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PREFACE.

THE translation of the Politics which is now
given to the public was commenced about fifteen
years since, with the intention of illustrating the
Laws of Plato. A rough draft was made by the
translator, which he had the advantage of reading
over with Mr. Alfred Robinson, of New College.
But finding the work more difficult than he had
anticipated, he determined to begin again and re-
write the whole. He was insensibly led on to the
preparation of a commentary and an analysis. Other
subjects of a more general character, which arose
out of the study of Aristotle’s Politics, naturally took
the form of essays!. These will be published
shortly and will complete Vol. II. The translation

! The subjects of the Essays will be as follows :—
1. The Life of Aristotle.
2. The Structure and Formation of some of the Aristotelian Writings, to
which are added three Appendices:
(i) On Books V, VI, VII of the Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics:
(ii) ‘On the Order of the Books of the Politics :
(iii) On the Order of the Books of the Metaphysics.
3. On the Style and Language of the Politics.
. On the Text of the Politics.
. Aristotle as a Critic of Plato.
. Aristotle’s Contributions to History.
. Aristotle’s Politics.
. The Spartans and their Institutions.
9. Aristotle as a Political Philosopher.
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T T Tt pREFACE.

was printed more than two years ago, and before
the appearance of Mr. Welldon’s excellent book.
The editor has availed himself of the opportunity
which the delay afforded to add in the Notes his
second thoughts on some doubtful passages.

He has to acknowledge the great assistance which
he has received from several friends, especially from
Mr. David Ritchie in the composition of the Notes,
and from Mr. Evelyn Abbott in the criticism of
them. He has also to express his gratitude to his
friend and secretary, Mr. Matthew Knight, for the
excellent Indices he has prepared both of the Text
and Notes, and for many valuable suggestions which
occur in different parts of the book. He wishes
that Mr. Knight could be induced to bestow on
some work of his own the knowledge and thought
which he devotes to the writings of another.

The Editor has to apologize for a delay in the
fulfilment of his task, which has arisen necessarily
out of the pressure of other avocations. He had
hoped that his work would have been completed
some years ago. An author generally finds that his
literary undertakings exceed the measure of time
which he has assigned to them; they grow under
his hand; the years which he has spent upon them
quickly pass, and at last he too often fails of
satisfying -either himself or the public. When he has
nearly finished, if ever, he feels that he is beginning
to have a greater command of his subject; but he
is obliged to make an end. He may perhaps claim
to know better than any one else the deficiencies
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of his own performance; but he knows also that
he cannot expect to be heard if he attempts to
excuse them.

It is a ‘regrettable accident’ that this book will
probably appear about the same time with an-
other edition of the Politics of Aristotle, also to
be published at the Clarendon Press, the long ex-
pected work of an old friend and pupil, Mr. New-
man, Fellow and formerly Tutor of Balliol College,
which would not have been delayed until now, if
the ‘bridle of Theages’ (Plato, Rep. vi. 496 B) had
not retarded the progress of the author. Those
who remember the enthusiasm which was aroused
by his brilliant lectures on this and other subjects
a quarter of a century ago will take a great interest
in the result of his labours. I gladly welcome the
Syéyovor Téxos and offer hearty wishes for the success
of the work.

The editor of a Greek or Latin classic generally
owes a large debt to his predecessors. In some one
of them he will probably find the collation of the
text ready to his hand, or at least carried to such
an extent that to pursue the enquiry further would
lead to no adequate result. The difficult passages
have already been translated by them many times
over, and the use of words and idioms has been
minutely analyzed by them. There are innumerable
parallels and illustrations, relevant and also irre-
levant, which have been collected by their industry.
The new Editor freely appropriates the materials
which they have accumulated; nor can he greatly

b2



iv PREFACE.

add to them. He is no longer the pioneer; he
enters into the labours of others, and is responsible
for the use which he makes of them. The field in
which he has to work is limited ; the least of the
kingdoms into which physical science is subdivided
is greater and more extended. It is an ancient
branch of knowledge on which he is employed; a
mine out of which, with care, some good pieces of
ore may still be extracted, but which does not yield
the same rich profits as formerly. And he is in
danger of finding that * what is new is not true, and
that what is true is not new.” He knows how often
conjectures which cannot be disproved have taken
the place of real knowledge. He can only hope that
the constant study of his author, the interpretation
of him from his own writings, the dismissal of all
prejudices and preconceptions may throw some fresh
light upon the page. It will not always be easy for
him to determine what he has thought out for himself
and what he has derived from others, and still less
to distinguish what in former editors is their own and
what they in turn have derived from their prede-
cessors. No one who has spent many years in the
study of an author can remember whether a thought
occurred to him spontaneously or was suggested by
the remark of another. There is therefore the more
reason that he should make his acknowledgments to
those who have preceded him.

The writer of these volumes is under great obli-
gations to Schlosser, whose good sense and manly
criticism are of great value in the interpretation of



PREFACE. v

the Politics ; he is also much indebted to Schneider,
who is a sound scholar and a distinguished critic
both of Aristotle and Plato; as well as to A. Stahr
and Bernays who have made accurate and finished
translations, Stahr of the whole work, Bernays of
the three first books; above all to the learning of
Susemihl, who is not only the author of a new transla-
tion, but has also made a fuller collection of all the
materials necessary either for the study of the text
or the illustration of the subject than any previous
editor; lastly to Immanuel Bekker, the father of
modern textual criticism, who has not left much to
be improved in the text of Aristotle. The com-
mentary of Goettling has likewise a good deal of
merit. I am indebted for a few references to Mr.
Eaton’s edition of the Politics, and to Mr. Congreve
for several excellent English expressions, and still
more for his full and valuable indices.

The editor, like many of his predecessors, has
been led to the conclusion that the Politics of Aris-
totle exist only in a questionable and imperfect
shape. He cannot say that the work is well arranged
or free from confusion of thought or irregularities
of style and language. To assume a perfection or
completeness which does not exist would contradict
facts which are obvious on the surface. The worst
kind of inaccuracy is pretended accuracy. No pro-
gress can be made in the study of Aristotle by an
art of interpretation which aims only at reconciling
an author with himself. Neither is there any use
in seeking to reconstruct the Politics in another
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form; no analysis of them will enable us to arrive
at the secret of their composition. We cannot re-
habilitate them by a transposition of sentences, or by
a change in the order of the books; we must take
‘them as they are. Real uncertainties are better
than imaginary certainties. Yet the uncertainty in
this instance is one of which the human mind is
peculiarly impatient. For amid so much repetition
and confusion great truths are constantly appearing
which reflect the mind of the master. But to
separate these by any precise line, to say ‘here
are the genuine words of Aristotle,” ‘ this the later
addition,’ is beyond the art of the critic. TFhe
student of Aristotle will do better to fix his mind on
the thoughts which have had so vast an influence,
and have so greatly contributed to the progress of
mankind, and not to enquire too curiously'into the
form of the writing which contains them.

BaLrLior COLLEGE, OXFORD:
Sept. 8, 1885.



NOTE.

THE text of the Politics from which the Translation has
been made, and to which the Notes refer, is that of Bekker’s
First Edition. The variations from this Text are indicated
at the foot of the page in the Translation.

An Essay on the Text will be found in the Second Part
of the Second Volume hereafter to be published.



ERRATA IN TRANSLATION

MENTIONED IN THE NOTES.

Page 77 (iii. 5, ¢ 9), for ‘to deceive the inhabitants’ read ¢ that the privileged
class may deceive their fellow citizens *

Page 141 (iil. 15, § 6), for A king must legislate’ read * There must be a legis-
lator, whether you call him king or not’

Page 149 (v. 3, § 7) for *having been cut to pieces’ read * after their army had
been cut to pieces’

Ib. (ib. § 9) for * Oreum’ r¢ad * Oreus’



INTRODUCTION.

Tur writings of Aristotle are almost entirely wanting in_the™
charm of style, and several of them cannot even be said to have
the¢” merit of clearness. In the Politics we are often unable to
follow the drift of the argument ; the frequent digressions and con-
flicting points of view which arise are troublesome and perplexing
to us. We do not understand why the writer should again and
again have repeated himself; why he should have made promises
which he never fulfills; why he should be always referring to what
has preceded, or to what follows. He sometimes crosses over
from his own line of argument to that of his opponent; and
then returns again without indicating that he has made a change
of front. There are words and clauses which seem to be out of
place; or at any rate not to be duly subordinated to the rest of
the passage. No other work of genius is so irregular in structure
as some of the Aristotelian writings. And yet this defect of form
has not prevented their exercising the greatest influence on
philosophy and literature ; the half-understood words of Aristotle
have become laws of thought to other ages.

With the causes of these peculiarities -we are not at present
concerned. The style of Aristotle runs up into the more general
question of the manner in which his writings were compiled or
have been transmitted to us. Are they the work of one or of
many? Do they proceed from the hand or mind of a single
writer, or are they the accumulations of the Peripatetic school?
This is a question, like the controversy about the Homeric poems,
which cannot be precisely answered. The original form of some of
the Aristotelian writings will never be restored. We can hardly
tell how or where they came into existence: how much is to be
attributed to Aristotle, how much to his editors or followers,—whether
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hf;"ﬁrst followers, such as Eudemus, o}; later editors, such as the
Alexandrians, or Andronicus of Rhodes, or Tyrannion, the friend
of Cicero. We cannot by the transposition of sentences make them
clearer, nor by verbal conjecture remove small flaws in the reason-
ing, or inconsistencies in the use of words. The best manuscripts
of the Ethics and Politics, though not of first-rate authority,
are not much worse than the primary manuscripts of other Greek
authors. The disease, if it is to be so regarded, lies deeper, and
enters into the constitution of the work. The existing form of the
Aristotelian writings is at least as old as the first or second century
B.C.; it is in the main the Aristotle of Cicero, though he was also
acquainted with other works passing under the name of Aristotle,
such as the Dialogues, which are preserved to us only in fragments.
If we go back in thought from that date to the time when they
were - first written down by the hand of Aristotle, or at which
they passed from being a tradition of the school into a roll or
book, we are unable to say in what manner or out of what
elements, written or oral, they grew up or were compiled. We
only know that several of them are unlike any other Greek book
which has come down to us from antiquity. The long list of works
attributed to Aristotle in the Catalogues also shows that the Aris-
totelian literature in the Alexandrian age was of an indefinite
character, and admitted of being added to and altered.

But although we cannot rebabilitate or restore to their original
state the Politics or the Nicomachean Ethics or the Metaphysics,
we may throw them into a form which will make them easier
and more intelligible to the modern reader. We may 1) present
the argument stripped of digressions and additions; 2) we may
bring out the important and throw into the background the
unimportant points; 3) we may distinguish the two sides of the
discussion, where they. are not distinguished by the author; 4)
we may supply missing links, and omit clumsy insertions; 5) we
may take the general meaning without insisting too minutely on
the connection. We cannot presume to say how Aristotle should
or might have written; nor can we dream of reconstructing an
original text which probably had no existence. But we may
leave out the interlineations ; we may make a difficult book easier ;
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we may give the impression of the whole in a smaller compass.
We may be allowed, without violating any principle of criticism,
to imagine how Aristotle would have rewritten or rearranged his
subject, had our modern copies of the Politics fallen into his
hands.

Many things become clearer to us when we are familiar with
them. A sense of unity and power will often arise in the mind
after long study of a writing which at first seemed poor and dis-
appointing. Through the distinctions and .other mannerisms of
his school, the original thinker shines forth to any one who is
capable of recognising him. Great ideas or forms of thought
indicate @ mind superior in power to the average understanding
of the commentator or interpreter. We cannot be sure that any
single sentence of the Politics proceeded from the pen of Aris-

totle, but this is no reason for doubting the genuineness of his -

works, if we take the term in a somewhat wider sense; for they
all bear the impress of his personality. That which distinguishes
him from Plato and the Neo-Platonists, from Isocrates and the
rhetoricians, from the Stoics and Epicureans, from all Scholiasts
and Commentators, is not the less certain because his writings
have come down to us in a somewhat questionable shape. Even
if they are the traditions of a school, the mind of the founder is
reflected in them. The aim of the interpreter should be to simplify,
to disentangle, to find the thought in the imperfect expression of it ;
as far as possible, to separate the earlier from the later elements,
the true from the false Aristotle. The last, however, is a work
of great nicety, in which we can only proceed on grounds of in-
ternal evidence and therefore cannot hope to attain any precise
result. There may be said to be a pefitio principsi even in making
the attempt, for we can only judge of the genuine Aristotle from
writings of which the genuineness is assumed.

Any mere translation of Aristotle’s Politics will be, in many
passages, necessatily obscure, because the connexion of ideas is
not adequately represented by the sequence of words. If it were
possible to present the course of thought in a perfectly smooth and
continuous form, such an attempt would be too great a departure
from the Greek. It is hoped that the Analysis or short paraphrase

('UNIV".‘R,SI%
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xii ARISTOTLE’S POLITICS.

which follows may assist the student in grasping the general
meaning before he enters on a minute study of the text; and
that the reflecions which are interspersed may enable him to
read Aristotle in the light of recent criticism and history, and to
take a modern interest in it, without confusing the ancient and
modern worlds of thought. (Compare, in vol. ii, Essays on the
Style of Aristotle, and on the Structure of certain of the Aristotelian
writings.)

J

BOOK I

A criticism on Plato,—the origin of the household, village, stale,—
the nature of properly and more especially.of property in slaves,—
the art of houschold managemeni, and ils relation lo the art of
money-making,—lileralure of the subjecty—some furiher gquestions
concerning the relations of master and slave, husband and wie,
parent and child.

The great charm of the writings of Plato and Aristotle is that

- they are original. They contain the first thoughts of men
respecting problems which will always continue to interest them.
Their thoughts have become a part of our thoughts, and enter im-
perceptibly into the speculations of modern writers on the same
subjects, but with a difference. The Ionian and Eleatic philo-
sophers who preceded them were eclipsed in the brightness of
their successors ; they had not yet reached the stage of ethics or
politics, and were little known to the ancients themselves. The
ethical teaching of Socrates has been preserved and not been
preserved ; that is to say, it does not exist in any definite form

' or system. To us, therefore, Plato and Aristotle are the begin-
nings of philosophy. Inreading them the reflection is often forced
upon us: ‘How little have we added except what has been gained
by a greater experience of history!’” Some things have come down
to us with

_ * Better opinion, better confirmation:’

they have acquired authority from age and use. But there are other
truths of ancient political philosophy which we have forgotten, or

e me | e



INTRODUCTION, BOOK 1. xiii

which have degenerated into truisms. Like the memories of
childhood they are easily revived, and there is no form in which
they so naturally come back to us as that in which they were first
presented to mankind.

For example, during the last century enlightened philosophers
have been fond of repeating that the state is only a machine
for the protection of life and property. But the ancients taught
a nobler lesson, that ethics and politics are inseparable ; that
we must not do evil in order to gain power; and that the justice
of the state and the justice of the individual are the same.) The

\

older lesson has survived; the newer is seen to have only a partial *

and relative truth. So for the liberty, equality, and fraternity of

the French revolution we are beginning to substitute the idea of-

law and order; we acknowledge that the best form of government

is that which is most permanent, and that the freedom of the in- ™

dividual when carried to an extreme is suicidal. But these are
truths which may be found in Aristotle’s Politics. Thus to the
old we revert for some of our latest political lessons. The
idealism of Plato is always returning upon us, as a dream of the
future ; the Politics of Aristotle continue to have a practical
relation to our own times.

But while we are struck with the general similarity, we are
almost equally struck by the different mode in which the thoughts
of ancient and modern times are expressed. To go no further
than the first book of the Politics, the method of Aristotle in his
enquiry into the origin of the state is analytical rather than his-
torical ; that is to say, he builds up the state out of its elements,
but does not enquire what history or pre-historic monuments tell
" about primitive man. He is very much under the influence of
logical forms, such as means and ends, final causes, categories of
quantity and quality, ‘the antithesis of custom and nature, and
other verbal oppositions, which not only express, but also dominate
his meaning. The antagonism to Plato is tonstantly reappearing,
and may be traced where the name of Plato is not mentioned ;
the rivalry of the two schools never dies out. The sciences are
not yet accurately divided ; and hence some questions, which
present no difficulty to us, such as the relation of the art of house-

-



xiv ARISTOTLE’S POLITICS.

hold management to the art of money-making, are discussed at
great length, and after all not clearly explained. Some good
guesses are made about the nature of money, and some obvious
fallacies remain undetected. The lending of money at a fair
rate of interest i3 not distinguished from the usury which is so
- severely condemned. The universal custom of slavery presents
a difficulty which Aristotle is unable to resolve on any clear or
consistent principle. The tendency to pass from the absolute to
the relative, or from a wider to a narrower point of view, as in
the discussion respecting the slave and the artizan, the good
citizen and the good man, the art of money-making, the perfect
state,—is another element of confusion. The connection is often
.tortuous and unnatural. It would seem as if notes had been
parenthetically inserted in the rough draft of the argument; and
here and there considerable dislocations of the text may be sus-
pected. There are favourite topics to which Aristotle is always
returning; such, for example, as the Lacedaemonian constitution,
which, like the constitution of Great Britain or of the United States,
was a powerful idea, and exercised a great influence on the specu-
lations of philosophers, as well as on the laws and customs of cities
and peoples.

In the Politics as well as in Aristotle’s other works, there are
many indications that he was writing in an age of controversy, and
surrounded by a voluminous literature. Had all the books which
were written come down to us they would not have been scanned
with the same minuteness, and they might perhaps have been
studied in a larger and more liberal spirit. The excessive value
set upon a small portion of them, and the fragmentary form in
which they have been preserved, has given an extraordinary stimulus
to the art of interpretation and criticism. Had there been more of
them we should have seen them in truer proportions. We should
not have spent so much wue in deciphering them, and possibly
they might not have exerted an equal influence over us. For the
study of the classics has become inseparable from the critical
method,) which enters so largely into the mind of the nineteenth
century. Bat this is a part of a great subject, which it would be
out of place here to discuss further.
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Every community aims at some good, and the state, which is the
lngbest est community, at the highest good. But of communities there
are many kinds. And they who [like Plato and Xenophon] sup-
pose that the king and householder differ only in the number of
their subjects, or that a statesman is only a king taking his turn of
rule, are mistaken. The difference is one of kind and not of degree,
as we shall more clearly see, if, folowing our accustomed method,
we resolve the whole into its parts or elements. For in order to
understand the nature of things, we must inquire into their origin.

Now the state is founded upon two relations; 1) that of male and
female; 2) that of master and servant; the first necessary for the con-
tinuance of the race; the second for the preservation of the inferior
class or of both classes. From these two relations there arises, in the
first place, the household, intended by nature for the supply of men's
daily wants; secondly, the village, which is an aggregate of house-
holds; and finally, the state. The parent or elder was the king of
the family, and so when families were combined in the village, the
patriarchal or kingly form of government continued. The village
was a larger family. When several villages were united, the state
came into existence. Like the family or household, it originated

ol
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in necessity, but went beyond them and was the end and fulfilment "

of them. For nature makes nothing in vain ; and to man alone
among the animals she has given the faculty of speech, that he may
discourse with his(fellows of the expedient and the just} and these
are the ideas which lie at the basis of the state. In the order of
time, the state is later than the family or the individual, but in the
order of nature, prior to them; for the whole is prior to the part.
As there could be no foot or hand without the body, so there could
be ixo family or man, in the proper sense of the words, without the
state.) For when separated from his fellows, man is no longer man;
he ig‘cither a god or a beast. There i§ a social instinct in all of us,
but it requires to be developed ; and he who by the help of this in-
stinct organized the state, was the greatest of benefactors. For

man, when perfected by law and justice, is the best,—when estranged )

from them, the worst of animals. \

Q.

But before we enquire into the state, we must enquire into the e. 8.

household. In a complete household there are three relations : —
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1) that of the master to the slave; 2) of the husband to the wife; 3)
of the parent to the child :—What is and ought to be the character
of each of these? There is also another element which we shall
have to consider, the art of money-making, which is sometimes
identified with household management. [But this is an error.]
Concerning the relation of master and slave, two views are enter-
tained : 1) there is the doctrine [of Plato] that the rule of a master

& is a science [and therefore natural]; and that all kinds of rule are
. 4 ,essentially the same : and there is the other doctrine, 2) that

o

o. 4.

slavery is contrary to nature; and that the distinction between
freemen and slaves is made by law only and not by nature, and is
therefore unjust. [Before determining the questions which thus
arise we must enquire into the nature of the slave.]

The art of acquiring property is a part of the art of managing
a household, and like other arts requires instruments; property
is a collection of such instruments, living or lifeless. The slave
is a living instrument, and the lifeless instruments are used by
him; he is the first of a series. {\He is an instrument of action,

% not of production, for he does not produce; he only lives and

o. 5.

serves his master, and life is action:.l But he is also a possession
[and therefore the agent of another]; for he is intended by nature
to belong to his master, though separable from him. He may be
defined, ‘a human being who is a possession and likewise an
instrument of action.’

But is there a slave by nature? There is: from the hour of
their birth some are intended to command, others to obey; they
work together, and the better the workman, the better the work.

* A ruling principle runs through the whole of nature and is dis-

cernible even in things without life, for example, in. musical
harmony. And in man there is a despotic rule which the soul
exercises over the body, and a constitutional rule which the intellect
exercises over the appetites. The higher principle has dominion
whenever the soul and body are in their best state; the intention of

y nature is then fulfilled. The male rules and the female is ruled, for

the good of both; and animals subjugated by man are better and
better off than wild ones. For this rule of the| superior by nature ¥§

. the preservation of the subject or inferior. And the same principle
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applies to slaves, but there is a difference: for the animal is only
guided by instinct, whereas the slave, though he does not partake
of reason, can apprehend reason. Where, then, one class of men . |,
presents a marked inferiority to another, there slavery is justified.
And nature probably intended to make a visible distinction between
freeman and slave, but she has not always succeeded, for some -
slaves have the souls or bodies of freemen,(and some freemen the
souls or bodies of slaves)

On the other hand it has been argued that there is a slave by . 6.
law as well as by nature. But this doctrine is indignantly denied
by many jurists, who contend that to make the captive taken in o
war the slave of the victor is an act of great injustice. The '~ .
question runs up into the wider question: ¢ What is juéﬁce?’w*\\‘:"' +
Some say that virtue when furnished with external goods is power,
and that justice is only the rule of a superior; while others distinguish
between justice and virtue, and assert justice to be benevolence. If
these two propositions are simply opposed, the result is an absurdity.
For the truth of a third proposition [which combines them], viz. '
that thd benevolen? rule of a(p“:uperiox’ in virtue 18 just, can hardly/ 5.
be contested. Others again appeal to custom, which they identify
with justice; but this is a view which cannot be consistently
maintained. For a war which is justified by custom may never-
theless be an unjust war, or the person enslaved may be unworthy
to be made a slave. ‘Hellenes never can be slaves;’ they are| »
noble everywhere, even when taken in war; but the barbarians are* §~
noble only in their own country. Does not this use of language ‘"
clearly imply that there are two classes of men, the slave by
nature, and the freeman by nature? And where there is a marked
superiority in one class and a marked inferiority in another, there
the relation of master and slave springs up; and this relation,
when arising naturally and not resting merely on law and force,
is a kindly and beneficent one. [In slavery then the rule of the
superior is combined with benevolence; and therefore on both
grounds it is justice.] -

The question respecting the different kinds of rule on which we e. 7.
touched before is now set at rest. The master has been shown
to exercise an absolute rule over his slaves, unlike the constitutional

vOL. L‘_/\, - b*
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xviii ARISTOTLE’S POLITICS.

rule which the statesman exercises over his fellow-citizens. And
master and slave receive their name, not from any science or
art which is possessed by either of them [as Plato imagined], but
because they are of a certain character. (There might indeed be
a science of another sort, which would teach the master how to
give his orders and the slave how to execute them; this science
would include cookery and other menial arts. And there might
also be a science or art of slave-hunting, which would be a kind of
war.—But enough of this subject.)

In the opening of the Politics there are many indications of the
strife of opinion and uncertainty of language which prevailed in
the time of Aristotle. In the first page the writer strikes a note
of hostility against Plato, which is repeated at intervals throughout
the treatise. Yet the views of Aristotle and Plato respecting the
kinds or degrees of governments are not essentially different; the
opposition between them was exaggerated, if not invented, by
their respective followers. From this almost verbal controversy,
he passes on to consider the intentions of nature in the creation
of society. But the word nature was ambiguous in ancient no less
than in modern times, and was variously used to signify 1) the
undeveloped or inchoate, 2) the final or perfect nature. The state
and the family are both said to exist by nature ; but the state in
a higher sense than the family. ... The distinction between men
and animals is seen to be the gift of language by which the sphere
of human nature is enlarged and rendered capable of good and
evil. This distinction is here limited by Aristotle to that part
of language which is concerned with our moral ideas. We should
rather say that through language man attains to the expression of
general and universal conceptions not only in morals, but in all things
(cp. Met. 1..6. § 2). The true method of enquiry, according to
Aristotle, is the analysis of the whole into its parts; but he does
not see that th{whole is more than the sum of the parts) and that
the parts are changed by their relation to one another. As well
might we suppose that we could analyse life into the chemical
elements which are the conditions of life, or detect the mind in the
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nerves which are its instruments, as imagine that the state was {\s \
only a compound of families and villages. Wubslismo 1| oo (VST ("""' P KRS

Yet there is likewise in Aristotle’s Politics a consciousness that "
the whole is prior to the parts, and that the synthetical method
must be combined with the analytical. Though imperfectly ex-
pressed, the perfect image of the state in which* every means is an W
end, and the end the sum of the means,’ is already present to his \Y‘*"! wo
mind. The two aspects of the truth are placed side by side, but A
they are not yet harmonised or brought into relation with one
another.  Aristotle is thought to have been the first who based = ..,
knowledge on experience, but ever and anon the ideal or poetical W
image which was always latent in Greek philosophy, though
clothed in an unpoetical dress, and reduced to a skeleton, returns
upon him. It would have been a surprise to himself, and still
more to his school, if he could have recognised how nearly he
approached in reality to some of those conceptions on which he was |
making war. (For example, when he speaks of a whole prior to- X
the parts, what does this mean but the idea of the state prior to (I
the existence of it in fact? The conception of the perfect man
whose single virtue exceeds that of all other men put together, and
who therefore has a natural right to rule, is even more extravagant
than the rule of philosophers in the Republic of Plato.

The ‘accustomed’ method of dividing the whole into its parts is
logical rather than historical : that is to say, they are the parts into et
which it can be dissected, not the elements out of which it has 2 ‘'’
grown. ‘It is like the carving of some noble victim, according to
the natural formation, where the joint is, not breaking any part,
as a bad carver might’ (Phaedrus, 265 E)) But it is not the
historical method which resolves institutions and facts into their
antecedent elements. Aristotle does not investigate the origins of
states, but only divides a genus into species or a larger whole or i
form into the lesser parts or unities of which itis made up,or V.. . -
shows how an existing state may be(preserved or destroyed. We v
must not expect him to give an analysis of primitive society, such 4
as would be found in a modern writer on anthropology. His
observation and experience were almost confined to Hellas. The
carliest forms of property and society were unknown to him. ¢,
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He does not appear to have heard of ‘marriage by capture,’ and
does not distinguish ‘endogamy’ and ‘exogamy.’ The korror
naturalis, which forbids marriage within near degrees of relationship,
was to him an established fact. He seems to have supposed that
there existed from the first some rude form of the family, like that
of the Homeric Cyclops, in which the individual savage gave the
law to his own household. But he does not examine how this
lowest form of human society passed into the village and the
village into the state. Nor does he seriously attempt to gather the
ancient customs of Hellas from the usages of the contemporary
barbarians, although he occasionally lights upon this path of
enquiry, which had been already indicated both by Thucydides

~and Plato. Nor does it occur to him that the ties of family or

caste may be so strong, that the growth of the state is stunted by
them ; nor, on the other hand, that the life of cities may be so
intense as to make any larger political unity impossible.

He tries to distinguish between instruments of production and
action, and almost in successive sentences he implies that the slave is
and isnot both. Thereisa similar confusion in the opposition which
he attempts to make between the artisan and the slave. Nor is the
distinction between the slave who can only apprehend reason and
the freeman who partakes of reason anything more than a verbal
quibble. Both partake of reason in different degrees. He argues,
again, that the slave being a possession and belonging to another is
necessarily the minister of action. But the notion that a possession
is a minister of action rather than of production is a fancy of his
own; and he appears to forget at the moment that the artisan, who,
if any one, may be termed a minister of production, was often a

i slave. Here, as in c. 13, he is contrasting the slave and the

artisan on the ground that the true slave, not the artisan, derives
an inspiration from his master. Such confusions we must admit to
have existed in the mind of Aristotle, if we would attain any degree
of clearness in the interpretation of his writings.

Respecting slavery, Aristotle arrives at a “definite conclusion
which, though unsatisfactory to us, satisfies himself. But he has
not clearly separated his own view from that of his opponents.
His conclusion is that slavery is right when intended by nature;



;‘4
\
“;‘ “YINTRODUCTION, BOOK I.°7. xxi

and the¢ manifest inferiority of certain races is regarded by him
as the proof that nature intended them to be slaves. But the
calpuve taken in war, unless he were of inferior race, was only
wm_lx a slave. The slavery of Barbarian to Greek was
natural; the slavery of Greek to Greek was arbitrary and cruel.
He implies, though his meaning is obscurtly expressed, that the

two opposite views, ¢ justice is benevolence,’ ¢ justice is the rule of a( ch dﬂ\

superior,’ must be combined.

We are interested to remark that in the age of Aristotle there
were some Greeks who would have maintained that slave-hunting
was a lawful employment, and that there were also anti-slavery
philosophers or sophists in the days before the Stoics, who
asserted freedom to be the birthright of all mankind. Either
of these extreme views was repudiated by him; his sense of
justice revolted from the former, and he probably regarded the
latter as too much at variance with the actual condition of the
world. How could the 400,000 Athenian slaves ever be eman-
cipated? How could the Greek enjoy cultivated leisure, which
was a necessity to him, when deprived of them? How could
the barbarians of Illyria and Scythia be transformed into civil-
ized beings? (‘If at all] he would perhaps have replied,
‘by subjection to the superior reason of an Hellenic master.’)
The question which has been asked in modern times, whether
society could exist without domestic service?—may illustrate the
manner in which a moderate thinker of the school of Aristotle
would have regarded the existence of slavery in ancient Hellas.
The difficulties which existed in the management of slaves at Lace-
daemon were sufficient to show that they were a dangerous element
in the state, a * troublesome sort of cattle,” as Plato calls them. It
is however remarkable that neither at Athens nor at Corinth, not-
withstanding their enormous numbers and their constant employ-
ment in naval and other warfare, do we find any attempt at
organised revolt among them, nor does any mention occur of
their ill-treatment by the state. It may be further noted that
Aristotle, in the Seventh Book, proposes the eemancnpatxon of
individual slaves as the reward of good conduct—the door of
hope was never to be closed—this is a first principle to be always
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observed in the management of them. The attempt to open a
career to slaves, whether practicable or not, is in advance of most
modern countries in which slavery is or has been maintained, and
may be compared with the principle 'upheld, not by the primitive,
but by the mediaeval church, which led to the emancipation of the
serfs. [See note in loco and Essay on Aristotle as a Political
Philosopher.]

Having discussed the relation of master and slave, we will now
proceed to the other question: How is the art of money-making
related to household management? Is it the same with it, or
a part of it, or subordinate to it? Clearly subordinate, because
instrumental ; and not the same; for household management uses
the material which the art of money-making provides. How then
are they to be distinguished? We reply that the acquisition of
food is natural to man, and that when limited to natural needs
this art of acquisition is a part of household management, which
takes many forms; for nature has given many sorts of plants and
animals for the use of man; and the differences, both in men and
animals, are dependent on their food. Hence arise many em-
ployments which may be pursued either to a limited or to an
unlimited extent. There are shepherds, husbandmen, fishermen,
hunters, and the like. When limited these employments are
natural and necessary ; for the master of the household must store
up the means of life, %if they do not exist already. But when
unlimited they are bad, and shiould not be included in household
management, which, like the arts, has a natural limit.

The other sort of acquisition is the art of making money, or
retail trade, which does not exist in the household but grows up
with the increase of the community. Now all thmgs have two
uses, the one roper, the other improper; in other words, they may
be either ‘used or &xchange Retail trade is the improper use
of them for the sake of excha.nge only, and is not natural because
it goes beyond the wants of nature and therefore has no place in
the household. It grew out of simple barter, and was innocent
enough until coin was invented. After the invention of coin it
developed into money-making, and riches have been identified with
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a hoard of coin, a notion against which mankind rightly rebel. ! A
For money is a conventional thing and may often be useless.
A man might be able to turn the. dishes which were set hefore
him into gold, like Midas in the fable, and yet perish with
bunger.

True wealth is a means and not an end, and is limited by the
wants of the household ; but the spurious wealth has no limit and
is pursued for its own sake. The legitimate art of money-making,
which corresponds to the first of these, is a part of household
management ; the art which creates wealth by exchange is ille-
gitimate.” The two have been often confused, because the same
instrument, -wealth, is common to both; and the desires of men
being without limit, they are apt to think that the means to gratify
them should alsp be unlimited.

The whole question may be summed up as follows :—There is Y 10.
an art of money-making which uses the means provided by nature }
for the supply of the household; there is another art whichg
exchanges and trades. The first is honourable and natural; the | {
second is dishonourable and unnatural. The worst form of the §
latter sort is usury, or the breeding of money from money, which{ 3 \«
makes a gain not only out of other men, but out of the ‘barren
metal.

\
o \.\

The last of the difficulties which are discussed by Aristotle in
the First Book is the relation of money-making to household
management. The sciences or subjects of knowledge which are
concerned with man run into one another; and in the age of
Aristotle were not easily distinguished. As we say that Political
Economy is not the whole of Politics, so Aristotle says that
money-making [ xppuarioruy ] is not the whole of household manage-
ment [olcawopuci)] or of family life. But in either case there is
a difficulty in separating them. Aristotle perceives that the art of
money-making is both narrower and wider than household
management; he would like to establish its purely subordinate
relation. He does not consider that the property of individuals W'\ ¢,
becomed, in time of need the wealth of the state; or that one of
his favourite virtues, magnificence, depends on the accumulation
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of wealth; or that Athens could not have been the home of the
arts ¢ unless the fruits of the whole earth had flowed in upon her,’
and unless gold and silver treasure had been stored up in the
Parthenon. And although he constantly insists that leisure is
necessary to a"cultivated class, he > does not obsérve that a certam
amount of accumulated wealth is a condmon&f leisure.

“The art of household management has to decide what is enough
for the wants of a family. Happiness is not boundless accumula-
tion, but the life of virtue having a sufficiency of external goods.
The art of money-making goes further; for it seeks to make
money without limit. According to Aristotle the excess begins at
the point where coined money is introduced: with the barter of
uncivilised races, with the wild life of the hunter, with the lazy
existence of the shepherd, or the state of mankind generally before
cities came into existence, he has no fault to find. He does not
perceive that money is only a convenient means of exchange
which may be used in small quantities, or in large; which may be
employed in trade, or put out at interest; and that the greater the
saving of time in production, the greater will also be the oppor-
tunities of leisure and cultivation. The real difference between
the true and the false art of money-making is one of degree; and

- the evil is not the thing itself, but the manner of obtaining it,—
. when men heap up money at the cost of every other good ;—and

also the use of it,—when it is wasted in luxury and ostentation,
and adds nothing to the higher purposes of life. Something
of the pl'e]_}lgfe~ against retall ‘trade seems to enter into the whole
ment agamst usury, to which Aristotle objects, not on the ground
that the usurer may become a tyrant, but because the money
which is produced out of usury is a sort of ‘unnatural birth. .
Once more, he falls unconsciously into the error of prefemng an
uncivilised to a civilised state of society. The The beauty of of primitive
life—that fair abstraction of religion and phnlosophy—was begin-
ning to exercise a fascination over the Greeks in the days of
Aristotle and Plato, as it afterwards did over the mind of modern
Europe when it was again made attractive by the gknius of Sir
Thomas More and of Rousseau.



INTRODUCTION, BOOK I. 13. XXV

But now leaving the theory, let us consider the practice of c\n.
money-making, which has many branches; the knowledge of

live-stock, tillage, planting, the keeping of bees, fish, poultry—all | |

these are legitimate. The illegitimate are 1) commerce, of which /
there are three subdivisions, commerce by land, commerce by sea, * hegt
and selling in shops; 32) usury; 3) service for hire, skilled and |
unskilled. There are also arts in which products of the earth, such
as wood and minerals, are exchanged for money; these are an
intermediate kind. The lowest are the arts in which there is least
precision, the greatest use of the body, and the least need of
excellence.

But not to go further into details, he who is interested in such
subjects may consult economical writers, or collect the stories
about the ways in which Thales and others made fortunes. He
will find that these stories usually turn upon the same point,
the creation of a monopoly; which is also a favourite device ' 1.
of statesmen when they want to increase the revenue.

Enough has been said of master and slave. There remain o.13.
the two other relations which exist in a family, that of husband
and wife, and of parent and child. The master rules over the
slave despotically, the husband over the wife constitutionally, but
in neither case do they take turns of ruling and being ruled afte
the manner of constitutional states, because the difference between
them is permanent. On the other hand, the rule of the father or
elder over the child is like that of the king over his subjects.

The master of a house has to do with persons rather than o.13.
with things, with human excellence. and not with wealth, and
with the virtue of freemen rather than with the virtue of slaves.

For in the slave as well as in the freeman there resides a virtue
which enables him to perform his duty. Whether he has any
higher excellence is doubtful :—If he has, in what will he differ
from a freeman?' Yet he is a man and therefore a rational being.
And a noble disposition is required in the natural subject as well
as in the natural ruler. But, on the other hand, we say that the
difference between them is one of‘ kind and not of degree. What
is the conclusion? That the virtue of the slave is the same with
that of his master, or different? Not the same, nor yet altogether

y
y
:
:
H

N\

n ,N@ ’




xxvi ARISTOTLE’S POLITICS.

different, but relative to the nature of each, like the virtues of the
soul and of the body, like the rule of the male over the female,
who both partake of the same virtues but in different degrees.
[Plato] was wrong in trying to comprehend all the virtues under

. -~~~ a single definition ; [Gorgias] was right in distinguishing them.

W

—~
- ‘.J

—————

The artisan should not be confounded with the slave. He
does not exist by nature, and is not linked to a master; whereas
the slave is a part of his master, and receives from him the
impress of his character.

The relations of husband and wife, of parent-and child, will
be more fully considered when we speak of the constitutions of
states. For the family is a part of the state, and the virtue of
the part must be relative to the virtue of the whole.

The two last chapters of the First Book seem to be a summary
of the subjects which have preceded. Yet the writer, as if not
wholly satisfied with his previous analysis of the relations of slave
and master, and desirous of having one more ‘fling’ at Plato,
returns to the discussion, which he illustrates by a new and not
very accurate distinction between the slave and the artisan.
The artisan is inferior to the slave, because he is not subjected
to the civilising or inspiring influence of a master, nor does he
stand in any natural relation to the person from whom he learns
his art. The distinction, which is untenable (for many artisans
were slaves), seems .to be an afterthought and comes in out of
place. Aristotle has already in view the education of the citizens,
and he ntends that it shall be relative to the state of which they
are members. He concludes with an_unfulfilled promise, one of
the many which occur in the courserbfﬁ):work The promise
is, that he will discuss the virtues of husband and wife, parent
and child, when he treats of the different forms. of government.
Whether he meant to compare particular relations of family life
with particular forms of government, e.g. the relation of husband
and wife to a constitutional government, and that of father and
son to a monarchy; or only to say generally that the organisa-
tion of the family must correspond to that of the state, is left
unexplained. His views of the state and the family are mutually
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influenced by each other;yand he sees fanciful as well as real";f Malaet
analogies subsisting between 'them.;( Yet at the beginning of his ol
work he has expressly distinguished between them, and it is hard fﬁ/\ '
to say how a particular form of government can be supposed
to depend upon the family.
There are many glimpses of higher truths presented to us in
the First Book of the Politics : such, for example, as the remarks
1) that the state is prior to the individual; 2) that the lower is
intended by nature to lead up to the higher, i.e. that the state is
implicitly contained in the family and the village; -3) that in all
men there is a so¢ial instinct which is matured by the wisdom
of Tegistators, Who are the great benefactors of mankind; 4) that
there isa principte-of government or law even in inanimate things;
5) that--wealthrts Yot the true end of human life; 6) that the
(viﬂue)of—the-'iudividua}'must'exm in the state. These are noble
thoughts, which; though entangled in some paradoxes and errors
incidental to the age of Aristotle, may be regarded as the true
lights of political philosophy in all ages. The individual, the 4 -
-

family, the state, are all parts of a larger whole on which is
impressed a final cause, dimly seen to be the harmony of the
world. .

