Unit3- Aristotle
Origin of State:
According to Aristotle, life manifests through several forms—vegetation, animals and men. The vegetative soul performs only two functions, viz., nutrition and growth. As regards the animal, it can walk, resist and fight; while man can think. This division is evolutionary in nature.
The animal soul is vegetative soul and passion; the human soul, on the other hand, is vegetative soul (appetite) coupled with the animal soul (passion) and reason. These principles are followed even in the society. The vegetative soul manifests in the family, the animal soul in the village and the human soul in the state. Just as the human soul retains the attributes of the vegetative as well as the animal soul; the state retains family and villages. Thus, family expands into villages and villages into state.
Further, as life becomes good with the emergence of the human soul, the state continues to grow from family through the village for the sake of good life. Thus, according to Aristotle, state comes into existence for the sake of life, it continues for the sake of good life. The state, according to him, is an organism. The following example explains the concept of state as an organism. Hand is a part of the human body, and if the body is destroyed, there is nothing called a hand. A hand, so to say, is recognized by its functions or end or purpose, that is, to grasp things. This function can be performed only if it is a part of the human body. Similarly, individuals in the state are like hands of the body. The purpose of these individuals is to lead a good life and this is not possible unless they are a part of the state. To make the state healthy, individuals must also be healthy.
It is for this reason that Aristotle looks upon state as the supreme manifestation of man’s essential nature. He once stated that, he who is unable to live in a society, or who has no need because he is self-sufficient must be either a beast or God.  Aristotle also believed that a man when perfected is the best of animals, but when separated from law and justice, he is the worst of all. Thus, a man in a state without law and justice, according to Aristotle, is the worst of all animals. Law is the breath of the state and the courts of justice are the lungs and nostrils. The state according to Aristotle is not a mere society of exchange of goods and prevention of crime, but the one that ensures a happy and honorable life to individuals in the state. In the end, state, according to Aristotle, is a perfect community that has reached a stage of self-sufficiency. It is also economically self-sufficient. He used the term ‘autarkeia’, which means self-sufficiency. This term, in a broader sense, refers to all- round independence in both ethical and psychic terms. This means that the individuals involvement in public affairs, a sense of participation that prevents alienation. The concept of self-sufficiency is against the thesis of alienated man. It is by participating in the affairs of the state or the polis that a man can become self-sufficient and this is the end of the state.
Concept of an Ideal State:
Aristotle always strived to attain an ideal state. According to him, in every state there are three classes, viz., the very rich, the very poor and the middle class (the mean). Those who are rich excel in strength, beauty; birth or wealth and they grow arrogant, violent and criminal.
The poor, on the other hand, are ugly, weak and often become victims of jealousies, intriguing, rogues and petty rascals. While the former do not obey laws, the latter tend to break the laws. The government, therefore, by the former would be despotic and that formed by the latter would be despicable. In either situation, the state remains divided by conflicts, bitterness, jealousies and frictions. The state can never be one as there is an eternal war with each other. So, Aristotle suggested that the best way is to follow the law of the golden mean. In other words, governments must be run by middle class citizens who favour neither class. They neither covet not plot but only command acceptance for their power is transformed into authority.
Therefore, Aristotle suggested that the legislators must always ensure the association of the middle class with the government. If it is numerically stronger than the other two classes, then it is definitely a source of stability. Aristotle opined that the continuous rule by either the rich or the poor is worst calamity, that can ever happen to a state and for this reason; he supported the rule of middle class, as the best rule—it is the golden mean. Aristotle believed that middle class rule ensures not only stability but also liberty and equality. Liberty is not necessarily doing what one likes to do, but it is also to live by the rule of the constitution. Liberty also refers to the ability to rule as well as be ruled. This is justice. Thus, liberty, according to Aristotle, is based on justice, which is distributive, and rests on the basis of proportionate equality.
Elements of an Ideal State:
Aristotle strongly believed that the best form of government is the one headed by the middle class. And for this form of government to function efficiently, there is a need for coordination between three elements as it is this relation that determines the nature and efficiency of the government.
These three elements are as follows:
1. The deliberative (legislature)
2. The magistracy (executive)
3. The judicial
Aristotle suggested that those who deliberate or those who make laws, must be elected by votes by all the members of the different classes. As far as the magistracy or the executive is concerned, he recommended that some should be elected out of all and some out of some, or again some by vote and others by lot.
According to Aristotle, this mixed form of government is the best. Similarly, as regards the judicial system, Aristotle suggested that some judges should be recruited from all classes and some courts should represent only a specific class.
In other words, Aristotle made it very clear that golden mean is the best state. Monarchy though happens to be the best form from a theoretical perspective, it is not possible, because one man absolutely virtuous and perfect will be God and untraceable. Tyranny is a perversion and the worst form of government and a tyrant is a monster and is unjust to everyone.
Further, a tyrant is never virtuous and he is only powerful. Aristocracy though appears to be practically the best form of government as it is the rule of capable, the excellent and the informed, it lacks an economic base. In no time, it degenerates into oligarchy and political office is placed at the disposal of the highest bidder. This situation in all probability make the state avaricious and over a period of time citizens follow the example set by the rulers.
The masses would be strengthened and over a short period, establish their rule. Such a government is ruled by crowd and is based on the false assumption of equality, that is, those who are equal in one respect are equal in all respects, because men are equally free and they claim to be absolutely equal. Therefore, such a government is contrary to good life. Aristotle was also not in favor of democracy. He was actually in favors of a mix of aristocracy and democracy as it would denote a system wherein there is a combination of excellence in number, ability and efficiency with responsibility. Polity or constitutional republic is the outcome of such a happy fusion.
The economic basis of such a government is found in the middle class who are considered to be the natural elements of the state. They ensure security and stability that makes any polity work efficiently. Such a state is certainly more democratic as it is open to all and quite aristocratic too because anybody who is not able, trained, educated and fully prepared for the art of governance can be admitted to any public office of importance.
