
AP Seminar Summer Assignment (2023-2024)     IMG Academy 

 

Directions: The purpose of the summer assignment is to determine your ability to succeed in A.P. 

Seminar, and attention to detail and timely follow-through will be critical to flourish in this course. 

There are 5 total tasks you need to complete before the 1st day of fall classes. The total points possible 

are 100 assessment points.  Each step will be graded separately and collectively weighed to achieve the 

final score.  Assignments not completed on time will not be accepted.   

Please make sure to read the instructions closely as deviations from them will result in a lower grade. I 

have highlighted, bold faced, italicized, and underlined as necessary to emphasize the required details. 

Tasks should be completed in sequenced order as they appear.  

Lastly, when you have completed all steps, email me at Omar.guevara@img.education with the 

following five (5) necessary attachments: Your #PRO SE essay, your #MAPMASTERY, your #ARISTOTLE 

FRQ, your #UTOPIA DBQ, and your #OPIS MUTINY roleplay piece. 

Once you have completed all the tasks, congratulations!  Please have a safe and joyous summer. 

 

 

 

1.  Please compose a PRO SE justification of your preparedness to succeed in AP Seminar. (“Pro se” is 

Latin for “in one's own behalf.”) Please organize your argument in a five-paragraph essay organized 

around three central ideas:  Your classroom professionalism, your success in previous academic courses, 

and your willingness to work with others in small teams to produce quality group work.  In addition: The 

minimum word count is 500, the font must be in Times New Roman (11-point font).  (20% of Total 

Grade).   
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2.  Map Mastery         (20% of Total Score) 

Use the key and the map to answer the map mastery questions. 

Use this link to make the map bigger and easier to zoom into: 

http://www.columbia.edu/itc/mealac/pritchett/00maplinks/early/alexander/journeysmax.jpg  

 

 

 

 

1.  Alexander’s Empire conquered the seven seas.  Please identify them. 

 

 

2.  Describe the geographic terrain and movements of Alexander’s armies as they moved East. 

 

 

3.  Which major battles were won by Alexander’s armies in Asia Minor?  Identify three of each. 

http://www.columbia.edu/itc/mealac/pritchett/00maplinks/early/alexander/journeysmax.jpg


 

 

4.  Identify the major cities connected by the Persian Royal Road.  Why didn’t Alexander’s army just 

march down it? 

 

 

5.  What does the map suggest about the importance of Egypt?  Be specific about the details on the 

map. 

 

 

6.  Identify three mountain passes in immediate proximity to three major battles.  Why do you think this 

pattern of proximity exists? 

 

 

7.  Identify three significant sieges of conquered cities.  Based on the total number of marked 

Macedonian victories, did siege warfare play a primary role in Alexander’s military strategies? 

 

 

8.  Use the map to describe Alexander’s campaigns in India.  When was he there?  What cities were 

founded?  What geographic barriers kept him from marching his armies further eastward? 

 

 

9.  Identify at least three cities founded by Alexander that are east of Kavir desert. 

 

 

 

10.  Why did Alexander not conquer Rome?  Use the map to make your answer compelling. 

 

 

 



3.  Please actively read the following think piece on ARISTOTLE’S approach to persuasion.  An active 

read is one in which there is visible evidence of the student’s cognitively processing of the text.  Your 

first read of any text should be contemplative and open, taking special care to focus on identifying detail 

and clearly understanding the author’s intended meaning. When done with your active read, answer the 

Free Response Questions. (20% of Total Grade). 

FULL LINK:  https://classicalwisdom.com/philosophy/aristotle/aristotles-rhetoric-the-philosophy-of-

persuasion/  

In this life, whether you are a philosopher or not, you will need to know how to persuade people. 

Aristotle tells us as much within his work on rhetoric, aptly titled Rhetoric. 

This was one of old Artie’s books that I only glossed over in my formative years. Depending on whom 

you read in your introductory to philosophy class as an undergrad, you might be of the belief that 

philosophy and rhetoric are mutually exclusive. They are as incompatible as cats and dogs, cops and 

robbers, Giants and Jets fans. You get the picture. 

Plato was one such chap who despised rhetoric. He describes it, not as an art form, but as “a type of 

flattery”, within his dialogue Gorgias. 

Plato’s distaste for rhetoric is perhaps not surprising. The rock stars of rhetoric during the age of classical 

Greece would have been the Sophists, the ancient equivalent of personal injury attorneys. 

The Sophists were a series of wandering lecturers, skilled rhetoricians who would happily use their 

abilities to argue on behalf of anybody or any cause, so long as the price was right. Plato viewed them as 

the anti-philosophers. They did not care for objective truth or wisdom, only in convincing others through 

dubious and questionable means. To Plato, the Sophists, as well as rhetoric in general, was something of 

a disease that infected the minds of citizens and distracted them from the noble pursuits of philosophy. 

Aristotle, on the other hand, was a bit more realistic about the state of human nature. He did espouse 

that through contemplation and rigorous study, we could come to an understanding of that which is 

virtuous and noble. However, it does little good if we are unable to convince others to believe us! 

Rhetoric then becomes something of a necessary evil, a means to convince people who don’t already 

agree with us about the virtuous and noble lessons that we discover through philosophical 

contemplation. 

Aristotle also makes the claim that rhetoric is not only essential to the field of philosophy, but to every 

other field of study as well. For in medicine it is crucial for the physician to persuade his patients to 

pursue the proper habits for health. A political scientist must be skilled in rhetoric so he can convince 

the lawmakers to enact laws that are beneficial for the polis. This goes for all crafts and art forms, 

Aristotle says. 

