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Abstract: Aristotle (384-322 B.C.), the most important thinkéno has ever lived, advanced a body of thought
with respect to the development of the componehtsroarket economy. He analyzed the economic pseses
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thinkers. His economic thought (especially his eatbeory) is insightful but occasionally contradigt and
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Aristotle was a colossus of human intelligence. dldiyy because he held the number one position on
philosophy but also because he extracted, sciemga ft; which he is considered the father of
Aristotle apportioned his intellectual powers ircleaarea of philosophical thought - metaphysics,
epistemology and evaluation-with inconceivable aygitic conception, facility, sound judgment and 161
harmony.

In the present commentary which is concerned viigheéconomic ideas of the Stagiraen philosopher
we will not hesitate to emphasize right from thayibaing the various phenomena of Economics
which he is also considered the father, of problewhéch occupied him and which continue to
torment economists today after the passage of soy manturies. It is therefore fitting that the
majority of historians of Economics, when startimgf from the ancient Greek writers, particularly
emphasize the work of Aristotle since in regaré¢onomics he is much superior to the rest and also
because his ideas from the past can still reacttlivt science of the present.

The economic ideas of Aristotle are developed rmgaiml the following works: "Politics",
"Nicomachean Ethics", "Rhetoric", "Economics" afthétoric to Alexander".

In the present commentary we will refer to ourselwinly to "Politics" and "Nicomaohean Ethics"
in which he takes delight in economics in particuBoth these writings of Aristotle been translated
into Latin by the end of the twelfth century in 8pand after penetrated to the Christian West.

Concerning related phenomena we referred to iflEasnomics” written around thé*Zentury B.C.,
which has wrongly been doubted to be Aristotle’skv@ his doubt dates from the beginning of the
19" century. Thus Niebuhr in his article "Uber das EaeBuch des Oeconomical” published in
"Kleine Historische und Philosophische SchrifteBbiin, 1828, pp. 412 - 417) maintains that the
unclassical manner of writing and the historicalagance in mentioning well - known generals of
Alexander The Great, as if they were unknown, doetsallow us to identify the writer, of the
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"Economics" as Aristotle. Andreadis, however, atsedpe work as the oral lectures of Aristotle
written by a student of his, since the relevanhimpis are formulated briefly and unclearly.

In the "Economics" Andreadis finds rich materiahcerning ancient financial matters and proceeds
to divide them into Boyal Economy, Satrapic Econgiiyrannical Economy and Political Economy.

Under the category of the Royal Economy he disc#rasarious kinds and the nature of the general
expenses of the State, under the Satrapie cateeryprovisions and currency and under the
tyrannical category are found income from the eprtiduce from the country’s land-income from
commerce, from customs, from pasturage and fromowsuother sources.

And in his "Politics" (Book 4, VI, 4) Aristotle refs himself to financial matters, devoting pages to
the tyrant's manner of administration, the demagagiture of the tyrannies and its consequences, its
great requirements and because of these the iecot@iscome by taxing of private property, indirect
taxes, public works etc.

Aristotle analyses Economics according to ethicalgples and examines it microeconomically and
macroeconomically. He based economics on needlyjzadaheir nature and proceeded to isolate the
economic goods by which economic needs are saljdfie talks about production and the factors
involved, the distribution of labor, the significa of the primary, the secondary and the tertiary
sectors, and the stages in the development of dbroey. He also examines the phenomenon of
economy of an area, of economic development anspprdy of the basis of the most well-thought
out financial policy, using deduction and inductiasthe scalpel of his thudded, thereby influencing
not only own times, but the Middle Ages and modemmes as well, even Adam Smith himself.
Nevertheless, he also included the subjective p&ore of value, so that the influence of his
intellectual work, as is shown, continues to appgatill the present time; thus he has influenced
economic thought more than anyone else through@itoiy. And this work of his would have been
more significant if Aristotle as well as the oth@reek philosophers, had not occupied himself with
the host of other problems that he worked on. Maggove must not let the fact escape us that during
Aristotle’s time the ancient Greek classical worksagoing through a period of struggles. This is the
reason why the preservation of those values onhwhidgstotle’s triumph is founded was already
being attempted from Socratic times. And thereforéhe ancient Socratic philosophers science was
also secondary to ethics and it is this fact wiscbpposed to the disease of individualism whiah th
City-State (Polis) circumscribes through moral law#s advantage.

