional theory in general (Pol. 111.6.1279a17 ff;
111.9.1280a10; I11.9.1280a22; V.1.1301a36; V.1.1301b36). The best constitution
(politeia) is the one that aims at the common interest (Pol. 111.4.1277b7-9
& 111.6.1278b6-25). As Aristotle points out, justice is restricted to states
with good rulers, irrespectively of the type of constitution followed: «Those
constitutions which consider the common interest are right constitutions,
judged by the standard of absolute justice. Those constitutions which
consider only the personal interest of the rulers are all wrong constitutions,
or perversions of the right forms. Such perverted forms are despotic;
whereas the polis is an association of free people» (Pol. 111.7.1279a17-21).

17. For an extensive discussion of Aristotle’s political naturalism and the relevant bibliography,
see E. LEONTSINI, The Appropriation of Aristotle in the Liberal-Communitarian Debate, with a
foreword by R. F. STALLEY. Athens, Saripolos Library, 2007, pp. 49-92.

18. Cf. Fr. D MILLER, Nature, Justice, and Rights in Aristotle’s Politics, Oxford, Clarendon
Press, 1995, p. 67.
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In the Nicomachean Ethics we find further support to the above claim
since Aristotle points out that the political community is formed and survives
for the sake of the common interest that its members derive from it. In this
sense, it is essential for such a community to aim at securing what is needed
by its members to support their lives (NE 1160a11-23). All these different
small associations, which exist within the larger political association, seem
to be subordinate to this political community, because political community
aims not at what is immediately useful, but at what is useful for the whole life:
«All these communities/associations, then, seem to be parts of the political
community; and the particular kinds of friendship will correspond to the
particular kinds of community» (NE VIII1.1160a28-30)".

Also, in Eudemian Ethics 1X.1242a6-13, political friendship is also
classified as a ‘common interest friendship’: «Political friendship on the other
hand is constituted in the fullest degree on the principle of utility, for it
seems to be the individual’s lack of self-sufficiency that makes these unions
permanent — since they would have been formed in any case merely for
the sake of society. Only civic friendship and the deviation from it are not
merely friendships but also partnerships on a friendly footing (6s philoi
koinénousin); the others are on a basis of superiority. The justice that
underlies a friendship of utility is in the highest degree just, because this is
the civic principle of justice».

Aristotle maintained that ‘philia is the motive of society’ (Pol.
I11.1280b38-39) and argued that friendship is even more important than
justice since it generates concord in the city (VE VIIL.1155b21-27)%. Indeed,
one of the most striking features of Aristotle’s account is that he sees an
important relation between justice and friendship. In his view, friendship is
in some ways as important as justice —if not more- for the prosperity of the
state. The city is a partnership for the sake of the good and —in the same
sense that justice is the good in the sphere of politics— friendship is also a
good and holds the state together. Lawgivers, according to this argument,
«seem to care more for friendship than for justice, since friendship
generates concord (homonoia) —i.e. unanimity of the citizens— which is
similar to friendship. In that way, friendship can hold the state together —
in the same sense that justice does— and can also expel faction. It is in this
sense that, when people are friends, they have no need of justice, while
when they are just, they need friendship as well, and the highest form of
justice seems to be a matter of friendship?’.

19. For an extensive analysis on this, see E. LEoNTsINI, Justice and Moderation in the
State: Aristotle and Beyond, Philosophy of Justice, G. FLoistaD (ed.), International Institute
of Philosophy, Series: Contemporary Philosophy: A New Survey, vol. 12, Dordrecht-
Heidelberg-New York-London, Springer, 2015, pp. 27-42.

20. For the importance of the relation between justice, friendship and concord in
Aristotelian political philosophy, see E. LEoNTsINI, The Motive of Society: Aristotle on Civic
Friendship, Justice, and Concord, op. cit., pp. 21-35.

21. Ibid., p.29.
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This view is expressed by Aristotle in both the Nicomachean and
the Eudemian Ethics in two central passages, respectively. First, in NE
VIIIL.1155a22-28 where he says that «Friendship seems also to hold states
together, and lawgivers to care more for it than for justice; for concord seems to
be something like friendship, and this they aim at most of all, and expel faction
as their worst enemy; and when people are friends they have no need of justice,
while when they are just they need friendship as well, and the truest form of
justice is thought to be a friendly quality». Furthermore, in the Eudemian Ethics
111.1234b25-31 he also expresses almost the same view: «All say that justice and
injustice are specially exhibited towards friends; the same person seems both
good and a friend, and friendship seems a sort of moral habit; and if one wishes
to make people not wrong one another, one should make them friends, for
genuine friends do not act unjustly. But neither will people act unjustly if they
are just; therefore justice and friendship are either the same or not far different».

