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TWO KINDS OF EQUALITY

BY
F.D. HARVEY

All animals are equal but some animals are more equal than others,
George Orwell, Animal Farm.

Equality was a fundamental principle of Greek democracy. In this
paper 1 propose, first, to trace the history of one form of opposition to
that principle, the theory of geometric proportion; and, sccondly, to
examine some recent speculation on geometric and harmonic propor-
tion¥),

L ARI'THMETICAL AND GEOMETRIC PROPORTION:
THE HISTORY OF AN IDEA

(i) The background
Greek democrats believed that all citizens should be cqualt). The
claim is casily misunderstood; modern theorists prefer to say that
no-onc should receive preferential treatment unless there is a relevant
Jjustification for it?). But Greck democrats, with their simpler formula-
tion of the principle, were open to the eriticism that in their passion
for equality they neglected the claims of merit.

The idea that an exceptionpal man deserves cxceptional rights is

*) | am greatly indebted to Mr. Po AL Brunt, Prolessor (. E. L. Owen and
Mr. G. E. M. de Ste. Croix for help and criticism at an carly stage; they arc not,
however, responsible lor my views as they now stand.

1 regret that at the tiine of writing two dissertations which deal with this subject
were not available to me: A, Meper Der athenische Demos 2ur et des peloponne-
sischen Krieges im Lichie zeitgengssischer Quellen, Diss. Munich, 1938 (p. 37 with n. 112);
and G. Grossmann Politische Schlagwirter aus dey Zeit des Peloponnesischen Krieges Diss.
Bascl, 1950 (p. 44 IL).

1) Hot. 3,80,6; Lo, Suppl. 438-41; lsocwr. 20 (Lodhites) 20; Ps.-Axvoc. 4 (Aleib.)
13, 16, 27; P, RP 557 A; An. Pol. 1317 B 3-7; etc.

1 eg. S. L Been and R, S, Pevers Social Principles and the Democratic State (Lon-
don, 1959), 110, 114.
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first found in a military context, in Homer. Achilles in the iad
grumbles that a man gets an cqual share of booty whether he just
sits around, or whether he fights his hardest: &v 82 1 Tepf Nty nondsg
#9% noi &6026¢?). This is a legitimate grumble, for whether a man
fights or not is relevant 1o the amount of booty he deserves. Aristotle,
however, cites this line in a political context: ol yaplevree, he says,

Toguzlouoty mepl TGV TULGY, ékv Toae® Hlev wod &y E TR ) Juby xonds
%8¢ nat $002605’.4) In Homer, the xaxdég was the coward, and the és02d¢
the brave man; but the words are used, like of zaptevreg, to denote
social classes. wy?y is now political power; and the justification is
altogether different?),

T is in the pages of Thucydides that we first encounter this line of
reasoning transferred to the political sphere. It is attributed by
Athenagoras ol Syracuse to his opponents: “Somcone will say that
democracy is not intelligent or toov, but that those who have money
are also those who are best at ruling”®). The criticism now takes the
paradoxical form that demucratic iséag is in fact not Yoov. But it is
not only the critics of democracy who make usc of this idea, for it
certainly lies behind the well-known passage in Pericles” funcral
speech: péreott 8¢ nata pév tobg vlpous mpdg T e Sdpupa wiot
T4 lowy, xate Ot Thv dilwow, Og Exaateg &V T edSunpel, odn anh
uépoug TH mhéy &g T novg ¥ an’ dpetfic mpntpdtar: “but while the law
secures cquality to all alike in their private disputes, the claim of
excellence is also recognized; and when a citizen is in any way
distinguished, he is gencrally preferred to the public service, not in
rotation, but for merit”?). Pericles is claiming, in fact, that the oppo-
nents of democracy were wrong in their assertion that democracy was
so obsessed with cquality that it ignored all other considerations.

Yet these same criticisms continued to be made by non-democrats;

) Hiad 9,319. Line 320, which interprets the “equal shave™ as deatl, is usually,
and rightly, regarded as an interpolation.

1 Pol, 1267 A 1-2.

%) ol Bur. Hecuba 306 8; Xen, Gyrop. 2,2,18 - 2,3,16; the contexts heve are still
militavy, as in the Miad, For a non-military comtext, cf. Soen. dmtig. 519- 20,

%) “I'u. 6,39,1.

)} I w,47,1, Us, Jowett revised Brant.
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for example, in the Republic Socrates criticizes democracy lor lodrazd
7wa bpolug leog 12 zal dviguts Suavépovsal). Plato claims no novelty for
this:it is a well-known complaint, says Adeimantus®). But Plato has in
mind a more detailed argument which by this had attached itsell 1o
the old idcas. 'The new stream of thought has its source in mathematics,

(ii) The three proportions of Archylas

Archytas of Tarentum, a Pythagorean who flourished in the carly
fourth century, wrote in his work on music??):

“There are three proportions in music: (i) the arithmetical, (ii) the
geometrie, (iii) the subcontrary which they call harmonic.

The arithmetical is when there are three terms which stand in the
lollowing relation 1o one another in proportion: the first exceeds the
sccond by the same amount as the sccond exceeds the third (e.g. 6, 4
and 2, where 6 - 4 — 4 - 2). And in this proportion it is the case that

*) P RP 554 C.

%) wihpiie 2évewe, ib. Chon. 195-146.

Wy Dirs-Kranrz Die I'm,emmlr der Vorsohratiker (Berlin, 1951) (hencelorward
DK) 47 B2: péoxe 8¢ dvti tpis 7 povoud, pix pdv dptdunmins, Sevtépa 82 & vempetpes,
zpita 8’ Omevavria, v zadfovte Gppovixay, &pllpnTuek pév, Guxa Ewvie Tpeig fput 22T& Ty
2obav drepoydy dve Miyev' § wpdTog Seusépun brepéyer, Tobtey Sedtepus rpitey Orepéye:.
wxl By Tabrz <th> dvadoyly ouprinter frev 1d tiv pelbvov dpwv SikaTona peiny,
h 3k Ty pevivey |:.¢"tov & *{coqmpmi 3¢, dnva v ofug & wpitos motl thv Sedrepov.
zal b b'c'ﬂspog nosl mv 1pltw ruutaw 8 ol |u(§ov¢¢; loov =owiviat T &ia-rqp.u xel of
petoug, & 8" 0 tlx, &v xadob| y Grrx Ewvil <Toin’ (> 6 np'xtm; Gpug
omepéyer <6l Szu-rtpou auTAHTOU p.épst, rourm 6 péang tob Tpiton unspé/u 700 Tpitoy
wépet, yivetar 8 dv Tadra °F awzloytex h Thw (mﬁwmv Hpwv Siretqpx y.ztwv, 26 8t s
pewdvov tefov. Passages in brackets in the translation are not of course in the text of
Archytas. ] take the exatnples from Dicls,

1t would be as well to deline the guasi-technical terms used in this theory:

avadoyla: praportion (sce M.L. d’Ooge’s us. of Nicomachus of Gerasa, drithm.
(New York, lgzb), n. on 2,21,1 {p. 264))

Sukotgpa: ratio (an unusual mcaning, but the only one that will make scense in the
Archytas passage. LS) s.v. Sidotqua 4 cite ouly this and Ar. Phys. 202 A 18 (where,
again, no other sense is possible) for this meaning).

lobryg: equality; equality of ratios; proportion

wéan: mean; profortion

(eadras: mean; proportion {this sccond seuse is not given by LS]; but the word is
certainly so used, e.g. ps.-Archytas ap. Stob. 4,1,137. Sce d'Ooge, loc. cit.)

dpug: term of a vatio (but not in this sense in Pl RP 443 A sce pp. 1j2-144)

ORepny A2 exCess.
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the ratio between the larger teros is smaller, and that between the
smaller greater (i.c. 6 is 1%/, times 4; but 4 is twice 2, a greater ratio).

The geometric is when the first stands in the same relation to the
second as the sccond to the third (c.g. 8, 4 and 2, where 8 : 4 :: 4 1 2).
And of these the greater are in the same ratio as the smaller (i.c. 8 is
twice 4; and 4 is twice 2).

The subcontrary, which we call harmonic, is when they are as
follows: the first term exceeds the sccond by the same fraction of
itself as the fraction of the third by which the second term exceeds the
third (c.g- 6, 4 and 3, where 6 — 4 = 2,i. ¢. Y 0l 6; and 4 -3 = 1,
i.c. /30l 3). And in this proportion the ratio between the greater terms
is greater, and that between the lesser less (f.e. 6 is 1%/, times 43 but 4
is 11/, limes 3, a lesser ratio)” ).

(iii) The political application of the proportions of Archylay

Unlikely as it might scem, the first wwo of these proportions were
applied 10 politics. The arithmetical proportion, it was claimed, was a
paradigm of a democracy; the gecometric, of a “better” form of con-
stitution. ‘The analogy works out as follows. Demnocrats praisc equality;
but their cquality is arithinctical proportion. This at first sight would
appear to be perlect equality, since cach number stands at an equal
distance from its neighbours (12, 10, 8, 6, 4, 2). So, in a democracy,
cach man gets equal rights. But it takes no account of the zalie of cach
number, or of cach man. Here there is flagrant incquality: the higher
up the scale you go, the smaller the ratio (4 is twice 23 Gis 11/, times 4;
8 is 1!/, limes 6 - and so on); in political terms, the better the man,
the less his worth is rewarded.

But now look at geometric proportion. "This is not democratic, but
(the argument goes) it is much fairer. At first sight, equality would
scem o have vanished, for cach number no longer stands at an equal
distance from its neighbours (64, 32, 16, 8, 4, 2). So, in this kind of

) I have wanslated the passage on barmonic proportion {or the sake of com-
pleteness; it was never applicd to politics by Archytas or any writer in the clas-
sical period; but see pp. 123-126 and part 11,

TWO KINDLS OF EQUALITY 105

constitution, cach man does not get cqual rights. But it does take
account of the value of cach number, and of cach man. IMere there is
perfect equality; all the way up the scale, the ratio remains the same
(4 is twice 2; 8 is twice 4; 16 is twice 8; and so on); in political Lerins,
what a man receives is always cqual to his worth!®),

"This, it must be conlessed, is a scheme of great ingenuity, and even
clegance. The moral is clear. The cquality of which the democrats
boast is rcally only a superficial cquality; whercas the so-called
incquality of the non-democrats is in fact a true and satisfying equality.

Who was the first man to apply this scheme to politics? T believe
that a very strong case can be made out for Archytas, on the basis of
another fragment concerned with logismoes'?). “Logismos when discovered
stops stasis”, says Archytas, “and increases homonota; when it vccurs,
there is no pleonexia, but there is isotés ; for by this we settle our disputes.
By this, then, the poor take from the powerlul, and the vich give (o the
needy, both sides trusting that through this they will get 76 toov. Itis a
rule and it prevents men from doing wrong: it stops those who know how
to calculate before they do wrong, persuading them that they will not
be able to escape notice, when they come to it; and it prevents those

*2) This is a difficult and oceasivnally obscure topie, and it is regrettable that the
Iatest cliscussion of it, by G. R. Morrow Plate’s Cretan City (Princeton, 1960),
524 5, is confused. The mathematical formnulas, he writes (524), “suggest that the
mean carrics in itsell proportionate elements of the two extremes”. The theory of
proportion “may be the source of the idea that the nean in pelitics is a mixtare
of its two extremes” (525). He then cites Thucydides’ reference (8,97,2) to the
Theramencan constitution as a “measurcd {usion” to the benelit of the few and
the many. But the two ideas are totally distinet. In the theory which we are dis-
cussing, each different kind of proportion symbolizes a different constitution; the
terms stand for individuals, for people. There is no question whatever of 2 mean
beticeen constitutions, where the terms stand lor constitutions, nor of a mixture of
constitutions (whatever that may be: see R. Robinson, trs. of and commentary on
Awsstorie’s Politics 111 and 1V (Oxlord, 1962), go-t, 93-4, t00-1). It so happens
that ps.-Archytas discusses both the proportion idea (Stob. 4,t,137) and the mixed
constitution (Stob. 4,1,138); but he docs not assimilate them.

1) DK 47 B 3: otxow pév Exavacy, dpdvoray 8t xiknaey doiopds edpelels” mreuveiiz
<e yap 9% Eatt Tottou yevopévoy wal ladtag Zatv' Tt Yap mepl Thv ouvaldaypdtzey
Saddaoadtpsz. Rk todrov odv of mévtec AapPivuve: mapd <hv Suvapdvey, of Te
mhodaee Sitddvre tulg Seopdvore, mateduvteg dppitepot Stg Tudto TH loov Eiew. waviw
8% ual xwlothp tiv dStvdvrwy <hv> Todg piv Ematapévons Aoyileala wely Eduely
Eravaz, neicag HTe ob Suvacoiivia halely, Grom &n’ adtdy ENluvte ols 82 o dmioTopeé-
g, &y aitdh Sqlaous &Buulyrag, Stdduaey adwTane.
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who do not know from doing wrong, showing by that very lact
(i.c. that they do not know how to calculate) that they are doing
wroug”™").

The significance of this passage depends, of course, entircly on the
meaning given to the word logismos. lts usual meaning is “calculation”
in the most general sense; and that would make some sort of sense here.
But can Archytas perhaps be alluding to geometric proportion? This
is a very tempting suggestion: let us sce what this interpretation would
cntail®®), Let us imagine an Archylan state, inwhich there is a first-rate
man, A; we may give him the value 16. There is also an incapable
bulfoon, B, value 2'€). They both realise their own worth. (This extra
premiss is essential.) So there is no stasis or pleonexia, because B has the
rights and duties and the wealth he deserves, and so has A, this means
fhomoneia, and truc equality in the sense already explained. Bul suppose
that B, for some reason, is short of moncey, and does not have the
aumount which, as a 2-man, he deserves, while A is too prosperous for
a 16-man. The remedy is simple: “both sides trust that through the
logismos they will get b taov”: the rich man gives the required amount
w the poor. This is exactly what did happen in Archylas’ Tarentuin,
as Aristotle informs us'?), The same would also apply to political power
and honour.

