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Hannah Arendt, one of the most significant political and philosophical intellectuals of the 20t
century, frequently brought up the issue of power. In The Human Condition, to distinguish
power from force, strength, and, particularly, violence, she pointed out that the word ‘power’
had been derived from the Aristotelian conception of Svvapuig. Since Arendt had written about
power as the capacity to act together in the political realm, her understanding of the term
Svvapg was credited to Aristotle. In order to make the distinction between power and its
extremity, that is, violence, in Arendt’s theory more comprehendible, it is crucial to examine
the Aristotelian conception of the term §0vayic and its original definitions, which are mostly
found in Metaphysics. This paper aims to provide a philosophical analysis of §Ovauig in Aris-
totle to clarify Arendt’s notion of power as well as her theory of action. In the first part of the
article, the author discusses the word dvvapig which had a variety of meanings in antiquity
including power, potentiality, potency, capacity, possibility, and force. Unlike common mean-
ings, Aristotle used the word SVvaug in its relation to the term évépyeta, which were usually
translated as ‘potentiality’ and ‘actuality’. Aristotle defined SOvaug as the principle of change,
that is, the power or capacity to act and be affected, which reveals itself when it achieves its
fulfilment, or évépyeia. In the second part, the author demonstrates that Arendt’s concept
of power is based on the Aristotelian dVvaug as the power to act together, which cannot be
stored up and exists only in its actualization. The author concludes by saying that power in the
Aristotelian sense cannot be substituted for violence but instead manifests itself in the ability
to be a political human being.
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Hannah Arendt, an outstanding twentieth-century political philosopher, was known
to be passionate about antiquity and its high political realm under the name of noA. In
contrast to the modern society of apolitical human beings, T\ was seen by Arendt as an
organization where people could exercise their freedom by acting together. “To be polit-
ical, to live in a mOAig meant that everything was decided through words and persuasion
and not through force and violence” (Arendt 1998, 26). The capacity to act in a political
realm like moAig was distinguished by Arendt as power which she derives from the Aristo-
telian conception of dOvaug. To realize the importance of the distinction between power,
force, strength, and violence made by Arendst, it is necessary to trace the Aristotelian the-
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ory of dOvapg and its original meanings. In this article, I propose that the Aristotelian re-
vision of §Ovayug could help clarify Arendt’s sense of power as well as her theory of action.

I want to start by mentioning the role of power in Arendt’s theory. In On Violence,
the political theorist raised the question on the nature of violence in the political realm.
According to her theory, power had come to be interpreted in terms of violence, since it
had been viewed as an instrument of rule with its instinct of domination (Arendt 1970,
36). The result of such power is effectiveness of commands (ib. 37) and bureaucracy, the
most tragic aspect of the command-obedience model, which is currently the most formi-
dable manifestation of such dominance. Bureaucracy is defined as the ‘rule by Nobody’
(ib. 38). Arendt developed the following idea as a result of her longing for the past: “When
the Athenian city-state called its constitution an isonomy, or the Romans spoke of the
civitas as the form of government, they had in mind a concept of power, and law whose
essence did not rely on the command-obedience relationship and which did not identify
power and rule or law and command” (ib. 40). As stated by the political thinker, the com-
mand-obedient model arose when two aspects of action — on the one hand, beginning,
understood by Arendt as dpxetv, and, on the other hand, achieving (npatterv) — were
separated. The leader or beginner becomes the ruler, who gives commands to someone
who executes those commands. The separation of the original unity of action into giv-
ing commands and obeying represented an escape from politics (Arendt 1998, 189). The
Arendtian point was to recover the original understanding of action as the beginning of
something new. This beginning was bound up with human natality, which made the new-
comer capable of action.

Every human being has the initiative to begin something new, that is, to act (Arendt
1998, 177), to be the ruler and executor of his actions. The important conclusion is in
the simple fact that the capacity for action — the fact that man is capable of action — is
inherent to every human being. For Arendt, the political realm not only arises directly out
of acting together, where men reveal themselves by sharing words and deeds, but is also
the only activity that constitutes it (Arendt 1998, 198). Furthermore, such a capacity to act
is concerned with power to act and, as Arendt indicates, has a Greek equivalent: dOvayug.
Thus, the consideration of power in Arendt requires focusing on the concept of power
conceptualized by Aristotle.