THe first half of the second book of the Politics is devoted to
the controversy with Plato, who is criticised by Aristotle from an
adverse point of view. His criticisms are not those of an admiring

. pupil who seeks to enter into the spirit of his master, but of a
teacher who has revolted against his authority. The clouds and
dreams of the Republic have many heavy blows dealt against them
by the weapons of common sense, but like ‘the air invulnerable’
they come together again and are unbarmed by the spear of
criticism. For they can never be brought down to earth, and
while remaining in their own element they are beyond the reach
of attack.

In the criticisms of Aristotle on the Republic there is one leading
thought :—the state, like the human frame, has many parts or
members, but Plato reduces it to an unmeaning and colourless
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{ unity. He makes it into a large family in which there are unreal
relationships and no bond, either political or social, holding them
together. The unmeaningness of the conception becomes evident
as soon as we attempt to realise it. If the ideal state were divided
into tribes and phratries, hardly anything would remain of it. In
Plato the correlation of the parts and the whole is lost sight of ; and
society, instead of being held together by a multitude of ‘little
invisible pegs’ or threads, becomes thin and transparent.

The argument of chap. 4 is difficult to follow, because Aris-
totle, without making any regular transition, attacks Plato from
different points of view in successive sentences. First of all he
complains that the unity of the Platonic state is too great, and even
suicidal. ‘Then, again, he urges that this unity or friendship is really
imaginary. For it has no organisation, and, like a drop of honey
in water, is dissipated or lost in the mass through which it is
diffused.

The arguments which Aristotle employs against communism are
for the most part the same which may be found in modern writers.
Though not a communist, he is of opinion that_existing laws or
1 . ( .

usages are capable of improvement.> Men cannot have all things
in common, but they may have many more than at present. The
instinct of ownership is a kind of self-love implanted by nature,
not blameable, but it should be tempered by\liberality and
benevolence.) The Spartan freedom of taking and using a neigh-
bour’s goods is commended by Aristotle, and he thinks that such
a custom might be carried further. The legislator should seek to
- inspire the ‘love which is the fulfilling of the law’; he should not
by enactments take away the grace and freedom of virtuous actions.
The sentiment might be thrown into a modern form :—More good
V' will be done by awakening in rich men a sense of the duties
of property, than by the violation of its rights.
\ v > Aristotle is dissatisfied with the vagueness of Plato. He wants
© v { to kndw more about the inferior classes: what is to be their educa-
e tion, and in what relation do they stand to the gt.xardians? Are
! they to have wives and children in common? As if in a work of
imagination which was intended to shadow forth great principles
every particular must be consistent, or every detail filled up.
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Neither has Aristotle himself given any sufficient answer to the
question, ‘ What should be the position of the subject-class in
a Greek state?’ Nor is it strictly accurate to say that the rulers in
the Republic are always the same. For the ¢high-spirited warriors’
when they are qualified by age all take their turn of ruling: see
Essay on Aristotle as a Critic of Plato in vol. ii.

.
BOOK IIL

A criticism on the Republic and on the Laws of Plalo; the
constitutions of Phaleas and Hippodamus ; the stales of Lacedaemon,
Crele, and Carlltage,—llm'} similarities and differences ; scallered
remarks on Solon and other legislators.

1

[

Before entering on the search after a perfect state, we must pass o. 1.

in review those constitutions, whether ideal or actual, which are the
most in repute. In seeking for something beyond them, we are
animated by the love of truth, not by the desire of display.

Let us examine the nature of the social union. The members of
a state must either have all things in common or nothing in
common, or some things in common and some not. They must -
have some things in common, for they live in the same place. But
should they have all things in common, as in the Republic of

Plato, or some things only and others not? Which is better—the

communism of the Republic, or the prevailing custom ?

\\\

Plato believed that the community of women would promote the o, 2.

unity of\the state. But 1) unity may be carried to such an extent
_that the state is no longer a state, and, in tending to greater unity,
becomes first a family, and then an individual ; such ah unity as this .
would be the ruin of the state, and therefore the revérse of bene-
ficial to it. 2) Moreover, a state must be large enough to be self-

sufficing, and a family is more self-sufficing than an individual, and -

a state than a family. 3) A state is not a mere aggregate of in-
dividuals, like a military alliance of which the usefulness may
depend on quantity only; nor yet a nation, which is a host of
men ‘ numero tantum differentes,’” like the Arcadians ; the elements
of a state differ in kind. Where the citizens are all free and
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equal, they rule and are ruled in turns ; and this principle of com-
pensation is the salvation of states. It might be better from
one point of view that there should be a permanent division of
labour and that the same persons should always rule. But where
there is a natural equality and not enough offices for all the
citizens, the continuance of one set of persons in office is found
to be impossible; and so they hold office by turns, and upon

. the same principle pass from one office to another. 4) Even

assuming the greatest unity to be desirable, it would' not be
attained, as Plato supposes, when all men say ‘mine’ and ‘not
mine’ of the same thing or person at the same moment. For
the word all’ has two senses, a collective and a distributive ; taken -
collectively it is unmeaning—all the world cannot have one wife
or house; taken distributively it implies that every man’s wife or
house will be the wife or house of every other man; but this
arrangement will not conduce to the harmony of a family. The

te is an unity in plurality;. and the unity without the plurality, or
the plurality without the unity, is absurd. Again, 5) that which is
common to many is apt to be neglected. The children will belong
to everybody and to nobody. They will bave an infinitesimal
share of parental affection :—moreover, when they were born many
of their supposed fathers may have had no sons or daughters,
or they may not have lived to grow up. Better to have a
cousin in the ordinary sense of the word than a thousand sons in
the Republic of Plato. 6) The children will often resemble their
fathers or mothers, and inferences will be drawn about their
parentage.

There will be other evils:—%) Unholy acts done against fathers
and mothers are more likely to be committed if the relationship is
unknown. And who will make atonement for them? 8) It was
inconsistent of Plato to forbid intercourse between lovers because
of the intensity of the pleasure, and yet allow familiarities between
relations which are far more discreditable; for all the citizens will
be relations, g) The true effect of communism is disorganisation.
It might therefore be allowed among the iubject-class whom the
legislator wants to keep down, but not among the rulers. 10) Such
legislation is suicidal; while pretending to make men friends all
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round and to preserve them from(evolutions,} really weakens the ties

which bind them to one another ; instead of unity so complete as
to be self-destroying, there will be a watery friendship among
them. 11) The transference from one class to another will be
impossible ; for how can secrecy be maintained? 12) And the
citizens who are transferred will be restrained by no ties of rela-
tionship from committing crimes against their nearest relations.

‘/
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Whether the citizens of the perfect state should have their o. 8.

property in common or not is another question. Three modes of
tenure are possible :—1) private ownership of the soil and common

use; 2) common ownership and private use; 3) ownership and

use alike common. If the cultidtors are the owners, they will
quarrel about the division of the produce (*ckacun produit selon sa
capacttt el consomme selon ses besoins "], but if they are not their own
masters the difficulty will be diminished. There is always an
awkwardness in persons_living together and having things in
common. Fellow-travellers are often said to fall out by the way,
and we are apt to take offence at our servants because they are

always with us. (The present system, if humanised and liberalised, ¢,. " 'mr-{b

would be far better.) There might be private possession and
common use among friends, such as exists already to a certain

extent among the Lacedaemonians, who borrow one another’s slaves -

and horses and dogs, and take in the fields the provisions which they
want. To Plato we reply:—¢1) When men have distinct interests,
they will not be so likely to quarrel; and 2) they will make more
progress, because every one will be attending to his own business.
(3) There is % natural pride of ownership ; and also 4) a pleasure
in doing a kindness to others ;—these will be destroyed by com-
munism. 5) The virtues of continence and liberality will no longer
exist, @ When Plato attributes all the ills which states endure to
private property, he overlooks the real cause of them, which is the
wickedness of human nature. 7) He hasa false conceptlon of unity.
The state should be united by philosophy, by a\common education
and common meals, not by community of property 8) The
experience of ages is against him: his theory, if true, would have
been discovered long ago. {9) If his _scheme were ever realised,

he would be compelled to break up the state into tribes and
,\ IR . bt
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phratries and other associations. And then, what would be left of
the original idea? Nothing but the prohibition of agriculture to
the guardians. 10) The plan is not worked out—even the general
form of the community is indistinct. He says nothing about the
lower classes who are the majority of the citizens. The husband-
men, if they have all things in common, do not differ from the
guardians ; but if they have wives and property of their own, they
will form a state within a state, and the old evils arising out of
property will reappear. Education is his panacea which is to
take the place of law; but he has confined education to the
guardians. 11) Or if the husbandmen own the land on payment

of a tribute, is this desirable ? will- not be even more
unmanageable than the Helots? /13) If the wives of the citi-

/ zens are common and the land te, who will see to the

house? 13) And what will happen if the husbandmen have both
lands and wives in common? @ Once more, it is absurd to

men from the analogy of the

. N g‘ Cnrg‘::;or the community of
. ani ; for animals have not to manage a household. 15) There

is a danger in the fixedness of the rulers, who are said to be made
of the same gold always. For high-spirited warriors will want to have
a turn of ruling as well as of being ruled. 16) The guardians are
deprived of happiness, and yet the whole state is supposed to be
happy : but how can the whole be happy unless the parts are happy?
Many of these objections apply to Plato’s later work, the
‘Laws,’ in which he intended to delineate a constitution more of
the ordinary type; but he gradually reverts to his ideal state. The
only differences are, that the women share in the common meals, -,
that the number of the warriors is increased from 1000 to 5000; !
and that the community of women and property is abandoned. '
But 1) he has exceeded the bounds of possibilit} in making so
large a state. 2) He has neglected foreign relations; yet a city
must be provided against her enemies. 3) He has not defined the
amount of property which his citizens may possess. He says a
man should have ‘enough to live temperately'—meaning ‘to live
well” Yet a man may live temperately but miserably. He should
have said ‘enough to live temperately and liberally” 4) If he
equalises property, he should limit population; he fancies that the



INTRODUCTION, BOOK II. 6. xxxiil

fraitfulness of some marriages would be balanced by the barren-
ness of others, and so the number of citizens would remain about
the same as in existing states. But if the lots are absolutely
divided they could not be redistributed. There would then be
supernumeraries, who would stir up revolution. 5) He does not
say how the rulers are distinguished from the subjects. 6) If
other property may be increased five-fold, why not land? %) His
two homesteads, one in the city and one on the border, will be very
inconvenient. 8) The citizens are to be heavy-armed soldiers who
will form a polity. This constitution, though it may be suited to
the greatest number of states, is not the nearest to his ideal.
There are persons who think that all the elements of the state
ought to share in the government, and these would prefer the more
complex constitution of Sparta, which is made up of king, elders,
and ephors. According to Plato the best state is a combination of
democracy and tyranny; but both of these are bad and can hardly
be called constitutions at all; and the constitution which is actually
proposed is nothing but an{union of democracy and oligarchy,"

inclining rather to the latter, as may be seen from the mode of .

choosing the magistrates and the council, and the enforcement on

the rich of attendance at the assembly. 9) He contrives the council 4

in such a manner as always to give the predominance to the higher
or richer classes. 10) The double election will tend to throw the
power of choosing into the hands of a clique or cabal.

Most of the arguments which Aristotle employs against com-
munism are the same which are employed among ourselves: he
expresses in them the common sense of mankind. But some are
peculiar to him, or characteristic of his age and country. For
example, 1) the notion that the lower classes will be more easily
retained in subjection if they have wives and children in common ;
which may be compared with the desire to suppress education and
family life among slaves in some slaveholding countries of modern
times; 2) the impossibility of expiating crimes committed against
relations when relationships are unknown; 3) the supposed necessity
of breaking up the state into tribes and phratries, which is main-
tained from the point of view, not of Plato, but of an Athenian
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citizen; 4) the remark that there is much more quarrelling among
those who have all things in common than among the owners of

i private property; which probably refers to partnerships in business.

Several of Aristotle’s arguments are unsatisfactory to us. First the

"attempt to show that the population in ordinary states is kept equal

. by the compensation of sterile and fertile unions, but that this com-

v

pensation will not occur under the constitution of the Laws; whereas
enactments are expressly made to preserve the equality of families ;
secondly, the assertion that, according to Plato, the best state is
composed of democracy and tyranny: a statement which is nowhere
to be found either in the Republic or Laws, though something like
it occurs in Laws, vi. 156 E. Again, it is not true to say that Plato
has not considered the question of population; for he has treated of
it in Laws, v. 740, and provides against the difficulty by ¢ preventive
checks,’ by laws of marriage and adoption, and by colonisation.
The relation of the ‘Laws’ to the Republic is not such as it
is represented by Aristotle. The words, that ‘Plato, having in-
tended to adapt the “Laws” to an ordinary state, gradually
returns to the ideal form,” are not justified by anything found in
the book of the Laws which has come down to us, and there
is no trace of any other form of the work. He always intended
that the constitution of the Laws should be that of a second-rate
state, and the distinction, though only once explicitly noted (Laws,
V. 739, 740), is present to his mind throughout. The point of
which Aristotle makes light, when he says that the only difference
between the Republic and the Laws is the community of wives and
property, is really essential. He has omitted to mention the
other difference, which, in Plato’s estimation, was even greater,
the government of philosophers. There is little or nothing ideal
or peculiar in what remains; for nearly all the other institutions
contained in the Laws have their parallel in Sparta or some other
Greek state. It can hardly be said that the Lacedaemonian con-
stitution comes nearer than that of the Laws to the ideal state ;
nor is this remark of Aristotle consistent with his previous remark
that the constitution of the Laws gradually reverts to the ideal state.

For this whole subject see the Essay in vol. ii. on the Criti-
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cisms of Aristotle upon Plato. Oncken (Staatslehre des Aristo-
teles, vol. i. p. 194 foll.) is of opinion that the Laws of Plato
which were known to Aristotle were not the same with the
extant work. He argues from the silence of Aristotle on many
points, and from his misrepresentation of others. But Aristotle’s
treatment of Plato in the Laws is not different from his treat-
ment of him in the Ethics and Metaphysics. The hypothesis
of Oncken is highly improbable. There is no example of cor- 5
ruption or interpolation on such a scale in & work of such °
excellence anywhere in the compass of ancient literature. An
hypothesis against which so fatal an objection may be urged,
would have to be supported by the strongest proofs, and not
merely by a weak inference from the statement that Philippus of
Opus copied the Laws from the original tablets. (See Introduction

to the Laws ; Translation of the Dialogues of Plato, vol. v.)

Yet the Plato or the theses of Plato which Aristotle or the e wo
diorthotes of the Politics had in his mind in an age when manu- | \.(\ 3"
scripts were scarce and were not yet divided into books and
chapters, may have been very different from the Plato which is
known to us. Such a view is confirmed by an examination of
Aristotle’s references not only to the Laws, but to Plato’s other
writings, and by the general character of the citations in early
Greek literature. The anti-Platonic theses of the Peripatetic
school may often have had little foundation in the actual writings
of Plato. The arts of interpretation and controversy were in their
infancy. This is a more reasonable explanation of the want of
correspondence between, Plato and Aristotle than to suppose the
wholesale corruption of interpolation of an ancient writer. e 0 .

. AM

No constitution is so novel and singular as that of Plato; noe.7.
one else has introduced the community of women and children, \'=
or the public tables for women. Other legislators have made 1/!/
the fegulation of property\ their chief aim, deeming that to be the . '
point on which all revolutions turn. Phaleas of Chalcedon saw this ' =~
danger and was the first to affirm that the citizens of a state ~.*~
ought to have equal possessions. In a new colony he would
have started with an equal distribution of property; in an old-

cz
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established one he would gradually have attained the same end
by an arrangement of marriage portions:—the rich were to give
and not receive them, and the poor to receive and not to give

_them. 1) But if a limit of property is to be fixed, there should
" also be a limit of population; otherwise the law will be broken,

and those who have nothing will stir up revolution. 2) And
even where a limit of property is fixed, the amount should not
be so great as to encourage luxury, or so small as to allow of
poverty. 3) The ‘desires' of mankind must be limited as well
as their possessions. 4) The equality of honour among unequals
and the in.equality of honour among equals are as dangerous as

_ the equality or inequality of property. There are three motives

to crime, a) want, b) ambition, c) the love of pleasure without
pain. But want is far from being the strongest of these incentives,
and therefore equalisation of property would only banish the lesser
sort of crimes. The true remedy for want is to have a competency
and something to do; for ambition, self-control; for the love of
pleasure, philosophy. Phaleas probably intended to give -equal
education as well as property to all his citizens, and thereby
to equalise their desires; but he has not told us what will be

" the character of his education. 5) He has regarded only domestic,

and not foreign relations, into which the consideration of pro-
perty likewise enters; for a state should have enough wealth to
resist, but not enough to attract invaders [§§ 18-21 are partly a
repetition of what has preceded, § 9 foll.]. 6) The greater evils
which flow from ambition are not diminished by an equalisation
of property, but by training the nobler dispositions of men to con-
tentment, and by putting down discontent among the lower sort.
7) Phaleas should have equalised, not merely land, but moveables.
8) He wants to make all the artisans slaves, which would only be
possible in a small city.

This and the following chapters show us how fertile was the
genius of Hellas in devising forms of government. Already there °
were many treatises in existence, probably a large literature,
relating to the subject of Politics. Yet we are also struck with
the meagreness of Aristotle’s information and the feebleness of
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some of his judgments. Of Sparta he knows very little, of Crete
even less, and his ideas respecting Carthage are fragmentary and
also contradictory. Not having before us the writings of Phaleas
or Hippodamus, we cannot say how far he misunderstood or
misrepresented them: he may not have done them greater justice

than he appears to have done to Plato. The reflections of

as and Hippodamus, like so many of his

*in the dialectical manner of the ags,;. but we

her point of view, and can judge in a more
comprehensive spirit. It was impossible for him to do justice
to his predecessors; he can only try them by formulas of his
own and by the more advanced standard of his own time. But
we know that the first steps in political philosophy, feeble and
inconsistent as they may have been, are really the greatest;
and the highest achievement of modern criticism is the power
of appreciating such new and original thoughts in all their
greatness.

It is no real objection to Phaleas that in treating of the .
equalisation of property he has said nothing of equality of popu-
lation ; he might have replied that the support of surplus numbers
is not more djfficult where there is equality than where there is
inequality of property. Nor can he be blamed for neglecting
to speak of foreign relations, except on the ground which is
hardly tenable that every political treatise should be complete in
every part. The subject was impressed on the mind of Aristotle
by the history of Hellas; but it might not equally have occurred
to an earlier writer on politics.

In ancient times men did not easily analyse the forms of govern-
ment under which they lived. In reflections of this kind Polybius,
‘who lived a century and a half later, though not a genius of the
highest order, has made an advance upon Aristotle. His sketch of
the Roman Republic is fuller and clearer than any of the constitu-
tions described in the Politics. Yet even he, truthful as he was in
the main, cannot be acquitted of partiality. His predecessor
Timaeus is a béfe moire to him, whom he is always attacking,
but, as we should be inclined to infer from his virulence, not
always with justice.
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22
\\"\r\ o.8. The first person, not a statesman, who framed a constitution
was Hippodamus, the architect of the Peiraeus, a man affected in
his dress and eccentric in his way of life, who was a political philo-
sopher as well as an enquirer into nature. 1) His state consisted (’
of 10,000 citizens who were distributed in three classes, husband-
men, artisans, warriors. 2) He divided the land into three parts,
a sacred, a public, and a private part, the first for the maintenance
of religion, the second for the support of the warriors, the third
to be owned by the husbandmen. 3) He classified laws under’ :
three heads, insult, injury, homicide. 4) He instituted a court ofc.™
appeal formed of elders chosen for the purpose. 5) He was of
opinion that in the courts of justice the judges should use, not -
a pebble but a tablet, and in doubtful cases, instead of a simple ™"
acquittal or condemnation, they should write down on the tablet
the degree of guilt which they attributed to the defendant. Unless
they were allowed to. draw distinctions, they must often commit
perjury. 6) He enacted that rewards should be conferred on
public benefactors. %) He provided that the children of citizens ,'p\‘\\
glain in battle should be maintained by the state, as is customav at o
Athens ; and 8) he had all the magistrates chosen by the people pc?
These proposals are open to many objections. 1) The artisans,
the husbandmen, and the warriors are supposed to have an equal
share in the government. But the first two will be the slaves of
the last, for they have no arms; and for the same reason they
are not fit to be magistrates: on the other hand, if excluded from
the government, how can they be loyal citizens? And if the
warriors are the stronger, why should the two other classes have
any share in the government at all? The artisans have a natural
place in the state, and the husbandmen, if they provided the
warriors with food, might have a claim. ‘The anomaly is thaythey
- have land of their own, Now if they cultivate the land of the war-
riors as well as their own, they will have to¢* much to do: and
\ the warriors, if they are engaged in cultivating their own lands,
will become husbandmen; or if there are yet other cultivators,
these will be a fourth class in the state for which no place is allowed.
3) The qualified verdict would turn the judges into arbitrators; it
would cause confusion, and is unnecessary. If the charge is
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properly drawn, the dicast can always say ‘yes’ or ‘no’ without
committing perjury. 3) The proposal to reward discoveries or
improvements in the laws would encourage informers. But
should laws be improved ?—that is a controverted question. The
example of the arts and the general experience of mankind is in
favour of improvement. Men in general desire good and not
merely what their fathers had. On the other hand, the authority of
laws is derived from custom, and the habit of lightly altering them
impairs their force. There must sometimes be changes, but great
caution shonld be observed; else the evil of change may outweigh
the gain of reform. The analogy of the arts is misleading.

Aristotle regards Phaleas and Hippodamus as he regards Plato,
from the point of view of an adversary: he is their critic, after the
manner of his age, and tells us, not what he approves, but what he
disapproves in their writings. Yet it is evident that some of their
political ideas had great merit. Phaleas attempted to deal with
the evils of property, which he thought could most easily be

remedied in an old country by a clever arrangement of dowries : T

we should say, probably, by restricting the power of settlement or
bequest. A difficulty which pressed upon ancient legislators more
than ourselves owing to the (stationary character of the arts of
production was the increase of populationb of this difficulty Aris-
totle is very sensible. When men begin to feel the struggle for
existence they are apt to be discontented with the government under
which they live. Yet mere equality of property, even if it could be
maintained, would not always content them. For all men cannot
be reduced to the same dead level, even if there were enough
for all. The ambitious will still commit crimes on a great scale; \

1 qoed

o

the possession of a competence takes away only the temptation to | o

petty larceny. Nor can it be denied that great inequalities
of property by givipg a stimulus to increased production may give i
a larger share of the goods of life to the poor than could be
obtained by any system of distribution however just.

It is an interesting question which Aristotle raises in his criti-
cism of Phaleas. What amount of wealth may with advantage be -
possessed by a state? To which we may reply, That the value of
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wealth in a state depends not on the amount, but on the use and
distribution of it. Men may talk about the meannesses and miseries
which are caused by a highly artificial state of society. They may
seek to throw off the restraints of law. But

¢ How small of all that human hearts endure,
That part which laws or kings can cause or cure.’
This is the spirit which Aristotle here expresses, though an oppo- .
site thesis might be maintained with equal truth. For the miseries
which arise from bad, and the blessings of good government, in
which the blessings of peace are generally included, can hardly be
exaggerated. He also expresses the feeling which is familiar to
. us in modern times, that want of{ morality; which is in fact weak-
ness, lies at the root of the corruption in a state. Men are always
crying out, Give, give, and are for dividing and subdividing the
property of the rich. But while Aristotle acknowledges the in-
equalities of society to be natural and necessary, he insists on
o -justice being done to the lower classes. Foreign relations are
ever present to his mind. They could hardly be otherwise, since
in the fourth and fifth centuries before Christ nearly every state
in Hellas had become the friend and enemy of every other several

times over.

The number 3 exercises a great influence on the constitution
of Hippodamus. He built the streets of cities at right angles, and
also gave an arithmetical or mathematical form to the fabric .of his
ideal state. Number and figure naturally became in his age
guiding principles of the human mind. Yet he was also an original
thinker, and already before the time of Plato had treated of a best
or perfect state. His classification of offences, his institution of
a court of appeal and a qualified verdict (for he was apparently the
first author of them), are great legal inventions. The court of
gppeal was probably intended to amend the decisions of the
popular assembly or of the ordinary law courts by the judgment
of a court of elders. Whether Aristotle approved of the proposal
or not, he does not say. The argument of Hippodamus against the
unqualified verdict is really untenable. The difficulty is inherent in
the nature of the case, and cannot be removed by the several jurors
or judges giving their verdicts in different forms. Other objections
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of Aristotle’s appear to us rather trivial ; for example, the argument
that the husbandmen cannot be ‘a fourth class, seemingly because,
a fourth class is contrary to the genius of the state, or, his notion
that the artisans have a place in the state, but not the husbandmen
unless they are entirely devoted to the service of the military class.
We are also surprised at his digressing from the Laws of Hippo-
damus to the general question whether laws should or should not
be changed.

The commonplaces of conservative and reformer are arrayed el

against one another for the first_time i iti Aristotle
Mzmmi; which the

experience of ages has taught the modern world. /

All governments may be criticised from two points of view:e.9.
their relation 1) to the perfect state, 2) to the intention of the
lawgiver. Under these two aspects we will now examine, first the
Lacedaemonian, secondly the Cretan state. [N.B. This sym-
metrical plan is immediately forgotten.]

1) In a well-ordered state the citizens must have leisure, and -
therefore others must provide for their daily wants. But slaves are
apt to rebel: the Spartan Helots and the Thessalian Penestae
have constantly risen against their masters, though the Cretans
have succeeded better in the management of their slaves, because
they are islanders, and because when at war with one another,
all having slaves, they do not encourage them to revolt. .

2) The influence of the Spartan women is fatal to good order. 1y
They are half the city, and the other half has fallen under their V'
dominion ; in the language of mythology, Ares has been overcome
by Aphrodite. They are disorderly and cowardly; in the Theban
invasion they were utterly useless and caused more confusion than
the enemy. Their way of life tends also to foster avarice in their (s’ )
husbands. The evil is of old standing. Lycurgus long ago
wanted to control them, but they were too much for him. He
found them more impracticable than the men, who had been
schooled into obedience by their long wars against their neigh-
bours, and he gave up the attempt. To their resistance this defect
in the constitution is to be attributed.
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3) Another evil is the inequality of property. This inequality is
caused by the unlimited right of bequest, and is aggravated by the
practice of giving large dowries ; two-fifths of the land has passed
into the hands of women. And so the population has diminished.
The country was once capable of maintaining 1500 knights and
30,000 heavy-armed troops, and although at one time the Spartans
themselves were as many as 10,000, the total number has now
fallen below 1000.

4) The legislator ought to have kept the number of lots equal
to the number of the people; but instead of equalising them, he
encouraged large families, so that they have become more unequal
and disproportionate. [Yet he did not succeed in increasing the
number of his citizens.]

5) The high office of the Ephoralty has many defects. a) The
Ephoré are chosen out of all, and the office is often held by very
poor men, who, being ill off, are open to bribes; b) their powers
are so extravagant that the balance of the constitution has been
disturbed by them; c) they are elected in a manner which is
perfectly ridiculous; d) they are quite ordinary men, and are
therefore unfit to decide great causes on their own judgment; they
should be controlled by written laws; e) the laxity of their life
contrasts with the severity of the ordinary Spartan régime. On
the other hand, the office is popular; the common people are
pleased because they share in it.

6) The Council of Elders, again, is ill-constituted :—a) they are
judges for life and irresponsible ; or at least only controlled by the
Ephors, who are not fit for their high office : b) they are very cor-
rupt ; the legislator himself shows that he cannot trust them, for he
places them under the control of the Ephoralty: c) the manner of
their election is as ridiculous as that of the Ephors: d) the practice
of canvassing, which the law encourages, should be forbidden.

7) The Kings should not be hereditary, but should be elected for
merit.

8) The common meals, which are intended to be a popular
institution, should be provided at the public cost, as in Crete ; but
they are not, and consequently the poor are excluded from them,
and lose the rights of citizenship.
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9) The office of Admiral sets up a rival to the Kings.

10) The state, as Plato truly says, is framed with a view to
a part of virtue only, the virtue of the soldier, which gives victory in
war, but in time of peace is useless or injurious.

11) The Spartans conceive that the goods of life are to be
obtained by virtue, but are mistaken in preferring them to virtue.
They have a right idea of the means, but a wrong idea of
the end.

12) Lastly, their revenues are ill-managed. The citizens are im-
patient of taxation, and the greater part of the land being in their
own hands, they allow one another to cheat. Instead of the
citizens being poor and the state rich, the citizens are too fond of
money, and the state is impoverished.

The constitutions of Sparta, Crete, and Carthage are said by
Aristotle to be excellent, but against each of the three he brings
rather a heavy indictment. Of all three the accounts are warped
by the desire to compare them, and are not always consistent
with themselves. The Lacedaemonian government did not aim
at the best end, and did not succeed in attaining the end at
which it aimed. The Spartans had not found ot the secret of
managing their slaves; the men were hardy and temperate; but
they fell under the influence of their women, who were licentious
and disorderly. Equality had been the aim of the legislator,
but inequality had been the result. Their administration of justice,
their common meals, their finances were ill-managed. Their
great magistrates received bribes from foreign states; the Ephors
were very ordinary men invested with tyrannical powers; the
elders were corrupt and often superannuated. The spirit of
suspicion and distrust reigned in their government; they regarded
virtue as a means only and not as the great end of life. The
inefficiency of the Spartan government, in almost every particular,
is severely commented upon by Aristotle.

To what form of government the Spartan constitution is to be
referred is a question which greatly exercises ancient writers;
Aristotle inclines to think that it is three in one, a combination
of royalty, aristocracy, and democracy.

g‘!’.\
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(For a fuller consideration of the criticism of Sparta in the
Politics, see vol. ii, Essay on the Spartans and their Institutions.)

0.10. The Cretan consututw% resembles the Spartan, and in some

_ respects is quite as good, but being-oldess it is less perfect in

form. Lycurgus is said to have taken it as his model. The

Cretan town of Lyctus is a Lacedaemonian colony, and he appears

to have been attracted to Crete by the connection between the

two countries. The situation of the island between Asia Minor

and Hellas was favourable to the growth of a maritime power ; and
hence Minos acquired the dominion of the sea. '

There are many similarities in the Cretan and Lacedaemonian
constitutions. The Cretan Perioeci correspond to the Helots,
and like the Spartans, the Cretans have common meals; the
ten Cosmi answer to the five Ephors. There is a council of
Elders which corresponds to the Lacedaemonian; and the Cretans
formerly had kings. There is also an assembly, but it can
only ratify the decrees of the Cosmi and of the Elders [as at
Lacedaemon].

1) The Cretan common meals are supported out of the public
revenues, so that no citizen is excluded from them ; in this respect
they are an improvement upon the Lacedaemonian. There is a
common stock, in which the women and children share.. The
legislator has many ingenious ways of preventing his citizens
from eating and drinking too much; and in. order to check the
increase of population, he separates men from women, lest there
should be too many mouths to feed. 2) The Cosmi are like
the Ephors, but they are even a worse form of magistracy; for they
are elected out of ‘certain families and not out of the whole people.
The institution is not unpopular: but it has. great evils, and the
remedy for them is as bad. For the mischief can only be cured by a
revolution among the nobles, or the violent expulsion of the Cosmi
from office. And so the Cretan government, while possessing
some constitutional elements, really becomes..a close _oligarchy.
3) The Council is formed of ex-Cosmi. The members of it, like
the Spartan Council of Elders, are appointed for life, and judge
by unwritten laws.
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;

baving a very Timited Kiiowledge of the world, were apt to regard
these general similarities as proofs of a common origin. (Thus
Herodotus, wherever he goes among his friends the priests, is
apt to discover resemblances between the Greek and Egyptian
religions.) In his criticism on the institutions of Crete Aristotle
is expecting to find a similarity with Lacedaemon, derived
from a common ‘origin; but in the course of his enquiry
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he discovers more differences than points of resemblance.
The one real similarity is the Syssitia, which may naturally
have arisen out of the military necessities of a conquering race,
and would easily lead to the invention of the various legends by
which Crete is connected with Lacedaemon. The Cretan in-
stitutions had no revival, and the tradition of them had not the
same hold on the mind of Hellas as the tradition of Lycurgus.
The Cretans never attained to the power and importance in Hellas
for which the situation of the great island seemed to intend them.
There was not in their nature the capacity of adapting themselves
to the changing circumstances of the Greek world. They did not
exclude foreigners, but they were seldom visited by them. They
rerhained in the background of the history of Hellas, and did not
ever become a considerable maritime power. They were renowned
as archers, but not as heavy-armed troops. Their naval fame was
legendary, going back to the times of Minos, the sea king, who
put down the pirates. In later legend he is also called the
lawgiver, who received laws from Zeus as Lycurgus ‘did from
Apollo. No historical king of Crete is mentioned in antiquity :
the office was not retained as at Sparta, but shared the downfall
of the other kingships of Hellas in the age when the oligarchies
grew powerful.

e. 1.  The Carthaginian constitution resembles the Spartan and Cretan:

all three are like one another, but unlike any others. The Car-
thaginian, though containing an element of democracy, has lasted
well, and has never degenerated into a tyranny, At Carthage
there are clubs which have common tables: these answer to the

. Spartan pheiditia. There is also a magistracy of 104, which

answers to the Ephoralty, but unlike the Ephors, the Carthaginian
magistrates are elected for merit. Like the Spartans they have
Kings and a Council of Elders, but, unlike the Spartan, their
Kings are elected for merit, and are not always of the same
family.

The deviations of Carthage from the perfect state are the same
as in most other states. The deviations from aristocracy and
polity incline both to democracy and to oligarchy. For instance,
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the people discuss and determine any matter which has been
brought before them by the Kings and Elders (this is not the case
at Sparta and Crete); and when the Kings and Elders are not
unanimous, the people may decide whether the matter shall be
brought forward or not. These are democratical features. But
the election of the magistrates.by co-optation and their great power
after they have ceased to hold office are oligarchical features. The
inclination to oligarchy is further shown in the regard which is
paid in all elections, to wealth. (On this point however the
majority of mankind would agree with the Carthaginians.) Once  1:.
more, the appointment to offices without salary, the election by it
vote and not by lot, and the practice of baving all suits tried by
certain magistrates, and not some by one and some by another, are
characteristic of aristocracy. The_constitution of Carthage there-.
fore is neither a pure aristocracy nor an oligarchy, but a third
form which includes both, and has regard both to merit and
wealth. 1) The over-estimation of wealth leads to the sale of
offices, which is a great evil. True, the rulers must have the
leisure which wealth alone can supply, but office should be the -
(;:rd of merit,)and therefore the legislator should find some C‘N/@
r way of making a provision for the ruling class. The sale
of offices is a gross abuse, and is a bad example to the people, '\'t
who always imitate their rulers. 2) It is not a good principle (R d
that one man should hold several offices. In a large state they
should be distributed as much as possible. 3) The Carthaginians
remedy the evils of their government by sending out colonies.
The accident of their wealth and position enables them to avail
themselves of this outlet; but the safety of the state should not
depend upon accidents.

-

Of the Carthaginian constitution Aristotle knows less than of
Crete or Sparta. Though he is inclined to praise, his statements
hardly justify his panegyric; nor does he make good the re-, ¢ .
semblance which he assumes to exist between the Spartan and \\ -
Carthaginian constitutions. The purchase of the highest offices !
which prevailed among the Carthaginians, and their pluralism,
are corruptions, which, as far as we know, existed nowhere in
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Hellas. These offices were without salary, and therefore those who
bought them must have repaid themselves in other ways (§ 12).
The permanence of the Carthaginian government is to Aristotle
the most striking feature of it. To Carthage, as to England,
emigration was the great safeguard against political dangers.
Aristotle seems to think that such a remedy is an evasion of the

. duties of the legislator. ( He strongly insists that there ghould

be a constitutional or legal method of reforming abuses;) this
did not exist either in Crete or Carthage. As in some modern
European states, revolution or assassination was the only remedy
for them. .

The defect of knowledge derived from other sources renders
it difficult to form a judgement upon Aristotle’s account of
Carthage or even to reconcile him with himself, We cannot
venture to connect his statements with the later but still scanty
accounts of Carthage which have been preserved by the Romans.
Nor can we correct the inaccurate statements of later writers
by comparing them with one another. We do not know of whom
the assembly was composed at Carthage, nor whether the council
of 100 is or is not the same as the council of 104, or in what
sense Carthage had or had not an exemption from revolution,
or how far the club dinners may have corresponded to the Syssitia
of Sparta, or whether offices were put up for sale to the highest
bidder absolutely without regard to his fitness for office. To
raise conjectures about these and similar uncertainties, to say
what may have been or might have been, in an unknown age
or country, to find reasons °‘plentiful as blackberries’ for one
hypothesis or another, is not to make a contribution to history,
and tends rather to impair the clearness of the critical vision. -

Political writers have been either private individuals or lawgivers,
Of lawgivers some have framed constitutions, others have only
made laws. Lycurgus and Solon did both. Of the Lacedaemonian
constitution 1 have already spoken. There have been various
opinions concerning the legislation of Solon. 1) He is thought to
have produced a mixed constitution, but he did not—the addition
of dicasteries appointed out of the whole people does not make the
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constitution mixed, and this was the only element due to Solon, for
the Areopagus and the elected magistracies existed before his time.
2) He is thought to have created the democracy; but he did nothing
of the kind. The power of the people began to increase after the
Persian war, and was extended by Ephialtes and Pericles, who paid
the jurors and curtailed the power of the Areopagus, as well as by
other demagogues who succeeded them. Incidentally the institu-
tion of the law-courts led to the creation of the democracy. But
Solon neither intended nor foresaw this result. He only gave the
people a voice in the election and control of the magistrates, who
continued to be taken from the three higher classes of citizens.

Zaleucus and Charondas were only legislators. Zaleucus legis-
lated for the Italian Locrians, Charondas for the Chalcidian cities
of Italy and Sicily. The latter was the first who instituted actions
for perjury; he is very precise in the form of his laws. Onoma-
critus is thought to have been even older than these; and to
bave been contemporary with Thales, of whom Lycurgus and
Zaleucus are supposed to have been disciples; but all this is an
anachronism. Philolaus, a Corinthian, who settled at Thebes,
enacted ‘Laws of Adoption;’ Phaleas would have equalised pro-
perty. Some peculiarities of Plato’s legislation are the com-
munity of women and property, the common meals of women,
the law that the sober should be rulers of the feast, and the
training of soldiers to acquire equal skill with both hands.
Draco’s laws are proverbial for severity. Pittacus was merciless
to drunkards. Androdamas of Rhegium legislated for the Thra-
cian Chalcidians.

The fragmentary chapter which concludes the Book and which
is in part a repetition of what has preceded, contains an interesting
criticism on Solon and Pericles. Aristotle (?) defends Solon against
the charge of having introduced democracy. Although he admits
that there was a seed of democracy in some of the institutions
of Solon, he attributes the real growth of it to the course of events,
especially to the increased power deservedly gained by the people
after the great sacrifices which they made n the Persian War.
Ephialtes, Pericles, and other demagogues, for in this class by

VOL. L. d .
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implication he places them, gave too much encouragement to
the democratic spirit, until Athens became what it was in later
Greek history. (See also note on Text, p. 100.)