Friendship and justice seem to be concerned with the same things and to
be found in the same people: «For there seems to be some kind of justice in
every community, and some kind of friendship as well. At any rate, people
address as friends their shipmates and fellow soldiers, and similarly those
who are members of other kinds of community or association with them.
And the extent of their community is the extent of their friendship, since it
is also the extent of their justice. The proverb, ‘What friends have, they have
in common’, is correct, since friendship is based on community. But while
brothers and comrades have everything in common, what the others whom we
have mentioned have in common is more limited — more in some cases, less in
others, since friendship too differs in degree» (NE VIIL.1159b25-1160a).

Again, similar examples are also offered by Aristotle in the Eudemian
Ethics, where he says that: «Therefore to seek the proper way of associating
with a friend is to seek for a particular kind of justice. In fact the whole of
justice in general is in relation to a friend, for what is just is just for certain
persons; and persons who are partners, and a friend is a partner, either in one’s
family or in one’s life. For a human being is not only a political but also a house-
holding animal, and does not, like the other animals, couple occasionally and
with any chance female or male, but a human being is in a special way not a
solitary but a gregarious animal, associating with the persons with whom he
has a natural kinship; accordingly there would be partnership; and justice of a
sort, even if there were no state» (EE VI1.1242a20-27).

A short clarification on Plato’s notion of homonoia (or harmony/cpp.ovio
or unanimity/6podotia/homodoxia), in various passages in his Republic is
needed here: Plato of course in Republic 351d* claims something quite
different than Aristotle (but also maybe quite similar as well); he rather
argues that it is justice that generates concord and friendship (justice in
the soul/justice in the city), while in Aristotle we see a kind of reversal

22. «Ztdoelg Ydp Tov, & Opoasdpoye, f) ye ddnlo xal pion xal pdyog &y Aot Tapéyet, 7
3¢ Suatosbvy dpovotay xal @uilav» (PLato, Republic,351d).
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of that claim in the sense that for Aristotle philia is even more important
than justice since it is philia that generates concord and concord is more
important than justice. But it seems to me that, from what we have seen
above, Aristotle also thinks that justice is the cardinal virtue, in the sense
that, if politiké philia fails to produce homonoia in the polis, it is justice
that would ‘step in’ to secure it. Hence, one could argue that Aristotle’s
opposition and criticism to Plato’s homonoia in his Kallipolis in the
Republic is not towards the importance of justice (dikaiosiiné), but with his
conception of philia and homonoia, as it is expressed in Politics, Bk. I1.

Aristotle’s view of political friendship is also closely connected with his
advocacy of moderation in the mixed constitution (moitteia/polity) in relation
to justice, since equality of means produces the right kind of relationship
among the citizens (which is a friendship among equals) and encourages,
therefore, not only the right kind of political community but also a secure
and stable political regime®. Aristotle illustrates this in his discussion on the
problems arising from a polis in which the distribution of wealth is unequal:
«The result is a city, not of free people, but only of slaves and masters: a
state of envy on the one side and of contempt on the other. Nothing could
be further removed from the spirit of friendship or of a political association.
An association depends on friendship — after all, people will not even take a
journey in common with their enemies. A city aims at being, as far as possible,
composed of equals and peers, which is the condition of those in the middle,
more than any group» (Pol. IV.1295b20-27).

According to Aristotle, polity (politeia) is bound to be the best constitution
(the non-deviant democracy), since it is composed of the elements which
naturally constitute a city. The middle classes enjoy a greater security themselves
than any other class, since they do not, like the poor, desire the goods of others;
nor do others desire their possessions, as the poor covet those of the rich, and
since they neither plot against others, nor are plotted against themselves, they live
free from danger. The best form of political association is, first, one where power
is vested in the middle class, and, second, those cities where good government
is attainable because is a large middle class — large enough, if possible, to be
stronger than both of the other classes, but at any rate large enough to be
stronger than either of them singly; in that case, its addition to either will
suffice to turn the scale, and will prevent either of the opposing extremes from
becoming dominant. It is therefore the greatest of blessings for a polis that its
members should possess a moderate and adequate property. Where some have
great possessions, and others have nothing at all, the result is either an extreme
democracy or an unmixed oligarchy; or it may even be, because of the excesses
of both sides, a tyranny, since tyranny grows out of the most immature type of
democracy, or out of oligarchy, but much less frequently out of constitutions of
the middle order, or those which approximate them (Pol. IV.1295b30-1296a12)*.

