
interaction of some sort among whatever sized group, which suggests that
there may be as many forms of politics as there are social interactions. In
other places, the Socratic/Platonic political philosophy seems to concern the
whole community.
Long holds that the collective readings will have a salutary effect upon the

wider community. Yet if there are other politics besides this one, we must
wonder about their interrelationship. If a philosophical politics is the only le-
gitimate one, on the other hand, then not only are its prospects incredibly dim
(as we have seen historically), but the possibility opens up that this is not a
politics at all, but a withdrawal from political life, or at best a self-contained
politics among a small minority of dedicated readers. Long both hopes and
believes that the benefits of this politics will seep into the wider community.
If, on the other hand, the ideal is a whole society of communal readers, it’s un-
likely we are talking about anything other than the most specialized of social
orders. There may be good reasons to bring back into the picture the three
Platonic political dialogues mentioned earlier as a way of solving the scope
problem at both the philosophical and social levels.

–Douglas Den Uyl
Liberty Fund

Adriel M. Trott: Aristotle on the Nature of Community. (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2014. Pp. xiii, 239.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670515000698

Adriel M. Trott offers a meticulous reading of Aristotle’s Politics that challeng-
es many of the prevailing interpretations. While nearly all conceptions of po-
litical community in the history of political thought derive from premises
based on the “logic of exclusion,” Aristotle’s political theory, rightly under-
stood, is fundamentally inclusive (5). Modern social-contract theorists and
even Aristotle’s premodern counterparts describe a relationship between
nature and reason which is either hierarchical or a fundamental opposition.
Trott argues, by contrast, that Aristotle’s dynamic account of the activity of
reason “as joined to the work of reason in the human being and the polis”
is unique and should be recovered as a powerful resource for contemporary
political theory (6). Trott’s book is both technically proficient and timely,
showing how Aristotle’s political theory could supplement current controver-
sies regarding refugees, the stateless, and protest movements such as Occupy.
Aristotle’s Politics shows how the political community is grounded in and
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emerges from the human being’s active participation and deliberation about
the polis even when the status of the participants themselves is contested
(206).
Trott constructs a holistic account of Aristotle’s political theory in the first

five chapters. These consider in turn Aristotle’s account of phusis, the polis,
the role of logos and freedom, and the place of deliberation and the consti-
tution. She concludes her argument in chapter 6 by taking up two serious
objections to an Aristotelian politics of inclusion: the status of women and
treatment of slaves. She argues that although there is less evidence that
women can be included in political activity within Aristotle’s texts, a close
reading of Aristotle’s account of slavery exposes the hopelessness of defend-
ing existing slavery practices on the grounds of nature. These final claims
build on and refine previous interpretive claims. Chapters 1 and 2, her
most technically challenging and difficult, lay out an argument for under-
standing phusis as the internal source of change, which then buttresses her
account of the naturalness of the polis. When Aristotle argues that the
polis is natural, Trott contends that he means natural in a specific way
related to his definition of nature in the Physics. In that text, nature is
defined as the archē kinēseōs, or the movement within a thing toward an
end (19). Among the many implications of defining nature as an internal
source of movement is that natural things are “capable of not being and
so must make their end an issue for themselves” (25). They must continue
to be in motion in order to fulfill their telos. Analysis such as this, woven
from disparate sections of Aristotle’s Physics, is then directly applied to po-
litical life. For example, Trott links generation to political revolution, con-
tending that a revolution can be considered both completed when the
regime change is actualized and simultaneously ever in motion to fulfill
the ends of the new regime (40).
In chapter 2, Trott applies this internal-source argument from chapter 1 to

Politics 1.2, which lays out Aristotle’s famous claim for the naturalness of the
polis. Trott shows how the seemingly disparate and perhaps contradictory
arguments in that chapter make more sense in light of an understanding
of nature as that which is grounded in its own motion (81). In one such
case—the telic argument—Trott contends that to say the polis is by nature
is to say neither that it is given nor that it is a technical instrument of
human self-fulfillment, or eudaimonia. Rather, its own activity—the activity
of human logos—accomplishes its self-sufficient end (52–53). In an illustra-
tion, she distinguishes a completed house from the political community.
While a house may be transferred from maker to inhabitant, “no one can
do your political activity on your behalf and hand it over to you” (54).
Trott’s account of the political animal defends the view that our human
nature is intimately bound up with our reason (logos) and deliberation (bou-
leusis). Reason, manifested almost entirely in political community and
through discourse, is our capacity to make judgments, to give ourselves
ends, to know ourselves, and to pursue living well. Trott emphasizes our
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choice to pursue the best life for ourselves within the political community
but retains the view that theōria is indeed one of the best lives (93, 99).
However, she takes issue with those who would cut off the contemplative
activity from political life, or make the philosopher absurdly self-sufficient:
“it will still be phronesis that determines whether [the contemplative life]
should be pursued or not” (100).
Ultimately reason and its derivative, deliberation, are shown to be defini-