Necessary Conditions for an Ideal State:
According to Aristotle, there are certain material conditions that are necessary to make an ideal state.
These conditions can be described as follows: 
Population:
Aristotle was of the opinion that just as good citizens are identifiable, a state also needs an identity or, in other words, certain distinct features to it like the rivers, mountains, etc. He was also of the view that the population of the state must be neither too large nor too small. It should be just enough for achieving a life of self- sufficiency. In order to ensure that the population does not exceed, he stated that the rate of reproduction must be fixed and infertility must be encouraged among married couples.
These restrictions are important because, excessive population is likely to lead to poverty, which reduces into civic dissension and wrongdoing. Aristotle linked this with the regulation of property without which the regulation of the population is meaningless.
He strongly stated that as the number of children increases in the family, there are greater chances of discomforts and eventually poverty. It is, therefore, necessary that population be checked. Aristotle was not in favor of infant mortality as a means to check population growth. He, however, approved of prevention of growth of deformed children.
If a family happens to exceed the fixed size, then Aristotle suggested that birth control measures have to be initiated by the state. According to him, unlimited population not only brings economic ruin, but also leads to democracy whose backbone is the mass of people.
As regards the quality of population, he compared the population of Greeks to that of the Europeans and the Asians. He believed that Europeans have high spirits but less intelligence and skills, while Asians are highly skilled and intelligent but lack spirit. The Greeks, in the meanwhile, are a blend of the two, and this combination is the best for the ideal state for it induces freedom and highest political development.
Territory:
In Aristotle’s view, the size of the territory must also be fixed like that of the population. The territory should enable a citizen to live a life of leisure, combining temperance and liberality. The citizens should be able to take it in a single view and be able to defend it, plan and relate properly to the neighbours.
He also stated that the state must have such a geographical location that it has all the advantages of being near to the sea. The state climate must be suitable to grow more kinds of fruits and other food crops and also timber and many other products. Thus, Aristotle laid down certain rules that would make the state self-sufficient, united, viable, economically and commercially prosperous, and militarily secure.
Social Structure:
Aristotle perceived a well-knit social structure that coordinates all the integral parts and with necessary conditions. The term ‘integral part’ refers to citizens, artisans, slaves and women and they are all necessary conditions.
The objective of a social structure in an ideal state is to provide the services of food and agriculture, tools, arts and crafts, arms and defense, property and land ownership, service of gods and public worship, political deliberations and settlement of disputes. Thus, there are a number of classes in a state like farmers, artisans, soldiers, traders, priests and the statesmen and others.
Aristotle further classified the works to be undertaken by the young, middle aged and old people in a society. For instance, defense, public worship and political deliberations are considered ideal and legitimate, and defending the society is the responsibility of young men, politics is the responsibility of the middle aged, and public worship to the old and the aged. This classification of work was made to provide leisure in one life at some time or the other, and also a chance to interact with the other three classes. The remaining services like property, trade and land ownership should be assigned to the entire body of full citizens. By this categorization of classes, the state is able to attain the greatest happiness. He also expressed that land should not be entirely owned in common—some should be publicly owned and some privately owned. The private owners may have two plots—one nears the polis and other at the frontier. Finally, the slaves or the barbarian serfs must cultivate the land. Ownership of the land should be vested in the soldiers and the statesmen.
Political thought of Aristotle
Aristotle was greatly influenced by the ideas of his teacher Plato. Aristotle begins his political thought with Plato’s Second Best State. In Plato’s second State, he talked about a mixture of democratic and monarchic elements, supremacy of Law, Popular assembly has the electoral authority, structure of government and class structure of the citizen is based on Property held by them. Hence Aristotle’s Politics open with a consideration of the origin of the State. 
Aristotle gives his argument about the State. He also starts with rejection of the Sophists view that political society is the product of convention. He treats State as an natural institution possessing moral authority..  According to Aristotle man is political and social animal, hence State is natural- as it reflects both the aspects. Aristotle gives his three main arguments to prove that State is a natural institution. These arguments are as follows:
Two natural instincts of individual:
The first argument put forward by Aristotle is one of the most valuable analyses of the State in the whole realm of the political speculation. There are two primary natural instincts which compel human being to associate themselves together- the reproductive instinct which brings man and woman together and the instincts of self-preservation which bring together master and slave. The family is a natural association concerned with its members' everyday needs. The next stage in man's social development is the village (home), an association of families. The village aims at a higher level of self-sufficiency (autarkeia) in maintaining human existence. Finally the polis emerges.
Teological Argument:
Aristotle says “the nature of the thing is its end.” This is argument based on teleological; everywhere things are regarded as determined towards their end. Everything realizes its true nature when it reaches its end. The State shows the real nature of man. Man can get perfect development of his nature in the State only. And since man was a rational being the State was a rational institution.
State is an organization which has grown: The third argument which Aristotle gives in order to prove that the  is natural institution is that the  is an organism which has developed and grown. The State  is a whole of which the individuals are the parts. He is the father of all organisms’ theories of State. According to him “the State is natural community; an organism with all the power attributes of human being”. It is clear from the preceding account of the State, the end fulfillment of earlier forms of human associations like the family and village that Aristotle views as a growing or developing thing.
This proposition that State is a natural institution is one of the greatest contributions made by Aristotle to the history of political speculation. As professor Ross points out “Aristotle did good service to Political Thought by insisting that the State doesn’t exist merely by convention but it is rooted in human nature. The State is natural in the sense that it is rooted in the nature of things and not in man’s caprice” 