Crime, 100, is prevented. Our 2-man, B, thinks that he will rob A;
and then it strikes him that it will be obvious that he will, if the
enterprise is successful, have more than other 2-men, and that A will
have less than other 16-men; cveryone will see this, and he will be
caught. But G, another 2-man, fails (o work all this out; he goes ahead
and robs A, and his very ignorance of the application of the logismos
shows that he is a criminal. Alf this, it might be suggested, is more than
a trifle ludicrous. But it is, 1 suggest, what the fragment meaus. Adter

1) “I'he st clause is somewhat obseures | follow the suggestion made in the foot-
note in DK (1 438). Pechaps the text is not sound.

1) *I'his passage is discussed more fully on pp. 33-7, where further reasons ave given
for the suggestion that there is a reference to geometric proportion. J. S. MORRISON
C.Q. s il (1958), 213 11, implics that {ogismos is harmonic proportion; but this
was not applied to politics until late antiquity: sce part 1.

1) 1[ this scens very strange, . Pr. Plt. 257 A -B; see p. 7.

) Aw. Pol. 1320 B g .5 see p. 139 140
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all, if an cducated Greek could swallow the Platonic number'®), then
he could casily swallow this.

(iv) Plato

From Archytas, this picture of the state was passed on, dircctly or
indirectly, to Plato. There is no clear cvidence!®) that the two
philosophers met before its livst occurrence in Plato, in the (-‘orgias"’.);
but certainly in that dialoguc it is said to be a belicf of the sogot, in
other words, of the Pythagorcans®!). “It scems to have escaped you”,
says Socrates o Callicles, “that geometric proportion has immense
power among both gods and men; you think that you should cultivate
Pleonexia instead?®?): this must be duc to your ignorance of gcometry”#)

We have already noticed the occurrence of the idea in the Republic??),
We sce how geomctric proportion was applicd to the individual at the
opening of Plato’s Politicus?3), a passage which is a striking confirmation
of our picture of the Archytan state. Socrates: “Theodorus, I am
really very much indebted to you for my introduction to ‘Uheactetus
and to our guest from Elea”. Theodorus: “Good, but you are likely
to be three times as much in my debt, Socrates, when they have done
their task and defined the Statesman and the Philosopher as well as
the Sophist for you”. Socr.: “Three times as much? Really, my dear
‘Theodorus, must it go on record that we heard our greatest mathema-
tician say that?” Uheo.: “What do you mean, Socrates?” Socr.: “Arce
we to say that we heard you reckoning all these three as of equal value
when their real values differ to an extent that delies all your geome-

) Pr. RP 546 A K.

) See n. 190,

¥) Pr. Gorg. 508 A, M_y rejection of Morrison’s arguments (part 11} removes
objections o dating the Gorgias alter 388; see 1, R, Dodds’ edition of the Gorgias
(Oxford, 1959) 26-7, csp. n. g to p. 26.

1) Doops, Gorgius, 337-8.

::) We hnyc seen (pp. 104 -105) how Archyian theory dealt with pleonexia,

I ) l)odt‘ls note on llns' passage (Gorgias, 339-40) is the best (reatment of this
;v:'al::ll:i”slil:'lu::ct ofl'gcm.ncmlc ]l;ropu‘rlionl kl!l;)wn to me. But I do not believe that

s proportion is to be found in the Republic: see pp. 142414

iy l(,‘. ur cpublic: see pp. 142144,

#) P, Pit, 257 A-B. The wanslation is that of J. B. Skese (London

) : J. B. Skese 1952
slightly changed. Skemp has a good note ou the passage (p. Hg).( b e
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trical cxpressions of proportion?” Theo.: “By A.mmon, god of l:;!))’fl,
well said, Socrates, and a fair hit! Your dropping on my blun LP.I.I;
calculation (logismoi) like this shorws that you have really remembered
: hematics!” . '
)";"‘t l:::.t end ol his life, Plato returned to the idea, and‘sc.l it ou} in
full in the Zaws?), for previously he had only alluded to it in passing.
“For servants and masters never can be Iriends”, says the Athf:n;an
stranger; “nor can good and bad, mercly because they are dCCI,a; ;() l;)[
have equal privileges. For to uncquals cquals become unclqu.x r,t
they arc not harmonized by measure; a.nd I)Ol!l by reason 2(1 ccllt:x i ::;
and by reason of inequality, citics arc .hl!cd vs:lth scditions )l (l:‘o :
saying, that “cquality makes friendship”#), is happy and a b(-.lrll'lc.,-
but there is obscurity and confusion as to what 'sort of cquality i
meant. For there are two equalities (i.c. arithmetical :m(.l gcou’lcl.r.w
proportion), which are called by the same name, but are in rml‘lty l:u
many ways almost the opposite of vne another; one of .lhcn? iy lc‘
introduced without dilficulty by any statc or any legislator in the
distribution of honours; namely, that of measure, wcxght., and numlx.:r,.
which he cnsures by the lot. But there is nuoth.cr cq'ufxl.lt):, ol a .bctlc.x
and higher kind, which is not so casily recognized. l.hns is the Judg.-
ment of Zeus; among men it avails but little); that little, h.owT:vcr, is
the source of the greatest good o individuals and ?tatcs“'). ¥ .()I‘ it gwlcs
to the greater more and (o the inferior less, and in proportion l'o t 1c
nature of cach; and above all, greater honour ulways.; 1o the gx.cau..x
virtue, and to the less less; and to cit.hcr in prop.or'uo.n lt('.l their |n:-.
spective measure of virtue and education. And this is J.ust,:cc, and is
ever the true principle of states, at which we ought to z}lm v
Despite this extravagant praisc, however, Plato thinks that geo-

3y Pr. Laws 756 K757 L The transiation, which is that of Joweut! {Oxford,
1953), 1V 324, covers only 757 A-C.

w) of, kP 558 C. ' :

“; tf :\u(":’f:vms, DK 47 B 3, line 7; Ar. Pol. 1301 A 37-30; Pl 'L{rw.\ 74315&

) li);).dw,q- of. Archytas’ homonoia (loc. cit.), aml the sayings of Solon quote

’

Ull’ll)- ll‘i:l;aps Plato is thinking of the isolated cxpcr.imcm -ul_.l\rchylas at /l\allel::::::
(Ar Pc;l 1320 b g {l.; sce p.139); or perhaps he is admitting that the Athenians
did 'pny some attention to this principle (', 2,37,1, quoted on p. 192).

31) of. Gorg. 508 A.
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metric proportion is not to be used undiluted, Svoxoriag =év medIAGEY
gvzxot most people would not put up with it; it is to be judiciously
mixed with ordinary equality32). Why did he call it Awbg xplorz? The
answer surely lics in the contrast with the democratic cquality of the
lot. This is avbgdnwy xpiais, a choice involving man’s idea of cquality,
where cach man is Lo be regarded as having the same value as the
next. Abg zpices, on the other hand, is the God's-cye view: it is the
choice which Zeus would make il he were appointing people to office;
and he, of course, would consider candidates on their merits,

There is also another passage in the Laws which shows the practical
clfects of geometric proportion, and with its aid we can see whether
our account of the Archytas fragment is plausible. “It would be well
that every man should come to the colony having all things cqual;
but sceing that this is not possible, and one man will have greater
possessions than another, for many reasons and in particular 10
preserve equality in special crises of the state, qualifications of property
must be uncqual, in order that offices and contributions and distri-
butions may be proportioned to the value of cach person’s wealth, and
not solely to the virtue of his ancestors or himscll, nor yet to the strength
and beauty of his persun, but also o the measure of his wealth or
poverty; and so by a law of inequality, which will also be onc of
proportion, he will receive honours and offices as equally as possible
(6 laairare ©& dvioy cuppéspe 82), and there will be no quarrels and
disputes. To which end there should be four different standards
appointed according to the amount of property: there should be a
first and a sccond and a third and a fourth class . . . ”33) Here, then,
arc four property-classes, determined on the principle of geometric
proportion. Perhaps geometric proportion also lies hehind the three
clusses of the Republict).

3) Laws 757 I\,

) Pr.. Laws 744 B C. The transkation is again that of Jowettt, IV 314,

31} Wealth, of cowse, is arranged on different principles in the Republic; but
political rights are distributed in accordance with the gencral requirements of
geometrie proportion. Was this intentional? Plato says nothing about it; but it
waould square nicdy with the immense importance given to geometric proportion

in the Gurgius (508) A), and woukl provide a clear link Letween that work and
the Laws. As for harmonie proportion in the Repudblic, itisa mirage: sce pp. Lj2-144.

GL & M. 8
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Plato’s high opinion of geometric proportion (isétqg) may provide
the answer o two related problems. “Pamphila®) in the 25th book
of her Memorabilia says that when the Arcadians and Thebans were
founding Megalopolis, they invited Plato to be their legislator; but
when he found that they were not willing to have equality, he refused
to go”%). Plato was no egalitarian; and as Morrow points out?”), this
imust be an allusion to geometric proportion - that is, if there is any
value in the story at all. Secondly there is a reference in. Plato’s seventh
Letter 1o the Sixavog xai, lobvopog mokizeta®). The same question ariscs:
why is Plato praising cquality? And the answer is surely the same: he
is thinking of geometric proportion®).

(v) Isocrates
“} imagine”, wrote Isocrates, “that we all believe that it is altogether
monstrous that the good and the bad should be thought worthy of the
same privileges, and that it is of the very cssence of justice that
distinctions should be made between them, and that those who are
unlike should not be treated alike but should fare and be rewarded in
sach case according to their deserts. Now oligarchies and democracics
seck equality for those who share in the achuinistration of them; and
the doctrine is in high favour in those governments that one man
should not have the power o get more than another — &t principle which
works in the interest of the worthless! Monarchies, on the other hand,
make the highest award to the best man, the next highest to the next
best, and in the same proportion to the third and the fourth and so on.
tven il this practice does not obtain everywhere, such at lcast is the
intention of the polity. And, mark you, menarchics more than other
governments keep an appraising eye upon the characters and actions
of men, as everyone will admit. Who, then, that is of sound mind

38y Fforuit during the reign of Nero.

) Lioy. Laerr. 3,23

17) G. R. Morrow, Plate’s Cretan City, 524 n. 10,

sy Lo 7, 26 1.

) For the sake of completeness it should be added that two means also veeur
in the Timaeus, this time the arithmetical and the harmonic (Tim. 36 A (d Ar. v,
47 Rose)s of. Taylor ad foc.). But here the context is cosmological, not political.
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would not prefer to share in a form of government under which his
own worth shall not pass unnoticed, rather than be lost in the hurly-
burly ol the mob and not be recognized for what he is”4)? It is often
suggested!) that there is an allusion to the doctrine of the two cquali-
ties heve. This is perbaps misleading. We might divide that doctrine
into three parts: (i) the assertion that democratic equality is not the
best type of equality; (it} the assertion that geomeltric proportion is
true equality; and (iii) the demonstration of these propositions by
geometric “proof”. Of these, not one is found in this passage: what
Isocrates says is that equality itsell is wrong - and this is not the same
as (i) - and that a monarchy where every man is honoured according
to his worth is an ideal state of affairs, No attempt is made to claim
that this too is a kind of cquality, and a better kind (ii), or to “prove”
it geometrically (iii). We might surmise that lsocrates knows the
theory, but thinks it too complicated to put forward in a general work,
(As we hLave seen, cven Plato never gives the [ull mathematical
working-out, although the Georgias and the Politicus passages show that
he is familiar with it). Isocrates’ “philosophy” was, after all, onc of
practical results, not of theory. There is little difference between his
remarks and the general assertions madce in the previous century'?),
What makes it clear that he knows the new theory is the fact that he
borrows its language: pi 1ol dvopotoug 16y duotmy Toyyavay®) is not
far from Plato’s “distributing a kind of cquality to equals and un-
cquals alike”?).

The theory, never wholly convincing, is particularly ill-adapted to
the absolute monarchy advocated in the Nicocles, “one ol the strangest
documents produced under the Athenian democracy by anyonc who
claimed o be a leader of political opinion”%), Isocrates himself scems

) Isocr, 4 (M), 14-16. The translation is that of G. Norlin, Loch Isoerates
1 85

M Lz, by Nerin in his note on Isocr. 7 (sdreop.) 21, Loch Isocrates 11, 116,
note b,

1) See pp. 101 -1,

) Isocr, g (Nie.) 1.

) Pr. RI 558 C.

15) Norman Bayses “seciates”, in Byzantine Studies and other Essays (London,
1956} 119

B*
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embarrassed by the fact that what he says so glibly is clearly and
demonstrably false: “Monarchies make the highest award‘ w th.c b(ft
man, the next highest to the aext best. . and o on. l:,vcn l.[ this
practice does not obtain everywhere, such at .lc:usl " l,!lc intention ol
the polity”. Or in other words, “What I have Just sau'l is not truc, but
never mind, monarchics mean well.” Not ouly is the idea a borrowcfl
onc; it is ineptly borrowed, and its quasi-intellectual backbone is
removed for popular consumption®®). .