1. The Aristotelian concept of dvvapug

The word dvvapig derives from dOvapat and in general denotes ‘power” or ‘force.
Pierre Chantraine points out that this force has nothing in common with iox0g (strength)
or pwun (bodily strength), but in the plural it could be used in a political sense and in-
dicates military forces (Chantraine 1968, 301). Aristotle uses this term in the sense of
potentiality in opposition to actuality (évépyeia). However, there are different translations
of dUvapug in Aristotle, like ‘power, capacity, potentiality, ability, potency, and possibili-
ty. These difficulties in translation display the various senses of the word that Aristotle
mostly demonstrates in his Metaphysics. Moreover, in Aristotle’s terminology, dbvaug has
its cognates in the two adjectives Suvatog (capable) and ddvvatog (impossible), and the
verb dVvacOai (to be able). In Metaphysics A 12, Aristotle gives a short investigation try-
ing to sort out the different meanings of d0vauis. In that chapter, it is possible to trace
the two main meanings of duvaug for Aristotle as ‘power’ and ‘capacity’ (Arist. Metaph.
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1019a15-32), but it also has the meaning of possibility or possible in opposition to im-
possible (Arist. Metaph. 1019b22-33). The latter is not considered in the current article.

In Metaphysics © Aristotle deals with the main sense or the strict usage
(uaAota kvpiwg) of duvapug (Met. 1045b35), which discusses dOvapug as a principle of
change (xatd kivnowv 1046al). W.D.Ross interprets SOvapig in respect of movement as
a powerl, that is ‘a source of change in another thing or in the same thing qua other’ or
‘Power is a capacity in A of producing a change in B (Ross 1975, cxxiv). Let me cite Aris-
totle himself when he defines dvvapg in Metaphysics A 12:

L%

Stvapg Aéyetat 1y uév dpyn kvjoewg 1 petafoliic 1y év étépw 1j 1) £Tepov, olov 1) oikodopuxkr)
Svvayig ¢oty fj ovy Ddpyet €v T@ oikoSopovuévw, AAN’ 1y iatpikr) Sbvapuic odoa dpyot &v
£v 1Q) latpevouévw, AAN’ ovy 1) laTpevdpevog. 1} pev odv SAwG dpyn HeTaBOARG fj Ky oewg
Méyetal SOvapg ev étépw fifj étepov, /18° V@’ Etépov i) Etepov (Arist. Metaph.1019a15-20)2.

Power means (1) a source of movement or change, which is in another thing than the thing
moved or in the same thing qua other; e. g. the art of building is a power which is not in the
thing built, while the art of healing, which is a power, may be in the man healed, but not in
him qua healed. Power then means the source, in general, of change or movement in another
thing or in the same thing qua other, and also (2) the source of a thing’s being moved by
another thing or by itself qua other. (W.D. Ross’ translation, modified.)

According to this passage, SOvapg is a kind of beginning, but it is not a movement
at all. It is something that could be labeled as an initiative if it is the starting point of
something that can change. W.D.Ross gives a good translation of dOvapg as a principle
enabling a thing to be changed (Ross 1975, 312). Consequently, dOvapug has an active
meaning. Avvaug can be exemplified as an art, as an instrument someone can use. The art
of building is the potentiality of the thing being built. At the same time, §Ovaug is in the
man being healed, who has the power to be healed qua the art of healing, that is, the active
capacity. Further, Aristotle designates §Ovapug in two different meanings. First, dvvaypug
can be used as a change of something and has the meaning of the word moteiv (make,
do, act), as has been demonstrated earlier. Second, dVvayg is in something that could be
changed and this thing — even an animal, or a man — has the capacity to be changed, this
capacity could be determined as maoxetv (suffer, to be affected).