3.1Theory of Property –
Aristotle has as strong defence in favour of private property system. Human nature is, in his opinion, so intimately associated with property for its personality development and so if there is a system of state property system, then the human nature should have to brought under state authoritarianism which, no doubt, produces evil and not good and hence the destruction of the very purpose for which the state is formed. Therefore, Aristotle says that property is an instrument and a necessary instrument to good life. He strongly pleads that the citizens must ne owners of property for such a status enable them to develop their personality and good life. To Aristotle labour is enimical to virtue and so a curse. Besides, men is after all happy while kind to and doing service to his friends, guests and others. This he can do so when he has his own property.
Plato defends the abolition of private property and introduction of system of communism which looks beneficial because the cases such as suits about contract and flatteries of the rich which are inherent in the private property system may not arise. Can we say that these evils are due to the assistance of the private property? In fact it is because of the wickedness of human nature. Communism is advocated for the sake of unity. Unity is a must for the state. But if it is carried too far the state can no longer be a state. The state is plurality of various kinds of men. It should be united and made into a community. This can be achieved by education. Here it is strange to note that Aristotle, who denounces communism of any kind, proposes the regulation of character in the line vogue in Sparta respecting the common meal system instead of philosophy, the guardians, proposed by Plato cannot be happy for they are derived the chance of possessing the landed property and of doing anything expecting their specialised work. Free man presupposes a certain amount of freedom allowed in his personal choice of the means of realising his bet life. But Platonic free men are permitted to do only the specific work assigned and depended on others for their subsistence. This, of course face them in their endeavour to realise their best self and discharge satisfactorily the work expected from them.
[bookmark: _gjdgxs]It is thus we understand the significance of property in making or marring personality “If guardians are not happy the whole state is not happy.”[11]
However, Aristotle advises that each of his citizens should possess property of a mean or optimum size. He says that each citizen should have that much property which enables him to live temperately as envisaged by Plato in the ‘Laws’; and liberality and temperance are the virtues which have to do with property. So Aristotle, while suggesting equalization of property, insists of the equalization of the desires of mankind by education to avoid crimes emanating from poverty and love of honour. “Herein lies” say Chance “The real force of Aristotle attack of Plato’s radicalism. He maintains that the unity of the city is depended on its character and not on external uniformity…”
While advocating the equalisation or property Aristotle says that each citizen should have to lord – one near the border and other near the city – which alone in his opinion involves all citizens in wars if the break out.
Aristotle is carefully in saying the continuance of the fixed amount of property for generations. This he wants to achieve by fixing the number of children least the law governing the fixed amount of property has got to broken. To quote Aristotle “the limit must be fixed by calculating the chances of morality in children and of sterility in married persons. The neglect of this limit is a never – failing cause of poverty.” No doubt Aristotle is one of the advocates of the birth control which the present day’s politicians and economist are bent open propagating; but unfortunately he fails to think that even if the children are fixed as expected by the philosopher, the two lots as recommended by him would hardly suffice at least after the second generation.
Aristotle like a good moralist distinguishes between the natural and un-natural acquisition of property. He says that the acquisition of wealth from land – crops or animals – is natural by the wealth by the exchange of commodities for profit or interest or usury is unnatural. He, of course, condemns usury for the emphasis that money is “intended to be used in exchange but not to increase in interest.” So he maintains that agriculture is the proper and natural function of citizen.
[bookmark: _30j0zll]Despite his preference to the system of private property, Aristotle like his master is in favour of common meal system. He expresses that all citizen – rich and poor- must attend to the common meal except the state whose income, in his opinion from land is to be send partially on the common meal and partially on the maintenance of the state religion. He prefers the system because it will enable the citizens to understand each other, there by fostering unity to be a great extent in the state. [12]
3.2 Theory of Slavery:-
Aristotle, talking of slavery, which has become a cause of American civil war, justifies it from the point of view of the master and slave without minding the heat generating to the extent of exploding a social and constitutional structure. He says that a slave belongs to another, a free man and as such he exists only for the sake of good of another. Free man exists for their own sake. While moralising the existence of slavery as an “institution of nature,” he emphatic on pointing out that there are ‘some who are intended by nature to be slaves.’
