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ABSTRACT: I argues that the claim made in the Aristotelian Oeconomica 1.2 (1343a28-31) that
farming is just is a point about what Aristotle calls justice as the whole of virtue (EN 5.1.1129b11—
19), namely a notion of justice that embodies what is lawful rather than a notion of particular
justice within the framework of human exchanges. The first part of the chapter shows why it is
problematic to interpret Oec. 1.2 as a claim about particular justice: whereas Aristotelian particular
justice consists in finding the mean between gain and loss in inter-personal (or pros heteron)
exchanges between two or more parties, Oec. 1.2 juxtaposes farming with all human exchanges,
including those that Aristotle clearly recognizes as just. Indeed, Oec. 1.2. seems to claim that
farming is just precisely because it is not involved with other humans. The second part of the
chapter considers whether one can illuminate Oec. 1.2 by means of Xenophon's account of the
justice of farming in his Oeconomicus (e.g., 5.12); but careful examination of what “the earth
teaches” the farmer for Xenophon is a function ultimately of care (epimeleia) rather than the
exchange-based model of justice assumed in Oec. 1.2. The third part of the chapter proposes an
alternative basis for understanding the text, namely that Oec. 1.2 ultimately assumes the
framework of what Aristotle calls universal or complete justice, much like one finds in Hesiod’s
account of divine justice in relationship to work and agriculture (e.g. WD 230-243). Such a
solution views the farmer in an exchange with the earth, but Aristotle usually (for instance,
in Politics 1.8—11) characterizes such an exchange as either in accord with nature or contrary to
nature (e.g., Pol. 1.10.1258a35-b5), rather than in terms of what is just or unjust. The chapter
suggests that the Aristotelian Oec. 1.2 thus shows that claims about “natural” and “unnatural”
forms of property appropriation have some affinity with the theocentric framework of Hesiod’s
account of justice.
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INTRODUCTION
The first book of Aristotle’s Politics (Pol.) includes an extended discussion of the
relationship between household management (oikovouikr}), namely, expertise in how to run a
household, including all its animate and inanimate components, and the nature of “money-making”
(xpnuaTioTikT), a term that appears to be contested in 4™ century Greece.! Aristotle clarifies that
relationship by identifying two different kinds of “money-making,” what one might call a “non-
commercial” form of money-making that uses currency to facilitate the household’s agricultural
production (for example, purchasing seeds from household revenues for the next season’s crop)
and a “commercial” form of money-making that uses currency to make more currency (for
example, lending money to others to generate revenue from interest).? Here is Aristotle’s
characterization:
T1: Since [money-making] is of two sorts, as we said, one belonging to the craft of
commerce and the other to household management, and the latter is necessary and
praiseworthy, whereas the craft of exchange is justly blamed (for it is not in accord
with nature but involves taking from others), usury is most reasonably hated,
because it gets wealth from money itself, rather than precisely what money was
provided for. For money was introduced for the sake of exchange, but interest

makes money itself grow bigger. That in fact is how it got its name; for offspring
(TikTopEva) resemble their parents, and interest (TOkos) is money that comes from

! For contestations of money-making among 4th century Greek intellectuals, see M. Leese, Making
Money in Ancient Athens, University of Michigan Press, 2021, pp. 1-56; E. Helmer, Oikonomiké.
Philosophie greque de [’économie, Paris, Classiques Garnier, 2021, 119-42; S. Eich, The
Currency of Politics: The Political Theory of Money from Aristotle to Keynes, Princeton University
Press, 2022, pp 22-46; and D. Lévystone, “A propos de la pensée économique pré-aristotélicienne
en général et de celle de Platon en particulier”, I HI'H/F O N S, 7-8 (2022-2023), pp. 21-47.
For overviews of Aristotle’s account of money-making, see C. Natali, “Aristote et la
chrémastique”, in G. Patzig (ed.), Aristoteles Politik, Gottingen, Vanderhoeck and Ruprecht, 1990,
pp. 296-324; and F. Masi, “Wealth, Habits and Happiness. Chrematistics in Aristotle’s
Ethics”, Revue de philosophie économique 23, (2023), pp. 95-118.

2 See further Pol. 1.8. 1256°26-39, 1.9.1257°17-23. I provide my own characterization of the two
kinds of money-making in T. Lockwood, “Aristotle’s oikonomiké as an environmental ethic”, in
C. Addey, M. Tuominen, and S. Connell (eds.), Animals and the Environment in Ancient Greek
and Roman Philosophy, London, Routledge, forthcoming.
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money. And so of all the sorts of crafts of wealth acquisition this one is the most

unnatural.? (Pol. 1.10.1258a40-b9, emphasis added)

[AiTAfis 8 olUons aUThs, chomep eimouey, kal Ths uév kammAikis Tis &

OIKOVOIKTS, Kai TaUTNS HEV AvaryKaias Kai ETaIvoupévns, Tis 8¢ neTaBANTIKTS

yeyopévns dikaicws (oU yap kata @uoww &AN am aAARAwv  £oTiv),

evAoywTaTta Woeltal 1 OPoAooTaTikn Six TO AT aUTOU TOU VOUIOHATOS Elval

TNV KTHow Kai ouk €p’ Smep €mopiobn’ petaPoliis yap €yéveto xdpv, o 8¢

Tékos auTO Trolel TAéov (8Bev kai ToUvoua ToUT elAngev: dpola yap T&

TIKTOHEVA TOTS YEWWAOIW auUT& éoTwv, 6 8¢ TOKos YiveTal vOUIOHa €K

vouiopaTos): choTe Kai HEAIoTa TTapd PUOIY oUTOS TGV XPNUATIOUGV 0TIV, ]
Quite clearly, Aristotle finds something problematic with commercial money-making which he
characterizes in several places as being “contrary to nature,” namely it uses money in a fashion
that is contrary to the purpose or function of money. But throughout the discussion of household
management in Politics 1.8—11, Aristotle fails to characterize money-making in terms of justice.
The closest he comes to such an assertion is his claim that “the craft of exchange is justly blamed
(weyouévns dikaiws)”; but otherwise, the terms justice and injustice (and their various cognates)
are generally absent from the discussion of money-making in Politics 1.8-11.*