162

The ethical stage also dictated the mobilizationséaure the defense of the City-State against
invasions and internal rebellion. Thus, the Socsathad a principle contrary to that of the
individualism of the Sophists considered the ciptes to exist on man’s behalf, man who was,
according to Pythagoras, the measure of all thamgs society according to Hippias was constructed
and did not naturally exist. For the Sophists tlepublic was of secondary importance to men and
that’s why the local element for them ceded itstpmsto the cosmopolitan. This is elucidated bg th
fact that the majority of the Sophists were emitgamacticing the trade of merchant.

The Socratic writers, as is known, placed the wippteblem of the Republic basically on the ethical
guestion connecting the economic problem to thisvelé Nevertheless, the Socratics in examining
economies from within ethics, were the pioneerthefpath which would be followed many centuries
later by Smith, Sismondi, Saint Simon and othetexsi

It is a fact, however, that the final aim of thepBBlic was moral perfection through its political
organization, its social and legal order, throudticlv economic order would meet with success; it
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was occupied more with politics than economics. v&ball we must not forget the fact that the
material world of the ancient Greeks did not depeds fast as their intellectual world.

According to the Socratics the whole came the panich, however, was subject to the whole, and
developed because of it, and thus the City-Stateealvas capable of realizing a regime of virtue and
the insurance of self-sufficiency. Concerning tAaistotle characteristically said: "For the whole
must necessarily be prior to the part...". "It isacl¢herefore that it is also prior by nature to the
individual for if each individual, when separatenist self-sufficient he must be related to the whol
state as other parts are to their whole." Consdtyudre City-State is above the individual and the
family and so one can establish a condition ofsefficiency without it.

Self-sufficiency is acceptable only when it is ddesed as a means toward the service of virtue,
because otherwise the individual is estranged fibthrough his weakness, while the City-State
through the laws of virtue adjusts the individualtt Therefore, the Socratic writers, are Volurstzs:

For the Socratics there are no natural laws leatbngeace and order and social justice; but rather
they rely on the intervention of the city-state tloeir achievement.

However, according to the Socratics, this econoased on morality was only able to be proposed by
a certain class of men who taught virtue, the gbibtners, the only ones capable of advising the
Republic on what was to be done. This point of weiWalso be adopted by Roman writers while the
Church Fathers during the Middle Ages knowing lvdétian anyone else the world of God will be the
only ones allowed to offer advise to the sovereigom the viewpoint of Christian morality. On the
other hand, because of religious reform and alszadme of material conditions, the mercantilist
writers breaking away from the moral limitations tfe Scholastics and as a reaction to their
ascétisme will, between the @nd 18 centuries advise the sovereign according to thes,tr 163
population-wealth-power. Then the founders of eatinoscience, the Physiocrates, will appear, the
economists who either through their advice to timgksuch as those who brought about an increase
of net product, or as supporters of the law of et interest such as the classicists or with
pronouncements in favor of national economy suchists or with revolutionary prophecies such as
Marx, or by calling for the strengthening of efigetdemand such as Keynes.

The Socratics had peered into human nature anchateg its imperfections, hence they were
irresolute in facing accumulation of wealth by widuals since such an individual could, if not
controlled, be harmful to the Republic. And thathie reason why none of them ever attempted to
distinguish between the economy of an individual e economy of the City-State.

There are a host of harsh observations concerpiecutators and those inflicting damage on the City-
State to be met in the works of the ancient trameibut most caustically in the works of writers of
comedy, such as Aristophanes.

Thus the ideas of the Socratics turned the induam the plane of metaphysics to the rationalism of
life through virtue. Souehon says correctly conicgyrihat: "The Greeks did not consider Political
Economy save as morality; it was a subhead of ritgral. The work of the Socratics was nothing

more than a clear exhortation promoting the idéaaorifice for the sake of the City-State.

However, we must not forget, as has been proveat, tthe Socratics endeavored to restore the
disturbed balance of the Republic.

Their reform endeavors were not absent in the nofishis obscure situation and this dangerously
disturbed the social balance, particularly durihg Peloponnesian War, hence strengthening the
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tendency toward an irregular increase of profitgpsgchological consequence of the hazardous
enterprises during the War. On the other handintrease in the number of slaves set up an obstacle
to those free laborers seeking employment in thescand the countryside, so that unemployment and
oppressive working conditions were the norm in tatmations from the 4 century B.C. But the
particular kind of thinking that held labor to be @ccupations without merit for free men, resuited
those with intellectual capabilities and materiapital starting to dabble in politics, in various
parasitic occupations or in the preparation ofaasipolitical plots by which finally the city-sasad

they themselves were destroyed. Branches of primtiuathich could have been put motion remained
unutilized because they did not yield the profitsnore speculative endeavors.