 Each citizen (free man) needs private properties and slaves. These two are like                      instruments necessary to achieve and practise good life since manual labour is incompatible with virtue, a must for good life, a citizen, whose end of life is virtue, cannot live a good life of virtue. He is like a musician who cannot produce an instrumental music without an instrument, cannot produce a good life. Here although, property is also an instrument, he gives a stress on the slaves, because the slaves are living instruments of action producing good not wealth getting but for immediate consumption while property is the lifeless instrument of production. So Aristotle justifies the existence and use of slaves by free men for the sake of attaining a good life of virtue. Nevertheless he wants the free man not to convert a slave a factory slave who, by feature, is instrument of production of wealth.
While justifying the slavery in the name of nature Aristotle says, “from the hour of birth some me are marked out for subjection and other for rule.” By way of explanation he says that men of “capacity, for sight, self – reliance and the life of virtue are intended by nature to work with their mind.” Persons lacking such character are intended by nature to work with the body. He again, explains it that just as by nature the soul ruling the body, the mind the passionate, and the male and the female so also a man working with mind is empowered to rule those who do by body and so masters and slaves respectively. Aristotle does not say that the slaves are machine without having any capacity to employ reason; but he admits that they have capacity to discharge intelligently their own duties only.
Aristotle justifies slavery from the point of slave also. He becomes a slave because he is born for that. Naturally he should be placed under the control of master who possesses that which he lacks. Temperance is a quality needed for a good life. The slaves have no temperance but they acquire derivative temperance by submitting themselves to temperate master. Since the slaves have derivative temperance, like the moon having the derivative life, the choice for them is not between the inferior and the perfect form human virtue; but it is between the inferior form and none. It is on this core that Aristotle has a preference to the slave to a mechanical labour to artisan attains excellence in proportion as he becomes a slave because he less closely connected with master whose help for the slave to develop a clause, nay closer, contact enables the slaves to first become more or less a member of the masters family and to attain “self – control of a servant subordinating himself to his superior.”
[bookmark: _1fob9te]Aristotle defends only the household slavery and not the industrial slavery. His justification of it is same as Plato’s justification of the permanent subjection of the producing classes. He does not say that all Greeks are masters and the non- Greeks are slaves. On the other hand, the people devoid of the capacity needed for the good life of virtue are deemed slaves. However, he insists on the humanitarian treatment of the slaves. But he modern thinker in unison denounce the theory of slavery as it is a blot on human civilisation denounce a natural superiority of a race over other as Aristotle has pointed out. Montesquieu says that slavery is against nature which has create all the equals and hence condemnable. Nevertheless the existence of slavery in the form of domestic service or racial discrimination on the basis of reasons advocated by Aristotle is still a common feature.[13]
3.3Classification of State:
No scientific classification of states is possible because all the slates are alike in as much as all are supposed to have population, territory^ government and sovereignty.
All enjoy equal status in the eyes of international law. As governments arc the only tangible manifestations of the existence of states the classification of governments is, in essence the classification of states. The government existed in the past and exists at present in various forms. Monarchy, aristocracy and pure democracy are its old forms. In the present age, representative democracy is an accepted form. It is further distinguished as the parliamentary, presidential, unitary and federal types.
Aristotle, classified states on the basis of two principles:-
(1) In whom the sovereign powers are vested?
(2) Whether it is exercised for the good of the community or for the good of the ruler?
If the supreme power is vested in the hands of the one man and is exercised for the good of community, it is monarchy. If the power is exercised by the monarch for his self-aggrandizement it becomes tyranny—a perverted form of monarchy.
If power is vested in the hands of a few and is exercised for the good of the community, it is aristocracy. If it is exercised for the good of the rulers, it becomes oligarchy—a perverted form of aristocracy. If power is vested in the hands of all citizens and is exercised for common good, it is polity. If the power is exercised by mobs and demagogues it becomes democracy—perverted form of polity. Aristotle's democracy is likely to surprise the modern man, but this surprise will disappear if one bears in mind that Aristotle used the term in a sense different from what we use today. What Aristotle called polity, we designate as democracy; what he named democracy, we call as mobocracy.
This six-fold classification sets the stage for Aristotle's inquiry into the best constitution, although it is modified in various ways throughout the Politics. For example, he observes that the dominant class in oligarchy (literally rule of the oligoi, i.e., few) is typically the wealthy, whereas in democracy (literally rule of the demos, i.e., people) it is the poor, so that these economic classes should be included in the definition of these form. Also, polity is later characterized as a kind of “mixed” constitution typified by rule of the “middle” group of citizens, a moderately wealthy class between the rich and poor.