Scholars are thus fortunate to have a discussion, admittedly brief, of the relationship

between justice and farming in the Aristotelian Oeconomica (Oec.) which claims that

T2: farming is most important to household management because it is just, for it
does not derive property from men, either when they voluntarily [make exchanges]

3 My translations of Aristotle’s Politics are based on W.D. Ross (ed.), Aristotelis Politica, Oxford,
Oxford Classical Texts, 1957; and C.D.C. Reeve, Aristotle Politics. A New Translation,
Indianapolis, Hackett Publishing, 2017. O. Goldin, “Aristotle, Usury, and Nature”, Akropolis:
Journal of Hellenic Studies, 1 (2023), pp. 42-63, explores the medieval and exegetical
interpretations of this passage (which goes beyond the goals of my own chapter).

* The discussion of commerce in Politics 1.9-10 begins with the claim that “there is another kind
of craft of property acquisition which they most of all call—and justly so—the craft of commercial
wealth acquisition” ("EoTi 8¢ yévos &AAo ktnTikfis fjv pdAiota kalolol, kai Sikalov autd
kKaAelv, xpnuaTioTikny [Pol. 1.9.1256b40-41, my emphasis]); Pol. 1.8.1256b25-26 is the only
other reference to justice in the discussion of property acquisition (and it does not concern money-
making).
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(such as trade or in wage-labor) or involuntarily (just as when forms of military

expertise are used to acquire property).’ (Oec. 1.2.1343a28-31)

[1) 8¢ yewpykr| padAiota 411 dikaiar oU yap am avBpwdmwv, oUb’ ékdvtwv,

cdoTtep katnAeia kai ai pioBapvikai, oUT akdvTov, cdotep ai ToAepkad.]

But although we are fortunate to have a discussion that characterizes aspects of household
management in terms of justice, T2 is not only brief; it has received almost no commentary in
secondary literature on Aristotle and some of its claims appear to be at odds with standard
Aristotelian views articulated in the Nicomachean Ethics (EN) and the Politics. Before scholars
can take advantage of T2 in interpreting Aristotle’s understanding of household management, we
must first determine what precisely is the basis of its argument.

My chapter argues that the claim that farming is just is a point about what Aristotle calls
justice as the whole of virtue (EN 5.1.1129b11-19), namely a notion of justice that embodies what
is lawful rather than a notion of particular justice within the framework of human exchanges. The
first part of the chapter shows why it is problematic to interpret T2 as a claim about particular
justice: whereas Aristotelian particular justice consists in finding the mean between gain and loss
in inter-personal (or pros heteron) exchanges between two or more parties, T2 juxtaposes farming
with all human exchanges, including those that Aristotle clearly recognizes as just. Indeed, Oec.

1.2. seems to claim that farming is just precisely because it is not involved with other humans. The

second part of the chapter considers whether one can illuminate T2 by means of Xenophon's

> My translations of the Aristotelian Oeconomica derive from T. Lockwood and B.R.W. van
Velthoven (trans.), Aristotle, “Oikonomica”, in C.D.C. Reeve, ed., Aristotle Complete Works,
Hackett Publishing, forthcoming; and M. Valente, [Aristotele]: Economici. Itroduzione, testo
rivisto, traduzione e commento. Alessandria, Edizioni dell’Orso, 2011. The Oeconomica is often
characterized as “Pseudo-Aristotle,” namely written by another author (albeit possibly a member
of Aristotle’s Lyceum). For the purposes of this chapter, I consider the Oeconomica as Aristotelian
in the same fashion as is the Athenian Constitution: although Aristotle may not have written the
treatise itself, the treatise is genuinely Aristotelian in content and consistent with texts such as the
Politics whose authenticity is not in doubt.
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account of the justice of farming in his Oeconomicus (e.g., 5.12); but careful examination of what
“the earth teaches” the farmer for Xenophon is a function ultimately of care (epimeleia) rather than
the exchange-based model of justice assumed in T2. The third part of the chapter proposes an
alternative basis for understanding the text, namely that T2 ultimately assumes the framework of
what Aristotle calls universal or complete justice, much like one finds in Hesiod’s account of
divine justice in relationship to work and agriculture (e.g. WD 230-243). Such a solution views
the farmer in an exchange with the earth, but Aristotle usually (for instance, in Politics 1.8—11)
characterizes such an exchange as either in accord with nature or contrary to nature (e.g., Pol.
1.10.1258a35-b5), rather than in terms of what is just or unjust. The chapter suggests that the

Aristotelian Oec. 1.2 thus shows that claims about “natural” and “unnatural” forms of property

appropriation have some affinity with the theocentric framework of Hesiod’s account of justice.