23. J. HamptoN, Political Philosophy, New York, Westview Press, 1997, p. 154.
24. E. LEoNTSINI, The Appropriation of Aristotle in the Liberal-Communitarian Debate,
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Conclusion: Friendship, Concord, Justice and the Common Interest

Aristotle’s criticisms of Plato’s Republic in Pol. Book 11.3-4 could help us
illuminate further this notion of the unity of the state and its relation to
friendship®. Aristotle makes an important point when he says that Plato’s
view would give rise to a ‘watery’ (0Sapii/hudare, Pol. 1262b16) friendship.
Indeed, his argument against such a watery friendship in the Politics is
essential for achieving an understanding of the notion of Aristotle’s political
friendship, and its relation to justice and the unity of the state?. According
to Aristotle, «the spirit of friendship is likely to exist to a lesser degree
where women and children are in common; and the governed class ought to
have little of that spirit if it is to obey and not to attempt revolution» (Pol.
1262b1-3). Friendship, he argues, is the chief good of cities, because it is the
best safeguard against the danger of factional disputes. This is similar to what
Aristophanes in Plato’s Symposium (191a, 192d-e) refers to when he speaks
of lovers desiring out of friendship to grow together into a unity, and to be
one instead of two. In the case of the lovers, it would be inevitable that both
or at least one of them should cease to exist; but in the case of a political
association, Aristotle points out, that, if this happens, there would be merely
a watery sort of friendship, since a father would be very little disposed to
say ‘mine’ of a son, and a son would be as little disposed to say ‘mine’ of a
father: «Just as a little sweet wine, mixed with a great deal of water, produces a
tasteless mixture, so family feeling is diluted and tasteless when family names
have as little meaning as they have in a constitution of this sort, and when
there is so little reason for a father treating his sons as sons, or a son treating
his father as a father, or brothers one another as brothers» (Pol. 1262b17-21).

Arristotle points out at the end of this discussion of ‘watery’ friendship that
there are two motives which particularly move people to care for and love an
object: «the first is that the object should belong to yourself, while the second
is that you should like it» (Pol. 1262b22-23). But neither of these two motives
can exist among those who live in a constitution such as the one envisaged by
Plato in his Republic. Aristotle’s argument against this kind of watery civic
friendship reveals that it is not possible to legislate friendship.

According to Aristotle, friendship is an essential ingredient in the good
life, not just because it is useful but because it is the source of some of our

op. cit., pp. 96-107. Cf. also R. G. MuLGAN, Aristotle and the Value of Political Participation’,
Political Theory, 18, 2, 1990, pp. 195-215; A. Preus, Aristotle’s Theory of Citizenship in
Context, Dia-noesis: A Journal of Philosophy,2,2016, pp. 115-140.

25. Aristotle’s remarks on Plato’s Republic should not be taken as direct criticisms of
the Republic but should be seen as expressions of Aristotle’s own political position. Cf. E.
LeonTsing, Sex and the City: Plato, Aristotle, and Zeno of Kition on Erds and Philia’, Erés in
Ancient Greece, E. SANDERS — C. THUMIGER — C. CAREY — N.J. Lowe (eds), Oxford University
Press, Oxford 2013, pp. 129-.141.

26. R. F. STALLEY, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato’s Republic, A Companion to Aristotle’s
Politics, D. KEyT — Fr. D. MILLER (eds), Oxford, Blackwell, 1991, pp. 191-193 and R. MAYHEW,
Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato’s Republic, Lanham, Rowman & Littlefield, 1997, pp. 79-85.
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greatest satisfactions. In addition, there is also a political dimension to
friendship, since it is both what holds the city together and a main reason
for its existence. The city «is formed for the good life which requires
relations with one’s fellows; it also involves parents, children, wives, and in
general one’s friends and fellow-citizens: thus, the city is to be valued as
providing the context for friendship»?’.

The role of friendship in the city is to generate homonoia, i.e. concord
(unanimity; agreement; consensus)®, and to safeguard justice. He clearly points
out though that «concord is not agreement in belief, since this can occur even
among people unknown to one another»; «nor are people described as being
in concord when they agree about just anything, for example, the heavens
(since concord here has nothing to do with friendship), but a city is said to be
in concord when people agree about what is beneficial, rationally choose the
same things, and carry out common resolutions» (NE 1167a22-28).

