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			INTRODUCTION

			Democracy is a concept so worn out by intensive use and polysemy of meanings, and at the same time so essential to contemporary political theory and practice, that it deserves to be continually revisited and reinterpreted.

			That’s what we want to do in this book, raising some questions and confronting different theories about democracy, without any claim to completeness. Our aim is not to cover the entire discussion about democracy, but to restrict itself to the debate between democracy and elitism.

			According to Abraham Lincoln’s speech at Gettysburg in 1861, the most common definition of democracy is: “government of the people” (because all citizens can vote and be voted through universal suffrage), “by the people” (because citizens can run to public positions and exercise some type of participation and control in the management of public affairs) and “for the people” (because the people are the recipients and final beneficiaries of all government actions).

			Elite theory, in its most radical formulation, states exactly the opposite, that is, that every form of government is an oligarchy or aristocracy, but never a democracy: it is never the people who govern, but always an elite. Government is substantially the exercise of domination by a minority over a majority.

			Our central working hypothesis is that a compromise between democratic and elitist theory is possible, through the so-called democratic elitism, which embraces elements of both theories and promotes a synthesis. From this perspective, democracy, realistically, is not the “government of the people, by the people, and for the people”, but the government of elites by competing among themselves for popular consensus, to achieve power.

			This does not mean denying the possibility of popular participation if this is understood not as an alternative to representative democracy, but as its necessary complement.

			This thesis is developed through a history of the main concepts in dispute: people, elite, government, citizenship, representative, direct, plebiscitary, participatory democracy, which change according to different historical, political, economic, and social contexts.

			Lincoln’s description, due to the generic nature and vagueness of the concepts, corresponds to an ideal democracy. The rhetoric that supports the legal and political framework for justifying democracy is based on these assumptions. Democratic elitism, by contrast, refers to democracy as it realistically is, rather than as it should ideally be; although the elitist theory is not merely descriptive as its authors intend, but also prescriptive.

			The historical analysis of the concept shows that for most of Western history, democracy was considered a degenerate form of government and only recently, in modernity, did the word acquire a positive meaning, as a better system of government.

			What permeates the march of democracy, despite setbacks – from the first reformers of ancient Athens with a type of exclusivist democracy, to its contemporary version that Jacques Rancière defines as “the kingdom of desires of individuals in modern mass society”1 – is the notion of freedom and equality that it includes, as Aristotle already stated:

			The first type of democracy is that which is determined mainly based on equality. Now the law of this kind of democracy confirms equality: neither the rich nor the poor are superior to each other, nor does any of them have more control over the government than the others, but both are similar. In this sense, if freedom is a preponderant condition in democracy – as some people admit – just as equality is, then these two principles will be more powerful when all citizens, without exception, truly take part in the life of the city, to the greatest extent possible. possible extent. Now, as it is the people who have the majority, and given that the decision of the majority is supreme, it is necessary for this to be a democracy (Politics, 1291b 30-40)2 .

			Thus, even with all its controversies and contradictions, democracy continues to be the North for all who enjoy it and for those who dream of enjoying the freedom and equality possible within their nations.

			One of the aspects that corroborate democracy’s bad reputation, especially about its modern version, is the notion that it is only proceduralist, based on rules and norms: the rules of the game. However, to achieve the full exercise of democracy it is essential to understand it as a “worldview”, a “circumstance”, as Ortega y Gasset would say, a type of moral imperative. Therefore, it must be introjected into the consciousness of each citizen, thus becoming an individual, rational option.

			Each of the participants in a democratic State need, in addition to being part of political spaces, to base their relationships within society on “democratic values”, seeking the “democratic spirit”. A spirit that respects the will of the majority, but that protects the basic and fundamental rights of minorities, that defends, above all, freedom and recognizes and respects differences equally. This “spirit”, instilled in consciences as an imperative, would make it difficult the emergence of demagogic, totalitarian, or dictatorial forms of government.

			Democracy, as a political regime, is not perfect and infallible, on the contrary, it is riddled with flaws: those who are part of it, whether politically active citizens or those who are alienated, whether those who defend it or those who clearly or surreptitiously attack it, whether the representatives or the represented, in short, everyone recognizes it as fallible. In this sense, democracy appears to be imperfect, and perennially unfinished, it can always be improved and adapted and, if it preserves its foundational values, it will continue to be recognized as the best way of living in society, at least in western societies.

			This thesis which, until recently, was almost a universal consensus, and which today is seriously threatened by the global crisis of liberal democracy and the emergence of populism, which is the modern name for the deviated form of democracy that the ancients called it demagogy. In fact, this is another theme common to ancient and modern democracy: ancient democracy was also susceptible to falling into demagogy, in the same way as modern democracy. The difference between the two forms of government is subtle, just as it is subtle the difference between monarchy and tyranny, aristocracy, and oligarchy: the systems and forms of government are neither pure nor stable, but in continuous transformation. To circumvent this perennial cycle, a mixed form of government was proposed as a compromise, always unstable, between different forms of government and political regimes. In the course of the work, we will address the conceptions of the ancients and moderns about the “mixed government”, not as a panacea, but as a possible “realistic” solution to the dilemmas of democracy.

			Throughout the text, working on some conceptual historical aspects of democracy, we will seek to show how the elitist element, previously called aristocratic or oligarchic, was present in Athens also during the majority government. The basic assumption of elitist theorists is that in each political organism, a minority holds power and commands the majority. This assumption was present from the beginning of the history of democracy, warns Luciano Canfora, who identifies (according to Thucydides) classical Athens as a type of “principado” (principality) and not a democracy during Pericles’ rule.

			The democracy of the ancients

			We open our exhibition with the democracy of the ancients, starting with the beginnings of democracy, originally called isonomia, before the classical period of its historical affirmation in Athens. We continue through the debate between different positions: the radical criticisms of democracy raised by the sophists Thrasymachus and Callicles; Pseudo-Xenophon’s criticism of Athenian democracy; Plato’s criticisms, in The Republic and The Statesman and his option for an intellectual and moral aristocracy of philosopher “guardians”; the defence of democracy, made by Protagoras, through the “founding myth”, exposed in Plato’s dialogue of the same name; Socrates’ position, which we interpret as faithful to Athenian democracy, and Pericles’ speech in defence of democracy; Aristotle’s political conception, highlighting the affinities and, above all, the differences in relation to Plato. Although the philosopher considers democracy a deviant form of government, his stance is not a criticism of democracy, but of demagogy, being much more favourable to it than the master Plato.

			We then continue to present the interpretative debate on some central themes. Initially, on Plato’s supposed totalitarianism, based on the debate raised by Karl Popper, in his controversial work The open society and its enemies, using Mario Vegetti’s book on the different interpretations that Plato’s political thought has had from Antiquity to today.

			Next, we discuss whether Athenian democracy was a myth or a reality, using two great interpreters of ancient history with antagonistic readings: Moses Finley, defender of Athenian democracy as a true direct and participatory democracy, and contrary to an elitist interpretation; and Luciano Canfora, who proposes an elitist reading; according to which, the Athenian aristocracy, unlike those of other cities, accepted the challenge of governing with the people and not against the people, despite their contempt for them.

			We also look at another great city-state experience, the Roman Republic, accepting the thesis of Moses Finley and Norbert Rouland, according to which Rome was not a democracy, but a landowner aristocracy, centred on the power of the Senate. We also dedicate our attention to the theme of mixed government as an element of longevity and stability in Plato, Aristotle, and Polybius; the latter taking Rome as an example, which brings together elements of monarchy (the Consul), aristocracy (the Senate) and democracy (the Tribune of the Plebs).

			This thesis is also accepted by Machiavelli, in the Discorsi sulla Prima Decada di Tito Livio, in which he praises the stability of Rome, but with an important novelty: he considers that the greatness of Rome is due to the “tumults”, which allowed the plebeians to make feel their voice and their demands against the optimates, thus inaugurating a positive reading of social conflicts and of the role played by the crowd.

			The republican Machiavelli thus forms a bridge with the modern conception of democracy, which will re-elaborate the themes and questions inherited from ancient democracy.

			Modern democracy

			In the second part of the work, we analyse some of the modern forms of democracy: representative, elitist, plebiscitary and participatory.