‘I'he theory also makes a bricl but less slmdo\:v?' appearance in the
Areopagiticus. Here the two cqualities are explicitly mcnt:onc'd; the
“prool” is as usual suppressed, or taken for gmntcd.‘ But what
contributed most to their good government of the state (i.c. the t:arly
Athenian state) was that of the two vecognized kinds u!.cqu:}hly -
that which makes the same award to all alike and that which gives to
cach man his due — they did not il to grasp which was the more
serviceable; but, rejecting as unjust that which holds tlml' the good
and the bad are worthy of the same honowss, and prelerring rather
that which rewards and punishes every man according to l_lis descrts,
they governed the city on (his principle, not filling the offices by lot
from all the citizens, but selecting the best and the ablest for cach
function of the state”37). . ot

Two points are worth noticing here. First, the thcor‘y l!.i rcu'q](‘:clc
into the remote past®®). Sccondly, arithmetical cql.u\hly 15|assocmtrtl
specifically with the lot, an association made alsu. in 'l’laufs Lawa. Y
but not in any carlier occurrence of the theory. The idea is growing,
and new concrete idcas are being added. It is difficult to say whf) first
introduced the lot into this context. Together with the practice of

) The sume idea is said to be expressed in an carlier wurki .7 o &\ﬁrf:lt“l‘:.:c('.;();ﬂlli :h
“f4 3s monstrous that the worse should rule ll\c'l‘)v.‘ucr, a!ul thit the i
should give orders to men of greater wisdom”. This too is cited as n‘nb a I“If;:ll) o
the two cqualitics by Novlin in his note _(l.u'ub Isucrates LI, nlbl,“u‘uu. 1'3‘ Eportrd-
vague in the extreme - more 50 than the Wicedles: the very WOIe 4.(!un 1l yl: arisu.,-
is the whole point of the theory, ducs( x;o'l ((;\]'cu micur. 1t is merely a comtne
ratic grumble, akin to those of the Old Oligarch. .

u-::l)c ﬁ:ut::':x.b'),(zirmh.) 21-gu; the translation is aguin that of Norlin, Loch lso-
crates, I 11y,

") of, pp. 120 123,

) Pr, Laws 757 B 5; p. 108,
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voting, which eutails the counting of heads, it is, of course, the most
vbvious example of the practical application of arithinetical equality.
The dreopagiticus is generally dated between 360 and 354%); the Laws
presumably appeared soon after 347, the year of Plato’s death. Yet 1
find it bard to belicve that the new detail is to be attributed to Iso-
crites - not on the grounds that Isocrates was incapable of an original
thought, but because when a writer takes over a theory and states it
bricfly and gencerally, it is not likely that he will make a small but
important innovation of this nature. This obscrvation, if correct,
might provide support for those who belicve in an carlier version of
the Laws used by Aristotles), Alternatively, if the Laws is simply a
record of what Plato had been urging in lectures and conversation for
many years, Jsocrates may perhaps have heard of it in that way. A
third possibility, of course, is a common source, now lost),

(vi) Aristotle

It is in Aristoule’s Politicy that the theory is discussed at greatest
length. It is much o Aristotle’s credit that he saw some of its inacle-
quacies, but, in my view, he did not go ncarly far enough: he failed
to see the force of his own criticisms. It is perhaps best (o take each
passage as it occurs in the Politics.

“The first thing (o vote is what marks men give of oligarchy and
democracy, and what are oligarchic and democratic justice.

All men grasp justice 1o some extent; but they only go part of the
way, and they do not state the whole of the absolutely just, For
cxample, justice is thought 1o be equality; and so it is, but lor equals,
not for everybody, Incquality is also thought v be just; and so it is,
but for uncquals, not for everybody. They omit the “for whom” and

0} Usually 3506 or 355; carly 354, Mathicu, Budé Isvcrates 111, 506; perhaps lac
357, W. Jaraur, 1LS.C.2 Suppl. Vol. 1 {Athenian Studies presented to W, S, Fer-
guson), 439 (sce pp. Jog-39).

") G. R, Morrow Aristotle’s Comments on Plate’s Laws, in Aristotle and Plato in the
Mid-fourth Centiry, ed 1. Disring and G. E. 1.. Owen (Goteborg, 1960), 145-62, esp.
tho-2. Morrow does not attempt to date this earlier version,

) Archytas, even?
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judge badly. ‘That is because they are judging about themselves. Most
men are bad judges in their own cause. . . -
Justice is relative to persons, and requires the S;tlll}: ratio for Lnl(,
pn:mons as for the things, as was said carlier in the Etfics. Mcn’ f;t?nlft
the cquality of the things but dispute lh:.xt of the pcr..sonsl. l 1is 1:1
mainly because, as just mentioned, they judge !)a(lly in Liur owt
affairs, but also because cach side is .rcnlly saying 5().mclh'lll.l]g.lrll(:
about justice and hence thinks it is saying the whu!u u u!.lll.. : e loulli
parly, being unequal in some rcspcc.t, as possu:ssnon_ls, lx.m ] : sc:'ls

wholly unequal. The other party, being equal in some respect, :
frecdom, thinks itsell wholly cqual™s?). o .
Here Aristotle views the theory as a theory fl')()lll _.]uslu:’c, ru.lhu
than about the narrower issuc of constitutional rights; in lhl.s he is at
one with Archytas®). But constitutional rights are of course m(:h.nlc(li
“Justice is thought to be equality”: thi‘s is the dcm::crnuc F)om% lu
view, as Aristotle says Jaterss), “And so it xsj’, he adds, “but [ur ;:)qlu:l si
not for everybody”. ‘I'here may be a certain amount of lrln!:lx chind
what Aristotlc is trying o say; but his terminology is highly mlslcadnfg,;.
Justice involves equality: that is, l:vcrybo.dy is to b.c lrcalu:d as (3(|.lld :
unless good grounds can be adduced in a p:u'ucu!m' 111.:1[.;11.1('.(‘.‘ uf
justify an incquality - a privilege or a curtailment of rights. ns! 0(‘:%
.not, of course, imply that some men are nnufrztlly I)c.ucr than ot 1lcra,
on the contrary, it denics it; but that view is inextricably lnnu.u l,l,p
with Aristotle’s terminology. “Incquality is also thought to I:‘L just”:
this is the oligarchic point of vicw, as Aristotle says Intcr"“). And s.o
it is, but for unequals, not [or cvcrybody’.’. Here again u;}f: mu.st
complain that to speak of “uncquals” is to n.nslcad; fnr it implics ;o:;u.
sort of grading of human beings. “Equallfy (or inequality) ol ;L
persons” is distressingly off the point: for .lh.ls suggc.st-s that the w. u..) '(,
question is an empirical matter, whercas it is a (]l:-CISl()ll about !)l;:f,t.-
dure which rests on a moral beliel about human rights. And this flaw

53) Ar, Pol. 1280 A 7 25, rs. R. Robinson (Oxlord, 1962), 28.

3 L 47 B 3. e i

*:; I(iln\ iI?a: f;;m A 29; 1317 B 2 10; 1318 A 3-8, "These passages e quoted
on pp. 117 and 11y,

36) Ar, Pol. 1300 A 40,
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is fundamental to Aristotle’s reasoning. Certainly, inequalitics, or
perhaps we should say “differences”, are taken into account in justice;
but only those relevant to the particular matter in hand.

Aristotle docs however realise the uselessness of claims to equality
and inequality which are made in the air: the important question, as
he sees it, is to discover what kinds of inequality (or differences) entitle
a man to what kinds of incquality (or differences) of treatment.
Atistotle’s answer is that it is those who “contribute most to political
socicty” (Baor oupBirdovrar miciatoy el T TowabTgy (i.c. mohetizdy)
xowwviav) who are entitled to a larger share in the city?), But this
reply suffers from two vaguenesses. (i) It is not at first clear which
qualitics are o count as contributing to political socicty; so that
Aristotle’s answer would not settle the rival claims of, for instance, a
rich maun and a wise man and a brave mau (not that such men can
be su neatly distinguished except in theory). T'his is a question which
Aristotle later attempts to answer®), (ii) It is not clear how (his
entitlement to a larger share in the city is to work out in practice:
what are these privileges? 11, as scems likely, they are political offices,
then on what principles are they to be measured out, divided, and
shared round ?

Aristotle seems (o be tentatively fecling his way towards formulating
the principle of relevance; but he does not reach it in this discussion. A
later account which he gives, however, docs go as far as to point out
the inadmissibility of some of the qualifications which were alleged in
his day o be relevant to political distinctions.

) ib. 1281 A 4 .

) pp- 115-116. In the course of an interesting discussion of this passage, R, Ro-
BINSON (dAristotle’s “Pulitics”, books 11 and ] V,31-3) a 1s this question as follows:
“In 1280 B 5 political goodness looks like good character and good behaviour to-
wards the city and its laws and citizens, I 128 A 7 it looks like the power to
produce goud character and good bebaviour in the other citizens, The later is
probably Aristoue’s idea: political goudness is being good at making men good by
ruling thewm” (p. 413, If this interpretation is right, then this is the quality which
is to count as “contributing to political society”; but we still do not know how it
is to be measurcd or assessed; and my second objection (p. 13) still holds gootl,
And there is the further objection that one cannot avoid having doubts about men
who are “good at making men guod by ruling them”: what sort of people would
they he? Aristotle’s fundamental political priuciple is involved, and this is mis-
guided (Robiuson, o, cit. xvii-xxviil, esp. xxii-xxv),
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“All men hold that justice is some kind of cquality; and up to a
certain point they agree with what bas been determined in our
philosophical discussions on cthical matters. That is, they say that
justice is a certain distribution to certain persons, and must be equal
for equals. What we have to discover is cquality and incquality of what
sort of persons. That is difficult, and calls for political philosophy.

Perhaps someone would say that superiority in any good whatever
deserves incquality in the assignment of offices, provided that in all
other respects the men do not differ but are alike, on the ground that
whoever differs has a different right and worth. But if this is truc,
complexion and height and any good whatever entitle those who cxceel
in it to an excess of political rights. But is this not obviously false™s) 2

Here then Aristote uses the relevance principle; but it should have
been used in the previous argument wo®), He cven goes some way
towards formulating it: “What we have to discover is equality and
inequality of what sort of persons”. Aristotle answers his question with
an example from flute-playing®) which is very much to the point; but
his conclusion is disappointing:

“It is clear that in politics also it is reasonable not w claim office
on the ground of any and every incquality. ... The claim must be
based on a dilference in something that helps to constitute a city.
Hence it is reasonable for the noble and free and rich to claim the
honour, because the citizens must be free and have taxable property;
a city could not consist entirely of needy persons, any morc than of
slaves. And, if those attributes arc necessary, evidently justice and
political goodness are necessary too. Without these, also, a city cannot
go on. Or, rather, without the former, it cannot exist, and without
these it cannot go on well™92).

This conclusion contradicts Aristotle’s previous arguments. I s
here means political power, as it clearly does, what relevance has
good birth? None whatever, as Aristotle would have seen if he had
followed his reasoning (o the conclusion which it demands, instead ol

o) Ar. Pol. 1282 B8 g0, s, R. Robinsou (p. 41).
&y ih, 1280 A 7 25,

a1) b, reflz B go- a8y A g,

7) ih. 1283 A 1022, us. R Robinson (p. 42).
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abandoning it hall way. What relevance has wealth? ‘The rich pay
taxes, says Aristotle; but why is this a good reason for giving them more
political power than, say, a poor sailor, who can also claim to serve
the state by fighting for it? Aristotle has grasped the point that difle-
rences between men, and incqualitics in the state, must both be taken
into consideration; he realises that these must be related to each other
in a rcasonable and relevant way, Why then this blindness, this lack
of rigour in Aristotle’s argument ? Because, no doubt, his mind was so
accustomed Lo thinking of birth and wealth as entitling a man (o
power that, despite his own arguments, he did not stop to question
them. In many Greek states this was an aceepted fact of political life.
Aristotle’s practical conclusions were at vartance with his abstract
arguments; il we want to pass @ harsher judgement, we might say
that his prejudice obscured the force of his own logic.

Little remains to be said about Aristotle’s further remarks on the
attitudes of democrats and oligarchs towards justice; but the relevant
passages should be quoted.

“We must first assume the starting point, that many forms of
constitution have come into existence with everybody agrecing as to
what is just, that is proportionate cquality, but failing to attain it . . .
Thus democracy avose from men’s thinking that il they are cqual in
any respect they are equal absolutely (for they suppose that because
they are all alike free they are equal absolutely), oligarchy arose from
their assuming thatif they are uncqual as regards some one thing they are
uncqual wholly (for being unequal in property they assume that they
are uncqual absolutely) ; and then the democrats claim as being equal
to participate in all things in cqual sharcs, while the oligarchs as
being unequal scek to have a larger share, for a larger share is un-
cqual. All these forms of constitution then have some clement of
justice, but from an absolute point of view they are crroncous; and
owing to this cause, when cach of the two parties has not got the share
in the constitution which accords with the fundamental assumption
that they happen to entertain, class war ensues. And of all men those
who excel in virtue would most justifiably stiv up faction, though
they are least given to doing so; for they alone can with the fullest
reason be deemed absolutely unequal. And there are some men who
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Leing superior in birth claim unequal rights because of this in-
cquality; for persons who have ancestral virtue and wealth behind
them are thought (o be noble™3)

‘T'he importance of this passage is that it tells us that equality was the
watchword of democrats, and iucquality of oligarchs. Not, of course,
that oligarchs would have said openly “Inequality is a splendid thing”
- the whole theory of geometric proportion is a subtle attempt to
avoid doing just that, an attempt to call incquality “truc equality” -
but rather that their practice presupposes such an attitude. No-one
could defend inequality, because the word {gov meant “fair” as well as
cqual; and no-one would boast of an unfair system®),

So far, Aristotle has not explicitly meationed geometric propurtion,
still less its mathematical basis. But it is clear that this has been in the
background all the time: it lics behind the whole notion ol cquality
proportionate to the worth of the person. It is made explicit in a later
passage, which arises from a discussion of stasis®?) :

“For party strife is everywhere due to inequality, where classes that
arc uncqual do not receive a share of power in proportion . . .; for
generally the motive for factious strife is the desire for equality. But
cquality is of two kinds, numerical equality and equality according to
worth - by numerically equal I mean that which is the same and cqual
in number or dimension, by cqual according to worth that which is
equal by proportion; for instance numcrically 3 exceeds 2 and 2
exceeds 1 by an equal amount, but by proportion 4 exceeds 2 and 2
exceeds 1 equally, since 2 and 1 arc equal parts of 4 and 2, both being
halves. But although men agree that the absolutely just is what is
according to worth, they disagree (as was said before) in that some
think that if they are equal in something they are wholly cqual, and
others claim that il they are uncqual in something they descrve an
wnequal share of all things. Owing (o this two principal varictics of
constitution come into cxistence, democracy and oligarchy; for noble

) ib. 1301 A 26 B 4, s, H. Rackhawm (Loeb), pp. 571 -3.

