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o _ Abstr ¢t
Plato s Erastm comes down Lhrough the tradmon as the dlalogué "On Phxlosophy In

-

recent times, howevgr, -this little dxalogue has been maligned and thus neglected because- thcre.

is a prevallmg senument that n is- spunous It is a peculiarly strange and paradoxxcai dialogue.

:

.. The followmg dlscusswn attempts to explicate in the form of a commemarv both why Ahis is

» . TR

the, " Platonic dxalogue'on phxlosophy and 1o examme why Socrates, by “his ¢ examplc

(

.' transfq ecf’phﬂosoph) mlo polmca.l phxlosoph) The dxalogue thus dlrectly conmdersf

[

Socrates’ hlStOIlC "turn” whxch forced phllosophy to attend 1o the quesuons of grcalesl

human ifnportance. and to have her presem herself in a ,polmc way. This thesis, then,

" attempts u)‘illuminane' "political " phil‘osop‘h'y' as it originated m the thought of Socrates, as |

well as interpreting the dialogue'itself. . ‘

Y
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1. Introductioafffh Reading Of Plato's Erastai

What is polxua:\ phnlosophy" This per,enmal ﬂuestmn has a special pertmence for us
because the status of political philosophy kamn \t&e conteeinporary concepuon of pohucal
sc1ence has for some time been a matter of - dxspme Tecent attacks challenge the very
possibility of its fulfilling its tradmonal mtentmn Pohucal phllosophy as we know it, and as
it has|been carried on for over two millenia, aspires to provxde rational guidance about witzz:: is )
‘ .noble %ind good and just m ,polmcal hfe But in an age where a technologmall) onented
science is the only Lerally accepted intellectual authority, many are skepucal concerning the
possibility of there being a forrn of politicakphilosophy which sﬁpphes rational guidance at
' once normative and scientific. Behevmg genume sciefice. t0 be grounded on a radical
vdnsuncuon between facts and values, political phllosophy 1s often seen today as neither fully
rational nor scientific. Suffice it to say, political philosophy has oncé again become something ¢
of questionable repute. : ' S Q

Uncertainty about't'he cred'{lv ity of polmcal phxlosophy m\v1tes one to go back to its
beginning and see its origin in the thought of Socrates. Socrates is Lhe founder of polmcal‘g
philosophy. He "called phllosophy down from the heavens and set her in the cities of men |
and brought her also into their home$ and compelled her to asl: questlons about life and-

3 -
morality and things good and ev11 "t This is Clcero refernng to the famous Soeratic - tum

(X4

We might wonder why Socrates himself turned from the study of heavenly phenomena to the
’

study of political thmgs and by his example transfo{med phxlosophy into political philosophy.

Yo

In the discussiop that follows, I shall attempt to show why 1 believe the origin of pol-

What d_ld Socrates see as being the essential purpose of political philosophy? h

itical philosophy, and .questions about its very character, arepowerfully presented in a-

neglected -and maligned Platonic dialogue titled the Erastai.? The Erastai is étyled as Socrates’

ICicero, Tusculan Disputations, translated by J.E. King, in Li> Loeb Classical
Library, (London: William Heinemann, 1927), V. iv. 10.

iIn recant times, the question has been raised as to whether . this is a genuine
Platonic dialogue although nothing conclusive, or even very plausible, has been said
in arguing against the dialogue's authenticity. The case is not based “on any hard
external evidence, but rather, on the merit of the dialogue's content. (See, for
example the introduction by Schlelermacher in Schlelermacher s Introducuon To The

S N ) 1
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\g _ narration toan anon?m_ous and an indeterminate audience’ about anf encounteg {{_x_tla a pair of
. . . » : N .
young men which occurred in.a ceftain school.' The epcounter itself was almost exclusxvcl&’

concerned with quéstiogs about the character and purpose of phild?f)phy and phil-
. Y .

A

8 osophizing.® Socrates begins his .nzirra_tion' by cohsidering the possibility that natural phil--' ‘I\/
ophy is great.and ~ndble. He appaféntly concludes the discussion by mﬁfying that the phil-

h] i

’w things of

,osqpher's first order of business is to be political, both in the sense of attending
ggreatesg‘ hwman ’importan_ce, and in the sense of always pur‘éping wisdom }n a "politic" way. -
> o R k ’

*(cont’d) Dialogue's of gPlato, translated by W. Dobson, (Cambridge: ). &LI. ) !
Deighton, 1836), or PA# Shorey's discussion of the dialogue in his book What
Plato Said, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1933.) The following discussion is
enough “indication that. I do not agree with their presumptions - about” whether the
dialogue is worth anyone's care and time. . - .
¢ .There is, however,-a more important point of uncertainty about the
dialogue's title, For my own discussion,’ I rely. upon James Leake's “unpublished - <‘
. tranglation of the dialogue because- of its apparent literalness. Leake explains his
R choice of “title by saying "The” title Lovers (Erastai) appeags in all thé major .
" manuscripts BTDW. Some editors follow a marginal cortection of B which reads w<
Rivals (Anterastai), perhaps becaus¢ that is how,the dialogue ‘is titled in Diogenes
Laertius' list, of genuine Platonic dialogues.” See Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent
Philosophers, translated by R.D. Hicks, (London: William Heinemann, 1925), Vol.L.,
A p. 231. ) ‘ *

~

The word erastai, (lovers, from eros, love) has the meaning of "ones who
long for, d&%e" whereas anterastai (rivals) has the meaning of “rivals in love.” .See
Liddell and Scoté, Oxford Greek Lexicon, Abridged, (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, v
1982). - d o 4
‘The Erastai 'i(s? one of only four dialogues narrated from beginning to end by
Socrates, the others bein} the Republic, the dialogue "On The Just,” the Charmides,

. the dialogue "On Moderation,” and the Lysis, the dialogue "On Friendship.” This
‘may suggest a special relationship between these four dialogues. The Erastai presents
an. occasion on which Socrates, apparently dn lis own volition, gives an account of ’
a significant e%isode of his own life to an audience apparently familiar with phil-
gsophy and friendly towards it. In contrast, the Apology, for example, presents an
occasion on which Socrates is compelled to publicly defend his way of life in front
of a mostly hostile audience (see Christopher Bruell, "On The Origfal Meaning of
Political Philosophy: An Interpretation of Plato's Lovers,” typescript of an
unpublished manuscript, p. 2-3, also_note 2). /

‘Tense is very important in this dialogue which has Socrates recounting a past
experience. We are invited to reflect upon Socrates’ narration of a past encounter in

. light of how Socrates describes it to his audience. Socrates’ audience sees -the
encounter through his eyes; we see both the original encounter and Socratcs(v
narration of it through his eyes. Unlike' Socrates’ audience, however, we have the
benefit of béing able to comb through this discussion over .and over again and
reflect on all of its subtle twists and nuances. Yo .

‘ e-down to us’ through the tradition w%hc‘.lbtitlc "On
is not likely Plato's but probably wiyadded by later

commentators. However, thl actually reveals the commentators' insight for the -

‘subtitle is supported by the/ dialogue's content. . , . -

Ay
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‘The Erastai is a Socranc mtro&aon to political philosophydy -
- f}:; v

Questions about the character and purpose of politml philosophizing are politically

v

| o .

significant because the consequences of such philosop\ung may well have t;ar reachmg
effects.* But today there 1s a skepticism if not total cymCism about whether political P l\
osophy can prolee the means to reasonably account “for the ends of human hfe The
skeptnchm 1§ ro_oted in the belief that there is no rational standard of judgment t(: wh_ich one

'
can appeal. As noted above, t@hie skepticism 1is connected‘with modern science, which, as a
matter of ‘principle, \does/ not. seek to proyid_e answers abont what is good or' noble or just,
§'ﬂchl ideas being implicitly seen“ as nothing more than : rationalizations justifying the
cbnventions of this or that time and place Needless to say, science tacitly exempts itself"

E presumes (scientific) knowledge is good that the pursuit of it is noble, and that,_,its fruits will
be employed justly” Complem{nting the anti-teleological character of our natural sc@bﬁ thex
dommant schools of ,§oc1al science contend ‘that human life varie;‘go significantly with time

- and ‘plao,e that it’is ‘unreasonable to posrt a purposeful eng for a hurnan being, per se.
Accordingly, there 1s no human virtue as such, nor umversally valid morality, ndr simply best

_ regime, Insofar ‘as nolitical philosophy presumed the contrary. it was guided by the
chirnencal.' ‘

Yet we know from experience that certain things are simply"‘ good for us. For”t_example,
no sane adult seriously doubts tha‘t "good health” is :something both rteal and rationally
eitplicable, and that, thefe is a natural standard for it. Good health; then, is neither utterly

" subjective nor radically ‘ielativwﬁgi have the power to recognize when we’or others

+

suffer from poor health, even though we-generally have great difficulty in understanding what

o,recisely comprises comprehensive h;éalth, much less how its best produced, maintained, or

- .

“The thoromgh dJevelopment of this point is neither the intention of this thesis nor
is it within its scope. One .is -asked only to consi e effects of idgas as
presented by, say, Aristophanes, Xenophon, Plato, Machiavelli, Bacon, Hobbes,
Rousseau, Marx, and Nietzsche Essentially the contention is that ideas do powerfylly
influence, if not govern, the way most all men live. . ]?

'See Leo Strauss, "What Is Political Philosophy” in What Is Political Philosophy
Other Studies, (Glencoe: The Free Press of Glencoe Illinois, 1959), p. 17.

See David’ Lowenthal, "The Case for Teleology,” in The Independent Journal of
Philosophy, (Vienn%,,ﬁ;,Ausma), Vol. 11,1978, p. 95.

L
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restored. In other words, with regard t ,que?).io‘ns about what is good, beginning with | o
_ : ‘ : f

gyfestions about good hgaith, we often know too, much to b€ so skeptical avid Tve generally do - -

ot know nearly Enoudk o be cytical, \ \ %

emerge naturally when a comparison VS madc -~

. betw@ contrasting ways of ‘?E“Sich CO{trasts natur 1ly motivate one to wonder which way

* Political philosophy can be sai

L] P : '
is best or to " wonden whether ther¢ is a best waﬂowever this conceals a prior questron~ o ‘

\w,bgt accounts for a profound dissatisfaction with the pres ption that one is hvmg\thc best .

way of lifé? One pre-disposed to philosophize should

' expected to account for his own

>motmuons for phrlosophy purports to account for all Jfings significa human beings:

surely ‘this mchtﬁﬁ phrlosophﬁ\tself .One who phrlosophrzes desires to become wise about

2

such bhmgs thrs being 1mphorrt in what jt rneans to(ove wrsdom Among Sher thmgs then,
r a !
R phrlosophy must accour.t for its own actrvrty = -

_ * With this in mind, we t.rrn to the Erastar wherein undamental questrons sudk as these
( ~
about’ phtlosophy are addressed” and 1llummated even if they are not conclusively resolved. It
. .
- is possible that Socrates’ teaching, were ore able to discern it cleﬁ;g is srmply true,”and thus

X

L

potentrally beneficial -for people regardless of time &and place be that as it may, it is.

reasonable to presume that our first task should be 10 attempt to understand the author as he
)‘

understood himself. Plato's text and its meaning are what is important for us in this

endeavour. ' S

" . 1

v

x }7. (
The Erastai, to epeat, recounts Socrates speaking with two young lovers about thg

character of political philosophy and its purpose. As the subsequent commentary will attempt
{ “

A

See Alexandre Kojeve, Introductién To The Reading Of Hegel, Lectures On The
Phenomenology Of Spirit, -Assembled by Raymond Queneau, Editedq by Allan Bloom, *
Translated by James H. Nichols Jt., (New York: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers,

1969) in Edrtors Introduction, p. IX where he comments on the phrlosopher $
primary task: "...for Hegel the primary concern is not the knowledge of anythmg
outside of hrmself that is, knowledge of what the philosopher is and how he can
know what he knows. The philosopher must be able to explain his own doings; an <
explanation of the heavens, of animals, or of nonphrlosophrc men which does not
leavk room for, or does not ta'k about, the philosopher is- radically incomplet

because it cannot account fqr the possibility of its own existence as knowledge. The
world known by philosophy must be such that it supports phllosophy and makes the
phtlosopher the highest or most complete kind of human being."