The passage is connected to ©® of Metaphysics, where the philosopher speaks about
Suvapg more clearly:

@avepdv ovv 6Tt 0Tt pEv g pia SOvapg [20] Tod moteiv kai taoxey (Suvatodv yap €oTt kal
T® Exev adTo Suvapy Tod mabeiv katl 1@ &AAo D1’ adToD, E0TL 68 WG EAAN. 1} HEV Yap €V TO
naoXovTL(Std yap to Exety TIva dpxny; kol eivat kol THV VANV dpxrv Tiva, TAoEL TO TATKOV,
Kal dANo v’ EAAov: TO Aumapov pev [25] yap kavotov 10 8 vmeikov @St OAaoTtov, opoiwg
8¢ kai &m TOV AV, 1 &7 év T® ToLoDVTL, olov TO Bepuodv Kkai 1) oikoSopikn, 1) HEV €V T@
BeppavTik®d 1 8’ &v T@® oikodopk®: 810 1) CLUTEPLKEY, 0VBEV Tdoxel adTO VY’ EauToD: &v
yap kal o0k &AAo (Metaph. 1046a19-29).

It is plain then that there is in a way one capacity of acting and being affected (for something

is capable both in that it has a capacity of being acted upon and in that something else can
be acted on by it), but in another way they are different. For the one is in the thing affected

1 J. Beere also understands and translates Suvajug as power. See Beere 2009, 33-152.
2 Here and further, the edition cited is Ross 1975.
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(for it is because it has a certain origin, and because the matter also is a certain origin, that
what is affected is affected, and one thing by another; for what is oily can be burnt while
what yields in a certain way can be crushed, and similarly as regards other cases); the other
in contrast is in what acts, such as heat and the building craft — the one in what can heat and
the other in what can build. That is why, qua naturally unified, nothing is affected by itself;
for it is one, and not something else. (S. Makin’s translation.)

Aristotle notes two types of dvvapug to act and be affected or the active power (capacity)
and passive power:

1. The active and the passive powers (capacities) are the one power (1046a20-22);

2. The active and passive powers (capacities) are distinct (1046a22-29).

The first type can be explained with the help of the earlier passage, where dvvayug is
fj apx) petaPoric év &AAw 1 f) &AAo (is an originative source of change in another thing
or in the thing itself qua other (Ross’ translation) (Arist. Metaph. 1046al1). This dapxn
petaPoliig év &\w can be opposed to dpxn petaPoAiig mabntikic v’ GAlov (the origi-
native source of change by another thing) (Ross’ translation, modified) (Ross 1975, 241).
According to this interpretation, the active and passive dOvapg are complementary as-
pects of a single fact, i. e., if one thing can change another, like, for example, A can change
B. A has an active power, and B has a passive power (Ross 1975, 241). Thus, a single fact,
fire that heats water ensures that fire manifests its active power, and water passive one.

The unity of active and passive aspects in SOvaig can be also treated otherwise, in
the sense that the active power of an agent affects the object which responds according to
its own power and they together produce the effect which unifies them but is posterior to
their powers — ‘the single rise in temperature which is the exercise of fire’s active capacity
to heat water and water’s passive capacity to be heated by fire) as S. Makin proposes. Ste-
phen Makin prefers the second explanation because it allows ‘that something could have
an active capacity without anything having the correlative passive capacity; for example,
that craftsman could have the capacity to build houses in the absence of any materials with
the passive capacity to be built into houses’ (Makin 2006, 30). According to Makin, this
second option is preferable because although we always have capacities to do something
or to suffer something, Aristotle inclines to indicate that we have capacities or powers to
change something only when there is something that can be changed or affected.

To defend Ross” position and mine, I want to demonstrate the principle that could
be named the moteiv/naoyewv principle in Aristotle. W.D. Ross cites De Anima (425b25-
426a30) when he explains the single unifying fact of active and passive powers. The second
chapter of De Anima investigates the sense perception, or aioOnotg, which is scrutinized in
Aristotle’s Parva Naturalia. Aristotle examines 1| dy1g (vision) and 1) 6paoig (seeing or the
act of seeing). These two words of seeing explain the Aristotelian division on possibility
and actuality, where 1) 6y1q is a possibility of seeing something or 1} dpacig. When we see
something, our vision is acting, but at the same moment, it is also affected by something.
For example, we can see an apple; when we see an apple, we act, but the image of an apple
is our affection. As Aristotle notes: 1) 6y1g maoyel, obtw kai motel Tt (the vision is affected,
but also it acts on something) (Arist. Parv. nat. 459b27). Thus, we can perceive the power
to act or to be affected as the one power or capacity.