Aristotle stresses that concord in a city, if achieved, does not deprive the
citizen body of its separateness and individuality, or its ability to deliberate on
political decisions: «In the case of a city, concord exists when all the citizens
think that public offices ought to be elective, or that they ought to make an
alliance with Sparta, or that Pittacus ought to govern, when he himself is
willing. But when each person, like those in The Phoenissae, wants the same
thing all for herself, then there is civil strife. For being in concord does not
consist merely in each person’s having the same thing in mind for the same
person» (NE 1167a28-1167b2).

Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that the relation between justice
and friendship does not make friendship a necessary condition for justice.
Justice can exist, in Aristotle’s account, even if we had no political friendship
in the city. The state might not have concord, but then again one would not
expect all constitutions to have that; if they did, they would be no imperfect
ones. Concord seems to be political friendship since it is concerned with what
benefits people and what affects their lives. This kind of concord is found
among good people, since they are in concord with themselves and with each
other, being as it were of the same mind wishing for and aiming in common at
what is just and beneficial. As he points out: «<Bad people cannot be in concord,
except to a small extent; for they try to get more than their share of interests,

27. R. F. STALLEY, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato’s Republic, op. cit., p. 193.

28. 1 am using here the English/Latin word ‘concord’ for the translation of Greek homonoia,
although there is an etymological difference between the Greek concept and its English
equivalent, homonoia involving a reference to nous, as explicit in NE 1167a28-1167b2 (‘having
the same thing in mind’); homonoia is the opposite of faction (stasis) and expresses the unity
among the citizens that is produced by their literally being ‘same-minded’. Although Aristotle
does not fully expand on the notion of homonoia, giving the impression that he takes for
granted the familiarity with the concept, it should be noted that homonoia was considered a key
political virtue for fourth-century political writers and that there was a philosophical tradition in
associating friendship, which generates concord, with justice, the unity of the state and the pursuit
of happiness in the city. Cf.,, for example, R. KAMTEKAR, What’s the Good of Agreeing? Homonoia
in Platonic Politics, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy,26,2004, pp. 131-170.
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while falling short in difficult jobs and public services. And since each wish this
for himself, he keeps a sharp eye on his neighbour and holds him back, because
if people do not look out for the public interest, the polis is destroyed. So, what
happens is that they are in civil strife, pressing one another to do what is just
while not wishing to do it themselves» (NE 1167b9-16).

The civic friendship that Aristotle advocates could not be any sort of
excellence-based friendship, since this would mean that Aristotle would
have made the same mistake that he accused Plato of. By attempting to
make political friendship as close as character or familial friendship, the
citizens would have to feel close personal friendship for one another as if
the whole city was a close family. This could not be feasible, since it is not
possible to be friends with so many people. Plato’s solution will result in
leaving affection out of his ideal city in the Republic. Aristotelian political
friendship does not require us to feel the same strong feelings of affection
and liking that excellence-based friendship does. Aristotelian political
friendship does, nevertheless, require us to have concern for our fellow
citizens; ‘concern for others’ as opposed to the mere ‘respect for others’.
Therefore, political friendship for Aristotle is a much weaker version of
excellence-based friendship. Political friendship can contribute to the unity
of the state by creating political agreement (homonoia). The unity of the
state advocated by Aristotle is one where citizens agree on what the proper
conception of justice would be, enabling them thus to make arrangements
concerning civic affairs (the rulers and the ruled, the election of offices etc).
The unity of the city depends on the parts of the polis being held together by
a certain type of constitution. It is the agreed conception of justice that would
ultimately shape the desired constitution for the city. And it at this point
where justice relates to the art of ruling (technén tou archein) and with the
common interest that the ruler should promote for all his/her citizens.

Arristotelian political friendship is a variant of the friendship of utility,
being a form of ‘common or public interest friendship’. This kind of political
friendship, as envisaged by Aristotle, could serve as an antidote to the alienating
aspects of modernity, providing a model for a political community where there
is both a common bond among citizens (no matter how loosely this bond is
to be understood) and recognition of their separate identities. This bond of
friendship creates concord in society that prevents civic strife. In this loose
(Aristotelian) sense, civic friendship as a form of ‘common/public interest
friendship’ could serve as a model for contemporary society satisfying thus
its ever-growing need for social unity without posing a threat to either liberty
nor justice. In this sense, friendship is significant for both politics and political
theory, and Aristotle’s notion of civic friendship could provide the basis for a
meaningful political form of friendship that could foster social unity in the
context of pluralism. According to Aristotle, although there is no plausible way
to legislate friendship (nor it is of course desirable to force citizens to become
friends), there must be mutual concern if human beings are to flourish inside
a political community. Civic friendship is indeed a public and a social good
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equally important to justice, since it is only the bonds of friendship that can
safeguard civic harmony, social unity, political agreement, and most importantly
the common interest of all citizens. And it is in this sense only that one might be
able to argue in favour of a theory of ‘Egalitarian Aristotelianism’.

Eleni LEONTSINI
(Ioannina)

«EEIXQTIKOX APIXTOTEAIEMOZX»:
KOINO XYM®EPON, AIKAIOXYNH
KAI H TEXNH TOY APXEIN

Megiinyn

‘H pehétn adm) Exel dg 0tdxo g va dvolioel TV AQLOTOTEAXY] TTOMTIXT] (PLIAOCOIO
VIO TO TQIOWOL WAG EELOWTIATIG TTQOOEYYLONG %ol VO AVOOEIEEL TV ETRAUQOTNTA KAl
TV ®Angovoud ToU AQLOTOTEAN ®aOMS %Ol TF CNUAOLO TOUG YL TH GUYYQOVI] TTOAL-
Tt Beweia, 2OTASEUVIOVTOG THV GVay*aLOTNTO. THiS GQLOTOTEMXTS TOMTIXTS PLAO-
copiag yLd Tig oUyyeoves PrhehetBeQes AVIITQOOMITEVTIXES dNUOXRQOTIES WEOQ 08 EVal
2OOUO TTOV dLoEr®S AAAATEL, TTQOTEIVOVTOS Wit VEO RQUTLXT] EVAVTLAL OTIG VEOPILELED-
0e0eg TOMTIXES KAl TTQOXTIXES TTOV GAAOLDVOLY TV EElowTixy) uheheOeEn ToMTIXT)
Bewola. Xoerdletar Sumg vi onuetmOel OtL, o’ OAo TOU TA %eluevVa TOD AQLOTOTE
YONOWEVOUY DG %OWIT] TYT] GVOQOQAS, Ol OVYXQOVOL «AQLOTOTEMOUOL GITAVLOL GU-
VIOTODV (et ®ATOQTIOUEVY Gvaluon 1] wd Eumegrotatwuévn €N ynon Tv GQLoToTe-
Mx@Vv zeyévmv. Xeerdletal, ETouévag, vo Emotoépouue oty dvdlvon, EEfynon »oi
EQUNVELQL TV GQLOTOTEMXGV KEWEVWV KO VO TO EQUIVEVCOVUE EX VEOU.

H ovyrexouuévn uehétn Emmeviovetal oty EQunveia faon®y TAevQ®OV Tig oné-
Yng T0T AQLOTOTEN, OTTWg AVTES THS Stxratoshvng, TOD ATAdS Stxaioy, THg 6povoLag, THS
uhlog ®ol THS TéYVNG TOT &pyety, VITooTNEICOVTaG TG 1) dolototehxt) Oewoia udg Em-
BareL va TeoTtdooouuE «TO EVOLAPEQOV HaG YId TOVG dAlovg dvBpmtovg» (‘concern
for others’) o¢ &vtibeon ueé «tov oefoopd oS Tovg dAhovg» (‘respect for others’),
Y00IE BUwg adTO VO CNUOLVEL XOTAL T YYD LoV, TOE TO devTeQo etvon dovufifaoto
ug to TE®MTO 1| TG 6 AQLoToTéNS déV TEOTAO0E EEloOV TV Evvola Tiig draooivig
g mpwtevovoa dety. ‘Emouévog, Ba £Eetdom Tig mTuyes avTeg TS PLAoooELag TOD
AQLOTOTENT, O OTTOTES OEV EYOUV ROTL TN YVOUY LoV ETAQUGDS HeleTnOeL, 08¢ oyéon ue
™V évvola Tol xowo 1) daNUOCLOV CUUPEQOVTOG (TO %otV GLP.PEPOY), DOTE VA RATAVO-
N0€t 10 doLoTotelxo OeMOES Lo TV TéYVN TOD &pyew, 1) 6ol O mEémer TdvtoTe v
OTOYEVEL OTO GUUPEQOV TMV TTOM®MV (TATD0g), DOTE VA RATAOTET OUVOTOV VA VITOOTY-
oy Ol pice dpLoToTelxT) vl GUYYQOVY] VEoQLoTOTEMXY Bewpia, TV 6moiat ATorold
«EELlowTno dolototehopo» (‘Egalitarian Aristotelianism’).
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