			We begin our analysis with the “classical elitists” (Pareto, Mosca and Michels) who substantiate political analysis on Machiavellian bases, and on the dichotomy between political realism and idealism. The foundation of elite theory, laid down mainly by Gaetano Mosca and Vilfredo Pareto, indicates that democracy, since its emergence, is not a majority government, as we are led to believe both regarding its history and the etymological origin of the concept. Democracy is rather the government of the minority that governs in the name of the majority. It is a very complex and, to some extent, contradictory system of government. In this sense, we defend the thesis that the best form of democracy is the mixed form, where elements of elitism and popular participation coexist.

			We will therefore accept a realistic definition of democracy presented by authors such as Weber, Schumpeter, Dahl, Kelsen, and Bobbio, according to whom democracy is not the government of the people, but of competition between elites (political, economic, social, cultural), with a view to disputing popular consensus.

			In relation to the interpretative debate, we will comment on Bobbio’s reflection on the main characteristics of ancient and modern democracy, that is, representation and individualism, as opposed to the direct and organicist democracy of the ancients. We will raise some questions about this thesis.

			In relation to elitism, we will defend the thesis that it was not exclusively a right-wing ideology, having also influenced the left – such as the Leninist conception of the revolutionary vanguard –, as well as the Gramscian theory of organic intellectuals, and the party as a modern prince, whose function is to elevate the proletariat to the understanding of its historical-revolutionary role.

			We conclude the interpretative debate by dedicating an essay to the political thought of a central author to our debate: J. J. Rousseau, using Milton Meira Nascimento’s book on A farsa da Representação Política (the farce of political representation), which defends the thesis exactly opposite to ours, resuming and updating Rousseau’s radical critique of representation. 

			The comparison between ancient and modern democracy was one of the central axes of our discussion: we showed the elements of divergence between the two forms of democracy, but also those of convergence, which are perhaps more relevant. The arguments that differentiate democracy in Antiquity and Modernity are largely summarized in the direct character and restricted citizenship of ancient democracy and the representative character and expanded citizenship of modern ones. However, within this debate, some contemporary thinkers add that it was not only direct, but also representative, to the point that, as Gaetano Mosca draws our attention, it was nothing more than “an aristocracy with a greater range of members”.

			This question will guide us, provoke us from the narrative of Homer, Herodotus and Thucydides, through the Athenian reformists and Socratic, Platonic and Aristotelian criticism, using Luciano Canfora’s arguments as a bridge to reach the elitists, first the classics, then the democratic ones. This is not about enumerating the criticisms of democracy, but about showing that democracy is still an ideal of fair government, and that its effective form does not dispense the idea of a governing minority.

			At this point it is important to remember that philosophical investigation needs to preserve, above all, its sceptical character. This memory makes us alert about the interpretative polysemy in the use of the concept of “democracy” and we realize that avoiding the tendency of a homogeneous vision; it is an effort made in choosing each author, with each line written, with each reading and especially, with each introduction and conclusion.

			The book is a systematization, deepening and expansion of the classes taught by Professor Giuseppe Tosi in recent years, at Graduate and Postgraduate Program in Philosophy and in Human Rights of Paraiba’s Federal University. The book is also a result of the debates promoted in the CNPq Research Group on “Theory and History of Human Rights and Democracy”, linked to the Citizenship and Human Rights Centre of UFPB. 

			This text was evaluated by the committee of concourse for full professor (professor titular) composed of professors José Gabriel Trindade Santos (UFPB), Marco Aurélio Nogueira (UNESP), Michel Zaidan (UFPE) and Maconi José Pimental Filho (UFPB); that I would like to thank for their valuable collaboration.

			The book was written in collaboration with Rubens César Guimarães Salles, through the inclusion of the text of his master’s thesis in Philosophy entitled Democracy and Elitism.

			The book has a didactic character and is intended, above all, for a university audience of students, teachers and researchers in political philosophy and related areas. The goal is to debate the topics clearly, without the intention of exhausting the subjects or writing a treatise. Some topics are more in-depth, while others are no more than a roadmap for further research. From this derives its essayistic character.

			The method used consists of bibliographical research with citations and references, as direct as possible, from the works of classic authors. An interpretative debate follows, using indirect sources and commentators, with a political philosophy approach.

			The reader will perceive the influence of the Italian philosopher of law and politics Norberto Bobbio (1909-2004), and from the thought of Bobbio’s interlocutor and defender of a realistic vision of democracy, Danilo Zolo. The part dedicated to ancient thinkers owes a lot to Professor Enrico Berti, my tutor for the PhD in Philosophy at the University of Padova.

			

			
				
					1	RANCIÈRE, Jacques. O Ódio à Democracia. São Paulo: Boitempo, 2015, p. 8.

				

				
					2	For the Politics text we used: ARISTÓTELES, Política. Trad. Introd. e notas de Mário da Gama Kury. Brasília: UNB, 1997 e ARISTÓTELES. Política. Edição bilingue. Tradução e notas de António Campelo Amaral e Carlos de Carvalho Gomes. Lisboa: VEGA, 1998; ARISTOTELE. Politica. A cura di Carlo Augusto Viano, Milano: BUR (testo greco a fronte), 2008. The Greek text used is that of ROSS, WD, Aristotelis Politica, Oxonii, and Typographeo Claredoniano, 1957. The translation is made by comparing the three texts with modifications by the authors when necessary.

				

			

		

	
		
			I UNIT

			THE DEMOCRACY OF THE ANCIENTS: between myth and reality

		

	
		
		

	
		
			1. THE BEGINNINGS OF THE DEBATE ON DEMOCRACY: between the oligarchy and the monarchy

			1.1 Thersites: the first voice of the “people”

			It is through Homer that we hear, for the first time, the voice of someone from the people, someone who is just one in a crowd that moves “like great waves”. However, this person feels so outraged and offended by leaders who manipulate and contradict him that, despite not being granted the word and the right to speak, he decides to protest against the “Pastor of the people”, their great leader.

			There is, in Canto II of the Iliad, a short speech given by a member of the Greek expeditionary forces under the command of Agamemnon. This short speech was given by someone who, according to the rigid hierarchical division of the time, had no right to do so. Thersites is a simple man, whose position in this hierarchy would be the equivalent of the basement of the social pyramid. Precisely for this reason, his “rebellious” act can bring us, metaphorically, the memory of a man of the people, unhappy with his fate, who rebels and goes against the standards imposed to restrict his freedom of expression and will.

			In the episode in question, Agamemnon, guided by a deceptive dream sent to him by Zeus, is incited to invade Ilion (Troy). Conversing with the elders, the leader of the Greek army decides to give a speech in which he would dismiss all the men, freeing them to return to their beloved homeland. However, this act would only be a rhetorical device to gain their sympathy. After the dismissal given by Agamemnon, everyone was returning to their ships; but Ulysses approaches the kings, reminding them of what they had just agreed with Agamemnon, and orders them to sit down and order their warriors to do the same.

			Agamemnon had agreed with the other kings that he would dismiss all the Achaeans and soon after the kings would reverse this order, inciting them to go to war. This way he would be seen as an understanding leader and the men would willingly follow him to take the city from the Trojans.

			However, Thersites appears, a very ugly guy, lame, and frail, but with a recognized oratorical ability, angry at having been mistreated by Ulysses and manipulated by Agamemnon, and forced, along with the other Achaeans, to go to war against Troy. He is unhappy with a war that has been going on for more than ten years and that curbs his desire to return to the land he loves, to his wife, and delivers an angry speech against Agamemnon.

			Everyone else sat, restrained in their seats. Only Thersites, who spoke inordinately, continued to chatter (...) he shouted loudly and insulted Agamemnon: Son of Atreus, are you displeased? Are you missing something? Your tents are full of bronze and many chosen women are in your tents, those whom we Achaeans gave you first when we sacked a city.

			Or is it gold you want? Gold that will bring you one of the horse-taming Trojans of Ilion, as ransom for your son, whom I or another of the Achaeans captured and brought here? Or will it be a young woman, so that you can join her in love, and be alone with her? It seems bad to be the one who orders them to bring misfortune to the children of the Achaeans! Cowards! Sad shame! Achaean women, no longer Achaeans!