Aristotle further adduces the second type of dvvapug, where the passive and active
powers are not the same (Metaph. 1046a22-29). The explanation seems simple because
it concerns different locations of the active and passive capacities. The passive capacity is
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in the patient (1] pév yap év 1@ mdoyovtt) and the active capacity is in the agent (7 8" év
@ motodvTt). The passive capacity, for example, could be in something capable of being
burnt like oily things that are flammable. However, the source of their burning must be
something else, like fire, which could be considered the agent. The active capacity is in the
agent; for example, it is fire or the building craft. Thus, the active and passive capacities
belong to different things because nothing affects itself or could be affected by itself.?

Aristotle terms this state of alienation or change that could be caused by the power
(80vaug) to change or to be changed ndBog, which can be translated as affect or affection.
He examines this word in its different meanings, but some of these are important for the
current consideration: 1) madfog as a quality (ot0tng) in respect of which a thing can be
changed (&ANotodoBat €v8éxetan) and 2) mdbog as the actualization of the qualities and
their changes (ai Tovtwv évépyetat kail dANowwoaelg §jdn) (Metaph. 1022b15-20). The most
significant definition of maBog is given in the treatise De Anima:

owTnpia pdAlov v1to Tod évtelexela GvTog Tod Suvdpel dvTog kal Opoiov obTwG WG SUVaLLG
gxeL mpog évtehéxelav (De An. 417b3-4).

The other way is rather preservation of the being in potentiality by the being in actuality and
thus being like, as potentiality is with respect to actuality. (R. Polansky’s translation.)

According to Aristotle, everything that exists has two modes of being: actually and
potentially. If something has the capacity to build, it has a realization of this capacity re-
spectively. In ® of Metaphysics, Aristotle criticizes the Megarians, who vindicate the con-
cept of potentiality by saying that something can act when it is acting. On the contrary,
Aristotle points out that someone has a capacity to build when he is not building. If the
Megarians were right, people would become blind and deaf many times a day (Metaph.
1046b29-1047a10). Thus, it is important that SOvapig as power or capacity to change be
in correlation with its actualization, that is, 1] évépyeta (actuality).

Unlike the word 80vaug, which is an ordinary Greek word, ‘évépyeia’ was invented
by Aristotle. It is usually translated as ‘actuality’ or ‘actualization’ and used in relation to
Sdvvaqug. Also, Aristotle applies another word for actuality, évreAéxeta. The latter is rare in
Metaphysics © (six occurrences: ©1, 1045b33-4, 1045b35; ©3, 1047a 30, 1047b2; ®7, 1049a
5-6; ®8, 1050a23). W.D. Ross supposes that évépyela means activity or actualization, while
évteléxela ‘means the resulting actuality or perfection’ (Ross 1975, 245). S. Makin offers an-
other translation of évrehéxela; he understands it as a fulfillment (Makin 2006, xxviii). Both
words are neologisms, and there are disagreements about their etymologies.

As for the word évteléxela, Aristotle mentions at Metaph. ® 8, 1050a 21-3, that the
word is derived from the té\og (goal, aim, or end). The alternative to the Aristotelian
explanation is that évreAéxeia has its origin in the adjective évteAéq (perfect, full, and
complete) (Makin 2006, xxix; Ross, 1975, 245). Both words are mostly used as synonyms.
As far as the term évépyela is primarily associated with 1 kivnolg (movement), S. Makin
inclines to understand such a kind of movement as change due to the fact that it is not
always a movement like from A to B:

EAAu0e &7 1) évépyela Tobvopa, 1) oG TNV éviehéxetav ovvTiOepévn, Kkal émt Ta dAAa ék
TOV Kivijoewv paliota: Sokel yap 1) évépyela pahota 1 kivnoig etvat, 610 kal Toig pur| odoty
ovk anodidoaot To kiveioBat, &Ahag 8¢ Tvag katnyopiag, olov Stavontd kai émbuuntd etvat

3 Some problems of active and passive capacities are discussed by S. Makin. See Makin 2006, 32-36.
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Ta pn) 6vTa, kevovpeva 8¢ ob, TodTo 8¢ 6TL ovKk OvTa Evepyeia EcovTatl Evepyeiq. TOV yap
Svtwv évia Suvdpet £0Tiv: ovk £0TL 8¢, TL 0Ok évteAeyeia éotiv (Metaph. 1047a30-1047b2).