$1) CI. the remark of K, ). Dover, in The Political Aspect of deschylns' “Iumenides”,
J. 4.8 Ixxvi (1957), 233 “Democrats do not boast of their evapyix, nor do oli-
garchs claim to impose Soueta”.

83) CL Arcuyras, DK 47 B 3; P Laws 757 A, 744 C.
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birth and virtue are found in few men, but the qualifications specificd
in more: nowhere are there a hundred men nobly born and good, but
there are rich men in many places, But for the constitution to be
framed ubsolutcly and entircly according to cither kind of cquality
is bad. And this is proved by experience, for not one of the constitutions
formed on such lines is permanent. And the causc of this is that it is
impossible for some evil not to occur ultimately from the first and iui-
tial crror that has been made. Hence the proper course is to employ
numerical equality in some things and cquality according to worth in
others”es),

It is interesting that Aristotle says that it is bad for the constitution
to be framed cntirely according to cither kind of equality; Plato had
fureseen practical dilficeltics®?), but Aristotle’s position is a long way
from his exalted view of geometric proportion as “God’s choice”, and as
having “the greatest power among gods and men™%) Why has Avi-
stotle stepped down? Most probably it is a natural reaction from
Plato in the light of experience®). Or perhaps the theory of geometric
proportion had been subjected to such cogent attack from the demo-
crats that Aristotle could no longer put it forward with the complete
conlidence of his master,

The last references to the theory in the Politics occur in book 6,
where Aristotle shows that the principle of equality, or arithmetic
equality, as he calls it, is the basis of democracy:

“But one factor of liberty is to govern and be governed in turn ; for
the democratic principle of justice is to have cquality according to
numnber (% Yooy E7ew zat’ dptudv), not worth, and if this is the prin-
ciple ol justice prevailing, the multitude must of necessity be sovercign
and the decision of the majority must be final and must constitute
justice, for they say that cach of the citizens ought to have an cqual
share; so that it results that in democracies the poor are more powerful

"‘).AR. Pol. 1301 B u7-1302 A 8, us. 1. Rackham (pp. 875-7). Compare the
working-out with that of Archytas, DK 47 B 2.

) Pr. Laws 757 L.

) ib. 757 passin; Gorg. 508 A,

) Ar. Pol, 1302 A 4.
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than the rich, because there are more of them and whatever is decided
by the majority is sovereign”™).

He makes the same point again later:

“But what is thought to be the extreme form of democracy and of
popular government comes about as a result of the principle of justice
that is admitted to be democratic, and this is for all to have equality
according to number (75 lgov Ezew dmavrag xat’ apludv). For it is
[true] equality™) for the poor to have no larger share of power than
the rich, and not for the poor alone to be supreme hut for all to

»7e

govern cqually”™).

(vii) Plutarch and the retrojection of the theory
We have seen how lsocrates attributed geometric proportion o the

“goud old days” of carly Athens™), These “good old days™ were the

%) il 1337 B 2-10, us. 1. Rackham (slightly changed), pp. 489 91.

1) In other words, geometric proportion.

) AR, Pol, 1318 A 3-8, us. 1. Rackham, p, 493. %25’ dptipdv at the end of this
sentence (line 8) is righty excised by Rackbawm; it has come in from line 5, and
makes nonsense of the passage. Ross however prints it, without comment; so dors
Newman,

1 do not wish to enbark here on a discussion of the difficult passage 1318 A 3-B 5
(rcjected by some as spurious). But I suspect that it is in fact an attempt 1o put
geometric proportion into practice, and that the puzzling phrase iy zatx toizo
ladrara (1318 A 14), translated by Newman (IV, go4) as “equality in respect of
propesty-gualification”, comes 1o very much the same as “geometric proportion”.
1t is certainly not “cquality in proportion (o number”, i.e. arithimetical proportion
(Rackham, 494, note a).

"There is also a bricf reference to this topic at Pol. 1308 A 11-13: “For that
cyuality which men of democratic spirit seck for in the case of the multitude is
not only just but also expedient in the case of those who are alike”.

For the sake of completeness, it should be added that the whole apparatus,
mathematical examples and all, twrng up also in the ethical works of Aristotle.
1 velrain, however, from discussing these passages: they present difficultics of inter-
pretation of their own, and they take us too far aficld from our subject. The referen-
cus arc:

EN gt Ao Bag EE 1238 Big 2 I 1242 B n-gs

EN. 1158 B 27-33 EE 1241 B g2-q0

M.AL 1193 B 1g-1194 A 25, of which only 1igg B 46-1194 A 18 is peculiar to
the ALA,

‘I'he great Haw of regarding the equality of men as some measurable cmpirical
quality (cf. p. 12) makes the claborale discussion of justice in the E.N. practically
worthless.

2y tsock, 7 (Areap) 2y poany i,
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days of Solon™); and it is interesting to sce how this notion was
claborated in later antiguity. It nced hardly be added that this
retrojection of the theory cannot possibly have any basis in historical
fact; it must represent later propaganda.

“It is said”, wrote Plutarch, “that a remark which Solon had
previously made to the effect that “equality does nol create war' was
in circulation; and this pleased both those with property and those
without; for the former expected o get equality based on worth and
excellence (¢&te and dpetd), the latter equality based on measure and
number”?), Perhaps Solon did declare =i ioov médepov ob mowi®);
but the suggestion that the poor expected arithmetical equality, and
the upper classes geometric proportion, is of course a fiction, Plutarch
repeats the same story clsewhere?): “Solon’s remark about the state,
that cquality does not make stasis, was thought to be too much in
favour of the rabble (§z2x6¢) in introducing arithmetical and demo-
cratic proportion instead of the excellent geometric proportion”?#),

It would be interesting to know what Plutarch’s source was. For
this is not simply Isocratcan propaganda; it is its very opposite. For
Isocrates, the Solonian constitution was an example of geometric
proportion; for Plutarch’s source it was arithmetical equality: those of
Solon's supporters who wanted geometric proportion were greatly
disappointed. It is not difficult to sec the origin of the discrepancy.
Isocrates belicved that Solon instituted, not the radical democracy of
the fourth century, but the “good old democracy” — in other words,
not a democracy at all: hence geometric proportion. Plutarch’s
source, on the other hand, believed that Solon was the founder of the
democracy; so arithmetical equality is appropriate. It throws a bright
light on the practical value of these theories that the two opposite and

) ib. 16,

) Prur. Sol. 1.4,

) Solon did of course belicve in a “balanved” state (e.g. frs. 5, 25 Dichl); <)
!’fr;v here might mean something like a “balance” between the claims of the two
sides,

) Puur, Mor, 484 B (de frat, amore).

) Note the variant: equality does not make mérepos (Plut. Sol. 14.4); it docs
not make stasis (here; of. Archytas DK 47 B 3; Pl Laws 757 A, 744 C; Ar. Pol.
1301 A g9, B 26 (L). This is an indication that Plutarch quotes from memory,
rather than that he bad two sources.
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incompatible equalitics could both be thought of as symbolizing the
same constitution™).

Equally unhistorical is Plwnarch’s attribution ol the theory .lo
Lycurgus. “Plato combined Lycurgus, no less than Pythagoras, with
Socrates, as Dicacarchus believed. For, you know, Lycurgus cicpcllcd
arithmetical proportion from Sparta, as being democratic and
favourable to the rabble (&yMxds), and introduced geometric propor-
tion, which is suited to sober oligarchy and law-abiding kingship.
For the lormer distributes cquality by number, while the latter
distributes what a man deserves by proportion (9 pdv yop dplpd o
toov, % 8¢ Abyo b xar’ aElay dmovéper); it does not mix cvcrythi.ng' up
together <unlike arithmetical equality>, but it makes a clear distine-
tion between the good and the bad; it is not by means of an cven
balance, nor cven by means of the lot that they receive their share, 'bul
they get what befits them in accordance with how much they differ
in virtue and vice. God applics this proportion to things, my dear
Tyndares; it is called diké and nemesis, and it tcaches us that we
should make justice oy (fair?), but not make cquality just; for God
destroys as far as possible the cquality which the majority pursue,
which is the greatest of all injustices, but he preserves equality accm:d-
ing to worth, distinguishing geometrically the lawlul by the proportio-
nate”4), .

"T'his, with its allusion to Lycurgus, is no morc than I:u:aci-ful :l'lﬂ:l-
quarianism; but it has not been forgotten that the theory is in origin
Pythagorcan. There is, ol course, not a scrap of cvidence c..-lsewhcrc
that the political application of the proportions had anything to do
with Pythagoras himsell: we can quite safely ignore both Pythagoras
and Lycurgus in this context. Chronology, we observe, has gone for
nothing: if it is Pythagorean, how docs Lycurgus come to knm.v all
abont it? We may note that geometric proportion is again associated

) This is because the two authors held opposite and incompatible vicm about
the Solonian state. But neither Isocrates nor Plutarch’s source n;.:pruvc(l u! demo-
eracy; so much is dear [rom their use of the theory of geometric proportion; lf).r
it is a built-in characteristic of that theory that whenever it makes an appearance,
geometric proportion is bound to win,

80} Prayy, Mor. 719 A G (Quaest. conviv. 8,2,2).
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with the God’s-cye view®*!); and that arithmetical cquality, as always,
is explicitly connccted with democracy, and geometric proportion
with a non-democratic constitution.

(viii) The later history of the idea

At the tail-end of antiquity, we find the idea expounded by Boethius,
in a section of his work on arithmetic called “Quac medictates quibus
rerum publicarum statibus comparentur”. But here something
remarkable has happened.

“And so arithmetical proportion is compared to a state which is
governed by a few, because there is a greater ratio between its lesser
terms (i.c. 6 is 1/, tines 4; but 4 is twice 2, a greater ratio), But they
say that harmonic proportion is the state governed by the optimates,
because the greater ratio is {ound in its greater terms (ie. 6 is 11/,
times 4; but 4 is 11/, times 8, a lesser ratio). Geomelric proportion is
the proportion of a somehow democratic and equalized state. For it
is composed of an cqual ratio of all, of both greater and lesser terms,
and there is a parity between all which consists of a proportion which
retains an equal justice in its ratios (i.c. 8 is twice 4.3 and 4 is twice 2)*2).

This is extraordinary: the whole meaning of the theory has been
changed. But a litde reflection will show that it is not, as might be
supposcd, totally bogus: the new interpretation leaves the mathemali-
cal respectability of the theory unimpaired. According to Boethius, in
the arithmetical proportion, the men of the least worth, arbitrarily
cquated by the writer with an oligarchy, get most power, In the
harmenic proportion, the men of the greatest worth get most power
And in the geometric proportion, all, whatever their worth, get

*1). As at 'n. Laws 757 B.

") Bowrmus Arithm. 2.45: Atque ideo arithmetica quidem rei publicac compa-
ratur, quac paucis regitur, idcirco quod in minoribus cius terminis maior proportio
sit. musicam vero medictatem optimatium dicunt esse rem publicam ideo, quod
in maioribus terminis naior proportionalitas invenitur. geometrica medietas popu-
laris quodammeoedo et exacquatae civitatis est. namque vel in maioribus vel in
minoribus acquali ommium proportionalitate componitur, ct ¢st inter omnes paritas
quacdam medietatis aequum ius in proportionibus conservantis, (Passages in brac-
kets in the translation arc not, of course, in the text).
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cqual power. For Boethius, then, arithmetical proportion is olig‘archy,
harmonic proportion is the rule ol the eplimates; and geometric pro-
portion is democracy®), But for the classical age, arithmetical pro-
portion was democratic, and geometric proportion was undcmocrau?,
a graded society of increasing and decreasing privilege. Bocthius is
able to turn this mathematical somersault by means of igooring the
distance between each number and its neighbour, which the classical
theory took into account, and using only the values of the numbers,
and the ratios between them.

But Bocthius docs not stand alone: Stobacus quotes an author who
gives both the same heterodox interpretation of the proportions, and
the same mathematical explanation®?):

“Whercfore some make justice aristocratic, some democratic, and
some oligarchic: aristocratic justice is according o the subcontrary
mean: for this proportion distributes greater ratios to greater, and
less (o less. Democratic justice is according Lo the geometric proportion:
for in that the ratios of greater and smaller amounts are equal.
Oligarchic and tyrannic justice is according to the arithmetical
proportion: for this is the opposite of the subcontrary: it distributes
greater ratios to less, and less to greater. These, then, are the Iuru.w
(i8éor) of the distribution, but the imitations (elxdves) are scen in
constitutions and houscholds: for rewards and punishments and
offices are either distributed cqually to greater and less, or uncqually,

#3) What, it might be asked, is the difference between uligal"cl'ly and the rule of
the optimates? 'I'he mathematical working-out shows that the distinction is between
the rule of any few men - any old oligarchy - and that of the few who II(ES(:I'V(‘,‘ to
rule, the aptimates. "This interpretation is borne out by the pscuduv-Archytas frag-
ment (p. 124-125).