When the Socratics started up within this environtad decline in the ancient classical world with
the acute of the economic problems emerging simetiasly, the piercing mind of Thucidides
emerged, to make observations regarding the statsoaomics at that time.

In any case, whether because of conditions or Isecafl philosophical principles, during ancient
classical times, the economy remained second iortapce to the ethical perfection which prevailed
in the thought of Socrates and especially of Atisfowho developed his thoughts concerning
morality at a time, when the support of healthyitpmall demands and values had been overthrown and
people performed less for the sake of the whole fbatheir individual interest.

This position of Aristotle is particularly emphasiztoday, when economists are attempting to solve
the economic problem at the moment where the ké@oéisical and ethnical problem exists. Today,
everyone is seeking economists capable of confrgritie economic problem forgetting that none of
them are able to succeed when political and madadrchas been disturbed.

Aristotle lived within a climate of decay, just &ichte, Kant, Hegel, Carlyle and Shelling, and he
attempted during his time, to inspire a new phitdgoand sociology of life, based on the Republic,
with its perfection his final aim.

The basic aim of Aristotle was the study of the ldiotue knowledge of this on behalf of the City-
State, and the promotion of values on its beha#. st not forged that Aristotle had as an example
the sacrifice of Socrates on behalf of the lawshef Republic and the preservation of values which
had been created in the workshop of time.

The «Athenian Politea», "Nicomachean Ethios" andlities" were written during a period when the
once flowering Greek City-State was the arena a temagoges, the embezzelers and the
aforementioned speculators.

The idea of freedom ceased to have its old meaaniigigturbulence and anarchy replaced it while the
idea of the good citizen was abandoned in favah@liackey and the social climber.

The return of Alcibiades proved to be the high paihthis decay along with the condemnation of

Socrates, who was punished for refusing to obeyéve order of lawlessness. Hate dominated where
logic once bloomed, the struggle of the classes masisified and the personal opposition of the

politicians established even more sertongly thertakons of Socrates concerning harmony and of
Plato concerning the ideal "Republic" and its "Laws

Aristotle on his own part wanted to delimit thenfrework within which it would be possible to create
the presuppositions for the promotion and the intjgmsof a new rational order based on the middle
road combining and selecting values. And while peks out for this law he did not, however,

underplay the role of the ethical consciousnesh@fndividual nor his ethical autonomy.
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The economy ideas of Aristotle spring from pregigiis philosophical position of his, and on this
subject we will speak immediately below.

Writers such as Ferrara, Cannan and Schumpeterglyroiismiss as without value the economic
work of the ancient Greek philosophers and thagunopinion is because they haven’t studied them
as they should. In addition, they do not take ioboasideration, as they should, the shaping of the
philosopher’s economic ideas nor the manner ancetivronment in which they were formulated.
Just because they present weak formulations ddesesn that the conceptions of the ancient Greeks
concerning economic phenomena are not valuable@adwe must not ignore the fact that economic
theories went through a stage of development, qneszation, grounding and completion in their
shaping. Thus, Aristotle unquestionably contribaegteat deal through his economic ideas.

The aim of Aristotle was the prosperity of the €8iage along with its self-sufficiency sand the
division of labor within it of which the basic saticomposition was free and slave: "Now that it is
clear (he says) what are the component parts oState we have first of all to discuss household
management, for every State is composed of houdghlebusehold management, for every State is
composed of households; household managemenirfdlslepartments corresponding to the parts of
which the household in its turn is composed andhthesehold in its perfect form consists of slaves
and free men (for the state is not any chance wmdéiof people but one self-sufficient for the reeed
of life, as we say, and if any of these industt@ppens to be wanting, if is impossible for that
association to be absolutely self-sufficient) slhecessary, therefore, for the State to be orgdron

the lines of those functions; consequently it npetsess a number of farmers who will provide the
food and craftsmen and the military class, andatbalthy and priests and judges to decide questions

of necessity and interests rests". Thus Aristotidh®e one hand specifies the macroeconomic (City-165