RN
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to make'clear, it is a particularly strange and paradoxical dialogue. And because it is such a _
short dialogue, in fact the second shortest in the entire corpus (only the Cleitoghbn is
shorter), one might reasonably ask whether it would be more fruitful 10 seek answers 10 phil-
osophic questions in certain larger, more famous dialbgues. The underlying assumption of ’this
question, I suspect, concerns the value of re‘;sding any of the shortér Platonic dialogues_'with

an eye towards answering anything important. In response, I cannot do better than point the

‘reader to an essay wrftlen by Allé\n Bloom, who directly addresses this is§ue. Bloom's response

is worth quoting at length for it provokes one to f urther consider this question and it will help
.
}aungh my own discussion. He begins by observing:
In an age in which not only the alternatives of action but also those of
thought have become peculiarly impoverished, it behooves us to search for the lost,
profound possibilities of human life. We are in need of a comprehensive reflection
on the ends of politics, but we are confronted with a host of objections which make
that enterprise seem impossible. A return to the origins of political philosophy --
that is, a return to Socrates -- is requisite, if we are to clarify the nature of political
philosophy and elaborate its intention and possibility.. This attempt to recapture the
original project of the political philosopher-is a difficult one because we are searching
without quite knowing what we are searching for; hence it is hard to know when we
‘have found it. The best beginning is to focus our attention and efforts on those
works which have least in common with our mode of treating problems and which
were once taken seriously by serious men but are hard for us to take seriously.
Writers like Isocrates and Xenophon have fallen into disfavor; but it is precisely f rom
their rhetoric and restraint that we could learn of the taste of Thucydides and Plato
and of the capital importance of the virtue of moderation in the political thought of
the ancient writers. When we do not understand Isocrates and Xenophon, we do not
understand Thucydides and Plato. We see in these latter concerns of our own, and
* they lose thélr liberating effect. Our horizon is protected from attack by a habit of
not noticing what is not comprehended by it.*° . »

o

Bloom goes on to observe that Wﬁat is unknown émd important tikes oﬁ the guise of the corﬁ-
monplace or Lrivial for us. This may even be a problem when we read these iarger, more’
famous dialogues: we may believe wie alréa_qu understahd them,b but as Bloom goes on to say,
we often do so wi.th;)ut knowing why we believe this to be 50. He ‘recomnrjlends' we"readvthe
shorter dialogues, especially 'thc;se which are unfamiliar to -us, as a correct{ve for our
short-‘sightedpess : | |

Ohe ‘of the best .ant.idotes fof this kind of myopié is the study of 'fhe smaller

Platonic dialogues. They are short, which in one sense makes them easier; for it is
almost impossible to devote-the appropriate attention to every line, every word of a

Allan Bloom, "Political Philosophy in Democracy: An Intérpretation of Plato’s

Hipparchus, in Melanges Raymond Aron, (Paris: Kalmann Levy,- 1970), p. 147.

N !
¢ <
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book the iength of the Laws; our eye skips over what ought to be perplexing; timg
does not permit the attention to the incredibly elaborate detail nor are’ our
intelligences ordinarily competent to the survey of such a large, complex whole. A
dialogue which is a few pages long permits one to wonder over every detail, to ask
innumerable questions of the text, to use on il every resource of intellect, passion
and imagination. In another sense, though, these small dialogues are much more
difficult, for they are so strange. With the Republic, for example, a long tradition of
philosophy tells us what the issues are; we know that the question is justice and the
best regime. When we read the sections on the good and knowledge, we feel at home
because we see “them as parts of a great discussion,which has been going on in
Western thought for two and a half milleriia, a discussion participated in by Locke,
Kant and Nietzsche, who use the same terms as does Plato. This sense of familiarity
may be spurious; we may be reading the text as seen by the tradition rather than
raising Plato's.own questions, .interpreting all the foreign elements in the book in
light of questions posed to it by later thinkers. This is, of course, the danger; for if
we cannot understand dialogues which do not contain the well-known themes, it
means that we do not know what Plato was about or what the dialogue forr  and
means. Still and all, do fee! at home in the big, famous dialogues. Bu" « .1 we
come to a dialogue like the Ion, what are we supposed to say about Socrates ™ ccling
with a stupid reciter of the Homeric poems whom Socrates treats like an oracle, 10
whom he attributes divine inspiration and who, at the end, in desperation at his
incapacity to define himself in the face of Socrates’ sophistic arguments, insists that
he is Greece's greatest general? It all seems too mad. What is the philosophic
significance of all this? Each of the smaller dialogues has this strange character.'!

Because these smallef-dialogues have this strange character and are, for the most part,
uncharted territory, the scholarly reaction to such curious works has been to ignore them,

preferring to consider them “spurious. The scholars presume Socrates would never have

engaged in such discussions nor would have Plato imitated them; if they are treated scriously

at all today, it is as logical exercises, propedeutic to real philosophy. Bloom, though, argues

that the shorter dialogues are worthy of attention on their own merit:

@

-

standing the little ones first, for the former are responses o problems elaborated in
‘the latter, responses which only become meaningful against the background of those
problems. Plato was more interested in posing the proper questio=s than in providing
‘the answers. Perhaps the most important question of all is whr* is philosophy, how

1 would suggest ;EPL the big dialogues cannot be understood without under-

is it possible and why is it necessary? Philosophy emerges late in human history; it

was still new in Socrates' time. It was not coeval with man as !amilies, cities and the
useful arts seem to be. It.could not be taken for granted. It also was suspected,
ridiculed and hated. It not'only had to constitute itself; i had io defend itself, The
little dialogues characterize Socrates', and hence philosophy's, < -frontation with the
opinions or conventions out of which philosophy emerged. the con. rontation with the
authoritative views of the pious, the poets, the statésme: the people at large, ctc.”?
In other words, these dialogues sketch out the images on the wall of the cave, reveal

urbid., p. 147-143. s

_ uBjoom’s comment here about the little dialogues characterizing Socrates’ activity
reminds one of Xenophon's Recollections. In the Recoiiections, Xenophon recounts
various incidents of Socrates' life and presents them in a number of shorter

dialogues. Each dialogue is complete as it reveals a particular question and provides

Tea g

A



their inadequacy and point toward the road upward; they present the first, the com-
mon sense horizon of man, the horizon which must be transcended, but which must
first be known in order to be transcended. Every explanation of the--world
sresupposes a rich apprehension of the phenomena of the world; .otherwise that
explanation will be as impoverished as ri'szo%m awareness which it seeks to clarify.
Slato elaborates the common sense ho in the little dialogues. Each of the
interlocutors represents an archetypical prejudice. Their arguments are always poor,’
but they are poor because something in their souls attaches them to falsehood. Thus,
if we see the reasons for the poor arguments, we learn of the complexity of the soul
as well as the various views of what is most important to believe and know. These
dialogues canvass the types of human soul and the most powerful pre-philosophic
opinions about the true and the good. They appear mad, because the common sense
of this world is always somehow self-contradictory or- askew; if pushed to its
conclusion it leads~to absurdity in thought and action, and it is precigely this
character -.of common sense that necessitates philosophy and makes its emergence
difficult. Philosophy, unlike the prejudices it seeks to replace, must be aware of its
origins and its reason for being. The smaller dialogues are necessary 10 us because
they unambiguously force us to learn Plato’s mode of interpretation of the wojld and
because they are almost indispensable aids to the enrichment of our consciougisss $0
vital to any non-abstract pursuit of clarity about the most important questions.'’

Bloom's comment on the shorter dialogues suggests there are many worlds to explore in
Plato's cosrhos, worlds which, if explored, promise to help us understand what Plato said,
why he said it, and, perhaps, bring us closer to his thought. The Erastai-is one .of these

strange and mostly ;unfz’imiliar worlds:1 It is the Platonic dialogue which is devoted exclusively

&

‘to a thematic discussion of philo‘s_ophy. It therefore promises,va glimpse of what Socrates

understood the task of philosop /to be and why he thought it necessary to set her in the
cities and involve her in the affairs of politics. According to Cicero, this was the beginning of
political philosophy.'Thé. Erastai invites us 10 g0 back and see the origin of political phil-

L}
asophy in the thought of Socrates. o

o

i2(cont’d) the means to answer it; but the same question reveals the dialogue's
incompleteness by raising a further question: what is its place in light of the
whole? ‘Each of Xenophon's little dialogues is a part of the larger text, which one
suspects has an inner coherence of its own. One also suspects that the text's inner
coherence is the embracive architecture which determines the shape of all its parts.
In the Recollections, Socrates is displayed in discussion with human beings from
many walks of life. There is no extended discussion of the good, the noble, or the
just. Nor is there any extended discussion on philosophizing. Xenophon, however,
tacitly invites his reader to focus on the philosopher's (Socrates') activity and on
the people with whom he associates in order to glean what philosophizing is. -
Xenophon, Memorabilia et. al., Translated by E.C. Marchant and O.J. Todd,
(London: William Heinemann Ltd.). : ‘

LBloom, "Political Philosophy in Democracy,” p. A 148-149. .

o | r



11! Prelude (132a-d6)

A. Semng The Stage

The dialogue begins with Socrates 'narratmg an encounter he had aboul the purpose
and charactér of philosophy to an anonymous audienc®@pparen:ly already familiar with, and
presumably interested in; philosophy. It is not"jt}nmcdialel)' clear, however, whether this
familiarity is mdre than superficial, nor whether ’the'audience is fanﬁliar with the kind of
philosophy Socrates has in mind. '

SN
v

Socrates begins the narration by saying he entered the place of Dionysius the school
teacher. Therewhe saw- "those of the young who are reputed to be most remarkable for their
looks and the good repute of their fathers.” He immediately adds that he also saw their
Jovers. Two of the young boys were in%olved in a dispute and were laking it quite s;riously.
Although Socrates did not hear the exact subject of their dispute, it appeared to him that the
two boys were dispuvting either about Anaxagoras or Oinopides, two philosophers of nature
(rather, that is, than of _political things). Each of these "pre-Socratic” ;;h-ilosophcrs was
aécomplished in geomet;y and famous for specula.tions about the heavens: Socrates jnferred
the dispute was about something geometrical because the two boys appeared to be describing -
circles and were "irhitating'f ecliptics with their hands. Socrates, who was now seated close 10
someone whom he identifies as being a lover of one of the two boys, nudged him with his
elbow and asked what “the two boys were so serious about, adding, "Presumably it is
something great and noble on which the two have bestowed such great ‘seriousness.” In
| responsé to Socrates' initial observation, the resulting discussion soon becomes  almost
exclusively concerned with questioning the nobility and utjlity of philosophizing.