Rhetoric, additionally, is also a means of defense for us. Just as we must be physically fit and strong in 

order to protect ourselves form physical violence, we must also be skilled rhetoricians so as to defend 

ourselves against discourse aimed at harming our reputation. 

In short, the stakes are actually pretty high. So, what is rhetoric and how do we be better at it? 

https://classicalwisdom.com/philosophy/aristotle/aristotles-rhetoric-the-philosophy-of-persuasion/
https://classicalwisdom.com/philosophy/aristotle/aristotles-rhetoric-the-philosophy-of-persuasion/
https://classicalwisdom.com/philosophy/socrates-plato/say/
https://classicalwisdom.com/philosophy/argue-like-philosopher/
https://classicalwisdom.com/greek_books/politics-by-aristotle-book-i/


Rhetoric, Aristotle says, is in many ways similar to dialectic, or philosophical argumentation. It can be 

said that both rhetoric and dialectic are concerned with answering questions that are the concern of 

everybody. Both practices can be applied to any topic, and both are incredibly useful. 

Dialectic, however, is more clinical while rhetoric, out of necessity, is more emotional. Dialectic demands 

that we arrive at a conclusion by virtue of the plausibility of the argument. Rhetoric, however, cares only 

that we arrive in close proximity to the truth by any means necessary. Dialectic, therefore, is the best 

method for teaching, while rhetoric is used as an art form for getting people to agree with you. 

Pivoting momentarily, we can see the difference between dialectic and rhetoric within Plato’s The 

Apology. Within the dialogue, Socrates, the father of Western philosophy, is defending himself in court 

against charges of impiety and corrupting the youth. 

Rather than make use of the tools of rhetoric, Socrates leans heavily on what we might consider a 

philosophical, or scientific argument to make his case. He does not appeal to the emotions of the crowd. 

He does not parade his children before the jurors. He does not flatter or appeal to the emotional 

proclivities of his jurors. 

Socrates is interested in convincing others of his position via the merits of his arguments. He has his own 

reasons for this. As a man who championed wisdom and understanding above all, it would have been 

slightly hypercritical for him to make use of rhetoric, which relies heavily on emotional appeals, to win 

his case. 

Still, it might have been in the best interest of the philosopher to utilize some of rhetorician’s tools. 

Socrates’ dispassionate argument is insufficient. He is found guilty and subsequently shuffled off of this 

mortal coil. 

But now back to Aristotle. 

A good persuasive argument often appeals to commonly held beliefs. Depending on your opinion on the 

state of humanity, this might be a very bad thing indeed. However, Aristotle is insistent that human 

beings have a tendency to lean towards truth and that they mostly arrive at truth on their own. 

Appealing to popular beliefs, therefore, will often land us in close proximity to the truth. 

“Moreover human beings have a sufficient natural tendency toward what is true, and they mostly reach 

the truth. Hence the one who is good at aiming at the truth is also the one who is good at aiming at what 

is commonly believed.” –Aristotle (Rhetoric) 

To craft a good persuasive argument, we must consider three things. 

1. The character of the speaker 
2. The condition of the listener 
3. The strength and plausibility of the argument itself 

The character of the speaker is defined by the speaker’s intelligence, virtue, and goodwill. An intelligent, 

virtuous man will be deserving of confidence, and he will inspire confidence quickly within the listeners. 

While Aristotle is speaking of virtue within the context of making a persuasive argument, this small bit of 

information also supplements Aristotle’s ethical philosophy. Namely that the best life is one that actively 

expresses virtue. 



We must also consider the condition of the listener in order to craft a persuasive argument. We must 

recognize and soothe people’s fears. We must identify the emotional side of the argument. Is 

somebody’s pride on the line? Are they feeling embarrassed? Are they fearful that retracting their 

position will make them look weak? 

We must recognize and acknowledge these possibilities and edge around them accordingly if we hope to 

be persuasive. We must also recognize that people’s attention spans are notoriously short! Consider 

inserting witty remarks within your argument to grab people’s attention. I like to consider myself a good 

student of Aristotle in this regard. 

How many philosophers does it take to screw in a light bulb?  

Four- one to screw in the light bulb and three others to say “Most assuredly Socrates!” “Excellent 

point Socrates!” “I believe you are correct Socrates!” 

Finally, a good persuasive argument must still lean heavily upon the same rules that make a good 

philosophical, or scientific, argument. 

Identify premises that are true and demonstrable. Construct these premises in such a way so that they 

naturally support a final, previously unknown supposition that we call a conclusion. 

Ask yourself, “Are my premises plausible?” “Do they naturally follow and support the conclusion?” “Are 

their any lapses in my logic that could leave room for implausibility?” 

Aristotle’s insistence that a good persuasive argument must still be founded upon a good logical 

argument is demonstrative of his idea of rhetoric in general. Rhetoric is not some unwieldy weapon that 

we can use for our personal glory or interest. 

The sophists were guilty of such a crime. They used a bastardization of rhetoric to convince people of a 

position no matter the truth-value contained within that position. They were self-serving in this regard 

and were subsequently damaging the souls of their fellow citizens. 

It is likely that Aristotle had it in his mind to combat such dangers when he laid out his philosophy of 

rhetoric. He wanted to equip thoughtful, serious, well-intentioned people with the intellectual 

ammunition that would allow them to cut through the infuriating malarkey of public debate. 

He was something of a realist in this regard. He recognized the infuriating tendency for convenient 

nonsense to win out over logical arguments, and he set about to discover a way to correct such an 

injustice. 