PART 1: The justice of farming in the Aristotelian Oeconomica (Oec. 1.2)

The Aristotelian discussion of the justice of farming is located within the first book of the
Oeconomica, which is devoted to examining the two parts of the household, namely humans and
property (1.2.1343al18). In the former case, the Oeconomica devotes chapters 1.3—1.4 to an
analysis of the “human” part of the household—namely the household manager’s wife.® But

whereas the discussion of property in the Politics begins with an analysis of human property,

6 Both the Politics and the Oeconomica cite Hesiod’s Works and Days (405) as the source of the
claim that the household has two fundamental parts (Pol. 1.2.1252b10-12, Oec. 1.2.1343a22-23).
Plato similarly examines the human part of the household and then its animate property (Lg.
6.772d-776a: wife; 6.776b—778a: slaves). But although the Politics recognizes paternal expertise
as one of the three parts of household management, (e.g., Pol. 1.3.1253b5-13, 1.12.1259a38-40,
1.13.1260b8-21), the Oeconomica discusses parental roles primarily with respect to the wife’s
duties.
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namely slaves, the Oeconomica commences with non-human property; the text begins with a
presentation of four abbreviated arguments in support of the claim that farming (yecopyxn) is the
primary care (TpcdTn émpéAeia) for property within the domain of household management. The
complete passage (in which T2 is embedded) claims that

T3: With respect to property, the first care is for that which is in accord with nature.
The expertise of farming comes first with respect to the property that is in accord
with nature; second are those forms of expertise that extract property from the earth,
such as the expertise of mining and if there are any others.” Farming is most
important to household management [for four reasons]: First, because farming is
just, for it does not derive property from men, either when they voluntarily [make
exchanges] (such as trade or in wage-labor) or involuntarily (just as when forms of
military expertise are used to acquire property). Secondly, farming concerns
property that is in accord with nature, for all forms of life derive their food from
their mother in accord with the nature [of different species] and so too do humans
derive food from the earth.® Third, in addition to the first two reasons, farming
contributes significantly towards the virtue of bravery, for farming is not like the
servile trades that make bodies useless, but the expertise of farming is able to make
bodies able to live out in the open and work hard. Fourth, the expertise of farming
makes men able to take risks against their foreign enemies, for farmers alone among
citizens have property that falls outside the fortification of urban centers. (Oec.
1.2.1343a26-b7, enumeration added)

[KTT]OEGOS o¢ Tl'pooTT] smue)\sla 1 KOT& PUOIV* KATX q>uow B¢ YewpYyIKn npOTepa

Kai BEUTEpou doal amod Tng ¥T1is, olov uETa}\}\EUTlKn kai el Tis &AAN Tomu‘rn M
8¢ yewpyikn pdAiota &t Sikaiar oU yap am avBpwdmeov, oUb’ Ekdvtwv,

cdomep kamnAeia kai ai pobapvikai, oUT akdVTwY, cdomep ai ToAepkai. ET1 3¢
Kal TAV KaTa pUOIY* PUOEL Yap ATO TT§ UNTPOS 1) TPOPT) TAGIV ECTIV, COOTE Kal
Tols avBpwmols A&moO Tis Yfjs. TPOs OE TouTols kai Tpos  Aavdpiav
oupB&AAeTal peydAar oU yap dhomep ai Pdvauvcor T& owpaTa AXPEia
Trolovuotv, aAA& Suvdueva BupauAeiv kai TTovely, €Tt 8¢ Suvdueva kKivduvelely
TPOs ToUs TToAepious: HéVwY yap ToUTwY TA KTAHATA E§w TGV EPUUATLV
EOTIV.]

" The Politics also elevates farming above extractive expertise like mining and forestry (Pol.
1.11.1258b12-22).

8 The Politics claims that nature itself differentiates non-human species and kinds of humans into
different “ways of life” (Biot) on the basis of their habitats and food sources (Pol. 1.8.1256a20—
31). For the image of “mother earth” as that which feeds us like a mother, see Aesch. Sept. 16;
Xen. Oec. 5.2, 19.17, 20.13; and Pl. Lg. 12.958e; for the notion of “mother earth” and Athenian
autochthony, see Pl. Resp. 4.414e, Menex 237d—e; and Isoc. 4.24-28, 8.49, 12.124-25
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T3 offers several different kinds of argumentation. The second argument concerns the primacy of
natural resources that involve the fertility and productivity of nature with respect to food, which
appears to echo claims found in the Politics.” The third and fourth arguments both appear to
concern the way that farming as a practice inculcates the virtue of bravery among farmers who are
also citizen-soldiers: outdoor agricultural labor strengths the body and prepares one for conditions
often experienced while on military campaign and the rural land-holdings of farmers provide them
with first-hand experience with hostile border incursions that urban non-farmers lack.'”

By contrast, the argument about the justice of farming seems to concern the actual practice
of farming itself rather than its effects upon farmers or the value of the resources farming produces
for the community. The first argument claims that farming is most or especially the first care of
household management because it is just (1] 8¢ yewpyikr padAiota 811 Sikaia); the subsequent
explanatory (yd&p) clause gives the reason: farming “does not derive property from men, either
when they voluntarily [make exchanges] (such as trade or in wage-labor) or involuntarily (just as
when forms of military expertise are used to acquire property)” [oU yap &1 &vbpcdTeov, oUd’
€kdvTwV, otep katmmAeia kai ai pobapvikai, oUT axkdvtwv, ddotmep ai moAeukai. (Oec.

1.2.1343a28-b31)).!! The argument about justice juxtaposes the relationship between a farmer

® Pol. 1.8 notes that nature provides food to both incomplete and complete animals (Pol.
1.8.1256b9-27).

10" Aristotle notes in several places that the agrarian way of life makes better soldier-citizens,
especially those who serve in hoplite or heavy-infantry formations, who often need to “live
outdoors” (BupauAeiv) when on military campaign (see Pol. 1.11.1258b37, 6.4.1319a21-24,
8.2.1337b2-15; cf. Xen. Oec. 4.2, 6.6—10). The Politics also notes that citizens with urban and
rural properties have different attitudes towards military invasions, like those that Sparta conducted
against Athens during the Archidamian phase of the Peloponnesian Wars (Pol. 7.10.1330a9-25;
cf. Thuc. 2.13-20).

' T3 may be a source of a claim found in the Epitome of Peripatetic Ethics of Arius of Didymus
(fl. 1* century CE), which states that “The administrator of the household (Tov oikovopikév) needs
first to take care of these necessities, either by increasing the income through money-getting
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who exchanges with other humans (for instance, in commerce) and a farmer who interacts directly
with the earth and thus participates in an “exchange” between farmer and “mother earth” that in
principle excludes other humans (although in practice it may include human and non-human
intermediaries, like oxen, an overseer, or slaves). The farmer cultivates the soil and sows the seeds;
natural sunlight bakes the earth and seasonal rains irrigate the crop; finally, the farmer harvests the
produce which nature gives to the farmer, in bountiful exchange for the farmer’s labor.'? Such an
exchange differs not only from voluntary exchanges, such as the commercial one between buyer
and seller or the wage-labor exchange between employer and employee; it also differs from the
involuntary martial “exchange” between conqueror and conquered.'> On the basis of such a

reading, one might argue that Aristotle’s claim about the justice of farming juxtaposes, on the one

hand, some sort of “primordial” or fundamental exchange between a human and the land; and, on

activities which pertain to a free person (Si& Topioucdv éAeubepicov), or else by reducing the
expenses; for this is the chief point of household management (T kepdAaiov Tijs oikovouikis).
That is why the administrator of the household needs to be experienced in many things: in
agriculture, keeping of sheep, and mining, in order to discern the most profitable and, at the same
time, most just resources (ToUs AuvoiTeAeoTdTous kapTrous dua kal SikaloTdTous
Siaywcookn(1)” (Stobaeus, Eclogai, 149.14-21, Tsouni trans., in W.W. Fortenbaugh, ed., Arius
Didymus on Peripatetic Ethics, Household Management, and Politics. Text, Translation, and
Discussion, Routledge, 2018). The next line characterizes two kinds of wealth acquisition (Tijs
XpnuaTtioTkis [149.22-24]) as worse or better, quite similar to T1 above. Oec. 2.1.134615-17
may be the source of Arius’ claim about balancing revenue and expenses.

12 Xen. Oec. 16.9-18.9 depicts the various stages of the “exchange” between farmer and nature. In
the Physics, Aristotle provides a teleological account of winter rains irrigating crops although its
interpretation is contested and goes beyond the scope of my chapter. See Phy. 11.8.198b34—199a8.
13 The history of revenue schemes in Oec. 2 includes several examples of warfare-generate
property: Dionysius’ enslavement of Rhegium (in 386 BCE), Timotheus’ confiscation of land
during the siege of Samos (in 366 BCE), and Datames’ seizure of food and temple robbery to
support his troops. See Oec. 2.2.1349b17-27, 2.2.1350b4-7, and 2.2.1350b16-30.
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the other hand, all other inter-personal exchanges that inevitably involve injustice that is
interwoven into human exchange in forms of loss, gain, and exploitation.'*

Although such an interpretation seems correct to emphasize the exchange-like or reciprocal
relationship between the arduous and careful farmer and bountiful nature, to characterize farming
as a primordial exchange that escapes the injustice that plagues human exchanges ignores that in
numerous places Aristotle characterizes human exchanges as just.'®> For example, the account of
“corrective justice” in exchanges in Nicomachean Ethics 5.4 is invoked only when voluntary and
involuntary exchanges result in unequal gain or loss; it presupposes the possibility of voluntary
exchanges that are fair or equal between two or more parties (EN 5.4.1132b11-20). In
Nicomachean Ethics 5.5, Aristotle characterizes as just the reciprocal proportionality in exchange

EAN1Y

found in Socrates’ “city of necessity” in the 2" book of The Republic, namely a form of barter
exchange that takes place on the basis of individual’s lack of self-sufficiency.'® Politics 1.8 also

claims that there are conditions under which military conquest of those suited for domination is

14 See, for instance, Valente, [Aristotele]: Economici, who claims that “Il primato dell’agricoltura
sulle altre attivita umane deriva dal suo carattere naturale: mentre il piccolo commercio e 1 lavori
salariati da una parte e la guerra dall’altra dipendono dalla volonta degli uomini, le prime per suo
impulso, la seconda suo malgrado, 1’agricoltura non trae 1 propri frutti dall’iniziativa umana, bensi
dai ritmi del clima e dalla successione delle stagioni” (p. 98); see also and U. Victor, [Aristoteles],
Oikonomikos. Das erste Buch der Okonomik—Handschriften, Text, Ubersetzung und Kommentar,
Konigsten, 1983, who claims that ,,Man kann vielleicht vermuten, das die ,Ungerechtigkeit® beim
Leben ap‘ anthropon, darin besteht, das z.b. beim Handel die Gewinnspanne auf Kosten des
Kaufers verschieden gras sein kann. Zwischen Preis und Ware besteht kein Verhiltnis, das von
vornherein objektiv festzulegen wire* (p. 115).

15 Thus, 1 agree with Helmer, Qikonomia, pp. 136-37, and Victor, [Aristoteles], Oikonomikos. p.
115, that Aristotle (and Hesiod and Xenophon, for that matter) find in the farmer/earth relation
forms of “I’idée de réciprocité” or “Gleichheit.” But T2 implies not only that farming is a
reciprocal exchange between farmer/earth, but also that its justice contrasts with human exchanges
that categorically lack such justice in reciprocity.

16 EN 5.5.1132b31-33a5. On Aristotle’s account of justice and proportionate reciprocity, see
further T. Lockwood, Aristotle on Justice: The Virtues of Citizenship and Constitutions,
Cambridge University Press, forthcoming, chapter 3.
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just, even if it is involuntary (Pol. 1.8.1256b25-27, 7.2.1324b23—-1325al). Although the
Oeconomica does not examine justice at length, it claims that one who wishes to practice economy
(olkovoueiv) requires justice and that incentivizing slaves to be loyal and work hard on the basis
of future emancipation is both just and beneficial (Oec. 2.1.1345b8-9, 1.6.1345b15-16). Both
inside and outside of the Aristotelian Oeconomica, there is no sense in Aristotle’s writings of a
“primordial” justice between humans and the land that is categorically different from justice in

human exchanges.!”

PART 2: The justice of farming in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus (Oec. 5.12)

To interpret T2 as implying that Aristotle views farming as a primordial exchange between
humans and the earth is at odds with both his treatment of just exchange in his other ethical and
political writings and with the depiction of justice more generally within the Oeconomica. But
Xenophon’s Oeconomicus, which sometimes overlaps with Aristotle’s Oeconomica, also presents
a claim about the relationship between farming and justice. Might not we interpret T2 as an
abbreviated but derivative form of the more detailed claim that Xenophon puts into the mouth of
Socrates? By means of context, Xenophon’s depiction of Socrates’ discussion of estate
management (Trepi oikovouias [Oec. 1.1]) includes an extended critique of servile or banaustic

labor through the praise of Persian and Greek aristocratic farming practices (Oec. 4.1-5.20).

17 Most discussions of justice in the Oeconomica concern marital fidelity between spouses;
Aristotle praises reciprocal fidelity and criticizes at length Agammemnon’s decision to take
Chryseis as a sex-slave in the lliad (Il. 1.109-120). See further Oec. 1.4.1344a8-12, 3.2.144.3-5,
3.3.145.1-4, 3.3.146.3, 3.4.147.6-7. In the Politics, Aristotle also condemns marital infidelity
(Pol. 7.16.1335b37-42) and both the FEudemian Ethics (EE) and EN recognize numerous
permutations of justice in the household, for instance between husband and wife, father and sons,
and between siblings. See further Lockwood, Aristotle on Justice, chapter 9.
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Similar to T3, Socrates’ praise of farming includes arguments about the natural resources that the

earth provides (Oec. 5.2) and the ways that the agricultural life also promotes martial excellence
(Oec. 5.5, 5.13—16). But Socrates also makes a claim about the justice of farming; he says that

T4: Yet again, because the earth is divine, she teaches the virtue of justice to those

who have the ability to learn. She gives the greatest benefits in return to those who

cultivate her best.!® (Xen. Oec. 5.12)

['ETt 8¢ 1 Y1 6eds oUoa Tous Suvapévous kaTapavBavelwy kai dikaloouvnv

Biddokel' Tous yap &plota Bepamevovtas autny TAEloTa adyada avTimole. ]

At first glance, Socrates’ claim in T4 itself seems a bit enigmatic: Xenophon’s Oeconomicus
depicts justice as concerning proper rewards and benefits for members of the household
(administered by either the husband or the wife) and prohibitions against theft of the household’s
property.'” In what sense does “divine earth” teach the virtue of justice?

Catana persuasively argues that T4 is best understood in terms of the agricultural expertise
that the natural world teaches the person who exercises care (émuéAeia) for the natural world.?°
According to the gentleman farmer Ischomachus, a character in Xenophon’s dialogue,

TS: farming is such a humane and gentle occupation that she [i.e., divine earth]

makes those who see her and hear her immediately knowledgeable about her. And
she herself, he continued, also gives many lessons about how one might treat her

'8 My translations of Xenophon’s Oeconomicus are based on the Greek text and translation in S.B.
Pomeroy (ed. and trans.), Xenophon Oeconomicus. A Social and Historical Commentary. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1994. Helmer, Oikonomia, bases his claim about the reciprocity of farming on
both T2 and T4. Whether one should take Socrates’ claims about farming at face value or as
undermined by features of the dialogue is a matter of interpretive disagreement that goes beyond
my chapter; see further G. Danzig, “Why Socrates was not a farmer: Xenophon’s Oeconomicus as
a Philosophical Dialogue”, Greece & Rome, 50 (2003), pp. 57-76; D. M. Johnson, Xenophon'’s
Socratic Works, London, Routledge, 2021, pp. 232-35; and C. Atack, Xenophon, Cambridge
University Press, 2024, pp. 23-50.

19 For examples of “distributive” justice in Xen. Oec., see 7.33-34, 9.13, 13.6-12, 14.6-10; for
examples of corrective justice, see 11.22-24, 14.2-5, 15.6.

20 See L. Catana, “Care and Land Ethic in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus”, in C. Addey, M. Tuominen,
and S. Connell (eds.), Animals and the Environment in Ancient Greek and Roman Philosophy,
London, Routledge, forthcoming.
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best. For example, the vine, by climbing up the trees, when it has a tree nearby,
teaches us to prop it up. By spreading its leaves around, when its bunches of grapes
are still tender, it [i.e., the vine] teaches us to provide shade for the parts exposed
to the sun at that season. But when it is time for the clusters to be sweetened by the
sun, it sheds its leaves, and so it teaches us to strip it and allow the fruit to ripen.
And by showing through its productiveness that some bunches are ripe, but others
still sour, it teaches us to gather the fruit just as people pluck figs as each of them
becomes plump. (Xen. Oec. 19.17-18; cf. 15.4, 20.13)

[6T1 1) Yewpyia oUTw @ihdvBpwtds £0Ti kai Tpagia TéXVN, COOTE Kai OpcdvTas
Kal akovovTas gmoThuovas eubUs tautiis molgiv. ToAA& &, €pn, kal auTh
Biddokel, €5 &v KAANOTE Tis aUTh XPdTOo. auTika Gutelos dvaBaivouca pgv
em Tta dévdpa, dtav Exn T mAnociov dévdpov, Biddokel ioTdval auThv*
TepimeTavvUouoa 8¢ T& oivapa, Tav €Tt auTi] dmaloi oi BoTpues ol Siddokel
okidCev T& NAloUpeva Tautny Ty dpav: dtav 8t kaipds 7 UTo ToU fAiovu 118
YAukaiveoBar Tas oTagulds, puAloppooloa Bi8dokel éauTrv yiholv kai
TeTaivey TNy omwpav, did moAugopiav 8¢ Tous pév mémovas deikviouoa
BéTpus, Tous B¢ €T COHOTEPOUS PEPOUCT DIBACKEL TPUY RV EQUTIV, COOTIEP TX
oUka oukaCouot, TO Opyddv ael. ]

Catana seems right to claim that we should understand the “justice” that divine earth teaches
(according to T4) in terms of the specific agricultural lessons that she teaches in the example of
the natural growth of a vine (according to TS). On this interpretation, “the virtue of justice”
(Sikatoouvn) that she teaches seems very similar to (if not identical with) the care (¢muéAeia) that
distinguishes the good farmer from the bad farmer. Such care resembles a sort of distributive
justice: the person who cares most about what divine earth teaches will best reap her natural gifts,
namely well-cultivated and prosperous farms.?!

But although I agree with Catana that Xenophon’s T4 is best interpreted in accord with his
passage TS and that T2, T4, and TS all discuss aspects of justice, T2 seems to present a significant
contrast to T4 and T5. Although Xenophon’s Oeconomicus announces itself as a study of the

science or expertise of “estate management” (Xen. Oec. 1.1-4, 6.4, 6.8), its paradoxical conclusion

21 So argue Victor, [Aristoteles], Oikonomikos, p. 115; Johnson, Xenophon’s Socratic Works, p.
245; and Helmer, Oikonomia, pp. 136-37.
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undermines the opening epistemic characterization of estate management. At the close of the
dialogue, Ischomachus tells Socrates that

T6: it is not knowledge, or lack of knowledge, on the part of the farmers that causes
some to prosper and others to be poor. You are not likely, he said, to hear a rumor
circulating that an estate has been ruined because the sower did not sow evenly, or
because he failed to plant in straight rows, or that someone planted vines in
unsuitable soil, because he did not know what kind of soil is suitable for vines...But
you are much more likely to hear people say ‘The fellow gets no grain from his
earth because he isn’t concerned that its sown or fertilized.” Or ‘The fellow has no
wine, because he isn’t concerned to plant vines or to see that the vines that he has
are productive for him.” Or ‘The fellow has neither olive nor fig, because he isn’t
concerned and he doesn’t do anything in order to get them.’?? (Xen. Oec. 20.2-4)
[oU y&p 1) EmMOTAMN OUS’ 1] QUETIOTNUOOUVT TAV YEWPYQV £0TIV T} TIOI0U0A
TOUS pEV EUTTOPETY, ToUs 8¢ amdpous elvar oud’ &v akovoais, £pn, Adyou oUTw
BlaﬁéOVTog, foasl &éq)GapTal o oTKog, d16T1 ouy éua)\cbg O OTIOPEUS t’s’m‘rslpsv oud’
4TL ouK opecog Toug opxoug Eq)UTEUOE\) oud’ 8T &yvornoas Tig TN q>spouc5av
auTrEAoug gv qu>opco Eq)UTEUOE\) oud’ 4T nyvonos TS .AAA& TTOAU ucx)\)\ov goTv
axovoat, aurp oU AauPBdavel oiTov €k ToU &ypoU: oU yap EmpueAeiTal, € aUTd
oTrEipnTou 1) cos KOTPOs yiyvnTal. oud’ oivov €xel avhp: oU y&p empeAeital, €
quTevon) aumélous oUdt ai oloal 8Trws PEPLICIY aUTE. oudt EAaiov oUdt ouka
Exel Qunp: oU yap empueAeiTal oUdt Tolel, dTMws TalTa £X1). |

Although Xenophon’s Oeconomicus includes an extended discussion of the “craft of farming”
(Tnv Téxvnu...Ths yewpyias [Oec. 15.3; cf. 16.1-19.14]), what one might call Xenophon’s

“ethics of care” locates excellence in care rather than science or craft knowledge.® Although

Aristotle and Xenophon, in T2 and T4, characterize farming in terms of justice, Aristotle’s

22 Ischomachus’ counter-intuitive answer—that prosperous farming is more a function of attention
or care than expertise or knowledge—is repeatedly anticipated in the dialogue by the question of
what distinguishes the successful and unsuccessful farmers; see Xen. Oec. 3.5, 6.11, 13.1, 15.2.
See further Johnson, Xenophon’s Socratic Works, pp. 260—62, and Atack, Xenophon, pp. 34-35
23 The notion of care (émuéAeia) is ubiquitous in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus: its presence or
absence is what distinguishes not only the successful farmer, but also the successful wife,
housemaid, housekeeper, steward, loyal slave, and general of an army (Oec. 7.7, 7.22, 7.30, 9.14,
12.9, 12.17, 20.6); see further Catana, “Care and Land Ethic in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus”, n. 8§,
p. 28 for a comprehensive list of references to the term in the dialogue; and Johnson, Xenophon's
Socratic Writings, pp. 262—66, for the relationship between care and farming.
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Oeconomica quite clearly and explicitly is a form of science or craft knowledge rather than an
ethics of care.?* Although T2 and T4 share a verbal echo, their notions of justice seem quite
different. Whereas T2 characterizes farming as a kind of exchange between a farmer and the earth
that is fundamentally different from the exchanges that take place between other humans (such as
commerce or conquest), T4 and TS5 characterize the relationship between the successful farmer
and the earth as just one of numerous instances where humans exhibit care in their relationships to

others.? Xenophon’s agricultural ethics of care fails to pick out what is fundamentally distinctive

about the craft of farming, which is the goal of the Aristotelian Oeconomica 1.2.

PART 3: The justice of farming in Hesiod’s Works and Days and justice as the whole of virtue

Part 1 of my chapter considered, but then rejected, the claim that T2 depicted farming as a
primordial form of exchange between farmer and the earth that exemplified particular justice in a
way that was impossible for human exchanges. Part 2 of my chapter considered, but then rejected,
the claim that T2’s remarks about justice and farming were derivative from a parallel passage in
Xenophon’s Oeconomicus. Rather than think of the justice of farming in terms of particular justice
or in terms of Xenophon’s ethics of care, I would like to argue that the justice that T2 attributes to

farming most closely fits what Aristotle calls justice as the whole of virtue that he seems to identify

24 See, for instance, Oec. 1.1.1343a5-9; cf. Pol. 1.8.1256a1-18.

25 As Atack, Xenophon, notes “The household is a microcosm of larger forms of human
coexistence: the polis, the army, and the empire. Xenophon regards the management of all as
similar exercises undertaken at different scales” (p. 27). By contrast, T2 presents farming as unlike
apparently all human exchanges and interactions.
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with the notion of justice articulated in Hesiod’s Works and Days.*® Consider, for instance, how
Hesiod characterizes agriculture in his poem:

T7: Men whose justice is straight know neither hunger nor ruin,
but amid feasts enjoy the yield of their labors.

For them the earth brings forth a rich harvest; and for them

the top of an oak teems with acorns and the middle with bees.
Fleecy sheep are weighed down with wool,

and women bear children who resemble their fathers.

There is an abundance of blessings and the grainland

grants such harvest that no one has to sail on the sea.

But far-seeing Zeus, son of Kronos, is the judge

of wanton wrongdoers who plot deeds of harshness.

Many times one man’s wickedness ruins a whole city,

if such a man breaks the law and turns his mind to recklessness.
Then the son of Kronos sends a great bane from the sky,
hunger and plague, and the people waste away.?” (WD 230-243)
[oU8¢ ToT’ Budiknol ueT &avBpdot Aiuds ST del

oud’ &Tn, BaAins 8¢ pepnAdTa épya vépovTal.

Tolol pépel pEv yaia oAU Biov, olpeot 8¢ Spus

axpn Hév Te pépet Baldvous, péoon 8¢ pelicoas:

eipotrdkol & Bies paAAols kataPePpibaot

TIKTOUCIV B¢ YUVAiKeS EOIKOTA TEKVA YOVEUOIV:

BaAAouoiv & ayaboiot Biaumepés: oud’ ETri vncdov

vicovTal, kaptov 8¢ pépel Leidwopos &poupa.

ofs & UBp1s Te péunAe kakn kai oxéTAa €pya,

Tols 8¢ diknv Kpovidns Tekpaipetal elploma Zevs.

ToAAGK! kal EUpTraca oAl kakoU audpods ammupa,

SoTis ahitpaivel kai dtdobala unxavdaaTa.

Toiow & oUpavdbev péy’ émmyaye mijua Kpovicwv,

Adv 6pol kai Aopdy amopbivibouat 8¢ Aaoi']

By means of context, Works and Days purports to be advice from Hesiod to his brother Perses for
the reasons he should “obey justice and restrain reckless wrongdoing” (WD 213), since such justice

consists in a law-governed order that Zeus established uniquely for humans (WD 276-281). But

26 Although it goes beyond the scope of this chapter, in Lockwood, Aristotle on Justice, chapter.
1, I argue that Aristotle conceives of “whole” justice along the lines of what I call Hesiodian
justice, namely the notion of justice as lawfulness that one finds articulated in Works and Days.
27 My translations of Hesiod’s Works and Days are based on A. Athanassakis, Hesiod, Theogony,
Works and Days, Shield, Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983.
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as T7 makes clear, such justice extends to the farmer’s relationship with the earth: those who work
the land honestly and arduously are assured nature’s bounty as a function of Zeus’ justice.?® 1
believe it is precisely the framework of Hesiod’s poem that is the basis for Aristotle’s claim in T2
that farming is the first care of household management “because it is just.”

Although Aristotle offers a secular or political account of justice in his Nicomachean Ethics
and Politics, one can detect hints of the divine justice that Hesiod attributes to Zeus within the
framework of what Aristotle calls justice as the whole of virtue. Aristotle describes such a sense
of justice as follows:

T8: But since, as we saw, an unlawful person is unjust and a lawful one just, it is
clear that all lawful things are somehow just, since the things defined by legislative
science are lawful and each of these, we say, is just. The laws, for their part,
pronounce about all matters, aiming either at the common advantage of all or at that
of the best people or of those who—in accord with their virtue or in accord with
some other such thing—are in control. So, in one way, the things we call “just” are
the ones that produce and safeguard happiness and its parts for the political
community...This sort of justice, then, is complete virtue—not unconditionally but
in relation to another person. And that is why justice often seems to be the most
excellent of the virtues, with the result that “neither the evening star nor the morning
star is so wondrous,” and, as the proverb says, “in justice is all virtue summed.”
(EN 5.1.1129b11-18, 25-31)

[¢Tel & & Tapdvopos &8ikos Ry 6 8¢ véuuos Sikatos, 8ijAov 8T TavTa T& vOUIUA
€oTl Tws dikata T& Te y&p coplopéva UTO Tiis VOUOBETIKAs VOUIMG €0TL, Kai
€KaoTOV. ToUTwV dikalov glval apév. ol 8¢ vOHOl Ay OopeUoust TEPT ATTAVTWV
otoxalouevol 1} ToU Ko CUUPEPOVTOS TTACIY T} TOls &pioTolS T) Tols Kupiols
KaT ApeTnv ij kat &AAov Twa TpodTToV ToloUTov: OOTE Eva iy TpoToV Sikaia
Aéyopev T& TonTIKA Kai PUAGKTIKA TTjs eUdaipovias kai TGV popicov auTrs Ti
TOAITIKT] KOwvid... alTn pév olv 1} SikatooUvn ApeTr) uév ot TeAeia, &AN oux
amAGs GAA& TTpOs ETepov. kai Si ToUTO TTOAAGKIS KPATIOTN TV APETAV Elval
Sokel 1 dikaloouvn, kai oUB E€omepos oUB £dos oUTw BauvpaoTds kai
Tapoalouevol papev év 8t Sikatoouvn cUAARRSNY TTao” &peTr) vi.]

28 Pomeroy, Xenophon Oeconomicus, p. 259, claims that Xenophon is more optimistic than Hesiod
about the agricultural life, but it seems a false comparison to contrast Xenophon’s view with that
of Hesiod’s “golden age” (e.g., WD 119-21). Xenophon’s view of the necessity of hard work and
care seems quite similar to Hesiod’s view of work in the iron age (e.g., WD 298-320).
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Aristotle’s notion of justice as the “lawful” appears to be a secular echo of Hesiod’s notion of
justice ordained by the law of Zeus. For Hesiod, following Zeus’ law results in the general well-
being of individuals and their communities, including in their agricultural labor; for Aristotle, the
person who possesses justice in the sense of the lawful possesses all the virtues insofar as they
benefit other members of one’s community.

What remains peculiar about the claim that farming is just is that as T8 makes clear,
Aristotle repeatedly claims that justice is an inter-personal virtue, namely one that concerns our
relationship to others; within the framework of the Nicomachean Ethics, the claim that justice is
inter-personal is opposed to the claim that justice is intra-personal, namely that it concerns the
ordering of the parts of one’s soul, similar to the account of justice that Plato provides in the
Republic.  When T2 claims that farming is just since it produces property that is “not from
humans” (oU yap am’ avBpmeov), it produces a tension since if the farmer is not in an inter-
personal relationship then it appears that the farmer cannot be exhibiting justice in the strict sense
of the term. But the notion of “agricultural justice” in Hesiod provides a way to make sense of
such other-relatedness: the farmer is in relationship with “mother earth” in the same sense that
Hesiod’s farmer is in relationship with Zeus the lawgiver. One finds additional evidence that
Aristotle’s Oeconomica presupposes a cosmos like that described in Hesiod’s Works and Days in
its numerous references to what “the god” has established with respect to household
management.’® The view that farming is justice towards the land seems to articulate a way-station

of sorts between Hesiod’s theocentric view of cosmic obligation and Aristotle’s distinction

2 See EN 5.1.1129b25-27, 5.2.1130a32-5, 5.11.1138b5-14.
30 See Aris. Oec. 1.3.1343b26-28, 3.1.141.8-10, 3.1.142,11-12, 3.2.143.23-26, 3.4.147.19-23;
cf. Xen. Oec. 5.12, 7.18, 7.22-30, 8.16, 17.2-3.
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between what is in accord with or contrary to nature. But as T3 makes clear, the Aristotelian
Oeconomica distinguishes the first argument, that farming is just, from the second argument,

namely that the products of farming are in accord with nature. The position of the Aristotelian

Oeconomica 1.2 seems consistent with, but not identical with, that of Politics 1.