L] (S]'t'numlws :;,31,! 37: 8b 8 Sluatov i pdv &pzm:v)z?u-r'w.bv 7ol 8 Sm;mxpa'rm?:v
zoi 88 Derapyuehy TowOvTL nal 10 dpLoTureRTLAlY #aTd Tq umvav'tl?v ;Leu(-rzx:z woig
udv e péfoot plovag thg Myws, tolg At prom ifovas Siavépen & aw{).oﬂargum w
8% Sapovpatindy watk Ty YEwpETpRY' & YAp TaldTy :m!{).é:mv. Tom <6 pelivay ‘x:zt
povew poydlewy T 8t Slaypapymdy al Tupavwindy xxTd av apv.(lu.:,nmv avruale vxp
afiva T8 Urevavely® Tuig yap phvoe pélovag Ths Myes, t0is 8t pélea (I."]':v:.:: Tal pév
@y W g Blavopdc tuaabral, tol 8t elwiveg &v Tolg no).vral_mq; x:"z! <0lg u(‘:wr.c
Bewmpéovrat’ Tyuml e yap wat xuddoreg xal dpyad <G> # law ol péloo v.‘a.l wipat
Seavépoviar, 4 85 svlaw ¥ 16 dpetd Smepéyew | to mdodtd § x'zl Suvipse. th piv O
&2 Yo Sopovpatiziv, T 8t 8% avico dptosurpatithy § deyapy v,
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through supcriority in areté or riches or power. That then which
distributes equally is democratic, that which distributes unequally,
aristocratic or oligarchic”,

Who is this author? If we take Stobacus’ word for it, he is none
other than Archytas himsclf. If this is true, it would be most startliug,
Are we to suppose that this is pure Archytan doctrine, that Plato.
Isocrates, Aristotle and Plutarch all got it wrong, and that Bocthius is
the only trustworthy exponent of an uncorrupted philosophical
tradition which comes to him straight from the carly fourth century
B.C.?%%) Surcly not. Itis a prieri implausible; and the whole weight of
the evidence goes against it. "The fragment cannot be the work of
Archytas®s),

How can we account for the Boethius and pseudo-Archytas passages?
Svmeone has obviously tricd to revive the old theory; but, clearly,
cither he is ignorant of its classical application, and has worked it out
for himsell, with startling new results; or else it is a deliberate re-
interpretation. The latter scems more likely, But who was responsible
for it? Not Bocthius himself: the use of dicunt*’) shows this. Nor
pscudo-Archytas: the use of nowivn®) shows this. Bocthius does not
translate  straight from  pscudo-Archytas, nor vice-versa: this is
shown by the fact that they discuss the proportions in a different order.
There must be a common source. Dicunt and wotodvey, both plurals,
suggest that more than one author had developed the new interpreta-
tion. The author’s political views can be detected from his theory,
Harmeonic proportion was thought to be better than geometric, as
geometric was better than arithmetical. The originator of the new
application must therefore have believed that the rule of the best was
most desirable; sccond on his list came democracy; and worst of all,

*3) If this Iragment represents Archytas’ views, then Avchytas himself must have
got the theory wrong when he wrote DK 47 B 3, if our interpretation (pp. 105-1006)
15 correct,

*) 1t has often been condemned as spurious on other grounds. “This passage,
with others also atributed o Archytas by Stobacus, is discussed in more detail
in part 11, pp. 131-138, where the grounds for rejecting them are stated in full.,

1) Bocthius, line 4 of the quotation in n, 82

) ps.-Archytas, line 2 of the quotation in u. 84,

Cl & M, @
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the rule of a few. A strange outlook. I must confess that T am unable to
go any lurther than this*?). .

The theory of geometric preportion had a long life. One late ccho,
and we will have linished with it: some lines from Johannes T'zetzes,
the twelfth-century grammarian, on the words inscribed over Plato’s
door??):

ntphs Tiav polipuy Tiw abtu’ yepadac Onipze 1dzewy
Mydelg dyevipétagros elabto oo why etéyny
TuuvdoTy, &8tuus pndels mapnioepyioln THie

lodTrg yop »at Sivativ 2att yewpzzpla®).

(ix) Criticisms

In dealing with this topic, I bave made certain criticisms of lh.(:
theory of geometric proportion. ‘Lo conclude the first part of this
paper I would like to recapitulate these, and to add a lew more.

In the first place, no Greek democrat would have said that he
believed in arithinetical proportion; he just believed in equality pure
and simple, equal rights, equality before the law, and so fu:'llf. It is
the opponents of democracy who interpreted these values as :Entlmlc-
tical proportion: in place of the democratic ideal they substituted a
scale ~ something entirely different, and indeed opposed w the

) ‘I'wo negative points. ‘Uhe theory was kmen {0 l’l&llarcll in il‘s original f(.JI'lll..
But it is not safe to infer a dute between the first andl sixth m-.m-uru:.s AD. Em the
new version, 1t may be that the new interpretation was current in 1 Iulnrg:h s day,
and that Plutarch cither had not heard about it, or prelerred to ignore it :«lyr .ll'u:
puzposes of his ancedote about Solon. l‘ suggest (part !l, p. o, -"-I x8)ldn d :1;L in
the first century A, for Diotogenes, .‘:lhcuu!&u and chhu.utus. should perhaps
a similar date be given to pscudo-Archytas? There are certain close similaritics in
thought between all these authors (part 11 p. 133, n. 119). ) - i

Nor can anything be deduced from the surprising U.l'dl"l'_ in which lh.n:l m.ns p;u.-'
sents the proportions: arithmetical, Imm\muc., geometric, T'hey are l.nol in the m': .cl
of their merit, as can be seen by a comparison wnlh.ps.—z\rchyl.zm account. Per-
haps, baving stated the basic proportion, the '.\nlh'mt'lwal, lhmﬂmls.(!\cn Junps o
the harmonic because it is the one that interests him most as a musician,

90) ‘Vzicvzes Hist. var, chiliades 8, 972 -5. .

o1} [ rvelrain from pursuing the topic through the pages of the mf\lhgnmhgmm
and musical theorists, where the arithmetical, Reometric a_nd h:frummc propor l'IUIIS
are often fully treated, but not given a political meaning. Sce Nicomacnus u'l'
GERASA Arithm. 2,21 25; 2,28,6; Bornuus AMus, 1,10, 2,12 2,14, OF these, Boc-
thius 2, 12 suceeeds in making the somewhat complex theory extremely clear.
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notion of equality in its simple form. Once this distortion had been
allowed to creep in, then it was an casy step to claborate, and to
introduce the “superior” geometric proportion. “Democratic arithmet-
ical proportion” is, then, a concept introduced by anti-democrats;
it is what they said that democrats believed in; but it is not what demo-
crats did believe in. This is clear enough from the fact that by itself the
concept of “democratic arithmetical proportion” is pointless; it only
makes sensc in the context of the comparison with the non-democratic
geometric proportion. The theory is based on putting into the mouths
of democrats views which they never held.

Furthermore, the principle that those with special abilities should
be given jobs where they could make use of them - which is one of
the idcas behind geometric proportion - was in fact at all times
recognized at Athens, as Pericles claimed?). At no time were the most
important offices of state entrusted (o the lot, that example par excellence
of arithmetical proportion. The opponents of democracy  were
insisting on something which no democrat at Athens ever denied. But
democrats never clothed their ideas in - mathematical trappings.
They insisted on certain qualifications for the more specialized jobs
(as opposed Lo mere attendance at the council and assembly) : generals
were clected, so that experienced men led the Athenian army; there
was a property-qualification for the post of tamias, so that il he ook
moncy, it could be recovered; and so forth. These were particular
qualilications for particular offices with particular Jjustilications: no
general theory was framed, but ability and merit were not overlooked.

Again, the translation of the mathematical basis of the theory into
political terms is valueless, since it can be adapted with no dilficulty
to suit two radically dilferent evaluations of constitutions, the “classi-
‘al” application, and that of Bocthius and pscudo-Archytas, The genc-
il idea behind the theory, that men should have power in proportion
to their worth, is also valueless, It is too vague, Plato makes Socrates
use geometric proportion against Callicles®); yet Callicles himself
uses the idea on which geometric proportion rests: “it is Jjust”, he says,

*%) Tu. 2,370, cited on p. 1025 cf. Ps.-Xen. Ath, Pol., 1.3 (dhistorted).
W) Pr. Gorg, no8 A,
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“that the greater should have more than the less, and.thc slm.ngc‘x"
than the weaker”®). The phrase links in onc Callicles’ ”unm.orahsm
and the very words most characteristic of geometric !)mporuon. The
theory is thus too adaptable: it can be used on one side or the o(!l::r
with cqual effect; it can even be called in tojustily absolut.c moua.r(:h?'J ).

T'o represent the equality of the democrats in numerical terms is Lo
misunderstand a claim about the way in which people ought to be
wreated as an cmpirical statement about what people are; and the
doctrine of gecometric proportion also ignores the (:ritcrif)xy ?f- relevance,
Bricfly, this is: every difference in treatment must be Jusllflct.i, not by
any difference between the men treated, but by a relevant d'lilcrcl.lcc.
Most of the supporters of the principle of geometric proportion failed
to take this into account. Aristotle did take it into account; but we
may have scrious doubts about his “political goudnf:ss”. H:. pt.xs.lws
the problem back once stage further: what coustitutes “political
goodness” ? . -

Finally: it is all very well to say that onc man s better lh‘.m
another; but who is to decide this? Not the men themsclves: o7e80v
ol mhelotor gadlor xprvai wept T@v olzelwy*®). Or, as l’oppc:: says:
“Against all this anti-equalitarianism, I hold, with Kaut,.lhal n. musl
be the principle of all morality that no man should consnflcr l.uxrtscll
more valuable than any other person. And I assert that this ;-)rfr}cq)lc
is the only one acceptable, considering the nolorious i:}npusmbl‘hty of
judging onesell impartially”®?). The individual cz‘mnot _)u.dgc lnmsc.l[,
then; nor is anyone clsc, or any group, in a position to give a Vcrfllct
on such a question. No group of men “known Lo be good” can decide;
for an infinite regress is sct up: who is to decide who these men arc.?
So the evaluation and grading of citizens which the theory of geometric
proportion requires is an impossible task. ' )

The attempt of the opponents of democracy to discredit the demo-

#%) ih. 583 K. )

») Isock. g (Ne.). 14106,

) Ar. Pol. 1280 A 16,

'7; [K“ R. Porrer ‘The Open Society and its Enemies* {London, 1957), 1 256,

n, 20,
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crats’ principle of equality by the introduction of a “superior” form of
equality is thus a complete failurcs).

11 GEOMETRIC AND HARMONIC PROPORTION IN
ARCHYTAS AND PLATO

In two recent articles®), Mr. J. 8. Morrison has maintained that Plato
abandons geometric proportion in the Republic and adopts instead a
third kind, harmonic proportion. He argucs as follows%):

“I noticed, when the theory of justice or social order put forward in the
Republic was being considered, that it differed from the theory mentioned
briclly in the Gorgias. In the latter dialoguc the formula which is the basis of
sucial and physical order is geometric proportion . . . The bond of unity in
the Kepublic is the harmonic fsofes . . . We are told that Pythagoras discovercd
the theory of means (Iambl. fn e, p. 100,19 (. (Pistelli) {— DK 18.15]), and
knew of three, the arithmetic, geometric, and sub-contrary, but that the third
was namced harmonic by Archytas and Hippasus. In a fragment of Archytas’
work on music the three proportions are defined and the third is described
as “the subcontrary which we call harmonic™. These facts suggest very strong-
ly that Plate’s acquaintance with Archytas was the cause of his adoption of the
harmonic proportion as the bond of unity in soul and state in the Republic,

) "There are some striking resemblances between geometric proportion and what
is known as “dominance hicrarchy” among baboons (for a popular account, sce
S. L. Wasusurs and I. DeVore The Social Life of Baboons, Scientific American, Junc
1961, 62-71, esp. 69-70, from which the quotations that follow are taken). “The
most dominant males will be more frequently groomed and they occupy feeding
and resting positions of their choice™: the best receive honours and privileges xxr’
aEiav; equality for cquals, incquality for uncquals. “When a dominant animal
approaches a subordinate one, the lesser animal moves out of the way”: contrast
the state of affairs in a democracy (where arithmetical proportivn prevails) ~
people and cven animals are always bumping into you in the street (Ps.-XeN. Ath,
Pol. 1,30, Pl. RP 563 C). “The bierarchy has considerable stability . . . “I'he usual
cffect of the hicrarchy . . . is to decrease disruptions in the troop™: geometric pro-
portion prevents stasis (Archytas DK 47 B 3; Pr. Laws 757 A, 744 C; Ar. Pol.
1301 A 39, B 26 I ; Prur. AMor. 484 R (de frat. amore).) “*Although deminance depends
ultimately on lorce, it leads to peace, order and popularity™: homonvia (Arciyras
DK 47 B 3) and podbmig (P, Laws 757 A).

) J. 8. Morwison Pythagoras of Samos, C.Q. ns. vi (1956), 135-56; ““T'he Origins
of Plato’s Philosopher-Statesman®, C.Q. n.s. viii (1958), 198-218.

1) C.Q. n.s. viii (1958), 213-5. The same arguments may be fownd in the carlicr
article, C.Q. ns. vi (1956), 154-6, where the political fragments of Archytas are
also used as evidence (see pp. 131 -138).
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Not ouly did he li.c. Archytas) employ the name harmouic amonyg the first,
but in a work on mathematics he gives an interesting account of the social

application of such fogismoi (DK 47 B3)”.
The passages in the Republic which are alleged to reflect these ulf:as are
132 AP and 443 D. This theory also cntails that the Gergias was
written belore Plato visited Sicily. '
I do not lind Morrison’s hypothesis at all persuasive, for the

following rcasons:

1. Avchytas did not invent the term wharmenic proportion«

‘I've third kind of proportion was not only known before Ar}rlx)'laxs'°=) i
it was also, according to lamblichus, called “harmonic” ‘bcfnrc
Archytas by Hippasus, ancarly Pythagorcan!®). l"urlh'(:rmorc, l:hflolz.lus‘
is said by Nicomachus'®) to have given arcason for l}lls.llilllllt. ] lfll()ld.u’t
was a contemporary of Socrates'®?); if Nicomachus is right, this unpbcs
that the term was in use before Philolaus® time, and thus well before

Archytas. And although Archytas spcaks in one place!®s) of “the sub-

b : A refe it i s same [rag-
contrary, &v xahoipev'®?) gppovieay”, he refers to it in the sz g

LA AR » 3R
ment'®) as “the subcontrary, év xokéov gpprovzay”. Thus thereisno
need Lo suppose that Platw must have learnt about it from a personal

mceting with Archytas in Sicily'*?).