The term ‘actuality] the term connected with fulfilment, has also been extended to other
cases from applying most of all to change. For it seems that actuality most of all has its being
qua change which is why in addition people do not assign change to non-beings, though
some other predicates, such as being thought about and being desired, are predicated of
non-beings, but not being changed, and this is because while not being actually they will be
actually. For some of the things which are not are potentially; but they are not because they
are not in fulfilment. (S. Makin’s translation.)

The term 1} évépyeta is used to designate not only movements. We can say that I have
the capacity to walk, and when I am walking, I actualize my capacity to walk. Nevertheless,
there are a lot of things that do not exist because they are not actualized. Some not-beings
Aristotle shows as Stavonta kat émBopunta (thoughts and desires) that can be actualized
and their actualization is évépyeta. Further, Aristotle gives an example of ‘Hermes, who
being in the wood (1@ §VAw) has the power or potentiality to be a statue, but when he
becomes the statue of Hermes, his existence will be in actuality (Metaph. 1048a30-33). At
the time as things actualize their potentiality they achieve their fulfillment, or évreAéxeia.

Moreover, Aristotle distinguishes movements from actualities in their relation to the
end or completion, 16 TéAog. He demonstrates in Metaph. 1048b20-35 that some actions,
like seeing, have an end in themselves, but others, like being healed, are incomplete and
have their completion or end in something else:

olov 0pd dpla kal EMpake, Kai Povel Kail TeQPOVNKE, Kol VOEL Kal VEVONKEY, &N 00 pavBdvel
Kai pepadnkev (Metaph. 1048b23-24).

For example, at the same time one is seeing [and has seen], and is understanding [and
has understood] and is thinking and has thought, but it is not that one is learning and has
learned. (S.Makin’s translation.)

That is why some of them are called changes or, in some cases, movements, but other
actualities:

ToOTWV 81 Oel TaG eV Kivioelg Aéyewy, Tag O vepyelag. mdoa yap kivnolg aterng, loxvaoia
pabnoig Padiotg oikodopnoig: [30] adtar 67 kivroelg, kai dteleis ye (Metaph. 1048b28-30).

Of these then [it is necessary] to call some changes, and others actualities. For all change is
incomplete, thinning, learning, walking, house building; these are changes and surely in-
complete. (S. Makin’s translation.)

Though the power to act seems to have a priority over actuality, the Philosopher insists on
the fact that actuality is prior to power or potentiality: mpotepov évépyeta Suvapeds EoTiy
(Metaph. 1049b5). He provides three instances of such priority. First, the actuality is prior
in definition (Aoyw) (Metaph. 1049b11), because if someone is going to act or be able to
act, it is necessary that he primarily should have the power to act. For example, to be able
to build houses, it is necessary to have the capacity to build, just as it is necessary to have
the capacity to see (Metaph. 1049b13-16). In this sense, someone or something possesses
powers or capacities, but this possession appears only in its actualization. Second, the pri-
ority is in time, when someone or something is actualized by another individual, like man
by man or musician by musician (Metaph. 1049b25-26). No one is capable of building if

334 Philologia Classica. 2023. Vol. 18. Fasc. 2



he has not built anything. Third, the actuality is primarily in substance (ovoia) (Metaph.
1050a4). The explanation of this statement goes with the following assertion:

Kai 6t dmav én’ apynv Badilet TO yryvopevoy kai TéNog (apxn yap TO ob éveka, ToD TEAOLG
Ot Eveka ) yéveolc), TENog & 1) évépyela, kal TovToL Xaptv ) Suvapug [10] Aappdvetart od ydp
tva Sytv Exwoty Opwot & {da AN Smwg Opdatv Syt Exovoty, Opoiwg 8¢ kai oikodoptkny
tva [12] oikodopdot kai thv Bewpnrikiy iva Bewpdotv: GAN" 0 Bewpodoty iva BewpnTikny
gxwotv (1050a7-12).

... and because everything that comes to be proceeds to an origin and an end (for that for the
sake of which is an origin, and the coming to be is for the sake of the end), and the actuality
is an end, and the potentiality is acquired for the sake of this. For it is not that animals see
in order that they may have sight but they have sight so that they may see, and likewise too
they possess the building craft in order that they may build and the contemplative ability in
order that they may contemplate; but it is not that they contemplate in order that they may
have the contemplative ability. (S. Makin’s translation.)

The most essential statement from the passage is that 1] évépyela or actuality is the
end, so the power has its end in its actuality. The Aristotelian teleology achieves its crucial
meaning in these lines. On the one hand, Aristotle talks about the ends in the movements,
or rather, changes like seeing. On the other hand, the end is not always in changing but in
something else, as if the act of building is in the thing built. Some ends are in the activities
or actions; others are in the products those actions make (Metaph. 1050a16-1050b1). If
the end is in the action, the activity is called évteAéxeta.

T0 yap Epyov TéNog, 1) 8¢ évépyeta TO €pyov, 810 kal Tobvopa Evépyeta Aéyetal katd T Epyov
Kal ovvteivel Tpog TV Evrekéxetav (Metaph. 1050a21-23).

For the action is the end, and the actuality is the action. And so even the word ‘actuality’ is
derived from ‘action, and points to the complete reality (W.D. Ross’ translation).

For this reason, in Politics, Aristotle declares that the city-state, oA, is the end, a
kind of partnership that exists for some good (Pol.1252a1-2; 1252b31). If noAg is the end,
it is at the same time the actuality. A political organization like oAig exists for good living
only when the power to be 10 moAttikov {@ov is actualized. It is the only way for noAig to
exercise its true being.

2. Arendt’s adaptation of the Aristotelian §Ovayug

It is noteworthy that Arendt primarily examines action in the political realm. Her
concept of action is closely connected with the possibility or capacity to act. This possibil-
ity of action is considered the power to act. As Arendt notes: “Power corresponds to the
human ability not just to act, but to act in concert” (Arendt 1970, 44). On the one hand,
every human being has the power to act, which in Aristotle’s terminology is Svvaypug. This
Svvapug as a power has a meaning of dpxn or the principle of any movement or change.
That is why every human being has power but never possesses it: “...power cannot be
stored up and kept in reserve for emergencies; like the instruments of violence, but exists
only in its actualization. Where it is not actualized, it passes away” (Arendt 1998, 200). As
well as the Aristotelian dVvayug it is always in relation to 1) évépyeta because it is the Té\og
of a power. When we stop acting, our power becomes a possibility again, but it is never ‘the
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property of an individual’ (Arendt 1970, 44). On the other hand, the fact that people act
‘in concert’ means that a man has the power or possibility to act only inter homines or in
the public space that Arendt calls the space of appearances (Arendt 1998, 199). This space
of appearances reveals itself when people speak and act ‘in-between’ This space ‘precedes
all formal constitutions of the public realm and the various forms of government’ (Arendt
1998, 199). When people are acting and speaking, the space is actualized, when people
stop acting, the space disappears. Its peculiar character is the mere possibility, and the
space of appearances in Aristotle’s terms can be called 10 Suvatov. Thus, people gather,
having the power to act; at the moment they actualize their power through speeches and
deeds, the public realm is also actualized and ‘never loses its potential character’ (Arendt
1998, 200).

Arendt always regards power in terms of potentiality or capacity. Therefore, power
cannot be measured and cannot be a reliable entity like force or strength. The only way
power could be materialized is through the living together of people, for example, in cities.
The plurality is the condition of §Ovauig or power. Although everyone has the possibility
or power to act, it cannot be necessarily realized: “And whoever, for whatever reasons,
isolates himself and does not partake in such being together, forfeits power and becomes
impotent” (Arendt 1998, 201). Unlike strength, power is never the property of an individ-
ual (Arendt 1998, 44). It vanishes with its actualization; it cannot be seen, felt, or have any
appearances. It is hidden, like the capacity of a builder to build when he is not building.
Although Aristotle never distinguishes capacities or powers in the strict sense, for Arendt,
this distinction is crucial. The matter is that any craft deals with the creation of things,
and, speaking of a builder or a craftsman, when he is acting, that is, creating something,
he violates material. In Aristotelian terms, this violent character of the creative capacity or
power fulfills its realization of passive and active power, or the moteiv/mdoxetv principle.
As Arendt notes, the work of homo faber consists in reification. “This element of violation
is present in all fabrication, and homo faber, the creator of human artifice, has always been
a destroyer of nature” (Arendt 1998, 139). Thus, the extreme opposite of power is vio-
lence, with its instrumental character and its “implements <...> are used for the purpose
of multiplying natural strength until <...> they can substitute for it” (Arendt 1970, 46).
The equation of power with violence comes from the understanding of government as the
domination of men over men by means of violence (Arendt 1970, 52). When we under-
stand power as the Aristotelian dVvapug with its potential character, we never substitute
power for violence because when violence is present no one has the power to act, and no
political realm is possible.