It may be observed that the writer is not quite consistent in his
account of Solon; for he says, first of all, that he only introduced
the digasteries, and in a subsequent sentence that ‘he only gave
the people power to elect and control their magistrates,’” How
are these two statements to be reconciled with one another? He
denies that Pericles [directly] created the democracy, but he admits
that he did so indirectly by appointing the. courts of law from all

"the citizens. It may be remarked also that he recapitulates what -

he had said about Phaleas without alluding to the previous discus-
sion of him.

There is little or nothing in this chapter which need make us
doubt its genuineness, that is to say, the degree of genuineness
which we attribute to the rest of the Politics.

The writer seems rather strangely to suppose that in these few
chapters he has told all that was worth telling either about the

" - theories of philosophers or about ancient legislators. There are

many matters of interest concerning which he is silent. But the
beginnings of ancient criticism are fragmentary and always fall
short of our wishes and expectations.

THe question ‘whether the virtue of the good citizen is the
same as that of the good man’ with which the third Book opens,
is Aristotle’s way of discussing what is the relation of Ethics to
Politics. The modern aspect of the question will be further con-
sidered in an Essay (VolL II) on Aristotle as a Political Philo-
sopher. (See also Note at end of Book IIL.)

A science which is not yet fully established must proceed ten-
tatively in the use of words. It has to take them from poetry or
common life and to set a new stamp upon them. A gpecial
meaning has to be elicited from a generic word or a new idea
to be expressed through the medium of an outward object.
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Figures of speech are brought into use which gradually cease
to be figurative. Abstract ideas have often to be explained by the
concrete terms which correspond to them. It is easier to answer
the question ‘Who is a man?’ than ¢What is the true idea of
human nature?’ But these again, however familiar they may be,
are perplexing when we attempt to define them. The specific
use of words easily returns into the generic; the good sense
passes into the neutral, or even into the bad; and what ought to
be is confounded with what is. Many meanings grow out of the
one (e.g. wokrela). Even the material substance and the idea
associated with it are not always distinguished. Such variations
in the use of words often occur in the same page. Hence we are
not surprised that Aristotle, before enquiring into the nature of
the state, should begin by asking, ¢ Who is a citizen?’ or that
the first and popular use of the words *citizen’ or * office’ should
require to be modified under different forms of government: or
that the term ¢polity’ should in the same paragraph or semtence
be used to signify ‘a constitution’ both in the more general and
the more precise sense, or that the word ¢city’ should mean a
‘town’ and also a ‘state.”

In ancient philosophy as well as in modern, and in the begin-
ning quite as much as in the decline of either, there arose
casuistical questions which often did not admit of a precise
answer, although the attempt to solve them may have contributed
to the growth of ethical and political science. ‘Is a citizen
de faclo also a citizen de jure?’ ‘What constitutes a state?’
‘Should obligations incurred by one government be discharged
by another?’ ¢Is the one best man to be a king or an exile?’
Aristotle is fond of raising such questions, which he sometimes
cuts short by common sense and sometimes leaves without an
answer. He exaggerates conflicting points of view, and also

reconciles them. The art of dialectic had not yet attained to
a system, but moved forward with irregular steps. Yet by the

ising of objections and the contrast of opposites a real ess
was made, and a higher stage of truth attained.
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BOOK IIL

The definition of a ciligen and of a slafe: several casuistical
questions, of whick the most imporiant is, Whether the virtue of the
good citigen is the same as that of the good man : the definition of
a polily : Irue forms of polity and their perversions : should the few
or the many or the virtuous be supreme? recapilulation: the five
species of kingship.

‘What is a state?’ is the first question which the political philo-
sopher has to determine. But a state is composed of citizens, and
therefore we must further ask, ‘ Who is a citizen? ’—Not he who
lives in a particular spot, or who has the privilege of suing and
being sued (for these rights are not confined to citizens); nor yet
one who is either too young or too old for office, or who is dis-
franchised, or an exile, or a metic; but he who actually shares
in the administration of justice and in offices of state. And
whereas offices are either limited by time, like stcial magistracies,
or unlimited, like the office of dicast and ecclesiast, we are here
speaking of the latter only, and we want to find some common
term under which both dicast and ecclesiast are included. Such
a term is a holder of ‘indefinite or unlimited office :'—those who
share in office unlimited by time are citizens.

But since governments differ in kind and have a different place
in the order of thought (for true forms are prior to perversions),
the definition of the citizen will likewise differ in different states;
and the definition which we have just given, strictly speaking, is
suited only to a democracy. In aristocratic states like Lacedaemon
and Carthage, which have no regular meetings of the ecclesia, the
chief power is in the hands of the magistrates who decide all
causes; and they are holders not of indefinite, but of definite
offices. The words of our definition therefore, if they are to
include aristocracies as well as democracies, will have to be
amended : and we must say, That he is a citizen who shares in.
the ]udxcxa}or deliberative administration of a state. T

c.2. In practice, a citizen is defined to be one of whom both the

parents, or, as others say, the grandparents or great grandparents
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were citizens. But here the difficulty is only carried a step or two
farther back. For who were the first citizens? As Gorgias said:
of the Larissaeans, They were an article manufactured by the
magistrates. And what are we to think of those who hold office
unjustly or after a revolution? The point is, not whether they
are, but whether they ought to be citizens. We answer that they
are included in our definition: the defect of right does not alter
the fact. They hold office ; and this is our criterion of citizenship.

The question suggests another question: when is an act the act o. 3.
of the state? In times of revolution persons refuse to fulfil their
obllga.tlons they say that they were contracted, not to the state,
but to the governing body which has been deposed, and that the
acts of the previous government, not having been established
for the common good, were unlawful. But they should remember
that their argument applies to all forms of government alike :—to
a democracy which is founded on violence, quite as much as
to an oligarchy or tyranny.

We are therefore driven to consider the question in a more
general form : When is a state the same, and when different? It
is not enough that the place and the inhabitants continue, or that
a particular spot is surrounded by a wall. Nor does the city alter
because successive generations of men come and go. The real
identity is the identity of the constitution; not of the place, nor of
the inhabitants. (This is true; but we must not go on to infer,
that a state need not fulfil her engagements when the form of
government changes.) ,

Connected with the question ‘Who is a citizen?’ there is ac. 4,
further question, * Whether the virtue of the good citizen is also (

the virtue of the good man?’ Before entering on this question,
we must first ascertain what is the virtue of the citizen. Now
different citizens have different functions, like sailors on board
ship; but they have a common end, which, in the case of the
sailors, is the safety of the ship, in the case of the citizens, the
salvation of the state. And since forms of government differ, and
the virtues of the citizens are relative to them, they cannot all
have the perfect and absolute virtue of the good man. Even
in the perfect state, though the members of it must all Be good
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citizens, we cannot suppose them to be all good men unless we
suppose them to be all alike. Again, the state, like the living
being, has higher and lower elements, and the virtue of all of them
cannot be the same.

But is there no case in which the virtue of the good man and of
the good citizen coincide? There is; for the good and wise ruler-
is a good and wise man. (The rule of which I am speaking, is
not the rule of the master over the slave, but the constitutional
rule of freemen and equals.) Therefore, in some cases, though
not in all, the good citizen coincides with the good man. And if
ghe virtue of the good man is that which rules, and the virtue of
ﬁhe citizen includes both ruling and obeying, from one point of
vxew the good citizen is not only the equal, but the superior of the.
good man. For every citizen in a free state should learn how
to become a statesman by being first a simple citizen, just as he
would learn the duties of a general by being under the orders
of a general. Yet the two are not the same; the justice of the
ruler differs in kind, or at any rate in degree from that of the
subject. And there is another difference—the ruler has know-
ledge, but the subject true opinion only.

One more question :—Is the mechanic to be included among
the citizens? No; for he holds no office and therefore cannot
have the double virtue of ruling and obeying which makes the
citizen. He can only obey and do his work : that is all. There-
fore, he cannot be a citizen. But if not, what place has he in the
state? The answer is, that like a slave or a freedman, he may
live in the state and he may be necessary to the existence of the
state, and yet not form part of it. In ancient times, the artisan
class were not admitted to citizenship, and in well-ordered states
they are still excluded. If they are admitted, our definition of the
virtue of a citizen must be restricted to those who do not work
with their hands. [For if they do, they cannot have leisure for
the performance of their duties as citizens.]

The manner of treating the artisan and labouring class differs
in different states. In an aristocracy, or government of the best,
if such there be, they are excluded, for they are too busy to practise
virtue : into an oligarchy, where only a money-qualification is
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required, the mechanic may often find his way, for many of them
become rich; but not the labourer, who remains poor. In demo-
cracies, not only mechanics and labourers, but, when there is
a dearth: of population, even aliens and persons of illegitimate
birth attain the rights of citizens.

Thus we see that there are different kinds of citizens, and that |
the virtue of the good citizen is not always the same with that of\
the good man, but only the virtue of the statésman [and this only
in the perfect state]. —-

[Having defined and discussed the citizen], we will proceed to o. 6.
consider constitutions or forms of government. The constitution _-
is in fact the government; and governments vary as the governors
are one, the few, or the many, and have ends higher or lower. ,)
Men are political animals, and they meet together in cities, not
only because they need one another’s help, but with a view to
mutual improvement and well-being. And even for the sake of
mere life, in which there is an element of nobility and sweetness,
they still continue to’ maintain the political bond until the evil is
too much for the good.

There are many kinds of authority :—first, that which a master
exercises over his slaves. He has in view primarily his own
interests, among which is accidentally included an interest in the
Jdife and health of his slave. In household management the
common good . of the family is primarily considered, and only
secondarily the good of the ruler or head. The case is like that
of the pilot or trainer, who while he takes care of those entrusted
to Kim also incidentally takes care of himself. And so in politics;
[there is a common as well as a private interest], and in all forms
of government when they are false the animating principle is the il
interest_of the individual, when they are true, the public good. [In
S consntnuonal government] the citizens rule and are ruled in
tnm they come into office and see to the affairs of others for
a time, and when they go out the others come in and see to
theirs. This was the original intention. But now-a-days all men
are seeking for wealth to which they make office a stepping-
stone. They go hunting after places as if their lives depended
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Some of the perplexities of language which beset the infancy of
philosophy are the use of a generic term in its specific sense, or
of a neutral term in a good sense and conversely, or the necessity
of attributing to the same word a passive, active, and neuter sense.
In the discussion which follows, the term mo\ireia is used of states
in general and also of the state par excellence which, according to
Aristotle, is the true form of a constitution. So in English the
terms ‘ constitution’ and ¢ constitutional ’ are used without a
qualifying epithet to signify a moderate form of constitution.
And in the Nicomachean Ethics, the want of a more copious
vocabulary compels Aristotle in like manner to employ the word
3wawootwm in two or perhaps three senses for justice, honesty, and
also for righteousness. The use of the term ‘justice’ applied
to the performance of a right or to the punishment of a wrong
action affords an instance of the perverse influence which cognate:
or paronymous words are liable to exercise upon thought. (Cp.
N.E. v. 9. § 2.) The various meanings of words are generally
settled by custom, and their use in each particular case determined
by the context. But to the contemporaries of Aristotle the
multiplicity in the meaning of words was often a source of fallacy
and confusion which required to be cleared up.

The imperfection of logic in the time of Aristotle is likewise illus-
trated by the discussion of the question, What constitutes a state ?
To which the political philosopher, after rejecting the explanation
of sameness of place or race, replies ‘sameness of government.’
But surely the sameness of a state consists in many things, and
is consistent with many changes of government as well as of race
or place. No one would deny that England and Sweden are the
same nations or countries which existed 8ooyears ago; about France,
Italy, Germany, or Poland, the answer would be more doubtful.
The elements which constitute national identity may perhaps be
reckoned in the following order, sameness of race, sameness of
language, sameness of place, sameness of religion, sameness
of government, sameness of character. But we must remember
that the idea of sameness is relative, and in reality can never be
equally applicable to the state and to the individual.

An analogous question not unconsidered by Aristotle has often

(
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been raised in modern times, Where in case of a revolution does
lawful authority reside? To which we may reply that what is
ordinarily a difference in kind has become a difference of degree,
and that in a state of change we must not expect either to have an
unchanging authority, or to pass by a jump from one government
to another. Or we may say that society is being resolved into
its elements, and that for a short time the sacredness of authority
is overpowered by force. Or, that to whichever side in the conflict
power distinctly inclines, there authority begins to exist. Such
difficulties were answered in English writers of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries by asserting a divine and unchangeable right
of kings or of government and a corresponding duty of passive
obedience ; or on the other hand by an imaginary compact which,
according to Hobbes, was made once for all in the beginning.
of society and was therefore unchangeable,—but according to
Locke and others, might at any time be altered or reversed.
Such a compact was a convenient figure of speech adapted to the
understanding and wants of the age, just as the divine right of
kings was once a convenient symbol of the sacredness of authority.
In the writings of Aristotle incongruous notions are often
brought together by the accident of a common word. The rule
of a king or statesman has to be distinguished from the rule of
a master over his slaves. The position of the artisan, who has
already caused us a good deal of trouble, is generally assumed
to be outside the pale of political society. Yet we are surprised
to find that there are some oligarchies, in which even the
artisan, if he acquires property, may become'a member of the
state. And we end where we might have begun, with what
to us appears to be rather a commonplace conclusion, that under
different forms of government there are various kinds of citizens.
The question whether democracy and oligarchy derive their
character respectively from wealth and poverty or from the fewness
and multitude of the citizens, would hardly have occurred to a
modern political writer. The majority, as at Colophon, or to take
modern instances, in Australia or America, may be well-to-do, the
poor may be a minority. Yet such a state will be a democracy,
for every citizen equally shares in the government. But it might
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be argued that even in a Greek Republic, as in the United States,
the real character of democracy would be greatly modified by the
prosperity of the people. Aristotle has stated the possible com-
binations of the different elements ; but in this passage he has not
fairly balanced them with one another. It might with equal truth
be affirmed that democracy was the government of the many or of
the poor, oligarchy of the few or of the rich. But it would be
truer still to say that in a democracy are commonly included the
many and the poor; in an oligarchy the few and the wealthy; and
this is in fact Aristotle’s own conclusion in the Fourth Book
(c. 4. § 4), where he returns to the subject. Oligarchy and demo-
cracy may also be regarded as relative terms ; and there is always
a residuum of either in the other; for democracy is led by a few,
and all the members of an oligarchy claim to be equal with one
another. Nor can we say how strong may be the elements of
conservatism which are latent in the mass of the people who are
averse to many kinds of change, or how much of the revolutionary
temper may lurk in ambitious members of an oligarchy who are
attracted by contrast, or stimulated by private hatred or interest.
Another question is a source of still more serious perplexity
to Aristotle,—it had been already discussed by Plato: Should men
be governed by a law or by a person? By the law which cannot
"take cognizance of particular cases, or by the person who can?
The practice of the Athenians, whose laws were written down on
square or triangular lecterns (xVpBeis) placed in the agora, and
of the Lacedaemonians, who for the most part decided causes
without written law by judgments of the Gerousia and the
Ephors, afforded conspicuous examples of the two opposite prin-
ciples. All law must have been originally unwritten, though it is
probable also that in primitive times cases may have been decided
by precedent. The claims both of the law and of the individual
judge are asserted by Aristotle. What law can have a right to
limit the actions of the perfectly just man who is a law to himself,
and yet, if there is to be equality among equals, how can all the
other citizens be excluded from power? To which the answer is
made that he is not an equal any more than Zeus amang the gods.
Aristotle wavers between these two points of view which he almost
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brings to an ag;eement; for the law must be executed by judges;
and the one wise ruler will have other wise men to assist him in
his judicial labours.

‘Thro ut the Politics he is distracted bet i -

fection and the actual conditions of human life, and often pagses
unconsciously from_ope to_the other. The best state in the
Seventh Book comes round to be little more than an ordinary
Greek state which is placed under favourable circumstances. The
aim of the state should be the highest virtue, yet virtue is also
relative to the form of government; the virtue of a democracy
is not the same with that of an oligarchy. Even the political
virtues are not all equally required of all magistrates. In idea
the one best man is to be lord and master of all; in fact he is to
be ostracised. And it is intimated that there is a good deal to be
said in favour of this latter mode of procedure. According to Plato
in the Republic the true ruler was entrusted with power, not for his
own good, but for the good of his subjects, and he distinguishes
governments into true and false as they aim at the good of the
governed or of the governors themselves. Aristotle in like manner
lays down the principle that all true forms of government exist
only for the good of the governed; all false ones for the good of
the rulers. That he should have passed from the ideal to the
actual, or that he should have clothed the ideal in fanciful forms,
is not surprising.

We have next to consider how many and what forms of govern- o. 7.

ment there are and how they differ from each other. The supreme
power must always be exercised either by one, or by a few, or
by many. The true forms are those which regard the common
interest: the perverted forms have in view only the private
interests of the rulers. The rule of one is called royalty, the rule of
a few, aristocracy, the rule of many, polity or constitutional govern-
ment, when these forms severally aim at the good of the governed.
They are called tyranny, oligarchy, democracy, when they have
regard to the good of a single person or class only, of the king,
of the wealthy or of the needy. The general term ‘polity’ is
naturally applied in a specific sense, because the form of government
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designated by it is the most popular and comprehensive. For few
are capable of every kind of virtue, and therefore there are few
royalties or aristocracies; but military virtue is found in all classes,
and is shared by the many. And thus arises polity or constitutional
government, in which the heavy-armed soldiers have the supreme
power. .

But the differences in forms of government do not depend solely
on number and quantity ; the element of quality must also be

* included. Democracy, for example, is said to be the government

c. 0.

of the many and of the poor. But what if the many are rich?
does the form of government continue to be a democracy? Oli-
garchy again is defined to be the government of the few and of the
rich, but if the few are poor, what becomes of the definition?
In any case, how shall we describe those states in which a rich
majority or in which a poor minority are rulers ?

We answer that the number of the governing class in oligarchy
and democracy is unessential. The true characteristic of oligarchy

wealth, of democracy, poverty. But in fact the two definitions

enerally coincide ; for the wealthy are almost always the few and

e many are the poor.

Yet neither the claim of freedom nor the claim of wealth is
really just : for justice is the distribution of the right thing to the
right person. The self-love of the oligarch or of the democrat
puts relative in the place of absolute justice :—the one thinks that
inequality in wealth involves inequality in everything: the other
that equality in freedom involves equality in everything. They
both forget that the true end of the state is not wealth or freedom,
but a good life. Mere life is not enough ; if it were, slaves and
brute animals would be citizens. Neither do community of place
nor rights of intermarriage and trade constitute a state. Nor can
commercial treaties or defensive alliances give a true political life ;
for there is no superior power which can enforce them, and the
inhabitants of one state do not care about the virtues or vices of
other states if only they keep faith with them. Even within the limits
of a single state the prevention of crime and the promotion of trade
are secondary objects. The life of virtue is the only true and
sufficient end of the state. Men may live in the neighbourhood
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of one another, or even in the same place, and intermarry and trade
and meet at festivals and form alliances. But these are means
and conditions only; virtue is the end. Political society exists
for the sake of virtue, and they who contribute most to this end
have a greater right to power in the state than the rich or noble.
But if so, those who make justice relative to a ‘particular form
of government speak of a part of justice only.

Yet another question: Who ought to have the supreme authority o. 10.
inthe state? The many,—the wealthy,—the tyrant,—the good,—
the one best man? Any of these alternatives may lead to bad
results. If the poor rule, they may divide the property of the
rich. Is not this unjust? ‘Nay,” will be the reply, ¢the people
didit’ But if they go on and on, the poor majority dividing by
force the wealth of the rich minority, the state will be ruined.
And on the same principle the rich or the tyrant may rob the
poor. Yet surely justice is the preservation and not the destruction
of states. The people, if they plunder the rich, are no better than
the tyrant ; both make might prevail over right. ¢But ought not
the good to rule?’ Then a slight will be put upon everybody else.
‘Or the one best man?’—that will make the number excluded still -
larger.  Or, shall the law, and not the will of man, have the
supreme power? And what if the law be defective ?

The rule of many is upon the whole the best solution of these|e. 11.
difficulties. The people, taken collectively, though composed o]
ordinary individuals, have more virtue and wisdom than any singl
man among them. As the feast to which many contribute is
better than the feast given by one, as the judgment of the many
at the theatre is truer than the judgment of one, as a good man
and a fair work of art have many elements of beauty or goodness
combined in them ;—so the assembly of the people has more good
sense and wisdom than any individual member of it. The good
qualities which are scattered about in individuals are combined in
it. But is this principle really applicable to bodies of men? To
some, not to all; for there are assemblies of men who are no
better than brutes. But there are men of another sort, whom
union makes wise. And if so, our difficulties are at an end; this
is our answer to the question, Who are to be the rulers of states?
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But a new dilemma arises. The many are not fit to hold great
offices of state, and yet if they are excluded, they will be dangerous.
They had better therefore have some judicial and deliberative
functions,—such a power as Solon gave them of electing the
magistrates and calling them to account. Although they are not
fit to form a judgment individually, they have sense enough when
they meet. But some one will still argue that the magistrates
should be elected and called to account by their peers, just as in
the arts the expert must be judged by the expert, the physician
by some one who understands medicine, whether he be a pro-
fessional physician or not. Once more we reply that the people

} collectively have more wisdom than any individual among them.
2"\ Besides, in many of the arts the user s & Beter judge than the

¥ q\ . (. artist
g’& o *pl Yet one more difficulty remains :—The election and calling to
o\{»f\r“ [ decount of the magistrates is the highest of political functions ;

Nl JA¢ should such a power be entrusted to the people rather than to men

g of position and fortune? The old answer must be repeated. The

d»‘ ) power resides, not in the individual, but in the assembly or law-

N (g ' court; and collectively the wealth and the wisdom of the people

Ve, 'M are greater than that of any one or a few individuals.

Vv \ 0“ \"‘r | The previous enquiry shows plainly that the people must govern,
S Q\w‘ ! but they must govern according to law. The laws therefore,
3 ' 9 \.¢* when good, should be supreme, and the magistrates should only

f “\(,‘«“ speak when the laws are unable to speak.—But what are good

\l* , laws? We reply generally that the goodness of the laws is relative

o to the goodness of the constitution: true forms &f government
have just laws, perverted forms have unjust laws.

[In the next chapter, after having disposed of the difficulty which

he had suggested, Aristotle returns to the subject of Chap. ix.]
0.12. All arts and sciences aim at some good, and the good or end
of the highest of all, the political, is justice, which is another name
 for the common interest. And justice is defined to be equality in
" relation to persons. But there arises the question: In what does
" this equality consist? Some will say that equality or superiority in
any single respect gives a claim in all other respects. But this is
absurd; no mfn can claim political rights on the ground that he

{

i
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is tall or good-looking. The skill of a flute-player is not more

highly esteemed because he is richer or better born, but because

he is the superior performer. How can there be any comparison

of things so dissimilar as wealth and flute-playing or stature and
freedom? Not every kind of superiority, then, gives a claim to ’
office, but only wealth and rank and freedom; for these are ;
necessary elements of a state. And we must add justice and !
courage ; for courage is essential to the well-being, justice to the

very existence, of a state. __(

First, and above all, if we take into account a good life, o 18
education and virtue have superior claims. These are the true
bases of government; but the assertion of absolute equality among
equals or of absolute inequality among unequals is mischievous
and false. The relative claim does not give an absolute claim.
The rich have a greater stake in the country; the free and the
noble have inherited good qualities from their ancestors, and their
claim is always recognised in their own country; the virtuous
have a claim because justice is the virtue which unites men in
states, and all the others are implied in it ; the many, taken collec-
tively, are stronger, richer, and better than the few. But let us
suppose the rich, the free, the virtuous, to be living together in the
same city, which of them ought to govern? (There is no difficulty
at all in determining who should rule in a democracy or in an
oligarchy.) But suppose all the elements to co-exist in the same
state, how are we to decide ge'lweeéx them? The virtuous will
probably be too few to administer the state. And if men are to
govern becaule they are more virtuous or richer or higher in
rank, on the same principle the most virtuous, or the richest or
the highest in rank, ought to rule over them all. If, again, the
many claim to rule because they are the stronger, with equal
justice the strongest of all will claim to rule over the others.
Hence we infer that none of them have any claim to the exclusion
of the rest.

A similar question :—Shonld the laws be made for the lngher
classes, or for all? We answer that the laws should be just, and
that the just is the equal, and has regard to the common good of
the citizens. The laws therefore cannot regard the good of one
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: class only, but of all the citizens. The good citizen is both
! ruler and subject, not a member of one class only. [And
he would be excluded from the operation of a law which
related to a class only.] Once more [this is the old question
repeated]: What if the virtue of any one citizen very far
exceed the virtues of the rest,—is it not unjust that he
should be only the equal of the others? for he is a God
among men. Laws apply only to equals; and he is himself
a law. Democracies feel the inconvenience which arises out of
the presence of men who are pre-eminent by their wealth or
influence, and they have recourse to ostracism. Oligarchs and
tyrants are in the same difficulty. Nor can any form of govern-
ment allow the existence of a person superior to itself. The
argument in favour of ostracism is based on a political necessity.
The painter does not allow any feature in the face, nor the ship-
builder any part of the ship, to be out of proportion to the rest;
and the citizen must not be out of proportion to the state. But
the legislator should, if possible, so order his state that the evil will
not arise; that would be far better. Ostracism is liable to
. abuse and is essentially unjust; it has been employed for purposes
of faction, and not for the good of the state. In perverted forms
of government such a practice may be expedient; in the ideal
state, who would think of expelling the one best man? But what
is the alternative? If he cannot be a subject, he must be a king.
c.14. Thus from the consideration of the question,—~Who is the true
ruler in states? we are led to speak of royalty and to examine
the kinds of it. They are five: 1. The Lacedaemonian, which is
a perpetual generalship, either hereditary or elective, having the
power of Iife and death, but, like the Homeric chiefs, only i in the field.
To the king matters of religion are also committed. 2. Th__degpot:c
form of monarchy which prevails among barbarians and is exer-
cised over voluntary subjects; for the people are willing to obey,
because they are by nature slaves, and therefore such governments
are hereditary and legal. In one sense they are tyrannies, because
their subjects are slaves: but there is no danger of their being
overthrown ; for they are guarded not by mercenaries but by their
own people. 3. The \diitatorship or elective tyranny, which, under
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the name Aesymnetia, existed in ancient Hellas, and was legal
but not hereditary ; it lasted either for life or for a term of years,
or until certain duties had been performed. Such an office was
held by Pittacus at Mitylene, whom Alcaeus, the leader of the
exiles, denounces in his poems. 4. A fourth kind of monarchy,
that of the Heroic times, was hereditary and legal, and was exer-
cised over willing subjects. The first monarchs were benefactors
of the people in arts or arms; they procured lands or built cities
for them, and the prerogativ'cs which they acquired descended to
their children. They were priests and judges and warriors, and
had a supreme authority over all things. Afterwards their power
declined; .and at length the office of priest or general alone
remained to them. 5. There is a fifth form of absolute kingship
which exercises an umveré:;l_p_c)wer, like that of the state over
the public property, or that of a master over a household.

Of these five forms the first and fifth alone need consideration ; o. 15.
the rest differ from them not in kind but in degree. Thus two
questions remain: 1. Is a perpetual generalship advantageous to
the state? This question likewise may be dismissed ; for a perpetual
generalship is not a constitution, but an office established by law
which may exist equally under any form of government. 2. Should
one man have absolute power? Such a royalty is certainly a
form of government ; but many difficulties are involved in it.

Already we are engaged in the old controversy,—whether the
best laws or the best man shou . Both views are tenable.
The advocate of royalty says that the law cannot provide for par-
ticular cases. To whom we may fairly reply: Neither can the

N ruler dispense with a general principle which is law; and the law

w whxgl; passxonless is to be preferred to the cag_g _of the

—

advise in mdmdua.l cases. [To whom we in turn reply that]
There must be a legislator, whether he be called a king or not,
who will make laws, and these laws will have validity as far as they
are adapted to their ends. But there is still a question: When
there is a defect in the law, who shall decide, the expert or the
‘multitude? Our conclusion is that the collective wisdom of the
many is to be preferred to the one wise man. They will not all go

YOL. I. €
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wrong together, and by reason of their numbers they are less
corruptible, less liable to passion, and not more subject to
faction than the individual. You will say: That they may be
divided among themselves, but that he cannot be divided. Answer,
They are quite as good as he. And are not many good men
better than one? Bt if so aristocracy is to be preferred to royalty.
The reason why ancient governments were monarchies is that in
early times there were only a few good men who could confer
benefits, and these benefactors were made kings. The reason
why democracies are a necessity in our own day is that all men
are pretty much on an equality, and no one is pre-eminent
among his fellows. When good men increased in number,
royalties passed into aristocracies; these degenerated into oligar-
chies. Oligarchies passed into tyrannies, and tyrannies became
democracies, for the rich became fewer and fewer, and the poor
mare and more numerous. And democracy seems to be the only

'form of government any longer possihle, now that cities are

increased in size.

LmTwo more questions: 1, Should monarchy be hereditary? No,

¢. 16.

the next generation may be quite ordinary persons, and yet the
ing will be constrained by natural affection to bequeath his power
o his sons, however ill-fitted they may be to succeed him.
. Should he have a military force? Yes, but only such a force
s will be sufficient to control individuals, not to overawe the mass
bf the citizens.

Absolute manarchy is held to be contrary to nature. Equals
are deemed to have an equal right and worth ; and therefore they
must all have their turn of ruling and being ruled in an order of
succession fixed by law. (For law is already implied, if there is an
order of succession.) The.law.is preferable to the rule of indivi-
duals; wherefore judges should be only the ministers of the law,
and when they take office they must judge according to law. But
if the law cannot decide, what then? Then we must have recourse
to skilled persons, who are expressly trained to decide causes which
are omitted by the law; they may even go further and amend
the law. But still they are its servants. The rule of the law is
the rule of God and reason: in the rule of man there is an
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element of the beast. It is argued on the other hand that the
physician does not cure his patients according to fixed rules which
are found in a book, but then he is not liable to be affected by
motives of party or interesf. Men desire impartiality ; the law is
impartial. And even if there are cases in which the opinion of
the one man is better than law, custom may be better still.

There is another point of view from which the subject may
be approached. Every magistrate must have subordinates; ‘two
going together ' and ‘ ten such counsellors’ as Homer says; and it
is desirable that they should be regularly appointed. Matters of
detail cannot always be comprehended under laws; and there-
fore they are referred to the decision of individuals. But many are
better than one, just as many eyes or hands or feet are better
than a single pair. The eyes of kings are the friends who are
their second-selves, and are therefore appointed to rule by them.
Thus the two points of view tend to approximate, and royalty in
seeking for instruments of government is converted into an
aristocracy.

But is the doctrine that the law is better than the individual &17.
applicable to all forms of government? No, not to all, but only
to those which are legitimate, such as that which a master
exercises over his household, or a king over his subjects, or a
free people over itself. For no man should be lord over his
equals, whether there are laws or whether there are no laws,
always excepting the case of the one best man.

A people capable of producing a superior race are fitted for
monarchy, and a people who willingly submit to their superiors in
virtue are adapted for aristocracy. To a warlike multitude of free<
men who rule and are ruled in turn, and who select their officers
according to merit, a constitutional government is best suited,
When a family or a single person is pre-eminent in virtue,' '
they are the natural kings and lords of the state. And the one
best man or born superior in virtue cannot be ostracized or killed.
Neither can he be a subject. He is the superior person; the
ideal or whole of which the state is only a part. What is the
inference? He must be the ruler of the state for life.

We see then that the true forms of government are three: o.18.

ez
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.

~ 1) in which there is 69;,44311, or 2) a family, or 3) many men,
of pre-eminent virtue, and both rulers and subjects rule and obey

with a view to the best life. We have already explained that the
virtue of the good man s the same with that of the citizen of the
perfect state; and that'the term good has the same meaning

‘ whether applied to states or individuals. The education therefore of

the good man and of the good statesman or king will be the same.

v
1

}
The criticisms of royalty in the latter part of the Third Book are

many of them unsatisfactory. It is not true that the kingship of
Sparta was merely a generalship for life, and when Aristotle says
that of such monarchies some are hereditary and some elective, he
appears to be making a logical division not to be found in history,
—at any rate we cannot tell to what or to whom he is referring.
Neither is it true that of the five kinds of monarchy two only
differ in kind; for there are essential differences between all the
five. Still more unreasonable is the dismissal of the first kind on
the ground that it is only a generalship for life, when we consider
that the Spartan monarchy was the single monarchical institution in
Hellas. The five kinds are thus reduced to one. Neither is the
account of the origin of kingship given in this place really based
upon the experience of history. In a few instances it is true that
benefits conferred on a city or nation have raised men to power;
but more often the power of a chief or king has originated in
superior bodily strength or superior intelligence directed to a
private end. Barbarous cunning has often founded kingdoms.
\ The favourite speculation which Aristotle has inherited from
Plato, whether the law or the wise man is to be supreme, is repre-
sented by analogous questions in modern times: How much is to
be common or statute law ? what is the place of custom and pre-
cedent? how much is to be left to the direction of the judge?
These are inquiries which are not without interest to the modern
jurist. The problem is, What elements of law should be fixed
and permanent, and what proportion should they bear to the
floating and transient? Laws must be known beforehand, or the
offender cannot justly be subjected to them. At first they are
simple and general ; then as society becomes more complex, the
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interstices of these general principles require to be filled up with
details which- are demanded by new occasions. But the new
occasions are infinite; and hence at some point the individual
must decide. How far he is to bring the question at issue under
some existing law or analogy of law; how far in the absence of
" law he may freely use common sense, are points which will be
determined differently by different minds and different schools of
jurisprudence. Do what he will he cannot get rid of the past, nor
can he always find there a solution for the present. Like Aristotle, V/
he will be disposed to regard custom as a mediator between the
two contending principles. And in modern times, where there are
representative institutions, the power of determining causes, which
the ancients gave either to the magistrates as in an oligarchy, or
to a popular assembly as in a democracy, acting separately, will
be transferred to the one and many acting together as judge and
jury.

This book is characterized by great want of arrangement and
frequent repetition. The paradox that the many are wiser than
the few is affirmed again and again. The paradox of the one best |
man also occurs twice over. Such an ideal was evidently a notion
common in the age of Aristotle; it culminated in the Stoical wise
man. Several controversies seem to be protracted long after we
ought to have finished with them.

But notwithstanding paradoxes and want of arrangement, this
book contains many noble passages, such for example as the
two d ions that the rule of law is 'the rule of God and of
rnson,“and that the state exists for the sake of a good life,
and without virtue has no true existence; or d favourite thesis
that all true forms of government have regard to the good of the
governed; or the final conclusion, arrived at after many tossings of
the argument to and fro, that from the higher point of view and
in the perfect state the good citizen, or at any rate the good
ruler, is identical with the good man.

/J




Ixx ARISTOTLE'S POLITICS.

THE Fourth Book of Aristotle’s Politics does not furnish many
new ideas. The most original of them is the middle state, which
will be discussed more at length in a separate Essay (vol. ii).
The book contains some excellent remarks, and some things hard
to be nnderstood.//Among noble and liberal sentiments may
be reckoned the requirement that all should take part in the
government ; the reflections that political tricks and devices are
foolish and useless; that the poor should receive gentle treat-
ment; that there must not only be good laws in the state, but the
spirit of obedience; and the fine observation (taken from Plato)
that, even in states which do not make virtue the aim of the
community, men of a noble nature may be found. Among diffi-

%lties may be mentioned the distinctions without a difference in
the subdivisions of oligarchies and democracies; the distinction
between the laws and the constitution, which elsewhere is forgotten
(cp. iii. 15, § 2); the two combinations in the twelve forms of
appointment to offices ; the sudden transition in the enumeration
of the different kinds of law courts to political cases, which are
no sooner spoken of than the consideration of them is dropped ;
or the mention in c. 7. § 2 of ‘the form of government to which
the term aristocracy is rightly applied in the first part of our
treatise,” a reference to which there is no antecedent, either in
the previous Books, or, if the order is transposed, in the Seventh
Book.

BOOK IV.

The absolutely, relatively, conditionally, and on the average best
Jorms of governmeni: why forms of government differ, and what
are their component elements : the varielies of oligarchy and democracy :
of arislocracy and polily : of lyranny : the forms laken by the deliber-
ative and execulive power under different consiitulions.

!
[l
/

1S

'e.1. Every art which embraces an entire subject must take in all the
branches of that subject. Gymnastic, for example, includes 1) the
training which is best absolutely; 2) which is best suited to dif:

ferent individuals; 3) which is not the best, either relative  M*
e
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absolutely, though sometimes wanted, and must therefore be under-
stood and taught by the training master; 4) which is best for the
majority. So too the art of politics comprehends several forms of
government,—1) the ideal state, 2) the state which is best rela-
tively to circumstances, 3) the inferior state placed under inferior
conditions and not making the best use of them, 4) the best

average state.

We must aim at is practicables-and not, like [Plato and
otmﬁmlmm:t impossible ideas, seek
after an unattainable perfection. Any change which we desire to
introduce should be congenial as well as possible; for to reform is
as difficult as to create, to unleam as to learn. The statesman \/
should not be a mere theorist ; but he should have a true political
insight into the evils of states and their remedies. And he should
not fall into the error of supposing that there is only one kind of
democracy and one kind of oligarchy; for there are many. He
should know, not only which government is the best, but which is
the best under the circumstances, and not only which laws are the
best, but which are adapted to one form of constitution rather
than to another. The laws are the rules according to which
magistrates administer the state; but they vary under different
governments, and are not to be confounded with the principles of
the constitution.

We have said that there are three true forms of government— p. 2.
royalty, aristocracy, polity; and three perversigns—tyranny, oli-
garchy, democracy. Royalty and aristocracy have been already (?)
discussed, for they are included in the perfect state; both imply a {
principle of virtue provided with external goods.—Of perversions,
tyranny, which is the perversion of the best and most divine, is
necessarily the worst. Not so bad is oligarchy; and last and
least bad is democracy. A certain writer [Plato] is. wrong in
saying that democracy, although the worst of good constitutions, is
the best of bad ones; for there is no best; all perversions are bad.

Leaving this question we will proceed to describe, 1) the dif-
ferent forms of oligarchy and of democracy; 2) the constitution
which is next best after the perfect, and best suited to states in
general; 3) the people to whom each of the other constitttions is -
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suited; 4) the manner in which these inferior forms of govern-
ment are severally to be established; 5) the causes of the preser-
vation or ruin of states.

There are many kinds of states, because every state contains
many elements, [which are combined in many ways]. Differences of
rank, wealth, merit, are found in them all. Some of the citizens
are armed and some unarmed. The common people have their
various employments. Even among the notables there are grada-
tions of wealth, shown, for example, by the number of horses which
they keep. And as the poor, or the middle class, or the notables
predominate, they divide the government among themselves.

Hence arise various forms of constitutions. There are generally
thought to be two principal ones, democracy, the rule of the many,
* oligarchy, the rule of the few; the rest are included under them,

aristocracy being a kind of oligarchy, and polity a kind of demo-
cracy, as men say of the winds that there are two only, North and
South, the West being a variation of the North, and the East of
the South; and of the harmonies that there are two kinds, the
Dorian and the Phrygian, other adaptations of the scale being
comprehended under these. But it is better to distinguish one or
two true forms, i.e. royalty or aristocracy, and to regard all the
others, however many there may be, as perversions of these. And,
adopting the language of music, we may compare oligarchy to
the severer, democracy to the more relaxed harmonies.

Figures of speech in modern writers are only illustrations by
which we seek to convey abstract ideas in a lively form. They
provide a rest or refreshment,in an argument, like the pictures
in a book, and when we lay them aside, they leave the mind free
from the associations of sense. We do not argue from them or
allow them to influence our judgment. But among ancient philo-
sophers, figures of speech and other picturesque forms of expres-
sion generally affect the ideas which are conveyed through them.
The liveliness of the image is purchased at the cost of a certain
amount of error. Although Aristotle contemptuously says of Plato,
rovto 8 éorl Néyew peraopis woupricds (Met. i. 9g1. 22 a), he is him-
self often under the influence of language borrowed from sense.
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The comparison of the state to the human body or to the living /
animal is one of the most fruitful of the images used by ancient
p}w}itﬁ' to the mind the unity in plurality of the
st_a-ie the OOEIFIC;I—Q and mterdependence of the parts, and the
eommon hfe which amma.tes them: ¢as there are many members
“in one body, and all members have not the same office, so we
being many are one body.’” Many political as well as theological
ideas have been suggested by this image. It is better than ‘a /
machine,’ to which the state is often compared in modern times. )
M_from ‘going on all fours,” or furnishing an exact or

scientific analogy. The unity and continuity . of the staié” afe
different from the unity and continuity of the individual; the
state_has a longer life than_the individual, but is less umteW

has no consciousnéss or conscience, but only pubhc opinion ; and
mcnon is more limited. T e

“"The variety ir variety in the ¢ organs of animals to which Aristotle refers
below, is a laboured and imperfect image of the differences in forms
of government. For neither do the differences in the forms of the
organs constitute the differences of animals, nor the differences
in the classes of citizens the varieties of states. It would be a truer
supposition that both states and animals are made after different
types or patterns, though there are some points in which they
all resemble each-other. We may say of nature what Aristotle
says of the political society, that the whole is prior to the part.
The comparison of the higher classes of the state to the soul and
the lower classes to the body, though in one point of view elevating,
is also degrading; for the lower classes have minds equally with
the higher; nor is the relation between the two analogous to that of
the soul and the body.

Democracy is not simply the rule of the majority, nor oligarchy . 4.
of the minority; for in every form of government the majority
rules. Neither is a rich majority a democracy, nor a poor minority
an oligarchy. The prime and characteristic quality of democracy
is freedom, of oligarchy, wealth. But the freemen must be poor and
a majority ; the oligarchs must be a wealthy and noble minority.

Besides the constitutions already mentioned, I have alluded to

H
(8
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other forms of government, which vary with the variations of their
component parts. Their differences may be illustrated by the
varieties among animals, which likewise originate in differences of
the essential organs, such as the stomach, mouth, eyes, organs
of locomotion, and the like ; for there are as many animals as there
are possible changes and combinations of these organs. In like
manner the state has various elements, husbandmen, artisans,
traders, serfs, and the differences of states are caused by different
combinations of these elements. A warrior class must be added;
for they are as necessary to the state as any other. Plato was
mistaken in saying that a state consisted of four persons only,
1) a weaver, 2) a husbandman, 3) a shoemaker, 4) a builder,—
these are his four original citizens, to whom he afterwards adds,
a smith, a herdsman, a merchant, and retailer. But there are
other elements no less essential. The higher classes, such as
§) the warriors, or 6) the deliberative and judicial class, are more
truly parts of the state than any other. %) There are the wealthy,
and 8) the magistrates. Some of these classes overlap, and the
same persons fall under more than one of them. But two of them,
the rich and the poor, exclude one another, and therefore furnish a
basis for the classification of states. Hence there are supposed to
be two kinds of government, democracy and oligarchy. These are
the greater divisions of states, and there are subdivisions, varying as
the classes vary out of which democracies or oligarchies are com-
posed. The common people differ in their occupations and modes
of life, and the notables differ according to their wealth, birth,
igae, education.

. 7 Of democracies there are five kinds: 1) the democracy in which

nobody is poor, and nobody is rich or superior, but all are equal
and equally share in the government; 2) in which a low property
qualification is required for citizenship; 3) in which all who are
not disqualified [by birth] share in the government; but in this, as
in the preceding forms, the law is supreme; 4) in which everybody,
without any scrutiny of his rights, has a share in the government;
but the law is supreme as before; g) the democracy in which
there is no law, but the tyrant people, flattered by their leaders,
set aside the law and the government is carried on by decrees.
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For in democracies, as in tyrannies, there are flatterers, and the
extreme democracy is to other democracies what tyranny is to
legitimate forms of monarchy. [N.B. It is difficult to distinguish
1), which seems to be a general description of democracy, from
some of the other forms, or 3) from 4).]

The stages of democracy may be traced as follows: The govern- 0.6.§§1-6.

ment is administered according to law, 1) when the people are
husbandmen moderately well off and. are compelled to live by
the labour of their hands but are not paid for the performance
of political duties; for then nobody is excluded who has the
required qualification; but they do not come to the assembly,
because they cannot spare time, and so the law rules and not
the multitude: 2) when every one whose parents are citizens has
a share of power, and still, because there is no way of providing pay,
the law rules : 3) when all freemen have a share, and still no pay:

,/}_,,

4) but when, as in our modern overgrown cities, pay is given, the 14/

state is governed by the multitude who have nothing else to do,
and not by the laws.

Of oligarchies there are four kinds: 1) in which there is a‘r.s.ss 1,2.

qualification high enough to exclude the masses: 2) in which there
is a high qualification, and the vacancies in the governing body }
are filled up by co-optation: 3) in which the son succeeds the \
father: 4) in which there is an arbitrary rule of powerful families *
called a dynastia ; -this is among oligarchies what tyranny is among '
monarchies and the worst form of democracy among democracies.

The stages of oligarchy may be traced as follows : 1) The first
form of oligarchy is based upon the possession of moderate property;
and the owners of property being numerous and having to attend
to their property admit the rule of law: in a second form 2) the
properties are larger, and the owners fewer. In a third 3) the
government is hereditary and passes into the hands of a small
number of families. In all these three forms, as in the three
corresponding forms of democracy, the law is observed, and is
the instrument by which the rulers carry out their wishes. But
there is a fourth form, 4) in which the law is set aside, and a
few leading families take possession of the government, which
thus approximates to a monarchy.

0. 6.
§§ 7-11.
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¢.5.§§3-4. But in distinguishing different kinds of government, it must also
be remembered that a constitution framed in one spirit may be
administered in another, e.g. an oligarchy may be administered in
a popular, a democracy in an exclusive spirit. This frequently
happens after a revolution; old habits linger although the govern-
ment is changed. The laws remain, but the victorious party keep

wer in their own hands.
. There are yet two other forms of government, 1) aristocracy
"and 2) polity; the first has been generally recognized, but the
latter is often overlooked by writers on these subjects. Aristocracy
or the government of the best, taken in the highest and first sense of
the word, is the ideal state, or the state in which the good man is
absolutely the same as the good citizen, But in a secondary

b sense it is applied to another kind of state, which is neither

},; \4 oligarchy, nor polity, but a mixed government taking three forms;
N N 1) as at Carthage where regard is had to wealth, numbers, and
D ‘& merit; 2) or to merit and numnbers as at Lacedaemon ; and there

! is 3) that form of polity which inclines to oligarchy.

Le. And now I have to speak of polity, which, like the above-
mentioned aristocracies, is not a perversion, but only a falling short
from the perfect state. This form of government is a fusion of de-

i ¢' mocracy and oligarchy; it is usually called polity when inclining
" towards democracy, and aristocracy when approaching more nearly
. to oligarchy, the latter because birth and education are commonly
_i accompanied by wealth, and the rich by their external advantages

/ are placed above crime. Whence oligarchy and aristocracy are
\\\ often confused ; for they are both supposed to be a government of
C v the best, and it is thought that the government of the best can

\‘ ‘:‘) never be bad. Now there are two things to be considered: the
goodness of the laws, and the willingness of the citizens to obey
\ them; for in an oligarchy there may be good laws which are never

observed. And the citizen of a state may obey not the best laws,
but the best which are attainable by them.

P,o_li_tx_or constitutional government is not like aristocracy based
on merit ; it only seeks to unite the freedom of the poor majority
.with the wealth of the rich minority. When it includes virtue, it is
fmrly entxtled to be called aristocracy, not in the hlghest but in the
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secondary sense of the term. It combines the characteristics of c. 9.
oligarchy and democracy. There are three ways in which the two
latter may be united so as to form a polity : either 1) elements may
be taken from both, e.g. the government may give pay to the
poor as in a democracy for coming to the courts of law, and fine
the rich as in an oligarchy for abstaining: or 2) there may be
a mean’ between the two: instead of a high property qualifica-
tion, or none at all, a moderate one may be imposed: or 3) [in the
same public act] something may be borrowed by the government
from both; e.g. the magistrates may be elected by vote as in an
oligarchy, and without a property qualification as in a democracy.
The fusion is most complete when the mixed state may be termed
indifferently democracy or oligarchy, like the Lacedaemonian, which
in the election of the Ephors by all out of all, and of the Elders by all,
and in the common education of all the citizens and common meals
and dress, has the character of a democracy ; in the power entrusted
to a few magistrates of inflicting death or banishment and in the elec-
tion of them by vote, tesembles an oligarchy. In a polity both should
be present, and neither seen ; and the government should depend for
support not on foreign aid, but on the good-will of the citizens.
Tyranny must also be accounted a form of government. Twole. 10.
kinds of it have been already discussed, 1) the barbarian monarchy,
2) the Aesymnetia or dictatorship which existed in ancient Hellas.
Both these, although they possess absolute power, may be said to
be royal in so far as the monarch rules according to law and over
willing subjects. But the true or typical form of tyranny is the !
arbitrary power of an individual crushing everybody alike, and \
governing only for his own advantage and against the will of his t
subjects,—a government which is detestable to freemen.

The want of arrangement in the Politics is nowhere greater
than in the Fourth Book. There is a pretence of order which
increases the confusion. The elaborate preface has hardly any
relation to what follows. After dividing governments into 1) the
best absolutely, 2) the best relatively, 3) the test on the average,
4) the inferior sort, the writer sets aside the first ‘ because it has
been already (?) discussed under the subject of monarchy,’ and
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silently drops the fourth. The two which remain are formally
distinguished, but are not really very different from each other.
But he partly identifies them with the actual forms of government,
which are discussed at disproportionate length. Such is the con-
fusion of style, that while in the Fourth Book he seems to consider
this middle or average form of government to be the only preserva-
tive of states, in the Fifth Book, where the subject is treated of
more at length, many instructions are given by which all varieties
of government may be preserved.

In the enumeration of the states which are best relatively to
circumstances, that is to say, the ordinary Greek states, he passes
in Chap. 6 from oligarchy to democracy, and from democracy back
again to oligarchy. He then proceeds to speak of polity, which
he describes as a fusion of the two. The best state for the average
of mankind seems to be the same or nearly the same with what he
has already called polity, and what he afterwards calls the ‘middle
constitution,'—i.e. not the best actual state, but the best practicable
under ordinary conditions. Then returning to oligarchy and
democracy, he reckons up the devices by which they respectively
seek to get the better of one another; and having gained what
he calls an appropriate basis of discussion, which is only a recital
of the different forms of oligarchy and democracy, he proceeds to
enumerate the parts of states. But in this enumeration he is far
from showing that different forms of government are made up of
the same component elements differently modified, which seems to
be implied when he says that the kinds of states as of animals are
formed by variations of the same organs. It is not clear whether
here, as in Book III, he would include in his definition of offices
dicasts and ecclesiasts; nor does he distinguish satisfactorily
between deliberative and judicial offices. The term ‘office’ he is
here disposed to confine to magistrates. The above-mentioned
transitions, the incomplete treatment of subjects which have been
introduced with a sort of flourish and are quickly dropped, the
tendency to let the meaning of words slide, such as aristocracy,
office, polity, give rise to further difficulties in this part of the work.
The twelve modes and the two combinations according to which
officers or magistrates are to be appointed, and the parallel list of
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the law-courts, though standing in some relation to actual facts, are
for the most part a logical fiction.

The idea of the middle constitution, that form of government
which one legislator alone, and he unknown to us, sought to estab-
lish in Hellas, is also indistinct. Aristotle describes it as a com-
bination of democracy and oligarchy; for his tendency is to regard
forms of government as running into one another. To us it rather
appears to be intermediate between them. It is allied both to aris-
tocracy and to democracy; but is not a fusion of them. The
conception of aristocracy is hazy to us. It is said to be a govern-
ment of the best men or of virtue; but we know of no Hellenic
state in which such a government existed; nor is a bint given of
any method by which the government of the virtuous only could
be secured. Strictly speaking, it only applies to the ideal state.
Oligarchy, democracy, tyranny, had a real life, and were at different
periods of Greek history in conflict with one another. They were
more or less moderate or just in the administration of the state;
but the other governments, polity and aristocracy, were a shadow
only, in which the ideal of philosophy mingled with a tradition of an
earlier time, when the government of one or a few had been more
natural and just than in .the later ages of Hellas. Aristotle never
distinguishes these two elements; nor does he apply the term aris-
tocracy, except in the sense of an aristocracy of birth, to any Hel-
lenic state. In the traditional meaning of the word, Sparta is called
an aristocracy, but at the same time a-democracy. His aristocracy,
when not used in the ideal sense, really comes back to the ‘bad’
and ‘good’ of Theognis and Alcaeus.

There is a similar verbal difficulty about oligarchy : was it really
a government of the few rich or of the few noble? Many pre-
judices would have to be got over in a state before the nawveaux
riches would be admitted into the ranks of the nobility; nor, except
at Athens, under the Solonian constitution, do we certainly know
of any Hellenic state in which rights of citizenship depended upon
wealth, although this arrangement is frequently alluded to by Aris-
totle; v. c. 3, §§ 8, 10; vi. c. 6, §§ 16-18; c. 7, § 9, etc. Both by
Aristotle and Plato oligarchy is described as the government of
the wealthy, in Plato rather of those who have remained wealthy,
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when the rest of the governing class have become impoverished ;
but in Aristotle clearly those who have made, as well as those who
have inherited their wealth, even the artisans, are admitted to the
government. The truth seems to be that oligarchies were originally
founded upon birth ; the oligarchs were the ancient houses of the
city, or the leaders of the new settlement, in whom wealth and
birth generally coincided. The colony, like our own colonies, was
of necessity less exclusive than the mother state. In later times
the oligarchs were regarded as the wealthy rather than as ‘the
good;’ and in some instances, probably when their own numbers
were failing, they admitted to their ranks other wealthy persons,
who became united to them in the brotherhood of arms. But
it is not likely that a property qualification was originally the basis
of an ancient state.

\ The idea which more than any other is present to the mind of

-

c.11.

‘Aristotle in this part of the Politics is the relativeness of govern-
‘ment. We do not seek always for the best, or even for the best
under the circumstances. We must think of the average man and
the average conditions, and sometimes acquiesce in a very bad
form, because no other can be carried out in practice. Therefore
the statesman must know not only what are the leading kinds, but
also the subdivisions of them, and how they are created. They
are apt to run into one another. And many states may be adminis-
tered in a spirit opposed to their constitution. They may be nomi-
nally oligarchies or democracies; but the democracies may be
governed oligarchically, or the oligarchies democratically.

bd

Underlying all this part of the treatise, there is a latent antago-
nism to Plato. For Plato has four forms of government only; he
has omitted the single true one. Aristotle maintains that there are
different sorts of oligarchies and democracies; by Plato one form
of each is recognized and no other.

[Enough of forms of government.] We have now arrived at
the question, What is the best state and the best life for men in
general? Most of the so-called aristocracies assume a standard
of virtue which is too high; others hardly differ from the consti-
tutional government, and therefore need no separate discussion.
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[In all these forms we are seeking for the mean.] Virtue was said
in the Ethics to be a mean, and the same principles apply both to
states and to individuals. Happy is the state which is ruled neitheri
by the very rich who are reared in luxury, nor by the very poor
who are too degraded, but by the middle class who are equal and!
similar. The rich know not how to obey, nor the poor how to rule;
and thus arises a city of masters and slaves; the slave envying his
master and the master despising his slave. But the middle class
are to be trusted. They do not covet other men’s goods and
nobody covets theirs; they neither plot nor are plotted against;
and therefore they are the very best material of the state. And
where they outnumber one or both the other classes, the state will
be safe from extremes, and will be free from faction. Large
cities are more populous than small ones, and are therefore safer,
because they rest upon the basis of a large middle class; and for
the same reason democracies are safer than oligarchies. But in
democracies and oligarchies the middle class is often small, and
where rich and poor are in naked antagonism the balance is
destroyed. [This appears to be in partial contradiction with what
has preceded, or at least to be ill expressed.] Whichever wins, sets
up an oligarchy or democracy, as the Athenians and the Lacedae-
monians did in the days of old, regarding only their own advantage
and not that of Hellas. The middle state is the best, and of other
states that is the best which is nearest to the middle state. Yet{
one man only of all who ever ruled in Hellas thought of establishing
this middle constitution,

There arises another question: to what peoples are different o. 12.
forms of government suited? We may begixl by assuming as al
general principle common to all governments that the desire of:
permanence should be stronger than the love of change. Now in
every state there is a qualitative and a quantitative element. Under
quality is to be included freedom, wealth, education, birth ; under-
quantity superiority of numbers. And there must be a comparison
or balance of the two. Where the poor exceed in numbers more
than the rich in quality, there will naturally be a democracy; where
the rich exceed in quality more than they fall short in quantity,
tbere will naturally be an oligarchy. And therefore in every state

voL. I f
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" devices: the devices of oligarchies apply 1) to the assembly; 2) to
; the magistracies; 3) to the law-courts; 4) to the possession of
i arms; g) to gymnastic exercises. 1) The assembly is open both
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the middle class should be included by the legislator if he desires
to avoid extremes and to have a stable government. The rich and
poor cannot trust one another, but the middle class is the
arbiter between them whom both parties are willing to trust. The
more perfect the fusion of elements, the more lasting will be the
state. Yet even in the better forms of aristocracy [whjch are akin
to polity] the single element of wealth is often allowed to predomi-
nate; and a foolish attempt is made to overreach the people by
various devices. Out of the false good there arises a true evil;
for the rich encroach, and their encroachments are ever more fatal
than the excesses of the people.
Oligarchies and democracies have their devices and counter-

to rich and poor, but the rich only are fined for non-attendance,
the poor may do as they like. 2) The rich cannot refuse office,
but the poor may. 3) They both serve in the law-courts, but the
poor are let off easily, or the fine inflicted upon them is smaller ;

“ and in some states the poor do not register themselves that they
. may be exempt from public duties and not incur a fine. 4, 5) The

rich are obliged to have arms and to attend the gymnasium, but
the poor are mot obliged. In democracies there are counter-
devices: The poor are paid for attending the law-courts and the
assembly, and the rich incur no penalty if they are absent. He'
who would duly mix the two principles should both pay the poor
for attendance and fine the rich for non-attendance. In a well-
balanced state the government should be confined to the heavy-
armed soldiers, and the qualification imposed should be such that
the number of the citizens may just exceed the number of those
who are excluded. (‘But where are the poor to find a place?’
They will not complain if they are kindly treated. Nor are they
unwilling to fight when they are well fed. But how to secure
gentle treatment for them is a problem; for the rich are not
always humane.) [And so this government of the middle class
naturally took the place of the oligarchy.] After the overthrow
of the kings, the warriors became the ruling class, and their arm
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of war was cavalry; for without discipline infantry are useless, and
there was no art of war in ancient times. But afterwards, when
the art of war had been invented and the heavy-armed increased in
strength, the middle-class had a larger share in the government.

QOnce more let us renew the whole discussion in due order, now o. 14.
that we have gained a sound basis. In all states there are tbree\
clements : 1) the deliberative, 3) the executive, 3) the judicial ; these
three take different forms in different constitutions. In democracies
all things are decided by all, but there are various ways in which
the democratic principle may be carried out. a) The citizens
may deliberate in the assembly, but by turns; and the boards of
magistrates may come into office by turns until every citizen has
held office, while the body of the people meet only to hear edicts
and to pass laws. 4, ¢) In another form of democracy the citizens
all meet, but only to elect magistrates, to pass laws, to decide about
peace and war, and to make scrutinies. The ordinary administration
is entrusted to the magistrates, who are elected either by vote or by
lot. [This form of democracy is given under two heads, but the
second appears only to be a repetition of the first.] Or again, d)
the whole power of the executive is in the hands of the assembly,
and the magistrates only prepare the business for them :—this is,
the last and worst form of democracy. In oligarchies some
deliberate about all things. If a) the ruling class are a numerous,
body, having a moderate qualification attainable by any one, and they
observe law, there arises a form of oligarchy which inclines to
a polity. But 5} when only selected persons have the power of
deliberation, although they still observe the law, the state is a pure
oligarchy; and is of necessity oligarchical when c) the government
is hereditary or co-optative. On the other hand, d) when the
whole people decide the most important questions, but the
executive is in the hands of the magistrates who are elected by
lot or by vote, there the constitution is an aristocracy or polity.
And ¢) when the magistrates are partly elected by vote and partly
by lot, [the whole people having still to decide about peace and war
and retaining the power of scrutiny,] then the government is partly
aristocratical and partly constitutional.

As an oligarchy should have some democratical, so a demo-

f2
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cracy should have some oligarchical elements; the rich should be
compelled to attend the courts of law. The deliberative body
should be chosen by vote or by lot in equal numbers out of
different classes; and pay should be given only to so many of the
people as will balance the notables. In oligarchies, on the other
hand, the people should share to a certain extent, but only vote
after a previous deliberation of select persons, who should also
retain in their hands the final decision.

About the executive many questions arise. 1) What is an office ?
2) How many shall there be? 3) How long shall they last?
4) How shall the holders of them be appointed? The question
1) What is an office?—is partly verbal; those offices have the
best right to the name which are concerned with deliberating,
superintending, judging, commanding, especially the last. Much
more important is the second question, 2) how many shall there
be? To which we reply that in larger states they should be
numerous and special,—that in small states there are not many
persons qualified to take them, and therefore one man may hold
several, for they will not interfere with one another. We must
ascertain what offices are necessary or useful, and then see which
of them can be combined. Some other points have to be deter-
mined: When should authority be localized and when centralized ?
Should offices be arranged according to subjects or according to
the persons with whom they deal? Should they be the same
under different constitutions? Some offices, like that of counsellor,
are clearly democratic ; others, like that of censor of boys or women,
aristocratical ; others, like that of probuli, oligarchical. [Question 3),
relating to the term of office, appears to be forgotten.] As to question
4) How shall officers of state be appointed? three cases arise. @) Who
shall elect the magistrates? 4) Out of whom shall they be elected ?
and ¢) In what manner? The answer to any of these three questions
may take three forms, and each of these three forms admits of four
variations, twelve in all, besides two further combinations. The result
may be summed up as follows : All or some, or all and some, elect out

" of all or some, or out of all and some, by vote or by lot ; or partly out

of some and partly out of all, and partly by vote and partly by lot.
In extreme democracies the choice is made by all out of all; in
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extreme oligarchies by some out of some, both admitting of certam
imitations or extensions which bring them nearer respectively to | l
aristocracy or constitutional government.

Three similar questions arise about courts of law. 1) How e. 1.

many are the kinds of law-courts? 2) Out of whom are the

judges to be appointed? And 3) in what manner? 1) There
are eight law-courts: a4) a court of audits; ) a court for the:
trial of [ordinary] offences against the state; ¢) for the trial of |

treason ; d) of disputes respecting penalties; ¢) of important civil
suits; f) of murder and homicide; g) of disputes with and among -
strangers ; 4) of minor suits. Of these courts the most important is

that which tries political cases. [Of political cases he proposes to
speak, but at once drops them and returns to his former subject.]
2) Judges may be appointed either wholly or partly out of all or
out of some. 3) They may be appointed by vote or by lot, or by
a combination of the two. When the judges are chosen from all and ’
deal with all cases, the court is democratical; when from a few ,
only, oligarchical ; when mixed, aristocratical and constitutional.

Two or three more remarks are suggested by the study of this
book. We may note 1) the real enthusiasm with which Aristotle ~
speaks of the middle class, and of the constitution which is based
upon it : no other government is equally praised by him. It seemed
to him, not like the Republic of Plato to be out of the reach of
human nature, but well adapted to a Greek state which was unwilling
to be at the mercy of every invader and to be the true remedy
for the evils of Hellas, Of the invidious connotation attaching in
modern times to the term ‘middle class,’ which has been equally
obnoxious to those above and those below them, there is no trace
in Aristotle. 3) When he speaks of the middle class as in a mean’
between the rich and the poor, he hardly seems to recognize that.\
the rich are included in the middle class: he probably intended to
say that the power of the oligarchy would be merged or lost in the
larger body to whom the government was entrusted: but it might
also be argued that the rich and the middle class together would
be too much for the poor, and would unite in oppressing them.
The spirit of Aristotle’s ¢ polity’ is more truly expressed in the state-

4
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ment that the heavy-armed citizens should at least exceed in number -
the_rest of the city. But the idea is not worked out; it is impos-
sible to conceive a state in which the very poor and the very rich
are alike excluded. Some other characteristics of polity are intro-
duced in c. 14. § 10, for the first time. But there is nowhere any
clear statement of the relation in which the mo\ireia and the péom
mo\irea stand to one another. The middle class and constitutional
government are elsewhere spoken of separately; in this passage
only they are combined. The different ways in which Aristocracy
and Polity are explained in different passages, the obscurity in
which they are involved, and the manner in which they slide into
one another, are worthy of remark.

3) The absence of illustrations from Greek history in this part of
the work is striking, nor are we able to supply them for ourselves.
The reason is that the different forms of government described by
Aristotle, with the exception of tyranny and extreme democracy, do
not correspond with known facts; and though implying a general
notion of Greek history, there is no sufficient evidence to show whether
they are or are not the result of historical research. The numerous
divisions and subdivisions of the modes of appointment to offices
are enough to prove that many of the distinctions of Aristotle are
purely logical, and are not drawn from the history of Hellas.

4) Thus far there is no reference to contemporary history, nor
any distinct allusion to the great historians of Hellas, any more than
there is a trace of their phraseology. Neither is there reason to
think that the revolution effected by Philip and Alexander had any
influence upon the speculations of Aristotle. He lives in the world
of political philosophy, which in his view, however surprising the
fact may be to us, hardly appears to stand in any relation to the
facts which were passing before his eyes.

{ THhe fifth is the most valuable and interesting of all the books of

‘the Politics. It embraces a wide field. It contains a picture of
Greek political life ; it is a ¢ bazaar’ of states and governments. But
it is defective in order and arrangement. It draws illustrations indis-
criminately from all parts of Hellas, and from all times of Greek
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history. The period before the Persian War, and the age of Epa-
minondas and of Philip, alike furnish examples of political philo-
sophy, which are placed side by side in successive sentences. To
us these examples stand in no relation to the course of history, and
therefore we are unable to make use of them. Still they have an
interest, not only as a picture of Hellenic life, but as showing that
the political philosophy of Aristotle, if partly resting on divisions of
logic (see above), was also based on historical facts.

We shall hereafter discuss in an Essay which will be found in
the second volume the value of Aristotle as an historian, and shall
endeavour to show that his greatness was not less, but of a different
kind from that which has generally been attributed to him. He
saw far and wide; he had cast his eyes over Hellas from
Cyrene to Miletus and Rhodes; from Massalia to Chios; from
Sybaris and Syracuse to Apollonia and Heraclea on the Pontus;
from Crete to Amphipolis. Over the whole Hellenic world and to
some extent into the barbarous regions beyond his inquisitive spirit
had penetrated. We know not.whence his information was obtained ;
whether from Peripli or other geographical works of writers such as
Scylax and Hecataeus; or whether an oral tradition of Greek history
was collected and taught in the Peripatetic School. He lived in a
bearing and riot in a reading age, and therefore much of his in-
formation must have come from merchants and travellers, or may
have been collected in places to which he himself had travelled.
But he hardly anywhere indicates his sources, and it would be vain
for us to try and discover them.

BOOK V\.\L

The motsves, objects, and occastons of revolutions : they begin in

small maltters, but are concerned with greal: they are accomplished by

Jorce or fraud: revolutions in democracies: in oligarchies: in

arisiocracies and mixed governmenis: how o avoid them: how

tyrannies and monarchies may be preserved : the beneficent despot:.
short duration of lyrannies : a word about Plato’s cycle.

Our design is now nearly completed. We have only to speak of e. 1.

the causes of revolution in states,—out of what and into what they
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¢. 1. mostly change,—what are the conservative, what are the destructive

elements.

. In all governments there is a recognition of justice and equality ;
but they often fail in the attainment of them. Democracy is
‘based on the equality of equals, oligarchy upon the inequality of
.unequals. The democrat argues that those who are equal in one
respect (freedom) should be equal in all ; the oligarch that those
who are unequal in one respect (wealth) should be unequal in all.
Both these forms of government have a kind of justice, but it is a
relative and imperfect one ; and ‘therefore either of the two parties
in the state, when dissatisfied, stirs up revolution. (The virtuous,
from whom the nobility claim descent, have the best right to rebel—
for they are in a position of far greater inequality ; but they are not
inclined.) And thus revolution arises, taking two forms, 1) changes

/" in the government, and 2) changes in the persons who administer

"

(.

the government. The change in either case may be one of degree,
or of a part only, and the revolution may be only directed against
some office or institution ; as at Sparta, when Lysander attempted
to overthrow the monarchy, and at Epidamnus, where a council was
appointed to supersede the heads of tribes.
- Ishould explain that equality is of two kinds, 1) numerical, and
. 2) proportionate,—sameness of number and size, and sameness of
ratios. Democracy answers to the first, oligarchy to the second.
Although there may be other differences, these are the principal;
for virtue and good birth are comparatively rare, but the opposition
of wealth and numbers exists everywhere. Both kinds of equality
are bad and come to a bad end if taken alone ; they should there-
fore be combined; and the equality should be partly numerical,
and partly proportionate. '
" Still the less dangerous form of government is democracy:
oligarchy is threatened both from within and from without; de-
mocracy only from without, for the people rarely, if ever, quarrel
among themselves. Also democracy is akin to a government of
the middle class, which is the safest of all the imperfect forms of
government.
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The equality of mankind is an idea of the greatest power and
efficacy. It begins with the beginnings of abstract thought;
it is the expression of a natural sentiment: it has long been
made in all civilized countries the foundation of ethics and of civil
rights :—Men, as we say, are equal in, the sight of God and in the
eye of the law. To this also the world seems to be tending in politics:
it is the ideal of the future that all men may be equal in political
powers and privileges, and equally fitted to exercise them. Nor
would Aristotle have dissented from this latter view if the saving
clause were added, and equality in political power were accompanied
by equality of personal fitness. And several times in the history of
the world, in the Middle Ages as well as at the Reformation and
the French Revolution, premature attempts have been made to
grasp at this equality and to anticipate what in future ages may
prove to be the course of history. The philosopher advises
caution : he tells us that mankind never ©are,’ or have been, but
always ‘are to be,’ upon an equality; and that equal rights and
privileges imply equal education and equal capacities. He warns
us against the confusion and perhaps destruction which an idea
at present so impracticable and so incapable of being confined
by law as equality among unequals may bring upon the world. He
tells us that equality if for 2 moment attained will speedily be lost,
or rather is always in a process of being demanded and being
refused.

To the Greek mind the idea of equality had a sort of arith-
metical necessity derived from the Pythagorean philosophy. Not
that the Greek thought of applying the argument from numbers
(‘every man to count for one and no man for more than one’)
to slaves or barbarians. It was the equality of peers, loot xal duoios,
which he pre-supposed whether they included the people or a
select class only. Yet no doubt the Pythagorean idea of equality,
though derived from an aristocratical society or school, gave
a great impulse to the conception of democracy in Hellas.
Aristotle, like the modern philosopher, is aware of the dangerous ]
character of this formula when applied indiscriminately to all stages
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of society and to all sorts of men. He is aware too that democracy \

can no longer be resisted, and that equality among unequals had
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become the prevailing principle of Greek politics. But he woald
add, as far as he can, checks and limitations. The arithmetical
symbol which he opposes to equality is proportion; the citizen is
to have power or to have the franchise in proportion to his
wealth, education, and capacity. The distinction between mere
numerical and proportionate equality is analogous to the geo-
metrical and arithmetical ratios upon which justice is based in the
Nicomachean Ethics. Such arithmetical or geometrical expression
gave men a formula for aristocracy as well as democracy, which
was a ‘most gracious aid’ to their conception of a higher notion
of the state. Ideas must be given through something, and if we
may parody Aristotle’s own language there are two things which
mankind require, true thoughts, and true expressions; and the
one cannot exist without the other.

In order to ascertain, Whence revolutions arise }—we must con-
sider 1) the tempers of those who make them ; 2) the motives from
which they are made; 3) the causes and occasions of them.
[It is difficult to distinguish the first from the second, or the
second from the third of these general causes or kinds of causes.
They do not exactly correspond to internal and external, which
would have been an intelligible division. Indeed Aristotle himself
implies, fn/ra § 5, that the second is not distinguishable from the
third.] 1) They are made by equals who desire, or by unequals
who disdain equality. 3) The motives from which they are made
are gain and honour, or the avoidance of loss and dishonour.
3) The causes of them are altogether eleven in number: a) love

* of gain ; &) love of honour—both have been already noted ; they are
. here explained to mean indignation at the undeserved gain and
_ honour of other men; ¢) insolence; d) fear; ¢) the love of
" superiority; /) contempt; g) unequal increase of a part; also

o. 3.

A) election intrigues ; 7) carelessness ; #) neglect of trifles; /) dis-
parity of elements. [The order is not exactly preserved in the
description which follows.]

a) Insolence and ) avarice induce the magistrates to conspire
against one another and the state; ¢) disregard of merit in the
distribution of honours is another cause of revolution ; #) the con-
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sciousness of superiority in some person or persons leads to an
outbreak which ends in the triumph of an individual or of a family;
¢) fear of wrong or punishment is another cause; /) contempt is
a cause; g) revolutions also arise out of disproportion in any part
of a state, e.g. in an oligarchy when the rich are reduced in num-
bers by a great defeat, as at Argos after the battle of Hebdome, or
in a democracy when their wealth and numbers become excessive;
or A) they are due to election intrigues; or ¢) to carelessness which
has allowed traitors to find their way into the highest offices;
or #) they may be caused by the neglect of an apparently small
matter such as the qualification for office; or /) may arise out of
disparity of elements, as aa) when different races meet in new
colonies, like the Achaeans and Troezenians at Sybaris, or the
Sybarites and their fellow colonists at Thurii; or again 48) disunion
is produced by separation of place, as at Colophon and Notium, or
as at Athens and the Peiraeus. There are also cc) oppositions of
virtue and vice, which are the greatest of all, and next to them
in importance is the antagonism of poverty and wealth; and there
are others, e. g. the difference of place.

Trifles may be the occasions of revolutions, but they are not the o. 4.
true causes of them. Trifles are most important when they concern
the rulers ; we should be especially on our guard against the begin-
nings of strife among great men, for they quickly involve the whole
state. ‘Well begun is half done,” says the proverb; and to an
error at the beginning may be attributed half of all the evils which
follow. A quarrel about a love affair at Syracuse, about an inherit-
ance at Hestiaea, about marriages at Delphi and Epidamnus, about
heiresses at Mitylene, about an heiress in Phocis, were the causes
of revolution and ruin in those states.

Sometimes the magistrates or some part of the state increase in
power by the credit which they gain for their services, The noble
conduct of the Areopagus in the Persian War strengthened the
oligarchy, the victory of Salamis which was gained by the common
people, the democracy. At Argos the notables, having distin-
guished themselves at the battle of Mantinea, tried to overthrow
the democracy; at Syracuse the people, after the defeat of the
Athenians, overturned the constitutional government. From similar
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causes revolutions occurred at Chalcis and Ambracia. And generally
| any one who has done great service to the state is very likely to
cause revolution ; for either he is ambitious himself, or others are
drawn into rebellion by envy of his greatness. When one of two
parties is a minority like the good (who are always a minority),
there is a disposition to submit; but when the two are nearly
balanced, then revolutions break out. They are accomplished
either by force or by fraud—force practised either at the time or
afterwards—fraud which is often succeeded by force (as in the case
of the Four Hundred at Athens), or continued and repeated.

———

‘Behold how great a matter a little fire kindleth!’ And so
we sometimes speak metaphorically of a match applied to a
powder magazine, or we are inclined to think that there was a
sleeping volcano which would have awakened and come to the
surface at some other time, if not when it burst forth through an
accident. These are figures of speech which from time to time
we apply to the states of Europe. The history of nations is supposed
to have a majestic onward march whether favoured by accident or
not. For example, in the French Revolution democracy is believed
to have gathered’ irresistible force from the corruption of the
court, from the oppression of the grands seigneurs, from the omni-
present tyranny of the bureaucracy, and at last to have broken its
bonds and to have swept over the continent of Europe. Philo-
sophy was in the air and seemed for the moment to inspire the
poor creatures who were crawling upon the earth. But the genius
of a great soldier and statesman turned back the flood which
looked so giant-like and made it return to its underground
channels.

It is a curious enquiry, how far small occasions have contributed
to great events. When we analyze them, it is difficult to dis-
. tinguish the small from the great. The birth or death of a royal

infant, the unskilfulness of a physician, the fancy of a king’s
mistress, the arrow shot at a venture in the wars of the Jews, the
chance ball striking down a great commander, the mole-hill which
caused a king’s horse to stumble (* the little gentleman in velvet ),
the spilling of a drop or two of water on Mrs. Masham’s gown, the
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dishonesty of a maker of arms, a runaway carriage, a minute too late
on the field of battle,—these and similar accidents have overthrown
dynasties and changed the governments of countries. Aristotle
seems to be thinking of the inadvertencies or carelessnesses of
politics or of war, such as the slight matter of the qualification
at Ambracia or the impediment of a ditch however small in a
battle, but more especially of private occasions which have public
or national consequences. Insults to the honour or to the person
of individuals, quarrels about marriages and betrothals, a dispute
about an heiress, or a mistress,—causes such as these have often
whetted the dagger of the conspirator, or have stirred up a party in
the state.

The trifles will be generally such as affect distinguished persons.}]
Bat it is impossible to draw a line between the trifling occasions|
of great events and the real causes of them. Was the hurling of
the stool by Jeannie Geddes at the head of the clergyman when
reading the liturgy in St. Giles’, Edinburgh, a real cause of the
overthrow of Episcopalianism in Scotland, or only the trifle which
was the occasion of it? Must it not rather be regarded as a
symptom of the temper which pervaded the whole country?
There is doubtless an element of accident in human affairs; that
is to say, there are small events of which the causes are absolutely
unknown tous. And these small events, affecting as they may do
the lives of persons on whom the world seems to depend, or
occurring in a great conflict or at some other critical moment
of history, may have an effect, going far to upset what we are
pleased to term the philosophy of history.

Revolutions in democracies are generally caused by the arts of *. 5.
wicked demagogues who wrong the notables in various ways; |
either they inform against them that they may confiscate their |
wealth, or they diminish their income by the services which they \,
impose upon them, or they drive them into exile; but, after a
while, the notables in self-defence combine and conspire; or the
exiles come back in a body and overthrow the democracy, as at
Cos, Rhodes, Heraclea, Megara, Cyme, and other places. Anciently
democracies changed into tyrannies; either thd tyrant had been
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a great magistrate, or he was a demagogue; but, unlike our present
demagogues, he was a general, not an orator; and if he had any
military talent and could persuade the multitude that he sincerely
hated the rich, he easily gained over the scattered rustic population
and usurped the government. Our moderm democrats do not
attempt coups d'état, because they are not soldiers. Democracies
also change from a more moderate to an extreme form. For the
representatives of the multitude when they have been elected, in
return set the people above the laws.
% Revolutions in oligarchies arise 1) outside the governing class :
either a) the oligarchs are oppressive, and then the people take any-
body for a leader, especially if he be a member of the oligarchy,
as at Naxos; or 8) they are exclusive; and then i) the notables
who are excluded make a rebellion and force their way into the
government, as at Massalia and elsewhere ; orii) at a time when
the ruling class is attacked by the rest of the notables the people
strike in and establish a democracy, as at Cnidos; or iii)
although the state is well managed, the people take offence at
the narrowness of the government and bring about a revolution,
as at Erythrae. Or 2) within the governing body; from the
personal rivalry of the oligarchical leaders who either a) intrigue
against the other oligarchs, like Charicles in the Thirty and
Phrynichus in the Four Hundred at Athens, or 4) some of their
members turn demagogues and appeal to the people. This is
a result which commonly occurs either i) when the oligarchical
leaders are magistrates elected by the people and are therefore
under their control, no matter what be the qualification for
office, and even though they are supported by a political club ;
or ii) when the law-courts are independent of the government;
or iii) when an atternpt is made to narrow the oligarchy; or iv) when
the oligarchs are extravagant in their way of living, for then they
want to innovate, and sometimes they rob the treasury and after-
wards fall out either among themselves or with the rest of their
party. But an oligarchy is seldom overthrown when it is at unity
with itself. But when there is a state within a state it is other-
wise ; in time of war, because the government is obliged to call in
mercenaries, and the general who is in command of them often
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ends in becoming a tyrant, as Timophanes did at Corinth; and in
time of peace, the two parties, from their mutual distrust, are likely
enough to hand over the defence of the state to the general of an
army, who in the end becomes the master of both, as at Larissa
and Abydos. Love-quarrels and law-suits also lead to revolutions
in states. Many oligarchies have been destroyed because they
have become intolerable to some members of the ruling class, as
at Cnidos and Chios. Both constitutional governments and
oligarchies may be changed by an accidental lowering of the
qualification.

We may remark generally, both of democracies and oligarchies,
that they do not always change into their opposites, but sometimes
only into another variety of the same class.

Aristocracies are a kind of oligarchies, and are often confounded'c. 7.
with them. They are both the government of a few ; but the few :
in an oligarchy are the wealthy, in an aristocracy the virtuous.
The revolutions which arise in aristocracies, as in oligarchies, are
caused by their exclusiveness, and by the diminution of their numbers. :
When a section of the people, like the Partheniae at Sparta, or
when individuals, like Lysander, fancy themselves dishonoured; or,
like Cinadon, are excluded from the government; when a great
man, like Pausanias, wants to be greater; or when there is an
extreme inequality of classes,—a state of Asociety generally created
by war,—then revolutions are likely to arise.

Both constitutional government and aristocracies are overthrown\"
when the two elements of democracy and oligarchy, or the three }
elements, democracy, oligarchy, and virtue, are ill-combined. Con- {
stitutional governments are safer than aristocracies because they ?
mpon a broader basis. The rich in an aristocracy are often
insolent and greedy, and the government has a natural tendency to
oligarchy. But it may also pass into a democracy or into a con-
stitutional government, or a constitutional government may change
into an oligarchy. Thus at Thurii, where the qualification for office
was at one time high, the notables acquired the whole of the land.
But a reaction speedily set in ; the qualification was lowered, and the
people who carried arms quickly resumed possession of the land
which had been taken. In Lacedaemon, too, the land has passed
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into the hands of a few rich men, and they are able to do much
what they like.

! Trifles, as I have already remarked, often lead to great changes.
Thus the government at Thurii became a family oligarchy after the
repeal of the law which forbad their generals to hold perpetual
commands. The magistrates yielded to the youth of the city,
thinking that no further change would ensue: but a revolution
followed and the state passed into the hands of a dynastic oli-
garchy. And besides these changes from within, there may be com-
pulsion from without, such as the Athenians of old exercised towards
the oligarchies and the Lacedaemonians towards the democracies.

The balance of classes or of parties has been hitherto deemed
to be the best or only mode of regulating the internal affairs of
a state. Yet a government constructed on such a principle is
attended by many drawbacks ; there is a waste of the governing
power. The principle of ‘a balance,” which in our own age is
beginning to be discredited both in home and foreign politics, was
a favourite doctrine of ancient philosophers. To Aristotle it was
a leading idea that one political party or institution must be checked
by another. He does not remark that whatever makeweight is
thrown into the scale against either party is so much deducted from
the whole power of the state. If we suppose the two parties to be
in diametrical opposition, then it is only the surplus of them,
possibly a small fraction, which represents the national will. These
checks or balances directly affect the strength and consistency
of the state. In the Spartan and Roman constitutions they were
carried to the greatest extent. The Ephors are regarded by
Aristotle as providing a security against the encroachments of
the Spartan kings, and therefore as rendering the power of the
king himself more permanent. The double kingship is supposed
by him to have a similar effect. But we remember how in the
Peloponnesian War the policy of Sparta alternates from year to
year as the Ephors change, or the king or the Ephor is in the
ascendant; and how weakening to the state were the quarrels of
the two kings with one another. In modern times we perceive
such oppositions of party or of powers in a state to be due not to
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the wisdom of our legislators, but to the natural growth of institu-
tions. We try, seemingly in vain, to bring them to an understand-
ing with each other, ne guid defrimenti respublica caplal ; and at
any rate to preserve the unity of the Executive. .They may be
necessary, but whether necessary or not, we find that théy tend to
diminish our national vigour, and to impair our reputation in
dealing with foreign countries. There are some who would argue
on the other side that the antagonism of parties is not so absolute
as has been supposed; that they often act as a stimulus to one
another, and therefore, instead of impeding, quicken progress; that
they are a necessary consequence of political activity ; and that as -
there are differences of character, there must also be differences
of opinion among men. They certainly give a distinct form to
opposing forces, instead of dissipating them in personality; and
in critical times there may arise mediators or benefactors among
them, and, like the Greeks in the Persian War, they may forget
their quarrels and vie with one another in the service of their
country. Aristotle notices a phenomenon which may be observed
in modern as well as in ancient politics : the representation of
one class by another. He thinks that an oligarchy is doomed to
fall when the members of a governing body are elected by the
whole people, for they will always be at the mercy of those who
elect them. So in some of the countries of modern Europe a great
change is being silently wrought, not by the physical force of the
people, but by the wealthy who are their representatives and do
their bidding. *The poor have not the leisure to go to the
Assembly ;' and therefore they elect some member of the higher
or richer classes to assert their rights, who expresses partly his
own opinions and partly theirs; or his own opinions in private and
theirs in public.

Having now explained the chief causes of revolytions in states, o, 8.
we have next to consider the means of preserving them.

The knowledge of opposites is one and the same ; if we know 1
the causes which destroy states, we shall also know the causes j
which preserve them. We must in the first place maintain the
authority of the law and not be careless about little things, for the
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whole is made up of them (as the saying is, ‘ Many a mickle makes
a muckle’); neither must we rely upon arts and devices. Evils
creep in unperceived, and we must watch the beginnings of them ;
or they will increase and overwhelm the state. Even an oligarchy,
though inherently weak, may be long preserved if the ruling class
are just and considerate to one another and to their fellow citizens,
and are willing to receive into their own body any who are
deserving of honour. As in a democracy, so in an oligarchy
there must be equality; for equals in rank where they are
numerous are a kind of democracy, and demagogues are very
likely to arise in both. And many of the safeguards of democracy
are equally useful in an oligarchy. One of these safeguards is the
short tenure of office; the magistrate whose term lasts only for
{ six months will not be able to usurp.
. Another cause of the preservation of states is the fear of an
‘enemy near at hand, which may often unite and waken up the
:citizens. The cautious ruler will seek to create salutary terrors in
the minds of the people: he will also endeavour to restrain the
quarrels of the notables. He will need the gift of foresight if he
aspires to the character of a statesman.
/ The census should be periodically revised and the qualification

* raised or lowered as the value of property increases or diminishes.

It is better to give moderate honour to a citizen for a long time
than great honour for a short time. But when once given it
should not be suddenly withdrawn. The magistrates should have
an eye to the lives of the citizens, and should bring them into
harmony with the constitution of the state. The growth of
prosperity and power in any one person or part of the state should
be carefully watched. Rich and poor should be combined in one
body, and the middle class increased. Above all, the magistrates
should not be allowed to make money from their offices ; nothing
is so provoking to the common people as corruption of this kind.
Democracy and aristocracy might come to an understanding if

" offices brought no profit; for then the rich and the poor would

both obtain their desires; the poor would not wish to hold them ;
—they would rather attend to their own business ;—and the rich,
who do not want money, would take them. The public accounts
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should be regularly andited at a general assembly of the citizens,
and duplicates of them put up in the tribes and demes. Honest
magistrates should be rewarded. In an oligarchy the poor should
be well treated, and in a democracy the rich should not be required
or allowed to waste their money upon useless liturgies; their
income should be protected as well as their property. Estates
should pass by inheritance, and no person should have more than
one. The poor should be allowed to share in all the lesser offices
of state, and a member of the aristocracy should be more severely

punished for insulting them than for insulting one of his own class.

[If we proceed to ask, How far the character of chief magistrates b. 9.

is preservative of a constitution, it may be answered that], Three |
qualifications are required in them: 1) loyalty, 2) administrative’
capacity, 3) virtue of a kind suited to the constitution. But when'-_‘
all these qualities do not meet in the same person, which is
better,—a virtuous and dull man, or a vicious and clever one? We
reply,—different qualities are required in different offices ; honesty
is the first qualification of a steward, military skill of a general; and
we must consider what qualities are rare and what are common;
military skill, for example, is less common than honesty. But
will a statesman who is loyal and patriotic have any need of
virtue? Yes, surely; for without self-control he will be incapable
of managing either his own affairs or the affairs of the public.
Among the preservatives of states may be mentioned laws which
are for the interest of the state; and the great preserving principle
of all ig that the loyal citizens should outnumber the disloyal. The
mean which is often lost sight of in the extremes of party violence,
should also be regarded. Some disproportion, as in the human
body, may be pardonable; but great excess in limb or feature
is the caricatare and destruction of either. He who pushes the
principle either of democracy or of oligarchy to an extreme, will
begin by spoiling the government, and will end by having none
at all. Neither oligarchy nor democracy can exist unless a place
is found in them for both rich and poor. They are equally in

\v

fault, and their feelings towards one another are the reverse of !.
what they should be; for the oligarchs should maintain the cause of -

the poor, the democrats of the rich; whereas the demagogues are
g2
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always cutting the city in two by their quarrels with the rich, and
the oligarchs even take an oath that they will do the people all the
harm which they can.
. The great preservative of all is education; but it must be
\) ‘adapted to the constitution: when properly educated the people
will become neither violent oligarchs nor democrats, but good
citizens under either form of government. For the true oligarch
or democrat is not he who does the most oligarchical or demo-
cratic actions, but he who provides best for the continuance of
oligarchy or democracy. Among ourselves the ruling class are
reared in luxury, while the children of the poor are hardened by
labour, and therefore more than a match for the rich in time of
revolution. On the other hand, in extreme democracies there is
a false idea of freedom: men think only of the supremacy. of the
people, which means that they may do as they like; this is con-
tradictory to the true interests of the state. They do not under-
stand that obedience to law is the salvation of states.

The two leading forms of government, democracy and oligarchy
'—for, in Hellenic politics, monarchy, aristocracy, timocracy, need
-hardly be considered—are both regarded by Aristotle as good
‘enough when well administered. But they must live and let live :
‘the oligarch must find a place for the poor; the democrat must
leave room for the rich. The sense of patriotism should prevent
them from disorganizing the state by their quarrels; the sense
of justice should leave them in the possession of their respective
properties. They should both avoid extremes; for he is not the
best democrat who is most of a democrat, or the best oligarch who
is most of an oligarch. But that is the best form, whether of demo-
cracy or oligarchy, which is the most lasting. The true test of

< governments is their permanence. Although the tendency of Greek
history was setting in towards democracy, yet oligarchies were still
existing, and Aristotle seems to have thought that, if there were
humanity, public spirit, and consideration towards the lower classes,
they might continue to exist. The people should spare the rich,
-and not impose unequal taxes or burdensome duties upon them:
the poor should be treated kindly, and the wrong done to them by
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a person of breeding or education should be regarded as more
discreditable than a similar offence against one of his own class.
There is a fine spirit of courtesy in this last regulation. Measures
should be taken to prevent the accumulation of inheritances, lest
the poor should always be growing poorer, and the rich richer;
and the poor should receive a preference in the lesser offices
of state. '

Next come the two forms of monarchy,—royalty and tyranny ;
the first, like aristocracy, based upon merit, the second a com-
pound of democracy and oligarchy in their worst form. The two
differ in their very origin; for kings were the benefactors of their
people, but tyrants were usually demagogues who gained the favour
of the demos by their accusations of the notables; or they were
the presidents of oligarchies; or, in the old times, kings or great
magistrates who usurped despotic power. A king is appointed
by the better class to protect them against the people; the tyrant
is the favourite of the people who takes their part against the
notables. The king benefits all classes; the tyrant no one but
himself ; the one desires honour, the other pleasure and gain; the
one is guarded by the citizens, the other by mercenaries. The
tyrant combinés all the vices of democracy and oligarchy ; he robs
and suspects the people, he oppresses and exiles the notables, ¢ he
cuts off the tallest ears of corn.’

The motives of revolutions in royalties and tyrannies are similar {
to the motives of revolutions in other states. The rest of mankind |
desire the wealth or rank of the king or tyrant; or some one is ,1
stirred up to avenge an insult. Sometimes the office of the
monarch is attacked, sometimes his life. Insults to the person
have been frequently fatal to the sovereign who offered them.
Fear and contempt have also been the motives of conspiracies.
The probability of success is another motive. Tyrants have been
attacked by their familiars who know their weakness; or by

_generals whom they have trusted with power. The desire of
gain is yet another motive ; love of glory another. There are a
few who, regardless of their own lives, have sought to immortalize
themselves by the assassination of a tyrant ; they wish to acquire

s
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not a kingdom, but a name. Few, however, are willing to set
their life upon such a cast. .
\ Tyrannies are also destroyed, from without, by the hostility of
‘opposite forms of government; from within, by dissension in a
gruling family. There are two chief motives which induce men
“to attack them, hatred and contempt; to these must be added
anger, which is all the more ready to strike because it is painful.
In a word, all the causes by which the worse forms of oligarchy
or democracy are affected, also affect tyranny. Royalty is less
liable than tyranny to be overthrown by a revolution; it is
generally destroyed from within—either members of the royal
family quarrel with one another, or the king himself grows tyran-
nical. But there are no kings in our own days; no one has a
natural superiority, and therefore he who aspires to rule over his
fellows becomes a tyrant. Hereditary monarchies run the greatest
risk of all, for the king is apt to play the part of a tyrant, forgetting
that he has not the power. When the king is not wanted, he
is dethroned, but the tyrant maintains himself whether men like
him or not.

These are the causes destructive of monarchy; and the pre-
servatives are the opposites to these. Royalty is preserved by the
limitation of its powers, as at Lacedaemon by the double kingship
and the institution of the Ephoralty; tyranny by the traditional
policy of lopping off the tallest shoots, by the prohibition of
education, common meals, clubs, meetings for discussion, in short
by a policy of suspicion and repression. The tyrant must take
every means of keeping the people under; he must know what
they are doing; he must employ spies and eaves-droppers; he
must sow quarrels and dissensions among them. He should en-
gage them in great public works, like the Pyramids of Egypt or

. the temple of Olympian Zeus at Athens, and should multiply taxes

after the manner of Dionysius of Syracuse; he should keep his sub-
jects busy and poor, and make them pay for his guards; he should
stir up war that they may need his services as a general. He
cannot, like a king, trust his friends; for he knows that the hand
of every man is against him, and they have him in their power.
Tyranny, like the extreme form of democracy, gives influence to
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women and licence to slaves, in the hope that they may inform
against their husbands and masters; hence both women and slaves
‘are partial to tyrannies and democracies because they have a good
time under them. Like the people, the tyrant loves flatterers, who
are bad themselves and are used for bad purposes. Independent
spirits are distasteful to him; and he prefers foreigners to citizens.
There is nothing too bad for him. In short, he has three principal
aims :—1) to sow distrust among his -subjects, z) to deprive them:
of power, 3) to humble them. Good men cannot be made his
tools; and therefore he is their enemy. ‘
But tyranny may also be preserved by an entirely opposite
method. Although the tyrant must in self-defence keep his power,
yet he may use it like a constitutional monarch. He ought to be
a model of virtue and economy, not squandering on courtesans
and artists the public revenues, but using them in the service
of the state, as if he were the trustee and not the owner of them.
This will be far wiser than to keep a hoard which there will be
no one to guard when he is away from home. He should inspire
reverence rather than fear ; whatever vices he may privately prac-
tise, he should be dignified in public, and maintain the character
of a ruler. He should avoid immodesty or sensuality, or at any
rate he should not parade them in the face of the world. He
should adorn and improve the city; he should be religious, that
he may be thought a good man and a friend of the gods—men will
then be less afraid of suffering injustice at his hands, and they will
be less likely to conspire against him, for they will think that he
has the gods fighting on his side; but he should not make himself
ridiculous by superstition. He should honour men of merit. Yet
neither should he make any one person great, but if one, then more
than one; and if he has to take away honour, he should proceed
gradually. He should be,tender of other men’s reputation, kind
to the young; his attachments should seem to be inspired by
affection, and nat by the insolence of power. Assassination is his
greatest danger, and he should therefore be careful of insulting
or seeming to insult others. ‘For,’ as Heracleitus says, ‘a man
will buy revenge with life.’
He will keep the peace between the rich and poor, and will
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conciliate to himself the stronger of the two, whichever that may
be. He will not then need to emancipate the slaves or to disarm
the citizens. He will be moderate and gentle, the friend of the
upper classes and the hero of the multitude. His rule will thus be
nobler and better, because he will rule over nobler and better men,
whom he does not fear, and to whom he is not himself an object
of hatred. His power, too, will be more lasting. Let him be
virtuous, or at least half-virtuous; and if he be wicked, let him
be half-wicked.

‘(Anstotle, proceeding by the method of opposites, contrasts the
king and the tyrant, and the fodes in which 1 royalty and tyranny
are destroyed and preserved. To the Greek the king could hardly
appear a reality : of the semi-barbarous Macedonian and Thracian
monarchs he had heard at a distance only. But in Hellas pro-
perly so called all other kings except the kings of Sparta had
disappeared.  The tyrant, although he hardly existed except in
Sicily between the days of Themistocles and Alexander, was
deeply impressed on the mind of Hellas. The traditional portrait
of him, exaggerated by the genius of Plato, is preserved in Aris-
totle; it had come down like the story of the Trojan War, from
an unknown antiquity, and had been recently revived by the oppres-
sions of Dionysius and his son.

From the ordinary Greek conception of the tyrant we pass
to a better sort of despot, who seems to have not much more
reality than the one best man of Book III. We may fancy
that Hermias, the tyrant of Atarneus, suggested the thought to
Aristotle’s mind; but he has scarcely found his way into Greek
history, except by his connection with Aristotle.

It is said that there have been two perfect princes only among
all who have held sway over the civilized world, the Roman
Emperor, Marcus Aurelius, the French King who is also a Catholic
Saint, Louis IX ;—perhaps together with these two our own Alfred
might be ranked. Their lives, though not spent in vain, supply
an historical proof that the beneficent ruler is by no means
absolute in his power of doing good. It is an observation of
Buckle’s that the high character and intelligence of several of the
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Spanish monarchs in the last century, altogether failed to arrest
the degeneracy of the people. “The truth is, that although the
spirit of a king may sometimes animate his people, a nation is
too heavy a load for any man to carry on his shoulders or elevate
by the force of his own will.

The other sort of tyrant described by Aristotle is a good way
removed from the ideal; like Peisistratus in Thucydides, he pro-
fesses virtue, but at the same time keéps a firm hand on power.
He has learnt the lesson of Machiavelli, that ‘there are many virtues
which would certainly prove ruinous to kings if they practised them.’
He maintains arbitrary power that he may make a good use of it;
he sets up authority against the rights of men. He is perhaps the
only solution of a great political difficulty. Many questions are
stirred about him. They run up into the wider question, What
are the moral conditions of political action? And they would
probably have received from Aristotle his favourite solution, namely
that politics are relative to persons and circumstances.

Plato and Aristotle alike indulge in the fancy of a virtuous
tyrant : “there is no shorter way,’ says Plato, ‘in which men can
be made virtuous than by obedience to a wise and virtuous tyrant.’
(Laws, iv. 709.) And Aristotle himself is characteristically willing
to believe that like all other forms of government, even a tyranny,
if well administered, may be for the advantage of the subjects of it. %'
But the tyrant is to be prudent rather than virtuous. He must keep
up appearances and give mankind the good government which they
so much want. Such governments may be the only ones possible
in certain stages of society; and certainly men would not be
justified in overthrowing them, unless they could set up a better
in their place. Aristotle would have acknowledged that they
depend upon accidents, for, as in the case of the Roman Emperors,
many a good father may have a bad son; and modern writers
would make the further reflection, that by giving people good
government, we take from them the power of governing themselves. _

Tyrannies and oligarchies are short-lived. The tyrannies which o, 13.
have lasted longest are those of Orthagoras and his sons at Sicyon,
which continued for a hundred years, of the Cypselidae at Corinth,
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who reigned seventy-three years and six months, and of Peisistra-
tus at Athens, which lasted, not including sixteen years of exile,
seventeen years, or adding in the eighteen years which his son
reigned, thirty-five years. Their greater duration may be attri-
buted to the personal character of the tyrants. Cypselus was a
popular man,; his son and successor, Periander, a great soldier :
Orthagoras and his family were gentle and careful of their
people ; his descendant, Cleisthenes, was also a great soldier ; the
latter is said to have crowned the judge who decided against him
at the games, as Peisistratus is recorded to have submitted to the
court of the Areopagus. Of other tyrannies, that of Hiero and
Gelo has been the most enduring, but their combined reigns only
lasted eighteen years.

In the Republic, Socrates gives a fanciful account of the first
step in the decline of states. He says that they change according
to a certain cycle which depends upon a base of number. When
this cycle comes to an end, bad men will be born and education
will be neglected. Very likely ; but why in the perfect state more
than in any other? And why should the perfect state change into
the Spartan, or the Spartan into an oligarchy, or an oligarchy into
a democracy, or a democracy into a tyranny? Had the cycle been
completed, tyranny should have reverted to the perfect state. But
the truth is that there is no regular order in the changes of states;
both tyrannies and oligarchies may pass into any other form of
government, as is proved by numberless facts. And when he says
that the decline of the Spartan government is due to covetousness,
he should rather have said that it is due to the jealousy which the
rich entertain towards the poor. Nor is the tale of two cities in
one, peculiar to oligarchy: it might describe any state in which
there is great social inequality. The indebtedness of the poor is
not the only cause of revolution in oligarchies, but far more the
impoverishment of great men. Finally, Plato fails to discriminate
the various kinds of revolution which arise out of the various forms
of democracies and oligarchies.

Aristotle has a fling at the Platonic number of the state. We
may observe that he does not regard this curious symbol as a mere
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arithmetical or geometrical puzzle. He only says that such a cause
of change would apply equally to all states; and while he treats
the number seriously he does not remark that he has omitted two
or three steps in the calculation. He makes an assumption in
saying that the perfect state degenerates into the Spartan ; of this
no mention is made by Plato, though some of the characteristics of
the timocratic man recall to us the Spartan. His common sense
told him that there was no law or order in the succession of
states. It could hardly be supposed that tyranny returned to the
perfect state. Yet this was the conclusion which logically followed
if the cycle was to begin again.

THERE are numerous repetitions in the Sixth Book of the Politics,
but there are also a few subjects which are more fully worked out
and appear in a clearer light than elsewhere. To these we will
confine ourselves in the remarks which follow.

Aristotle’s views about Democracy are set forth more in the
concrete and less in the abstract. Leaving the general idea, he
proceeds to consider the various forms of Democracy which arise
out of the complication of the different elements which are
combined in them. Democracy is a necessity rather than a good,
and therefore the form which is least of a democracy is the least
of an evil. The people are nominally to have their rights, but,
if possible, they are to be deprived of them ; that is to say, they
are to be placed under circumstances in which only a few can ever
exercise them: what he gives with one hand he takes away with
the other. He is far from having any confidence in the people;
he devises many expedients in order to minimize their power.
They are generally paid, but it would be better if they were not’
paid, because then they would not have leisure to take part in the
government. In the interests of the upper classes, who have to
conduct the government, the meetings of the Assembly and of the
Law Courts should be few and short. The reflection naturally
occurs to the mind, How is all this reconcileable with another
dictum of Aristotle’s that ¢ political devices are uselegs’? Neither is
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he consistent with himself; at any rate traces of different views
appear in successive chapters.
" Two confusions often arise about democracy. First, it is supposed
that the form of a democracy which is the most extreme, is the
most truly democratic; but this is an error; permanence is the
true test whether of democracy or of any other form of government.
Secondly, we should observe that in all forms of government there
is an element of democracy within the governing body, for the
: will of the majority must prevail, and there may be persons who
_ play the demagogue in it, or who use the demos in furtherance
" of some oligarchical design.

Aristotle’s favourite notion that the greater offices should be
confined to the rich, while admission to the assembly and to the
lesser offices is granted to the poor, will be found to be an im-
possible combination. At least the only way in which we can
suppose such an arrangement to be carried out, would be by the
great magistrates retaining independent command of the army.
But then why should they allow the power of the people to exist at
‘all? They can rarely be brought to think that they and the people
have a common interest. In several modern European countries,
such as Germany, Russia, or France in the time of the emperors
Napoleon I and III, this near connection, or perhaps natural affinity,
between the army and the throne has alone rendered the Imperial
form of government possible.

To us in England who are always considering the question of
parliamentary representation, the doctrine of Aristotle that the
right of voting should be extended only so far as will provide
a bulwark against democracy, is curious and suggestive. The
greater number, though only a little greater, if including the upper
and heavy-armed classes, would evidently be many times as strong
as the rest of the citizens. Had a form of constitution, like that
called by the Greeks timocracy, in which all men voted, but the
numbers of the poor were compensated by the wealth of the rich,
been adopted by the authors of the American constitution or of
the first English Reform Bill, it #s possible that such a settlement
of the representative question might have driven back the tide of
democracy for many generations.
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BOOK VL

The nature and characleristics of democracy ; the belter
kinds : how democracies may be created and preserved : the various
kinds of oligarchies : the organization of offices under different forms
of government.

We have discussed the various elements of states in their various o. 1.
forms, the supreme or deliberative power, the law-courts, the offices;
we have also spoken of the destruction and preservation of states.
And now we have to consider in what manner different forms of
government are organized, and what various combifiations of their
parts or elements are possible. [The latter is an unfulfilled
promise ; cp. iv. 7—9.] I mean, for example, how an oligarchical
council may be combined with aristocratical law-courts, and any
similar disharmony in the composition of the state. We have
also to enquire how the forms of government which are adapted
to different states may be established.

First let us describe democracy, of which there are several
varieties. These varieties depend upon two causes, 1) differences
in the character of the population, which may consist of husband-
men, or of mechanics and labourers, either singly or mingled
in various proportions; 2z) differences in the combinations of the
characteristic features of democracy. All the elements should be
studied, but it would be a mistake to suppose that every democratic
element should exist in every democracy; there should be an
admixture of different elements, and they should be balanced
against one another; proportion should be observed.

The basis of democracy is liberty, and one principle of liberty is o. 2.
that all should rule and be ruled in_turn. Democratic equality ,‘-\

e e e e -

is not propomonai-e',.rmt numerical: every man counts for one, and
therefore the will of the majority is supreme. Another principle
of liberty is non-interference—every man should live as he likes,
if if this is possible; or, if not, then he should rule and be ruled in
tarn—this also is a kind of equality.

Such is the nature of democracy; its characteristics are as
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follows :—all officers are elected by all out of all; all to rule over
each, and each in his turn over all; by lot, unless the office be
one for which special knowledge is required; with litle or no
qualification ; for a short period only; rarely if ever twice to the
same office, except in the case of military offices. All men or
judges selected out of all sit in judgment on all matters, or on the
most important; the assembly, and not the magistrates, is supreme.
Even the council, which is generally the most popular of institu-
tions, falls into the background and loses power when the citizens
are paid; for then they draw all business to themselves. And in
a democracy everybody is paid when there is money enough, but
when there is not, then at any rate the principal officers, such as
the judges, ecclesiasts, councillors, are paid. No mmagistracy is
Rerpetual; any such which have survived from ancient times are
stripped of their power, and, instead of being specially elected
by vote, the holders of them are appointed by lot. Poverty and
vulgarity are the notes of democracy; wealth, education, and good
birth of oligarchy. The rnost extreme form of democracy is based
upon the principle of numerical equahty And in this way men
believe that true freedom will be attained.,

But in what manner is this equality to be secured? Besides
simple equality there is an equality of proportion, which may be
obtained in two ways. 1) Five hundred rich may be reckoned
equal to a thousand poor, [in other words, the rich man will have
two votes where the poor has only one]; or 2) preserving the
same ratio of rich and poor [i.e. 10: 5], both may choose an equal
number of representatives. Now which, according to the true idea
of democracy, is the better —some form of proportionate equality
such as either of these, or the bare equality of numbers? The
former, say the oligarchs; the latter, say the democrats. Yet
upon the oligarchical principle, if one man were richer than all
the rest, he would be a lawful tyrant; or if the democratic principle
prevail, it is probable that the majority will confiscate the wealth
of the minority.

/ All agree in saying that the rule of the majority is law. But
nu

mbers and wealth should both be included; and whichever side,
when the qualifications are added up, has the greater amount,
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should prevail. The real difficulty is not in finding a principle
of justice, but in making the strong respect the rights of the
weak. 2

f the four kinds of democracy the first and oldest is also the
@; I mean, that of which the material is a rural population

who are always at work, and therefore do not attend the assembly. '\ -\—~

They are too busy to care about office, unless money can be made
out of it. ‘They are well enough off, and their ambition is satisfied
if they may deliberate, and elect, either by themselves or their
representatives, and can also call to account, the principal magis-
trates. In such a democracy a high qualification is commonly
required from the holders of the greater magistracies; or, if there is
no qualification, special ability. Such a form of government is ex-
cellent. The notables are satisfied because they are not governed
by their inferiors; and the persons elected rule justly, because
they are liable to be called to account. The superiority of this
form of democracy is due to the fact that the people are owners of
land. The ancient legislators were sensible of the gain, and
endeavoured in every way o encourage an agricultural life. Either
they limited the quantity of land which might be held by indivi-
duals, or forbade the original allotment to be sold, or required
some part of it to be preserved free from mortgage, or they granted
political rights to the owners of very small portions of land.

The next best material 2) out of which a democracy can be
formed, and even better for the making of soldiers, is a pastoral
people The trading.classes 3) who live in towns are far inferior in
moralqua.lmes and being always on the spot they are always at- ‘\>
tending the assembly and interfering with the government. The
last and worst form of democracy 4) is that in which all share alike,
—legitimate, illegitimate, citizens by one parent or by both; no-
thing comes amiss, To increase their own power the demagogues
include as many as they can. Whereas they should stop when
the number of the commonalty exceeds that of the middle class or
of the notables. Another practice of demagogues is to break up
old associations and to form the citizens into fresh wards and
tribes, as Cleisthenes did at Athens. Under democracies as under
tyrannies great licence is allowed to slaves and women; and
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o generally there is more liberty. Such governments are popular, for
» {most persons prefer disorder to orderf
o. 51 The creation of a democracy is not so great a difficulty as the
preservation of it. Any government may last a few days, but not
longer, unless well regulated by laws and customs. The legislator
must employ all known preservatives ; against all known dangers
he must guard. He should remember that the truly democratic
policy is not the most extreme, but that which makes democracy
last longest. He must not allow the demagogues to attack the
weé.lthy that they may confiscate their property; confiscated pro-
perty should go, not to the people, but to the state. Heavy
penalties should also be inflicted on those who bring groundless
accusations.
ere there are no revenues and the people can only be paid
by a tax upon the notables, the sittings of the law-courts and of
the assemblies should be few a_gd—ﬁieﬂ The rich will then be
able to attend; they will not mind the expense, and causes will
be better tried. ‘The revenues, where there are any, should not
be wasted in largesses to the poor, who are always wanting more
and more; they should be economized, and the money distributed
among the people in such quantities as may enable them to purchase
- a small farm, or to make a beginning in trade! It is the interest
of all classes to promote their prosperity. The rich should pay
the fee for the poor who attend the assemblies, and should them-
selves be excused from useless services. In their treatment of
the poor the Carthaginians and Tarentines furnish an excellent
example. The former send them to their colonies, the latter share
the use of their property with them. It is worthy of a generous
and sensible nobility to divide the poor among them and give
them the means of going to work. The Tarentines further elect
to offices by lot as well as by vote; by lot, that the poor may not
be excluded ; by vote, that the state may be well governed.

N

«| The language of Aristotle about the poor expresses a truly
modern sentiment. He has a human feeling for them, such
as is hardly to be found elsewhere in ancient philosophy. Cp.
Plato, Laws, 761 C. As in Book V (c. 2. § 19), the philo-
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sopher deigns to think about the miserable earnings of the poor ;
he sympathizes with their indignation at the extortions which
are practised upon them; he is aware how much harm may be
done to them by indiscriminate charity, which is like water run-
ning through a sieve; he would help them to help themselves;
he would give them, not doles, but the means of stocking a
shop or of purchasing a small farm. He thinks that the public
revenues may with advantage be used for such an object; because
the contentment of the poor is the common good of the state. In
forming an estimate of such proposals, we must remember that the
number of citizens in the ancient Greek states was far more
manageable than in any modern European country. Aristotle
would wish this comparatively small number to be divided among
the rich, so thatl" every poor man might look to some one among
the notables for his maintenance) We too know the importance
of dividing large districts into parishes and townships, in which
the clg-gy and gentry or leading inhabitants may be expected to
attend to the wants and mterests of their poorer brethren. He is
sensible that the poor require the help of the rich, and on the other
hand that no class can be entirely trusted to protect the rights
and interests of any other. It has been sometimes thought that
an enlightened sense of their own advantage would lead the rich
to provide for the poor; but, according to Aristotle, whose words
cannot be said to be wholly inapplicable to our own age and
country, the relations between the rich and the poor are too often
of another kind. The nobles are indifferent to the sufferings of
the poor, and are often oppressive. Instead of making a princely
use of their money, and erecting public works which would re-
dound to their honour, they accumulate only that they may spend
upon themselves.

-~ In Book II Aristotle is disposed to think that a liberal and
common use of property would be better than communism. In
a similar strain we might ask two or three questions respecting the
use of property. Has not property duties as well as rights, and is
it not a trust to be used for others rather than for ourselves? Or if
such a standard of conduct is too exalted, may we not ask whether
the greatest gainer by such liberality would not be the giver, and

voL. I. h
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whether the discovery of the way to do good without doing harm
is not one of the noblest exercises both of the head and heart?
Whether, lastly, property can ever be so well administered as by
private persons possessing a measure of public spirit?

Oligarchy is the opposite of democracy, and we may argue from
one to the other. The best form of oligarchy has two qualifica-
tions, a h_ig_hgr for the important, a lower for the upjmportant
offices. In this form of oligarchy, which is the first and best and is
akin to polity, care should be taken that the entire governing body
is stronger than those who are excluded. A second form is similar
but narrower. The worst and last is the family clique, which is
the most tyrannical and also the weakest, and therefore liable to
be ruined by the very smallest mistake. The salvation of an
oligarchy_depends chiefly on good order; of a democracy on
numbers.

[The preservation of oligarchies is closely connected with their
military arrangements. Now there_are four kinds of military
forces, cavalry, heavy infantry, light-armed troops, sailors ; of these
the first two age adapted to oligarchies, the last two to democracies.
But often theflight-armed are too much for the heavy infantry; and
to provide against this danger, in every army there should be a
contingent of light-armed troops.) In an oligarchy, instead of
raising such a force out of the lower classes who will some day rise
against the government, fathers should train their own sons, while
young, to the service. : Another mode of preserving oligarchies is
that deserving persoris or those who have a property qualification
or have given up mean employments should be adopted into the
rulipg class. The highest offices should be expensive, and then the
people will not desire them; and the magistrates should signalize
their accession to office by some public work. But how unlike
is all this to the practice of our modern oligarchs!

The next point which we have to consider is the right arrange-
ment of offices in a state. Some will be necessary under all forms
of government. First among these there will be 1) a warden of
the market, who will inspect contracts and regulate the relations of
buyers and sellers; z) a warden of the city, who will superintend
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buildings, harbours, roads, houses, and the like; where the city is
large, this office should be shared by several persons ; 3) a warden
of the country, having a similar jurisdiction outside the walls; 4)
there will be the office of treasyrer, who will take charge of the
revenue ; 5) the recorders, who will register all contracts and legal
decisions; 6) an executioner, who has duties very important, yet 8o
invidious that one man can hardly sustain the odium of them, and
they should therefore be distributed among many. The custody of
prisoners is often, as at Athens, separated from the execution of
sentences, and it is well to divide them, and so to diminish the
unpopularity of the jailor. In general such duties should be
assigned to the youth organized in bands, and the magistrates
acting in turns should preside over them. Higher offices 7) are
those of generals and ad&ra.ls, who have their subordinates.
Again, there are officers 8) who_audit the public accounts. Be-
sides these, 9) there are the officers called councillors,” or ‘a
council,” who summon the assembly and introduce all measures,
and also ratify them. Once more, there are 10) priests and other
officers attached to the temples; rr) offerers of sacrifice—the
latter called archons, kings, or prytanes. Specially characteristic of
aristocratic states are guardians of the law, of women, of children ;
and also directors of gymnastic and Dionysiac contests,

There are three forms of the highest elective offices of the state ;
these are guardians of the law, probuli, councillors ; the first aristo-
cratical, the second oligarchical, the third democratical.

The analysis of governments into their parts or offices, like the
analysis of the human mind into the intellectual and the moral,
and the subdivision of these into their respective faculties, was
first made in ancient Greek philosophy. The idea of organization
is not found in a primitive society, ‘ for among barbarians all men
are slaves alike ;* nor in the despotisms of the age which succeeded.
In the Homeric poems there dre hereditary chiefs in peace and
war, sons or descendants of the Gods; and there is a faint indica-
tion of the assembly of the people. There are also priests and
heralds and different classes of warriors, soldiers and captives of
the spear; but further than this, organization did not reach,

ha .
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There is no distinction between .kings and nobles, between
generals and judges, or between a ruling and a subject class.
Such was the poetical idea which the Greeks conceived of their
own past history. It was a long time before the need of offices
was recognized or there began to be a division into classes, and
still longer before the opposition between them arose, and a
method of reconciling them had to be devised. The earliest
distinctipn is that made between the general and the legislator or
judge. \Later the ecclesia is separated from the dicastery.] Yet
according to our notions there is no real difference between them;
for they are both popular assemblies : they both decide causes,
and the same kind of rhetorical arguments, taking sometimes an
ethical form, are addressed to both of them. A further distinction is
made in Aristotle between the deliberative and executive, but their
relation to one another is not clearly defined. One of the most
peculiar and characteristic features of an Hellenic state was the
calling of magistrates to account after their term of office had
expired. )

The division of governments into their political and judicial
elements, and into their leggilgtwe and political functions, must
necessarily exist in all civilized countries. Aristotle insists strongly
upon the necessity of adapting offices to the constitution. But he
can hardly be said to view the question in a comprehensive manner,
and the examples which he gives of such adaptations are feeble and
trifling.  First among them is the adaptatton of judicial to political
msmunons‘ If the government is excluswe, then the law-courts
s@uld be eg(cluswe if all are represented in one, then all should
be represented in both. {The power of the ong¢ should not be
capable of checkmating or'overthrowing the other.\ Though there
is some recognition of offices which require special skill, the idea
of a single skilled person, the great jurist of the Romans, who has
made the laws of his country the study of a life, is not to be found
in Aristotle. The _deeper study of law did not exist among the
Greeks of his’ ume In the judicial, as Aristotle would say, the
voice of God and rg_a_sgn should prevail; in the pglitical there is
a mixture of the beast. How are these two to be adjusted? It is
(not by accident but by a natural connection that in the government
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of the United States an elective_judiciary is combined with the
extreme form of democrac;@%‘yet it seems hardly possible ‘that
judges who are illepaid and have a precarious tenure of office
should resist considerations of party and interest (cp. ii. 9. § 19).
So much independence as is not absolutely inconsistent with demo-
cracy should therefore be granted to them. There is a natural
sense of justice in mankind which makes this possible, if the people
are educated to see that moral principles are the basis of any true
form of politics. e(The sphere of law is more limited than that of
politics, but also higher, for it is concerned only with truth, which is
the foundation of all justice)) and the legal element of society is or
ought to be conservative, nét only because it appeals to precedent
and authority, but because it majntains right which is the- surest \
basis of a government or state.

Aristotle places in a long series all the officers of state from the
king or general down to the executioner, but he does not treat
of the relation of the rulers or ruling class to the popular assembly.
'In modern states the' power of the nobles has been always
tendmg to encroach upon that of the monarch, and the power
of the people upon both Sometimes reactions have occurred and
reactionary forms of govemment have been restored when demo-
cracies have become imbecile or shown themselves incapable of
governing. The distinctions of ancient times have been more
clearly defined, and some new ones have been added. Individual
judges dividing their power with juries have for the most part taken
the place of judicial mblies. { Civil and military functions have
been more separated); by the side of the army the Civil Service
has grown up to an almost equal power, the one cutting through
with the sword the knots of the world, the other throwing a net-
work, from which there is no escape, over a whole country. Both
have a certain independence, and yet are responsible to the great
Assembly or Parliament of the Realm. If the ministers of state or
the generals of an army unduly seek to extend their powers and
duties or Parliament to absorb them, the administration of the
state will become weakened or disordered.

Great offices of state should have each their own, sphere divided
accordmg to the s sub;ects with which government is concerned. Those
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who hold them should be capable of acting together, and yet not
liable to interfere with one another. We should not have the
Minister of War asking for money; the Minister of Finance
refusing it. { Both should be subject to a higher power which
would gener&ly leave them to perform their duties independently,
but would at times arbitrate between them}' The great secret of

mﬁmﬁwmmm and individual with the
iformity of a_system, to leave every man to himsglf, and yet

to prevent his _getting into the way of othess. \The higher

power in a free state should represent the will of the nation.’
There should be a main-spring, and larger and smaller wheels’
by which the required force is regulated and diffused. Among

the Romans when special danger was apprehended, or when

there was a conflict of parties or offices in the state, a Dictator

was appointed. All the powers of the state were thus brought

under the direction of a single mind; they were suddenly stopped,

and at the same moment a new life was communicated from the

centre to the extremities of the state. In some modern countries

there have been times when the nation seemed to be equally

divided into irreconcileable factions, and then the only way of
saving society has been Imperialism.

In modern, as well as in ancient times, the relations of great
officers, or, as we should say, of the Ministry, to the Parliament or
public Assembly have been peculiar. The greater part of the
business to be submitted to the Parliament or representative As-
sembly has been prepared by them; and all their public acts have
been subject to enquiries or resolutions of the House. Where
should this control stop, and what liberty should be allowed to
them? No precise answer can be given to this question. But it
is clear that a minister should seek to guide the members of the
Assembly in matters of which he is better informed than they are,
and that he should resist unnecessary interference with the ex-
ecutive. ; His inﬂuepce over them depends upon his power of
evaking ik them that nobler principle in men which is the better
self of the political society) o
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The Seventh Book is not more regular in structure than those
which have preceded it. The thread is tolerably evident, but is often
dropped and taken up again after a digression. This irregularity
may be in a great measure due to the form in which the Aristotelian
writings have been transmitted to us. But we must not complain
of some disorder in ancient authors; the habit of arrangement
was not easily acquired by them ; even the greatest among them
have not moulded their works into an artistic whale. Such an aver-
ruling unity of idea is not always found in Plato himself: they
follow ‘whither the argument leads:’ they pass from one subject to
another, and do not impose upon themselves that rule of symmetry
or consistency which is demanded of a good modern writer. (See
Essay on Structure of Aristotelian Writings, vol. ii.)

The book opens with an eloquent panegyric upon the life of
virtue, which is the same both for individuals and states, and which
is not confined in either to outward actions. But this life of virtue
requires material conditions, a given number of citizens, a situation
near but not too near the sea, a territory not too large, suitable
walls and buildings, a national character in which spirit and intelli-
gence are combined. It is also made up of parts, and the principal
parts are the two governing classes, warriors and counsellors.
Throughout the book we trace the connection with difficulty, and
some favourite speculations, such as the question whether the life of
the freeman is better than that of the ruler, the right of the one best
man, the opposition of the practical and speculative reason and the
classes of actions corresponding to them, are introduced by the way.
The greater part of the discussion has no more reference to the
perfect state than to any other. ‘The character of the state, though
essentially aristocratic (for the husbandmen are excluded from it),
is nowhere precisely defined, and nothing is said about its relation
to any other form of government. There are several incorrect-
nesses of style and expression, for example, the mention of the
freeman who i8 substituted in c. 2 for the contemplative philoso-
pher; or in c. 6 the words all the citizens are virtuous,” meaning
not all, but only the higher classes; or the use of the term ¢ruling
in turn’ (c. 14) in a new sense, for the succession of the young
to the old, not for the alternation of one section of the citizens
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with another; or the seeming confusion of contemplation with
leisure (c. 14). Nor can the writer resist the temptation
to discuss the antiquities and geography of Greece and Italy.
After describing in detail the buildings of the city, he returns
to the nature of virtue, its absolute and relative character, the
means toward it, the elements which congtitute it, the priority of
the mind to the body. He.is thus led on to speak of education,
first, before birth, and secondly, after birth. With this great
subject, which is very imperfectly handled, the treatise comes rather
abruptly to an end. Nowhere else in his writings has Aristotle
borrowed so freely from Plato, yet he, or the writer of this part of
the treatise, has only alluded to him where he disagrees from him :
cp. vii. ¢. 7, § 5-8; c. 11, §8; c. 17, § 6; viii. c. 7,§ 9. For
some of the similarities, cp. vii. c. 7, § 23) and Rep. iv. 35 E:
vii. ¢. 9, § 3; Laws, xi. 9g19: vii. ¢. 10, § 7; Laws, iii. 696:
vii. . 10, § 11; Laws, v. 745, &c.

BOOK VIL

The best life both for individuals and states is a life of virtue,
nol of war or conquest : the conditions of the perfect state : national
character : distinction between the conditions and the parts of a state
caste : syssitia: cultivation of the land : walls and buildings : happi-
ness is the realisation of virtue : marriage : educalion.

In enquiring into the best form of a state we have first to deter-
mine which is the most eligible life, and, secondly, whether the
same life is or is not best for the individual and for the state.

The division of goods into external goods, goods of the body,
and goods of the soul, is generally accepted ; and no one will deny
that the happy man must have all three. But there is a difference
of opinion about the relative superiority of different classes of goods.
Some think that a little virtue is enough, but set no limit to their
desire of power, wealth or reputation. To whom we reply that virtue
is not acquired or preserved by external goods, but external goods
by virtue. Where they are in excess they are harmful or useless, but
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the goods of the soul are neverin excess. And asthe soul is higher
and nobler than the body, so the goods of the soul are higher than the
goods of the body; and the goods of the body and external goods
are to be chosen for the sake of the soul, not the soul for the sake
of them. ,The happiness of a man is proportional to his wisdom

cand virtue. _ Of this truth God is a witness to us, for he is happy
in his own nature. Whereas external goods are gifts of fortune—
they are due to chance, but no one was ever just or temperate by
chance. In like manner the state which is happiest is morally best
and wisest ; and the courage, justice, and wisdom of a state are the

same qualities which make a brave, just, and wise man.

The true relation of the individual to the state was not clearly
understood by Plato and Aristotle, because the limitations which are
imposed upon common or collective action were not perceived by
them. Hence they appear to us, more frequently than modern
pohuml writers, to fall into the error of confoundmg Ethics with
P@g, A good simple man is apt to believe that a state can be
as easily reformed as an individual: he will often repeat the
aphorism that ¢what is morally wrong cannot be politically right.”
He does not see that the changes which he deems so easy are
limited by the condition of what is possible. There are many
opposing winds and conflicting currents which interfere with the
good intentions of statesmen and the progress of politics. The wills
of men counteract one another: and the minority must be deducted
from the majority before the force of any given movement can be
ascertained. The will of a state is the balance or surplus of will;
the conscience of a state is that higher opinion or judgment of
men acting collectively which can make itself felt in the world.

But if the analogy of the state and the individual has been
cause of error, it has also had an elevating influence on the scienc:l
of Politics. In the pursuit of material interest men are always|
losing sight of the true and the good. The infusion of Ethics into
Politics tends to restore them, and this ethical element is derived
chiefly from ancient philosophy. In modern as in ancient times
there are some statesmen who think that Politics are entirely con-
cerned with finance (i. 2.§ 13). The formula that the state is only
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‘a machine for the protection of life and propertyy though rather
worn out and discredited in our own day, had a great hold
on the last generation of statesmen. When the pendulum has
swayed long enough in the other direction the world may return
to the saws of political ecoromy, for the recovery of some truths
as well as errors which are contained in them. At present we
are living in an age which is averse to such formulas; which feels
that more is needed; and the study of ancient political philosophy
has helped to restore a more elevated conception of society. In
Aristotle and Plato we have different types of ideal states,—a
perfect state on the ground, and a perfect state in the air to which
we may look as the form or example of a higher political life. Such
ideas are apt to become unreal, and may even be injurious when
they supersede the natural machinery of government, but when
rightly infused into the mass of human motives, they seem to be
worth all the rest. They must be clothed in circumstances, and
then they become to the state what the mind is to the body, what
the higher thoughts of men are to mere habits and fashions.

We may assume, then, that the happiness of the state and of the
individual are the same. But two questions remain to be deter-
mined: 1) Is a political or a contemplative life to be preferred? 2)
What is the best form or condition of the state? As we are en-
gaged, not in an ethical, but in a political enquiry, the latter is to
us the main question. But the former is also not without interest.
Is the life of the philosopher or of the statesman the more eligible ?
For the wise man, like the wise state, will seek to regulate his life
according to the best end. Some say that the exercise of any rule
over others, even of a just rule, is a great impediment to virtue ; while
others maintain that the political is the only true life, and that virtue
may be practised quite as well by statesmen as by private persons;
others will even affirm that despotic power is the only true happi-
ness. And the laws of many nations make power and conquest
their aim. Yet to the reflecting mind, it must appear strange that
the statesman should be always considering how he can tyrannize
over others. A physician does not deceive or coerce his patients,
nor a pilot the passengers in his ship. Nevertheless, despotism
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is thought by some to be a true form of government: and men are
not ashamed of practising towards their neighbours what in their own
case they would declare to be neither expedient nor right. Yet they
cannot suppose that they have a right to rule over their equals;
but only over those who are by nature intended to serve. Other
men are not wild animals whom they may hunt and eat. And so
far from war being the true object of a state, there may be states
which, having no neighbours, have no enemies, and are neverthe-
less happy in isolation. Hence we see that warlike pursuits are
means, not ends; for they are not essential to the happiness of
a state. The good law-giver will enquire how men and cities
can attain happiness, and how they can dp their duty toward their
neighbours if they have any, and he will vary his enactments
accordingly. ’

And now let us address those who agree that the life of virtue is o. 8.
the most eligible, but differ about the manner of practising it.
Some renounce political power ; they think that the life of the free
citizen is better than the life of the statesman. Others think the
life of the statesman the best on the ground that virtuous activity is
happiness. Both are partly right and partly wrong. The first are
right in saying that the life of the freeman is better than that of the
despot, but wrong in supposing 1) that all rule is despotic, for there
is a rule over freemen as well as over slaves ; 2) wrong again in
thinking that the life of the freeman is necessarily inactive. The
upholders of the statesman’s claim see clearly enough that activity
is preferable to inactivity, but they think that virtue is power,
because the greater the power of a man the more noble actions he
will be able to perform, and that he should therefore regard
neither family nor any other obligations, but the acquisition of
wealth and power only. Not so; for if this were true, the life
of a thief or a highwayman would be the best of all. Rule is
only honourable where the ruler is manifestly superior "to his
subjects. No success, however great, can justify a violation V“
of principle. Evil is not to be done that good may come.
He only has a right to rule who is superior in virtue, and this
superiority in virtue must be accompanied by the capacity for
action. Nor is the life of action necessarily relative to others
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or confined to external acts; there are thoughts and contem-

plations perfect in themselves, as well as actions which have

practical results; and there may be an inward energy, like the
divine, both in states and individuals, and in the world at large.

Thus much by way of preface; from the abstract we may now
pass to the concrete, and having reviewed other states, may proceed
to enquire into the conditions of the ideal or perfect state.

- e.4. The legislator, like any other artist, must have materials upon
which to work. We may presuppose for him imaginary conditions,
but nothing impossible. First he will have to consider 1) the num-
bers, but far more 2) the character of the people, and then 3) the size
and character of the coggptry. The greatness of a state is to be,

)estimated, not by the numbers, but by the quality of the citizens. It
has a work to do; and that is the greatest city which accomplishes
the greatest work. Great is a relative term, and is here used
in the sense in which we speak of a great man. A city
in which there are many artisans and few soldiers is not really
great. We know from experience that a very populous city can
seldom be well governed; and we may reasonably assume that
a great multitude cannot be orderly; nothing short of Divine Power
can impart law to infinity. The beauty of a state, as of a ship
or of anything else, depends upon proportion: magnitude must
be combined with good order.

A state begins to exist when the population is self-sufficing, and
it must not be increased to such an extent that the administration "°
breaks down because the citizens cease to know one another, or
that foreigners and meties can creep undiscovered into the rights
of citizens. The entire multitude should be taken in at a single
view. T T e .

A

The Greeks were averse to any considerable extension of the
size or population of a state. The citizens were to know one

+ another, they were to be accustomed to act together, they were to

live within the same walls. When the city began to increase in
population, the Greeks instead of allowing it to grow indefinitely
sent out a colony to some other place. There seem to have been
many causes of this limitation. First, 1) there was the fact ; the early
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Greek populations were not large, and the ruling class were not
upon the average more than a third or fourth of the whole; the
valleys in which they were located were not capable of sustaining
great numbers, any more than the valleys of Cumberland or Switzer-
land in England and in Europe. 32) There were the necessities of
self-defence; when war was almost the constant state of man, and
nations were not yet organized, the country population could not
extend very far from the city which protected them. What had
been the fact thus became the principle. To the Greek the cities

of Assyria or of Egypt, built in vast plains, seemed to have a mon-
strous and unmeaning greatness. The Greek races had quickly
become diversified by circumstances iWfp lesser tribes, and the
configuration of the country tended to maintain and strengthen the
subdivisions. A distinct and peculiar life was stamped upon each of

, them. The city soon became all in all; the eountry-nething. The
fewness of the aristocracy and their constant struggles with the
sising democracy also tended to prevent their free expansion. The
intensity of their inner life rendered it impossible for them to /
amalgamate great masses of men. Besides, the idea itself was
repugnant to the Greek mind. ¢The good was of the nature of
the finite,” in politics as in other departments of knowledge. Hence
the saying of Aristotle that ‘ the state which consists of 100,000
men is no longer a state.’

The territory of the state should likewise be moderate in size, 0. 5.
but large and fertile enough to enable the citizens to live tem-
perately and liberally in the enjoyment of leisure. It should be
difficult for an enemy to get into it, and easy for the citizens to get
out of it. The country and the inhabitants should be taken in at a
glance. The city should be well situated for the protection of the
country both by sea and land, and should be a centre of inland as
well as of maritime commerce.

Whether a communication with the sea is beneficial or not is c. 6.
a disputed question ; much may be said on both sides. The influx
of strangers and the increase of population are adverse to good
order. But on the other hand, the citizens should be able to act at
sea as well as by land against an enemy; and they will require
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imports and exports. It may not be well that they should seek
to be a market for the world, but still they will find the advantage
of having a port near the town and dependent on it. The pos-
session of a moderate naval force is therefore advantageous. The
citizens require such a force for their own needs; they should also
be formidable to their neighbours, and on the other hand they
should be able to assist them, if necessary, by sea as well as by land.
The number of this naval force should be relative to the size and
character of the state. No increase of population is required to
maintain it. The marines who will be the officers must be citizens
taken from the infantry, and the large populations of perioeci and
husbandmen will supplygbundance of common sailors.

We have next to speak of the character of the citizens, a subject
'which leads us to consider national character in general. The Q'fts
of nature are variously distributed among different races. The
northern nations are courageous but stupid; capable of preserving
their freedom, but not capable of political life or of command.
The Orientals are intelligent but spiritless, and always in a state
of subjection. The Hellenes, who dwell in an intermediate region,
are high-spirited and also intelligent; they are well governed,
and might, if united, rule the world. But this combination of
qualities does not exist equally in all of them, and both intelligence
and courage are required in those whom the legislator is training to
virtue. We do not agree [with Plato when he says] *that the
guardians of a state should be gentle to those whom they know
and fierce to those whom they do not know.” For passion is the
quality of the soul which begets friendship, and our anger is stirred
more by the contempt or ingratitude of friends than by the injuries
of enemies. Both the power of command and the love of freedom
are based upon this quality.

The middle position which the Greek occupies between the
over-civilized Asiatic and the under-civilized Gaul and Thracian
is a central fact in the philosophy of History; for from the
Greek the political life of the modern world and the very form
of the human mind may be said to be inherited. In the Asiatic a
feeble and fanciful intelligence has become separated from cha-
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racter, in the barbarian, character from intelligence. In the Greek
at his best they are assimilated or harmonized, and such a balance
or harmony never existed in any other ancient nation. The
great empires of the East were slowly decaying or had already
crumbled beneath the sand which buried their cities. The Egyp-
tians, except from the impact of Greeks, during two thousand years
and more, had ‘learnt nothing,’ and they ‘had forgotten nothing.’
They were ‘ hoary with time,” and the old age of the world was no
match for the youth Alexander. Far in the North and the South, but
reaching to the fair shores of the Mediterranean, there were barbarous
tribes, creatures of impulse and of violence, who gathered something
from the civilization which they touched. In the centre of them all
dwelt the Greek, seeming to differ from them in beauty of form
and enlightenment of mind almost as much as gods from men.
But this greatest and least among the nations only for a short time,
scarcely more than the length of two human lives, retained this
happy mixture of earth’s best elements. Aristotle hardly recognizes
that he saw the Greek world already in decay. But the life which
had departed was after a time to rise again in a new form.
¢ That which thou sowest is not quickened except it die.” The real
greatness of Hellas is the influence which she has exercised on
humanity. New forms of government, new admixtures of race
were to arise after many ages, in which a small seed of Greek
literature, not a hundredth or thousandth part of the whole, was to
flourish and abound under the altered circumstances of modern
Europe. :

-

There are conditions as well as parts of a state; [means as well c.

as ends]. And two things of which the one is an end, the
other the means, have nothing in common except the relation.
The conditions of a state must not be confused with the organic
parts of it. The builder requires tools and materials; they are the
conditions of the house, and the art of the builder is for the sake
of the house, but the house and the builder have nothing in
common. And so states require property, but property is no part
of a state, which aims at the best life possible, and is not merely a
community of living beings. [The end is the highest good, and]
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men seek after this best life or highest good in various modes, out

of which arise the various forms of government. We are seeking

for the parts of a state, and these are to be found somewhere among
- the conditions of it.

First there must be food ; secondly, arts; thirdly, arms; fourthly,
money; fifthly, or rather first, a care of religion; sixthly, political
and judicial administration. Without these the community will
not be self-sufficing ; and therefore the state must contain husband-
men, artisans, soldiers, capitalists, priests, and judges.

o.9. But should these pursuits be common to all? or divided among
different classes? or some common to all and others not? In
democracies all share in all: in oligarchies the opposite principle
prevails. In the best state, which is also the happiest, the citizens

Wmot relatively but absolutely; and they ought not to
lead the -ignoble life of mechanics or tradesmen. Neither should
they be husbandmen who have no -leisure; -and therefore cannot
practise virtue or fulfil political duties. But when mechanics and
husbandmen are excluded, there remain only the two classes of
warriors and councillors, and our enquiry is therefore limited to
the question whether the functions of these two shall be dis-
charged by the same or by different persons. It is a provision
of Nature that the young shall be warriors, the old councillors;
and the young will be willing enough to wait for their turn of
office. Such a distribution will be both expedient and just, and
will contain an element of proportion, for the duties of the two will
be relative to their respective ages. Besides, the rulers should be
in easy circumstances, and should have leisure to be virtuous; for
. without virtue, happiness cannot exist; and the city is happy when
the citizens are happy. The meaner sort will be mechanics, the
slaves and perioeci husbandmen. As to the priests, they too must
be citizens; for only by citizens can the Gods be duly honoured.
They should be men who have grown old in the service of the
state as warriors and councillors, the eldest of the elders. _To sum
up: there must be husbandmen, craftsmen, and labourers of all
-+ 'kinds—thesp_-grg necessary to the existence of a state; but the
p_art_s_of_ the state are councillors and wariors.
¢.10." The division of the population into warriors and husbandmen is
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not an invention of political philosophers, but a very ancient insti:
tution still existing in Egypt, which is the oldest of all countries,
and in Crete, established, as we learn from tradition, by a law of

Sesostris in Egypt and of Minos in Crete. Common meals are -

also of great antiquity; according to the learned among the Italians
they were first introduced into Hellas from Italy. But these and
many other things have been invented several times over in the
course of ages. \

There is a general agreement in favour of common meals. But
they should be furnished at the public cost, so that even the poorest
may not be excluded from them. To this extent I agree with those
who maintain that property should be common. The expense of
religious worship should also be defrayed by the state. To meet
such charges the land should be divided into two parts, the one
public, and the other private. Of the public land half should be
appropriated to the service of the Gods, half to defray the common
meals. Of the private land, half should be near the border and
half near the city. Where there is not this arrangement, those at
a distance who are not immediately affected will be too eager to
strike, while those who are on the border will be ready to purchase
peace at any price. The cultivators should be slaves of an inferior
sort, and not all of the same race; or they should be perioeci of
foreign race and of a like inferior nature. Some of them should
be employed on private lands, the remainder on the property of
the state. Slaves should be well treated, and should be encouraged
by the hope of freedom. But I shall return to this subject [a
promise unfulfilled] at some other time. :

Nothing is less like Aristotle’s political ideal than a state in
which all men are free and equal. On the contrary, he is quite
satisfied that the land should belong to a ruling and be tilled by a
subject class. He would keep the rulers thoroughly united among
themselves, and weaken the subjects by dispersing them. So
far is he from approving entirely of the pure democracy which
he elsewhere describes. He accuses Plato of indistinctness
in his account of the lower classes; but is he much clearer
himself? What he says hardly amounts to more than this, that
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the poorer classes should be treated humanely by the rich, and
that whatever political privileges they may possess, they should be
deprived as far as possible of the opportunity of exercising them.
The ancient institution of caste is regarded by him as the natural
beginning of society. Syssitia ‘should always exist in a well-
ordered state. He is going to explain his reasons for taking this
view, but, as in many other passages, the intention is no sooner
formed than it seems to be forgotten.

In what follows we are interested to observe the external con-
ditions which he requires in the state. First, good air and good
water; for these are the elements which we use oftenest, and on
which our health is most dependent. The principles of sanitation
have never been stated more clearly or concisely. The separation
of drinking water from water used for other purposes is an ingenious
idea which has been adopted in some modern cities. The walls
and buildings of the state illustrate the military character of Greek
society. The priests have a feeble place among the other classes.
As in Plato (Laws, vi. 760), they are to be aged citizens who are
no longer useful in war or politics. Man when he has done his duty
and is passing out of life is transferred to the service of the Gods.

The city should be open to the sea and to the country. With a
view to health, 1) it should be exposed to the east and sheltered
from the north : 2) there should be a good natural supply of water:
3) the situation should be convenient for political, and 4) for
military purposes. The supply of water and air is most important,
for these are the elements which we use most. In wise states, if
the supply is insufficient, a distinction is made between drinking
water and water used for other purposes; and in addition to the
natural springs and fountains, reservoirs are established to collect
the rain.

Different positions are suited to different forms of government,—
an acropolis to a king or oligarchy, a plain to a democracy, many
strongholds to an aristocracy. The houses should be built upon a
regular plan; but a part also in the old irregular fashion, that
beauty and safety may be combined. The city should be fortified ;
the notion [of Plato] that walls had better be left to slumber in the
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ground is an antiquated fancy; they should be made as strong as
possible, especially now that siege engines have been brought to
such perfection. To have no fortifications would be as foolish as
to level the heights of a country, or to leave a house unwalled lest
the inmates should become cowards. The walls of a city should
be ornamental as well as useful, and they should be adapted to
resist the latest improvements in war. ‘St vis pacem, para bellum.’

There should be guard-houses in the walls, and as the citizens o. 18.
are to be distributed at common meals, common tables for the
guards should be set up in them. The temples and government .
buildings should occupy a site towering over the city, as becomes
the abode of virtue. Near this spot let there be an agora for
freemen, from which all trade should be scrupulously excluded.
There the gymnastic exercises of the elder men may be performed
in the presence of some of the magistrates, while others superintend
the exercises of the youth in another place. There must also be a
traders’ agora in some other spot—this should be easily accessible
both by land and sea. The magistrates who deal with contracts
and have the care of the city and the agora should be established
near the agora. Nor must the priests be forgotten; public tables
will be provided for them in their proper place near the temples.

A similar order should prevail in the country. There too the
magistrates must have guard-houses and common tables; and
temples dedicated to gods and heroes will be scattered throughout
the land.

Enough of details. The well-being of the state, like all other §.13.
well-being, consists first in the choice of a right end and aim of ‘
action ; secondly, of the right means. In life, as in the arts, a man
may mistake or fail to attain either or both. The physician may
not always understand the nature of health, or he may use the
wrong means for the restoration of it. All men desire happiness,
but many, through some accident or defect of nature or of circum-
stances, fail to attain it; for even the highest virtue has need of
some portion, however small, of external goods. And as we are
enquiring into the best government of a state, and since the
happiest state is that which is best governed, we must enquire
into the nature of happiness. As we ventured to say in the

12



cxxxii ARISTOTLE’S POLITICS.

Ethics, happiness is the perfect exercise of virtue; and this not
conditional but absolute. I use the term ‘conditional’ to express
that which is necessary, like punishments and chastisements, which
are lesser evils and therefore relative goods. But actions which
aim at honour and advantage are the foundation and creation of
good. A good man will make the best use of poverty and disease,
but he can only be happy when he has health and wealth. [In like

. manner the good state will be patient of adversity, but can only

c. 14.

attain happiness when blessed with favourable conditions.] The
absolute good is the true good, but by a confusion of ideas we are
apt to argue that the external conditions are.the end, which is just
as if we were to say that a musical performance is due to the
instrument and not to the skill of the performer. The goods of
fortune are often matters of chance,—we can only pray for them;
but the virtue and goodness of a state are the result of knowledge
and purpose. A city is virtuous when all the citizens are virtuous;
and therefore we must enquire how' they may become such.

There are three elements of virtue—nature, habit, reason.. Every
one must be born a man, and he must have a certain character or
habit. The animals lead a life of nature, and they are also in-
fluenced by habit. But man, and man only, has reason in addition
to nature. And these three, nature, habit, reason, must be in
accord ; and reason should control both nature and habit.

But there still remains a question which has not been fi
answered: Should rulers and ruled be always the same, or are th
to interchange? And upon the answer to this question the educa-
tion of the citizens will depend. If there were men as clearly
superior to their fellows in body and mind as the Gods are to men,
there could be no doubt; the one class would always rule and the
other obey. But since there is no such marked superiority, it is
just that the citizens should rule and be ruled in turn. [We note’
that the words ‘ruling and being ruled in turns’ are here used
to describe not, as elsewhere, a constitutional but an aristocratical
government, like the Republic of Plato.] In regard to education,
Nature herself has made a difference, for she distinguishes between
old and young, and has appointed the one to rule, the other to be
ruled. The rulers and the ruled are the same, yet also different ;
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and therefore their education, although the same, will differ in
some respects. Those who are ruled, by obeying learn to rule;
[how or what the rulers learn is not said, unless the meaning is,
that they learn by experience]. There is a just and an unjust
rule ; the former for the sake of the ruled, to which the citizen
may honourably submit; the latter tyrannical, existing for the
good of the rulers only. Under a rule which is just and gentle
many apparently menial duties may be honourably performed by
the younger citizens.

The virtue of the citizen and of the ruler is the same with that
of the good man, and the legislator has to consider how his
citizens may become good. Now the soul of man has two
parts, one, the rational, having reason in itself, the other,
not having, but obeying reason. And he is good who has
the virtues of both; yet clearly the virtues of the part which
has reason are the superior, and the end is more likely to be
found in them, the higher in the higher. The reason too is sub-
divided into the practical and the speculative; and the actions of
the speculative, which is the superior part, are higher and better
than those of the inferior. And the whole of life is divided into two
parts, business and leisure, war and peace, and actions are divided
into those which are useful and hscessary, and those which are
honourable. And in all, the useful is for the sake of the honour-
able, the lower of the higher. These are the principles in which
the statesman should train his citizens. Yet even the best law-
givers have framed their laws only with a view to ‘what is gainful
and profitable. The Lacedaemonian constitution, although greatly
eulogized, aims at nothing higher than war and conquest, which
is deemed happiness. But surely the Lacedaemonians are not
a happy people now that their empire has passed away; they
continue in the observance of the old laws, but the better part
of life has departed from them. And the desire of dominion
in nations is really a crime of the same sort as the usurpation
of power in individuals. The law-giver should implant in his
citizens the love of the best; for the same things are best both for
individuals and states. Men should not study war for the sake of
enslaving others, but they should provide against their own enslave-
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ment ; they should rule for the good of the governed, and they
should rule over none but those who are by nature slaves. Military
states are safe only in time of war; they fall asunder in peace.

Leaving the external conditions of the state, Aristotle now pro-
ceeds to consider the higher aspects of it. The same moderate
principle which he had already enunciated in the Nicomachean
Ethics, namely that happiness is not altogether separable from
external goods, is here repeated, though less clearly and with
a certain degree of confusion. The state must have a fair share
of materia} prosperity, and there may be conditions under which the
life of a society, like that of an individual, becomes no longer en-
durable. But although the state is not absolutely independent of
external circumstances, the higher principle of politics is virtue,
which is given by reason working through education.

After what has been told us in Chap. x., that there is a distinc-
tion between the owners and cultivators of land, we are surprised
to find that all, whether rulers or subjects, are to have their share
of governing. The cultivators, then, would seem to be a class
inferior to the subjects. The censure passed on Hippodamus
may be retorted,—Surely there is a great deal of confusion in
all this.

Aristotle and Plato were well aware that the Spartans and the
Hellenic world generally had exalted too much the military ideal.
They saw that the virtues of war could not be separated from the
virtues of peace. But they were equally strenuous in maintaining
that an individual or a state must be able to defend themselves.
Courage founded upon animal spirit was held by them to be the
safeguard of every virtue. But they had not attained to the dis-
tinction of physical and moral courage ; nor had they determined
the relation of the reason to the desires. They had not yet made
a study of the virtues, but had only taken them in the rough,
without clearly distingui¢hing them. Their analysis was imper-
fect and often accidental, derived as much from the associations
of a word as from the observation of facts. Nor are we ourselves
aware how much in all mental investigations we are under the
influence of language and of crude ideas inherited from the ancients.
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It may be observed that Aristotle in the latter part of this Book <

is describing, not a democracy or a timocracy, but an aristocracy
in which the relation of classes is the same, or nearly the same, as
in the Republic of Plato. He has told us that democracy is ‘a
necessity, not a good;’ he is here speaking of the good, not of
the necessity ;—of the state which is based, not on numbers, but
on virtue, ‘and provided with a fair share of external goods.” His
old formula of ¢ ruling and being ruled in turn’ he still retains, but
in a different sense ; the alternation is not the artificial interchange
of citizens of the same age, but the natural division of them into
old and young. The injustice of one class ruling and the other
being ruled is supposed to be remedied by the class which is
governed looking forward to being governors; they are willing
to wait until their turn comes. This is called ‘justice according

How such an arrangement is possible in a great city or how the

A—

to proportion;’ all the old are to rule, all the young are to obey. ‘

education of the old and young differs is not explained.

( The city should possess the virtues of peace as well as of war, o. 15.
of

leisure as well as of business. Her citizens should be temperate,
brave, just,—qualities which are especially needed by the rich and
well-to-do. The dwellers in the Islands of the Blest, if such there
be, will above all men need philosophy and temperance and justice.
War is compulsory, but in peace a man is his own master. It is
therefore pe&uliarly disgraceful to him not to be able to use aright
the goods of life in time of peace.

We have already determined that nature and habit and reason
are required in man; but we have not said whether early training
should be that of reason or of habit. The training must not be of
one only, but of both; for the two must accord; and will then
form the best of harmonies. Either reason or habit may be mis-
taken, and fail to attain the ideal of life. Now every end has a
beginning in some former end. But reason and mind are the final
end towards which human nature strives {tRey have their beginning
in habit and nature], and to this education should be directed.
The care of the body should precede that of the soul; and the
training of the appetitive part should follow, but always the body
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for the sake of .the soul; the appetites, of the reason; the lower,
for the sake of the higher.

o.16, It will be the first care of the legislator that the population are

/m'ong and healthy; and therefore he will begin by regulating the
marriages of his citizens. He must provide r) that the time of
reproduction in men and women should correspond; 2) that the
parents should be of suitable ages relatively to the children when
they grow up; 3) that the frames of the children should from
their birth be moulded to his will. The parents should marry at the
right time, that is to say, the men at 3%, and the women at 18.
For since the limit of generation in men is J0 and in women
50, they will then marry in their prime; and the children will
succeed them at a suitable age. When persons are married too
young, their children are apt to be small or ill-developed; in
childbirth the younger women suffer more, and more of them die;
such early unions are apt to make them wanton, and in men the
bodily frame is stunted. Marriages should take place in winter,
and, if the- natural philosophers are right, during the prevalence of a
north rather than of a south wind. The constitution of both parents
should be strong and inured to labour, not the temperament of an
athlete any more than of a valetudinarian, but in a mean between
them. Women who are pregnant should take exercise and have a
nourishing diet ; their minds should be at ease, for children derive
their nature from their parents. Deformed offspring should not
be reared; and if there are too many children, abortion must be
procured,—a practice which is not criminal if life has not yet begun
in the embryo. The parents should not continue procreation too
long: it should cease when the fathers have reached the age of
5o or 55. For the children of the very old, like the children of the
very young, are weakly both in body and mind.

Adultery should be deemed disgraceful, and if it occur during
the time of cohabitation, should be punished with loss of privi-
leges.

0.17. Young children should be fed on milk,—the less wine the better.
Motion of every kind is good for them; in some countries me-
chanical appliances are used to straighten their limbs. They should
be accustomed to bear cold from the first. The cries of a child
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should not be restrained, for they have an excellent physical effect.
Up to five years the children must learn nothing, but only play;
and their games should be miniature representations of after-life.
They should not be left too much with slaves, and should not be
allowed to hear improper stories. Indeed, all indecency of speech
must be banished from the city; for shameful words are the parents
of shameful actions. A freeman who says or does anything un-
seemly shall be beaten if he is young; or if he be an older person,
he shall lose the privileges of a citizen.

All indecent statues and pictures must be prohibited, except
in the temples of certain Gods; and the young must not go
to the theatre until they are old enough to take their place at the
common meals. Children while they are growing up should only
see what is good; for their first impressions colour their whole
life. What men hear first at the theatre, or anywhere else, has the
greatest effect upon them. And therefore youth should be strangers
to vice in every form. ,

The poets who divide the ages of men by sevens are not always
right; we had better adhere to the distinctions which nature
makes, and divide education into two periods of equal or unequal
length, from seven to the age of puberty, and onwards to the
age of 21.

The precepts about early education are chiefly taken from Plato.
Yet we observe that there is no acknowledgment of the source
from which they come. Plato is only mentioned to be censured,
when he has first been misinterpreted.  We are surprised to find
how high a place in the state is assigned to education both by Plato
and Aristotle; whereas in modern treatises on politics it is generally
banished as being part of another subject, or a subject in itself.
At their birth, and even before their birth, the children of the state
are to be the special care of the legislator, and their whole life is to
be regulated by him. This idea is deeply impressed upon ancient
political philosophy. And though, as Aristotle truly says, he has
treated this subject in a very cursory manner, and never fulfills the
promise that he will elsewhere return to it, yet, following closely
in the footsteps of Plato, he has discussed it with a breadth of
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view scarcely to be found in modern writers. He sees that
the body must come before the soul, because in the first years of
life the child is the creature of bodily impressions; yet all for the
sake of the soul, which gradually takes possession of the bodily
frame. There is a mystic tie by which they are linked together,
and by which the human reason is connected with the divine.

Very little in this short tractate upon education can be deemed
original. The greater part is to be found in the Laws and the
Republic. And the claim to originality might be further diminished
if we had more of the contemporary literature.

There i8 no break or division between the Seventh and Eighth
Books. A very imperfect notion of the subject which they profess to
treat is given in them. The education of after-life, whether political
or speculative, seems never to have been seriofxsly considered by
Aristotle. Of mathematics and of literature he says little or nothing.
His main ideas about education are that it should be public or
national, and adapted to the constitution of the state,—an education
which, as far as we know, existed nowhere in Hellas except at
Sparta, and there only in an imperfect form. In other respects he
does not depart from the ordinary type of Greek education.

Tae Eighth Book contains a very imperfect sketch of education,
in which a few fragmentary though sagacious remarks on training
and gymnastics, and a more elaborate discussion of the place of music
in the studies of youth, are introduced. It has been sometimes said
that Aristotle could never have intended these few remarks to be
his whole account of education which had already been treated of
by Plato in a fuller and more perfect form, and therefore that
he must be supposed to have left that part of the treatise un-
finished. The same remark applies to other writings of Aristotle,
notably to the Poetics. Has Aristotle no more than this to tell us
about poetry ?—is the reflection which naturally arises in the mind
of the modern reader. But the comparison of these two examples,
to which many others might be added, makes us hesitate in apply-
ing this favourite commonplace of an ‘unfinished work,’ and we
are led to think that what appears to us a meagre and imperfect
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treatment of a subject may have worn a different appearance

in the age of Aristotle.

To plan out a treatise so that every

part should th ther part was a rare
achievement in At any rate we may
remark that tb the last book of the
Politics, whethe fect or imperfect, have
exercised a vast writers. The truth is
that unity or c« ality which an ancient
writer attained, aterials, and also from
the meagreness zs of philosophy. His
conceptions wel force of them was not
yet completely : ric; and when rhetorice
became the fon ginality disappeared.

BOOK VIIL

Education should be national and should be liberal: two chief
branches of i, music and gymnasiic : how lessure should be em-
Ployed : the effects of music and the mode of studying it: the lower
and the higher kinds.

Every one will admit that education is the chief business of o.1.
the legislator; and that he has to adapt his citizens to the form of
government under which-they live. They must be all trained
in virtue; and the training should not be individual or private, but

/ 1ublic and the same for all. No one of the Qﬁzens belongs
to himself; each of them is a part of the state, and the care of
each part is inseparable from the care of the whole. '

That education should be an affair of state is denied by noe. 8.
one; but mankind are not equally agreed about the things
to be taught :—should education be intellectual or moral? should
the useful in life, or should virtue, or should knowledge of the
higher sort be our aim? Neither are they any more agreed
about the means [as indeed might be expected when they differ
80 widely about the ends]. Some useful things should be taught,
but not those vulgar arts which deform the body, nor yet those
paid occupations which absorb and degrade the mind. Even the
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liberal arts should only be carried to a certain extent. " The object
too makes a difference; a man will perform a menial office for
himself or his friends which he would not do for other people (cp.
vii. 14, § 7).

Education is commonly divided into four branches, 1) reading
and writing, 2) gymnastic exercises, 3) music, to which some add
a fourth, 4) drawing. Reading, writing, drawing, all have some
practical purpose, and gymnastics are said to impart courage.
Music is cultivated in our own day chiefly for the sake of pleasure,
but was formerly included in education, and rightly. Nature
demands that we should both work well and use leisure well,
and leisure is better than work. But we ought not to be idle;
and the question arises—* How shall we employ our leisure? ' Not
in mere amusement, clearly. Yet he who works hard must have
relaxation. Therefore we should at suitable times introduce
amusements, and they should be the medicines of the soul by
which we obtain rest. This kind of relaxation varies according
to the habits of individuals; the pleasure of the best man is the
best and springs from the best. It is clear, then, that there’
are branches of study which add to the enjoyment of leisure,
and these are to be valued for their own sake. And music
was admitted by our fathers into education, not, like reading and
writing, on the ground either of necessity or utility, but with a
view to intellectual enjoyment in leisure. The practical branches
of education, such as drawing, reading, and writing, ought not to
be neglected, but they should be studied with 'a higher purpose;
for example, drawing may give the learners a sense of beauty.
To be always seeking after the useful does not become free
and exalted minds.

The atmosphere of perplexity and controversy which envelopes
Aristotle’s other writings upon Ethics and Politics and is charac-
teristic of his age and school, also surrounds his discussion of
education. He cannot advance a step without stumbling upon
a dispute. Is education to be moral or intellectual, useful or
noble? Is the received education the best, or are we to seek for
a more excellent way? How are leisure and work related to each
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other ? No distinct answer is given to these questions, which
are almost immediately superseded by other questions. We are
still in the stage of enquiry, and have not attained to order and
light. We gather as the final result that education must be noble
as well as useful, and that these two are not absolutely divided ;
for things which are useful may be .taught in a spirit which
ennobles them.

The education of the body should precede that of the mind, and o. 4.
therefore young boys must begin with the trainer and wrestling-
master. [Here Aristotle diverges from Plato, who thinks that the
mind must be trained before the body.] But we should avoid the
error of the Lacedaemonians, who brutalize their children by
laborious exercises, thinking to make them courageous. They
forget that education is not directed to any single end, and that
true courage is always associated with a gentle and noble
character. Their system has been a complete failure. There
was a time when the Lacedaemonians were the first people in
Hellas; and this pre-eminence they won by their superior training,
but now that others train, they are beaten both in war and in
gymnastics. They must be judged from what they are, not from
what they have been. That the young should be trained in light
exercises is a principle generally admitted, but they should not be
overtasked. The evil of too much early training is proved by the
example of the Olympic victors, who have rarely gained the prize
both as men and boys. When boyhood is over, three years should
be spent in other studies; the period of life which follows may
then be devoted to hard exercises and strict regimen. Care should
be taken not to work mind and body at the same time.

There are many striking observations scattered up and down in
the Eighth Book. What can be better than the remark that to be
always seeking after the useful does not become free and exalted
souls? Or that in education habit must go before reason and
the body before the mind? Or the idea of noble dangers, and a
courage to be associated with a gentle and lion-like temper? Or
the acute remark that the evil of excessive training in early life is
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proved by the example of the Olympic victors, for not more than
two or three of them have gained a prize both as boys and men ?
Or the common-sense rule that men ought not to labour at the
same time with their minds and with their bodies ?

Music is commonly supposed to be learnt either for amuse-
ment, or for the training of the mind and character, or for intellec-
tual enjoyment in leisure. But learning is a serious business, and
therefore music cannot be taught to youth simply as an amuse-
ment, and the intellectual employment of leisure is only suitable to
full-grown men. It may be asked why in any case should we
learn to play and sing ourselves when we can hear professional
musicians who sing and play far better? Like the Lacedaemonians,
we may be good judges of music and yet-not performers. Zeus does
not play or sing to the Gods; and no gentleman would play or
sing [in public] unless he were intoxicated.

Not to enlarge further on this controversy, we will consider the
other question: Is music an amusement, or an instrument of
training, or an intellectual enjoyment? All men agree that music
is a solace and refreshment; a noble pleasure which they may
enjoy when, engaged in some high pursuit, they would rest by the
way. And with a view to relaxation, as well .as to some further
good, the young should be trained in it. Yet it may also happen
that the means _may be converted into an end, because the end
contains an element. of pleasure, and so the lower takes the place of
the higher. Now music is both a solace and a recreation. And who
can say that, having this use, it may not also have a higher one?
For it enters into and forms the soul; virtue and vice are represented
by melody and rhythm, and the feeling aroused by the imitation is
not far removed from the same feeling about realities. No other
sensations are expressive of character equally with those of hearing,
although objects of‘sight, such as paintings and statues, exercise in
a lesser degree the same power. Each of- the modes affects
the soul in a peculiar way; the Mixolydian makes men sad
and grave,—the relaxed harmonies slacken and weaken, the Dorian
compose and strengthen, the mind,; the Phrygian mode inspires
passion. Rhythms, too, have a character, some of rest, others of
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motion; and of the latter some have a more vulgar, others a nobler,
movement. Seeing the great power of music, we cannot afford to
neglect the use of it in education. It is suited to the time
of youth; we have in us an affinity to harmonies and rhythms
which makes some philosophers say that the soul is, or contains,
barmony.

But the question has not yet been determined 1) whether youth o. 6.
should be taught to sing and play themselves or not? Clearly
their characters will be more influenced if they can play them-
selves ; they will be better judges of music, and while they are
growing up, music will be to them what the rattle is to very young
children, and will keep them out of mischief. But they must not
continue the study too far into life.” A gentleman should not aim
at acquiring the marvellous execution of.the professor of music.
But he should know enough to feel delight in simple and noble
rhythms.

Musical instruments should be simple and adapted to a simple
style of music. The flute and the harp must be rejected. The
flute requires too much, skill, and has not a good moral effect ;
it is too exciting; it also prevents the use of the voice, and is
therefore an impediment to education. The ancients were right
in forbidding it, although about the time of the Persian War, when
a great educational movement arose in Hellas, the flute came into
fashion. But soon a reaction took place, and the flute, together
with various oddly-shaped, old-fashioned instruments, was again
banished. There is truth in the old myth which tells how Athene,
after inventing the flute, threw it away, not approving of an instru-
ment which distorted the features. That was a pleasing fancy of
ancient. mythology. But with still more reason may the wise
goddess be supposed to have rejected it because it contributed
nothing to the mind.

. Professional music, then,—that-is to say, the music which is

performed in contests and is adapted to the taste of the audience,
who are vulgar themselves and valgarize the performers,—is unsuited
to education, and should therefore be prohibited by us.

Lastly, we have to consider what melodies and rhythms shall be o. 7.
employed in education. Melodies have been divided into ethical
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melodies, melodies of action, and inspiring melodies. Accepting
-these divisions, we further maintain that music should be studied
with three objects,—1) education, 2) purification (of which we
will explain the meaning when we treat of poetry), 3) intellectual
enjoyment. And in education ethical melodies are to be preferred,
but we may listen to the others. For men are variously affected by
pity, fear, enthusiasm, and the various melodies cosresponding to
these feelings lighten and deliver the soul. The freeman will
desire to hear the nobler sort of melodies at the theatre, but for
the amusement of artisans and slaves the lower kinds may be also
admitted. Plato in the Republic wishes to retain only the Dorian
and Phrygian modes, although he rejects the flute, which is to other
musical instruments what the Phrygian is to other modes. He is
-wrong in retaining the Phrygian, which is exciting and emotional ;
he is equally wrong in excluding the Lydian, which is better
adapted to old men and to children of tender years than the
severer melodies; and he is inconsistent with himself in keeping
the Phrygian mode when he rejects the flute. The Dorian is grave
and manly, and therefore especially suited to education. Two
principles should be always kept in view, What is possible and
What is becoming; yet even these are relative to age, the relaxed
song of the old will naturally differ from the severer strain of youth.
These two principles, to which may be added a third, viz. the
mean, lie at the foundation of education.

One of the Aristotelian ideas which we have a difficulty in trans-
lating into English words and modes of thought is oxoAj or 3 é&
oxohj durywyi. To us leisure means hardly more than the absence
of occupation, the necessary alternation of play with work. By
the Greek, oxoh) was regarded as the condition of a gentleman.
In Aristotle the notion is still further idealized, for he seems to
regard it as an internal state in which the intellect, free from the
cares of practical life, energizes or reposes in the consciousness of
truth. To such an elevation of the soul, music, in which the mind
through the ear receives the mathematical proportions of harmony
and rhythm, lends the greatest aid. Some old Pythagorean feeling,
.exaggerated by fancy and tradition, enters into all this ; but we also
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know by experience how, when listening to the tones of the organ,
strange but undefined thoughts arise in our minds,—we feel better
than ourselves, and are caught up into a sort of heaven,—and we
know also that those who have learnt in their youth to play on an
instrument are much better able to realize the power of music than
the uninstructed listener, who nevertheless, like the Lacedaemonians,
may not be-a-bad judge of the style of music. We agree with
Aristotle that marvels of execution may very well be dispensed
with, if simple and noble rhythms are retained. The ancient Greek
music was devoid of harmony in the modern sense, but the beauty
of music, as of poetry, lies not only in subtle adjustments of notes
or words, but much more in simplicity, in purity, in swectness.
There was a nearer connexion between poetry and music than
among ourselves; for the metre of the words coincided with the
time of the music. The instrument was secondary, not primary;
the human voice was the dominant or prevailing tone in the per-
formance. The choric lays of Aschylus or Sophocles were heard
above the Dorian and Phrygian modes which kept measure with
them. There was' some combination of mind and sense, some
sweet influence falling melodiously on the ear, and *finding a way
to the inner place of the soul’ (Plato), which we fail to conceive.
And since Greek music can no longer be performed, ‘married to
immortal verse,’ with its accompaniments of dance and song, and
the modes of it are unfamiliar to us and not ennobled by national
and religious associations, we shall always continue to think that
the language of the Greeks about music is exaggerated and
unreal.
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o4 EVERY state is a community of some kind, and every | S

1:52a, community is established with a view to some good ; for The state
mankind always act in order to obtain that which they h,;f.ﬁsihe '
think goodz But, if all communities aim at some good, S¥mmuny -
the state or political community, which is the highest of ::gaw
all, and which embraces all the rest, aims, and in a
greater degree than any other, at'the highest good.

2 Now there is an erroneous opinion * that a statesman, Plato
king, householder, and_master are the same, and that Eﬁ,&e
"they differ, not in kind, but only in the number of their Do,
subjects. For example, the ruler over a few is called p;}’wa;‘d
a master; over more, the manager of a household ; ové (e asa
a still larger number, a statesman or king, as if there were o,,;,.of
no difference between a great household and a qu.lll degree.
state. The distinction whlch is made between the king
and the statesman is as fol_lows : When the govérnment
is personal, the ruler is a king; when, according to the
principles of the political science, the citizens rule and:
are ruled in turn, then he is called a statesman. '

3 But all this is a mistake; for governments differ 'in Butitis
kind, as will be evident to any one who considers the fed"d‘f'

matter according to the method® which has hitherto Xid =
guided, us. As in other departments of science, so in ifweresolve
politics, the compound should always be resolved into the intoits

simple elements or least parts of the whole. We must ements.

/= Cp. Plato Politicus, 258 E foll. b Cp.c8§r1
VOL. 1. B
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' LOGICAL AAALVSIS OF THE STATE,

I. 1. therefore look at the elements of which the state is come~
posed, in order that we may see *in what they differ
from one another, and whether any scientific distinction
can be drawn between the different kinds of rule®,

2. He who thus considers things in their first growth and
.- origin, whether a state or anything else, will obtain the

(1) Union clearest view of them. In the first place (1) there a
ofmaleand | ust be a union of those who cannot exist without each
other; for example, of male and female, that the race
may continue; and this is a union which is formed, not
of deliberate purpose, but because, in common with
other animals and with plants, mankind have a natural
desire to leave behind them an image of themselves.
(2) Ofruler And (2) there must be a union of natural ruler and
and subject. subject, that both may be preserved. "For he who can
foresee with his mind is by nature intended to be lord
and master, and he who can work with his body is a

subject, and by nature a slave; hence master and slave 3

have the same interest. Nature, however, has distin-12520p.

guished between the female and the slave. For she is
not niggardly, like the smith who fashions the Delphian
» knife for many uses; she makes each thing for a single
.Xse, and every instrument is best made when intended for

ne and not for many uses. But amon} barbarians no dis- 4
tiv\::‘tion is made between women and slaves, because there
o natural ruler among them : they are a community
of silaves, male and female. Wherefore the poets say,—

It is meet that Hellenes should rule over barbarians? ;’

as if they thought that the barbarian and the slave were
by nature one. ’
Thefamily Qut of these two relationships between man and g

the first . .
staegeof woman, master and slave, the family first arises, and

socety-  Hesiod is right when he says,— _
‘First house and wife and an ox for the plough¢,
_ ® Or, with Bernays, ‘how the different kinds of rule differ from
one another, and generally whether any. scientific result can be at-
m tained about each one of them. -
%\ b Eurip. Iphig, in Aulid. 1400. ° Op. et Di. 408,
N
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. GROWTH OF THE STATE. 3

for the ox is'the poor man’s slave. The family is the
association established by nature for the supply of men’s
every day wants, and the members of it are called by
Charondas ¢ companions of the cupboard’ [éuosinéovs];
and by Epimenides the Cretan, ‘*companions -of the
manger®’ [époxdmovs]. But when several families are
united, and the association aims at something more than
the supply of daily needs, then comes into existence the
6 village. And the most natural form of the village
appears to be that of a colony from the family, com-
posed of the children and grandchildren, who are said to
be ‘suckled with the same milk.’ And this is the reason
why Hellenic states were originally governed by kings ;
because the Hellenes were under royal rule before they

came together, as the barbarians still are. Every family '

is ruled by the eldest, and therefore in the colonies of
the family the kingly form of government prevailed

7 because they were of the same blood. As Homer says
[of the Cyclopes]:—

*Each one %gives law to his children and to his wivesb.
For they lived dispersedly, as was the manner in ancient
times. Wherefore men say that the Gods have a king,
because they themselves either are or were in ancient
times under the rule of a king. For they imagine, not
only the forms of the Gods, but their ways of life to be
like their own.

The village
he next.

8 When several villages are united in a single commu- Thecity -

nity, perfect and large enough to be nearly or quite self-

or state the
third and

sufficing, the state comes into existenge, originating in highest.

the bare néeds of life, and continuing in ‘existence for the
sake of a good life. And therefore, if the earlier forms
of society are natural, so is the state, for it is the end of
them, and the [completed] nature is the end. For what
each thing is when fully developed, we call its nature,
‘whether we are speaking of a man, a horse, or a family.

& QOr, reading with the ‘old translator (William of Moerbek) duo-
xérvous, ‘ companions of the hearth.
b Od. ix. 114, quoted by Plato Laws, iii. 680,and in N. Eth.x.9.§ 13.
2
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4 MAN A POLITICAL ANIMAL.

I. 2. Besides, the final cause and end of a thing is the best, 9
and to be self-suﬂ‘icing is the end and the best. 12533
The state Hence it is evident that the state is a creation of nature,
X and that ‘man is by nature a political animal. And he \
. + “who by nature and not by mere accident is without a
‘state, is either above humanity, or below it ; he is the
¢ Tribeless, lawless, hearthless one,’
whom Homer® denounces—the outcast who is a lover of 10
war ; he may be compared to a bird which flies alone.
Man, hav- Now the reason why man is more of a political

ing the gift _ . . . .
of speed ® animal than bees or any other gregarious animals is

and the

sense of  cvident. Nature, as we often say, makes nothing in

25(‘;:‘ ;"}‘: vain® and man is the only animal whom she has en-
by nature dowed with the gift of speech®. And whereas mere 11
:,,I:,l;t]'w sound is but an indication of pleasure or pain, and is
therefore found in other animals (for their nature attains
to the perception of pleasure and pain and the intimation
of them to one another, and no further), the power of
speech is intended to set forth the expedient and inex-
pedient, and likewise the just and the unjust. And itisa 12
characteristic of man that he alone has any sense of good
and evil, of just and unjust, t, and t‘ﬁe"assocmtlon of living.
beings who have this sense makes a famlly and a state..
The whole ~ Thus the state is by nature clearly prior to the family
1?.2’;23”{ and to the individual, since the whole is of necessity 13
the ?:;;;“ prior to the part; for example, if the whole body be
:?‘fu'a'l'f‘" " destroyed, there will be no foot or hand, except in an
equivocal sense, as we might speak of a stone hand ; for
when destroyed the hand will be no better. But things
are defined by their working and power ; and we 'ought
not to say that they are the same when they ate no longer
the same, but only that they have the same name. The 14
/ proof that the state is a creation of nature and pnor to_
" the individual is that the individual, when isolated, is not
self-sufficing ; and therefore he is like a part in relation
to the whole. But he who is unable to live in society, or

who has no need because he is sufficient for himself, must
* Il ix. 63. b Cp.c. 8. § 12, ° Cp. vil, 13. §12.



" THE PARTS OF THE HOUSEHOLD., 5

15 be either a beast or a god: he is no part of a state. A
social instinct is implanted in all men by nature, and
yet he who first founded the state was the greatest of

‘benefactors. waullﬁ—a-mﬁgqeijs the best of

animals_but, when separated from_law and justice. he
16 gs—-fhe worst of all; since armed injustice is the more
dangerous, and he is equipped at birth with the arms of
intelligence and with moral qualities which he may use
for the worst ends. Wherefore, if he have not virtue, he
is the most unholy and the most savage of animals, and

I 2.

the most full of lust and gluttony But justice is the '

which is the determination of what is just®, is the prin-

ciple of order in political society. -
Seeing then that the state is made up of households,

before speaking of the -state, we must speak of the

3.

The family

or house-

1253b.> management of the household® The parts of the hold.

household are the persons who compose it, and a com-
plete household consists of slaves and freemen. Now
we should begin by examining everything in its least
elements; and the first and least parts of a family are
master and slave, husband and wife, fathgr and children.
e have therefore to consider what each of these three
3 relations is and ought to be:—I mean the relation of
master and servant, of husband and wife, and thirdly of
parent and child. [I say yapixij and rexvomoinrixy, there
being no words .for the two latter notions which ade-
3 quately represent them.] And there is another element
of a household, the so-called art of money-making, which,
according to some, is identical with household manage-
ment, according to others, a principal part of it; the
nature of this art will also have to be considered by us.

Its parts.

O

Loy, .

~ - .
/.-"

-Let us first speak of master and slave, looking to the Master

needs of practical life and also seeking to attain some

4 better theory of their relation than exists at present. For

E some are of opinion that the rule of a master is a science,
|
|

& Cp. N. Eth. v. 6. § 4.
b Reading with the MSS. oixoyopias.
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Property

includes in~

struments

lifeless and

living.

The slave
is a living

6 SLAVERY—NECESSARY.

and that the management of a household, and the master-

ship of slaves, and the political and royal rule, as.I was

saying at the outset®, are all the same. Others affirm

that the rule of a master over slaves is contrary to
. nature, and that the distinction between slave and free-
man exists by law only, and not by nature; and being
an interference with nature is therefore unjust.

Property is a part of the household, and therefore the
art of acquiring property is a part of the art of managing
the household ; for no man can live well, or indeed live
at all, unless he be provided with necessaries. And as
in the arts which have a definite sphere the workers
must have their own proper instruments for the accom-
plishment of their work, so it is in the management of
a household. Now, instruments are of various sorts;
some are living, others lifeless; in the rudder, the pilot
of a ship has a lifeless, in the look-out man, a living
instrument ; for in the arts the servant is a kind of in-
strument. Thus, too, a possession is an instrument for
maintaining life. And so, in the arrangement of the
family, a slave is a living possession, and property a
number of such instruments; and the servant is him-
self an instrument, which takes precedence of all other
instruments. For if every instrument could accom-

instrument, Plish its own work, obeying or anticipating the will of

——Here, however, another distinction must be drawn: the in- 4

N
i

others, like the statues of Daedalus, or the tripods
of Hephaestus, which, says the poet?,
‘of their own accord entered the assembly of the Gods;’

if, in like manner, the shuttle would weave and the plec-
“trum touch the lyre without a hand to guide them, chief
workmen would not want servants, nor masters slaves.

struments commonly so called are instruments of produc-
tion, whilst a possession is an instrument of action. " The
" shuttle, for example, is not only of use ; but something

® Plato in Pol. 258 E foll,, referred to already in c. 1. § 2.
b Hom. Il xviii. 376.

1254a.




SLAVERY—IS IT ALSO NATURAL? 7

’

else is made by it, whereas of a garment or of a bed I. 4.
there is only the use. Further, as production and action His
are different in kind, and both require instruments, the oS,
instruments which they employ must likewise differ in jfh‘tgg‘}:‘e to
s kind. But life is action and not production, and therefore ministers.
the slave is the minister of action [for he ministers to
his master’s life]. Again, a possession is spoken of as a
part is spoken of ; for the part is not only a part of
something else, but wholly belongs to it ; and this is also
true of a possession. The master is only the master
of the slave; he does not belong to him, whereas the
slave is not only the slave of his master, but wholly
6 belongs to him. Hence we see what is the nature and Whois the
office of a slave; he who is by nature not his own but f,a;f,g
another’s and yet a man, is by nature a slavé; and he
may be said to belong to another who, being a human
being, is also a possession. And a possession may be
efined as an instrument of action, separable from tly
possessor. :

But is there any one thus intended by nature tobea 5.
slave, and for whom such a condition is expedient and Is there
right, or rather is not all slavery a violation of nature ? 2::'3!: >

There is no difficulty in answering this question, on

agrounds both of reason and of fact. For that some
should rule, and others be ruled is a thing, not only K

“necessary, but expedient ; from the hour of their birth, s
some are marked out for subjection, others for rule.

And whereas there are many kinds both of rulers and
subjects, that rule is the better which is exercised over

~ better subjects—for example, to rule over men is better
3 than to rule over wild beasts. The work is better which
is executed by better workmen ; and where one rpan rules
and another is ruled, they may be said to have a work.
In all things which form a composite whole and which
are made up of parts, whether continuous or discrete, a
distinction between the ruling and the subject element
4 comes to light. Such a duality exists in living creatures,
but not in them only; it originates in the constitution of

—
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Everywhere
in nature
there is the
distinction
of higher
and lower,
of ruler and
ruled.

8 SLAVERY—FUSTIFIED.

the universe ; even in things which have no life, there is
a ruling principle, as *in musical harmony®. But we are
wandering from the subject. We will, therefore, restrict
ourselves to the living creature which, in the first place,
consists of soul and body : and of these two, the one is
by nature the ruler, and the other the subject. But then s
we must.look for the intentions of nature in things which
retain their nature, and not in things which are corrupted.
And therefore we must study the man who is in the
most perfect state both of body and soul, for in him we -
shall see the true relation of the two; although in bad
or corrupted natures the body will often appear to rule1254b.
over the soul, because they are in an evil and unnatural
condition. First then we may observe in living creatures 6
both a despotical and a constitutional rule ; or the soul
rules the body with a despotical rule, whereas the intel-
lect rules the appetites with a constitutional-and royal
rule.} And it is clear that the rule of the soul over the
body, and of the mind and the rational element over
the passionate is natural and expedient; whereas the
equality of the two or the rule of the inferior is always
hurtful. The same holds good of animals as well as of 7
men ; for tame animals have a better nature than wild,
and all tame animals are better off when they are ruled
by man ; for then they are preserved. ~Again, the male
is by nature superior, and the female inferior; and the

" one rules; and the other is ruled} this principle, of neces--

sity, extends to all mankind!, Where then there is such 8\
a difference as that between soul and body, or between
men and animals (as in the case of those whose business
is to use their body, and who can do nothing better),
the lower sort are by nature slaves, and it is better for
them as for all inferiors that they should be under the

'rule of a master. For he who can be, and therefore is g

another’s, and he who participates in reason enough to
apprehend, but not to have, reason, is a slave by nature.
Whereas the lower animals cannot even apprchend

® Or, ‘of harmony [in music].’

N\ |



10 Nature would like to distinguish between the bodies of

SLAVERY—BOTH SIDES OF THE QUESTION. ¢

reason ; they obey their instincts:. And indeed the use I 5.
made of slaves and of tame animals is not very different; "l':mby

for both with their bodies minister to the needs of life. pature and
freemen by
nature, but
freemen and slaves, making the one strong for servile thediffer-
labour, the other upright, and although useless for such :“m‘)’;
services, useful for political life in the arts both of war

and peace. But this does not hold universally: for

some slaves have the souls and others have the bodies of
freemen. And doubtless if men differed from one
another in the mere forms of their bodies as much as the

statues of the Gods do from men, all would acknowledge

that the inferior class should be slaves of the superior..

1t And if there is a difference in the body, how much more 4

in the soul ? but the beauty of the body is seen, whereas

1%55a. the beauty of the soul is not seen. It is clear, then, that

[

|
|

some men are by nature free, and others slaves, and that
for these latter slavery is both expedient and right.

But that those who take the opposite view have in a 6,
certain way right on their side, may be éasily seen. The view

thatslave
For the words slavery and slave are used in two senses. is contrary

There is a slave or slavery by law as well as by nature. (e
The law of which I speak is a sort of convention, ac-
cording to which whatever is taken in war is supposed to

1 belong to the victors. But this right many jurists im-

peach, as they would an orator who brought forward an

. unconstitutional measure: they detest the notion that,
' because one man has the power of doing violence and

is superior in brute strength, another shall be his slave
and subject. Even among philosophers there is a dif-

3 ference of opinion. The origin of the dispute, and the Might and
arguments cross, is as follows: Virtue, nbraa™™
ith_means, may be deemed to have the
domg vnolence and as superior power \‘
2re there is superior excellence of some
thought to imply virtue. But does_

4uxxwuupxy justice *—that is the questmm And

in order to make a distinction between them, some



10 SLAVERY—WHEN NATURAL, WHEN UNNATURAL.

that justice is nothing more than the rule of a superior.
If the two views are regarded as antagonistic and ex-
clusive [i.e. if the notion that justice is benevolence
excludes the idea of a just rule of a superior], the alterna-
tive [viz. that no one should rule over others*] has no
force or plausibility, because it implies that not even the
Slavery  superior in virtue ought to rule, or be master. Some, 5
‘;‘k?.,"}:f” clinging, as they think, to a principle of justice (for law
war. and custom are a sort of justice), assume that slavery in
war is justified by law, but they are not consistent. For
what if the cause of the war be unjust? No one would
ever say that he is a slave who'is unworthy to be a
slave. Were this the case, men of the highest rank
would be slaves and the children of slaves if they or
their parents chance to have been taken captive and
Greek and sold. Wherefore Hellenes do not like to call themselves 6
barbarian. slaves, but confine the term to barbarians. Yet, in
using this language, they really mean the natural slave
of whom we spoke at first; for it must be admitted
that some are slaves everywhere, others nowhere. The 7
same principle applies to nobility. Hellenes regard them-
selves as noble everywhere, and not only in their own
country, but they deem the barbarians noble only when
at home, thereby implying that there are two sorts of
nobility and freedom, the qne absolute, the other relative.
* The Helen of Theodectes says :—
¢ Who would presume to call me servant who am on both sides
sprung from the stem of the Gods ?’
What does this mean but that they distinguish freedom 8
and slavery, noble and humble birth, by the two prin-
ciples of good and evil? They think that as men and 1255b.
animals beget men and animals, so from good men a
good man springs. But this is what nature, though she
may intend it, cannot always accomplish.
We see then that there is some foundation for this g

H I. 6. assert that justice is benevolence: to which others reply

* Cp.§ 2
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THE RULE OF THE HOUSEHOLD. 11

46.

difference of opinion, and that all are not either slaves
by nature or freemen by nature, and also that there is
in some cases a marked distinction between the two
classes, rendering it expedient and right for the one to
be slaves and the others to be masters: the one practis-
ing obedience, the others exercising the authority which -

1o nature intended them to have. The abuse of this au-
thority is injurious to both; for the interests of part and
whole®, of body and soul, are the same, and the slave
is a part of the master, a living but separated part of
his bodily frame. Where the relation between them is
natural they are friends and have a common interest,
but where it rests merely on law and force the reverse
is true. —_

The previous remarks are quite enough to show that

the rule of a master is not a constitutional rule, and Themle of
therefore that all the different kinds of rule are not, as hoid i ot
some affirm, the same with each other®. For there is i‘hff;?,',“'
one rule exercised over subjects who are by nature free, tWo rather

? inferior
another over subjects who are by nature slaves. The sciences

rule of a household is a monarchy, for every house is cnteriatoit.
under one head : whereas constitutional rule is a govern-
2 ment of freemen and equals. The master is not called
a master because he has science, but because he is of a
certain character, and the same remark applies to the
slave and the freeman. Still there may be a science for
the master and a science for the slave. The science of (1) The
the slave would be such as the man of Syracuse taught, s e
who made money by instructing slaves in their ordinary
3duties. And such a knowledge may be carried further,
so as to include cookery and similar menial arts. For
some duties are of the more necessary, others of the
more honourable sort ; as the proverb says, ‘slave before -
4 slave, master before master.’” But all such branches of

knowledge are servile. There is likewise a science of g:};::

s Cp.c.4§s. )
b Plato Polit. 258 E foll., referred to already inc. 1. § 2.



12 PROPERTY— WHAT PLACE IN THE HOUSEHOLD.

I. 7. the master, which teaches the use of slaves; for the
m‘;;_ master as such is concerned, not with the acquisition, - '
but with the use of them. Yet this so-called science is ‘
not anything great or wonderful; for the master need
only know how to order that which the slave must know
how to execute. Hence those who are in a position 3
which places them above toil, have stewards who attend
to their households while they occupy themselves with
philosophy or with politics. But the art of acquiring
slaves, I mean of justly acquiring them, differs both
from the art of the master and the art of the slave, being
a species of hunting or war®. Enough of the distinction
between master and slave.

8. : Let us now inquire into property generally, and into 1256..
gxt:gma \the art of money-making, in accordance with our usual 3
thesrtof ' method [of resolving a whole into its parts®], for a slave
making. has been shown to be a part of property. The first
l‘;‘:’e‘; o question is whether the art of money-making is the same
theartof with the art of managing a household or a part of it, or
ahdx;&.m instrumental to it; and if the last, whether in the way
hold? that the art of making shuttles is instrumental to the

art of weaving, or in the way that the casting of bronze
is instrumental to the art of the statuary, for they are
not instrumental in the same way, but the one provides
tools and the other material ; and by material I mean the 2
substratum out of which any work is made; thus wool
is the material of the weaver, bronze of the statuary.
Now it is easy to see that the art of household manage-
ment is not identical with the art of money-making, \
for the one uses the material which the other provides.
And the art which uses household stores can be no other
than the art of household management. There is, how-
ever, a doubt whether the art of money-making is a part
of household management or a distinct art. [They
appear to be connected]; for the money-maker has to 3
consider whence money and property can be procured;

® Cp. vii. 14. § 21. ®Cp.c1.§3.




PROPERTY—RESTS ON A PHYSICAL BASIS. 13

but there are many sorts of property and wealth :—
there is husbandry and the care and provision of food
in general; are these parts of the money-making art

I 8.

4 or distinct arts? Again, there are many sorts of food W'hy men

and therefore there are many kinds of lives both o
animals and men; they must all have food, and the
differences in their food have made differences in their
s ways of life. For of beasts, some are gregarious, others
are solitary; they live in the way which is best adapted
to sustain them, accordingly as they are carnivorous or
herbivorous or omnivorous: and their habits are deter-
mined for them by nature in such a manner that they
may obtain with greater facility the food of their choice.
But, as different individuals have different tastes, the
same things are not naturally pleasant to all of them;
and therefore the lives of carnivorous or herbivorous
6 animals further differ among themselves. In the lives

lead differ-
t kinds
lives.

of men too there is a great difference. The laziest are Nomadic

shepherds, who lead an idle life, and get their sub-
sistence without trouble from tame animals; their flocks
having to wander from place to place in search of pas-
ture, they are compelled to follow them, cultivating a

life,

7 sort of hvmg farm. Others support themselves by hunt- Hunting.

ing, which is of different kinds. Some, for example, are
pirates, others, who dwell near lakes or marshes or rivers
or a4 sea in which there are fish, are fishermen, and

others live by the pursuit of birds or wild beasts. The Agriculture,

greater number obtain a living from the fruits of the
8soil. Such are the modes of subsistence which prevail
among those *whose industry is employed immediately
upon the products of nature® and whose food is not
1266b.acquired by exchange and retail trade—there is the
shepherd, the husbandman, the pirate, the fisherman, the
hunter. Some gain a comfortable maintenance out of

two employments, eking out the deficiencies of one of
them by another: thus the life of a shepherd may be

8 Or, ‘whose labour is personal.’
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14 PROPERTY—NATURAL ACQUISITION.,

combined with that of a brigand, the life of a farmer
with that of a hunter. Other modes of life are similarly
combined in any way which the needs of men may re-
quire. .Property, in the sense of a bare livelihood, seems
to be given by nature herself to all, both when they are
first born, and when they are grown up.) For some
animals bring forth, together with their offspring, so
much food as will last until they are able to supply
themselves ; of this the vermiparous or oviparous animals
are an instance; and the viviparous animals have up to
a certain time a supply of food for their young in them-
selves, which is called milk. In like manner we may
infer that, after the birth of animals, plants exist for
their sake, and that the other animals exist for the sake
of man, the tame for use and food, the wild, if not all,
at least the greater part of them, for food, and for the
provision of clothing amd various instruments. \ Now if
nature makes nothing incomplete, and nothing in vain,
the inference must be that she has made all animals and
plants for the sake of man. , And so, in one point of
view, the art of war is a natural art of acquisition, for
it includes hunting, an art which we ought to practise
against wild beasts, and against men who, though in-
tended by nature to be governed, will not submit; for
war of such a kind is naturally just®,

Of the art of acquisition then there is one kind ® whith.

acqniﬁng/'( natural and is a part of the management of a house-

property.

hold®. Either we must suppose the necessaries of life
to exist previously, or the art of household management
must provide a store of them for the common use of the
family or state. They are the elements of true wealth;
for the amount of property which is needed for a good
life is not unlimited, although Solon in one Qf his poems
says that :
¢No bound to riches has been fixed for man®.
8 Cp.c. 7. § 5, and vii. 14. § 21.

b Or, with Bernays, ¢ which by nature is a part of the management
of a household.’ ¢ Bergk, Poet. Lyr. Solon, iv. 12. v, 71.
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PROPERTY—MONEY-MAKING. 15

But' there is a boundary fixed, just as there is in the I.8&
15 arts; for the instruments of any art are never unlimited,

either in number or size, and wealth may be defined as }

a number of instruments to be used in a hausehold or

in a state. And so we see that there is a natural

art of acquisition which is practised by managers of

households and by statesmen, and what is the reason

of this,

There is another variety of the art of acquisition which 9.

is commonly and rightly called the art of making money, The non-
1257a.and has in fact suggested the notion that wealth and mode, or

property have no limit. Being nearly connected with mf,fg

the preceding, it is often identified with it. But though

they are not very different, neither are they the same.

The kind already described is given by nature, the other

is gained by experience and art.

2 Let us begin our discussion of the question with the
following considerations :—

Of everything which we possess there are two uses: Valuein - N
, both belong to the thing as such, but not in the same ﬁfuzn,?,
manner, for one is the proper, and the other the im- xchange.
proper or secondary use of it. For example, a shoe is
used for wear, and is used for exchange; both are uses of

3 the shoe. He who gives a shoe in exchange for money
or food to him who wants one, does indeed use the shoe
as a shoe, but this is not its proper or primary purpose,
for a shoe is not made to be an object of barter. The —

4 same may be said of all possessions,|for the art of ex-
change extends to all of them, and it arises at first in a
natural manner from the circumstance that some have
too little, others too much.\ Hence we may infer that
retail trade is not a natural part of the art of money-
making ; had it been so, men would have ceased to ex-

schange when they had enough. And in the first com-
munity, which is the family, this art is obviously of no
use, but only begins to be useful when the society in-
creases. For the members of the family originally had
all things in common ; in a more divided state of society

o~
\

—~
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\




16 PROPERTY—COINED MONEY,

I. 9. they ®still shared in many things, but they were different
things® which they had to give in exchange for what
they wanted, a kind of barter which is still practised
among barbarous nations who exchange with one another 6
the necessartes of life and nothing more; giving and re-
ceiving wine, for example, in exchange for corn and the
like. This sort of barter is not part of the money- \
making art and is not contrary to nature, but is needed \
Yfor the satisfaction of men’s natural wants. The other‘7
or more complex form of exchange grew out of the

Invention simpler. When the inhabitants of one country became .
of money  more dependent on those of another, and they imported
what they needed, and exported the surplus, money
necessarily came into use. For the various necessaries B \
of life are not easily carried about, and hence men
agreed to employ in their dealings with each other
something which was intrinsically useful and easily ap-
plicable to the purposes of life, for example, iron, silver,
andof coin. and the like. Of this the value was at first measured
by size and weight, but in process of time they put a
stamp upon it, to save the trouble of weighing and to
mark the value.
Retail When the use of coin had once been discovered, out of 1257b.
trade. the barter of necessary articles arose the other art of °
money-making, namely, retajl trade; which was at first
probably a simple matter, l;m;;e more complicated
as soon as men learned by experience whence and by
what exchanges the greatest profit might be made.
Originating in the use of coin, the art of money-making 10
is generally thought to be chiefly concerned with it,
and to be the art which produces wealth and money;
Two views having to consider how they may be accumulated. In-
f,,b::ety deed, wealth is assumed by many to be only a quantity
of coin, because the art of money-making and retail
J trade are concerned with coin. Others maintain that 1
, coined money is a mere sham, a thing not/natural,

8 Or, more simply, ‘shared in many more things.’
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but conventional only, which would have no value or use I.s.
for any of the purposes of daily life if another com-
modity were substituted by the users. And, indeed, he

who is rich in coin may often be in want of necessary

food. But how can that be wealth of which a man may

have a great abundance and yet perish with hunger, like| .
Midas in the fable, whose insatiable prayer turned every :
thing that was set before him into gold ?

13 Men seek after a better notion of wealth and of thé Distinction
art of making money than the mere acquisition of coin, o
and they are right. For natural wealth and the natural Jjc2ith and
art of money-making are a different thing; in their true 2cquisition
form they are part of the management of a household ;
whereas retail trade is the art of producing wealth, not
in every way, but by exchange. And it seems to be
concerned with coin; for coin is the beginning of ex-

13 change and the measure or limit of it. And there is
no bound to. the wealth which springs from this art of
money-making® As in the art of medicine there is no
limit to the pursuit of health, and as in the other arts In thearts
there is no limit to the pursuit of their several ends, for me moms,
they aim at accomplishing their ends to the uttermost ; 57 the end.
{(but of the means there is a limit, for the end is always unlimited -
the limit), so, too, in this art of money-making there is no making,
limit of the end, which is wealth of the spurious kind, :‘;&;‘i‘;ﬁ

14 and the acquisition of money. ; But the art of household Jar*&™
management has a limit; the unlimited acquisition of
money is not its business., And, therefore, in one point
of view, all wealth must have a-limit; nevertheless, as a
matter of fact, we find the opposite to be the case ; for all
money-makers increase their hoard of coin without limit.

The source of the confusion is the near connexion between

15 the two kinds of money-making ; in either, the instrument

(i.e. wealth] is the same, although the use is different, and

so they pass into one another; for each is a use of the

same property®, but with a difference: accumulation is

the end in the one case, but there is a further end in the

s Cp.c.8 § 14 b Reading rrijoe 7ois.

vm:.»x.p § 14 c eading xrijoews xpij



18 MONEY-MAKING IN EXCESS UNNATURAL.

I.g. other. /Hence some persons are led to believe that making
Prror ;;o money is the object of household management, and the
make whole idea of their lives is that they ought either to in-
;.e;f'hm crease their money without limit, or at any rate not to

lose it. /The origin of this disposition in men is that they 6
are intent upon living only, and not upon living well ;1258a.
and, as their desires are unlimited, they also desire that
the means of gratifying them should be without limit.
Even those who aim at a good life seek the means of
obtaining bodily pleasures; and, since the enjoyment of
these appears to depend on property, they are absorbed
in making money : and so there arises the second species
of money-making. For, as their enjoyment is in excess, 17
‘,they seek an art which produces the excess of enjoy-
"ment ; and, if they are not able to supply their pleasures
by the art of money-making, they try other arts, using
in turn every faculty in 2 manner contrary to nature.
The quality of courage, for example, is not intended
to make money, but to inspire confidence; neither is
this the aim of the general’s or of the physician’s art ;
but the one aims at victory and the other at health.
Nevertheless, some men turn every quality or art into 18
a means of making money; this they conceive to be
the end, and to the promotion of the end all things must
contribute. s
Thus, then, we have considered the art of money-
making, which is unnecessary, and why men want it ; and
also the necessary art of money-making, which we have
seen to be different from the other, and to be a natural
part of the art of managing a household, concerned with
the provision of food, not, however, like the former kind,

/' unlimited, but having a limit.

10. And we have found the answer to our original ques-
tion ®, Whether the art of money-making is the business

\ of the manager of a household and of the statesman or

' not their business?—viz. that it is an art which is presup-
\posed by them. For political science does not make

aCp.c8§i1.
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men, but takes them from nature and uses them;.and_1I. 2o,
namzs_iﬁem with food from the element of Relation of
earth, air, or sea. At this stage begins the duty of the makiog to
manager of a household, who has to order the things i 2% 9f
2 which nature supplies;—he may be compared to the Manage-
weaver who has not to make but to use wool, and to
know what sort of wool is good and serviceable or bad
and unserviceable. .Were this otherwise, it would be
difficult t6 see why the art of mioney-making is a part of
the management of a household and the art of medicine
not ; for surely the members of a household must have
health just as they must have life or any other necessary.
3 And as from one point of view the master of the house
and the ruler of the state have to consider about health,
from another point of view not they but the physician ;
so in one way the art of houschold management, in
another way the subordinate ‘art, has to consider about
money. But, strictly speaking, as I have already said,
the means of life must be provided beforehand by
nature ; for the business of nature is to furnish food to
that which is born, and the food of the offspring always
4 remains over in the parent® Wherefore the art of making
smoney out of fruits and animals is always natural.
Of the two sorts of money-making one, as I have just
said, is a patt of household management, the other is
retail trades—the former necessary and honourable, the Retai
1258b.latter a kind of exchange which is justly censured ; for it ™4
is_unnatural, and a mode by which meén gain from one
another. The most hated sort, and with the greatest

reason, is usury, which' ‘makes a gain out of money itself, t[)Jsury thef
reedi
s and not Irom the natural use of it. For money was in- money fom

tended to be used in exchange, but not to increase at money-
interest. And this term usury [rdkos], which means the
birth of money from money, is applied to the breeding

of money because the offspring resembles the parent.
Wherefore of all modes of making money this is the
most unnatural.

8 Cp.c. 8. § 10
C 2
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©,

L 11 Enough has been said about the theory of money-
Practical  making; we will now proceed to the practical part.
classifica- . .
tionof  ®The discussion of such matters is not unworthy of philo-
money-

making.  Sophy, but to be engaged in them practically is illiberal

and irksome® The useful parts of money-making are,
(x) The first, the knowledge of live-stock,—which are most profit-
:;‘,.‘:;f"' able, and where, and r—as, for example, what sort of

horses or sheep or oxen or any other animals are most

I "ig"“' ikely to give a return. A man ought to know which of 1

these pay better than others, and which pay best in par-
ticular places, for some do better in one place and some
in another. Secondly, husbandry, which may be either
tillage or planting, and the | keeping of bees and of fish,
or fowl, or of any animals which may be useful to man.
These are the divisions of the true or proper art of 3
(a) Exx-  money-making and come first. Of the other, which con-
change.  gists in exchange, the first and most important division
" is commerce (of which there are three kinds—com-
merce by sea, commerce by land, selling in shops—these
again differing as they are safer or more profitable), the
second is usury, the third, service for hire—of this, one 4
kind is employed in the mechanical arts, the other in
(33 The  unskilled and bodily labour. There is still a third sort«
':.g,}w of money-making intermediate between this and the first
or natural mode which is partly natural, but is also
concerned with exchange of the fruits and other products
of the earth. Some of these latter, altl{ough they bear
no fruit, are nevertheless profitable; for exa?ple wood
and minerals. The art of mining, by which inerals are 5
obtained, has many branches, for there are various kinds
of things dug out of the earth. Of the several divisions
of money-making I now speak generally; a minute
consideration of them might be useful in practice, but it
would be tiresome to dwell upon them at greater length
now.
Those occupations are most truly arts in which there 6

a Or,‘ We are free to speculate about them, but in practice we are
limited by circumstances.” (Bernays.)
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is the least element of chance; they are the meanest I.11.
in which the body is most deteriorated, the most
servile in which there is the greatest use of the body,
and the most illiberal in which there is the least need -
of excellence. ' .
7y Works have been written upon these subjects by Workson
various persons ; for example, by Chares the Parian, and ggpjects,
Apollodorus the Lemnian, who have treated of Tillage
1259a.and Planting, while others have treated of other branches;
any one who cares for such matters may refer to their
writings. It would be well also to collect the scattered
stories of the ways in which individuals have succeeded in
8 amassing a fortune ; for all this is useful to persons who
value the art of making money. There is the anecdote Story about
of Thales the Milesian and his financial device, which frs phi-
involves a principle of universal application, but is attri- losopher
buted to him on account of his reputation for wisdom, a fortune.
9 He was reproached for his poverty, which was supposed ‘
to show that philosophy was of no use. According to
the story, he knew by his skill in the stars while it was
yet winter that there would be a great harvest of olives
in the coming year ; so, having a little money, he gave
deposits for the use of all the olive-presses in Chios and
Miletus, which he hired at a low price because no one
- bid against him. When the harvest-time came, and many
wanted them all at once and of a sudden, he let them
out at any rate which he pleased, and made a quantity
of money. Thus he showed the world that philosophers
can easily be rich if they like, but that their ambition
10is of another sort. He is supposed to have given a
striking proof of his wisdom, but, as I was saying, his,
device for getting money is of universal application, and
is nothing but the creation of a monopoly. It is an art Monopoly.
often practised by cities when they are in want of money;
they make a monopoly of provisions.
1 There was a man of Sicily, who, having money de- Story about
posited with him, bought up all the iron from the iron Sy, of
mines ; afterwards, when the merchants from their various

—

«



22 HOUSEHOLD GOVERNMENT.

I.11. markets came to buy, he was the only seller, and with-
out much increasing the price he gained 200 per cent.
Which when Dionysius heard, he told him that he might 13
take away his money, but that he must not remain at
Syracuse, for he thought that the man had discovered
a way of making money which was injurious to his own
interests. He had the same idea® as Thales; they both
contrived to create a monopoly for themselves. And 13
statesmen ought to know these things; for a state is
Monopoly often as much in want of money and of such devices for
2{’,2222,” obtaining it as a household, or even more so; hence
some public men devote themselves entirely to finance.

12. Of household management we have seen® that there
Different are three parts—one is the rule of a master over slaves,
,l:’,?fswﬂ{,in which has been discussed already °, another of a father,
{,':j(}‘m‘”‘ and the third of a husband. A husband and father rules
(r)ruleof over wife and children, both free, but the rule differs,

master over

slaves; the rule over his children being a royal, over his wife a1259b.
?Je?c,:l‘. constitutional rule. For although there may be excep-

‘(i;f!;f.hus- tions to the order of nature, the male is by nature

bandover fitter for command than the female, just as the elder -
and full-grown is superior to the younger and more
1mmature But in_most consti gutxonal states the citizens
rule_and are ruled by turns, for the idea of a-con-
stitutional state_implies that -the natures of the cm-
zens are equal, and do not dxﬂ'er at alld Nevertheless
‘When one rules and the other is ruled we endeavour to -
create a difference of outward forms and names and titles \
of respect, which may be illustrated by the saying of
Amasis about his foot-pan®. The relation of the male 3
to the female is of this kind, but there the inequality
is permanent. The rule of a father over his children
is royal, for he receives both love and the respect due
to age, exercising a kind of royal power. And therefore
Homer has appropriately called Zeus ‘father of Gods
and men,’ because he is the king of them all. For a king

& Reading eSpnua with Bernays. ®Cp.c.3.§1. °Cp.c. 3-7.
4 Cp.ii.2.§6;iii. 17.§4. © Herod.ii. 172,and note on this passage.
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is the natural superior of his subjects, but he should be I.12.
of the same kin or kind with thém, and such is the rela-
tion of elder and younger, of father and son.
Thus it is clear that household management attends 13.
more to men than to the acquisition of inanimate things,
and to human excellence more than to the excellence
of property which we call wealth, and to the virtue-of
s freemen more than to the virtue of slaves. A question Hasa slave
may indeed be raised, whether there is any excellence at virtue?
all in a slave beyond merely instrumental and ministerial -
qualities—whether he can have the virtues of temperance,
courage, justice, and the like ; or whether slaves possess ’
only bodily and ministerial qualities. And, whichever
3 way we answer the question, a difficulty arises; for, if
they have virtue, in what will they differ from freemen?
On the other hand, since they are men and share
in reason, it seems absurd to say that they have no
wirtue. A similar question may be raised about women ow far
and children, whether they too have virtues: ought Jomen and
. ° a woman to be temperate and brave and just, and isf?i‘,‘;’;
a child to be called temperate, and intemperate, or not ? R,
4 Soin general we may ask about the natural ruler, and the The virtues
natural subject, whether they have the same or different of rulerand
i For a noble nature is equally required in both, diflrent.
but if so, why should oge of them always rule, and the ‘
other always be ruled?) Nor can we say that this is -2 y

- a question of degree, fof the difference between ruler and
subject is a difference’ of kind, and therefore not of
degree; yet how strange is the supposition that the
one ought, and that the other ought not, to have
svirtue! For if the ruler is intemperate and unjust, how
1260a.cah he rule well? if the subject, how can he obey
well? If he be licentious and cowardly, he will certainly . '/
not do his duty. It is evident, therefore, that both of ! /
them must have a share of virtue, but varying according -
6 to their various natures. And this is at once indicated Psychologi-
by the soul, in which one part naturally rules, and the
other is subject, and the virtue of the ruler we maintain
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24 VIRTUES NOT THE SAME FOR ALL.

to be different from that of the subject ;—the one being

the virtue of the rational, and the other of the irrational

part. Now, it is obvious that the same principle applies
generally, and therefore almost all things rule and are
ruled according to nature. But the kind of rule differs; 7
—the freeman rules over the slave after another manner

from that in which the male rules over the female, or

the man over the child ; although the parts of the soul

are present in all of them, they are present in different
degrees. For the slave has no deliberative faculty at all ;

the woman has, but it is *without authority®, and the
child has, but it is immature. So it must necessarily be 8
with the moral virtues also; all may be supposed to
partake of them, but only in such manner and degree

as is. required by each for. the fulfilment of his duty.
Hence the ruler ought to have moral virtue in perfection,

. . . \ .

for his duty is entirely that of a master artificer, and the ‘.
master artificer is reason ; the subjects, on the other {
hand, require only that measure of virtue which is proper /
to each of them. Clearly, then, moral virtue belongs to 9/
all of them; but the temperance of a man and of a
woman, or the courage and justice of a man and of a
woman, are not, as Socrates maintained®, the same ; the
courage of a man is shown in commanding, of a woman

in obeying. And this holds of all other virtues, as io
will be more clearly seen if we look at them in detail,
for those who say generally that virtue consists in a
good disposition of the soul, or in doing rightly, or the
like, only deceive themselves. Far better than such
definitions is their mode of speaking, who, like Gorgias®,
enumerate the virtues. All classes must be deemed to =1
have their special attributes ; as the poet says of women,

‘Silence is_a_woman’s glory ¢
but this is not equally the glory of man. The child’is im-
perfect, and therefore obvmis virtue is not relative

-

& Or, with Bernays, ¢ inconclusive.’ b Plato Meno, 71-73.
° Soph. Aj. 293.
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to himself alone, but to the perfect man and to his

12 teacher®, and in like manner the virtue of the slave is

relative to a master. Now we determined that a slave
is useful for the wants of life, and therefore he will obvi-
ously require only so much virtue as will prevent him
from failing in his duty through cowardice and intem-
perance. Some one will ask whether, if what we are
saying is true, virtue will not be required also in the
artisans, for they often fail in their work through mis-

13 conduct? But is there not a great difference in the two

cases? For the slave shares in his master’s life; the
artisan is less closely connected with him, and only
attains excellence in proportion as he becomes a slave,
[i.e. is under the direction of a master]. The meaner

1260b.sort of mechanic has a special and separate slavery; and

whereas the slave exists by nature, not so the shoemaker

14 or other artisan. It is manifest, then, that the master

15

W

ought to be the source of excellence in the slave; but
not merely because he possesses the art which trains
him in his duties®. Wherefore they are mistaken who
forbid us to converse with slaves and say that we should
employ command only?®, for slaves stand even more in
need of admonition than children.

The relations of husband and wife, parent and child,
their several virtues, what in their intercourse with one
another is good, and what is evil, and how we may
pursue the good and escape the evil, will have to be dis-
cussed when we speak of the different forms of govern-
ment. For, inasmuch as every family is a part of a state,
and these relationships are the parts of a family, the
virtue of the part must have regard to the virtue of the
whole. And therefore women and children must be
trained by education with an eye to the stated, if the
virtues of either of them are supposed to make any
difference i the virtues of the state. And they must

16 make a difference: for the children grow up to be

a ¢ His father who guides him’ (Bernays). b Cp.c.7.§ 4
° Plato Laws, vi. 777. 4 Cp.v.9.§ 11-15; viii. 1. § 1.

I. 14. %
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26 END OF PRELIMINARY ENQUIRY.

citizens, and half the free persons in a state are

women *.
Of thege matters, enough has been said; of what

remains, let us speak at another time. Regarding, then,
our present enquiry as complete, we will make a new
beginning. And, first, let us examine the various theories
of a perfect state.

8 Plato Laws, vi. 781 B.



1. OUR purpose is to consider what form of political II.1.
‘rcommunity is best of all for those who are most able Reasous for

. . examining
' to realise their ideal of life..- We must therefore examine model
. . . forms of
not only this but other constitutions, both such as government
actual or

actually exist in well-governed states, and any theoretical jgeq).
forms which are held in esteem ; that what is good,and
useful may be brought to light. And let no one suppose
that in seeking for something beyond them *we at all
want to'philosophise at the expense of truth®; we only
undertake this enquiry because all the constitutions with
which we are acquainted are faulty.

3 We will begin with the natural beginning of the subject. What
Three alternatives are conceivable: The members of aoo?n“,]:o,l,’fn
state must either have (1) all_things or (2) nothing in “T;':,';g?m
common, or (3) some things in common and some not; altcruatives,
That they should have nothing in common is clearly

impossible, for the state is a community, and must at

.

1261a.any rate have a common place—one city will be in one

place, and the citizens are those who share in that one

3 city. - But should a well-ordered state have all things, The com-
as far as may be, in common, or some only and not B °f
others? For the citizens, might conceivably have wives .
and children and property in common, as Socrates pro-
poses in the Republic of Plato®. - Which is better, our
present condition, or the proposed new order of society ?

There are many difficulties in the community of 2.
women. And the principle on which Socrates rests the ﬂ:i‘:‘y"gf -
necessity of such an institution does not appéar to be women.
established By his arguments. The end which he ascribes

® Or, as Bernays, taking mdvres with cogifeafas Bovhopivay, ¢ we
are anxious to make a sophistical display at any cost.’ *
b Rep. v. 457 C.

—




28 PLATO'S REPUBLIC:

IL. 2. to the state, taken literally, is impossible, and how we

&{zoi‘;'i:i’ are to interpret it is nowhere precisely stated. I am 2
making the speaking of the premiss from which the argument of
ﬁrn?;&:}:e Socrates proceeds, ‘that the greater the unity of the
enafthe state the better.’ Is it not obvious that a state may at

length attain such a degree of unity as to be no longer a
state P—since the nature of a state is to be a plurality, and
in tending to greater unity, from being a state, it becomes
a family, and from being a family, an individual ; for the
family may be said to be more one than the state, and
the individual than the family. So that we ought not to
attain this greatest unity even if we could, for it would be
The state is the destruction of the state. Again, a state is not made 3
3,&’3,;‘; up only of so many men, but of different kinds of men;
for similars do not constitute a state. It is not like a
military alliance, of which®the usefulness depends upon
its quantity even where there is no difference in quality.
For in that,mutual protection is the end aimed at; and
the question is the same as about the scales of a balance :
which is the heavier? :
o 'g  state, " In like manner, a state differs from a nation ; for in
..~*_ nation, is a nation the people are not *distributed into villages, but
composed Jive scattered about, like the Arcadians®; whereas in a
elements; state the elements out of which the unity is to be formed
differ in kind. Wherefore the principle of compensation?, 4
as I have already remarked in the Ethics®, is the sal-
and free- vation of states. And among freemen and equals this
dom is . .. C g . .
preserved 1S @ principle which must be maintained, for they cannot
%:f:hange all rule together, but must change at the end of a year
ofthem. ~ or some other period of time or in some order of suc-
cession. The result is that upon this plan they all 5
govern; [but the manner of government is] just as if
shoemakers and carpenters were to exchange their occu-
pations, and the same persons did not always continue

shoemakers and carpenters. And it is clearly betteré

8 Or, ‘dispersed in villages, but are in the condition of the
Arcadians.’ :
b Or, ‘reciprocal proportion.’ ¢ N.Eth.v. 8 §6.
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that, as in business, so also in politics there should be II. 2.
continuance of the same persons where this is possible.
1261b. But where this is not possible by reason of the natural

equality of the citizens, and it would be unjust that any
one should be excluded from the government (whether
to govern be a good thing or a bad®), then it is better,
instead of all holding power, to adopt a principle of rotgs
tion, equals giving place to equals, as the original rulers

7 gave place to them®. Thus the one party rule and the
others are ruled in turn, as if they were no longer the
same persons. In like manner there is a variety in the
offices held by them. Hence it is evident that a city Excesive
is not by nature one in that sense which some persons 22t would
affirm ; and that what is said to be the greatest good state-
of cities is in reality their destruction; but surely the
good of things must be that which preserves theme.

8 Again, in another point of view, this extreme unification
of the state is clearly not good; for a family is more
self-sufficing than an individual, and a city than a family,
and a city only comes into being when the community is
large enough to be self-sufficing. If then self-sufficiency ‘\'
is to be desired, the lesser degree of unity is more de-
sirable than the greater.

But, even supposing that it were hest for the com- 3.

munity to have the greatest degree of unity, this unity gzlggxm a
is by no means proved to follow from the fact ‘of all not be the
men saying “mine” and “not mine” at the same instant gen usity
of time,’ which, according to Socratesd, is the sign of ;;';’edbe at-
perfect unity in a state. For the word ‘all’ is ambiguous.
If the meaning be that every individual says ¢ mine’ and
‘not mine’ at the same time, then perhaps the result at
which Socrates aims may be in some degree accom-
plished ; each man will call the same person his own son
and his own wife, and so of his property and of all that
belongs to him. This, however, is not the way in which
people would speak who had their wives and children in

* Cp. PL Rep. i. 345-6. b Cp.i.12.§ 2; iil. 17. § 4.

o Cp. PL Rep. i. 352. 4 PL. Rep. v. 462 C.
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common ; they would say ‘all’ but not ‘each.” In like 3
manner their property would be described as belonging
to them, not severally but collectively. There is an
obvious fallacy in the term ‘all’: like some other words,
‘both,’ ‘odd,” ‘even,’ it is ambiguous, and in argument
becomes a source of logical puzzles. That all persons

. call the same thing mine in the sense in which each does

so may be a fine thing, but it is impracticable ; or if the
words are taken in the other sense [i.e. the sense which
distinguishes ‘all’ from ‘each’], such an unity in no way
onduces to harmony. And there is another objection 4
to the proposal. For that which is_common to. the
very one thihks ¢ chxeﬂy of his own, hardly at all of the
common interest ; and only when he is himself concerned
as an individual. For besides other considerations, every-
body is more inclined to neglect the duty which he expects
another to fulfil ; as in families many attendants are often
less useful than a few. Each citizen will have a thousand 5
sons who will not be his sons individually, but anybody
will be equally the son of anybody, and will therefore be1262a.
neglected by all alike. Further, upon this principle,
every one will call another ‘ mine’ or ‘not mine’ accord-

gr&test number has the least care bestowed upon _jt.

/'ing as he is prosperous or the reverse;—however small a

fraction he may be of the whole number, he will say of
every individual of the thousand, or whatever be the
nufnber of the city, ‘such an one is mine,’ ¢ such an one
his’; and even about this he will not be positive; for
it is impossible to know who chanced to have a child, or
whether, if one came into existence, it has survived. But 6
Py . <
which is better—to be able to say ‘mine’ about every
one of the two thousand or the ten thousand citizens, or
to use the word ‘mine’ in the ordinary and more re-
stricted sense? For usually the same person is called by 7
one man his son whom another calls his brother or cousin
or kinsman or blood-relation or connexion by marriage

. either of himself or of some relation of his, and these

relationships he distinguishes from the tie which binds
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him to his tribe or ward; and how much better is it to be II. 3.
the real cousin of somebody than to be a son after Plato’s
8 fashion! Nor is there any way of preventing brothers The real

and children and fathers and mothers from sometimes mu‘:,‘}:f.‘,"p

recognizing one another; for children are born like their % 9w,
parents, and they will necessarily be finding indications of
g their relationship to one another. Geographers declare
such to be the fact; they say that in Upper Libya, where
the women are common, nevertheless the children who
are born are assigned to their respective fathers on the
ground of their likeness®. Ard some women, like the
females of other animals—for example mares and cows
—have a strong tendency to produce offspring resem-
bling their parents, as was the case with the Pharsalian
mare called Dicaea (the Just}b — v
Other evils, against which it is not easy for the authors 4.
of such a' community to guard, will be assaults and F-"ls of
homicides, voluntary as well as involuntary, quarrels an by
slanders, all which are most unholy acts when committe iy
against fathers and mothers and near relations, but not
equally unholy when there is no relationship. Moreover,
they are much more likely to occur if the relationship is
unknown, and, when they have occurred, the customary
2 expiations of them cannot be made. Again, how
strange it is that Socrates, after having made the children
common,| should hinder lovers from carnal intercourse
only, but should permit familiarities between{father and
son or between brother and brother, than which nothing
can be more unseemly, since even without them, love
3 of this sort is improper) How strange, too, to forbid
intercourse for no other reason than the violence of the
pleasure, as though the relationship of father and son
or of brothers with one another made no difference.
4 KT his community of wives and children seems better Commun- .
suited to the husbandmen than to the guardians, for if oo
1262b.they have wives and children in common, they will be ™
bound to one another by weaker ties, as a subject class

& Cp. Herod. iv. 180. b Cp. Hist. Anim. vii. 6, p. 586 a. 13.
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I1. 4. should be, and they will remain obedient and not rebel *.
In a word, the result of such a law would be just the s
\g opposite of that which good laws ought to have, and the
intention of Socrates in making these regulations about
women and children would defeat itself.) For friendship 6
we believe to be the greatest good of states® and the
preservative of them against revolutions ; neither is
there anything which Socrates so greatly lauds as the
unity of the state which he and all the world declare to
Instead of be created by friendghi_p.h But the unity which he com-
swoying  mends® would be like that of the lovers in the Sympo-
umty sium¢, who, as Aristophanes says, desire to grow together
in the excess of their affection, and from being two to
become one, in which case one or both would certainly 7
perish. Whereas [the very opposite will really happen ;]
in a state having women and children common, love will'be
gesa ‘t':lrl; watery; and the father will certainly not say ‘my son,’ or
friendship] the son ‘my father®’ As a little sweet wine mingled with 8
a great deal of water is imperceptible in the mixture, so, in
this sort of community, the idea of relationship which is
based upon these names will be lost; there is no reason
why the so-called father should care about the son, or
the son about the father, or brothers about one another.
Of the two qualities which chiefly inspire regard and ¢
affection—that a thing is your own and that you love it
—neither can exist in such a state as this. =
gig:g\tlﬁﬁ Again, the transfer of children as soon as they are
fer of born from the rank of husbandmen or of artisans to that
}‘,‘:j}:’,’;:e of guardians, and from the rank of guardians into a
m‘:h‘; lower rank?, will be very difficult to arrange ; the givers
or transferrers cannot but know whom they are giving
and transferring, and to whom. And the previously men- 1o
tioned evils, such as assaults, unlawful loves, homicides,
will happen more often amongst those who are transferred
to the lower classes, or who have a place assigned to

them among the guardians; for they will no longer call

8 Cp.vii. 10. § 13. ® Cp. N. Eth.viii. 11§ 4.  © Cp.c.2
4 Symp. 189-193. e Cp.c 3. f Rep. iii. 415.
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the members of any other class brothers, and children, II. 4.
and fathers, and mothers, and will not, therefore, be
afraid of committing any crimes by reason of consan-
guinity. Touching the community of wives and children,
let this be our conclusion. — '7L
Next let us consider what should be our arrangements, .~5.
about property: should the citizens of the perfect state[Should pro-
3 have their possessions in common or not? This ques- f:;{,.on;
tion may be discussed separately from the enactments
12632.about women and children. Even supposing that the
women and children belong to individuals, according to
the custom which is at present universal, may there not
be an advantage in having and using possessions in
common? ( Three cases are possible: (1) the soil may Possible
be appropriated, but the produce may be thrown for con- 203 of
sumption into the common stock ; and this is the practice ProPeYy-:
of some nations. Or (2), the soil may be common, and may
be cultivated in common, but the produce divided among
individuals for their private use; this is a form of common
property which is said to exist among certain barbarians.
Or (3), the soil and the produce may be alike common.)
3 (When the husbandmen are not the owners, the case Dificulties.
will be different and easier to deal with ; but when they
till the ground themselves the question of ownership
will give a world of trouble. If they do not share
equally in enjoyments and toils, those who labour much
and get little will necessarily complain of those who
4 labour little and receive or consume much. There is
always a difficulty in men living together and having
things in common, but especially in their having common )
property. The partnerships of fellow-travellers are an '
example to the point ; for they generally fall out by the
way and quarrel about any trifle which turns up. So with
servants: we are most liable to take offence at those with
whom we most frequently come into contact in daily life.)
5 These are only some of the disadvantages which
attend the community of property ; the present arrange-
ment, if improved as it might be by good customs and
VOL. 1. D
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II. 5. laws, would be far better, and would have the advantages
- Better of both systems. (_Property should be in a certain sense
private pos-
sessionand common, but, as a general rule, private; for, when every 6 _
f"e"dly\ one has a distinct interest®, men will not complam of

\/ one another, and they will make more progress, because

every one will be attending to his own business. And
yet among the good, and in respect of use, ‘JFriends,” -
as the proverb says, ‘will have all things common®.’
Even now there are traces of such a principle, showing
that it is not impracticable, but, in well-ordered states,
exists already to a certain extent and may be carried
further. _For, although every man has his own property, 7
' some things he will place at the disposal of his friends,
Iiustration while of others he shares the use with them.) The Lace-
gg,& daemonians, for example, use one another’s slaves, and
horses, and dogs, as if they were their own ; and when
they happen to be in the country, they appropriate in
the fields whatever provisions they want. It is clearly 8
better that property shounld be private, but the use of it
common ; and the special business of the legislator is tg
create in men this benevolent disposition. \Again, how .
Themagic imméasurably greater is the ‘pleasure, when a man feels
of property: thing to be his own; for the love of self°is a feeling im-1263b.
planted by nature and not given in vain, although selfish-
ness is rightly censured ; this, however, is not the mere 9
love of self, but the love of self in excess, like the miser’s
love of money ; for all, or almost all, men love money,
and other such objects in a measure. | And further, there’
is the greatest pleasure in doing a kindness or service
to friends or guests or companions, which can only be
rendered when a man has private property. The advan- 10
{ Commun- tage is lost by the excessive unification of the state. Two
ismdestroys virtues are annihilated in such a state : first, tem mperance
;’i‘b';“rﬁt‘;f towards women (for it is an honourable action to abstain
and of tem- from another’s wife for temperance sake); secondly,
peranee. liberality in the matter of property. No one, when
men have all things in common, will any longer set an

* Cp.Rep.ii.374. P Cp.Rep.iv.424a. ¢ Cp. N.Eth.ix. 8.§6.

-
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example of liberality or do any liberal action; for II.35.
liberality consists in the use which is made of property®.

1 Such legislation may have a specious appearance of The L
benevolénce ; men readily listen to it, and are easily 0%
induced to believe that in some wonderful manner every- povesa
body will become everybody’s friend, especially when

™ some ohe® is heard denouncing the evils now existing in ' . ,

states, \guits about contracts, convictions for perjury,
o flatteries of rich men and the like,’ whlch are said to

§‘u arise out of the possession of private property These The real

oh

evils, however, are due to a very different cause-@h_g:f:ng ‘/o ‘
wxckednessgf human na.turcg Indeed, we see that there ;f‘,"fm'e‘";m. w—
§ 1s much more quarrelling among those who have all perty, but ‘,/
N things in common, though there are not many of them pessofmen.

when compared with the vast numbers who have private
propertY-\

13 Again, We ought to reckon, not only the evils from
which' the citizens will be saved, but also the advantages
which they will lose. The life which they are to lead
appears to be quite impracticable. The error of Socrates Plato’s false
must be attributed to the false notion of unity from L‘L’{:‘,ff

14 which he starts. Unity there should be, both of the
family and of the state, but in some respects only, For
there is a point at which a state may attain such a degree
of unity as to be no longer a state, or at which, without
actually ceasing to exist, it will become an inferior
state, like harmony passing into unison, or rhythm

15 which has been reduced to a single foot. Mg) as! -
I was saying, is a plurality®, which should be united and i tru
made into a community by education ; and it is strange on;;y:n

e e e e e

that the author of a system of education which he thinks ghenby
will make the state virtuous, should expect to improve
his citizens by regulations of this sort, and not by philo-
sophy or by customs and laws, like those which prevail
at Sparta and Crete respecting common meals, whereby
1264a the legislator has [to a certain degree] made property
16 common. Let us remember that we should not dis-
aCp. N.Eth.iv.1.§1. b Rep. v. 464, 465. °Cp.c.2.§2.
D2
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I1. 5. regard the experience of ages; in the multitude of years
An these things, if they were good, would certainly not have
n?m agamst . been unknown ; for almost everything has been found
V‘ & out, although sometimes they are not put together; in
s el et Tother cases men do not use the knowledge which they
" K> have. Great light would be thrown on this subject if we
C[c: could see such a form of government in the actual process
of construction; for the legislator could not form a
state at all without distributing and dividing the citizens
into associations for common meals, and into phratries
and tribes. But all this legislation ends only in for-
bidding agriculture to the guardians, a prohibition which
the Lacedaemonians try to enforce already.
Difficulies.  Again, Socrates has not said, nor is it easy to decide, 18
what in such a community will be the general form of
Howabout the state. The citizens who are not guardians are the
%gem majority, and about them nothing has been determined :
classes?are 5o the husbandmen, too, to have their property in

they to be
educated common? Or, besides the common land which he tills,

:-ri'géoinhave is each individual to have his own? and are their wives
common? and children to be individual or common? If, like the 19
guardians, they are to have all things in common, in
what do they differ from them, or what will they gain
by submitting to their government? Or, upon what
principle would they submit, unless indeed the govern-
ing class adopt the ingenious policy of the Cretans, who
give their slaves the same institutions as their own, but
forbid them gymnastic exercises and the possession of
If not, there arms. glf, on the other hand, the inferior classes are 20
;'.;‘l&.:“ to be like other cities in respect of marriage and pro-
one. perty, what will be the form of the community ? Must
it not contain two states in one® each hostile to the
other? POne class will consist of the guardians, who are

a sort of watchmen ; another, of the husbandmen, and

-

7

* Cp. Rep. iv. 422 E.

® Or (with Bernays), ‘ He makes the guardians into a mere oc-
cupying garrison, while the husbandmen and artisans and the rest
are the real citizens ;’ see note.
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a1 there will be the artisans and the other citizens®.
[if so] the suits and quarrels, and all the evils which
Socrates affirms® to exist in other states, will exist
equally among them. He says indeed that, having so
good an education, the citizens will not need many laws,
for example laws about the city or about the markets? ;.
but then he confines his education to the gua.rdlans.
a2 Again, he makes the husbandmen owners of the land
upon condition of their paying a tribute®. But in that
case they are likely to be much more unmanageable
and conceited than the Helots, or Penestae, or slaves
a3in generald. And whether community of wives and pro- Omissions.
perty be necessary for the lower equally with the higher
class or not, and the questions akin to this, what will be )
the education, form of government, laws of th‘e lower .
class, Socrates has nowhere determined : neither is it
easy, though very important, to discover what should
be the character of the inferior classes, if the common
life of the guardians is to be maintained.
126::' Again, if Socrates makes the women common, and re- \dore duﬁ-
tains private property, the men will see to the fields, but ¥
who will see to the house? °®And what will happen if Who will
the agricultural class have both their property and their S,Zkh?,ﬁu::;
. wives in common®? Once more ; it is absurd to argue,
from the analogy of the animals, that men and women
should follow the same putsuitsf; for animals have not
1; to manage a household. The government, too, as con- Danger e
stituted by Socrates, contains elements of danger ; for :fﬁ:su[:mg
he makes the same persons always rule. And if this 2lways the
is often a cause of disturbance among the meaner sort,
36 how much more among high-spirited warriors? But
that the persons whom he makes rulers must be the
same is evident; for the gold which the God mingles
in the souls of men is not at one time given to one, at
another time to another, but always to the same: as he
8 Rep. v. 464, 465. b Rep.iv. 425 D. ¢ Rep.v. 464 C.
4 Cp.c.g.§ 2. © These words are bracketed by Bekker.
f Cp. Rep. v. 451 D.
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II. 5. says, ‘God mingles gold in some, and silver in others,
from their very birth; but brass and iron in those who
are meant to be artisans and husbandmen®’ Again, he 27
deprives the guardians of happiness, and says that the
Howcan legislator ought to make the whole state happy®. But

;‘::;‘,;2“ the whole cannot be happy unless most, or all, or some

. hapey i of its parts enjoy happiness®. In this respect happiness
is denied is not like the even principle in numbers, which may

? exist only in the whole, but in none of the parts; not
so happiness. And if the guardians are not happy, who 18
are? Surely not the artisans, or the common people.
The Republic of which Socrates discourses has all these
difficulties, and others quite as great.

6. The same, or nearly the same, objections apply to
The Laws /Plato’s later work, the Laws, and therefore we had
alaterwork. .

better examine briefly the constitution which is therein

Briefsum- described. In the Republic, Socrates has definitely set-

;,‘;Yu‘;f,, tled in all a few questions only ; such as the community
;:l‘"u:'g‘;‘l of women and children, the community of property, and
public, [ the constitution of the state. The population is divided 2

! into two classes—one of husbandmen, and the other of
o~ warriors ; from this latter is taken a third class of coun-

sellors and rulérs of the state. But Socrates has not 3

determined whether the husbandmen and artisans are

to have a share in the government, and whether they,
too, are to carry arms and share in military service, or

»  not. He certainly thinks that the women ought to

share in the education of the guardians, and to fight by

their side. The remainder of the work is filled up with
digressions foreign to the main subject, and with dis-
cussions about the education of the guardians. In the

Laws there is hardly anything but laws ; not much is said

about the constitution. This, which he had intended

to make more of the ordinary type, he gradually brings

and they round to the other or ideal form. For with the exception s

e e of the community of women and property, he supposes

Luws, everything to be the same in both states; thereisto be the

& Cp. Rep. iii.415A.  ® Rep. iv. 419, 420. ¢ Cp. vii. 9. § 7.

[ ——

————

1265a,
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same education ; the citizens of both are to live free from II.6.
servile occupations, and there are to be common mealsin 2 ith

both. The only difference is that in the Laws, the common ‘t"di“:f"{on_

meals are extended to women*, and the warriors number stitution,
about 5000b, but in the Republic only 1000°. A

6 The discourses of Socrates are never commonplace ; theidea!
they always exhibit grace and originality and thought;
but perfection in everything can hardly be expected.:
We must not overlook the fact that the number of 5000 Plato, with
citizens, just now mentioned, will require a territory as:]eln?:‘ss. has
large as Babylonia, or some other huge country, if so Soned L

3 against pro-

many persons are to be supported in idleness, together ‘c’fg::g;’s"o
with their women and attendants, who will be a multi- largea

7 tude many times as great. [In framing an ideal] we may sate.
assume what we wish, but should avoid impossibilitiesd. .-

It is said [in the Laws] that the legislator ought to
have his eye directed to two points,—the people and the
country®. But neighbouring countries also must not be Foreign re-
forgotten by himf, if the state for which he legislates is l;"é;‘i;‘:m
to have a true political life8. For a state must have
such a military force as will be serviceable against her

8 neighbours, and not merely useful at home. Even if the
life of action is not admitted to be the best, either for
individuals or states®, still a city should be formidable to
enemies, whether invading or retreating.

There is another point: Should not the amount of How much
property be defined in some clearer way ? (_For Socrates fggﬁﬁ;t H
says that a man should have so much property as will fopas
enable him to live temperately?!, which is only a way
of saying ‘to live well;’ this would be the higher or

9 more general conception. But a man may live temper-
ately and yet miserably. A better definition would be So much as

. ill enabl
that a man must have so much property as will enable amanto

‘ him to live not only temperately but liberally i ; if the 2::,;2’::5""
8 Laws, vi. 781. b Laws, v. 737 E.
© Rep. iv. 423 A (but see note on this passage).
4 Cp.vii. 4. § 2. ¢ Perhaps Laws, 703-707 and 747 D (?).

f Cp.c.7 § 14 8 Cp. vii. 6. § 7. b Cp. vii. c. 2. and 3.
! Laws, v. 737 D. J Cp.vil. 5. § 1.
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II.6. two are parted, liberality will combine with luxury; -
l'i';;a"y. toil will be associated with temperance. For liberality
and temperance are the only virtues® which have to
do with the use of property) A man cannot use pro-
perty with mildness or courage, but temperately and
liberally he may; and therefore the practice of these
virtues is inseparable from property. \:I here is an in- 10
" consistency, too, in equalizing the property and not
"S{ regulating the number of the citizens®; the population is
Necessity to remain unlimited, and he thinks that it will be suffi-
g;opula ciently equalized by a certain number of marriages being
tion. unfruitful, however many are born to others, because he1265b.
finds this to be the case in existing states. But [in i
Plato’s imaginary state] greater care will be required
than now ; for among ourselves, whatever may be the
number of citizens, the property is always distributed
among them, and therefore no one is in want; but, if the
property were incapable of division [as in the Laws],
the supernumeraries, whether few or many, would get
/\othing. One would have thought that it was even 132
more necessary to limit population than property; and
that the limit should be fixed by calculating the chances
of mertality in the, children, and of sterility in married
persons. The neglect of this subject, which in existing 13
states is so common, is a never-failing cause of poverty
among the gltlzens and poverty is the parent of revolution
and crime.\' Pheidon the Corinthian, who was one e of the
most ancient legislators, thought that the families and
the number of citizens ought to remain the same,
although originally all the lots may have been of dif-
ferent sizes; but in the Laws, the opposite principle is
maintained. What in our opinion is the right arrange- 14
ment will have to be explained hereafter®.
There is another omission in the Laws; Socrates does

® Omitting éfeis and reading dperai with the MSS., or, reading with
Bekk. é¢es aiperai, ‘ eligible qualities.’ b But see Laws, v.740.

¢ Cp.vii. 5. § 1; 10. § 11; 16. § 15; but the promise is hardly
fulfilled.
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not tell us how the rulers differ from their subjects; he II.6.
only says that they should be related as the warp and Flow do the
15 the woof, which are made out of different wools®. He from their
allows that a man’s whole property may be increased =%’
five-fold b, but why should not his land also increase to
a certain extent? Again, will the good management of
a household be promoted by his arrangement of home-
steads? for he assigns to each individual two homesteads The two
16 in separate places °, and it is difficult to live in two houses. ouseholds.
The whole system of government tends to be neither The const-
democracy nor oligarchy, but something in a meaq-m,',’m,:of
between them, which is usually called a polity, and is demosraey
composed of the heavy armed soldiers. Now, if he garchy.
intended to frame a constitution which would suit the
greatest number of states, he was very likely right, but
not if he meant to say that this constitutional form came. :
nearest to his first or ideal state ; for many would prefer
the Lacedaemonian, or, possibly, some other more aris-
17 tocratic government. Some, indeed, say that the best
constitution is a combination of all existing forms, and |
they praise the Lacedaemonian? because it is made up of Spa.rta also
oligarchy, monarchy, and democracy, the king forming :mp:.:ﬂ’;'
the monarchy, and the council of elders the oligarchy, $* bhmd.

#  while the democratic element is represented by the;
Ephors ; for the Ephors are selected from the people./
Others, however, declare the Ephoralty to be a tyranny,’
and find the element of democracy in the common meals

1266"'and in the habits of daily life. In the Laws®, it is
maintained that the best state is made up of democracy
and tyranny, which are either not constitutions at all, or
are the worst of all. But they are nearer the truth whg/The best
combine many forms; for the state is better which/is is. ::.‘5":;’%’;
mad