			Let us return home with the ships and leave this man here in Troy to take advantage of the spoils, so that he can see whether we have contributed anything or not! He who recently dishonoured Achilles, a better man than he, by taking away his ward, due to his own arrogance. In fact, there is no anger in Achilles’ heart: he doesn’t want to know. If it were not so, o Átrida, you would have been insolent for the last time3.

			The study of Thersites’ speech can be conducted from at least two fronts, one that refers to the character himself. Considering that Homer’s texts are taken from a long oral tradition, Thersites embodies a kind of spirit of freedom and equality ante litteram.

			The other front of study goes back to Homer’s own time. As Moses Finley draws attention in his The World of Ulysses (1982), Homer wrote about the time of kings and heroes in times when aristocrats ruled in egalitarian groups and found themselves threatened by those who, as a rule, were always passive witnesses to conflicts politicians, the demos 4.

			Whether as a representation of the spirit of an era or contemporary contextualization for the author, the two fronts come together at one point, precisely about the spirit of freedom and equality. In other words, the personage Thersites embodies this spirit, either as a reflection of a historical moment where the demos began to realize that it was capable of directly influencing power in a period in which democracy emerged as a counterpoint to aristocracy/oligarchy; or even as a representation of a time after the writing of the work, where feelings of equality and freedom began to inhabit the spirit of Greek man.

			If we take the issue from the author’s point of view, it can be inferred that the claim for the right to speak in public (isegoria), even if discreetly, shows a certain break in values about the current social structure. Thersites, a character in the narrative, becomes a reference for those who sought some equality in social relations in the ancient world, or on the other hand, showed “class consciousness”, according to Finley, commenting on the event we narrated above.

			The poet would not be satisfied with ending the scene in this way; thus, he takes the opportunity to briefly discuss social classes and the behaviours specific to each one. [...] The complaints of Thersites were as follows: to the devil with this war, whose sole aim is to gather spoils for Agamemnon; Let us therefore return to our homes!5

			He now continues quoting Homer in the Iliad.

			Ulysses advances to Thersites and orders him to cease his insults to the kings, threatening to expel him from the assembly, naked and crying. ‘After reprimanding him, he hit him on the back and shoulders with the scepter and Thersites bowed down completely, and thick tears ran from his eyes. [...] and despite it being a distressing situation, the others laughed out loud and, looking at each other, commented: “Ulysses has done a lot of good things, issuing good opinions and guiding the fight, but this was actually the best something he did in the presence of the Argives, because he closed his mouth to this grumbler, who will never again dare to turn against the kings with insulting words. Thus spoke the multitude”6.

			Finley concludes.

			These last words ‘thus spoke the multitude’ are intended to mean much. It is as if the poet himself felt that he had taken the contrast too far. Do not think that I am expressing the point of view of the aristocracy, which is the meaning of this sentence. Even the most common Hellenes were appalled by Thersites’ inconsistencies and, although they felt sorry for him, as they recognized him as one of their own, they were wholeheartedly with Odysseus and approved of his words of reprimand and the methods he had resorted to. [...] in fact, Thersites had undermined the foundations on which the world of Ulysses rested7.

			On the other hand, according to Finley, we must understand Homer’s “thus spoke the multitude” as a demonstration by the author that despite speaking in the name of the aristocracy he did not shy away from highlighting the demos’ point of view, and “speaking discreetly” regarding the class struggle concludes that Thersites had shaken Ulysses’ world.

			1.2. Herodotus: the first debate on forms of government

			After this isolated episode, the theme of isonomia appears centuries later in a much more elaborate argumentative context. In Herodotus’ Histories (484-425) we find a speech in defence of democracy, although the author does not use this word, but uses isonomia. Herodotus narrates the discussion between three Persian kings about which of the three forms of government would be best.

			The text is justly famous because it inaugurates the long discussion about forms of government that will involve philosophers, historians, and orators for centuries. The authenticity of the dialogue is doubtful, and Herodotus himself anticipates possible questions by stating that “speeches were made that seem incredible to some Greeks, but which were actually made”.

			The discussion has as its “motto” what would later be one of the fundamental questions to be answered by thinkers such as Plato and Aristotle in their theories of forms of government, namely: Who should govern? What is the best form of government? Otanes is responsible for defending Democracy, Megabiso makes a speech in favour of the Oligarchy and Dario is responsible for defending the Monarchy.

			Otanes, at the beginning of his speech, criticizes the monarchical government:

			It seems to me that none of us will ever become a monarch (mounárkon), as this is neither pleasant nor good. [...]. How could the monarchy be a well-ordered system if it is possible for the king to do what he wants without being accountable to anyone? Also, the best man in the world (ton ariston andron), invested with such authority, would move away from the common way of thinking. Because, on the one hand, the assets he has generate arrogance (ubris); on the other hand, envy has always been innate to man. And, having these two vices [the monarch] has all evil within him. In fact, he does many and imprudent things out of immodesty (ubris) and others, out of envy. However, a tyrannical man (andra ge tyrannon) should be devoid of envy, because he has all goods. But his attitude towards citizens (politai) is exactly the opposite. Then, he envies the best (aristoi) who still live, and rejoices with bad citizens, being ready to accept slander. And this is the most intractable thing of all: if, therefore, you admire him moderately, he gets irritated because he is not very flattered; if someone flatters him too, he gets angry because he is a flatterer. In fact, I will say the greatest atrocities: he changes the laws of the country, oppresses women, and kills anyone without trial (Histories, Book III, § 80).

			Otanes does not distinguish between monarchy and tyranny, as a correct regime and the other as a deviant one, as successive thinkers will do, but he equates them, in the polemical attempt to criticize the one-man government. 

			In contrast to the monarchy, Otanes argues in defence of the government of the majority/the mass/the people.

			On the contrary, majority government (plethos des archon) has, first, the most beautiful name of all (kalliston), equality. Secondly, there is nothing in it that the monarch practices, as public positions are chosen by lot, judiciaries are subject to accountability, all deliberations (bouleumata) are taken in common (es tó koinón). I propose then that we, leaving aside the monarchy, raise the people (plethos) to power because it is in the mass (polloi) that everything resides (Histories, Book III, § 80)8.

			In the following speech, Megabiso, in defence of the oligarchy, agrees with Otanes that it is necessary to put an end to the Monarchy, however, he declares that it is “unwise and insolent” to hand over power to the crowd (plethos), which would, according to him, be changing the tyranny of one by the tyranny of the “people without restraints”. The people do not use intelligence or reason when taking a measure, and it could not be otherwise since the people have never received instructions “and do not know what is beautiful or what is most convenient.”

			There is nothing more stupid and arrogant than a mass of incapable people. Certainly, escape from the arrogance of a tyrant to rush into the arrogance of a crowd without restraints is intolerable: if the tyrant does something he does it with knowledge of the facts, the people on the contrary have no capacity for discernment. And how could he have it if nothing was taught to him, and never saw anything beautiful that was own? He throws himself into things without thinking and knocks them over, like the flood of a river. The power of the people (demos) will then be adopted by those who wish harm to the Persians. As for us, we choose a group of men from among the best (ton ariston) and grant them power (to kratos) (Histories, book III, § 81).

			Here Megabiso makes no difference between oligarchy and aristocracy, both governments of a few who are also the best, he uses the word demos to indicate the government of many and brings to the debate criticisms of democracy that will be common throughout the tradition, including the main, that of being a tyranny of the majority, as we will see, for example, in Tocqueville.

			Finally, Dario declares that he agrees with Megabiso regarding the people’s incompetence to govern but disagrees with the oligarchic choice in favour of the monarchical choice.

			Of the three forms of government before us, each in its best form  ̶ the best democracy, the best oligarchy, the best monarchy  ̶ I assert that the latter is by far the best. Nothing can be preferable to a single man, if he is the best (ariston): relying on his unusual intelligence, he can govern the people (plethos) (Histories, Book III, § 82).

			In effect, both oligarchy, continues Dario, and democracy degenerate and finish requiring the government of one person. This happens in the oligarchy because “each person wants to stand out and make their own opinions prevail”, from which arise “violent personal enmities”, driven by hatred, and hatred causes revolts, and these the massacres, which require the government of one8.