The traces of passive and active duvapig in the Aristotelian sense can be found not
only in the fabricating capacity but also in the action itself. The agent discloses himself
through speech and action in the public realm; his revelation brings up the web of human
relationships: “The actor always moves among and in relation to other acting beings, he
is never merely a ‘doer’ but always at the same time a sufferer” (Arendt 1998, 190). Here
we see how the passive and active dOvayug realize their twofold character, being the one
actualized power. When someone acts, he always takes the risk because the consequences
of action change not only the constellation of human relationships but also the agents.
However, Arendt is mostly preoccupied with the space or the web which appears in those
actions as a kind of 10 Suvatov, composed of the consequent deeds and sufferings (Arendt
1998, 190). Every new action inserts something new into the chain of reactions; the space
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of 10 duvatodv is capable of being changed, of suffering, and at the same time, of doing or
bringing up something new, of becoming something new. As a result of this active-affec-
tive exercise of power in the web of human relations, the action has both the characteris-
tics of boundlessness and unpredictability.

At last, the most important Aristotelian sense of dVvaug as a power lies in the con-
cept of évteAéyela or performativity of action. Arendt writes that the process of acting and
speaking can leave behind no results or end products (Arendt 1998, 183). In other words,
the action never deals with ends outside itself and never springs up as a means to an end.
The end of every actualized power is its actualization. Arendt refers to Aristotle speaking
of action as 1) évépyela (actuality) with which ‘he designated all activities that do not pur-
sue an end (are ateleis) and leave no work behind <...>, but exhaust their full meaning in
the performance itself” (Arendt 1998, 206). The té\og (end) in such action like actualized
power lies in the activity itself, thus such activity becomes évteAéxeia. Nevertheless, Pavel
Kontos disapproves of such performativity of action in Aristotle and calls it a myth. He
argues that performances cannot take place everywhere because they need ‘a specific kind
of stage that only the homo faber can create’ (Kontos 2017, 241). He adheres to the notion
that there is an objective end and that it consists in the ‘preservation’ of the public realm,
and the capacity to accomplish it is called ‘power’ (Kontos 2017, 244). According to Kon-
tos, “Political performers should promote the objective political end which lies in the fact
that the stage on which performances occur needs to be preserved after the performanc-
es are over, preserved for the sake of new future performances by ourselves and others”
(Kontos 2017, 244). I suppose that Kontos designates here the political realm as the space
of 10 Sduvatov. The fact is that Arendt speaks about the political space that precedes all
performances or actions (Arendt 1998, 199), but it is preserved only potentially, and it
should be actualized to actually be. As for the end seen in the preservation of the political
stage, it is already in the action itself, as I have mentioned earlier.