tive of human nature and also the movement internal to and definitive of
the nature of the polis (133). In chapter 5, “Deliberation and Constitution,”
Trott puts forward a striking definition of constitution as the final cause
and the form of the polis. Trott insists that the constitution should not be un-
derstood to establish a government but rather to signal the “activity of the
community” which can, at times, be at odds with its apparent type (160,
164–65). Indeed, citizens actively appealing to become involved in delibera-
tion about the ends of the polis, even when excluded from that deliberation,
are indicative of Aristotle’s fundamentally open construction of political com-
munity. Trott situates this account of deliberation within contemporary theo-
ries of deliberative democracy, observing that Aristotelian deliberation is
concerned with both the outcome and the process without allowing
“theory” to close “off the question of who is included” (159). She also distin-
guishes her argument from those who appropriate Aristotle as a classical
liberal, those who would accuse him of totalitarian thinking, and those
who would align him strictly on either side of the presumed contest
between nature and reason. The extensive references pinpoint key areas of
disagreement and consensus with Aristotle scholars such as David Keyt,
Mary Nichols, Jill Frank, Eugene Garver, Fred Miller, and Bernard Yack.
Trott’s thesis of an inclusive Aristotle challenges more conventional views

of Aristotle as “aristocratic and restrictive” (202). The activity of “consider
[ing] what life amounts to living well, even when we are wrong” shows us
to be human, and therefore as worthy of inclusion (202–3). Surprisingly, al-
though the argument is intensely concerned with living well, it rarely men-
tions that distinctively Aristotelian component of living well: the virtues.
Moreover, Trott does not take up a discussion of what constitutes delibera-
tion, as Aristotle himself does in the Nicomachean Ethics book 3, and then
again in book 6 as a subset of his investigation into phronēsis. Possibly the
book avoids giving substantive content to deliberation, aside from a
lengthy discussion of the fraught distinction between ruling and deliberation,
because to do so would be to close Aristotelian politics off again from those
whom the interpretation is at pains to include. One might wish that the
book would offer more careful investigation into the detailed examples of
constitutions Aristotle himself presents in the Politics, or at greater length in
the Aristotelian Constitution of Athens. Trott’s argument downplays the roles
of statesmanship, prudence, and their accompanying virtues in the work of
the constitution, as well as other physical limits on the size and scope of
the city. Trott’s view is that constitutions ultimately preserve themselves by
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“becoming more like… the mixed constitution,” and by involving more citi-
zens in ruling the polis (173). Whatever reservations one might have concern-
ing Trott’s interpretation of Aristotle’s constitutionalism, this book makes an
important contribution to contemporary debates surrounding equality and
deliberation in contemporary democracy.

–Catherine Borck
University of Hartford

Ayten Gündoğdu: Rightlessness in an Age of Rights: Hannah Arendt and the
Contemporary Struggles of Migrants. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015. Pp. xii,
298.)

doi:10.1017/S0034670515000704

Hannah Arendt’s writings from the 1940s about the situation of stateless
persons are at once vividly concrete and theoretically sweeping. They relate
the precarious texture of refugee life to a powerful critique of the modern
system of nation-states, which has always purported to suture together citi-
zenship, territory, and nationality without remainder, and which has
always failed to do so, perhaps most conspicuously after world wars and
other global crises. Ayten Gündoğdu is not the first political theorist to look
to Arendt to help make sense of the “contemporary struggles of mi-
grants”—these writings have enjoyed a continuous renaissance since the
end of the Cold War—but Gündoğdu’s book is admirably distinctive in its
questions, its readings, and its arguments. Sure-handedly combining theoret-
ical analysis, textual interpretation, and attention to the realities of border
checkpoints, detention centers, refugee camps, and courtrooms, Gündoğdu
manages the difficult feat of throwing light on the world while (and by)
saying something surprising and persuasive about Arendt’s political thought.
As Gündoğdu shows, in parsing the situation of stateless persons as a vio-

lation of the one genuine human right—the “right to have rights,” or to
belong to some organized political body that could establish and protect the
rights of its citizens—Arendt was walking a fine line, criticizing the then in-
stitutionally impotent Universal Declaration of Human Rights for its “lack
of reality,” but also refusing to give up altogether on the idea of a rights-claim
that could reach beyond the world as it is (6). Much recent discussion of
Arendt’s idea of a “right to have rights” has centered on the question of
how such a right might be institutionalized, and especially on the question
of whether Arendt provides, or needs to provide, philosophical grounds for
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