State) and the microeconomic (household) in then@ny, on the other hand through the basic

division of society into two classes he gave M&e ¢thance to misinterpret so that he would conceive
of the two-class composition of society. The Styr, however, examined society and its

development from a different point of view; becatsetried to depict the prevailing structure and

form of this society statically, while not overlang its permanent character, while the prophecy of
Marx dynamically and schematically supporting tietdrical process in the clash of the two, opposed
classes, was not verified. Beyond that Aristotl@asluntarist supported social balance through the
intervention of the city-state, while Marx, a nalist, assumed that the overthrown of the

establishment was unavoidable due to historicatsty.

Aristotle, along with Xenophon, views the econorsyaaspecial science, defining its object thus: "But
as there are numerous pursuits and arts and ssi@nfi#lows that their ends are correspondingly
numerous, the end of the science of medicine idttheaon of domestic economy wealth". He
defined this as "riches are an article of use ...iclwh... "constitutes an abundance of money
ownership of land and properties and further of afbes, cattle and slaves remarkable for size,
number and beauty".

The Object of the prosperity of the common citilehealth and that, if well-understood, means self-
sufficiency. This prosperity based on health is &esv, powerless if it is not accompanied by virtue.
Self-sufficiency is the aim and the greatest pageas"From these things therefore it is clear that
City-State is a natural growth and that man is éture a political animal ". And the policy on béhal
of the City-state is the best way to establish peagy for all of the citizens. "But we should
pronounce a state happy-he says-having regara rmoparticular section of it but to all its citizén
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Consequently the position of Aristotle regardingaltle is not hostile. On the contrary, it's justttha
the places it within the framework of virtue andtjae so that the right type of prosperity will cdm
about; without that framework prosperity would l¢adrulgar pleasure. Aristotle will emphasize that
when one uses his health with seemliness he itegoid worthy, when, however, one is avaricious, a
pawnbroker or a profiteer, he prefers shame foséke of money.

The aim of the Stagirean from the beginning wasnéke the distinction between Economics and
Wealth-getting Xpnuatiotiknig).

Economics refers to the natural wealth which sethesieeds of the household. Wealth-getting refers
to the increase of wealth for wealth’s sake andhavit limit. This economics is worthy of praise &s i

is productive but not however, wealth-getting. Thisalth-getting always comes about with the
development of the economy and the increased egetamd is in some ways useful Wealth-getting is
also useful in case of a surplus of exchange dubkaaelf sufficiency of the household. And that is
because the economic rationale dictates self-seiffty, directing economic activity to the most
economical result through the use of the most eaninoeans for this purpose. Life and pleasure -
Aristotle says - are bound together: without pleaghere is no activity. Here we have the seeds not
only of the Marginalists of the end of the™@ntury (Carl Menger, Leon Walras, Stanley Jevons)

of the present day Neo-Marginalistic views of Hamayer, F. Hayek, P. N. Rosenstein Rodan, L.
Schonfeld, L., Von Mises, L. Einaudi, R. Strigl,Sthumpeter, Francois Perroux etc. Thus, according
to Aristotle, economics is acceptable while weating despite its stated used is of secondary
importance having no relation to virtue. Economiefers to the satisfaction of needs by farming,
fishing and hunting, wealth-getting to the satititat of one and only one need, the pleasure from
wealth. 166

Aristotle examined the nature and the rationaléhefeconomic operations of the individual and the
family, that is the economics of the householdt tfathe home. In regard to that he set forth his
points of view concerning the development of tteges of the economy before the household, such
as bread-winning in the nomadic, predatory and ifagriife, in which Condorcet will echo him, and
referring to the role of exchange within the hotie, town and the City-State; a distinction of stage
which will later be specified by Karl Bucher.

Within the household we have from the beginningrhtural division of labor between, on the one
hand, the male-master and the female-masteredhanbining of these for the perpetuation of the
species through the children and on the other ithsiah of labor between the master-slaveowner and
the mastered-slave, the former having put intoeslathe latter as a result of conquest, a viewpoint
subscribed to by historians and sociologists.

The household endeavors to acquire material goodsmy for life but for the virtuous life and this
the goal aimed at by production, which aims forghl-sufficiency of the household.

Two factors are at work during production, naturd Auman activity (both intellectual and muscular)
as well as various rational methods to confront@tgaand to aquire the means toward the satisfying
of and the remedying of the needs which move huaatinity.

Here Aristotle finds the basic cause of the ecorautivity of man and the explanation of the reason
for the birth of economic science.

MISCELILANEOUS



FuroEconomica
Issue 4(30)/2011 ISSN: 1582-8859

Production, according to the Stagirean, involvethe beginning the creation of the world by the
Gods and then the use of goods by man. The ChudrtheoMiddle Ages was to accept this, the
creation of goods by God and his lending them ta.ma

For the production of economic goods, accordindtistotle, we have the small producer who is
distinguished as follows: a) the intellectual wokiman, free citizen overseeing his property or the
cultivation of his farm, b) the woman-womb produgipeople, c) the slave-tool for the production of
various material goods and services while, d) otm&ducers or free citizens offering services
constitute a special and not so acceptable saaiagjory as not being so noble.

From this we should take into consideration thaSparta, before Aristotle, free citizens were not
allowed to be professional or artisans while inJégweit was impossible for the professional or artis
to accept public office and at one time in Atheihsyas proposed they be categorized in the slave
class.

Aristotle, in these ideas of his always echoegtireeptions of his time which continue to hold sway
up to the Romans who distinguished these occupmatioable (Honestae, Liberales) and ignoble
(Inhonestae, llliberales).

The produced goods were divided up by Aristotle inteative organs (means production) and
practical (means of consumption). The former arevofkinds: inanimate material tools and animated
(slaves). Consequently we have on one hand thegragsroduction, the tool-slave and on the other
the individual — slave who executes the decisidrib@master of the household so that the necessiti
of the family will be met. We note this distinctidor Aristotle was speaking of slave-tool-organ of
production, since in ancient times physical labaswhe basic means of production and the slave wag
considered an object owned by the slaveholder. Meweindependent, of these, according to
Aristotle, we have the division of labor into: a)r&tors and b) Executors, the former taking
precedence over the latter because of its orgamnzdt capacities and here Aristotle anticipates
Cantillon, Quesnay, Lutgot, Say, Sidwick and Malisha

The position of Aristotle, and in general of thecfdic philosophers, opposing physical labor and
wealth-getting is justified in its own time. Firttgecause they were afraid that it would not agsidte
moral reformation of Greek society.

Moreover, let us not forget with what contempt Xginon speaks about coarse labor or how Plato in
his "Laws" (Book IV, 704 B) suggests the establishibof the city-State far from the sea in order to
avoid the vulgar professions conducted on the havkstotle distinguished value-as Smith will do
as also the other classicists and Marx wdlue in useandvalue in exchangd-or each good he says —
these are two kinds of use ... as they are waysionfj@sshoe, inasmuch as even he that barters a snoe
for money or food with the customer that wanrs @esbises it is a shoe, though not for the use proper
to a shoe since shoes have not come into exisfentke use proper to a shoe since shoes have not
come into existence for the purpose of barter» hHsrson through the exchange endeavors to get
something more useful than which he gives andishimcause his aspiration toward the exchange is
called forth by the need which he has for the éésgood for the sake of his selfsufficiency, goods
whose degree of utility predetermines their valddl. is therefore necessary-he says-that all
commodities shall be measured by some standarceasaidl before. And this standard is in reality
demand, which is what holds everything togethecesih men cease to have wants or if their wants
alter, exchange will go on no longer, or will he different lines». Causes of these ideas of his
concerning value, Aristotle is the forerunner af theory of subjective value which had already been
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prepared by Xenophon, who formulated the pointiefwthat only useful and scarce things have
value.

So this is the law of value according to Aristotidnich governs economics angmuoatiotikn.
However, the factor of speculation which comes inkmlth-getting gives a hedonistic form to the
exchange until, as is known, the stronger profithe expense of the weaker. Just as Smith provoked
misunderstanding with his work, the same thing leapp with Aristotle. The Scholastics, during the
Middle Ages, receiving by way of the Arabs the irsian of Aristotelian thought, based themselves
on a value recognized as socially equal (commuestiraatio) and exchanged according to cost or
utility, based on the Christian rule of life.

This social computation, whether concerning utilily concerning cost, would be- valid for the
medieval market. Later between the"2iB" century this just price would be considered by the
mercantilists as subject to fluctuations accordingpower so what the one loses the other gains
(relative surplus value), which for the internaibmarket would mean a commercial tragedy, while
the just price for the physiocrats would be onlgtthrising from free trade. The followers of Smith
will glorify the free competitive market based dretlaw of individual self-interest, maintaining tha
only thus does the just price arise adjusted tdast cost for the individuals and for the socshce

the sum total of this least cost also means thst st for the market. In the international markes
competition will bring about a world-wide distribom of labor for cosmopolitan and at the same time
peaceful society. On the other hand, however, veriddd the fiercest critic of the system, Marx| wil
dispute this fair price since the entire productha labor of the worker does not come to him. And
this doubt will also be put forth by the writers monopolistic competition (J. Robinson, A. Lerner)
stating that the price for the worker does not cidi@ with the marginal cost and through him the 168
marginal natural product becomes larger than thegimal productivity.

An Aristotle also examined the case of the monopBigce he observed that the formulation of price
is influenced by the offerers (the makers) and dbekers (receivers) and that change in demand
basically influences prices, he also maintainetiaharice fluctuates under monopolistic situations.

Aristotle referring to Thaies of Miletus speakstioé inspiration that came to him: he foresaw that
there would be a large crop of olives, so he remtédhe olive presses of Militos and Chios, for

minimal rent, so when the time came for the harlaestould sub-let them to the oil factory owners at
a high price. And as Aristotle says, «Thaies is tiegported to have thus displayed his wisdom, but a
a matter of fact this device of taking an opportyid secure a monopoly is a universal principle of
business».

Here Aristotle, backed by his principles, admires treative spirit of the philosophers and justifie
this monopoly as not having any relation to the Ithegetting one. Continuing, he refers to the
Sicilian speculators on one hand, reiterating etémg about monopolies. «There was a man-says-in
Sicily who used a sum of money deposited with hontoay up all the iron from the iron foundaries,
and afterwards when the dealers came from the tradenters he was the only seller, though he did
not greatly raise the price but all the same heanaagrofit of 100 talents on his capital of 50.d amn

the other hand, siding with the behavior of Diongsithey tyrant of Syracuse, who viewed the act of
speculation as not good for the City-State andddebit. However, Aristotle does not neglect to
emphasize that the monopoly practiced under the &tdte offers revenue and as such is ace ptable.
«for many states need financial aid and modes wmee like those described (he says); just as
household may but in greater degree».
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Aristotle, however, did not simply examine prodantiexchange and the shaping of value by this, but
also the medium of exchange, the currency whicmdidcreep into exchanges during the first stages
of barter in society. Then, however, exchangeseamed and the distances lengthened, so money
gained strength facilitating the exchanges and m&ans of measuring values. These characteristics
of currency are due to its ease of transport, @&syehandling, its symmetry, its portability, its
homogenousness, its distinctness, its divisibditgl the way it can be regulated by law. Henceat is
medium of exchange but not, however, a mediumterstoring up of value, even though it seems to
indicate this idea.

So Aristotle on the one hand opens the way to Hitaled helping him to distinguish stages of natural,
monetary and credit economy while on the other hheddenies money any internal value.
Maintaining that it receive its value from the lawevertheless he does not entirely deny the interna
value of money, allowing for the fact that it doest preserve this value exactly though it has the
tendency to remain stable. Also noteworthy is fhradtotle maintained that this value arises from th
State which thus opens the road to the catalldbtories of modern times as was maintained by
Knapp, Bendixen etc. On that Aristotle says epigratically: «...this is why money is called
'nomisma’ (legal currency) because it does not &iswature but by law (nomos)» ...and «...but at
other times on the contrary it is thought that mpignonsense and entirely a convention but by
nature nothing». «Money, it is true, is liable he tsame fluouation of demand as other commodities,
for its purchasing power varies at different timest it tends to be comparatively constant. Hehee t
proper thing is for all commodities to have theiicps fixed; this will ensure that exchange and
consequently association, shall always be possidtmey then serves as a measure which makes
things commensurable and so reduces them to eguélihere were no exchange there would be no
association, and there can be no exchange withautaliy, and so equality without 169
commensurability. Though therefore it is impossiolethings so different to become commensurable
in a strict sense, our demand furnishes a suffiigieccurate common measure for practical purposes.
There must therefore be some one standard andstliscepted by agreement (which is why it is
called nomisma, customary currency); for such adsted males all things commensurable, since all
things can be measured by money».

Like Xenophon and Aristophanes, Aristotle considbesdemand for currency inelastic. Hence when
he refers to the household economy of the Arististleot worried that the money factor can cause
disturbances.

In the wealth-getting one however, something likat tcould happen and create an anomaly in its
function, because money is established as the &ioramerce (wealth-getting) and of small trade
(momgerscamnior). Indeed wealth is often assumed to consist afaantty of money because money
is the thing with which business and trade are eygul». Trade means the most profitable and the
most secure while Aristotle maintains, as is thaalh-getting is unnatural enrichment and thuss«th
wealth-getting has no limit in respect of its end».

Here Aristotle is the pioneer of the following Mastxtheory that is that the accumulation is seemfr
the dual consideration of the economy by Marx, wherliscerned that in the economy of the simple
production of goods we have C-M-C, with money mgdgain the cycle of goods-goods and that this
developed into the cycle M-C-M, when at the endh&f cycle arises the surplus value M-C-M-M'.
Indeed, Marx paid attention to this side of Arist@atn thought.
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Based on these ideas of his concerning currencstdile examined the institution of interest and was
of the opinion that money is by nature unproductind is used only as a medium of exchange toward
the satisfaction of the needs of the consumer énpilvchase of goods and as such the «taking of
interest is not natural», «so that (he Says) thimfof business of getting wealth is of all forrhe t
most contrary to nature». Leading at interest abw@nstitutes, after trade the second kind of \ealt
getting, and it illicitty augments wealth whichnst the supreme product which we seek to acquire.
Thus Aristotle proved superior to his teacher beedelato finally allowed that in the case whereby
someone wishes to buy an object and does not pay vigthin a year he should pay interest of one
obol a month for "every drachma owed".

And the Fathers of the Medieval Church, were tanfleenced by Aristotle and would condemn the
charging of interest, but when the idea of «Nullllgistianous debet esse mercator» was abandoned
then interest would become accepted even if sgcugitier this the Church had collected interest.
Anyway, Luther did not accept the chargin of ingtr@nd only Calvin would justify it.

A third kind of wealth-getting, according to Arigli® is the exploitation of timber products and the
minerals beneath the earth, and to this categsoylalongs paid labor.

The ancient Greeks were primarily interested irarsadl labor. Because despite the slave-owning
establishment there were a minimal number of fab®ders and clerks although they usually existed
without a contract for payment of work; there weaa labor market with town criers which played
the role of xkemployment agencies».

Aristotle examines the problem of payment for lalwor the one hand for slave labor and on the other
for freely offered labor. Generally, according tanhthere is a difference of compensation because170
otherwise the crafts would have disappeared.

But why did Aristotle correlate physical labor wittealth-getting? Because when the purchaser of
labor hired someone he had in view the acquisitibprofit, or during the bargain the one offering
labor sold it at a price lower than its value sat tine one who hired got rich?

From the texts of Aristotle the latter suppositisnexcluded, the former, however, has some basis
since he who sold his own labor in order to procheemeans of life was not able to aquire anything
beyond those means or to speculate. Consequeritlylgg@or means only being hired out for the
aquisition of wealth through service.

The labor of the artisan, who plans on enrichingdsilf, is included under wealth-getting because it
has no relation to virtue and is vulgar, and hasefation with the mind. And only agriculture, the
fundamental form of ownership was held to be aatsptby Aristotle at that time even though he did
not consider it appropriate for the developmentidfie and for political acts. Anyway, according to
Aristotle, the various professions were necessacgaise they helped toward self-sufficiency.

Aristotle also first spoke about the substitutidrthe factors of production and especially of labou
via capital, demonstrating the significance of ttansference of craftsmanship from the animate to
the inaminate tools, also emphasized the signifieanf the place an enterprise was founded, the
professional orientation and the most profit - mgkiype of enterprise.

Also, Aristotle starting from constancyvferéyein), that is, the process which progressively leads t
perfection through the energy and action existingthie inner structure, spoke of economic
development and the just distribution of wealth, velgich the City-State was able to secure its
prosperity, thus becoming the pioneer of the "welfaconomics. Furthermore, the economics of
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today who support esogenip will base their ideasarstancy also referred to as "constants" seeking
in the inner structure of the system the inlyingergly and action. Furthmorer he based this

development on the social balance of the City-State determined that the regime suited th this
could not be that of common ownership. And on thibject he employed criticism against Plato,

Thaleus of Chalkidonis and Hippodamos of Mylitos.

Aristotle examined ownership either as common ogimerof the land or the product or ownership of
both the land and the product. Because the commmermship of the land would create problems in
relation to the compensation of each one accorttingpis contribution to the production of its
products, generally the owners of common goods evoubre frequently come into collision with
each other, more that is that the citizens whodegiérate interests.

So under the system of common ownership the peojie's would become unbearable and the result
of the living together would be negative becauseoitild resemble musical harmony with unison of a
rhythm with a single foot. "And it is just -he says state not only all the evils that men will éolsy
adopting communism, but also all the good thingst life in such circumstances is seen to be utterly
impossible... just as if one turned a harmony intmigon or a rhythm into a single foot". At the same
time human faults would appear while human joys ldalisappear.

However, it is true, Aristotle suggests, that tlse of ownership contributes to the interests ohatl

is as advantageous as common ownership. For itpatisess the merit of both systems, by which |
mean the advantage of property being common anddhentage of its being private". The equality
will succeed when the necessary compensation engiv the one who surpasses the others and who
is worth it.

Thus Aristotle endeavors to find the middle roadwtich the wealth of the citizens of the City-$tat
will be apportioned according to a manner whichledes social polarity due to the differentiation of
property, taking into account at the same timeethirety of its citizens. Because for a City-State
the saved all its members must desire its existaara the preservation. When, however, the
population seeks to overthrow this desirable caolithen to avoid the disturbance of the social
balance on behalf of the prosperity of the Cityt&tamigration must be adopted. In this Aristotle
agrees with the point of view of his teacher Plattending his influence up to modern times.

Furthermore, on behalf of social balance Aristptlesents us with the need of regulating the income,
which will bring about corresponding changes inital thought, because the powerful are
indifferent to truth and justice while the poor derd for themselves equality and justice. Here is he
given the opportunity to emphasize the significarafe agriculture to which people dedicate
themselves for the necessities of life, not comgrthe property of others.

Aristotle proceeding with the formulation of hieak determined that a flourishing city-state ndy on
that which sustained a large population which heepted as necessary, but that which sustained a
harmonious correspondence between the extent démldeor other natural resources and the number
of citizens. The natural ciroustances needed exttedixploitation, because the City-State is najdar

or small by reason of the number of inhabitantsthuteason of its strength which coincides with
self-sufficiency. "It follows that the lowest limfor the existence of a state is when it consi$ta o
population that reaches the minimum number thaeisufficient for the purpose of living the good
life after the manner of a political community"”.

Aristotle characteristically says: "Very much there holds about its territory. As to the question
what particular kind of land it ought to have,stdlear that everybody would command that which is
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most self-sufficing (and such is necessary thathibears every sort of produce, for self-sufficienc
means having a supply of everything and leakingping) in extent and magnitude; the land ought to
be of a size that will enable the inhabitants te la life of liberal and at the same time temperate
leisure”. Thus self-sufficiency and prosperity Hre final aims of the City-state, as Plato mairgdin
elsewhere. And Plato, as is known, in the "Repulsicaight for the City-State to be situated far from
the sea, in order to avoid trade and small comm@teeniog) and the vulgar behavior accompanying
it thus creating a climate of opposition to pohily just government, because frequent
communication with strangers would bring aboutrth@fluence on the laws in force etc.

Aristotle, however, did not go along with this distion, observing that being in the neighborhoéd o
the sea would be useful to the City-state and dloerhust not be ignored that, "the merchant marine
along with naval power made the state more powerfuid because the City-State would be able to
get defensive help from land and the sea and &sause it could procure the necessary goods which
might be lacking and export the excess. "And thgartation of commodities that they do not happen
to have in their own country and the export of tlseirplus products are things indispensable; fer th
state ought to engage in commerce for its ownestebut not for the interest of the foreigner. jeo
that throw open their market for the world do sotfe sake of revenue, but a state that is natke t
part in that of profit-making need not possesseacommercial port".

Though wealth must constitute the strength of tig-State it must also be accompanied by virtue.
And it is only the joining of wealth and virtue vehi gives to economics the character of moral
science, a point of Aristotelian thought which ke Professor Dertilis justly emphasized.

These are here the economic ideas of Aristotle iwlomnsidered to be the only one who penetrated
also so deeply into the material organization eflite of man. 172
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