Exactly when. this encoi/mter occurred is not readily apparent, nor for that matter, are
we ever provxded with any concrete evidence as 10 whenO(or where) Socrates' subsequcm

narration of it took place. The ambiguity regarding the setting and timing of both the original

encounter.and the narration of it causes one to wonder whether Plato, who surely could have

.

supplied such information, means to attribute an inherent sense of J&fnclessness to this

g

: ; -



discussion about philosophy.

Socrates reveals very little ;um 74 phd’f‘ly cr implicitly about the setting for this
encounter other than that it occurred in the piace of Dionysius who is simply identified as
"the sehool teacher.” The place of Dionysius, then, would appear to be a-school where certain
young boys from the city are educated, although it may be worth noting that'Socrates never

' NI 4
explicitly says this is where ’Lhe bays receive a proper education. He simply identifies the
teacher apd the school's usue;l clientele, i.e., the young "reputed to be most remarkabloe for
their looks and the good repute of their fathers,” and he adds that lovers of the boys also .
attended the school. Socrates does not féu us-why he went into the scﬁool although.it would
seem he did s& on his own volition. ' /

It is curious t‘hat Socrates makes sure that his audience .knows the name of the
school-master, Dio}lysius. and then séys nothing more about him. Socrates' silence about
Dionysius, however, raises ‘some other question; There is no decisive evidence to suggest
Dionysius was actually present in the school, although thlS would seem ;o be the most
reasonable assumption. Socrates never clagifies his relation to this Dionysius, or whether there
is a relation. Socrates, though, does suggest that these youths-stand in a spec1a1 rrelauon.to
Dionysius=. he is their teaeher. Beyond that, we may surmise 1) Dionysius, if present, allowed )
the boys to dispute about natural philosophy, or more prec@ely, about things in the heavens;
2) Dionysihs himself may have been teaching theories about natural philosbphy; 3) If so,
Socrates may ﬁot have been the only one who uid have been accused of corrupting the
youth, that is, if speculauons about things in the heavens quahf ies as somethmg potentially
‘corrupting (Apology, 26d) However, we never do see 1Jionysius in the role of the teacher; and
Dionysius does not greet Socfates when he entered the school, and nor for that matter, does
Socrates eeem conérned to find him. )

After all, Socrates may go into the school not to observe Dionysius but because it was

4

reputed to be filled with young boys "remarkable for their looke." Presumably'the word,

[»]

'looks' refers immediately to the boys' attractive physical appearance, as judged by

conventional conceptions of ‘beauty. However, the word 'looks’ invites us to consider that it



- might mean something more than physical beauty.!* Among othe‘r‘-rl,‘!iiziiék'_-’;,ér'iﬂe shouldf.co;:;sv’id”e,r
'w‘hether there might be a relation between the outside and the inside of a"human. being. In any -

i

ca.s;e, thfeSe ‘attraétive boys may attend this particular school because of its rebutation as the
schodl for the young and the beautiful of politically well-established ; amilie;. Socrates, then,
‘may enter the school because he was enticed by the prospect of seeing and being with (literally
"kiaving intercourse with".) the young, beautiful, and the potentially powerf ul. Socrates.
‘tflen} does allow us to conclude morg about Dionysius than his name, though the name itself
may have some implications.'* 2

It 1s surﬁrising, then, that the entirety of Socrates' discussion was with two youngu
Jovers, who, like Socrates, were merely in the school obse';ving oné of ihc beloved boys. We
never do hear e;ther of the two boys speak, and the little we come to know of them is based
upon Socrates’ narrative descriptipns of them, including his reports of their reactions to the
philosopher's conversation with the lovers..

What first catches Socrates’ attention s that two of the boys "happened to be
disputing.” He recounts that he was uncertain about the e);act subject of their dispute, bulche
does not question or otherwise interfere witﬁ it. Even though it appeared the two boys wérc‘
arguing about "philosophical” things, their fathers had not sent them to be educated by
Socrates. The fathers of "good re-putev“ héd éntrusted their# boys to Dibnysius; and, given their

high standing in the city, would no doubt have intended the boys’ education toghelp prepare

them for prominent political roles later in life. Presumably, that is, these fathers would want

Al

The translator notes that "looks” (“appearance,” ten idean) is the same word used .

-, .t‘ . "‘»-"\‘. . ) - .
A gk . v, *

-

for the "forms" or "ideas" in Plato's account of how we know and how things are *

ordered. See Republic 479a; 486d, 507b. Plato, Republic, Translated, with notes and
an Interpretive Essay by ‘Allan Bloom, (New York: Basic Books Inc., 1968.)
Subsequent references to the Republic are taken from the Bloom edition. It is
curious that -the same word used by Plato for the highest metaphysical realities is a
word which is closely tied to ordinary conceptions of everyday appearance, ie.,
opinion. :

15The prospect, of this is all the more interesting because Socrates never does speak
directly with the two young and beautiful boys. The mere mention of the "young
and beautiful” (133a4) cannot help but remind one of Plato's Second Letter where”
he talks of a Socrates which he has made "young and beautiful” (314¢).
According. to Diogenes Laertius, Plato as a boy had a teacher of this name. Lives
of the Eminent Philosophers, p.279. ‘

o
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their boys to be educated in the "right” school. One -might_funhgr\ presﬁmé the boys’
behavSour wéuld havg: been affected by‘ihe imgie,diate presencé of theit lc:.vegs. Be that as it -
may, it's clear that the presence of the boys affe_c_t‘od their lovers' behaviour in the discussion
c;ccasioned by the boyé' dispute. | 7

Socrates begins his narration by confessing his uncert-aint‘y ;c-m"cerning'the subject of

the boys' diépule\while nonetheless revealing the basis of his conjecture about it: he tacitly

contrasts what he actually saw with what he did not "plainly hear.” He-inferred that it was ‘.

about ‘either Anaxagoras or Oinopides because the boys were apparently describing (graphein)
gepmetricai shapes with their hands to illustrate some pdint of their diépute. Socrates'
mention of these philosophers' names in connection with the boys' diépute suggests- that —

discussion about "natural” philosophy avas present prior to his arrival in the school. Having

A}

. .
noticed the boys' dispute, Socrates' attention seemed moguentarily given over to it, until his
- ¥V ‘ . ¢ . . .

question ‘about it which, in turn, gave rise to another dispute, this time about:philosophizing | -

as such. R

It could be said,‘ then, that natural philosophy remains in the dialogue ingofar as the
boys' dispute is the causé of the subsequentl discussion about whéthcr it is noble' to phil-
osophize. Althougp natural philosophy seems utterly supblanted by Socrates' eventual
introdugm polifical phﬂosophy, the dialogue leaves open the question about wﬁeiher the -
study of nature is noble.

That this dialogue on philosophy virtually begins with a dispute ‘aboui philosophy mgy
be inter}‘ded« to suggest a necessaryg connection between philosophy and controversy. Perljél’mv'
disputes .gre simply intrinsié to philosophy; and this itself may render philosophizing as chh
controversial: some may despise it simply because it seems never to arrive at clear a‘nd
‘uni?ersally compéliing conclusio;'xs. The natural connection between philosophy and -

)

controversy may remain so long as there is love of wisdom (philo sophia) rather than wisdom

(sophia). The possessibri of absolute wisdom would entail completev knowledge of all things

that can be known by a human being and thus may éven be the end of one's philosophizing

the truly wise man would be utterly self -suofficiem. and like a God, he would rest.

<r
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Philosophizi- ., however, would seem 10 be a ceaseless and passionate activity.

. We now turn to a feature of the narration that is more difficult to explain, and wﬁfch

is perhaps the most arfesting peculiarity of Socrates' narrative: he with{{cﬂdt the namés of

evervone in the discussion except himself. This anonymity pervades the dialogue, for we never

‘do find out the names'of either the boys or the lovers. There are various possible reasons for

the anonymity of the boyé and the lovers. Given the ,comroversiavl reputation of philoéobhy, it
is possgble that Socrates politely withholds names from his audience to protect the identity of
tﬁose whom. he either spoke with, or in front of .*” Yet we still would have to account for wh_v.
So?g‘tes never, identifies his companion (or companions) to whom he narrates this encourfter.
Given that rates' audignce seéms friendly toward philosophy, and -‘toward Socrates, it

seems unlikély that Socrates would withhold names to protect either the identity of the bby§'

families or the lovers. Moreover, if Socrates had withheld names to nrotect the dialogue’'s °

participants from political feprisal, one would thi]nk that the identity to be protected would be
" the i)oys' educator, D‘ionysius. Why then does Socrates name~on1y the teacher?

.Sociates may not know, off care to know, the né_mes of ‘the boys or their lovers. He
may think théir actual.ide:mities are unimportant. It therefore i§ plausible that Socrates has no
overtly politica'l reasoﬁ for withholding their names; and all that may be phiiosophically
relevant, moreover, is the generic dés&riptions of the participants. It may be that the two

.youn.g boys yvho are attracted to.philoso‘phy. and the two respective lovers, ;xre thcm§elves
represemative‘ of an eternal facet of philosoghy ./that Socrates shall illuminate in the
subsequent discu‘ssion (see, for example, 133a4). If so, it may be important that we know
only as much as we sge revealed in their. discussion about philosophy. To know anything else
about their actual identities might dist;act us from™what is truly important to the_irc rolles in the

Socrates not only withholds names but we also see Socrates withhold from the lover he

first questioned his conjecture about the dispute. He volunteers only that.it must be

" Cf. Thomas Taylor and Floyer ‘Sydenham, The Works of Plato, (London: Printed
for Thomas Taylor by R. Wilks, 1804) p, 379. Thomas Taylor speculates that the

. Teason why Socrates withholds names is to protect the identity of those he spoke

with: ) _ '

* L]
3.
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"somgthing great and noble.” He inay do this ou: of a reluctance to publicly praise the
“"study"” of Anaxagdras or Oinopides, and rather, to be seen as p;aising the activities of
thinking and discussing. By doing so, Socrates may b testing the reactions of the lover, who
‘mayl be of an age more attractive to Socrates, and who v{/e find out isn't particularly pious (he'
does not object to their "bébbling" on that ground). Socrates’ inference at;out the dispute
reveals that he was ﬂmili;r with the teachings of“@tain pre-Socratic philosophers, and that
he presurgies the auditors of his narration are as well. He does not, however, explicitly reveal

his familiarity with these teach‘ings to those in the\schodl. |

' Socrates' inference that the dispute is ‘of ;m a'stronomical/philosophical nature is
derived from his seeing the boys using vcertain geomet‘rical éhapes: He thus links geometry (6rp
" more gene)rally, mathematics)- ;vith the study of natural philosophy. Socrates' linking c;f
geometry and’ philosophy at ‘the outsét would se;fn"to suggest géometry is necessarily pﬁor to

making speculations about the heavens.'*

Havi.ng identified certain featurcs about the setting which Socfates chooses to reveal,
one is left with qﬁestions about their relevance. Exactly who is Dionysius and why is it
important we know the name of this schoolmaster, given that he does not participate? What
. g5 Socrazes next to the lover of one of ghe two boys? Why does he initiate a conversation
with him in particular? Why does Socrates choose not to revea: 1o this lover §vhar he does

, c
reveal to his audiénce, namely, ‘what he believed the dispute was about? Socrates' subsequent

narration should allow one tg resolve these questions. If they remain questions, one's
”

ln the Clouds, the students in Socrates’ "Thinkery" make geometric calculations for
the, purpose of speculating about the heavenly things (1.192-3). Aristophanes, the
poet, criticized the philosopher, Socrates, for, not understanding the role of eros.
Socrates' reliance, on geometry, a purely rational activity, prevented him from
knowing the different natures of men like Strepsiades or his son Pheidippides. .
Aristophanes thus invited Socrates to consider the role of eros in terms of giving

an account for the whole. Aristophanes sharpened his criticism by pointing out that
Socrates' desire for knowledge about the whole was caused his own particularly
strong erotic strivings. See Thomas G.. West and Grace Starry West, Four Texts On
Socrates, (Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1984) . 123. Subsequent references to
Aristophanes’ Clouds, Plato's- Apology and Crito are taken from the West edition.
See also Birds, L. 695 ff. in J. P. Maine, The Plays of Aristophanes, (London:
JM. Dent & Sons Ltd., 1949) p. 168. In the Republic, on the other hand, .
Socrates goes to great lengths to link mathematics and geometry to philosophy (522¢
ff.). .

L&
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Undersmnding of the dialogue remains incgmplete.

Morteover, since the three things Socrates mentio,ns about the school -- its being undcr\
the charge of a certain Dionysius, that the yoang who attend are reputed to be most
remarkable for their looks and the good repute of _the’rr fathers, and ,that’lovers of the

B —students sometimes also ‘attend and observe their belo\%ecjus -- are never explicitly discusscd.
one might wonder why they are mentioned at all band what'ocarirrg they have on the
subseqtrent discussion. The fact that Socrates is seen speaking% .f ront of the young and their
lovers about philosophy's purpose and its character is significant" if we bear ip mir‘rd;thc
eventual prosecution of Socrates by some of the city's fathers for ‘corrupting thei’r SONS.
Perhaps this dralogue is in some way Plato’s response to those accusatrons O the other
hand, it is possible this dialogue reveals how Socrates may have been responsrble for brmgmg
on those accusatrons.' .
Socrates displays something of himself in the encounter with the young lovers, and
also through his rraf'ratr'v_e observations to the audience. Socrates' narration includes: certain
thoughts whch were not available to the boys and the lovers. He nowhere makes it clear
whether these thoughts occurred to him during or after the encounter. This presents a f urther
complrcatron in our understandm% of it; in partrcular we cannot be certain when Socrates
became aware of the distinctive features of his interlocutors which appear to affect the
manner in which he acts (for example, we cannot be sure when Socrates knew that the two
., young men were lovers of one of the two young boys; or, that one of the young men had
spent his time in- music while the other had spent his ‘time in athletics). This alerts us to the
possibility that Socrates also may conceal certain thoughts from his audience, and t\herefore,
from us. Because he presents a display of himself in dialogue, we have to bear in mind that
Socrates may mtend a different effect on his aiidience than on the boys or on the lovers.
We can say that thrs dialogue is Socrates reco]lectron@ an encounter for the purpose
of communicating to0 his audience something about philosophy which he thought would be

important, or at ‘cast interesting, for them to know. But it is primarily through the power of

one's own imagination that Socrates is seen and heard in dialogue at a school, and in a place
® ¢ ,

é



15

and to an audience wholly unknown to us.
Such observations :nd questions help prepare one fdt‘a.\n)»cire _thoroughx‘aderstanding

. s
of the Erastai. ‘ - 2



. B. The Characters o | - | T
The TLO’B_;y_S |

Socrate? narrative description provxdes theNittle we leam about the two bovs The -'
pertinent facts have already been noted to wit: the boys\are young handsome, ana‘ come
“from famlhes of high standing in the city. From the report of tl')enr ammated dxsput;ng \ye ‘
may surmise they hold some degree of interest in theoreuoal things. Their presence clez_arly had
some considerable bearing on 'the_loyers' behaviour 4nd, one shspects, on S»ocrat(s‘T own
beha\iiow as weil. The fuller j’ustif ication. for these claims shall be provided in the ensuing
discussion but for noyv I shall flatly assert that one cannot cor‘np?{:ely understand either
Socrates;' or the lovers' actions and speeches yvithout one eye on whay eff ect is intended on the
~ two boys. We recall that it was because of the boys dxspule that the encountgr between
’ Socrates and the pair of young men occurred Upon ceasing from their dispute, the two boys*
become silent except for one notable exceptu (134b3-4). They bBecome directly, if only
passively, involved in this new dispute, apparently forgetting their former concern with
geometry and cosmology. s

The Two Lovers o

e

Desofte considerably more dialogic evidence, a thorough description of the two lovers
is similarly i‘mpo'ssible. Here, too, we are limited to what Socrates reveals in-his narration.‘
Whereas a fuller treatment of their respéctive natures is properly part of the commentary on
their ensuing discussion, yvhat shall be said here at the outset is concerned with illuminating

some aspects Of the lovers" first speeches, and as well Schates' _intro,ductory desc'riptions‘
| about them. Their initial statements also help to introduce the terms of the ensuin.g
discussion. ‘ | |

The first thing Socrates says about the lovers is that he saw them in the school. In '
contrast to the boys Socrates volunteers nothmg about either of the lo..1s social standmg or
reputation. Socrates merely says he happened to seat himself next to the lover of one of they

boys involved in the dispute. We do not know whether he immediately recognized this lover to

be in love with one of the two boys, or, whether he realized this during the subsequent

e
y
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discussi;)n. Socrates then asked thi loch abdut the subject of the dispute, addirfg‘ his own
observation that it must be about somethin "great and noble,” given the evident seriousness
with which it was being ;;ursued.v This lovér appeare& surprised tha~t anyone would believé’ the A' P
disp;:e to be about something great ;md noble. He did not hesitate to add that wh@t the two) . i
boys were. doing was "babbling about the heavenly thipgs @d- talking nongénse phil - -
_osophizing.” He was the first lover to speak. o )} ; | )
This lover's gri'tiz:cism’of philosophx, was éxpressed in language distinctly r?miniscem:pf L
Ariﬁophaneé.” This may indi;@ﬂt‘c: that his view of | philosbpﬁy is similar to one\commonly held. '~
in the city, i.e., a view in whi;ﬁ philosophy and philosopher;g and their pdssion, for _sgién'ée are
seen as objects of ridicule.?® At any rate, this lover's oper{ing judgment about philosophizing
sets the course for the balance of the discussion. It shc;ﬂld be emphasized that it was thig -
iover, and not_Socrates, who first explicitly characterized the boys' dispute as a philosophical
one. Perhaps one can assume that this initial conception of philosophy expressed by this lover
is superficial as well as comfonplace. | ' " —_—
Socrates says he "marvelled” (or, "wondered”) at this answer. He asks the lover
whether ‘it seerﬁs to him shameful to philosophize; or, if not, why does he speak so harshly. It -
i; worth nbting that the lover does not neéessarﬂy say he considers philosophizing to be
" positively shameful but he does regard the boys' dispute tg be -- at best -- pointless and
-’nonsensical. 7

Socrates next informs his listeners that another youth, the first lover's "rival in love,”

happenéd to be sitting near. After hearing Socrates' question and the first lover's answer, this

<
A
@

. BClouds 171-173, 188, 193-194, 201, and, 227-229; Birds 690-692.

19Aristophanes’ Clouds shows Socrates' activity to be ridiculous and corrupting. In
Plato's Apology, Socrates implies that Aristophanes shaped the view the many hold
regarding philosophy, and that Aristophanes’ depiction of philosophy ‘is largely
responsible for his being brought to trial (Apology, 18d, 19b-c), and for the
reputatiop philosophy has within the city. A surface reading of the Clouds supports
Socrates' claim. A careful reading, however, reveals the "old quarrel” (See Republic, .
607b) between poetry and philosophy. Aristophanes did not consider philosophy to be:
simply ridiculous.. On the other hand; Socrates’ public defence (Apology) addresses
his most "dangerous accuser” only on this level. Both Socrates and Aristophanes -
take this "old quarrel” into the public domain and thereby (indirectly) involve the
many in the "old quarrel.”. L

»
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~ Socrates instead to ask him about philosophy, presuming them to be natural

N
~

— T

rival in love told Socrates he wag'gt actmg in his own 1nle1>est by asking the first lover
whether he consnders phxlosophy to be shameful The second lover alleges &at hxs rival has
~spent "his whole hfe putting others in a headlock, stuffi mg himself, and sleepmf h '_, 'ier,

@

this first Id¥er shall be referred-to as the athlete or the athletic lover). Doubtlc. his = lléé"atidn

is made to cast aspeFidns on the athlete, whom the rival lover would have us believe has led 2

"distasteful” life. o - g

According 3¢ the second lover, the athlete has spent his whole life concerned only

about caring fgt his body. He implies that such a life renders the athlete unfit for judging

phxlosophy or anythmg else of- 1mponance and that S es is wasting his time. Moreover,

&
the rival lover gave the appearance of bemg surprised that Socrates might have expected an

answer Yrom the athlete other than that it is shameful to philosophize. Although the second
< ‘ :

lover implies that the athlete had spent:his life doing low or trivial, i€ not shameful things, he

. e W .
offers no immediate justification for such evaluations.
-

X

The second lover's Criticism of the athlete's activity. appérently indicated lhag he
regarded deeds to be more indicative of character than speeches. His criticism of t}_w gthl.etc
was a;lmos.t wholly conceméd with the athletic lover's activity and not necessarily with what he

.'had said. (Ironically, the second lover will later attempt to defend thc nouon that a life
conswung only of speeches is sufficient. Yel his blush when the athlete ndlcules him by

casting aspersions on his \#ay of life (134a9 -b2)’ mdlcates that_he is not as sure of the

superiority of speeches to deeds as he would like 1o ‘be. ) The rival lover's professcd surprise
~

-~ it would seem Socrates' reputation was at least known to some --‘apd he fﬁde tly desired

However, it would not seem fair to dismiss the athletic lover as someone slavishly and
[ ]
\ o J e ~
exclusively devoted to athletics; he was also in love with a boy attracted to philosophy.
Whatever the rival lover might say, one is not justified in presuming that the athlete was

(l?

awed only by the boy's physical beauty. It is possible that the athlete depreciates



{
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philosophizing -- his rival's "strength” - primarily as a way of depreciating his rival i

-8 N

presence of the bdy. :

L]

Having recounted what the two lovers said, Socrates provides some addijonal

narrative description, including the simple observation that one lover (the second one we hear

\

speak) had spent his time on music, (hereafter, this lover shall be referred to as Ahe musical

-lover orthe lover of rﬂ:usic), whereas the other lover, the one now being "abused,” had spent ,
his time on athletics.” Socrates says it seemed- to him he ought’mo*diﬁss the ne he first’
questioned (the athlete) because he did not "claim to be experienced in sbeeches, but rathe} in
deeds.” and turn the question "to the one’ who claimed to be wiser in order to receive sofne
benefit from him." In 5oing s0, Socrates himself seems to accept a simple priority of speeches

over deeds.’? In considering Socrates' action, we are compelled to consider whether either

~
<

wisdom or the puréuit of wisdom comes only by way of spe‘e‘ches,ian_d furthermore, whether
philosophy -is exclusively focussed dﬁ .speech (logos). It is worth noting here that S S@p«es/
later returned 10 _thﬁhleﬂte_, acknowledging him as having some relevant expertise derived

- from his athletic experience. P e

Vo

N "1_"hé athlétic lover's initial repudiation of philosophy, to repeat, expresses the obinions /
of the_'éity which tradjtibnal]y ha“s,_ regarded_' philosophy as pointless speech about lof t)"_,-

theo}etical thiri‘g's.” PhiloSophyhelf is seen totbe of no practical benefit, i.e., it is seen to be,
® . '

Again, we might wonder whether Socratess knew: this about the lovers prior to his
entrance to the schoal. The musical lover's suggestion that Socrates should know

" abaut his rival's activity. (132¢6-9), along wijth /Socrates‘ subsequent « refhark about
the training of the two, seems to suggest the "possibility that Socrates may “ave
~known something about the lovérs prior to entering the school, or at least may
have expected to meet such lovers from opposing backgrounds. (Segq Christopher

" Bruell, "A Socratic Introduction- to . Political Philosophy: Plato's Erastai,” a paper

~ prepared for delivery “at @w 1976 .Annual Meeting of the American Political Science
- Association, The Palmer House, Chicago,lllinois, September 2-5, 1976, p.2.) \
1n the Clouds, Aristophanes criticized Socyates for spending. time with only those
who were gifted intellectually. Bedduse of ‘this, Socrates appeared unaware of human
natures and concerns -other than his ‘own and of his own kind. Consequently,
“Aristophanes critized. Socrates for being unaware of his ownnature and his own
activity, or rather, why he was compelled to his oWwn activity. By seeming to ignore

" deeds_and attend only to speech here, Socrates seems to act’ in the manner
Aristophanes accused him of." S . ’

" 3The word theory is to be understood as' the classical philosophers used it, i.e.,
~kdowledge that could only be loved, for its own sake since it had no practical or
productive utility.
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" at best, useless‘, and more likely corrupting.’* Pefhaps this view is a common oﬁc becau'sc
most people are generally more impressed by deeds than words (as in "talk is cheap” and
"action speaks louder thar\f wozds").#* Most people regard "philosophy” and "philosophizing”
to contrizutz nothing to the important concemns of éveryday 1ifé. In light"’of such public
disdain, >nc¢ question that arises is why some beautiful boys are attracted to philosophizing
nonetheizsss.? | | “

| Socrates’ reticeﬁc_e in withholding his surmise about the subject of the dispute 4s in
contrast with the athletic lover who openly repud.iated philo?t‘)phy.‘Socrales’ "obser\;alion,"
however, seemed to be f‘_or the ‘purpose of eliciting/some opinion about philosophy insofar as
he cﬁaracterized the boys' dispute (which he confides td his audienc_e as having the appearance
of \being philosophical) as b;efng "great and noble.” We do not (know whether he expected such
a pejoraiive opinion, amounting to a sweeping dismissal of philosophy.

So:crates claims that he marvelled at the athletic lover's response, th‘ough he does not
ihdicate why. Possibly there is something marvellous about a lover in love with a boy attracted
to philbsophy and yet having such an avowed ax)ersion to philosophy himself.*’ Th‘c athlete
may resent th -oy's time and affection being even partly given'over 10 "phﬁilosophy." He

apparently reg Js the boys' geometrical /astronomical /philosophical dispute to be inherently

.

“Republic, 487d; Gorgias, 484c3-486d2; Xenophon's Recollections 1 V1. 11-15; «f.
Marx, "Theses on Feurbach.”

]t is probably true that the many have, like the athlete, been caucated by the
poets, to see philosophy as being at best, impractical. The whole of the Republic,
when all is said and done, is devoted to the question of the true education of a
human being. The Republic thus poses a major question regarding who is the true
_educator of human beings. Both the poet and the philosopher claim to be the one
who is the true educator of human beings.

%Contrast the handsome young horseman Pheidippides who sees those in Socrates'
"Thinkery" as being physically ugly and generally unhappy (Clouds, 1.102-104).
Pheidippides is a lover of honor. Yet Pheidippides is won over by Socrates although
we never see what went on inside the "Thinkery” that causes his change.
Aristophanes, however, provides a clue by telling. us that the clouds were not
attracted to Socrates for his wisdom, but rather because of his boasting and
swaggering manner and his great endurance (L. 361-3). Pheidippides’ change shows
an_ambitious young man's €ros can be re-directed toward the higher things.
Moreover, Aristophanes' clue suggests how important the role of eros is in the
education of a human being. .
Socrates’ "marvelling” may be ironic. He may relate that he "marvelled” for_the
sake of having his audience reflect on-what the athlete said and why he said il

K]
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trivial, .lhus boyish and not manly. He thus sees the boy being deflected from fulfilling his
nature, and thus dnsflgured by the dlspute His implicit criterion of " greatnes< and nobility”

would seem to be utility; he p01an to Lhe futility of natural philosophy.” We are confronted
at.the outset with the prospect that natural philosophy 1tse1f does‘ not have the appearance of
being great.an-d noble in the eyes of ordinary citizens because it is not useful. If this is the
athlete's criticism of .philos0phy, then it is a far more prof ourﬁ criticism‘than it first appears.
1t may suggest that philosophy must take on a useful appearance, or indeed make itself useful
in some way, so that it can come down rom the heavens and f ing itself a home in the cities.

It has aiready been said that the lover of athletics and Lhe.lovcr of music are also
identif ied by Socrates as being lovers of a boy. It now seems that hecause each shave a love
for the same boy, there is a conflict regarding each lover's respective pursuit! Each love:r's
spirited behaviour aﬁd apparent familiarity with the other indicates an ongoing contest for the
beautiful boy. The lovers' contest has ité roots in the desire for the boy and it finds its
expression in the denigration of the other's pursuit. Socrates' handling of the discussion may
suggest that the contest between vdeeds (represcnted by the athlete) and speeches (represented
by the musical lover) points to a whole way of life, or rather, it points to a life which joins -
together the mixed needs of both body and soul.

The contrast between ways of life may itself put men in conflict. With these two
lovers, however, we may suppo“'se‘ that‘ their conﬂi‘ct is exacerbated by this competing desire
for an attractive boy, pcrhaps attended by the fear that the other is more worthy of having
him. Yet, neither the athlete nor his rivaj spoke positively about his own way of life; each one
merel;' attacks his rival’s occupation in front of the beloved. We might wonder whether one
ever has to give reason for deserving what is beautiful, and, would a rational & ount ever
resolve a conflict of this nature? |

4‘ A third kind of conflict is represented in the boys' own dispute whoich appeared to be
about certain cosmologic;{’teachings. Their dispute possibly displays a lack of clarity in each

one's atlempt to communicate his understanding of respective views about the heavens. Either

view, or both, may have been correct or incorrect. This we will never knov which serves to
®»
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remind us that although there may be some 'thifggs we cannot ever know with;bccnaimy, this
neédn‘t mean that they are not worthy of Lﬁought. However, we are sure, that two
incompatible views cannot both be correct. In any case, the boys' views were likely only
opinions and it was dispute over divergent opinions that put them in conflict. The replacement
of opinion with knowledge usually settlcs this B(ind- of conflict if tmuth -- a common good -

is cherished most by everyone concerned. However, contrasting ways of life usually put men

e
in confhct espec1ally if they see themselves to be competing for a.limited good, i.e., their

.

own advantage. ~
The boys, however, were apparently in disbute abou\t,\t;h,c sfrlx‘cture o% the cosmos,
which belongs to no one, though yiew$ about it \Eo/ (as Socrates _reminds us, 132a6-7).
Although the political strife that results from different opinions of thc cosmos is less directly
ob\;ious, it is not necessarily less consequential. Such views constitute the embracive
intellectual architecture which lend significance and direction to actual political life in its.
various settings. Concider the massive contrast between a view of the cosmos as centered on
the earth and operating Lh;sough mé beneficient attention of God, and one that sees it as
centetless and purposeless and moving in accordance with blind mechanical principles. Some
such "cave” view permeates polmcal life at any given time and place. Dxfferent views of the
cosmos can radically alter the way in which actual political life is hved 1 According to the
Republic, it is.precisely this cave view that the philosopher atiempts to transcend+in order to
attain a true understanding about all things important for a human bei?QO know.
| By commenting on the boys' dispute, which had the appearance of being over warring
cosmologies, Socrates stirred the athlete to speak. Thus Socrates (innocently?) fomented
another dispute by turning to the lover of athletics (who, simply in appearing athletic, may
have thereby appeared unphilosophical) asking him whether the dispute was abc;ut something
"great and noble.” Contrasting views may occasion dialogue, and if if is between . ..lable
dialogic partners, such comrastf will promote a mutually profitable discussion. In such cases,

7

each interlocutor brings his own peculiar powers to bear on the subject at hand and thereby

“Consider, for example, why' the Catholic church was concerned to have Galileo
temper his teachings about the heavens.
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magnifies the other's understanding. There is no evideqéé that these‘ ﬁvgl lovers, however, had
spent m;m in such discussion with each other until brought together by Socrates (compare-
132c§ with‘l34a§ -Q). What we initially ;see instead is a purely eris‘tical dispute. Eristics (from :
e_rﬁ', "strife” ), unlike dialectics (from @ggg, discussion), is concerned only with winning the
argument, and usually\ at any cost (134c1-4). In other words, eristics is undertaken notﬁ for
the sake of gaining ari‘iﬁnderstanding of truth, but instead for the sake of victory, and the |
honor that typically attends it. (cf. Republic, 454a).

The musical lover, to repeat, openly chastised Socratés for not acting in his own
inl;rest by speaking to the athlete. The musical lover apparently believed it is not worth one's
time to hear what no)nphilosophers have to say.about philosophizing,; which fmplfjes that he
has not thought very much about political ‘life. Bufrarely is one simply born a philosopher
{cf. Republic, 491a10-bl, 496c3-5), and so most all philosophers come from the ranks of the. |
. nonphilosophers. By contrast, Socrates hirr(l)self shows a willingness to undertake discussion
with nonphilosophers in his soliciting the athlete’s view about the boys' dispute. Socrates,

[#]

however, exercises a degree of caution in withholding from the athlete his conjecture about

the boys' activity. As in the case of Anaxagoras,?’ philosophy, in its pursuit of eternal truth,

is always confronted with the possibility of attack by the political order, and perhaps for good -

"reason. The political community is first and foremost a community of opinion, a broad
¢

consensus of agreement on fundamental matters. The philosopher's pursuit, if unrestrained,

can actually subvert this community of opinion, replacing it with nothing but air (éausing

Anaxagoras was put on public trial for his philosophizing. He was indicted either
by Cleon on a charge of impiety because he declared the sun to be a mass of
red-hot metal or by Thucydides, the opponent of Pericles, on a charge of
treasonable correspondence with Persia as well as impiety. He was condemned to
death but unlike Socrates he fled the city. Diogenes Laertius says of Anaxagoras:
"He was eminent for wealth and noble birth, and furthermore for magnanimity, in
that he gave up his patrimony to his relations. For, when they accused him of
neglecting it, he replied, 'Why then do you not look after it?’ ‘And at last he

. went into retirement and engaged in physical investigation without troubling himself
about public affairs. When someone inquired, 'Have you no concern for yoir native
land?" 'Gently,' he replied, 'I am greatly concerned with my ‘fatherland,’ and”
pointed to the sky.... When beingcasked to what end he, had been” born for, he
replied, 'To study the sun and moon afid heavens.' To one who inquired, "You
miss the society of Athenians?' his reply was 'Not I but they miss mine.'" See
Diogenes Laertius, Lives Of The Eminent Philosophers, Vol. 1, p. 143.




men like Aristophanes' Strepsiades to take action against the philosopher). Socrates' caution

in_beginning a discussion with the athlete would seem the proper response (o that -

possibility.*°

In contrast to Socrates, then, the musical lover openly and antagonistically belittles the
"athlete, and by doing so, gubjects himself to the possibility of counter-attack. He may m;l be
able to contain this attack to his‘pref erred battlefield of speech (logos). His words and actions
toward the athlete suggests the possibility of his being animated, at least partly, by envy." He

may doubt himself in the presence of the athlete and he may even resent him for arousing

such self-doubt. The athlete apparently 'possesses physical expertise, and probabiy the popular =

esteemn that normally attends it. By acting in an imprudent manner, manifested in his arrogant

@

disdain for the athlete, the musical lover illustrates exactly ho~ a cefense for philosophy
should not begin; indeed this might be said to be proven by the athletic lover's response. He
_ probably sées _philosophizing through :the actions of the musical lover. The musical lover
apparently has done nothirg to gain the athlete's respect, and the athlete does not blush at the
‘musical lover's attempt to "abuse” him (cf. 134b4), whichvis as much as- to say, the athlete
'éloes,npt bother to take the musical lover all that sgriously.
) 'fhe action so far causes a new questi_on to emerge -- how does one begin a de‘fense
fo? philosophy?'lndeed,\is it defensible, given that it supglants other worthwhile activitieé?
And then, is the act of def ending philosophy properly part ‘o/}awhat constitzncs philosophizing?”
It would‘scem that knowing what philosophizing is is cotcrmﬁ‘nous wit}}‘ making a defense fdr
philosophy, which is as much as to say, one must know what one is def ending.

It has been suggested that the ;nusical lover may be ipcapable of defending himsel‘f
and his own actions, let alone of defending philosophy iftself . We are about to see him makg,

A

an attempt to defend philosof:hy wt}i'ch appears even more comical than Agsto‘phanes'

—— .

-

[}

3Bruell, "A Socratic Introduction”to Political Philosophy™ p. 2.

“1"Envy which is the canker of Honor is best. extinguished by declaring a man's
Self, in his Ends, rather to seek Merit than Fame; And by attributing a Man's
successes, rather to divine Providence and Felicity, then to take his own Virtue or
Policy.” Francis Bacon's "Of Honor and Reputation” in Bacon's Essays, with notes
by W. Aldis Wright, {London: Willjam Heinemann, 1927.) p.220.

%9
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II1. The First Attempt to Define Philosophy (13247-135a4)

. We recall tha}/ in response to Socrates’ observation about the boys' dispute, the athlete *

-~ retorted that philosophy is idle chatter about the heevenly .things'and other such nonsense.

Socrates then asked the athlete whether his harshness was because he believed philosophizing is
shameful. At thi's point, the musical lover interrupted implying th‘at the athlete's opinion
about phrlosophy was not-even worth, consrdermg Yet he seemed sufficiently provoked by the
athlete's attack to respond in kmd ridiculing the atr.lete s way of life. With this act, however,
he offered no positive defense of either\philosophy or phuosonhmng as such. This brief
sequence of events drvertsSocrates explicit attention to the musical lover

Socrates turned to the musical lover explaining rhrs to his audrence by saying that the
athlete drc& 't clalm to be experrenced in. speakmg whereas the musical lover had claimed to be
vwrser. The mosrcal lover's implicit claim to being wise became evident when he suggested
Socrates did not know what was in his own interest (132c4-5). Socra:es treatec ‘.he_musical

jover's claih "to be wiser” as an invitation to question him thoroughly so «= t  ieceive some

~ benefit from him" (132d6-7) It appears that what the musical lover had in mind was for

phrlosophers to speak only with "philosophical” types Socrates explanauon however also

serves as a clue concerning his anonymous audrence his (or their) understanding of phil-

: osophy may be superficial.

Now Socrates informs the musical lover that the question had been addressed in com-

mon, but if he supposed he could answer more "finely"(kallion, beautifully}, then he should

proceed, and state whether it seemed to him noble or not to philosophize.” Although Socrates
wrllmgly changed m'terlocutors, he poses this "common” questron drffercmly (132d9; cf.
132cl-2): whether phi\_gosophizing is positively shameful is replaced with whether it LS |
pos)itively nohle. One may presume this question is asked differently because each lover seems
to have a differem view of philosophy. But whereas the athlete believcs philosophy isn't a
high actrvny “the musical lover imphes that the athlete couldn t possibly know ‘what phil-

osophy is because he has spent his life domg Jow things. Socrates a%ough may also pose this

common questron to attract the boys, to determine whether it could meye them from their

26
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own dispute, which the two lovers were observing.

The musical lover's tacit claim to be "wiser" suggests he tmght be able to \nswer
whether it is. noble to philosophize. For surely a "wise” man knows what is noble. But if he
can answer this question completely, then he should know as well why philosophipng miglet
appear shameful to others. One can also say that his attempt to defend the nobility of phil-
osophy by alleging the ignobility of anyone who criticizes it is not likely to endear it ‘to
nonphilosophers. Socrates nonetheless changes interlocutors ostensibly because then musical
lover, who had claimed."to be wiser,” alleged that his rival was inardcqlate. Socrates thus
seems‘to acknowledge that! athlete's lack of experience in speech would prevent him from
giving a "fine" answer. Socrates persists in looking for an answer as to whether it is noble to
philosophize.

In contradistinction to the boys' astronomical/philosophical dispute, the initial
exchange between Socrates and the two lovers is conc;emed with questions about the noble and
the shameful, i.e., their discussion i; explicitly concerned with things that are a part of the
political realm. Yet it should not be forgotleh that it was because of the boys' dispute about
the heavens that this discussion about the nobility of philosophizing began.

- Wowever the musical lover ‘substantiall; understood philosophy, he appa:ently believed
hehhad a "fine” answer about its nobility. And it is worth considering whether o.ne's initial
attraction to plfilosophy may stem as much from somé formal recognition of philosophizing
as a noble or exalted activity as it does from an overwhelming curiosity. In this dialogue, the
subject of philosophy i;nmediately surfaces in a .sea of argument (132a4-bl), and for some
this seemingly disputatious character_of"philosophy itself may-be attractive. There are grounds
for suspecting this is part of its attractiveness for the musical lover. Others, however, as
vnoted before, may believe philosophy is shameful precisely because it seems never {0 escape
from dispu;e. The athlete appears to regard philosophy this way. Thus, Socrates' question
about the nobility of philosophygis a legitimate question to ask sdmeone who is attracted to it,
as the musical lover would seem to be, and who m9reovér claims to be "wiser."

H /
/
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‘Socrates recounts that after having asked the musical lover whether it seemed to him
noble to philosophize the two boys thereupon "became silent,” and to the neglect of their
vmspute became listeners to the one about the nobility of phtlosophy The controversy of

WE - philosophy seems to have been supplanted by a new dispute about pohttcal

things. But unlike the one it supplants, we are gwen a detatled account of this new dispute.

Apparently somethmg other ‘than geometnc proofs could move the boys; this is evident in
‘their l%ommg silent but attentive listeners. While engaged in their own disput¢, the two boys
1gnored the rival lovers even though they may have been enjoying the special attention. But

*

when Socrates provoked the two lovers to speak about ihe character of philosophy itself, the

B

two hoys tumed thetr full attention to this new dlspute By asking this particular questton

Socrates captures the attention of both the boys and thetr lovers

T

At‘ tms pomt Socrates says that he did not know what the lovers felt, but upon the

boys beﬁormng mvd

we “ '?','J"

notonodsly C’TOUC natu:*&, B

¥ r-*“
o _f,tao hxm the mus:cal lover was in agony

ave tuRed their attention to this new ’

T Couds, 136 ‘Y,sxmmsmm 77d-e; Apology, 33b-d, 33d; see also Friedsich

Nietzsche, he, Birth of T agedy, Aphorism 13, Translated °w1th Commentary by Walter 5 -

Kaufmann (New “York: Vintage Books, 1967), p. 89.

g
$The Greek word agon, means the struggle for victory in contest See also 135¢3, {é

where agoneia also occurs and is translated "in competmon )

ey
s



speaking in a vdice so his favorite might hear him plainly (133b4). To someone

v oong)

amcccdemly am",eél'ito philosophy, this answer may reflexively lend the musical lover a

noble appearance because he seems to suggest that phxlosophy is the way of life that is noble

for a human bemg as a human beings @bwously this clalm is especially pomted at the athlete,
-whom he wishes to cohtrast unf avorably o himself.

In another ngrrative aside, Socrates informs his audience’ about something curious in

the musical lover'é repudiation of the athlete. Socrates says the musical lover's manner of

answering revealed a great love of honor (philotimia) -- not, that is, a great love of wisdom
(philosophia). ‘

This obserygjion\is worthy of further consideration. Not only doés the musi 1 lover
actually (and ironically) pursue a political good, honor, but his statement actually: eminds
one that Socrates makes- what seems to be the same clanm in the Apology, "the
unexammed life is not worth living for a human bemg (38a). However, a closer look at the
two statements reveals that they are not at all the same. To begin, a reflection on the
respecuve dramatic situations alone will reveal all the dif f‘e;ence in the world. Socrates makes
his claim in froat of a hostile audience who are on the verge of executing him for his phil-
osophizing. Socrates giv.es it as only one alternative explanation f or his own irritating way of
life (the other being daimonic possession; Apology 2le, 23c, 30a), and admits that it is the
less credible of the two. The musical lover, on the other-hand, makes his claim in front of an
audience that is, with the apparent exception of the athlete, friendly toward philosophy, and
all are apparently interestéd in the question about whether it is noble to philosophize. He
" treats the supreme worthiness of philosophy as self -evident. !

This one difference is obviously of cbnsiderab]e political importance. In the Apology,

Socrates risks the wrath of a hostile audience for the sake of philosophy in a life or death

situation. The future of "political” philosophy itself hangs in the balance. The musical lover's
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professed doubt in front of a fnendly audience about whether the athlete is a humaxﬁ bemg
reveals his concern is not for philosophy, but insicad with whether he can curry Lhe
audience's favor. His opinion that the supreme worthiness of philosophy is self -evident to a-
true or complete human being reveals that he doesn't truly understand‘philosophy or politics'. '
or the tension between them, or human nature ‘in its full éignificant diversity.\lor {thus)
himself. He makes this claim believing it ié ber_fectly safe to do so,-- the éudiénce, and
especially its dominanf figure, would seem to be on his side.‘)H.é expects 1o conclusively win i
favor at his rival's expense. .

There ;s also a greét difference when we gxamine the two claims strictly on their own
terms. The examinatioﬁ Socrates talks about begins out of a sense of shame for one's own
ignorance (A _@__gx 21b, 29d -e). Shame over anythmg can cause one to wonder about what
is noble for a human being; shame points to the possibility of the beautiful or noble, and of
becoming a complete or perfect human being. But ygrﬂc_:_r_i_r_lg what is noble reminds one of

\
one's ignorance about this perhaps all-impoytant thing, as well as ignorance~about oneself.

The musical lover's answer, on the other hand, ,would sugge %‘7 he has already answered

N R

this very difficult question about the nobility ‘of philosophy. ’-«""
//."

instead that he has never encountered this sense of shame over his ignorance and thus has

4lly, his answer reveals_

never wondered about what is noble. Or, perhaps he has'so sx‘mfaﬁf?&:d life's experience that it
ddes not seem to him difficult to explain. In either case, he wo:ld seem to be ignorant of his
ignorance. Socrates, the philosopher of ignorance, spent a lifetime of unswerving devotion and
ceaseless labor investigating life's most important questions, only IOéonclude at the end of
such a life thai he remained ignorant about the most ‘mpo-tant things (Apology, 23b).
" So when Socrates again asks the musical lover anether, on his view, it seems noble 10
\_philosophize (133b5), he indicates a dissatisfaction with the musical lover's résponse. Perhaps
he may héve expected more from a "wise” man about the nobility of philosophy. An adequate
answer about the nobility of philosophy requires something more than the kind of

=

inﬂammatdi'y rhetoric which the musical lover has directed toward his rival.

R
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With the dialogic responsibility now shifted to the musical lover, Socrates wonders
whether it is possible to knew whether anything is noble or shameful "if one doesn't know to

begin with what it is?" The musical lover fields this question easily, replying that of course he

 believes one must first know what something is before answcnng whether it is noble So

Socrates asks him whether he knows what it is to philosophize. Thxs question is harder ta'f.

- handle because it is amenable to at least two interpretations: 1) "Can you state clearly what

‘philosophizing is?"; and/gr 2) "Do you have experiential knowledge of philosophizing?" The
latter is a much more biting, ironic question, for it basically implies that no "textbook" or pat
answer is adequate. One must know by experience what it is. to philosophize in order to
answer whether it 1s noble to phllosophlze Perhaps the only real knowledge of philosophy is

experiential. So mté\rpretcd, Socrates' question then also asks whether the musical lover has

AN
this experience.  ~

Yet, besides being hard to handle Socrates' questlon is also surprising because he has

shifted away from the question of the noble which has dominated the dialogue unnl now, to

L

the question of what it is to philosophize. We might have expected Socrates 16 ask "what is
noble?" in following up the musical lover's reply, but Socrates asks instead i” he knows what
it is to philosophize. This question }wil] dominate the remainder of the dialogue. Socrates

allows the concern for whether it is noble to philosophize. or, for "what is ndble?" to recede

intoAhe background, at least with respect to his interlocutors. Presumably, then, were they o,

conclude that philosophy is noble, it would be in light of a conventional, i.e., politieaiv,‘" “

conception' of nobjlity. Sucﬁ a conception would likely be reducible to political utility.
) However, upon reflection, the question of what is noble is brought to ou; at;enﬁon
more effectively by Socrates séeming to ignore it. Socrates’ procedure sfxggests that in order to
know whether it is noble to philosophize, one simply must know whet it is to philosophize.
This seems peculiar, for it would seem that one cannot answer whett{gﬁnythmg is noble
unless one can also answer what noblility is. This would not be a problex%x 1f philosophizing

"and the noble are somehow one and the same thing. It is certainly not OWIOUS that they are.

Socrates, accordingly, initially treats them as separate issues.
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The musical loyer claims that he knows Qery well what it i§ to philosophize. He
appeals to the authori,tx of 'the great statesman and Atheni_a'n legislator, Solon; According to
“l;im,' Solon had said "I.grow old, .always learning many things."** Although ~he displays
uncertainty about the eiac; context of tha@uote (133¢5), he was confident that Solon's
| saying.évhich he inrlmedi'ately interprets in a spécif ic Way, expresses what it is to ph‘ilosophidze. .
According to him, "the one who is going to philosophize ought always to be learning at least
some one thing, both when he is younger and when he is older.” His imerprctatidr} '.impliesl
that phil.osopﬁizing»iis much learning (polymathia), i.e.,. that the one philosophizing is "to.
learn as much as possible in his life.” | -

~ Socrates heéitated before challenging this conception:, he says, beéause the musical
lover appeared to be saying something worthwhile. Perhaps.this is c;ut of respect to Solon
(arId_ Socrates' anonvinous audience), but perhapé there is more to it. He relates that after he
had’ "regected soﬁewhat,; he asked the musical lover expl_icitly whether "he regarded phil-
osophy as being much learaing.” The philosbpher thereby silently excludcs.Solon, famous sage
and statesman, from ¢ «  m. Socrates draws attention to his hesit'zxtion even in his narration,
and thereby asks us to try to understand it. His hesitation and his subsequent question to the © -
musical lover guggest that at,.least two things must be accounted for: 1) what causes Socrates
to hesitate; and, 2)‘w1;y has Socrates changed the focus from a quest'ion about philosophizing
t0.a question about philosophy (133cl; cf. 133c10-11)7

Socratés ;n'ay hesitate because philosophizing at first glance does seem to consist of
"much learning.” This in turn, would se; to reveal desiring knowledge for its own sake'c(or.
of ‘the activity of Jaquiry for iEs own sake). After all, philésoﬁhers are ordin;_arily understood
as devoting their lives to the ;;ursuit of knowledge, and it is natural to seé»llh'is as the.

-

) oy
5

“See nots 6 to Leake's translation: "The [musical lover] replaces Solon's word
didaskomenos ("learning” or "being taught”) with manthanein ("to learn”) in his
interpretation. The primary sense of the word Solon 'had used is "being taught,” as
a father has a son brought up to be a good citizen, whereas the speaker's word
has a primary sense of learning for oneself. Solon's word embraces learning how to
live, while the speaker's word often implies more intellectual learning.” It is
.revealing that the musical lover cites a politician to -define what it is to phil-

" osophize. :
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qua‘ntitative accumulation\of knowledge. Given this understanding of philos_o,ohizing, phil-

osophy is accessible to all human beings who have sufficient leisure (cf. Apology, 23b).
Moreover the. very attempt to pursue knowledge is often seen by those attracted to the
theoretical life to signify, if not to mstantrate nobility, in that it bespeaks a llberatron from

the dmdgery ‘of everyday life. However it must be conceded that the investigation of all

natural things in their v1rtually infinite detail wrll never be wholly completed much less within
the lif etime of any one investigator. But while it is true that all of nature can't be known by

- . ’ o 1

any one man, those who try to get a general, or basic, understanding of it (such as Einstein);"

i are often consrdered noble, whereas people who read almanacs from cover to cover are not

Socrates may hesitate because he regards some attempts or forms of the study of the whole of
nature to be noble. - ’ .

However, what the musrcal lover has said has the strarghtforward 1mplrcat10n that all
thmgs are equally worthy of being learned and that his sole concern is a quantitative one.
Consrdermg only what he has said, 1t would seem that all inquiry, regardless of content,

equally "philosophical.” Apparently one is phllosophmng regardless ‘whether one is

mvestrgatmg heavenly bodies or the effects of a new stop sign in some rural town. Contrary
@

' to all common sense, the musical lover's definition suggests that there is no discrimination

about what is to be learned: he does not specify what is to be learned, but merely "as rhuch

as possible." It is an intellectual project without any direction, or standards of importance or

rank order. His definition, then, suggests the impossibility of “having co’mpfehensive know-.

ledge. This eventually leads to the conclusion that there is not any knowledge ‘which ought to
completelv satisfy a human being, that one cannot even imagine wisdom in whrch the mind

canvfmd rest. There is an obvious and ‘assrve incompleteness to philosophy on his terms

because the task of gathering information, or "data,” never ends, as ern science so-

tellingly -reveals. The endless gathermg of more and ‘more mformatron ithout regard to the
49

: S
natural limitations on one man's niind for synthesrzmg it results in nerther the noble nor the

good for a human being, for there is no final good result. Indeed from the common sense

perspective -- the p_olitical. perspective -- the philosophic life seems a Tidiculous waste of a

s



life.

Siill onei_mi'ght wo'gég{\whcpher there isn't something noble about learning many
things all one's life. Socratesl, aftér reflecting sor'newhat‘. then asks the musical lover whether
philosophy is much learning. Here, it is uscfﬁl to. keep in mind that Socrates has already
identified the fnusical lover as a great lover pf honor, and it is uhlikely that such a person
would be willing to undertake a study Wh'gch would gain him no ﬁonor. Thus Socrates may be
attempting to discern Qhat the musical lover would see as being honor;ble (or noble™ in such
a conception,bof vphilogophy (which couid ir;clulde the "natﬁral science™ theorizing regarded by
thé athlete 1o ‘be useless and pointless). |

According to the musical lover's definition, wisdom would\imply come by way of
accretion. We understanh knowledge to grow this way in terms of Lhe_ arts ar;d the crafts. The
one who is to practise an art comes in to the ’possession of an extant™body of kq{gwledge, but
one which is always subject to growth and refinement. It is not clear that philosophizing is
con_lmanding such a' specific body of knowiedge. as the musical lover's definition appears (o
suggest. This is why Socrates switches from talking abqut phﬁosophizing as an activity
(133cl) tocphilosvophy, as a body of khowledge (i.e.. "much learning"” 133c10-11).

_// Socrates had been talking about philosophizing as an activity; the musica! lover
conceives philosophy to be a body of knowledge and that to philosophize is sir.nply.lo gain
possession of ihis ever-growing pody of knowledge. Taken at his own words, the musical
lover sees any learning as the pursuit of wisdom without distinguishing what-is good for a
human keing, or ‘noble."’ The complete lack of direction in this intellectual project would
mean wé could not rank a brilliant théoretical physicist higher than a man who counts
Cbnvertibles i~n the city; as well, we would have to agree without qualification that any and all
learning benefits humankind, if everything is equéllyhf;%/()r[hy of being learned. Whether he
realizes it or not (almost surely not), this is implied in the musical lover's def iniu:on.

The underlying pfemise of the musical lover's view is that everything is equally

worthy of being knpwn. But his own definition doesn't capture his own_"common sense”

“He will eventually distinguish the things to be learned (cf. 135b1-3).
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‘, rank -ordering. of the things to know, which in turn reveals an inadequate reflection or
self -consciousness about his own favorite activity. The real problein with Lhe musical lover's
def inilion is its revealing his inattention to the actual hierarchical charactér of knowledge, and
the probiem of synthesizing all observations. mto a single coherent account.
i

. Although there is an infinite amount to know clearly we want to know whatever is
good Gr important. The antecedent question, therefore, is "what is good for a humanubeing?
Socra{es appears to agree that the musical lover's definition of phxiosophy Iacks a recognmon
of this first question, as his next remark indicates. Socrates now asks the musical ]over
whether he regards philosophy to be "merely noble or also good (agathon).** Socrates has
decided to bring the question. of the good explicitly to the fore, after reflecting on the musical

Al

lover's answer. o -

The musical lover answers that he copsiders philosophy to be very good. Sécrates'v’
question is about the goodness of philosophy. The investigaii()n of the goodness of philosophy
may be the question that one must begin with in order to answer whether it is noble to phil-
osophize. Sutprisingly, perhaps, the question "what is good 7" may lend itself to more
reasonable discourse than does the q‘ﬁestion "what is n9ble?" All aétion is directgd to the .
attainment of ‘some good, But it would seem that none of the things one desires is
unambiguously good: surely “this question must be asked of phildsbphy itself. The
rank -ordering of knowledge leads one to the knowledge of the good, for it is in 1ight of the
good that all things are mcasured The rank-ordering of knowledge culminates in knowledge
of the good as the hlghest (noblest) kind of knowledge (Republic, 505a ff; especially 517b-c).
~ The examination of how one conceives what is good may help one better conceive what}m
turn,is, noble for a human being. the only being so far as we know for which the noble is an
issue (134a9).

:Sbcrates' imroducljon of the good serv. implicitly to introduce what is the most

.important practical question for a human being as such, perhaps the ultimate philosophic

question: what is the best way of life? This very question im;ﬁicitly underlies every choice

“The first menticn of the good in. the dxa]ﬂgue then, occurs in conjunction - with
. philosophy. -
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that any human being makes in regard to his own life. This question theref’ cire transcends any
particular time or place -- it is the permanent human question. To:»just]y ;}mwer this question
with finality.- however, one is compelled to consider all ways of life in all times and places,
and this includes imagining times and places which have not existed in order to reflect upon
- the possibilities for a human being.” Since there is no way to certify that one's survey is truly
comprehensive in this sense, one necessarily settles for assessing the alternatives of which one |

is aware. Still it remains the case that everything a human being chooses to do is done oht‘,of o
a desire for the good life, whether one is aware of it or not Thxs requxres askmg what lhc‘ :

\
good life is. Actual pohucal regimes are themselves; responses ‘10 lhlS’VCr) quesuon l)nf [ ¢ xcm

u'y)t“ S ,,
=

- regimes inform actual polmcal life differently, encouragmg certam ways of life, éxsem a#ing
“'\ s t L
others. One is thus faced with questions about Lhe substa_mlal differences amongs_}. rcgmvcs,

]

which leads one f inally to ask which regime is best: yhieh regime prdmotesf&‘g‘édd life for a
human being? ) ' C o /

In an effort to clari;fy the music?l lover's view, then, Soerales'aské\ whelher he wouid
say the-same thing about the love of athletics, that it is noble as well as good. So apart from
what is philosophy, the musical lover is confronted with three other implic’ii duesiions: what
is good" what is noble”; and what is their relationship? He seems obhvnous 10 Lhe )
& problemauc character of any of these quesuons This is why Socrates asks whelher it is only
love of wisdom (philosophy) that i< noble and good, or whether he would say 1he same about
love of athletics (philogymnastica). By exammmg the particular acuvu)' of athletics, Socrates
points to the underlying question: what is the" best way of life? This would seem [0 require a
synthetic understanding of both "what is good?" and "what is noble?" ' J

Given the musical lover's earlier derdgation" of the athlete's way"l’of life, his response’
would seem to be predictable. But perhaps. Socrates is testing whether the musical ‘}'over
remembers the earucr cjuestion about first knowing what a thing is before.. knb\:/i,ng whether it

6

is noble or sharhcf,ul (133b7-9). One wonders in particular how thié l_oyfer'would know by

cxperience whether the love of athletics is either good or noble, given ‘his avowed aversion 1o

"It is important to remember that political philosophy -was once not & possibility
proven in practice.
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ath.c&rcs His subsequent discussion of athletics confirms one's suspxcrons of his 1gnorance
‘ 3bou1 the matter. By asking the musical lover whether the love of athletics is good and noble,

£l

which includes knowing what athletics is, what goodness is, and what nobhhty is; Socrates

.

turns the tables on him.
The musical lover appears to recognize his dilemma. According to Socrates, he "very
ironically spoke in a double fashion” by replying

Let it be said by mesio thrs fellow that it is neither; to you, however, Socrates I grant
that it is noble and gdod For I hold that to be correct. (133d9 -€2)

The musrcal Iover s answer indicates -that he is very ‘'much ruled by opinion,
reputanon and conventronal standards: of What is honorable. W~ would he concede that
athletrcs is moble and 'good except for the f act that it 15 honored in the cities? Moreover he
must al]ow that athletics is both noble and good if he 15 to continue maintaining that phil-
osophrz{ng\‘hnderstood as much learmng, is both noble and good. Presumably much learning
would embrace the 1earmﬂg of athletnc thmgs as well. Had the musical lover said otherwise, he
would have to, a.dmrt that "much leammg is not noble and- good He wams to preserve his
defi 1pruon of phrlosophrzmg while at the same time rakmg a shot at hrs nval

He presefves hrs defmmon and includes the love of athletrcs as. bemg both noble and
good by speakmg sin a "double fashron He will say to the athlete that the love of athletrcs is
neuher noble nor good; to Socrates however, he is willing to grant that it is both. Yet
Socrates and the arhlete as well as the two boys can hear both versions of his answer. He
obvrously mtends ’ms "duplicity" to be understood by "every one even though he wishes to
drsungursh hrs audrence into two groups and to be 1denuf1ed with what he regards as the
higher of the two. |

Socrates, in a narrative aside, says this lover furnishes an example of being 1romcal

Apparently thrs is the only place in LhePlatomc corpus where Socrates says anything about:

what he means by irony.» We should note here that Socrates makes a double point about the

musical lover S dopblc talk. That is,; the musical lover, very 1r06&111y spoke m a double

“This s noteworthy because Socrates was notorious for being ironic (See _mLng
38a).
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- fashion," which is to say, what is ironical is thé manner in which the musical lover speaks.
What's really ironic isthat he doesn't understand true irony: he does not have the facility to
- .

- say two things at once.’” By drawing our attention to irony, Socrates invites, us 10 look at the

manner .1 which the musical lover does speak.

Socrates implies that "irony is speaking in a "double fashion.” Irony, then, is sﬁeech
{ |

which allows for at least two interpretations. This is not an accurate characterization of the °

<

musiml lover's speech. We see the musical lover cxﬁress two different answeTs to the same
question -- he openly professes 10 give Socrates his true answer and a false one to the athlete.
Successful irony does this with one expression; as Socrates employs it, irony is speaking both
the‘true and’ the false at once wj{h the fntention that certain hearers see this while others
don't. As a form of communication, th‘én, irony 5 used to express ope's VIews so as 10
conceal from some what is revealed td.others.“ For this reason, irony can be an effective

means to communicate one's true views in 4" safe manner, or in a politically salutary manner. .

_ Leo Strauss observes that in opposition to the boaster; the ironic man understates his

worth, which is as much as to say, he must appear as knowing less than he does when he
¥

communicates with ?thers about things that are important to them. If he were sjmply to com-
municate his true worth to others, he would be incsedible, appearing to be nothing more than

a boaster, and thus ridiculous and contemptible. Strauss identifies the ironic man as the
v
magnanimous man; he goes on to discuss irorfy properly used:

...the man [who] regards himself as worthy of great things while in fact bein?*worthy -

of them -- is truthful and frank because he is in the habit of looking down and yet

he is ironical in his intercourse with the many. Irony is then the noble dissimulation
. of one's worth, of one's superiority. We may say, it is the humanity peculiar to the =
e superior man: he spares the feelings of his inferiors by not displaying his superionity. 737 -
' The highest form of superiority is the superiority in wisdom. Irony in the highest ‘

39" To be ironic" is to dissemble, to say less than one thinks, to present oneself as _
< -"knowing less than one does. The opposite, of irony is boastfulness, claiming to be =~ ,
more than one is (See Clouds, 1. 102). This, however, is not a simple definition of )
Socratic irony, but rather, of the conventional notion of it, i.e., that one dq_esn't
mean what on€ says. In Socratic irony there is a sense in which you do regard
 what is said as being true. . :
4'There are many reasons why one wouldchoose to speak in such- a manner. Often
this reveals a closeness to some but at the same time conceals this closeness from
others -- as, say, when two lovers, in public, comfhunicate their affection but do
so without making it obvious to those around them.
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" sense will then be the dissimulation of one's wisdom, i.e., the dissimulation of one's
wise thoughts.*! :

Strauss suggests there is a hierarchical rapking of human beings determined by a ranking of
minds, and irony is the_ mode of speech befitting the noble mind. The ;me in' the habit of
looking down invisibly establishes his sﬂ'pen'ori.ty by taking care to conceal his superiority.
Whereas it seems true that most people are generally contentéd with whatever powers of mind
as they have, preferring to believe 2;11 human beings are in some way equal,*? it may be argued -
that the very recognition of rank is itself a measure of one's higher rank.** But given the
generally preferred belief of equality of rational power, the wise and noble man reveals both
his wisdom and >his nobility by Hpolitely concealing hi‘s wisdom.

Ironic speech is the philosophér's vtlay{’of communieating a deeper truth hidden behind
thé apparent reality, the result being that the deeper truths are well hidden. Traditionally,

there are three'reasons why. the philosopher speaks carefully: 1) to avoid persecution; 2)
Vi s E A :

SPuily . . . .
: ‘i}*-%elf -censorship, in _regcogmuon that certain ideas are inherently dangerous when

\

indiscriminately broadcast; and, 3) his love for philosophy and a kinship with ttiose' who are -
close Ao. him. ‘Ironic speech therefore allows tl;e phiIosophér to express safely his under-
standing of the phenomena, while a‘voiding dogmatism. This question of presentation in the
public expressior; of one's philosophizing is not only a literary quesiion. It is codcerned with a

kind of communication which has a much larger scope than literature, being coterminous with

politics. Strauss continues 4

Communication may be a means for living together; in its highest form, com-
munication is living together. The study of the literary question is therefore an
- important part of the study of society. Furthermore, the quest for truth is

necessarily, if not in every respect, a common quest, a quest taking place through
communication. The study of the litefary question is an important part of the study
of what philosophy is. The literary question properly understood is the question of
N
: L

¥ Leo Strauss, "On Plato’s Republic” in The City and Man, (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1963), p.51.
“ief. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, edited by C.B. Macpherson, (Middlesex, England:
Pelican Books, 1968), ch. 13; Rene Descartes, Discourse On Method, translated by
~ Donald A. Cress, (Indiangpolis:  Hackett Publishing Company, 1980), Part One.
1+ 9. Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, Translated, with Commentary, by
Walter Kaufmann, (New York: Vintage Books, 1966), . