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ARISTOTLE AND THE STOICS ON FRIENDSHIP:
BORDERLESSNESS, HOSPITALITY AND THE COMMUNITY

PANOS ELIOPOULOS!

Abstract: The matter of borderlessness and hospitality must
contain the item of foundations of a modern Cosmo-Polis. Hence,
the discussion about the two highly influential schools of ancient
thought of Aristotle and the Stoa is required. Individuals or
minor nation-states, who abstain from major and central
strategies, do not feel ready to be integrated in the global city of
today while, at the same time, the global city culturally and
financially invades their territories in the most relentless way. I
sustain that this issue is not mainly a matter of national
sovereignty but of the loss of the internal psychological link with
the entity of the polis. The ideal of unconditional hospitality will
always remain a daydream, a chimera, unless we manage to
connect the telos of self improvement to the telos of our global
city. The individual improvement, according to Aristotle and the
Stoics, means collective improvement and leads to political
friendship. In the excellent polis, all action must be taken in
optimal political circumstances, according to the criterion of a
social environment of openness that is not blind but retains its
acute eyesight.

Keywords: Aristotle, Stoics, borderlessness, hospitality,
community, global city

“O quam ridicule sunt mortalium termini”
Seneca, Naturales Quaestiones, 1, Pref. 9.

To initiate a discussion about borderlessness and hospitality, it should
primarily be attempted to determine the very foundations of a modern
Cosmo-Polis and subsequently the problems that are generated in our semi-
globalised States. In this regard, I have chosen to discuss the political
theories of two highly influential schools of ancient thought: Aristotle and
the Stoa. Both theories include elements that seriously support the idea of the
communal life among free men, elements that can facilitate the definition of

! University of Athens and Peloponnese, Greece
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the extent and profundity of a borderless and hospitable city. Such men -
who are defined as free, have received the same Paideia and feel themselves
competent political beings- go further than simply develop a measurable
amount of tolerance among them. Friendship becomes the cornerstone and
one of the most important dialectical topoi of the State which is determined
not to exclude but to equally and actively care for the eudaimonia of all.
Despite the discrepancies observed in certain analogies between the
Aristotelian and Stoic theory, it becomes apparent that the Polis or the
Cosmopolis —respectively- are dynamic organisms, systems that stay open
and accessible to those who pursue the same excellent ends.

Referring more directly to the prospect of hospitality, it is relevant to
note that research from social psychologists quite expectedly shows that as
regards nations, the less contact there is between them, the more
oversimplified beliefs or stereotypes that concern them will appear'. The
crucial error is that human beings, in general, are inclined to consider of the
characteristics of others as categories and not as variables and this comes as
an inevitable effect of our ability for cognitive categorization. This
categorization, of course, in turn, steers ineluctably to prejudice and
intolerance?. Nonetheless, according to Donald Campbell: a) in every
stereotype there is a kernel of truth, b) the more nations or individuals come
in contact, the more their stereotypes are strengthened?. The conclusion is
that mere contact or mobility among people and nations does not seem to be
an adequate solution.

To overcome such obstacles, this discussion must broaden up quite
significantly and deal with the way the polis (as a unit) works, with its
needs, with its ends, and then with what would be required so as to defend
the vision of an open city effectively. The problem with current models of
interpretation is that most of the times they provide “mechanistic” solutions,
often based on historical estimations as if they were mathematical figures or
irrecusable evidence, while the solutions that the ancients give tend to be
more psychological. Contemporary political experts, often politicians
themselves, expound theories concerning numbers, statistics, production

! Dimitrios Georgas, Koinoniki Psychologia, vol. A (Athens: Ellinika Grammata, 1995), 204.

% The reason why people often behave in an irrational or unethical way, and are led to prejudice, is,
according to the Stoics, that right reason is disregarded and ignored, and thus truth is unnoticed or
overlooked. Excluding reason from human things and daily life means that passions inundate the nous
and leads to the formation of a bad “exis”, a bad habit, it could be said in Aristotelian terms, a bad
mental hygiene that is consolidated progressively and is responsible for the absence of right thinking and
right action.

3 D. T. Campbell. “Stereotypes and the perception of group differences.” American Psychologist 22
(1967): 817-829.
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scales, marketing activities etc, but make no reference to what people really
aspire to be rather than to accomplish or to accumulate. In other words, the
individual is, 7quite repeatedly, narrowly illustrated as homo economicus, thus
leaving out other prevalent aspects of his personality'. This denotative
undervaluation from the homo sapiens to the homo economicus is not the
product of an advancement, an evolution to the better, while it affects -or
rather stigmatizes- our societies, especially the western technocratic ones,
more deeply than perhaps realized at first.

In addition, the more the economy becomes interdependent on a
global scale, leading to an unprecedented economic determinism?, the less
can regional and local governments, as they exist today, act upon the basic
mechanisms that condition the daily existence of their citizens®. The lack of
autonomy drastically affects the practicability of pioneering political
schemes and becomes literally prohibitive for social experimentation.
Accelerated globalization actually not only threatens to undermine the
assumed integrity of the nation state as the central organizing unit of
domestic and external affairs but also to reify the values of the communities
and to weaken the individual’s bond with his Polis*. But as the bond of the
citizen with the city, similarly the bond between nation-states globally does
not demonstrate signs of organicity. What initially seemed to be a blessing,
that is the flexibility, rapidity and fluidity of influences, may turn out to be a
curse for the reason that things seem to change in an extremely
unpredictable and unbalanced way. To a more focused level, it is doubtful
whether globalised views on sociopolitics can affect one’s own private
circumstances in a positive way as the microcosmos of a person, or even a
whole region, tends to be ignored when compared to the megacosmos of
“sizable”, intercontinental decisions. Individuals or minor nation-states, who
abstain from major and central strategies, do not feel ready or eager to be

! Reasonably, one of the immediate questions, which would not be confined to the emphasis on the
homo economicus, shall be, at least, the following: do we want to be cosmopolitans in an economic way,
in a political way, or in an ethical way? The ways of cosmopolitanism would be as many as the
E)ersonality aspects that we can dialectically or epistemically detect on the human being.

Cf. Kevin Brien, Marx, Reason and the Art of Freedom, 2nd edition (New York: Humanity Books,
2006), 49: “this interpretation [economic determinism] distorts the relationship between the economic
base and the social superstructure. It views the superstructure as a more or less mechanical reflex of the
economic base to the extent that the economic base is alone regarded as the determining factor of social
development, with everything else being completely determined thereby”.

3 Kim Rubenstein & Daniel Adler. “International Citizenship: The Future of Nationality in a Globalised
World.” Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies 7 (2000): 526. Available at SSRN:
http://ss.com/abstract=231675.

* Paul Kennedy, Preparing for the twenty-first century (New York: First Vintage Books Edition, 1994),
114.
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integrated in the global city of today while, at the same time, the global city
culturally and financially invades their territories in the most relentless way.
In my view, it is not mainly a matter of national sovereignty but of the loss of
the internal psychological link with the entity of the polis. Therefore, and
under this perspective, it is not a question primarily of the right or the
opportunity to move inside the global city but of the right to identify oneself
with the established and unfaltering identity of the place where one chooses
to live, with one’s polis.

Nevertheless, the movement from place to place raises additional
obstacles, related with religion, tradition, language and culture, to name only
a few. It is at this point that ancient Greek Philosophy can help us discern
what we fail to discern in the chaos of modern economic markets: the
existential need for self actualization inside the context of the polis, which, in
our epoch, is transforming rapidly into a Cosmopolis but not with the
prerequisites that the Stoics have elaborated so analytically. Part of the
problematic are those unresolved conflicts that are grounded on the
recognition of separate interests by different groups of pressure, often
including immigrants as well; therefore blending people under the flag of
economy entails serious dangers in the case that such factious matters have
not been solved. On the other hand, addressing divided groups of people
about abstract values such as brotherhood, equality, harmony and peace is
only going to bring them ironic laughter instead of the radical changes that
are supposed to be necessary. The ideal of unconditional hospitality will
always remain a daydream, a chimera, unless we manage to connect the
telos of self improvement to the telos of our global city. It is exactly this fact
that I mean to bring to attention: that individual improvement, according to
Aristotle and the Stoics, eventually means collective improvement and leads
to political friendship. Thus, what we shall seek is an ethically motivated
encounter with others on the basis of practicability with a view to maximize
the well being of citizens and non citizens in an open but not unwise society.
There are two potential models that stem from this theorization: a) a global
city consisting of a loose, liberal and tolerant connection between numerous
communities, which endeavor on their own ends; this would also signify
that they would not necessarily be obliged to become urbanized or
“democratic” as the term ambiguously enough is valid today, and b) one big
polis, consisting of literally everything and everyone, aiming at coexistence
with the aid of a new unifying ideology. But the second sounds like the least
welcome or the most autocratic option for a plethora of reasons. One of the
most prominent ones and one that has been affirmed by current international
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practice is “Englishization”, or the asymmetrical spread of the English
language and culture, as an integral part of globalization!. However, great
respect comes from great justice so what ought to be studiously avoided
from the start is to favor one culture at the cost of another.

In the Aristotelian hypothesis, every human effort has to have an
end, an “&ya0ov”, which is its perfect culmination. Aristotle discerns that
excellence (t6 &plotov) is the most rudimentary parameter for any kind of
work, and similarly for the work of the Polis>. The excellent thing is that
whose virtue, whose self-completeness, reaches the highest degree, therefore
its entelechy. As it is claimed in the Eudemian Ethics, the promotion of
friendship is thought to be the special task of political science?, the science
whose interest is the excellence of the polis. He explicitly declares that when
we speak of friendship (philia) we should not concentrate solely on the philia
of strangers but on that of the participants in the same polis*. For Aristotle
the political society precedes the individual even on an ontological level®.
The human is first and foremost a political animal, and only secondarily a
social and economic one®. This conception bears the implications of a Polis
whose gnomon is to make its citizens virtuous and recognizes the fact that
moral excellence is preferable to material prosperity as material goods alone
cannot consist the ultimate end”. In this perspective the moral criterion and
common will of the citizens are the fundaments of the State and the

! Cf. Kosaku Yoshino. “The Englishization of Higher Education in Asia and the Migratory Flows of
International Students.” Paper in the Conference The Right to Move: Debating the Ethics of global
migration. Sophia, Bulgaria, December 2009.

2 For a thorough examination of the Aristotelian ethics cf. Georgios Anagnostopoulos, Aristotle on the
Goals and Exactness of Ethics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994).

3 Aristotle, Eudemian Ethics, VII 1234b 22-23: «tfg T8 Yap moMukng Epyov elvar dokel pdAtota
Tt GoL PIAlovy.

* The friendship of fellow citizens, like those of fellow sailors on the same ship, seems to have more to
do with association since it is founded upon some sort of compact. The friendship among host and
guest, as a friendship among strangers, might be included in this class (evikn). Cf. Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics, VIII 1161b 13-16. Aristotle also accepts the fact that there can be equal and
unequal friendships. Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, VIII 1162a 35-36.

> Aristotle, Politics, 11253a 18-20.

® The polis, as a natural being is superior to its parts, and that is why its aim, i.e. not only living but
living well, is superior to the aims of its parts. Cf. Aristotle, Politics, III 1278b 18-22: «Ot1 @OcEL puév
gotv avBpamog {ov mohtucov. Ao Kkai pmdév dedpevol g mopd AoV Ponbeiag ovk Edattov
opéyovtar ToU ovlfv, o v ARG Kol 10 Kowr) cvueépov cuvayel, ko’ Ocov EmPaidlet pépog
£KkdoT ToL NV KOAWSY.

7 Aristotle, Politics, 1 1253a 16-18 (translated by Benjamin Jowett): “It is characteristic of man that he
alone has any sense of good and evil, of just and unjust, and the like, and the association of living
beings who have this sense makes a family and a state”.
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pragmatic value of virtue precedes any other constituent of equality'. The
philia which is based on usefulness and advantage is worthy only of those
who are vulgar?. Aristotle absolutely denies the fact that the Polis can be
sustained solely on the basis of financial prosperity. It is for these reasons
that it has to be founded upon two necessary principles: justice and
friendship, which are capable of regulating the citizens’ lives in such a
manner that will defend the primary objective of their gathering, i.e. virtue
and eudaimonia. From the two it is friendship, philia, which seems to be the
bond of communities, and legislators, in his opinion, become more anxious
to secure it than justice. As a matter of fact, when people are in friendship,
justice is not required; but on the other hand, though they are just, they need
friendship in addition, Aristotle observes®. In this frame the citizen is no
other than the person who has the right to exert deliberative and judicial
power and the polis is the total of all those citizens who are capable of
addressing their basic needs successfully, with their own means*. The people
participate in the life of the Polis because by nature they are inclined to
perfection, which is autarchy (self sufficiency), but their natural imperfection
does not allow them to achieve it on their own individual means. The
autarchy associated with the state has the end of opening the field for noble
human acts (kaAokayaOia). The culmination of Aristotelian autarchy is not
the worship of the state but the possibility of performing the highest human
actions. It must be noted that what Aristotle directly opposes to is not
property and the production of goods but the irrational and excessive
production of wealth, the so called «xonuatiotucr»°.

All civic and political rights spring from receiving the appropriate
political education (&oxwv memadevévog VIO TOL vopoV’) that enhances

! This theorization of value categorically negates certain forms or distortions of democracy where the
people can enforce their arbitrary and irrational will as collective tyranny.

2 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, VIII 1158a 21. Cf. Aristotle, Magna Moralia, 11 1209b 15-19
(translated by W. D. Ross): “Virtue, to which the friendship is due, is unchangeable, whereas interest is
never the same. Wherefore the friendship which rests on interest is never secure, but changes along with
the interest; and the same with the friendship which rests on pleasure. The friendship then of the best
men is that which arises from virtue, but that of the common run of men depends upon utility, while
that which rests on pleasure is found among vulgar and commonplace people”.

? Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, VIII 1154b 21-26.

* Aristotle, Politics, 111 1275b 17-21.

5 Aristotle, Politics, 11 1280b. Cf. Magna Moralia, 1208a II 5-7: «& téyadé mévra évto ayadd €6ty
kai U6 tovtev py Sragbeipetat, otov U TAOVTOL Kai &pyNS, O TOLVTOG KAAOG KAyabOo».

8 Aristotle, Politics, 1 1257b 25-30. The philosopher perspicaciously describes the phenomenology of
our financial lives: our abandonment to banks and colossal financial organizations that are nothing else
than money makers.

7 Aristotle, Politics, I 1287b 26-27. On more information on this issue cf. Christopher Vasillopulos.
“The natural rights basis of Aristotelian education.” Studies in Philosophy and Education 30, n. 1
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the individual’s bonds with the polis and renders the individual a better
person on a moral level. Aristotle directly poses the question whether any
phronesis at all can be applied in public affairs if citizens and rulers are
deprived of virtue'. All should partake of the moral virtues? but as it is
impractical that the polis consists in only virtuous citizens and since it is of
paramount importance that everyone performs his duties well, it is deduced
that virtues must be accomplished to such degree as it is required by each for
the fulfillment of his duty®. Aristotle predicts very well something that
nowadays sounds almost incomprehensible: the political dangers of
standardizing people instead of educating them. As John Anton, a
contemporary Greek philosopher, remarks: “[In our societies] the changes
have limited the educational process to the learning of habits and the
acquisition of skills best suited to the education of entrepreneurs, civil
servants, bureaucrats and laborers, not to citizens concerned with what the
Greeks called politicos bios, reasoned political conduct”*. Aristotle places the
emphasis not on unity, in the sense that Plato does in the Republic, but on
plurality which should be united and made into a community by means of
education®. He believes that the concept of unity opposes to the existence of
the parts that constitute the polis and which must be different between them
if the polis is to aim at autarchy, as they contribute in a supplementary way.
If a polis is to be permanent, all the parts that constitute it must wish that it
should exist and that the same arrangements be maintained®. All in all, the
community is united only under the premises of the free spirit of a common
pursuit’.

(2010): 19-36. About the perfection of the Aristotelian “political animal” cf. Christos Evangeliou,
Hellenic Philosophy: Origin and Character (Cornwall: Ashgate, 2006), 110-111.
" Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, V1 1144a 36-37.
2 In the case that some people cannot have sufficient virtue so as to be able to rule in their turn, at least
they need to have an amount of virtue that ensures that they can be ruled (Aristotle, Politics, 111 1277a
27-29). That makes the virtue of the good man different from the virtue of the good citizen as the latter
is the person who can participate in the work of the polis but not as a ruler, therefore a less complete
personality but not ineffective whatsoever. Cf. Aristotle, Politics,11260a 14-19.
3 Aristotle, Politics, 111 1276b 37-40.
# John Anton. “Human Nature and the Globalization of the Polis: A New Paradox.” Skepsis XX (2009):
39-40.
5 Aristotle, Politics, I 1263b 36-38 and E 1310a 12-14. The way to do that is to improve the citizens by
ghilosophy, by customs and laws (paideia).

Aristotle, Politics, 11 1270b 21-27.
7 Aristotle, Politics, 111 1279a 21-22: «1) 8¢ mOMg kowvavia Ty EhevBépmv Eotivy. Cf. Eleni Leontsini,
The appropriation of Aristotle in the liberal-communitarian debate (Athens: National and Kapodistrian
University of Athens, Saripolos Library, 2007), 199: “Aristotelian political friendship does require us to
have concern for our fellow citizens; ‘concern for others’ as opposed to ‘respect for others’ that
liberalism advocates”.
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One mostly influential factor, in the frame of our discussion about
hospitality and borderlessness, is the extent of the ground or the territory of
the polis' that needs to be such that will allow the unimpeded
communication between the citizens?. Aristotle clarifies that distance alone
cannot break the bonds of philia but only prevent its mutual manifestations
among the friends’. He remarks in the third book of the Politics: “Again, if
men dwelt at a distance from one another, but not so far off as to have no
intercourse, and there were laws among them that they should not
wrong each other in their exchanges, neither would this be a state. Let us
suppose that one man is a carpenter, another a husbandman, another a
shoemaker... if they have nothing in common but exchange, alliance, and the
like, that would not constitute a state. Why is this? Surely not because they
are at a distance from one another: for even supposing that such a
community were to meet in one place, but that each man had a house of his
own, which was in a manner his state, and that they made alliance with one
another, but only against evil-doers; still an accurate thinker would not deem
this to be a state, if their intercourse with one another was of the same
character after as before their union... These are conditions without which a
state cannot exist; but all of them together do not constitute a state, which is
a community of families and aggregations of families in well-being, for the
sake of a perfect and self-sufficing life. Such a community can only be
established among those who live in the same place and intermarry. Hence
arise in cities  family connections, brotherhoods, common
sacrifices, amusements which draw men together. But these are created by
friendship, for the will to live together is friendship. The end of the state is
the good life, and these are the means towards it. And the state is the
union of families and villages in a perfect and self-sufficing life, by which we
mean a happy and honorable life”4. Is this vision served today within the
bounds of the European Union? Is borderlessness viable between states that
have no coherent bonds of friendship between them, a friendship that can
only be defined and applied under the homologation of a moral pursuit,
instead of the rapacious dedication to financial dominance? Furthermore, is

! Aristotle, Politics, VII 1326b 30-32: “In size and extent it should be such as may enable the
inhabitants to live at once temperately and liberally in the enjoyment of leisure”. That means that the
gigantism observed in modern cities can be perilous and preventive of such a living unless there is
philia among the citizens.

% Although Aristotle does not speak of a Cosmopolis in any case, he explicitly phrases that perhaps the
right number of citizens is not one fixed number but any number within certain limits. Cf. Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics, 1X 1170b 33-34.

3 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, VIII 1157b 10-11.

* Aristotle, Politics, 11 1280b 18-40.
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immigration a friend or a foe to our hectic societies if the immigrants cannot
be fully incorporated and cannot participate into the settled political
procedures that include their election to positions of authority'? And are our
western countries really the topoi of freedom and happiness, as we
shamelessly announce to the rest of the world, or are we slaves to our ever-
increasing habits of consumerism, to exaggeration and to unbridled
materialism? Having said the above, I do not refer to a society that despises
its materialistic nature per se but to a community that distinguishes and
evaluates the exigency for the return to the Greek political virtues not as an
anachronistic regression but as genuine and essential progress.

The stoic political theory makes some constructive contributions to
the above. For the Stoic philosophers, the Cosmopolis is all-inclusive, with
no exceptions based on social criteria. That requires that the stoic sage
becomes friend with those who share the same quest, the quest for virtue,
but at the same time it means that he expands this opportunity for amity to
all, even to those who may be born under extremely diverse or
discriminative conditions. Although the sage is aware of the fact that
humanity constantly experiences a distorted moral situation which defies the
natural living, he does not become bitter or isolated but actively provides
care and guidance for his fellow men. Living in the Cosmopolis? adduces the
common nature of men, as it is expressed in the theory of the “animus
rectus”. The “upright soul”, which does not allow for discrimination against
men’s social or economic status, is the foundation of this theorization in
Seneca®. The emanation of the “animus rectus” is the “virtus perfecta”, the
perfect virtue which corresponds with eudaimonia.

The Stoics do not restrain themselves to making idealistic
exhortations for altruism, or “philia”. On the contrary, they advocate people

! According to Aristotle, those who rule and those who are ruled should alternate in taking offices since
citizens are equal by nature and differ to nothing. See Aristotle, Politics, 1 1259b 4-7. Cf. Martha
Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness: Luck and ethics in Greek tragedy and philosophy (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1986), 349: “[this is] a city in which citizenship will be available to all
those who are not deprived of natural abilities essential for living well, and in which all citizens will
have, as single individuals, an active role in the shaping of the institutions that govern them”.

2 Cf. G. R. Stanton. “The cosmopolitan ideas of Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius.” Phronesis 13, (1968):
191: “Both Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius attempt to defend their cosmopolitan concepts... Epictetus
assumes that man is akin to God, while Marcus assumes the common possession of mind and that man
is born for kowwvia”.

3 Seneca, Epistulae Morales, XXXI. 11. Cf. Giovanni Reale, A History of Ancient Philosophy: The
Systems of the Hellenistic Age (edited and translated by John Catan, Albany: State University of New
York Press, 1985), 283: “The Stoics, through their concept of physis and logos, were also able to
extirpate, more than any other philosophy, the ancient myths of blood-based nobility and superiority of
race, as well as the chains of slavery... The new concepts of nobility, freedom, and slavery are linked to
the notions of wisdom and ignorance: the sage is the real free-man, the fool is the real slave”.
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to become acquainted' with their fellow human beings in an active manner.
Due to the fact that virtue is asserted as the only axiological constituent, the
“solum et summum bonum”, it is entailed that in friendship there can be
only one precondition, virtue, which will be able to confirm an equal relation
among the friends. A broader sociality becomes feasible, since the Stoics
firmly believe in the proliferation of friendship. The result of this attitude is a
society of friends?, a mutual involvement in all things without exception, so
that there can be no good or bad fortune for one person individually but
rather for all, as friends have everything in common (in commune vivitur),
Seneca stresses out. Cosmopolitanism is not described as an ideal but as the
aftermath of continuous and conscientious human praxis which always uses
philia on its side. For Seneca it is clear that a community should have as a
priority to defend the humane and beneficial contribution to one another.
According to Cicero, who feels himself mainly a Stoic in ethical matters, the
notion of a State refers to the usage of common goods, sources and abilities
in order to fortify the essential link which naturally exists between all human
beings?®. This relationship is not grounded on common benefits as they are,
meaning on their extrinsic value as goods, but on the perception of reciprocal
assistance and co-integration to the social corpus*.

For the Stoics man is by nature a social being whose capability for
ontological perfection is related with the presence of other human beings.
Individual morality is connected with social morality since man cannot
realistically be thought of outside the context of the human community®. As
a consequence, the most fundamental pre-stage for a perfect society is the
perfection of each person individually since the context of the moral duty
that concludes to individualism does not contradict cosmopolitanism either.
It becomes apparent that this is not an autistic individualism but
individualism based on the knowledge of social and psychological
phenomenology. Hence, we have this very functional paradox: the “stoic”
type of the individual relies on himself in order to become a sage but he is
not statically restricted inside himself. His moral autonomy is enriched, not

! Knowing people for what they really are (i.e. their intrinsic value) and valuing them in accordance
with their inner quality is the next step in their social viewpoint.

2 Seneca, Epistulae Morales, XLVIIL. 2: “Consortium rerum omnium inter nos facit amicitia”.

3 Cicero, De Officiis, 1. vii. 22.

4 Cicero, De Officiis, 1. iv. 13-15. See also Arthur Bodson, La Morale Sociale des Derniers Stoiciens,
Séneque, Epictete et Marc Auréle (Paris: Bibl. de la Fac. de Philosophie et Lettres de I’Univ. de Liége,
Fasc. CLXXVI, Soc. d’Edition ‘Les Belles Lettres’, 1967).

5 Ludwig Edelstein, O Stoikos Sofos (The Stoic Sage), Greek translation (Thessaloniki: Thyrathen,
2002), 105. Cf. Richard Bett, “Stoic Ethics.” In 4 Companion to Ancient Philosophy (West Sussex:
Wiley Blackwell 2006), 530-548.
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violated, by his social contribution. In the same way societies can exist: being
morally autonomous and energetic they are not deterred from being
accessible to others. Furthermore, the Stoics acknowledge the fact that Right
Reason (ratio recta) is the distinctive parameter which unites all under a
social perspective, as well as under a moral perspective, since there is an
intrinsic connection between rationality and morality!.

To conclude with, the topos of the excellent polis is no other than
friendship on the basis of a common moral pursuit, despite the constant
unavoidable antitheses between people and theorizations. In the Politics
Aristotle elaborates on the issue of morality as follows: “Those who care for
good government take into consideration virtue and vice in states. Whence it
may be further inferred that virtue must be the care of a state which is truly
so called, and not merely enjoys the name: for without this end the
community becomes a mere alliance which differs only in place (témw) from
alliances of which the members live apart”2. This dialectic confrontation of
the political problem is the starting point of the harmonious assimilation of
divergent approaches in the context of tolerance and the topos of democratic
exchange and synergy®. To have a truly borderless city would connote that
freedom, along with other concepts, ought to be defined in a politically and
ethically advantageous way. Aristotle elucidates the fact that freedom does
not signify doing whatever one wishes as this is the trait not of a real
democracy but of a distorted regime that thinks of itself as a democracy*.
Real freedom means adherence to the law, otherwise emerges a nominal
democracy that soon decays into tyranny. To have a truly borderless city
would mean that immigrants should alternate to authority just like locals in
an open democracy, but simultaneously it would mean that the former, as
well, foster the same ideals and quests of the polis, which comes only as a
result of specific education, paideia appropriate for the lives of free people.
Any other tactic such as to increase their rights only proves beyond doubt
the discrimination which they have to suffer®. Any increase or decrease in
anyone’s rights indicates inequality, which is not in consonance with the
existence of free men.

' Cf. Anton, 38: “The most critical moment of our present culture will be determined on whether we are
prepared to restore rationality as the controlling end of our political institutions. Nothing less will end to
the heedless exploitation of nature and the abuse of human potential”.

* Aristotle, Politics, 111 1280b 5-10.

3 The smaller the social cell -or community- the easier it would be to achieve synthesis and co-existence
on a broader level. The more similar and equal people, people with same pursuits, gather together, the
more attainable it would be to keep peace and hospitality among communities.

* Aristotle, Politics, V 1310a 25-36.

> Aristotle, Politics, V 1301a 34-35.
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According to the Stoics and Aristotle, we need to consciously set the
target to excellence in our political conduct, instead of agonizing over
numbers regarding the production and consumption of goods in view of a
life of leisure. The dynastic view of homo economicus has so far prevented any
thought of critical reexamination of the possibility of virtue back in the polis.
The marginalization of virtue-oriented political theories and the consequent
primacy of economics, business and technocracy favor only those who profit
at the exorbitant cost of the humanitarian principles. If blind trust in
monetary wealth is irresponsibly left to replace the contemplative value
system of the classical antiquity, then it is imperative to see how harmony
and hospitality can be achieved in the case that they contradict financial
goals and figures. The dependence on technology in order to promote global
unity will hardly suffice nor will the politics of economics bring about the
desired results, if the desired results are in any way associated with the good
life. But ethically-oriented societies, that hierarchize the good of virtue as the
most important one, will not thoughtlessly resort to violence and bigotry;
they will not risk to traumatize peace. In them the plurality of cultural
traditions does not eventually have to prove itself a daemon nor does it have
to prove those traditions superfluous in a limitless market: on the contrary, it
may consolidate empathy among individuals and their communities, but
empathy based on reason, not on the frivolity and unsteadiness of emotion.
What the Greek philosophers recognized so brilliantly is that human reason
is at once an end and a means. Any derailment of its value leads to its abuse
and hence to turning it into a tool'.

On the other hand, to preserve communities inside the polis which
do not share the same aims or beliefs will lead to conflict and rage on all
parts, according to Aristotle?. That, in turn, verifies the view that in order to
develop friendship it is better to preserve the perimeter of a small
community where people can regulate the matters of their congregation and
at the same time preserve their cultural or other differences. Compulsory
coexistence that cannot conclude in common objectives would be dangerous
for every form of society as it would abolish specific political responsibilities

! Anton, 37.

2 That is where I tend to be very skeptical with Martha Nussbaum who seems to believe that Aristotle
could jeopardize social peace for the sake of vitality. In the surviving corpus aristotelicum vitality is
never shown to be, comparatively or not, a more important value than the actual preservation of the polis
(in an ethically excellent manner). Cf. Martha Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness: Luck and ethics in
Greek tragedy and philosophy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 352-353: “Aristotle’s
interest in stability in political life is tempered by his concern for other social values, such as the
autonomy of individual choice and civic vitality.... In his good city the possibility of contingent conflict
of values is preserved as a condition of the richness and vigour of civic life itself”.
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in favor of amorphous or unrealistic expectations. Those who belong
together should create their own political societies, their own poleis’.
Aristotle will always remind us of that: “A state is not a community of living
beings only, but a community of equals, aiming at the best life possible”2. If
there is a judicious consensus between such communities that is safeguarded
by well defined and fair international laws, then tolerance is feasible and co
existence is feasible in a parallel and not obligatory order. But the basic
factor, according to the Greek philosophers, is the need of new orientation in
our societies that will substantiate the distinction between happiness and
eudaimonia®: instead of a society eager to produce and to consume in great
quantities there shall be a turn to a qualitative lifestyle which will place its
emphasis on the good life, on virtue as competence, not on technical
superiority. Educating people not to constrain themselves to the unilateral
fulfillment of purely acquisitive dreams may stimulate the interest for more
efficient and meaningful communication with other human beings, as the
Stoics propose. That is why we should concede the possibility that a global
society does not inevitably typify an urbanized society*. My suggestion
firmly remains that the benefits and costs of any collective problematic or
crisis should not be disputed only with reference to economic terms; same
with migration or borderlessness. In the excellent polis, all action must be
taken in optimal political circumstances, according to the criterion of a social
environment of openness that is not blind but retains its acute eyesight; one
that is just while it does never become dismissive or rejective.

The excellent community is possible in the form of neighbourhood,
parish, town, city, country, or even a transnational union such as the
European Union, in other words in any cell of organized communal life. The
community, in the sense of the Greek «xowvwvia», is a concept that can
substitute historically posterior —isms®. Thus, what Aristotle and the Stoics
care to assert is how to correct the anomaly that is frequently inflicted in
societies: that one citizen is ethically alienated from the other. This is
achieved not under the pretext of some emotional response to personal or

! Aristotle, Politics, 111 1283b 12-13.

2 Aristotle, Polifics, VII 1328a 36-37: «1) 3¢ TOMG Kowovia Tig €0Tt TV Opoinv, évekev O {ong Mg
&vdeyopévng apiomoy.

3 Aristotle, Politics, VII 1332a 8-9: «[e08oupoviav] évépystav elvan kai XPT|OW A petn Tedeiovy.

* Cf. James Farrer. “Cosmopolitanism as Virtue: Towards an ethics of global city life.” Paper in the
Conference The Right to Move: Debating the Ethics of global migration. Sophia, Bulgaria, December
2009.

5 As such, the community opposes both Communism and Capitalism, inflexible and exploitative
systems that concentrate on man’s relation with economic value, due to the fact that its focal point is not
money, as means or as an end, but the person itself and his self actualization through Logos.
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social stimuli, presented fallaciously as philia, but it is grounded on the
constant and conscious effort of the citizen to maintain his systemic
interconnection with other citizens in full recognition of his political role
inside the community and of his ontological identity as a rational being. In
this way, individuals or whole populations are not homogenized as
statistical figures or as quantities, their reality is not deduced to be
exclusively fiscal, while the notion of «kowvwvia» encourages the awareness
that human beings consist valuable units, able for friendship, able to receive
and offer the same support and hospitality to others as equals, no matter
where they come from, adhering to the common human pursuit which is no
other than eudaimonia.
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EURIPIDES AND SOCRATES
NIETZSCHE’'S UNNATURAL ENEMIES
Part1

CHRISTOPHER VASILLOPULOS!

Abstract: In Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche sees in Euripides the
destroyer of tragedy. In the process of condemning Euripides,
Nietzsche also caricatures Socrates, the ‘demon logician.” Accusing
Euripides of being the ‘mask’ of Socrates, Nietzsche conjures up an
anti-tragic monstrosity, the twin ‘spectators,” Euripides/Socrates,
who in tandem ushered in the Age of Rationalism, including its
anti-poetic horrors, including the twentieth century’s global wars,
which he prophetically anticipates. Contending that Nietzsche
intentionally distorts the two Greeks, this paper offers an
interpretation of his thought which may account for his attacks.

Keywords : Nietzsche, Euripides, Socrates, Greek Tragedy

In short, a ‘first book', also in the worst sense of that term, and one
that exhibited, for all the hoariness of its topic, every conceivable
fault of adolescence. It was terribly diffuse and full of unpalatable
ferment.2 Nietzsche, Zarathustra

I. Nietzsche's Enemies

Nietzsche’s alter ego, Zarathustra, is referring to The Birth of Tragedy and
goes on to say:
Once again: as I look at it my treatise strikes me as quite
impossible. It is poorly written, heavy-handed, embarrassing. The
imagery is both frantic and confused. In spots it is saccharine to
the point of effeminacy; the tempo is erratic; it lacks logical nicety
and is so sure of its message that it dispenses with any kind of
proof.?
While there is much immaturity in Birth, this criticism is characteristically
overstated and unnecessarily harsh. Nietzsche does not merely prod a
carcass but revitalizes it. For all its weaknesses regarding Greek tragedy, its

! Eastern Connecticut State University
2 Nietzsche, Birth of Tragedy, translated by Francis Golffing, Doubleday, NY, 1956, p. 5.
3 Nietzsche, Birth, op. cit.,p. 6

20
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brilliance does more to keep ancient Greece alive than countless panegyrics.
Of course it is Nietzsche's Greece and Nietzsche's tragedy, as unnumbered
specialists have pointed out. In Birth, Nietzsche singles out Euripides as the
destroyer of tragedy. In the process of condemning Euripides, Nietzsche
also caricatures Socrates, the ‘demon logician.” Accusing Euripides of being
the “mask’ of Socrates, Nietzsche conjures up an anti-tragic monstrosity, the
twin “spectators,” Euripides/Socrates, who in tandem ushered in the Age of
Rationalism, including its anti-poetic horrors, including the twentieth
century’s ‘universal wars of extermination,” which he prophetically
anticipates:
We cannot help viewing Socrates as the vortex and turning point
of Western civilization. For if we imagine that immense store of
energy used, not for the purposes of knowledge, but for the
practical, egotistical ends of individuals and nations, we may
readily see the consequence: universal wars of extermination and
constant migrations of peoples would have weakened man’s
instinctive zest for life to such an extent.... We know that such
wholesale slaughter prevails wherever art in some form or
another —especially as religion or science—has not served as
antidote to barbarism.!
Nietzsche never recanted his condemnation of Euripides and Socrates.
Contending that Nietzsche intentionally distorts the two Greeks, this paper
offers an interpretation of his thought which may account for his attacks.
Nietzsche charges Euripides with several interrelated sins against tragedy.
First, Euripides's ‘basic intention...is to eliminate from tragedy the primitive
and pervasive Dionysian element, and to rebuild the drama on a foundation
of non-Dionysiac art, custom and philosophy.”?> Second, Euripides abandons
poetry to serve reason. He is a rationalist in the service of two masters or in
Nietzsche's word, ‘spectators’: ‘the thinker Euripides, not the poet’” and
Socrates.®> Third, allied with Socrates, Euripides ‘could risk coming out of his
isolation to fight that tremendous battle against the works of Aeschylus and
Sophocles; not by means of polemics, but as a tragic poet determined to
make his notion of tragedy prevail over the traditional notions.”* Fourth,
Euripides, the “poet of aesthetic Socratism’ is ‘incapable of understanding the

! Birth, p.94

2 Birth, op. cit. p.76

3 Birth, op. cit. p.74 & 82
4 Birth, op. cit. p.75



Analele Universitatii din Craiova -Seria Filosofiee27(1/2011) 22

older tragedy and therefore scorning it...”! Finally, and most profoundly,
Euripides destroys both the Apollonian and Dionysian sources of tragedy:
It cannot possibly achieve the Apollonian effects of the epic, while
on the other hand it has severed all connection with the Dionysiac
mode; so that to have any impact at all it must seek out novel
stimulants which are to be found neither in the Apollonian nor in
the Dionysiac realm. Those stimulants are, on the one hand, cold
paradoxical ideas put in the place of Apollonian contemplation,
and the other fiery emotions put in the place of Dionysiac
transports. These last are splendidly realistic counterfeits, but
neither ideas nor affects are infused with the spirit of true art.?
Nietzsche believes that Euripides acknowledged his failure by his futile
repentance in Bacchae:
The Bacchae acknowledges the failure of Euripides’ dramatic
intentions when, in fact, these had already succeeded: Dionysus
had already been driven from the tragic stage by a daemonic
power speaking through Euripides. For in a certain sense
Euripides was but a mask, while the divinity which spoke through
him was neither Dionysos nor Apollo but a brand new daemon
called Socrates.?
Regarding this assessment of Euripides, Silk and Stern, in their definitive
commentary on The Birth of Tragedy, have said, it is ‘in many ways grossly
unfair.* Rather than a point by point demonstration of Nietzsche's
unfairness, I suggest why he is unfair to Euripides and his ‘twin” Socrates.
Before we enter that thicket, we need to spend some time on an important
element of Nietzsche's mode of thought.
Metaphors are sentences which, at the very least, are never literally
true; no sentence ever is literally true of what it is about; hence, every
sentence is to some extent metaphorical.... The question is only
whether our language allows us to get on in life, and if it does this,
little more can be demanded of it.5 Arthur Danto

! Birth, op. cit. p.81

% Nietzsche, Birth, op. cit. p.79

3 Nietzsche, Birth, op. cit., p.77

4 Silk, M.S. & Stern, J.P., Nietzsche on Tragedy, Cambridge, London, 1981, p.258. See also Heinrichs,
Albert: “The Last Detractors: Friedrich Nietzsche’s Condemnation of Euripides,” Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies, 1986, pp.369-397.

5 Danto, Arthur, C.: Nietzsche as Philosopher, Macmillan, NY, 1965, p.43
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IL. Nietzsche: The Assumption of Metaphor

Nietzsche's prose, as befits this most literary of philosophers,
employs a rich panoply of metaphors. More importantly, as Blondel phrases
it, “his discourse is intrinsically metaphorical precisely because his thought is
metaphorical. Here we should understand the original sense of the term as
transport or transposition.”! Moreover, as Kofman puts it, ‘concepts are only
metaphors of metaphors.”> Thus concepts are interpretations of
interpretations and so on. This denial of an underlying reality or substance
does not trouble Nietzsche. He believes it is the secret of his originality, an
expression of his Will to Power. He cognizes, not merely expresses himself,
in metaphors. Such at least is the assumption of this paper, which, although
it provides supporting evidence, does not try to demonstrate the truth of this
proposition. Nor will it argue for the proposition that cognition is
irreducibly metaphorical, although I believe and Nietzsche believes it to be
true. It is important to appreciate that metaphor works as cognition only
when it remains alive, that is, when it reverberates, oscillates and ramifies
between what is seen first to be ‘known’ in order to move to what seems
lesser “known’ and back again, causing the reconsideration of what was first
taken as ‘knowledge.” Ordinary truth, the truth of the herd, of convention, is
quite different, having little to do with cognition. In his words:
What then is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonyms, and
anthropomorphisms —in short, a sum of human relations, which
have been enhanced, transposed, and embellished poetically and
rhetorically, and which after long use seem firm, canonical, and
obligatory to a people: truths are illusions about which one has
forgotten that this is what they are; metaphors which are worn out
and without sensuous power.... To be truthful means using the
customary metaphors—in moral terms: the obligation to lie
according to a fixed convention, to lie herd-like in a style obligatory
toall?

Why is metaphor as cognition so important for him? If there can be an

answer to any important question about Nietzsche's thought —and I doubt it

to the degree that “answer’ encompasses notions of finality —it lies in its

! Blondel, Eric: “Nietzsche: Life as Metaphor,” The New Nietzsche, Allison, D., Dell, NY, 1977,
pp-150-75, p.151

2 Kofman, Sarah: “Metaphor, Symbol, Metamorphosis,” pp. 201-14 The New Nietzsche, Allison, D.,
Dell, NY, 1977, p.201

3 Allison, The New Nietzsche, op. cit. pxvi. Allison is quoting Nietzsche, On Truth and Lies in an
Extra-Moral Sense
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aversion to closure, its continuous fruitful oscillation. Consider his
antagonism to the Church, which largely stems from its use of dogma, which
to Nietzsche is much more and much worse than an unchallengeable
assertion of truth. Dogma restricts man from far more than the free use of his
reason; it closes man off from the sources of life. Dogma is both anti-
Apollonian and anti-Dionysian, the same failing Nietzsche imputes to
Euripidean tragedy and to Socratic rationalism. As Nehemas writes:
Nietzsche is so suspicious of Plato and Socrates because he
believes that their approach is essentially dogmatic. He attributes
to them the view that their view is not simply a view but an
accurate description of the real world which forces its own
acceptance and makes an unconditional claim on everyone’s
assent.!

By asserting an unknowable truth, worse by its presumption of the
existence of truth, knowable or not, dogma robs man of his confidence.
Worse than foolish, absurd, superstitious, or false, dogma emasculates.

The essence of metaphor is its creativity, its pregnancy. According to
Nietzsche: ‘Metaphor, for the authentic poet, is not a figure of rhetoric but a
representative image standing concretely before him in lieu of a concept.”?
More than a sign of a vital concept, more than a sign of life, metaphor denies
mere existence. It asserts the self-sufficiency of man-as-creator, by its
existence. Metaphor is bursting with life-and-its-value. Its artificiality (its
non-bestiality), its basis in language, is the source of its life-giving powers.
Not only a bridge from the better known (at least provisionally) to the lesser
known, not only a sign of man's lust to understand, metaphor signifies the
distinctiveness of his being, neither beast not god. Man is the measure of all
things, because he invents metaphors, the measure of all things because he
thinks metaphorically, a process which prevents him from imputing a pre-
existing reality or an objective referent to his language. By denying the
existence of knowledge —which must be kept distinct from the passionate
activity of knowing—metaphor impedes the tendency to dogmatize.
Knowing, it must be stressed, is interpretation and, as Magnus has said: ‘For
him there are only interpretations.”> And further:

Truths then are interpretations. Interpretations are perspectives,
and Nietzsche often calls these fictions.... The fact is that ‘we are
still being constantly led astray by words and concepts into

! Nehemas, Alexander: Nietzsche: Life as Literature, Harvard, Cambridge, MA, 1985, p. 32
% Nietzsche, Birth, op. cit. 