101y Morrison’s reference, 431 D, appears to be a slip. . -

"’5)) .f‘\:’;-rll::risun‘s quolmiti from lamblichus shgws, Pythagoras lr'as sa{dglo) |;':u.
been familiar with it. Lunblichus elsewhere (in Nic. 118.23 = l).. 44 ¢ imfoduzz
that it was a Babylonian discovery and that Pythagoras was the first to iniraduc
it into Greece. He then gives a list of I’yil;ngf;{cnns who usex it Aristacus, =
hi -hytas, and later Plato in the Timaeus. .
I ll,'::’)la;ls;rl;:;z?:;:il rase “among the first” hedges over lhis.‘ Alter leli Hlppf\S:u;:)\;l)d
Archytas belong to diflerent centuries. On lh'c. date of l~l1ppasu‘s!( mmﬁc’; ‘:lm,-ul:
see K. von Frirz The discovery of incommensurability by 18ippasus of Metapontum, f
of Muthematics xWvi (1945), 245-
f‘“) Nicon. drithm. 26.2 = DK 44 A 24.

ws) Cf. I'r.. Phd. G1 K.

we) DK 47 B 2, p. 436 line 9. .

w3) “We, the Pythagoreans”, not “I, Archytas”.

1o5 < 47 B 2, p. 435 line 20. . e i

“"; Rl‘i‘s‘gl)vim;. i|4| ‘a,u)' case, that the tradition is con.nlfnscd_. lmnbl;t.-h‘:;sc,;::lr‘-::m
orh wav wepl "Apzdtav vat “Innxzeoy suggests llm} he, writing in l?‘hc | |:“u[ o h:
A.D., regards these philosophers as contemporarics, If he is mista cuia lu. "a"; é e
may also be mistaken in attributing to Archytas the alteration of the

puavish.
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2. ddrchytas did not apply the harmonic proportion lo politics.

So far my disagreement with Morrison has been trivial. Even if
Archytas did not invent the term “harmonic proportion”, it is still
possible that it was he whe first applied the concept to politics, |
believe, however, that there is no clear indication that he did. T'o prove
this it will be necessary to discuss at some length (i) some fragments
preserved in the anthology of Stobacus, which are alleged to be by
Archytas, and in which the harmonic proportion is applied to politics:
these, 1 shall argue, are spurious; and (i) an undisputedly genuine
fragment ol Archytas (DK 47 B 3): this, I shall argue, docs not refer
Lo the harmouic proportion,

(1) The Authenticity of the Stobacus fragments

Stobacus!™) quotes an claburate application of the three kinds of
proportion to politics, which he atuributes to Archiytas. The text and a
translation will be found on p. 124. Many modern writers have wanted
to reject this, together with the other political fragments of Archytas!!')
as spurious. But there has been great diversity of opinion on the
subject!’?), Morrison, in his ecarlier article, regards them as genuine,
concurring with carlicr scholars who defended them against the charge

1e) StonAkus 4.5,137 (Wachsmuth-Hense: all future references will be to this
cdition).

1M1) Srom. 4,1,132, 135 8, 5,61,

12} It may be of interest to list the views of previous scholars, Hartenstein (1833)
regarded them as authentic, with later interpolations. Gruppe (1840) attributed
them to an Alexandrian Jew of the first century AD. Zeller ( 1844 cte) thought
that they were the work of nco-Pythageicans of the first century B.C. Beckmann
(1844), according to Morrison, believed them to be genuine. Dikts {1903 ctc)
does not print them in his Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, and lists them as spurious.
Arvann Derarre Essai sur la Politique Pythagoricienne, (Lidge, 1921), where the
political fragiments of Archytas arc most thoroughly discussed, and where the views
of Hartenstein, Grappe and Zeller are reported and criticized) finds no indication
that they are late or apocryphal. W, ‘Tneiwkr (Gronon i (1926), 147-56), review-
ing Delatie, regards them as Hellenistic, influenced by Plato and Aristotle, but
varlier than Posidonius. He is followed by E. Goobenousn (**Uhe Political Philo-
sophy of lellenistic Kingship”, Yofe Classical Studies i (1928) 55-102). E. L. Minag
(Izarly Pythagorean Politics (Baltimore, 1942), 111) speaks of them as genuine; so,
with some doubt, dues Louvis Drvavre (Les Traités de la Royauté, cic., (Licge, 1942),
160). T, A. Sixcram (History of Greck Political Thought (Loudon, 1951}, 293, 401)
regards them as late productions.

Thus the general opinion is that they are spurious; but there is no unanimity.
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of containing Platonic and Aristotelian matter, [ will first consider the
political fragments as a whole, and then the “proportion fragment” in

particular.

All the fragments are written in Doric. A carelul examination of the
dialcct by Armand Delatte!®?) leads him to the conclusion that it
resembles literary Doric of the fifth and fourth centurics B.C., and in
particular that of the authentic Pythagorean fragments, But the context
might make us suspicious, for Stobacus also quotes from  wrilings
attributed to Diotogenes, Ecphantus and Sthenidas®*?), which express
ideas similar to those of the Archytas fragmments'$) ; and these too are in
Doric. Although no agrecment has been reached on the date of the
Diotogenes, Ecphantus and Sthenidas fragments''®), onc thing is

13y ofr. eil. (in n. 112}, 78,

1) “Tlie omission of these gentemen from the Oxtovd Classical Dictionary is right-
ly castigated by H. Lasr, 7.R.S. xxxix (1949), 194-

13) See n. 119,

ns) Louis Delatte (op. cit. in n. 112), followed by M. R. Ciarsesworrn (G R.
Ixiii (1949), 22-3), maintained that they belong to the sccond century AD.
Gomlenough and Sinclair (upp. citt. inn. 1 12) regavd them as Hellenistic, W.W.Tarn,
“Alexander the Great and the Unity of Mankind”, Proc. Brit. Acad. xix (1933), 32,
. 43, thinks that Diotogenes has Demetrius Poliorcetes in mind in his description
of the ideal king. This view is supported by some very remarkable parallels, both
in sense and in phrasing, with Pluarch’s life of Demetrius. This shows, Tarn be-
Jicves, that Diotagencs was coutemporary with Demetrius, or very nearly so. If
“I'arn is right, Sthenidas and Ecphantus shoukd also belong to this period, for they
-an hardly be separated. Or is Plutarch the source of Diotogenes?

There arc also striking parallels between the ideas of these three authors and
those of Dio Chrysostom, to which Mr. Oswyn Murray has kindly drawn my
attention. The ideas of Dio on kingship arc put in this general context by L. Delatte
(ap. cit. in n. 112, 151-2); but the parallels are perhaps closer thau is generally
realised, and may possibly shed some light on the dating of Divtogenes, Sthenidas
and Ecphantus, ‘Thus, the king should be a shepherd of his people, not one who
destroys the sheep (Ecphantus ap. Stom. 4,7,64 (vol. 5, p. 276), “Archytas” ap.
Sron. 4,561; Dio CHRYsosTOM 1,13. 3,41); he derives his power as a stewardship
from Zeus, and governs his people according to Zeus™ ordinances, for he is his
representative on carth (Diotogenes, Stos. 4,7,62 ad fin. (pp. 26g-70); Sthenidas,
Stom. 4.7.63 (pp. 270-1); Ecphantus, Sros. 4764 (p- 275); Do 1,45); he is com-
pared with the sun (Ecphantus, Sron. 4,764 (p. 272 fI.); Do 3,73-81). A more
careful comparison than 1 have made would probably reveal further correspon-
dences.

It is, however, difficult to determine whether Dio took his ideas from Diotogenes
and the others, or whether they took theirs from him, or whether there is some
commou sowrce. On general grounds, it scems unlikely that the ideas originated
with Dio. 1f we could safcly assume that Diotogenes, Sthenidas and Ecphantus
were his source, then Louis Delatte’s date (second century A.D.) would have 1o be
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certain: they can hardly be carlier than the Hellenistic period ; yet their
dialect, and the attribution to Ecphantus, probably a fourth century
figure!'?), show that their author or authoers intended them to be taken
as fourth-century writings. "The political fragments of Archytas thus
appear in disrcputable company; but then, the same might be said of
many of our pre-Socratic {fragments whose authenticity is undisputed;;
and the genuine fragments of Archytas come from the same context.

We must look next at their contents'®), The parallcls in thought
between the political Iragments of Archytas and the admittedly late
[ragments of Diotogenes, Ecphantus and Sthenidas arc remarkable??),
and they led Goodenough'®) (o regard the former as roughly con-
temporary with the latter. Louis Delatte!®), too, although he does not
believe in a late date for the Archytas fragments, continually cites them
in comparison with the thought of Diotogenes, Ecphantus and Stheni-
das. On the other haud, Armand Delatte has pointed out a surprising
number of parallels with fourth-century thought (the parallcls with
later writers are, however, more numerous and impressive) ; these can,
of course, be interpreted cither as the influence of fourth-century
writers (to support a late date), or as a reflection of the common
atmosphere of fourth-century thought (to support an carly date).
But the former scems more probable. Archytas® allusion®*?), in Aristotel-

rejected in favour of somcthing carlicr. Why not the first century AJD.? This is
suggested by the parallels with Dio and (despite ‘Farn) Plutarch, (CL part I, n. 89)‘.
I would not, however, press this conjecturc: there may have been a common
source; and an carlicr date cannot be excluded.

‘ I‘}u:- “Archytas” fragments have much in common with these of Diotogencs
Sthenidas and Ecphantus (sce n. 119): should they be given the same date? '

%) On his date, sce G. 8. Kirk and J. E. Raven The Pre-Socratic Philosophers
((I’amlxl\r;dgc. 1957), 247 0 1.

"} Most conveniently sununarized in Sinclair, op. cit. (in n. 112), 293 4.

.“°) To la.k:: an example: Archytas (Ston, 4,1,135, p. 82 lgncs uu‘-l)z,lik‘(,:"l)?ulogencs
{Sros. 42,61, p. 263 line 19), says that the king is vipog éuduyng, and compares
w'mm;_ wul.x the sun (Stou. 4,1,138, p. 87 lines 17 -20). l-‘.::phal;lus speaks of the
dn'zzlmg light of the Godlike king (Ston. 4,7,46, p. 2721.). CL. also n. 116,

_The maost useful discussions of the fragments of Diotogenes, Ecphantus and
?“lhcmtl:)xs are by Louis Delatte and (with translations) E. Goodenough (ofip. cits.
n 14).

120) Op. cit. (in n, 112).

120 Op, dt. (in n. 112).

113) SvoB. 4,1,135 (p. 83, lines 7-9): w6 ddynv Eznv, © droyor and 1k =d0s.
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iam terminology, 1o the Platonic three-part soul, is unlikely to belong
o an independent fourth-century philosophical tradition. And his
remark popi 8% dyé mEoav xowendov 8§ dpyuving nal dpyopéve ouvé-
orapey vad tplrey vopwv!®) is almost certainly a correction of the
Aristotclian view of a world of natural rulers and natural subjects???),
It is surcly impossible to maintain that such a sentence could be
written before Aristotle!28),

The political fragments of Archytas, then, whatever their date, can
hardly be considered to be the genuine work of Archytas the carly
fourth-century philosopher. They may be purely literary exerciscs, or
they may be forgeries with a political purpose'®®); whatever their
origin, they are spurious. True, there are references wo oligarchies and
democracies; but the polis did not die with Alexander; and in any case
these allusions serve only as a background o the main theme, kingship.
‘T'his cimphasis on kingship tells strongly against @ fourth-century date.
Stobacus 4,5,61 is entirely concerned with the nature and powers ol
the true ruler, the dxalwihg #pywv; and there arc continual references
1o kingship in Stob. 4,1,135-8. While the word pasieds is sometimes
associated by the author with Sparta??), the type of ruler envisaged

123) il p. B2 lines 19 20,

124 Pol, | passim,

12) “I'his suspicion is strengthencd by Archytas’ use of the Aristotelian phiase &
modating vowvoviz (Ston. 4,136, 137 (p. 83 line 16, p. 84 line g9)).

120) Charlesworth (op. cit. in n. 116) asks what audicnce the writings of Diotogenes,
Sthenidas and Ecphantus, in their archaic Doric, were intended to influence, if
they are in fact late productions. 'Phe same question could be asked of the Archytan
fragments, but in both cases it would miss the puint, In the ancient world, the
respectability of a political doctrine was guaranteed by its antiquity (to make
revolution in Greek is vewtepiZew), and thus, il one coukl claim the support of
an archaic doenment, one’s case was thereby strengthened. “The prestige of Archy-
tas was great; Dorie was needed for plausibility,

On the other hand, the fragments might be purely literary productions in the
style of Archytas (see Armand Delatte, op. cit. in n. 112), which perhaps inten-
tionally, perhaps not, were circulated as genuine,

127} Sron. 4,1,138 (p. 85 lines 13, 21). The reforence (o the classical Spartan
constitution, and in particular to the dual kingship (lines 13-14), would suggest
a date belore the end of the third century B.C.; but this may be only plausible
antiquarianism. [ is certainly very odd to regard the cphors as an oligarchic
clement in the Sparian state (line 15). Nor is there anything very democratic, as
Archytas alleges, about the inmaypéra, the cavalry commanders. 1 would suggest
that the author does not know what he is tatking about.
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here is a wan with much higher powers, the faaieic who is an
Eupnyog vopoes'®). A fourth-century discussion of kingship, such as that
of Aristotle, tended Lo be purely theoretical?®®); the more practical
tone of the Archytas fragments, the working-out of the relationship ol
the king to the law, and the discussion of his nature and duties and
powers, point to a date later than the fourth century, a date when such
things were a rcality').

So much for the fragments as a whole. But we must cxamine the
“proportion fragment™3!) in greater detail, for it is on this fragment that
my argument depends. It contains three features which might arouse
our doubts. First, the author calls the third kind of proportion Smevay-
iy but Archytas, as we know?32), called it Gppovend. But it might be
argucd that Archytas may have used both terms interchangeably (in
fragment 2 he speaks of “the dmevavele which they (or we) call
apponizz”) s and a forger would perhiaps have taken pains not to make
such a slip.