Cycle of State:
Aristotle further believes that all the states go through a cycle of revolutions. The state began with the establishment of monarchy which was the virtuous rule of a single man. Though after some time such a virtuous man could no longer be produced yet the rule of one man remained and his power was maintained by force.
It was tyranny or despotism. It was replaced by aristocracy by means of a revolution. The spirit of aristocracy also began to degenerate and was replaced by oligarchy. By a popular uprising, oligarchy was turned into polity which soon degenerated into democracy, a sort of mob-rule.
Out of darkness, then, again arises the supremely virtuous man, who restores law and order. The cycle is completed and begins all over again.
 This six-fold classification sets the stage for Aristotle's inquiry into the best constitution, although it is modified in various ways throughout the Politics. For example, he observes that the dominant class in oligarchy (literally rule of the oligoi, i.e., few) is typically the wealthy, whereas in democracy (literally rule of the demos, i.e., people) it is the poor, so that these economic classes should be included in the definition of these form. Also, polity is later characterized as a kind of “mixed” constitution typified by rule of the “middle” group of citizens, a moderately wealthy class between the rich and poor. Though the classification given by Aristotle does not fit in the modem conditions, yet it has emphasized the ethical element in judging a state. The purpose of the state, whatever its forms be, is the common good. Aristotle thus lays emphasis on an ethical or qualitative test of the state.
Certain important aspects:-
a. Aristotle classifies states on quantitative and qualitative principles. Monarchy, aristocracy and polity are normal states whereas tyranny, oligarchy and democracy are abnormal ones.
b. Aristotle further believes that all these move in a cycle. The theory is criticized on the following grounds:
Aristotle never distinguished a state from a government. The state, in fact, cannot be classified. The terms oligarchy and democracy do not correspond to the modern usage of these words. The classification is too mechanical. The classification is in-exhaustive and does not take within its fold various forms of government which exist in the modern world.
Criticism of Aristotle’s Classification of States:

I. No Distinction between State and Government:

In the first place, it is pointed out that Aristotle did not make the distinction between the state and government. He identified government with state. His classification is a classification of governments rather than that of states. In fact, states remain an entity whatever be the form of government.
II. Distinction between Aristocracy and Oligarchy misleading:
Aristotle brings out a distinction between aristocracy and oligarchy. But the modern usage of these words does not admit of any difference. Even if we recognize the fine distinction between the two, it is difficult to determine where one ends and the other begins.

III. Term Democracy differently used:
The word democracy is used in the sense of mobocracy. Modern writers, however, do not regard democracy as a perverted form of people's rule. In fact, according to Aristotle, polity is the rule of citizens. His conception of citizenship did not include traders, farmers, artisans and slaves. It was thus in reality a rule of owners or aristocrats. He disliked real democracy where all people ruled and called it a perverted form of government.



[bookmark: _3znysh7]IV. No place for Mixed Government:
The classification does not fit in with modern political conditions and with governmental organizations which are of mixed nature and combine all the three elements of monarchy, aristocracy and democracy. This combination of all the three elements can be seen in the form of the present British Government which is a combination of Monarchy, Aristocracy and Democracy. The monarchy is represented by the King or Queen. House of Lords represents the Aristocracy and the House of Commons represents Democracy.

V. In exhaustive Classification:
According to Seeley and Leacock, Aristotle's classification is not exhaustive. Aristotle was a philosopher of the city-states and, therefore, could not anticipate the vastness and complexity of a modern state.
Hence, his classification is out of date and cannot apply to the forms of government which obtain in the modern era.