In conclusion, there were two reasons why combining the ideas of two disparate in-
tellectuals from separate eras was justified. First, Aristotle discusses power (§Ovayig) in
relation to actuality (¢vépyela), as does Arendt who combines these to describe modes of
being not only of just living but of living together, ‘in-between’ other human beings. Sec-
ond, if we ignore Aristotle’s definition of Svuvayg, we are unable to comprehend Arendt’s
opposition of ‘power’ to ‘strength, force, and violence. Aristotle examines §Ovapug as a
power to do something, to reveal what is concealed in the realm of appearances to its actu-
al function, or évépyeia. Power is not dpyr as a sovereigntys; it is the beginning of change. If
power is fundamentally about rule, violence is the only form of exercising power. If power
is concerned as capacity to act, it is implemented in every man, not only in sovereignty.
Arendt’s theory of action may have problems with being understood and interpreted in
some way or another. The key point is that Arendt elicits the concept of power and action
to demonstrate that every human being can be political.
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XaHHa ApPEHJT, OOMH M3 CaMbIX 3HAUUTEIbHBIX HMOMUTUYECKUX TEOPETUKOB U (HUIocodos
XX B., He pas HOfHMMAasIA BOIPOC 0 Bractu. B coeit kuure Vita Activa, unu O desmenvHotl
HU3HU OHA OTIPEieTIAET BIACTD, Y€TKO OT/IMYAs €€ OT CHJIBI, MOIY ¥ HACW/IN, U TIPUBJIEKa-
eT apUCTOTENEBCKYI0 KOHIIEIIMI0 SUVAUG B KadecTBe 060CHOBaHN. [I0CKONbKY BIacTh Ans
ApeHAT — 3TO0 CIIOCOGHOCTD AEVICTBOBATD COOOIA B IOMUTHYECKOM IPOCTPAHCTBE, €€ IIOH-
MaHIe 9TOro peHOMeHa HaIIpAMYI0 COOTHOCUTCS ¢ UVl y Apuctorend. [Iyid Toro 4To6n
IIPOZIUTD CBET Ha Uyieyt APeH/IT ¥ OTAEIUTD BIACTh OT HACU/INA KaK ee KpalfHero IpOsB/IeHN,
HeoOXOIMMO PAacCMOTPeTh apUCTOTeNIeBCKMIT TepMMH SOVAULG B €0 OPUTVMHAIBHBIX 3HaYe-
HVAX, BCTPEYAIOINXCA [0 IPeMMYIecTBY B Memagusuxe. Llenb [aHHON cTaThby — Ipef-
cTaBuTh Ppumocodckmit ananmus SOVAULG ApUCTOTENS /I IPOSCHEHN S APEHATOBCKOTO OHsI-
TUA BJIACTHU, KOTOPOE UCCIEJ0BATEIbHIIA K/IaZIeT B OCHOBY CBOEJ Teopun JielicTeus. B mep-
BOJI YaCTU CTaThy OOCYXKAIOTCS aHTUYHBIe CMBICIIBI CI0BA SUVALLG: BIACTD, BO3MOXKHOCTD,
MOIIIb, CHOCOOHOCTD U CMJIa. B 0T/mdne oT Takoro c71oBoynorpedneHs ApUCcTOTe/b UCIO/b-
30Bas SUVAG B IIape ¢ TEPMUHOM £VEPYELQ, TIOITOMY OHM YaCTO HEPEBOMATCS Ha PYCCKUIT
SI3BIK KaK «<BO3MOXXHOCTD» I «IeIICTBUTEIBHOCTD». APUCTOTENb cYnTaI SOVALG HadaIoM 13-
MEHECHMNA, T. €. CHOCO6HOCTbIO )Ie]“/[CTBOBaTb " IpeTepIIEBATh, KaKOBasd JOCTUTAET CBOe€N nenn
B JI/ICTBUTEILHOCTH, WIN B €vépyeta. Bo BTopoit yacTy cTaTby ZeMOHCTPUPYETCS, YTO KOH-
LIeNIIVA BIACT APEHT BOCXOAUT K aPUCTOTE/IeBCKOMY IIOHATUIO SUVALG, ICTOIKOBAHHOMY
B KayecTBe CYJIbI JelICTBOBAaTh B OOIIUX MHTepecax, IMLICHHON HaKOIMUTEIbHOIO CBONCTBA
U TIPOABJIAIOIIEICA TONMbKO B MOMEHT CBOETO OCYLIeCTB/IEHMA. B 3aK/Ir0uennn fiefaeTcs Bbl-
BOJI, YTO BJIACTb, IOHATAA B APUCTOTENEBCKOM CMBICTIE, HE MOXKET CBOAMUTCA K HACHIINIO, Ha-
IIPOTHB, OHA IPEACTAB/IAET COOOI CIOCOOGHOCTD YeIOBeKa [eIICTBOBATh BMECTE C FPYTUMI,
a 3HAYNUT, OBITD CYLIECTBOM IOMTUTUYECKIIM.

Kniouesvie cnosa: Bmactp, SOvaug, Apucrorenb, XaHHa ApeH/IT, CIIOCOOHOCTD, BO3MOYXXHOCTb.
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