The reason I find Aristotle’s Rhetoric to be of such interest is because he wrote on the topic not for his 

own curiosity or even for the sake of knowledge itself. In many ways Rhetoric is very much a public 

service announcement. It is the philosopher’s attempt to better humanity by equipping us with the tools 

to guide our fellow man away from ignorance, away from prejudice, and toward the light of 

understanding. 

 

 

 

https://classicalwisdom.com/philosophy/ancient-sophistry-the-car-salesman/


FRQ:   In no less than 500 words, please describe: 

 

Why Aristotle was concerned about the practice of persuasion (rhetoric). 

Why Aristotle would advance argument (forensics) as a superior method for public discourse. 

How Aristotle would distinguish good arguments from bad arguments.    

 

Make sure in your response to base your answer on the details and specifics of the text.  Use at 

least one verbatim quotation from the author per answer. I recommend a three-part paragraph 

structure to order your thoughts and to maximize the expression of thought. 

 

 

Your Response: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4.  Please actively read the following conference publication on the Greek Concept of UTOPIA.  Answer 

the DBQ questions in no less than five full and complete sentences. (20% of total grade). 

 

FULL LINK: https://brewminate.com/aristotles-ideal-regime-as-utopia/  

 

Dr. Steven Thomason 
Assistant Professor of Political Science 
Ouachita Baptist University 
Presentations and Lectures 6 (3-2016) 
 
Presented at the Southwest Political Science Conference, Las Vegas, March 2016 
 
Although Aristotle’s ideal regime discussed in books seven and eight of his Politics seems much more 
feasible and less utopian than the regime outlined in Plato’s Republic, a few scholars have questioned its 
feasibility in light of the real world demands of politics. Similarly, I argue that carefully considered his 
ideal regime turns-out not to be feasible or a practical recommendation for politics, but rather a thought 
experiment like Plato’s Republic meant to show the limitations of what is politically achievable. I do so by 
comparing his ideal regime to his prior discussions of democracy in the earlier books of the Politics and in 
particular what he considered the best type of democracy. 
 
Scholars have indicated problems with Aristotle’s ideal regime discussed in books seven and eight of 
his Politics. It requires conventional slavery, which Aristotle had earlier argued is unjust. It seeks self-
sufficiency but ultimately still needs other cities. It is unclear whether it allows for philosophy, or how 
many, if any, of its citizens would be philosophers. Due to such short-comings, some scholars have 
suggested that the city, despite its seeming real plausibility compared to Plato’s Republic, is ultimately 
just as utopian, i.e. very improbable that it could come into being and equally improbable that it could 
be sustained very long if it did. Mary Nichols, for example, argues that “its full flourishing is impossible” 
due largely to the unresolvable tension between political rule and despotism.[1] 
 
I will also argue that the city is a utopia. Despite the fact that Aristotle makes more concessions to the 
practical demands of politics and necessity, when thought through there are simply too many problems 
to make its sustainability plausible even in the unlikely circumstance that it did come into being in the 
first place. Thus, like Plato’s Republic, in the final analysis, it is a sort of thought experiment meant to 
show the limitations of what can be achieved, or hoped for, in politics. I will make this argument by 
comparing the ideal regime to Aristotle’s discussion of democracy, which, as far as I am aware, no 
scholar has systematically undertaken. I think this is the best way to approach the argument, because, in 
a sense, Aristotle’s ideal regime is an ideal democracy. Also, although not pro-democratic per se, there 
is, arguably, a tacit preference of a sort in the Politics for democracy of some kind despite its problems. 
 
I will begin by saying something about Aristotle’s discussion of democracy in general and then his 
explicit discussion of it in book six. Despite Aristotle’s subsequent discussion of democracy in 
the Politics, his first explicit mention of it in book two does not seem very favorable. There Athens does 
not come to light as one of the cities he considers to be best governed at the present time. Surprisingly, 
the best governed city turns out to be the barbarian city of Carthage, which does not much resemble a 
democracy (1272b25-42).[2] The other two well governed cities Aristotle discusses, Sparta and Crete, 

https://brewminate.com/aristotles-ideal-regime-as-utopia/
https://www.obu.edu/


also are not very democratic. Consequently, the first impression we get is that democracy is not a well 
governed regime. It is too volatile and susceptible of internal change in contrast to Carthage, which 
merits his praise chiefly due to its stability. However, is Aristotle’s reserve about Athens, his absence of 
praise, really a tacit criticism of democracy as such? I do not think so. 
 
Athens was an aristocratic democracy and not, at least by Aristotle’s day, what he considered a healthy 
democracy. In fact, he later indicates that present day Athens is what he understands as one of the least 
desirable types of democracy (1298b28ff).[3] Athens was no longer the austere polis of Marathonian 
virtue, the city of Aeschylus’ youth. Owing to the advent of a formidable navy, the once austere city had 
become more like the feverish city that Glaucon desires in Plato’s Republic (372e). Despite his reticence 
about early Athens, the Athens that emerged after Solon’s innovations and particularly after 
Peisistratus’ tyranny (Athenian Constitution XIII-XV), it is likely that Aristotle’s judgment of that early 
Athens was favorable and very similar to the democracy that he later describes as the best (1318b6).[4] 

Aristotle next discusses democracy in book three in his discussion of citizenship. What is a citizen is 
disputed from city to city: what is a citizen in a democracy will not be the same as in an oligarchy 
(1275a4). Nonetheless, Aristotle goes on to seek the citizen in an unqualified sense. He concludes, “The 
citizen, simply, is determined by no other thing than having a share in decision and office (1275a22-
24).”[5] From this Aristotle defines a citizen as those “for whom there is the means to have a share in a 
legislative (bouleutikēs) office (1275b16-18).”[6] In this way, Aristotle implies a first, tentative definition 
of democracy: a regime in which all the citizens “have a share in legislative office.” 