			As for the government of the people, it happens that evil develops in it, and the evil one’s act in collusion with each other to threaten the common good. From this situation a man appears who takes command of the people and puts an end to this disorder; and for this reason, he is admired and proclaimed king by the people (Histories, Book III, § 82).

			In this excerpt Herodotus outlines a first version of what will later be the theme about forms of government transformations and the way in which these changes can be halted and provide greater stability.

			The debate ends with the approval by those present of the monarchical regime as the best, but with a singularity. Otanes withdraws from the vote and demands and obtains that the privilege of “neither governing nor being governed” be reserved for him and his descendants.

			Companions – says Otanes – it is clear that one of us must become king, either by lot or by entrusting the choice to the Persian people, or by another system. Now, as far as I am concerned, I will not enter competition with you: I neither intend to command nor be commanded (archein oute archestai), and it is with this pact that I renounce my power: to never be subject to any of you., neither me personally nor my descendants (Histories, Book III, § 83).

			Perhaps the very first affirmation of something like anarchy!

			The verisimilitude or factual authenticity of Herodotus’ account does not matter, but the great relevance of the debate due to the content it holds. Therefore, we understand that the description of the speeches of the Persian kings can be considered as a type of preamble to the debate on democracy, as well as the manifestation of Thersites in Homer.

			We use Herodotus’ text not only to contextualize the discussion about the emergence of democracy as a form of government, but also to understand the dynamics of the antinomic relationship between it and other forms. It is in this comparative, therefore dialectical, perspective that political thinkers since Antiquity consider forms of government, one in relation to the other.

			However, it is not possible to necessarily associate a positive value judgment with any of the forms of government. From this perspective, the relationship between forms of government appears cyclical in history and democratic government appears as a counterpoint to aristocratic government. At times, the aristocracy, or oligarchy, interposes itself in such a subliminal way to another form of government that we think is democracy, but it is an oligarchy that is governing us.

			Thus, on the one hand, democracy can deviate by becoming a “tyranny of the majority”; on the other hand, after the historical times of monarchies, the history of royal politics begins to be understood based on the relationship between aristocratic and/or oligarchic forms and democratic systems of government.

			On this point, Simone Goyard-Fabre warns us:

			In fact, from an institutional point of view, the traditional trilogy of political regimes [Monarchy, Aristocracy, Democracy] effectively does not clarify what was, through its Greek origins, the nature of democracy. The historical-political movement that, having initially transformed small royalty into aristocratic governments, then saw the emergence of Athenian democracy, did not take place within an established and rigid categorical framework, but through slow transformations. Furthermore, the principle that distinguishes democracy is part of a binary rather than a ternary vision of politics9.

			The author continues by drawing attention to the fact that, among the circumstances that enabled the emergence of democracy, is the opposition of this form of governing with oligarchy which, as we will see later, Aristotle defines as the deviated form of aristocratic government.

			As Aristotle observes, this principle consisted in the positions of the City-State being distributed, not “according to nobility and wealth” – which is the principle of oligarchy – but essentially by lot among a people recognized as sovereign. This means that the founding moment of democracy consists of the conflictive movement that very naturally opposed it to the oligarchy. Furthermore, stating that Athens’ democracy provided the first form for the West does not mean that “everyone” governs, but that “all citizens” participate in the government10.

			The author draws attention to the idea that Athenian democracy was a government exercised directly by the “citizens” and not by the “people”, which would be difficult even in Athens since “at its height [...] the voting population was estimated at 43 thousand11.”

			The fundamental difference, according to Bobbio, between ancient and modern democracy is that:

			with the word democracy the ancients understood direct democracy; the modern ones, the representative one. [...] Suffrage, which today is considered the most relevant fact of a democracy, is the vote given not to decide, but rather to elect who should decide12.

			In a direct democracy, people vote and decide on the subjects, themes, and questions raised in the assembly; In a representative democracy, citizens vote to elect who will decide on these issues.

			If this is true (and the topic will return several times in our discussion), it is also true that in the direct democracy of the ancients, representatives were also elected, most of them by lot and the main positions by direct vote. 

			In one way or another, the so-called direct democracy of the Greeks was, in part, representative. Whether by lot or election, the Athenians elected some of their rulers and public officials. On this point Norberto Bobbio adds that “today’s democracy is representative, sometimes complemented by forms of direct popular participation; that of the ancients was a direct democracy, sometimes reinforced by the election to some magistracies13”.

			Regarding the fact that there was, in the democratic polis, a group of public officials and leaders chosen by lot or election, the elitist Gaetano Mosca observes that it would be quite unlikely that a class of public officials and rulers would not have formed in democratic Athens which, despite being a minority, organized and regulated the popular mass14.

			And again Bobbio, citing the Platonic dialogue Menexenus, states that the character who gives the work its name uses the term aristocracy when referring to Athenian democracy in these terms: ‘There are those who call it democracy, there are those who use it in another way. But it is certainly an aristocracy with the approval of the people’ (Menexenus 238 d)15”.

			If we compare democracy with other systems of government, as described by Plato and systematized by Aristotle, it would be seen that, in democracy, unlike oligarchy, the few (oligoi) do not govern, which are the rich, as Aristotle observe, but the many (pollakoi), that is, the poor. In the same way, they do not govern the best (aristoi), due to belonging to the nobility or possessing moral excellence or technical skills, but the mass (plethos), who have no qualifications, and are considered ignorant, plebeian, and vulgar (words of Latin origin, plebs and vulgus, people, in its derogatory sense).

			For this reason, democracy was strongly criticized, already in ancient Greece, by two great philosophers, Socrates and Plato. Aristotle placed democracy (demokratia) among deviant political regimes. In doing so, he followed Plato’s negative judgment which, lasting for centuries, only changed in contemporary times. Despite this, it is possible – and this is what we intend to do in this essay – to find in Aristotle a more pro-democracy position than is generally believed. To this end, we will address a fundamental aspect of any democratic theory or regime: the political competence of citizens. On this specific point, Aristotle’s position seems further from that supported by Plato – who denies it –, and closer to that embraced by Protagoras, who defends it.

			However, before entering this debate, we need to present other positions that enrich it: those of the sophists Thrasymachus and Callicles, who can be considered the first representatives of a radical theory of elites and defenders of tyranny as the best form of government; and that of the author of the Constitution of the Athenians, called Pseudo-Xenophon (or old oligarch), who wrote a pamphlet, at the same time, criticizing and praising Athenian democracy.
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			2. THE ELITIST CRITICS OF ATHENIAN DEMOCRACY

			“In any part of the world, the upper class is opposed to democracy, 

			because in the upper layers

			there is less disorder and injustice.

			and more discipline, while among the people ignorance, disorder, and perversity reign.”

			Pseudo-Xenophon

			2.1. Radical critics of democracy: Thrasymachus and Callicles

			One of the most radical forms of elite theory can be found in the position of Thrasymachus in Plato’s Republic. The sophist argues that justice (tò díkaion) is the convenience/interest/advantage of the strongest (tó tou kreittonos súmpheron) (República, 338d)16. Thus, it legitimizes the existence of the domination of the rulers over the governed, and goes further: for him, every government exercises power in favour of itself, regardless of whether it is a democracy, an aristocracy, or a tyranny. In this way, it places all forms of government on the same level.

			Thrasymachus — You know that, among cities, some are tyrannical, others democratic, others aristocratic.

			Socrates — Of course I know.

			Thrasymachus — Therefore, the strongest sector in each city is the government (to archon)? Socrates — Yes.

			Thrasymachus — And each government makes laws for its own benefit (ekaste and arché pros to auté súmpheron): democracy, democratic laws; tyranny, tyrannical laws, and the rest of the same thing. Once these laws are set up, they declare their own interest just for those governed, and they punish anyone who transgresses it as a violator of the law, blaming them for injustice. Here you have, excellent man, what I affirm: in all cities what is just is the same thing, that is, what is advantageous to the constituted government. Now, this is the strongest, from which it follows, for a man of good reasoning, that everywhere the just is the same thing: the interest of the strongest (kreittonos súmpheron) (República, 338e/ 339 a).

			In this debate Thrasymachus defends three interconnected theses: i) justice is the advantage of the strongest; ii) in the different forms of government, the law does nothing more than legitimize, positive this advantage for those who govern, no matter what it is the form of government; iii) justice is a “good for others”.

			Thrasymachus — You do not know that justice and fairness are the good of others (allotrion agathon), that in reality it consists of the advantage of the strongest and of those who govern (tou archontos), and that it is characteristic of those who obey and serve to suffer harm (blabê), while injustice is the opposite, and is what rules the truly naive and just; and the subjects do what is advantageous to the strongest, and by serving him they make him happy, but in no way themselves” (República, 343d).

			Socrates responds by objecting that the aim of all arts/techniques is to attribute an advantage to the object of the art, and not to the person who exercises it. This is what happens in relation to the doctor, “because medicine does not aim for its own advantage, but for that of the body.” The same goes for the equestrian art, which aims for the benefit of the horse, and the art of the pilot, who seeks the advantage of the sailor and concludes: “Therefore, no science (episteme) seeks or prescribes the advantage of the strongest, but that of the weaker, who is subject to it” (allá tà tou ettonós te kai archomenou) (República, 342c).

			But it is easy for Thrasymachus to deny this doctrine of Socrates, which he defines it as “simple and naive17”:

			Thrasymachus — Because you believe that shepherds and cowherds aim for the good of their sheep and oxen and fatten and treat them with a view to something other than the good of their masters and themselves (tó ton despotón agathón kai tou auté). And in the same way, you believe that the rulers (archontai) of cities, those who are really rulers, look at their subjects as one looks at sheep and that they aim, day and night, to extract personal profit from them (República, 343b).

			The doctor practices his art to receive his fees, therefore, he practices the art of making money as his purpose and of taking care of the body as a mere means to this purpose. The same happens with the shepherd, who is concerned about the well-being of his flock to make this a succulent barbecue.

			Therefore, Thrasymachus concludes, justice is the advantage of those who govern and the disadvantage of those who obey, as if the rulers were the owners of the governed, who assume the role of servants of the rulers.

			You have gone so far in the knowledge of the just and justice, of the unjust and injustice, that you ignore that justice is, in reality, an alien good, the interest of the strongest and of the one who governs and the disadvantage of the one who obeys and serves; that injustice is the opposite and commands the simple-minded and the just; that individuals work for the interests of the strongest and make their happiness (eudaimonia) by serving them, in no way their own. Here you have, o most simple-minded Socrates, how it is necessary to treat the case: the just man is everywhere inferior to the unjust (díkaios anér adíkou pantachou élatton echei) (República, 343a, 343c).

			One of the greatest interpreters of Plato, José Gabriel Trindade Santos comments:

			With this thesis, Thrasymachus begins by explaining the reasons why (TI) applies to all political regimes. Continuing, by identifying “the strongest” as the one who promulgates the law, he subsumes justice in legality (338e), showing how he uses the law to impose his advantage and characterizing “the just” as the one who obeys what the law determines. With these two movements – against the line followed by Socrates in the elenchoi against Cephalus and Polemarchus (331c-d, 331d-335c) – he eradicates Ethics from the debate about justice. Having set up “legal positivism”, he starts to support “power positivism”, using legality to establish the advantage of the “strongest”, by threatening those who transgress the law with punishment (República, 338e-339a)18.

			Finally, Thrasymachus comes to defend tyranny because, while “stronger”, the tyrant and tyranny constitute “complete injustice”.

			… [you will learn this] if you reach the most complete injustice, the one that gives maximum happiness to the unjust man, and the greatest misfortune to those who have been victims of injustice, and do not want to commit such acts. This is tyranny, which steals other people’s goods secretly and through violence, whether sacred or profane, private, or public, and this not little by little, but all at once (República, 344a).

			The just, because he does not want to commit injustice, surrenders himself as a victim to the tyrant, despite considering him unfair and vile in every way: tyranny achieves “voluntary servitude” and the consensus of citizens.

			If anyone is seen committing any of these injustices on their own, he is punished and receive the greatest insults. In fact, anyone who commits any of these evils in isolation is called a sacrilegious person, a kidnapper, a thief, a swindler, a thief. But if a man, in addition to appropriating the goods of citizens, makes them slaves and makes them his servants, instead of these insulting epithets, he is described as happy and blessed, not only by his fellow citizens, but by all others who knew that he committed this complete injustice (República, 344b- 344c).

			And he concludes by returning to the first definition:

			The thing is, those who censure injustice do not censure it because they are afraid to practice it, but because they are afraid to suffer it. Thus, Socrates, injustice, when it reaches a certain point, is more powerful, more free, and more despotic than justice, and, as I said at first, the advantage of the strongest is justice, while injustice it is anything useful to a person, and advantageous (República, 344c).

			Trindade Santos comments:

			Recognizing that the discourse has become about injustice, the crux of the argument lies in the metamorphoses of the unfair and the “strongest.” This begins by being “the one who governs” (343c) by the law to become any “unjust” (343d ss.) who has an advantage over the “just” since he adheres to compliance with the law. With this turnaround, the instrumentalization of the law for the “convenience of the strongest” is equally proven in any political regime, although only in tyranny does it reach its perfect state. Finally, the ambivalence of the citizens’ attitude towards the tyrant is offered as a paradox, which will only have to be resolved later19.

			By “eradicating Ethics from the debate about justice”, Thrasymachus defends a radical and cynical vision of politics not as it should be, but as it is; thus, anticipating later formulations of the realist tradition of politics (see Machiavelli in The Prince), also found in the disenchanted look of his contemporary Thucydides, in the History of the Peloponnesian War20 20.

			The position of Callicles, in the Platonic dialogue Gorgias, is not quite different from that of Thrasymachus; but this introduces something new that has affinity with Nietzsche’s theses in the Genealogy of Morals. Callicles defends the thesis that laws were made by the weakest to protect themselves from the strongest, and that, by nature, it is fair for the strongest to exercise dominion over the weakest.

			Callicles’ intervention in the dialogue takes place at a crucial moment in the debate, when Socrates, arguing with Gorgias, defends the thesis that it is better to suffer than to commit injustice. Callicles, however, defends the thesis that this is true according to the law, but not according to nature.

			This is what happened recently about the question of whether it is better to commit injustice or suffer injustice (adikein te kai to adikeisthai). While Polo, stating that it is uglier to commit than to suffer injustice, referred to the law (katá nomon) you continued the speech as if Polo had said ‘according to nature’ (katá physin). For, according to nature, everything that is uglier is also worse, such as, for example, suffering injustice, while, according to the law, it will be committing some unjust act. It is not even a normal condition for man, but only for a slave to suffer injustice without retaliating, and it would be better to die than to live, if, being offended and mistreated, one is not able to defend oneself or support those dear to him (Gorgias, 483a).

			And keeps going:

			In my way of thinking, laws were instituted by the weak and the majorities (oi pollói), and it is for them and in their own interests that laws are made (to autois súmpheron) and praise is distributed, wherever there is something to praise, or censure, whenever there is something to censor. And to instil fear in men who are strong and, therefore, capable of achieving more than them, and prevent them from achieving this, they declare that it is ugly and unfair for someone to have more than their due, because this, precisely, is what constitutes injustice; wanting to have more than others. Aware of their own inferiority, they are content, I want to believe, with having as much as others (Gorgias, 483c).

			And it presents a vision of history in analogy with nature as a sequence of violence by the strongest against the weakest: a sort of ante litteram defence of what social Darwinism will be in the 20th century.

			XXXIX — Therefore, according to the law, it is called ugly and unfair (adikon kai aischron legetai) to want to have more than the majority, which was called injustice. But nature itself, I believe, is responsible for proving that it is fair to have the most noble individual over the villain, and the strongest over the weakest. With an abundance of examples, she shows that things happen this way and that both among animals and among men, in cities and in all races, justice dictates that the strongest dominate the inferior and have more than them. Indeed, by what right did Xerxes invade Hellas or his father Scythia? It would be easy to cite thousands of similar examples. In my opinion, all these people act like this according to nature, but certainly not according to the laws that we ourselves arbitrarily institute (Gorgias, 483d).

			The debate takes place between nomos and physis, law and nature: the law would not be the expression of right reason, as Aristotle states, but an artifice of the weakest to “domesticate” the strongest. However, the “law of the jungle” should apply, that is, the law of the strongest, because, by nature, it is up to “the strongest to dominate over the inferior.” And he concludes with a praise of tyranny:

			Or do we impose on the best and strongest among us, whom we take possession of from their earliest years, as we do with the lion, to tame it with incantations or magical formulas, and convince them that they must be content with equality, because in this, precisely, the beautiful and the just consist of. In my opinion, however, when an individual appears with a strong enough nature to shake and undo all these obstacles and achieve freedom, he steps on our formulas, rules and enchantments, and all laws contrary to nature, and, revolting, we see transforming into the master of us all what was before our slave: this is when the right of nature shines with its greatest brilliance (to tes physeos díkaion) (Gorgias¸484b).

			Marilena Chaui comments:

			Both in the Republic and in Gorgias, the sophist defines justice as an act of violence that would cease to be violent simply because it is natural (the power of the strongest). Thrasymachus and Callicles defend the same position: justice is the dominion of the stronger over the weaker, but they do so by defending contrary opinions – for Thrasymachus, the law is the law of the stronger, and, for Callicles, it is the cunning invention of the weaker. The two dialogues will show that the sophists not only do not know what justice is, as they confuse it with violence, but that they also intend to affirm the same thing using opposing arguments of equal persuasive force. Thus, at the core of sophistication, as seen by Plato, we find ignorance, injustice, violence, and rhetoric21.

			Thrasymachus and Callicles express a doctrine that has something in common with those of contemporary elitists, because they defend equality or indeterminacy between different forms of government, all submitted to a single form, and in the theory of the inevitable division between rulers and ruled, which will be formulated, by the elitists of the 19th and 20th centuries, as the “iron law of oligarchy”.

			However, their radical positions will not be accepted not only by Socrates/Plato, but also by the entire tradition, if not marginally22, because these authors end up identifying justice with the mere exercise of strength and individual interest, thus eliminating the possibility of distinguishing between correct and deviated regimes. One of the criteria used for the establishment.

			This distinction, both in Plato and Aristotle, is precisely in defining whether the government is exercised with a view to self-interest (to auté súmpheron) or the common interest (agathón súmpheron).

			Trindade Santos, about Plato’s position on the “eradication of ethics in politics” defended by the sophists, states that the harmony of the city’s parts depends on the education of citizens:

			Exploring the consequences of the overdetermination of Ethics by Politics, the philosopher makes it clear that whenever Justice and the apparatus of law allow themselves to be appropriated by Power, corruption takes over the State, advancing until amorality reigns unchallenged. Against this situation, Plato proposes a sociopolitical order based on the ideal of harmony between the “parts” of the city and the soul, based on the training of citizens through a solid and well-structured scientific curriculum. But the proposal will hardly be implemented until the tyrant and his law understand that the balance of the forces that move society is based on the education of the city and its citizens23.

			Plato will defend a type of elitism not based on an aristocracy of force or wealth, but on intelligence, on philosopher kings, the guardians of the Republic, and on an ethics of virtue and justice, in which the rational part of the soul dominates the irascible part, just as rational men (logikistikói) rule the classes of warriors and artisans. He argues that, as we will see, it does not exclude the use of authoritarian methods.

			But before visiting Plato we need to analyse another criticism of Athenian democracy that is less radical and more pragmatic.

			2.2. The Pseudo-Xenophon: the old oligarch’s criticism of Athenian democracy

			The text we are going to analyse is an anti-democratic pamphlet, little known and not of high philosophical content, but which represents the common sense of the Greek aristocracy (and of all times): it is the Constitution of the Athenians, falsely attributed to Xenophon, reason for which its author is called Pseudo-Xenophon24.

			As detailed in the erudite introduction by Pedro Ribeiro Martins, about the true author of the work, there are controversies that do not allow for a certain identification25. However, a profile of the author can be drawn: he is an Athenian citizen, defender of the aristocratic system (the author is called old oligarch in Anglo-Saxon literature) and critical of the form of democratic government; but at the same time an admirer of the economic and military power of the Athenian thalassocracy. The treaty was written around the year 420 BC., which allows us to say that: “This is the oldest example of Attic prose and the first dedicated to a critique of the democratic system26”.

			The author does not argue as a philosopher or a sophist, but as a practical man, a person of action who expresses himself in the first person with sometimes contradictory statements.

			At the beginning of the work, we already come across the central thesis, expressed in a clear way:

			1.1. As for the form of government of the Athenians, who chose this type of constitution, I do not approve of it for the following reason: those who chose it chose to privilege the rabble (poneroi) rather than the honest people (chrestoi). That’s why I don’t approve of it. But since they decided this way, I intend to prove how they manage to preserve their constitution and resolve the remaining matters of State, even receiving criticism from other Greeks27.

			The author clearly adopts a position in favour of the elites and not the “rabble”. He recognizes, however, that despite this, the Athenian system works. A first point in favour of democracy is found by the author in the maritime power of Athens, which is due, among other reasons, to the fact that sailors are free citizens and not slaves:

			1.2. Firstly, I will say the following: it seems fair (díkaios) that, in Athens, the poor (penetes) and the people (demoi) receive more than the nobles (gennaíoi) and the rich (plousioi) exactly because it is the people who conduct the ships and gives power to the city, they are the helmsmen, the chief rowers, the superintendents, the bow watchers and the carpenters who make the polis more powerful (dúnamin), much more than the hoplites, the nobles and the elite (chrestoi). Therefore, it seems fair that the exercise of public office is open to everyone, both by draw and direct voting, and it seems fair that any citizen can speak if they wish28.

			Another point in favour of the Athenian Constitution is that democracy is not always the rule, there are exceptions: the positions of greatest power are chosen by election, and not by lot, as in the case of generals (estrategoi) and cavalry commanders (hipparchoi). As strange as it may seem, for the Greeks, election is an oligarchic or aristocratic criterion and not a democratic one, because it violates the principle of general competence of all citizens and introduces the merit or excellence of some; a theme that we will return to later, when focusing on the debate between Socrates and Protagoras.

			The author finds another favourable point for democracy in the fact that it allows the poor to prosper, thus avoiding conflicts and popular revolts:

			There are those who are impressed by the fact that the Athenians, in different circumstances, grant more benefits to the rabble (poneroi), the poor and the popular (demotikoi) than to the elite, but it is precisely by defending this practice that they preserve democracy. The poor, the popular and those with inferior conditions, when they prosper, because there are many who make up this group, reinforce democracy; but when it is the rich and the upper class who prosper, the popular people mount a fierce opposition against them29.

			Despite this, the author does not hide his contempt for the people and their ignorance:

			1.5. In any part of the world, the upper class (beltiston) is opposed to democracy, because in the upper classes there is less disorder (akolasía) and injustice (adikía) and more discipline (akríbeia), while among the people ignorance (amaquía) reigns. , disorder (ataxia) and perversity; poverty causes reprehensible acts to be committed, with the lack of education (apaideusía) and ignorance of some being the result of the lack of wealth30.

			If this text is the oldest criticism of democracy, then it is the first that raises arguments against the people, which will be the most common and repeated in criticism of democracy of all times: ignorance, lack of education, lack of moral values, disorder, caused by poverty (the first “sociological” explanation).

			Luciano Canfora comments: 

			For the consistent oligarchs, the demos cannot and should not govern, because itis not capable: he is uneducated, rude, ignorant, inconstant, instinctive, and therefore not has the ability to govern. This is the pillar of any anti-democratic theory, even if it presents itself in different degrees of theoretical or practical rigor31. 

			Therefore, the author of the work criticizes the excesses of the Athenian Constitution, which guaranteed two fundamental rights to all free citizens: isonomia, equality before the law and isegoria, the right to speak in the assembly and to vote and be voted for:

			1.6. It must be said that it was not necessary for them to allow everyone to speak on equal terms, nor for everyone to be accepted into the Council, but for them to only grant such rights to the most competent (aristoi) and the most gifted; however, in this aspect the best decision was made, to let the rabble (poneroi) speak. If those from the elite were to speak and legislate, it would be excellent for those at their level (omoíoi), but bad for members of the people. Currently, however, anyone in the rabble who wants to can stand up and speak to defend their interests and those of their group32.

			There is a certain ambiguity regarding the right to isegoria: the oligarch’s point of view is that it would be better to let only the “best” speak in public, but letting the rabble speak is the best decision because, in this way, they defend their interests and those of your group. But – one wonders – what about general interests? What will Plato and Aristotle call the common good or good interest (agathon sumpheron)? This will also be a crucial topic in our discussion about democracy: in the end, what is at stake is the general interest or the interest of groups or classes? And what does common good mean? 

			The author also introduces another principle that will become classic:

			For the people do not want a government under which they are slaves (douleúein), no matter how good it is. What the people want is to be free (eleutheroi) and govern (archein), it doesn’t matter if the government is bad, because the reasons that make you consider this a bad government, because it doesn’t obey the laws (eunomía), are the same as give strength and freedom to the people33.

			Democracy, according to Plato, is the government in which unbridled freedom and anarchy prevail. Aristotle, on the contrary, states that it is the only government that guarantees freedom and equality. Machiavelli, many centuries later, would say something similar: the optimates (the elite) wish to dominate the people; the people, however, do not intend to dominate, nor do they wish to be dominated, that is, they want to be free.

			Another original aspect of Athens, in relation to other cities, is that the Athenians treat slaves and foreigners (metecos) in a more benevolent manner:

			1.12. This is the reason why freedom of expression (isegoría) is given to slaves (douloi) in relation to free men, and in the same way to metics (metoíkoi) in relation to citizens. The city needs metics for their diverse skills and for fleet maintenance. For this reason, we act rightly when we give freedom of expression to metecos34.

			In this way, not only did Athens increase its military and economic power, but it also did not make the slave an enemy to be feared, as happened in Sparta:

			1.11. If there are those who are surprised by the fact that slaves are allowed to live a comfortable life there and even, in some cases, in style, I must say that this practice also clearly follows a purpose. Therefore, wherever there is naval power (nautiké), it is necessary, for financial reasons, to depend on slaves: this way one can receive part of the income earned and profit from their manumission. Where slaves are rich, there are no conditions for your slave to be afraid of you. In Sparta, your slave would be afraid of you!35

			Finally, the author establishes a close relationship between the internal democratic form of government and the maritime imperialism of Athens: another theme that will have a great future in history, due to the countless examples of internal democracies and external imperialisms, both reinforcing each other.

			Imperialism, through trade, allows a certain cosmopolitanism and enriches the city economically and culturally:

			2.7. The Athenians, due to their maritime dominance, mixed with other peoples and discovered varied consumer products, as what specialties are available in Sicily or Italy, in Cyprus or Egypt, in Lydia or Pontus, in the Peloponnese, or wherever, wherever, all of this ends up gathered in one place, due to the maritime empire.

			2.8. Furthermore, because they heard all types of languages, they ended up adopting characteristics from one another. While the other Hellenes, for the most part, retain their own dialect, way of life and way of dressing, the Athenians use a mixture of everything Hellene and barbarian36.

			The exchange of goods promoted by Athens also implies the exchange of people and ideas, which will make Athens great and allow the emergence of philosophy, with the advent of the sophists.

			However, the author is critical of imperialism, because it tends to spread the democratic system and combat the elites of allied peoples.

			About the allies: it seems that the Athenians are constantly denouncing. They hate the elite, based on the principle that whoever commands are necessarily hated by those they command. Now, if the rich and the elite have strength in the cities, the empire of the people of Athens will last a short time. For this reason, they deprive the elite of their political rights, confiscate their money, exile them, kill them, while interceding on behalf of the rabble. The Athenian elite comes to the aid of the elite of the allied cities, realizing that it is in their own interest to protect members of the upper class in other cities37.

			But it recognizes that political, military, and economic domination over other cities allows for a greater division of wealth in a democratic system, thus reducing internal tensions and conflicts, as can be seen in this observation about the Athenians’ living habits:

			2.10. There are a few rich citizens who have private gymnasiums, baths and changing rooms, but the people are building, for their own use, many lecture halls, changing rooms and public baths. The masses (ochloi) make more use of these facilities than the few (oligoi) and the privileged (eudaimonei)38.

			This distribution of social well-being and a certain “consumerism” was another factor of political stability.

			Our author concludes with an ambiguous balance: despite vehemently condemning democracy in several passages, he is forced to recognize obtorto collo that military power, economic wealth, and quality of life were brought to Athens by democracy: “3.1. As for the form of the Athenians’ constitution, I do not approve of it, but since they chose the democratic regime, they knew how to preserve it well through the means I have explained39”.

			And he concludes:

			3.9. In short, it is possible to discover many ways to improve the constitution (politeia). Now preserving democracy and, at the same time, finding a better political formula does not seem like an easy task. Unless, as I just said, it involves adding or deleting small details40.

			Comments Pedro Ribeiro Martins, the work’s curator:

			The author is essentially concerned with the current political form and not with an idea of an ideal political regime. It strives to find solutions to reform democracy in practice and does not propose to imagine alternative political forms that do not have immediate institutional viability. In other words, he is a reformer and not a revolutionary41.

			On the contrary, Plato was much more revolutionary (to use an anachronism) and much more incisive and profound in his criticism of democracy, as we will see below.

			2.3. Plato’s critique of democracy and defence of a moral and intellectual aristocracy

			The truth is that, rich or poor, 

			the patient must knock on the doctor’s door

			and whoever needs a leader must knock on the door of the man capable of commanding.

			Plato, Republic VI, 489c.

			The reflection on politics in Plato is disseminated in several dialogues and is one of the central motives of all his thought, as Mario Vegetti states: “It is true that political themes are almost omnipresent in Plato’s texts, from the Apology to Laches, from Phaedo to Phaedrus, in addition to the already mentioned Protagoras, Gorgias, Menexenos and Crito”. However, the main works are The Republic, especially books VIII and IX, The Politician and The Laws, works that, according to Vegetti, “do not only deal with politics in a strict sense: but with the integration of politics into a broader philosophical framework, which is a typical feature of Platonic thought, and this does not change the centrality [of politics] that has been talked about42”.

			For Vegetti, the starting point of Plato’s political reflection is a diagnosis of the disease or degeneration (poleis nosema, Republic VIII, 544c7) of the Greek polis of his time, which encompasses all existing political forms: democracy, above all, but also oligarchy and tyranny.

			Glaucon — I want to know what four forms of government you were talking about. Socrates — It is easy to satisfy you since the forms of government I refer to are known. The first and much praised is that of Crete and Lacedaemon; the second, which is only praised in second place, is called oligarchy, which is a government full of various vices. Opposite to this comes democracy. Finally, comes the superb tyranny, contrary to all others and which is the fourth and last disease of the city. Do you know of another government that could be organized into a quite different class? Hereditary or acquired monarchies and other forms of government that resemble them are, to a certain extent, nothing but intermediate forms and are found among both the barbarians and the Greeks (República, 544c-d).

			The main reason for the degeneration of the four forms of government is the fracture and fragmentation of the polis into two opposing classes: “the city of the rich and the city of the poor” (Republic IV, 422e). Vegetti effectively comments that what concerns Plato is the unity and concord of the city:

			The ultimate aspiration of the Greeks’ historical vicissitudes – the construction of a united, agreed, and pacified political community – was never realized, and its failure became evident in the historical vicissitudes that served as the background for Plato’s personal experience (the staseis or “internal civil conflicts”, and those wars between the Greeks which, in turn, must be considered as civil wars of the Hellenic community)43.

			Plato’s criticism is directed, above all, at democratic Athens and its leaders, such as Themistocles and Pericles, and its system of government based on the lottery of roles, in which excessive freedom, licentiousness and anarchy prevail (while Plato expresses some sympathy for the Sparta government). “Democratic power, victim of the search for consensus, becomes a demagogic act that serves the worst desires of the ignorant masses, instead of guiding them towards the common good of the political collective44”.

			This situation happens because there is a gap, a division, a separation between philosophy and politics. The philosopher who has the knowledge to govern the city does not want to take on the burden of governing, and the people, the many, do not recognize the philosopher’s ability to govern; on the contrary, they consider it harmful or useless for the role.

			Adeimantus, one of the interlocutors of the dialogue, submits the question to Socrates in these terms:

			In reality, what we actually see is that all those who apply themselves to philosophy, and who, after studying it in their youth for educational purposes, do not abandon it, but remain dedicated to it, most of them become completely extravagant characters, not to say perverse, while those who seem the best, spoiled by this study that you praise, are useless for the city (Republic VI, 487a-e).

			The question that Adeimantus raises is central to Plato, that is, the separation between philosophy and the polis, the episteme and the doxa, the scientific knowledge of the few and the opinion of the many. Socrates responds, recognizing Adeimantus’ arguments: “The treatment that cities give to the wisest men is so harsh that no one in the world suffers similar treatment” (Republic VI, 487e). And, to prove this, he uses the image of a ship in which the sailors do not respect the helmsman’s orders, and no one obeys anyone, the ship being in the greatest disorder and mismanagement:

			The sailors fight among themselves for the helm: each one thinks it is up to him to hold it, although he knows nothing about his art and cannot show under which master and at what time he learned it. Even more, they claim that it is not an art that can be learned and if anyone dares to declare otherwise, they are ready to tear him to pieces (Republic VI, 488b-c).

			It is evident that Socrates speaks of the democratic city, and that the central point of the discussion is precisely the competence for the art of governing, which should be attributed to philosophers, however the people, the sailors, want to exercise it, arbitrarily, without the necessary knowledge.

			However, on one point, Socrates disagrees with Adeimantus: he does not attribute the responsibility for this separation to the philosophers, but to the people, the crowd. This is how Socrates responds to Adeimantus: “I add that you were not mistaken in declaring that the wisest among philosophers are useless for the considerable number (mass), but the causes of this uselessness are those who do not employ the wise (sophoi) and not those wise themselves” (Republic VI, 489b). A defence, in a way, corporate!

			And here Socrates introduces the analogy of the doctor, already used in the discussion with Thrasymachus and which will reappear in The Statesman. This analogy is decisive for Plato’s argument:

			The truth is that, rich or poor, the sick must knock on the doctor’s door, and whoever needs a boss must knock on the door of the man capable of commanding: it is not up to the boss, if he can be truly useful, to ask rulers who submit to their authority. Thus, you will not be mistaken by comparing the politicians who govern today to the sailors we mentioned just now, and those who are treated as useless by them, and chatters lost in the clouds, to true pilots (República VI, 489 c-e).

			In the name of this competence, Plato proposes a cure for this pathology. Plato’s most famous therapeutic proposal is in The Republic, with the formation of three hierarchically ordered social classes or estates: the government group “capable of commanding with a view to the general interest, formed by individuals in whom the principle of rationality (logistikón) prevails, the philosopher-kings; the other group, formed by “fighters made up of those in whose psychic structure the motivations of aggressive self-assertion (thymoeidés) prevail”, the warriors; and “a group of producers (agricultural and artisanal) and traders, which will include individuals dominated by the desire for wealth and pleasure (epitymetikón)45”. For the city to be orderly, each group must be made up of people who have the typical characteristics of the group.

			The most radical and scandalous proposal defends the abolition of private property and the family for the first group, the one that governs, as Vegetti comments:

			Within the leading group, both the communism of goods and the communion of reproductive partners and the collective creation of offspring must be in force. The leading group must also be meticulously selected and consolidated, either through educational actions or through a “eugenic” policy that constantly brings together its best elements, as is done with the breeding of purebred animals46.

			This is (or would be) the ideal politeia, the “paradigm in heaven” and the model, from which Plato discusses the topic of the best constitution; theme that he will address in The Republic and, more exhaustively, in The Statesman. 

			In The Statesmen47, a dialogue between the Foreigner and the young Socrates, Plato begins the classification of political regimes that will later be systematized by Aristotle, between monarchy, the government of one, the government of a few (oligoi), and the government of the masses (plethos), democracy. He then subdivides the monarchy into tyrannical (tyrannidis) and royal (basiliké) government; and the government of a few, in oligarchy (oligarquia) and in aristocracy (aristokratia). Regarding democracy, Plato states that, even if the mass (plethos) rules over the rich by force (biaios) or by consensus (ekousios), observing the laws or not, no one gave it a name other than democracy (Political, 291 c-292a5). Thus, Plato does not want to give a name to the two different forms of democracy, unlike Aristotle, who distinguishes between politia and democratia.

			Plato then lists three criteria, the same ones that will be used by Aristotle, to define the best form of government:

			Will any of these constitutions be accurate if we define them simply by these terms: “one, some, many (eni kai oligoi kai polloi); wealth or poverty (pluto kai penia); with violence or voluntarily (biaiou kai ekousiou); written laws (metá grammaton) or absence of laws (aneu nomo) (The Statesman, 292a5).

			In this division, Plato has two main enemies: the sophists and the tyrants. In relation to the sophists, the philosopher uses harsh and ironic words:

			ALIEN — These are men who in large numbers resemble lions, centaurs, and other monsters of that kind and who, in even greater numbers, resemble satyrs and other weak but cunning animals, who quickly exchange their external appearances and properties among themselves. Really, Socrates, it seems to me that you now know who these men are. [...]

			SOCRATES THE YOUNG — What group of men are we talking about?

			FOREIGN — He of all the sophists, great magicians, and the most accomplished in this art, difficult to distinguish from true politicians and the true royal man (basilikon); but which, however, is necessary to distinguish, if we want to understand what we are looking for (The Statesman, 291b).

			They are the ones who benefit from the democratic regime, which allows them to deceive and manipulate the people and the masses through rhetoric. The other enemy is the tyrant, who Plato distinguishes from the true king, because he imposes his power by force, and not by consent:

			STRANGER — Afterwards, having thus determined this art of caring, we must divide it again into two parts.

			SOCRATES THE YOUNG — How?

			FOREIGN — Distinguishing between what is imposed by force and what is accepted voluntarily (to biaion kai ekousion).

			SOCRATES THE YOUNG — Yes, I understand.

			FOREIGN — And it was precisely because we had not made this distinction that we made this mistake, more out of distraction, confusing the king and the tyrant (basilea kai tyrannos), quite different from each other, due to their ways of governing.

			SOCRATES THE YOUNG — It’s true.

			FOREIGN — Correcting ourselves, let us then divide, as I said, the art of care for men (antropina epimelitiké) into two, depending on whether this care is imposed by force or accepted voluntarily.

			SOCRATES THE YOUNG — Perfectly.

			ALIEN — We can, then, when it is exercised by force (biaion), call it tyrannical (tyranniké), and when its services, freely offered, are freely accepted (ekousion) by the herd of bipeds, call it political (politiké). ; affirming, from now on, that whoever practices this art and takes these precautions will truly be a King and a Politician? (The Statesman, 276e)

			In this statement, one of the main criteria appears, coercion or consent, which divides monarchy, on the one hand, and tyranny, on the other.

			However, as we will see, this, as well as the other criteria, will be relativized when Plato chooses the royal government (basiliké) as the best government.

			At this point, the dialogue returns to the definition presented at the beginning of the work, that the real government (basiliké) is one of the sciences (episteme), a practical science (praktiké), and not a theoretical one (gnostiké), a practical directive science that governs over beings that live in groups (The Statesman 258b – 260c). And here Plato relativizes all earlier criteria, to choose the best constitution, and subordinates them to the criteria of science:

			Now, to be consistent with the principles stated above, we do not realize that the characteristic necessary to distinguish the various forms of government is the presence of a science (episteme), and not “consent” (ekousion) or “coercion”, (akousion), “poverty” (penia) or “wealth” (plouton), the “few” (oligoi) or “many” (polloi)? (The Statesman, 292d5).

			And he continues with quite radical arguments in defence of the royal government (of the King) as true science:

			The problem that arises from now on is, therefore, necessarily the following: in which of these constitutions resides the science of the government of men, the most difficult and greatest of all possible sciences to acquire? For this is the science that we need to consider if we want to know which figures we should keep away from the competent/wise king (phronimos basileus), the competitors who pretend to be politicians, persuading many that they are, although they are not in any way (The Statesman, 292d5).

			The Foreigner continues to say that it is impossible for all or the majority to be capable of acquiring this science, nor fifty out of a total of a thousand men, but only one, or two, or a few. And he concludes, returning to the analogy between the ruler and the doctor:
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