Secondly, there is the phrase tal piv dv i8¢on 16g Sravopis Tuouitar,
Tl 8¢ elxdveg &v vals mohitelang ol tolg oixorg Dewpéovrar. Onc’s
immediate reaction is to suspect the influence of the Platonic theory
of forms, but Armand Delatte!™) most aptly cites Aristotle's Metaphy-
st 1 ot pdv yap Hulaydpzior puipngow w2 fusa paciv elvar 6w dptdp@vy,
and this phrase might be taken as a very striking cxample of that
doctrine!®s), Yeu although 8¢ae and elxéves can have the meanings
required here even as carly as the filth century, the combinations of

126) Srou. 4,1,135 (. 82 line 21). 'The implications of this exalted view of king-
ship are discussed by Goodenough, gp. ¢it. in n. 112, 64 if. )

12) See J. P V. . Baisvon The ‘Divinity’ of Alexander, Historia i (1950), 568-
71. Xenophon's (yropaideia and Isocrates’ Nicocles and To Nicocles do, however,
attest a growing interest in monaichy in the fourth century.

1) I is not a great step from “Archytas™ on kingship w Euscbius ou Christian
kingship: sce N. BAvnes Eusebins and the Chyistian Empire, Alélanges Bidez 1 (Paris,
1934), 13-18, esp. 17. '

1) Sron, f,1,137.

132) See p. 130,

B Op. cit. inn, 112

134 gtz B .

13%) However, it might be maintained that Aristotle distorts the teaching of both
Plato and the Pythagoreans in this problematic passage. Sce L. Cuurniss The
Riddle of the Farly deademy (Berkeley, 1945).
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the two in the sane sentence does seem very Platonic; but admittedly
the Metaphysics passage might account for this too.

Finally, there is the fact that this Archytas Iragment proposcs an
entircly new interpretation of the political significance of the propor-
tions. In the classical theory, the equation was:

Arithmetical proportion  — dcmocracy
Geometric proportion = a supcrior constitution, which
rccognizes meril.
But Archytas asserts that:

Arithmetical proportion = oligarchy and tyranmy
Geometric proportion = democracy
Subcontrary proportion

{or harmonic) = arislocracy.

The most extraordinary point here is that democratic justice is said
to be in accordance with geometric proportion, 6 88 Sauoxpatindy
(sc- Stnatey) natx Tav yeopetpdy (sc. peodtate). This is unparalicled
in the whole of classical Greek political thought. But that does not mcan
that it is spurious. We know what the constitution of Tarentum was
like during Archytas’ lifetime!3®), but we do not know how it was
described. It is not impossible that it was called a democracy, and in
that casc Archytas would be claiming that in a democracy, remarkable
men (such as himscl{?) ought to be given special privileges; the mathe-
matics of this will work out, though not in the usual way'37). On the
other hand, it might simply be the statement of a bungling forger un-
familiar with the orthodox application of proportions to politics, or,
more probably!3¥), of a late innovator (rying to put new mecaning into
an old theory. It would certainly be very curious, if Archytas had
praised gcometric proportion as democratic proportion, that Plat,
hardly a supporter ol democracy, should take it over uncritically and,
without any reservations, speak so enthusiastically of it in the Gergias'?).

%) Sce pp. 138 139, . .

17) See pp. 123- 124. Butitisimprobable, if Archytas were recommending geometric
proportion, that he would also mention a superior type of proportion, the harmonic,

13%) Sce p. 125.

“") 508 A.
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But perhaps Plato scized on the fact that in geometric proportion
remarkable men get remarkable privileges, lorgetting that it was
associated with democracy? Yet it remains odd, if this fragment really
docs represent Archytan teaching, that Plato praiscs geometric
proportion not only in the Gorgias, but also in the Laws, where he
calls it &apleatirn xal dpiamy'), and where he clearly implies™?) that
arithmetical proportion is democratic. Again, the fact that Archytas is
known to have thought very highly of arithmetic — more so than of
geometry'#?) - makes it most improbable that he would write that =5
O ddeyapy ity xal Tupawvindy (sc. Sluarov) was votd vhv dollunTiziy (sc.
p=obraTa).

All these arguments tend 1o suggest that Archytas was not the
author of Stobucus 4,1,137; and there is another picce of evidence
which will increase our suspicions. There is just one parallel for the
association of geometric proportion with democracy. But this parallel,
for which we secarch classical writers in vain, comes from the sixth
century A.D. I refer to the passage in Bocthius'), headed »Quae
medielates quibus rerum publicarum statibus compareniur«, which not only
associates geometric proportion with democracy, but also associates
arithmetical proportion with the rule of the “best” men, just as the
“Archytas” fragment does. Morcover, Bocthius gives the same mathe-
malical reasous. The passages are so exactly similar') that there can
be no doubt that both authors reflect a single source!*s).

Moy 757 B ol p. 1 g1

uu; ib.

12) DK 47 B 4.

1) Arithin. 2,45, quoted and translated on p, 123

') But neither is a translation of the other: theorder inwhich the three proportions
are discussed is different.

1) See p. teg. Neither Bocthius nor “Archytas” is the inventor of this new ap-
plication of the theory: they both report (dicunt, zonivze).

Why, it might be asked, docs the Archytan version of the proportions make no
reference (o kingship? Docs not this suggest an carly date, before the Hellenistic
period, when kings had not yet begun to dominate the political scene? For no-one
writing later than Alexander could ignore monarchy. But kingship might well be
regarded as the cxtreme and most praiseworthy form of aristocracy {= harmonic
proportion); in fact, there is no other way of accormmodating it within the mathe-
matical framework. The political theory of proportions was not designed to take
monarchy into account; it fits badly, and the author ignores it. ‘There are, in any
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The cumulative force of the arguments against the authenticity of
the political fragments of Archytas is thus very strong. Admittedly,
some of the objections can he met; there is no evidence which is
absolutely decisive; but there is enough, I believe, to conclude thatin
all probability Archytas did not write the Iragments of the mept vopou
waid Swervaivig with which he is credited.

(ii) The rojeopis fragment

T'his leaves us with Archytas’ praise of hoptepds in an undoubtedly
genuine fragiuent, DK 47 B 3: atdow pév Eravaey, opdvotay 32 oilqaey
ropiopde ehpelels mieuvellae T2 yip od% fom Tudtov yevopbvey xal
tabtag fatw. The question arises, what is this aeyiopic? Morrison
implics'¢), in my opinion wrongly, that it is harmonic proportion. It
will be necessary to consider the question in some detail. Archytas has
been saying that one must become émsdpoy, and one can do this by
discovering a Lopopéc!?). What this deywpds is, is not stated; nor,
indeed, is it clear that Archytas bas a particular doytopde in mind atall -
he might mean any formula or computation™®). But it scems a first
sight very probable that Archytas was thinking, not of the harmonic
proportion, but of the geometric proportion; for this is, alter all, the
only proportion apart from the arithmetical (which is, of course, out
of the question) o which lourth-century writers attached any political
significance.

The suggestion that Avchytas® Joyiapdc is geometric proportion is
strengthened by the lollowing considerations. Archytas” loywouis
stops atdotg; atdou, says Aristotle, arises because of 6 Znaov, but not
when there is geometric proportion'®). It increases dpubvow: ladrqg
o grepysletar, says Plato'™), and procecds to discuss the virtues

case, continual references w kingship in the fragments as a whole (sce p. 134); and
within this fragment, the phrase pdvzgyns vipng (Stob. 4,1,137, p- 84 Jines g 10)
surely alludes to the king (§udnyos vipes,, Stob. 4,1,145, p. 82 line 21).

146) Sce p. 129.

17 *Ihis appears to be the connection of thought between the first and sccond
halves of this fragment; Dicls, however, thinks that the two parts are not connected.

) The context will not allow the very general meaning of “consideration™.

159} Pof. 1401 B 26-27, reading o5 piy et with Newman and Ross,

160) Lanes 757 Al
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of geometric proportion. It prevents misovebia: mheovelia is the oppo-
site of geometric proportion, says Plato clsewhere!®),

The identification is morcover supported by what we know about
Tarentum during the lifetime of Archytas'2). We have two apparently
conflicting picees of evidence.

(a) Strabo 6.280 = DK 47 A 4:

toyuoay 3¢ ute of Tapaviiver wal)’ SrzpBuiiy molezenduew Srponpatiniig . . .
anediZavro 82 ad why H0xydpetey pRuooplay, Surpepivreg 8° *ApziTay, 45 xxt mpodets
THg mblecws mudiv yobvoy, l

It has been held that this shows that "Carentum was an extreme’s?)
democracy under Archytas, but as Minar!s) shows, the first sentence
very probably relers to the period after the Persian wars, when
Aristotle says that democracy was established after a revalution'ss),
The compression of Strabo’s account is misleading.

(b) Aristotle, Politics 20 B g — 14:

222656 8 &yt mipetolae'*S) vt ta Tapavebvey fztvie T3p 2OWG TOWivIES TR XTANATE
705 andputg Emt THv ypFov edvony mapaeusuilungt 1H m)dllos Ers 8% g dpyae :;iqzq
fnuinaxy Bivsds, tag pdv alpetas t3s 82 Mhvpwris. TRG 28V ¥hnpleTig Bmu-,: & dFgng
adtav pevéyy tag 8t alprtag tva mudirelovion S8hTiov.

‘The present tense shows that this refers to the political organization
during Aristotle’s lifetime -a mixed constitution. As Armancd Delaute??)
and Minar'*$) have obscrved, there is a striking correspondence between
this and Archytas fragment g, in particular between Archytas’ 8w
Toltov olv ol wévgreg dapBivevty wapd Tév Suvapévay, ui 1z Ao

::;) Gorg. ._-',08 A ln f‘acl, of cowrse, it is the opposite of any sort of labms.

%) In this l. follow L. .. Minar, op. cit. (in n. 112), 86 ff. The particular situation
at Tarentum is more relevant than Pythagorean political belicfs in general, on
which see ib. 15-35. T

183 I is_nol casy o decide whether »a0” Grepfioddy Lelongs with {ayvany or
Snpuxpasizis. Minar takes it with Sqpavpatiic, but earlicr cditors placed a comma
alter SnegBoliy.

1) Loc. cit. in n. 152,

183) Pul. 1303 A 3.

'%%) “Savomarola introduced a system like the Tarentine at Florence probably
being influenced by the teaching of the Pofitics™ (Newman ad loc) ' ’

137) Op. cit. in . 112, -

1) Ofp. cit. in w112,
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5136wt toig deoudvorg and Aristotle’s dzzlvor yap xowd mordvreg o
wrhLaTa Totg anbpulg!), ‘ .

Archytas, then, was a leading politician in a state wln@ combl.ncd
democratic and non-democratic [eatures. In such a position he might
well feel the need for a theory to show that exceptional men deserve
exceptional privileges, and the unalogy of gecometric pruporl.ion would
[ullil this [unction admirably. It is an attractive suggcestion - bl{l
perhaps an implausibly neat one — that it was devised to justily .]llS
highly successful but illegal tenure of the axparnyia lor seven successive
yearse?), . .

So it looks as il Aeytepdg might very well mean geometric proportion.
However, another fragment*!) shows (i) that & royietwd for f\x'c'hytas
meant arithmetic, and (i) that he regarded arithmetic as superior o
geometry, on the interesting grounds that unlike the latter it could
furnish proofssz). This might suggest that 2eyiepdsin fragment g should
be connected with arithmetic rather than with geometry; and that
Archytas is perhaps unlikely to have preferred geometric propoTliml o
arithmetical. Certainly it must make us hesitate before assuming too
confidently that keyiopés is geometric proportion; perhaps, after al!,
we should translate it in the most general way possible, as “on‘lllulzx",
or, better, “calculation” - which is what we would expect the unquali-

199) "The fact that Archytas was clected otpargyeds seven l.imcs il'l suceession '_nfu
tiov wodvdy (the Suda, DK 47 A 2 — perhaps a misleading variant (:\‘nlt:.o). .l(.f\:
darpatnyqae, Diog. Lacert. 8.79 = DK‘ A.x, the source of other material in this
context) does imply a democratic constitution.

180} See n. 159. P

161 ; authenticity undisputed. ) o

""; 31: II%I.{. lilnltl;l‘ilcmions of rhis, sccI O. Nuvoenaurr The Exact Sciences in Antiguity®

Provi », 1957), 147-8.

’ :‘(.,l::lll\i;::xc.:’is.ggfl)c’ou‘iée, wriling belore the di:s‘cuvcrics of Fudoxus, ‘\\f.hosc g[nnl;
advances in geometry “put him in the very first rank of ll!ﬂl}:glnﬂll:,lflnﬁ;) ‘;d
times” (1. L. Hears, Greek Alathematics l (()xforfl, 192 }), 323 Ih;u | I(?loh r:fll

regard geometry as superior to arithmetic (as lus. :1pp.]|cauun (-)f the pll opor :;ms
implies) indicates that he was not inllmsnc'ml on this point by }\:chytz;s,l )ult_ra )
by the achievements of Archytas’ pupil in geometry, Eaudoxus, fuur I)\y ‘}lls own
friend and pupil Theactetus. (The fact that Eudoxus was a ].)U.])Il ol ILllyl:\f |s'
taken by Diogenes Laertius (8,86) fl:()lll the Pinakes of (..alllmnchus,.a ;l(.ld}l’)-
history in 120 volumes, and is more likely to be true 'than the flal'cmv.f}lt tla}. :l.
was a pupil of Plato, which Diogencs takes ‘ll‘mn Sotion; for (..al!xfn.uc :‘us‘ s‘u(x ('.
before Sotion, who in his Audoyat was the first to f:mploy ’lhc :}rlu!u;ml syslun‘ ol
master-pupil relationships (see Kirk and Raven, The Pre-Secratic Philosophers, *)).
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fied word Jeyropds 1o mean'®3), But there is a strong case, as we have
scen, for saying that Archytas’ Auyiepds is geometric proportion, and
these objections, I believe, are not sufliciently weighty to refute it
‘There s, morcover, onc argument against laking reyepds as “cal-
culation”: while it makes excellent sense (o talk of the “discovery” of
geometric proportion (heyeuds eheelsic), it is hardly as natural to
speak of calculation in general as ebpeleiz. If we accept the identifi-
cation of deyiopée with geometric proportion, as 1 suggest we should,
we could then draw the satisfying conclusion that we had found the
origin of the application of the proportion o politics, and the exact
reference of the allusion in the Gorgias'sy),

We may now summarize the conclusions of this section. doyiopds in
Archytas fragment B § could be simply “calculation”; the evidence
which suggests that it is geometric proportion is very strong; but we
have fvund nothing whatever to make us suppose that it might be
lavrmonic proportion.