Why would this tentative idea of a city, and form of government, be more just than others? From the 
argument made in the opening of the Politics, it best fulfills our political nature. What separates us from 
the rest of the animals, Aristotle argues, is our capacity for reason/speech (logos) (1253a10-15). This 
capacity allows and facilitates discussion of what is useful and harmful and just and unjust. Discussion 
and practice of these things brings the polis into being. It is some sort of agreement about these things, 
i.e. the just and the unjust, noble and shameful, etc., that makes a polis a polis as opposed to simply an 
alliance of some sort (1280a31-37). Therefore, that polis is best which most actualizes this potential in 
citizens: best or most just by nature, because it best completes human nature. In order for there to be 
agreement, there must be discussion and participation among the citizens. Therefore, democracy, of 
some kind, is the best type of regime by nature. 

Aristotle’s next remarks on democracy occur in book four in his analysis of different types of regimes or 
what makes regimes differ. There he gives a delineation of six pure or unmixed regimes: three good and 
three deviant. Now, it comes to light that there are, in fact, two different types of democracy: one good, 
which promotes the common good, and another which is deviant and seeks primarily the interest of the 
ruling element. The correct (orthos) one Aristotle calls politeia and the deviant (parekbasis) is called 
democracy (1289a28-30). Politeia is the Greek word for the form of a city, i.e. regime or constitution.[7] 
It makes sense to the extent that democracy is the form of government that best fulfills the nature of 
what a city should be, as explained above, and thus would have a name derived from polis: it has the 
greatest or fullest degree of cityness (politeia) owing to the fact that all its citizens participate in the city 
and exercise their capacity for reason (speech) and virtue. 

Democracy, on the other hand, makes sense as the name of the deviant type. Demos means people, but 
it can have a pejorative connation (and usually does for Plato and Aristotle) so as to imply the rabble or 



hoi polloi. Kratia means power. Therefore, “democracy” suggests rule by majority will or passion for 
partisan or self-interest as opposed to deliberation about the common good. However, of the deviant 
types of regimes, democracy, Aristotle argues, is the least bad or “most moderate” (1289b4). It is the 
most stable of the deviant types, and also presumably the easiest to reform in the direction of a good 
type of regime directed to the common good. Also, it is the least removed from the good form of 
government of which it is the deviant. Consequently, there is a fine line between the two and perhaps 
much easier to confuse the one for the other than monarchy for despotism. 

Aristotle turns to a detailed discussion of democracy in book six. Along with oligarchy, democracy is the 
most extensively discussed type of regime in the Politics. This would seem to be for a couple of reasons. 
First, as I have argued, some type of democracy is the best sort of regime by nature. Second, as cities 
become larger they tend to become more democratic. Aristotle doubts whether a very large city could 
be anything but democratic for very long (1286b20-22). Finally, all actual democracies have some 
element of oligarchy or hierarchy. A pure democracy is not practically workable. 

Aristotle begins by noting three things that account for different types of democracy. First and most 
important is the character of the people, e.g. whether it is a farming community, seafaring community, 
ethnically homogenous or diverse population, etc. (1317a23). Second, is the number and types of offices 
(1317a28). This has an influence, but should not be unduly considered. It is the character of the 
multitude, according to Aristotle, that by and large determines the types of offices and institutions not 
the other way around even though citizens of democracies often confuse cause and effect thinking that 
it is their constitution and institutions that make them a democracy.[8] Finally, there is the degree to 
which it is a mixed regime, has characteristics of other types of regimes, which is discussed at various 
places in the Politics.[9] Aristotle discusses mixed regimes at length, because most all actual regimes are 
mixed to some degree. Also, mixed regimes are generally more stable than pure ones. 

The type of multitude that makes for the best democracy is a farming multitude of common language, 
ancestry, and ancient or long standing mores and tradition (1318b8- 12). Common language and 
ancestry reduces faction, which is one of the chief dangers in a democratic regime, and makes the 
citizens more inclined to identify with and care about one another.[10] This creates like- mindedness 
(homonoia), which Aristotle argues should be a primary goal of legislators and statesmen in the Ethics 
(1155a25). Not only does it reduce faction, but it is instrumental, if not essential, for directing citizens to 
the common good as opposed to private distractions and self-interest. 

Mores rooted in tradition are better than written constitutions (1287b4-6). They are more likely to be 
followed, because they have been long engrained through habituation and citizens do not even think of 
questioning them.[11] Consequently, it is often detrimental to change customs even if they are bad, 
because the power of custom and law resides more in habit than reason.[12] 

Farmers make good citizens for several reasons. First, they are rooted to the land for their sustenance 
and therefore more dedicated to it than those who do not depend on the land. This means they are 
more willing to fight and die for it. In the Ethics Aristotle notes that mercenary soldiers are more skilled 
than militias. However, ultimately militias taken from the citizens are better, because they are willing to 
stand their ground and die if necessary in defense of their country whereas mercenaries run when it 
becomes clear that they are losing and in danger (1116b15-23). Second, because they are rooted to the 
land they are more mindful of their neighbors and the well-being of their community. The work farmers 



do keeps them healthy and moderate (sophrosyne) (1318b14-15). Farmers are relatively self-sufficient, 
not dependent on others for their livelihood, but their way of life does not create much wealth 
(1318b12). This is advantageous because it creates a sort of natural equality in terms of property, which 
is a condition necessary for democracy. This remedies problems that occur from having to establish and 
maintain equality, a middle class or middling element, through laws and institutions.[13] 