VI. Classification unscientific:
Aristotle's classification of states is unscientific as it is based on number of persons in whom the powers are vested and then it lays too much emphasis on ethics which is a matter of individual judgement.
As for example, whether a particular Monarch is good or bad is a matter of subjective judgment. One may say, he is bad yet another may say he is good, so is the case with Aristocracy and Oligarchy; Polity and Democracy.
VII. States are classified differently:
Aristotle obliterates the distinction between state and Governments. He classifies only governments of his own time while he talked of state. In fact, states can be classified as National States or Multi-national States; Secular States or Theocratic States; Unitary or Federal States.
[bookmark: _2et92p0]3.4Theory of Revolution
Revolutions arise from inequalities, numerical or qualitative--from a numerical mass claiming equality denied them, or from a minority claiming superiority denied them. A revolution may result either in a complete change of polity, or only in a modification of the existing one. An oligarchy is less permanent than a democracy, owing to factions within the oligarchical body.
In all revolutions, the conditions which leads up to them is the desire of the many for equality, and the desire of the minority for effective superiority. The purposes with which they are set on foot are profit, honour, or avoidance of loss or dishonour. The inciting occasions are many; jealousy of those who have wealth and honour, official arrogance, fear of the law or of its abuse, personal rivalries, failure of the middle class to maintain a balance, race antagonisms, antagonism of localities, and others[14]. 
In democracies, revolutions are due mainly to demagogic attacks on wealth, leading the wealthy of combine, and they result in the establishment of an oligarchy or of a tyranny, a 'popular' military chief seizing the power for himself; or sometimes in replacing a moderate by an extreme democracy.
In oligarchies they spring from the oppressive conduct of the oligarchy, or from dissensions among the oligarchical body--e.g. exclusion of those who think themselves entitled to membership; attraction of the role of demagogue for individual members of the oligarchy; employment of mercenary troops, whose captain seizes power. 
[bookmark: _tyjcwt]In aristocracies they arise from the jealousy of those excluded from power, personal ambitions, great inequality of wealth. In these, and in constitutional governments--the most stable of all--the main cause is the incomplete fusion of the three criteria, wealth, numbers and merit. The comparative stability of constitutions comes from the greater relative weight of numbers. They are, however, more liable to be revolutionised by external pressure. Equality in proportion to merit and security of rights are the true conditions of permanence.[15]
For the preservation of polities, minor illegalities must be particularly guarded against: in oligarchies, personal rivalries, abuse of power by individuals (making short tenures of office advisable), insolence of privilege, tricks to deceive the masses; in oligarchies and constitutional states, excessive concentration of power in individuals or classes; oppression of the wealthy minority in democracies, and of the poor majority in oligarchies.
OF monarchy, the two types are the regal and the tyrannic. The king is the protector of the wealthy against spoliation, of the poor against arrogance. His own or his family's virtues or services have given him the kingship; his aim is excellence, and his authority is maintained by a citizen bodyguard. The tyrant is not a protector; his aim is his personal gratification.
Under monarchies, injustice and arrogance are the causes of insurrection, or fear, or contempt for incompetence, coupled with ambition. Tyrannies are overthrown by collision with external forces, or by private intrigues in the tyrant's entourage, and generally in the same sort of way as extreme oligarchies or extreme democracies. Kingships are endangered by intrigues in the royal family, by the King's personal incompetence, or by his developing tyrannical attributes. Hereditary monarchies are in particular danger from incompetents succeeding. But in a complex society, kingship proper is all but impossible. 
[bookmark: _3dy6vkm]A kingship is maintained by the royal self-restraint. The tyrant relies on the material and moral degradation, incapacity and lack of mutual confidence among his subjects, which he fosters by espionage, executions, taxation and the encouragement of licence. Occasionally, the tyrant will seek to secure his position by playing the part and assuming the attributes of a king proper. The shrewd tyrant sees to it that he has the favour of the rich or of the poor.
Neither tyrannies nor oligarchies have proved long-lived. Decay and disturbance in political life brought crucial changes in the Governments of the city-state in Greece, made Aristotle to contemplate deeply and to stress the causes of the Revolution and its remedies. Aristotle’s theory is divided into two parts[16]:
First part is a practical manual of conduct advising democrats, aristocrats, monarchs and oligarchs and even tyrants as how to keep themselves in power.Second part is a treatise on the philosophical basis of the good and stable governments.
3.4.1Revolution:
To Aristotle, if any change occurs in the existing system or constitution of the state, it means revolution. For example, if in the state the constitution has changed from monarchy to democracy, it is a revolution. Aristotle was of the view that if the constitution remains the same, but the ruling party has been transferred from one man to another, it is also a revolution.
3.4.2General Causes of Revolution:
i. The main feature of revolution is to be the craving of men for equality. Equality has two characters-absolute and proportional. The proletariat are passionate to secure absolute equality for the availability of the same rights that are possessed by few. The few struggle for proportional equality for perpetual upgrading superiority in power and privilege.
ii. Strong desire for justice becomes another feature of revolution. Aristotle was of the view that men turn to revolution when they think they have not got their dues.
3.4.3Particular Causes of evolution:
[bookmark: _1t3h5sf]i. Desire for gain and profit.
ii. Universal desire for honor and prestige
iii. The possession of sovereign power by an individual or group so as to create fear and       apprehension in the minds of the subject
iv. Undue priority and prominence of individuals caused great stir in the heart of the subdued people
v. Disproportionate increase of power and wealth in any part of the state
vi. Elections intrigues and moral degradation kept up in the selection of some people
vii. Carelessness shown in granting public offices to disloyal citizens and undue favoritism shown to the individuals
viii. Too much power concentrated in one man or class of men for political gains
ix. Dissimilarity of different elements in the state
x. The rivalries of people of different races in the state
xi. Dynastic quarrels and conflicts
xii. Free immigration of outside races with different notions of justice and law[17]
3.4.4.Revolutions in Particular kind of State:
i. Democracy
In democracies, revolutions are led by the dogmatic policies of demagogues in attacking the rich.
ii. Tyranny or Oligarchy
In oligarchies, revolutions take place due to two reasons:
a)Oppressive or Totalitarian rule
b) Rivalry among the ruling dictators
iii. Aristocracy
In aristocracies, revolution held to the policy of narrowing down the circle of the Government. Aristocracy tends to become oligarchy, through the undue encroachment of the richer classes polity to become democracy, through the undue aspiration of the poorer class. According to Dunning “Stability can be maintained only by proportionate equality and by giving to each his own.” Aristotle was of the view that democracy is more secure and stable than oligarchy.
3.4.5Remedies for Revolution:
i. Abundant political power should not be concentrated in the hands of one man or one class of men.
ii. The various classes in the state without any discrimination of color and creed should be treated alike and with proper consideration Honors and rewards should be distributed as fairly as possible only to deserving ones because inequalities of offices and honors drive men to revolt.
Political offices should be within reach of every individual who is able of performing his functions best.
iii. The Government should be so vigilantly organized that the political office-holders cannot make money out of their offices. Bribes and other kinds of illegal gratification should be made quite impossible to accept
iv. A Government would gain popularity and political stability if it so arranges things that the internal details of the administration, particularly the administration of public finances is open to public scrutiny.
 v. Proper education should be imparted to the citizens in the spirit of constitution.
vi. Political stability and internal solidarity can be gained by maintaining proportionate equality.
vii. The habit of obedience and submission to law should be instilled. Lawlessness and anarchy should not be allowed to creep in even in small and trifling matter.
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viii. In oligarchy and aristocracy, the inferior class must be well treated and the principles of democratic equality must be followed among the privileged classes. In democracy, the poor and the rich should be encouraged to take part in the state administration which does not affect the sovereign power.
Aristotle also suggested various methods in making oligarchies and tyrannies-stable which are to be followed by a tyrant.

a) A tyrant must employ spies particularly females to trace out disloyal persons to gallows the concerned.

b) He should follow an aggressive policy abroad

c) He should always warn people about constant fear of invasion from outside

d) He should keep the people busy and never allow them to remain in vertigo and lethargy.

e) He must extend enthusiasm in religion

f) He should punish the guilty so that crimes must be ended for the peaceful order in the state.

g) He should increase the material well-being of the citizens.

h) He should perish the intellectual life of the citizens to perish revolutionary tendencies.

i) He should adorn his city and must work for its glory

j) He must have respect for the good.[18]
Aristotle put the security of the state above everything else. He even permitted interference in the privacy of individual’s life when necessary in the interests of the state. According to Aristotle, “A revolution constitutes more a political than a legal change. It had the effect of reversing ethical, social and economic standard."
Comparison of Aristotle & Plato

Plato and Aristotle are the two greatest stars in the universe of political philosophy. The former is known as the first poetic philosopher in the history of political thought. His discipline and successor, Aristotle is the father of political science. Both are the greatest apostles of the great culture. Almost all the thinkers till the beginning of the 20th century dark deep from this rich fountain of knowledge of wisdom.
Aristotle and Plato had same view point on several things but they too differ also. Aristotle fully subscribes to the view of Plato that the only life which is worthy of man is a life of virtue and that it is made possible for individual in and through membership of the State. Aristotle further agrees with his master in regarding the view that State as a moral and spiritual entity and in holding that Ethics and Politics constitute a single and indivisible science. Both of them approach the problem of the city-state from a moral point of view; their political thought is ethical in character. In the hands of both of them it has a practical bias. The Politics of Aristotle is no less a manual for the statesman than the Republic of the laws of Plato. Aristotle has a genuine Platonist in so far as he believed that the greatest need of the times was the proper education of the ruler.
Plato was the father of the “Utopian” idea in which several features were essential. He broke down the human soul in three parts; Desire spiritual and rational. Plato addresses the three features as being key to the establishment of the perfect society. If every person counterweights with the whole of society and these features than society can understand each other and progress and work towards the advancement of the society. Aristotle takes the same concept but more clearly defines it and takes it to the next level that goes beyond the perfect state and allows its applications to influence the whole system rather that purely serve as its basis. Aristotle has a perfect society but is not as nearly exaggerated as that of a utopia. Aristotle takes a more lenient attitude in his philosophy in general, in which its application is easier to real life. Aristotle sees only two parts to the human soul; the philosophical/ theoretical and the rational. Superficially one may derive from this that the human soul is far deeper than that of Plato’s partitions. In fact Aristotle regards human individual more than Plato does. Aristotle believes that each and every human has the philosophical/ theoretical dimension to him or her but the distinguishing feature is the ability to be rational. Plato uses the analogy of golden, silver and iron souls to distinguish the differences.
Points of difference Plato and Aristotle- Though Aristotle was permeated by Platonism to a very high degree and may rightly be regarded as a true Platonists but he also criticized the Plato’s various theories. Plato is a perfect idealist in his philosophy, whereas Aristotle is not an idealist in his philosophy. Substance is the most crucial of the ten categories according to Aristotle. The primary substance is nothing but the individual thing only according to him, whereas Plato sets out a scheme to describe particular things by identifying them according to their characteristics and properties. Aristotle, on the other hand, tried to develop a universal method of reasoning. He wanted to learn everything about reality. According to Aristotle any individual substance is distinguished from the other substances in a particular category based on features or the characteristics which they inherit. This only proves the fact that substances can be different.
[bookmark: _2s8eyo1]The main focus of Plato is a perfect society. He creates a blueprint for a utopian society, in his book The Republic, out of his disdain for the tension of political life. This blueprint was a sketch of a society in which the problems he thought were present in his society would be eased. Plato sought to cure the afflictions of both human society and human personality. Essentially what Plato wants to achieve is a perfect society.  Aristotle, unlike Plato, is not concerned with perfecting society. He just wants to improve on the existing one. Rather than produce a blueprint for the perfect society, Aristotle suggested, in his work, The Politics, the society itself should reach for the best possible system that could be attained. Aristotle relied on the deductive approach, while Aristotle is an example of an inductive approach. Utopia is a solution in abstract, a solution that has no concrete problem. There is no solid evidence that all societies are in need of such drastic reformation as Plato suggests. Aristotle discovers that the best possible has already been obtained. All that can be done is to try to improve on the existing one.[19]
 Aristotle criticized various theories of Plato such as communism of wife, communism of property etc. Aristotle says that communism of wives will create great confusion and disharmony in the social order. He says it is absurd to use the analogy of animals in support of community of wives. He says that state controlled mating will be unworkable and will not bring the best males and females together. Plato’s conception of the state as unity is mistaken. The very nature of the state is polarity and not uniformity. To Aristotle the state is or ought to be “a polarity which should be united and made into the community by education.”
Plato's utopia consists of three distinct, non-hereditary class systems. The Guardians consist of non-ruling Guardians and ruling Guardians. The non-rulers are a higher level of civil servants and the ruling is the society's policy maker. Auxilaries are soldiers and minor civil servants. Finally the Workers , are composed of farmers and artisans, most commonly unskilled laborers. The Guardians are to be wise and good rulers. It is important that the rulers who emerge must be a class of craftsmen who are public-spirited in temperament and skilled in the arts of government areas. The guardians are to be placed in a position in which they are absolute rulers. They are supposed to be the select few who know what is best for society. Aristotle disagrees with the idea of one class holding discontinuing political power. The failure to allow circulation between classes excludes those men who may be ambitious, and wise, but are not in the right class of society to hold any type of political power. Aristotle looks upon this ruling class system as an ill-conceived political structure. He quotes "It is a further objection that he deprives his Guardians even of happiness, maintaining that happiness of the whole state which should be the object of legislation," ultimately he is saying that Guardians sacrifice their happiness for power and control. Guardians who lead such a strict life will also think it necessary to impose the same strict lifestyle on the society it governs.
[bookmark: _17dp8vu]Plato and Aristotle alike were two men who had ideas on ways to improve existing society. Plato, a political philosopher, was in the pursuit of philosophical truth. Aristotle was concerned with the citizen and the design of political institutions. They both had well thought out ideas and plans on how to build a better society. Both Aristotle and Plato have had a tremendous impact on political scientists of today. Aristotle helped to developed some democratic ideas. In conclusion these men were great thinkers. Their opinions on society and its functions were quite different, but they both had the same intention, to build a better way of life for the societies they lived in and for the societies that would come to be in the future.We can conclude with the remarks of Maxey [20]“as Plato is father to the idealists, romanticists, revolutionists and utopians of political philosophy so Aristotle is father to the realists, scientists, pragmatists and utilitarians. All who believe in new world for old are disciples of Plato; all who believe in old words made by the tedious and toilsome use of science are disciples of Aristotle.”