3. Geometric proportion is always recommended as the model Jor political justice.

I' have already*®) touched on another argument against Morrisou’s
theory, an argument which is, 1 think, both simple and conclusive.
‘The whole tradition of Platonic and Aristotelian thought recommends
geometric proportion as 5 Sixatev 16 TelTuedy'®), hut we hear nothing
ol this harmonic proportion in the whole of classical political philo-
sophy'%?). For Plato in the Laws, geometric proportion, the Awg vpiag,
is exqleordry wod dplatn'®), and is even more highly praised than it has
been in the Gorgias'®); for Aristotle, too, the oligarchic opposite of the
democratic arithmetical proportion is the geometric!™), and this is the
model of one form of justice in the Lithies'™). Nor do Plato and Aristotle

%) The use of Royifeoblze in the same fragiment would support this conclusion.
19 rofl A,

1%%) p. 136,

199) Pr. Lews 357 €.

) This point is made by Doods in his cdition of the Gurgias, 20 u. 3,

") 357 B-C.

1) 6ol A,

Y19y Pol. 1301 1Y w6 i,

) EN g Baglb

Clo& M,
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stand alone: Isocrates'™) and, later, Plutarch!®) give exactly the same

version of the theory!™),

4. The »Republic« does not allude to the harmonic proporiion
Furthermore, do the passages in the Republic to which Morrison
4 i i Ty _—
relers allude to the harmonic proportion? In the first, Plato is de
scribing the harmouy within the soul of the truly just man:
(i) vot ouvappioxva spix Gvte Gomep Gpung Tesis Gppuddag aTEVEG, veRTyg TE
wal Smdrrs wad plogg, el el 22a dvvx perah oyydve Lvay, wdvra TalbTa

3 - 9’ 40 3
ooyt ual mavtdraaty Evx YEVOREVOV £ TUXIGY, GhippnvE XL NpuoH sis
(RP 493 D-L)

In the second, he is comparing goppostur with a dppovio (431 I):

(ii) Grré B Gnng dreuios tératas, Sk machv napeyujrévy ouvidurTag Tudg TE
solleveotdrove Tadthy xai Toig loypuzdtoug wxl Tobs phaous, el piv Podle,
gpoviaz, el 8% Bodhzt, laydt, el 82, wxl mhiber ) ypfipaow F @ S0y oV
TombTew Gote Gplétar’ dv paiuey Tadtay ThHY Oudvuray ouppuaiviy clvat,
yelpovic te wxt dpelvoveg xxTd PHoW cupgwviey, indrepov Sai Epyewy, wal &v
niher zai dv & dndata. Gaz AB)

It is important to take into account the contexts of these passages.
Neither deals with the ideas to which the metaphor ol proportion is
applicd clsewhere, (i) is concerned with justice in the individtml,
whereas the various kinds of proportion, when used in political
philosophy, arc concerncd with justice in the state. Although a
moment later'’®) Socrates claims to have discovered Ty pev Blratov
et SvSpae xad whhw, the discovery of the just city must be a rclcrcm:tf to
carlicr passages, for Socrates has explicitly said that he is now l:‘flk.mg
not about iy e wpakw sév abrol, bul aboutl iy &viéc'™). (ii) is a
description of swgpoadyy in Lhe state, not duarogivy, and is thus not
relevant as an indirect parallel.

172) 9 (Areofr, 21; cl. 3 (Nic.) 1. X )
v13) Solon 143 Mor. 484 B (de frat. amore); 719 A C (Quaest. convic. 8,2,2).
1) See pp. 110- 113, 120 122,

179) 444 A

%) 443 D.
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Morrison, lollowing Cornford, translates the opening words of (i)
“bringing into tune thosc three parts like the terms in the proportion
of a musical scale”. I do not find all this in the Greek. The octave
(Sramasév) was composed of two tetrachords which might be conjunct
or successive!??); the highest'™) (Sndty), lowest (vedty) and fourth
(éaq) notes were thus the three fixed points in the scale. A modern
writer making the same points might perhaps say “bringing them into
harmony, exactly like tonic, mediant and dominant” - Plato intends
a metaphor of concord, no more. There is no dircct reference to
proportion here, unless we lay great stress on the word &por. But this
is quite unnccessary: &pot may be terms in a proportion, but they can
also be the fixed notes of the scale, the “boundarics” of the two
tetrachords. This is what Plato has uppermost in his mind; I do not
deny that in his allusive style he may intend a glancing mathematical
suggcestion. But this cannot be the primary meaning: for (a) if it were,
what could we make of xat et #@ka dtra perad wwyzdver dvia? Other
notes in the scale would produce all sorts of proportions, not simply
the favoured harmonic proportion —~ so that the phrase would be
inept, according to Morrison’s interpretation; but they would also
produce further harmonious chords, which is surely the point of Plato’s
phrase, as Shorey saw!™). (b) Again, why &2a and not £22.0:? Plato is
no longer speaking of the chiel notes of the scale; the others cannot
strictly be called gpur. I he had meant Spow as “proportions”, then he
would have written 2. (c) Finally, the verbs ouwvoppésava . . . xai. .
cuvdioavta arc more applicable to musical notes than to terms of a
proportion.

The earlier editions of Liddell and Scott gave “proportions” as the
meaning both here and at Philebus 17 D (dpor tév Swaatqudtav); but
this has been corrected in more recent editions to »uoles which limit the
intervals in the musical scale”'®), A glance at Aristoxenus’ work on the

177) Aristoxexcs Harm. 59.

1#%) Highest, that is, for the hand in playing the Litkara, but lowest in pitch, Sec
M. 1. Henderson in the New Osford History of Music 1 (Oxford, 1957), 345-

1) Loeb translation, note ed loe.; his Shakespearian quotation is to the point.

1%9) Similarly, the recent cdition of Aristoxenus by Rios (Rome, 1954) gives inter-
ealli limes as an equivalent for Gpng.
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clements of music is sufficient to settle the question. There we read
that an interval (dudemqpa) is something bounded (d»pwibé:ov) by two
notes'™). And sodg Tév SuoTiudTey Hpuug!®?) are c]cm:ly the boml:::-
aries of the intervals”, as Macran translatcs, just as :}gam c.lscwhcrc )
#gu are “bounding-notes”, a synonym of 1(‘.‘1\.; HpuldvTwv in .lhc s‘amc
chapter'®!). We could hardly ask for better (:vulcn?c than Ans:luxmus.
He was born at Tarentum, and received instruction from his father,
who was a [ricnd both of Archytas and of Socrates!™s). '
Similarly, there is no such reference in (ii); so that llfc claim that
Plato here abandons geometric proportion for harmonic cannot be

maintained'®).

Conclusions

‘Thus Morrison’s theory can be shown o go far beyond lh(f cvi(!cucc.
Its rcjection allows us to place the composition of lhc. (mr'gms .W.llll:)sl.ll
hesitation alter Plato’s visit 1o Sicily in 388. Dodds in his edition ")
inclines towards this later date; Morrison’s argument would be evi-
dence for a date before the Sicilian journey. But the frequent rc[crcn.ccs
o Pythagorcanism in the Gurgias constitute 2 stro.ng reason for dating
it alter the visit!*®); and we can now do so confidently.

This enables us to rewrite this [ragment of the history of phi_losopl:‘y. In
488 Plato visited [taly and Sicily “ut Pythagoracinventa perdisceret™'*9).

181y Awasroxenus Harm. 15,
2y b, 49, cl. Pr. Phib, 17 D.
193) b, 56, o ) . i
1#3) "The same meaning is required in ib. 59, atl‘:lcag:% cited in n. 177,
15} See Macran's edition (Osford, 1902), introd., 86. . ) .
“‘; L\wm.lcm‘m {in Nie. 118.23 Pist.) tells us that the hannonic propurtion (wlln;,h
he thinks was invented by the Babylonians) was used by various llnn!:crs :ml« by
“Plato i Ti & 12). Thix is quite true (Zim. 36 A-B); and il the phrase
Plato in the Timaens” (scen, 102). 1 ; ; i
implics “in the Timaens but not elsewhere” - as it surely does - it would conhiv
our conclusions.
1) -7,
=) Dockels, doe. cit. . B .
"'; Cic. d; Re Publica 1, (10, 162 sed audisse te credo, h!hcro, l’!at({tfc!l:} bot.rmlc
mortuo primum in Acgyptum discendi causa, post in lalian ct m.&_m mtl'nﬂz:m -
tendisse, ut Pythagorac inventa perdisceret, eumngue et cum Archyta l:xc;; iny B
multum fuisse; no doubt an inference from l’lalo.sjlh l.cltf.r, 32() \-B, ‘I:l:‘ml
Plato gives dissatisfaction with contemporary politics and interest in politics
philosophy as motives for visiting laly and Sicily.
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Here he et various Pythagorean philosophers (among whom may
possibly have been Archytast*) from whom he heard about the different
kinds of proportion, and perhaps about the relation of Aoyiopde to
politics. This was claborated by some of Plato’s Pythagorean Iricnds
as follows: Democracy employs arithmetical proportion; this is the
iabze which is the basis of the Athenian constitution, with which
Plato has been so disgusted™). A good constitution has a better basis,
namely geometric proportion. That this doctrine was Pythagorcan is
virtually certain from the allusion to it in the Gorgias'®) in conncetion
with another undoubtedly Pythagorean belicf, attributed to of Gogot,
Plato’s regular name for the Pythagorcans'®3). The possibility that it
might have been the invention of Archytas is not ruled out by our
discussion of the doyiopds fragment*Y); it is very templing o say that
it was, lor this would cnable us to give a simple and straightforward
account of the parentage of Plato’s idea. This theory appealed to
Plaw’s love of mathematics, and on his return he incorporated it
(and other Pythagorcan teaching) in the Gorgias, where the term 7

170} A later meeting with Archytas is certain (PL Ep. 7. 338 C, referring 1o Plate’s
second visit in 367); on the good effect which Archytas’ friendship with Plato had
on Archytas’ reputation, see ps.-Demosth. 61 (£rot.), 46; this work, even il not
Demosthenic, is quite possibly fourth century (N.W. and N.J. de Wiu, Locb De-
mosthenes VII, 41). There is, however, no dear evidence for a meeting in 388;
yet such a meeting is taken for granted by many modern scholars {(c.g. FieLn Plato
and his Contemporaries (London, 1930), 14; MiNAR Early Pythagorean Politics, g2;
SouiLug, translation of Plato’s Letters (Paris, 1949), n. on 438 C; Sincr.am History
of Greek Political Thonght, 124; SArTON History of Science | (London, 1953), 397;
Buodds, edition of Gurgias, introd. 26.) Morrison, while granting this (C.Q. u.s. viii
{1958), 202 n. 1), argucs as though a mceting in 388 were more or less certain,
relying on Cicero (cited in n. 92), whose account of Plato’s weslern travels is not
sulliciently precise to furnish any chronological data. (1'wo letters survive purport-
ing 10 be from Plato to Archytas (P Ep. 9; and 12 = Diog. Lacrt. 8,79), and onc
from Archytas to Plato (Diog. Laert. 8,80). Of these, Plato’s 12th letter and that
of Archytas are certainly spurious, and Plato’s 9th letter almost certainly so, despite
Licero’s citations, de Fin. 2,14, de Offic. 1,7. 'he reasons for rejecting them are clearly
stated by Souilhé in the Budé edition of the Lettars, introd. XCGIV-XCVIHL.)

1) 15, 7, 326 A-B.

»z) 508 A.

123) Sce Dodds' long note on pp. 337-8 of his edition. Cf. Plut. AMor. 719 A C
{Quaest, convir. 8,2,2), where Dicacarchus {fr. 41) is quoted as saying that Plato
“mixcd Lycurgus and Pythagoras with Socrates” by introducing geometric pro-
portion,

8) See p.orgr.
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todryg % vempetpind “is introduced without a word of cxplanation, as
il it were already familiar”!), This is curious; cither the Gorgias was
intended in the first place for Plato’s immediate circle, to whom he
had explaincd the idca, or else Plato is making a deliberately casual
reference to a newly-acquired picce of knowledge - not an uncommon
human habit. An echo of the idea recurs for a moment inthe Republic'?e),
lodrnve. Twve. bpotwg Loutg s xal dviooig Suavépousa; and in his last work,
the Laws'**), Plato cxpounded it at length. Plato neverswerved from his
loyalty to geometric proportion into a [lirtation with harmonic
proportion, and Aristotle after him espoused the same principle.
Geometric proportion was discovered by the Pythagoreans, and it was
they who first applied it to political philosophy; but there is no good
cvidence that cither they, or Plato, or Aristotle attempted to do the
same with harmonic proportion'),

Hanviy F. D, Two kinds of equallfy [chez les Pythagoricicns] ; cf. Plato

Philospphs. ‘ ) . ]
ARVEY F. D., Two kinds of equalily : C&M XXVI 1965 101-146. | L’his- .
toire dc la théoric de la proportion géométrique, opposée & la proportion [
arithmétique cn tant que fondement de I’égalité démocratique, et la critique
de I'hypothése de J. S. Morrison (cf. APh XXVII 144, sous Pythagorica; ‘

& XXIX 148, sous Plato) portent A placer la composition du Gorgias apris le
voyage en Sicile de 388, voyage au cours duquel Platon aurait rencontré des
philosophes pythagoriciens qui lui auraient communiqué leurs idées sur les

diffécents genres de proportions et la relation du Aoytouds avec la politique.

13} Dodds on 508 A, We cannot be sure that the theory of geometrie proportion
was not fairly widely known in intellectual circles in Athens in the fourth century.
In that case, Plato might have heard abowt it there just as casily as in the West;
but there is no evidence for such an assumption.

19%) 5ot C,

) 757 A L.

128) My conclusions, if correct, are surprising: given the Pythagorean pre-
occupation with music and dppovlas and their interest in politics, one would ex-
peet them to have applied harmonic proportion to politics. But what might be
expeeted is not necessarily the truth.