Thus, farmers are ruggedly independent, but not arrogant. They mind their own business, but cannot be 
pushed around.[14] Farming is time consuming and farms are outside the city. This means farmers do 
not have much time for politics. They are content with limited participation: voting and veto power of a 
sort (1318b20-21). This is good for three reasons. First, it helps control factions. Idle hands are the devils 
workshop. The more time people have to become politically active the more factions develop in the city. 
Second, although most citizens will have the means for a degree of liberal education, few have 
phronēsis (prudence or political wisdom), the virtue that enables one to understand how to bring about 
the common good in different situations (Ethics 1141b12-20). It is therefore good that most will not 
desire much share in office and political power, since they will lack the skill to govern well. Finally, 
wealth tends to translate into luxury and vice, which corrupt civic responsibilities. Aristotle remarks that 
farmers, unlike many other professions, tend to enjoy their work (1318b14). This combined with the fact 
that they do not make much extra income makes them less likely to adopt vices that are harmful to 
themselves and the city. 
 
Finally, and this is the most subtle but arguably most important aspect of an agrarian society: it is by 
nature politically moderate.[15] Unlike occupations in cities, farming is precarious. It is subject to nature 
and chance in ways that technical skills like ship-building, shoe-making, and carpentry are not: the 
weather, the condition of the soil, insects, disease, etc. This means farmers are less likely to be deluded 
or mislead by the power of reason and technical know-how to control politics. They are more likely to 
think of politics as an art like farming than an art like shoemaking, i.e. an art in which human skill and 
reason exercise some influence, but there remains much beyond human control unlike shoemaking 
where the artisan is in almost complete control of the product from start to finish. In sum, men who 
have an intimate knowledge of the earth tend to have far fewer illusions about man’s ability to control 
nature (both human and nonhuman) than those who “conquer” the world by means of manual craft or 
abstract thought. 

This means farmers are by their nature leery of change and more rooted in tradition. Per Aristotle’s 
discussion of law, as mentioned, this is good, because laws and political stability in general are largely 
due to habit and tradition. Innovation is dangerous because it tends to disrupt mores.[16] Further, 
Aristotle suggests that human nature itself inclines us to desire change even when it is for the worse 
(Ethics 1154b28-32). Because of the nature of freedom and power of the majority in democracies, 
democracies are especially prone to change more so than other types of regimes. This means the best 
democracy will be the one that is least prone to change by its nature and does not need specific laws 
and institutions to try to limit and slow change, e.g. checks and balances, separation of powers. 
 
A second type of multitude that produces a good or stable democracy, but not quite as good as farmers, 
is a ranching community. Ranchers have many of the same virtues as farmers. For example, their work 
makes them particularly fit for military service (1319a23-24) and does not incline them to the hubris of 
technical laborers. However, it differs from farming in two respects. First, ranchers are not as rooted to 
the land: ranching is like a moving farm (1256a34). Thus, they are not as tied to, therefore concerned 
about, particular communities and neighbors. Second, ranching has more potential to create wealth and 



therefore a greater tendency towards oligarchy. Horse breeding is more characteristic of ranches, and 
owning horses is characteristic of aristocrats. Extra wealth translates into luxuries, which erode virtue 
and result in unnecessary and potentially detrimental (both to oneself and the city) vices.[17] Further, as 
mentioned, wealth tends to make citizens arrogant (Rhetoric 1384a3-7) and also gives them more 
leisure to participate in politics as opposed to minding their own business like farmers. Thus, large 
ranching communities tend to transform into oligarchies unless there are laws and mores that inhibit 
this tendency. 

After discussing these two good or stable types of democracy, Aristotle discusses two deviant forms of 
democracy. The first is a commercial multitude: the majority of citizens no longer earn their living from 
farming but move to the city and become wage earners.[18] This way of life loses the virtues of farming. 
First, the work is not as intrinsically pleasant or satisfying as farming: Aristotle, to some extent, 
anticipates Marx’s theory of alienation of labor. Second, their labor is not as time consuming as farming 
and there is potential for greater profit. These factors make them more likely to adopt vices: they have 
the extra time, money, and are looking for distractions from their work, which they have easy access to 
because they live in the city. This makes them more intrinsically restless. 

Combine this with the fact that most will engage in technical professions that lack the moderation of 
farming. They will be more inclined to believe in progress, since technical skills are always advancing. 
Consequently, they tend to believe similar progress can be made in politics, that human reason and 
ingenuity can control politics beyond what may be prudent and practically feasible: city dwellers are 
politically progressive, more inclined and eager for change. This progressive demeanor has a tendency 
to overturn mores and lead to the final type of democracy. However, as long as mores remain relatively 
unchanged and the population of a common language and ancestry, there will still be some sense of a 
common good and devotion to it. 

Nonetheless, it seems difficult, if not impossible, to stop a commercial democracy from changing into 
what Aristotle calls a final or ultimate democracy, which is the most precarious or unstable type 
(1319b1-30), in the long run. This occurs due to the increasing population of a commercial democracy 
and the continual demand for greater profits and more affluence. This stems from the nature of 
commercial democracy itself, as mentioned, i.e. a way of life that is not intrinsically pleasant pursued as 
a means to an end, not a way of life or end in itself. Citizens seek fulfillment in recreation, which 
requires more and more money. Citizenry expands to include foreigners as new markets are sought for 
goods. Requirements for citizenship are lowered to admit more and more people (1319b8-10). At the 
extreme, the criterion of citizenship breaks down, foreigners and natives alike are given equal rights.[19] 

The population becomes more diverse, which creates more faction and eventually dissolves a sense of 
common good. Rapidly changing mores disrupt civic responsibility and family life. There is no longer 
order in the household (1319b28-29). Eventually, the native population declines, because citizens forego 
having children to spend their money on themselves.[20] Aristotle goes so far as to describe this final 
type of democracy as a tyranny (1292a17-18).[21] Let me turn now to Aristotle’s ideal regime and see 
how it compares with what he has said about democracy. 

It is debatable whether “the regime we would pray for”, or Aristotle’s best city, discussed in books seven 
and eight is more like a democracy or an aristocracy. On the one hand, citizenship is very restricted. On 
the other hand, all the citizens do take turns ruling and being ruled. Scholars considering it an 



aristocracy point to the restricted nature of citizenship and the city’s dependence upon servants and 
skilled laborers (banausoi) who are not themselves citizens.[22] However, by Aristotle’s own definition 
of democracy, it nonetheless is principally democratic, since the servants are not technically part of the 
city. Further, regardless of wealth or family lineage “all citizens have the same chance of being allotted 
high or low office.”[23] 

Nonetheless, despite its democratic features, it is at first surprising how different it is from the best type 
of democracy discussed in book six. Yet, when carefully compared to the farming democracy, I think it 
proves to be more similar to it than other types of regimes Aristotle discussed. Still, by considering how 
different it is, we see its problems and ultimate unfeasibility. 

In a sense Aristotle accentuates the positive features of the farming democracy and seems, at first, to 
negate the negative aspects by making it aristocratic. All citizens are exempted from toil so as to devote 
themselves wholly to moral virtue, the condition and character necessary for ruling and being ruled in 
turn. The virtues that a farming way of life instilled in citizens are replaced by a rigorous civic education 
with great attention and emphasis given to the liberal arts, particularly music.[24] This substitution has 
two goals. In part, the intention of this education is greater homonoia (like-mindedness), which Aristotle 
says in the Ethics should be the chief goal of legislators, than that which farming brought about. This 
homonoia goes beyond the sake of the necessary: reducing faction and maintaining regime stability. It 
seeks, rather, to reconcile, as much as is possible at any rate, the tension between the private good and 
the public good, the good of the city and good of the individual. Consequently, this city will be more 
socialist than the farming democracy. While still owning private property, they will largely share it with 
each other, something made easier since the citizens in general will be wealthier and less needy than 
the farmers of a farming democracy. The ideal regime seeks much more than the agrarian democracy to 
make the good person and good citizen one and the same, since, as Davis argues, “Good farmers do not 
make good men”, despite what virtues they have. 

The second and more important goal is to introduce an element of contemplative virtue in the form of 
music and poetry, which was absent from the farming life. This seems to be the main problem with 
farming and the farming democracy if one considers it in light of the Nicomachean Ethics: it did not 
allow the leisure and wealth necessary for the contemplative life, philosophy in particular, Aristotle 
concludes is the best at the end of the Nicomachean Ethics. Philosophy and the contemplative arts come 
to fruition in commercial, Periclean Athens. 

The problem, however, is that the contemplative life, particularly the life of the philosopher, is not 
simply compatible, but, in fact, somewhat at odds, with the life devoted to the good of the city and civic 
duty, a problem that comes starkly to light in the Republic when Glaucon baulks that it is most unjust to 
force the philosophers, the best of the citizens, to go back into the cave and rule (519d). The virtue of 
the philosopher or the virtue that constitutes the most happy life is not explicitly political but more of a 
private nature. It is the more or less solitary activity of contemplation, shared, perhaps, with a few 
friends, that characterizes the best or most choice-worthy way of life, not the busy and tumultuous life 
of the politician. 
 
Why, then, would it be good that the citizens participate in politics aside from the necessity of having to 
do so like the philosopher- kings of Plato’s Republic who must take turns doing so but will spend most of 
their time philosophizing (520d)? I think there are two reasons. First, Aristotle, like Plato, recognizes that 



there are innately different capacities and dispositions, which is reflected in the Noble Lie in 
Plato’s Republic. Consequently, not all citizens will be equally capable and satisfied by the solitary, 
contemplative life that Aristotle concludes is the best in the Ethics. Nonetheless, Aristotle still seems to 
think it is the best way of life to the degree it is pursued even in mitigated form. Participating in the 
legislative process, since it is a contemplative activity of a sort, does give a share of the best way of life 
to all the citizens to some extent. It makes them more inclined to at least one form of contemplation, 
aside from music, than they would otherwise engage in if left to live simply as they please. Also, this 
particular sort of contemplative activity is good for them and the city. 
 
It is good for them, because it forces them, to a degree, to think beyond mere self-interest. They must 
consider what is good for the community as a whole, albeit as it relates to their own good, an act which 
in itself fosters moderation and self-restraint in the same way that constructing a city in speech in 
Plato’s Republic moderates Glaucon’s personal and private sensual desires for material goods and 
tyranny. This, in turn, is also good for the city, because it fosters a citizen body that is more moderate 
and inclined to restrain their private concerns and self-interest for the sake of the common good. 
Second, the city as a city simply cannot foster exclusively, or even primarily, the highest sort of 
contemplative, solitary activity, which is revealed to be the most choiceworthy way of life at the end of 
the Ethics. Its well-being and very existence depends upon more mundane, utilitarian forms of planning 
and contemplation, those that require discussion, cooperation, and compromise with other citizens. At 
any rate, this, I would suggest, is why philosophy is not explicitly mentioned in books seven and eight. 
Rather, contemplative virtue must be introduced in a diluted form that is politically salutary, i.e. will not 
disrupt but can contribute, to a degree, to civic virtue and more egalitarian in nature than philosophy. 
This turns-outs to be music and poetry, particularly epic poetry about heroes and civic virtue. 
 
This sort of leisure activity, watching tragedies and listening to music excites certain passions and 
performs a cathartic function: it dispels passions, to an extent, that are disruptive to the household and 
city, e.g. anger, pity, fear, jealousy. This is of great importance because the leisure the citizens have 
creates much more opportunity for faction and turmoil, opportunity that the farmers did not have 
because they were too busy working. Thus, the elimination of work, while granting the opportunity for 
more education and greater commitment to virtue and the common good also creates conflict with it: 
more leisure and resources make the citizens more likely to realize and distinguish between their own 
good and good of the city, a problem that was suppressed in the farming community due to the 
necessity forced upon them by meager means, i.e. the necessity of depending and looking to the good 
of the city and the lack of time to consider the tension between their private good and the public. Thus, 
music attempts to be the remedy of the problem caused by leisure and is in that sense its purpose. Davis 
remarks, “Music, then, keeps us from breaking up the home; it substitutes simulated motion [war, 
domestic strife, etc.] for real motion.”[25] 

Despite the dangers of leisure, it does allow the possibility of the philosophic life for the few suited and 
inclined to it by nature. Consequently, in a sense Kraut, in contradistinction to other commentators, is 
correct that the ultimate goal of the best regime is the philosophic life.[26] However, Kraut thinks that 
equates to the life of the intellectual as opposed to philosopher in the strict sense of the word. That, I 
think, is precisely the problem: a few, if not most, will not be satisfied with the life of the intellectual: 
their leisure will disrupt and ultimately destroy the city. It is in this sense, I think, that it is the regime we 
would pray for, i.e. it is doubtful that music can really successfully fulfill this function: leisure will 
probably end-up destroying the city. 



This becomes clear when comparing it more closely to the farmers. First, these citizens will not be as 
naturally politically moderate as the farmers and thus more inclined to change and innovation. While 
they will not be as susceptible to the illusion that technical skill can conquer chance and nature as 
craftsmen who practice it every day, they nonetheless will not work with and be subject to the vagaries 
of nature the way farmers will. Second, and more important, although their education is liberal, it is not 
effeminizing like modern liberal education: these citizens are not modern men. It must emphasize, both 
in physical training and music, martial virtues due to the political necessities of the ancient world, i.e. 
constant threat of war. The music will emphasize epic poetry and heroic deeds: there is no mention of 
the extensive revision of Homer made in the Republic, and even there philosophers do not really reduce 
the emphasis on martial virtues. The army must be a citizen militia, and because the city cannot or 
should not be very large, they must be formidable fighters like the Spartans. 

Thus, it is no surprise that in Aristotle’s discussion of the three correct and three deviant regimes in the 
Ethics the counterpart of democracy, the good democracy, he calls not a politeia, as he does in the 
Politics, but a timocracy (1160a35). Timos means honor. Therefore timocracy is a regime whose guiding 
principle is the pursuit of honor. In other words, the best democracy is a democracy whose chief 
principle is not freedom, but rather where freedom is subordinated to the higher principle of honor.  

Why honor and not virtue? Because honor is an easier, more egalitarian and thereby more achievable 
public substitute for virtue. The citizens of the best regime are not philosophers, but music loving 
soldiers. Virtue is more difficult to cultivate and more difficult to judge. Honor as a principle requires 
mainly just military virtue, which is easier to achieve. Also, it mitigates against the negative 
undercurrents that cause democracy to become a deviant form of government, e.g. fear (military 
training cultivates courage) and materialism (soldiers lead austere lives, learn to do without material 
comforts, and somewhat look\ down upon them as unmanly and effeminate). 

However, there are problems with timocracy. For one, as we see in Sparta, it is hostile to philosophy and 
holds no place for the contemplative virtue that must in some sense characterize the best regime. More 
importantly, it is expansionist: you gain honor by valor and conquest in battle. Thus, the young citizens, 
especially, will push for war and expansion even given the potential loss of property, since all citizens 
must own property on the outskirts. Further, although Aristotle wants to make the city independent of 
others as much as possible, he, nonetheless, chooses to locate it near the sea so as to have a port and all 
the advantages of maritime trade of which wealth would be one. Thus, the city will not really be 
independent in the final analysis, but must deal with other cities and face the question, sooner or later, 
of whether to rule or be ruled by them, as Sparta and Athens had to. Finally, the leisure their wealth and 
servant population gives them, will make them restless, especially the young, and their music education 
cannot help but heighten their desire for battle, again especially in the young, who will have more 
leisure, presumably, because they will not have the political duties of their elders. In fact, on-going 
conflict and periodic battle of some kind may be necessary to restrict leisure. This becomes clearer by 
examining its precondition: freedom. 

Freedom is understood by Aristotle in two ways, because there are two different types of freedom in 
popular regimes. “One freedom is having a share in ruling and being ruled (1317b1).” It is the freedom 
to hold an office and to have a say in the affairs of the city, which is an essential part of being a citizen in 
the best regime. Another meaning of freedom is “to live as one wishes” (1317b12). The first type of 
freedom is a condition that facilitates cultivating and practicing moral virtue. The second type of 



freedom is desirable for the leisure necessary for the contemplative life outlined in book ten of 
the Ethics, but otherwise dangerous and potentially disruptive. Given the choice, i.e. freedom to live as 
one wants, few will pursue virtue, as Aristotle argues at the end of the Ethics and Socrates makes explicit 
in his critique of democracy in book eight of the Republic. Hence, these two types of freedom are 
actually at odds with each other: civic duty is not the same as living as one wants. When the second type 
of freedom becomes more important than the first, civic duties are neglected and liberty degenerates 
into license: politeia becomes democracy. It is unlikely that their liberal education will help much in 
preventing this for two reasons: the citizens are not philosophers or even intellectuals, as Kraut argues, 
but primarily soldiers. Consequently, the education is not pleasant for them, per se, as it seems learning 
and philosophy in particular are for the potential philosophers in Plato’s Republic. Some, if not most, will 
prefer physical exercise, and the excitement and potential honors of war. 
 
For all these reasons, Aristotle’s ideal regime seems unworkable in practice. When he says it is the 
regime we would pray for, he means not that it could actually exist, but that it could not, which is why 
divine intervention would be necessary to make it work. And, yet, if I, and other scholars who argue 
along similar lines, am correct in thinking Aristotle does not really believe his ideal regime could exist, as 
Kraut and others think, why is he not more clear about it, like Socrates in the Republic who ultimately 
admits that it does not matter that the kalipolis could not exist on earth, but “there is a pattern for it 
laid in heaven” that the philosopher lives by. 

Here, I can only suggest that I think Aristotle leaves open the hope that a better regime can exist, 
because hope is necessary for all political reform for the better. Just as the city needs courageous 
soldiers to defend it, and thus must to some extent promote the illusory honors of war, so it needs 
courageous statesmen who work for reforming bad regimes and maintaining good ones, or good 
elements of existing regimes. Not every citizen can or should be made aware of the ultimately 
unsatisfying, not to say tragic, nature of politics and political action in this world in the final analysis. 

Thus, I have argued that Aristotle’s ideal regime is a utopia (ou topia), something that can literally not 
exist. Despite the fact that it seems quite a bit more plausible than Plato’s Republic, in the final analysis, 
it too shows the limitations and tragic nature of politics: the impossibility of resolving the tension 
between the individual good and good of the city and the demands of justice in this world. This came to 
light by considering Aristotle’s prior discussion of democracy in the Politics, since a popular government 
of a type, as I have argued, is the best by nature, and the ideal regime is a democracy of a type. In 
particular, by comparing his ideal regime with what he considered the best sort of democracy, the 
agrarian democracy, we have seen how the ideal regime attempts to correct the short comings of the 
farming democracy by introducing wealth, a servant population, and thereby leisure and liberal 
education, which in turn allow for greater homonoia and opportunity for the contemplative life. 
 
Yet, when examined these improvements undermine the regimes’ stability and feasibility. Their wealth 
and lack of work with nature and the earth will make them more restless, arrogant, and immoderate. 
Their liberal education cannot help but entice them into war and the potential honors that go along with 
it. In fact, war may be necessary, and therefore expansion and empire, simply to prevent being ruled by 
another city and more importantly to prevent freedom from degenerating into license and neglect of 
civic duty and the common good. It is too much to ask of their liberal education that all or most of the 
citizens will use their leisure well, i.e. for peaceful, contemplative pursuits as opposed to directing it 
toward internal or external conflict, internally would be pushing for ever more freedom, a chief 
characteristic of democracy in Socrates’ critique of it in book eight of the Republic, and creating factions. 



Thus, the regime must be one we would pray for, because it could never exist by chance, nature, or 
reason, but would require divine intervention, a change in human nature or the natural condition of 
men. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Directions: Answer the following DBQ eight (5) questions.  Make sure to base your answer on the text. 

All answers must be a minimum of five sentences. The anticipated word count is about 250 words. Use 

at least one verbatim quote from the text to strengthen the interpretation in your answer. Make sure to 

answer each prong of each question. Make sure to grammar and spell check prior to submission.   

 

1.   Why is it incorrect for scholars to assume that Aristotle was unimpressed with Athenian 

democracy? 

 

 

 

2.  According to Aristotle, are optimal economic and social circumstances necessary for a healthy 

democracy to flourish?  What happens if those circumstances are not optimal? 

 

 

 

3.  According to Aristotle, describe the deviant forms of democracy that can appear in a society. 

How are the deviatory forms problematic? What, if anything, can be done to prevent this outcome? 

 

 

 

4.   Why is Aristotle concerned about leisure time and philosophers?  How can these two things 

threaten a healthy democracy?  Can society do anything to reduce this risk? 

 

 

 

5.  Defend or refute this statement: “Democracy is the worst form of government, except, of 

course, for all the others.” 

 

 

 

 

 



5.  Role Play Exercise 

Please watch the following video.   

Assume that you are a hungry and tired soldier that has marched and fought for thousands of miles 

under the banner of Alexander the Great.  After years of war, you desperately want to return home to 

Greece.   

Listen closely to Alexander’s PRO SE defense of his leadership, and then write a 250-word rationale for 

why you choose to return home OR to stay and fight.  Make sure you discuss how Alexander’s speech 

influenced your decision, and then identify how Alexander utilizes Aristotelean concepts in his 

persuasive self-defense.  [NB: Aristotle was Alexander the Great’s private tutor, hired by his father King 

Phillip of Macedonia]. [20% of Total Grade] 

 

VIDEO:  The Greatest Speech in History? Alexander the Great & The Opis Mutiny 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RlKJDwViNKs  

 

YOUR RESPONSE: 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RlKJDwViNKs

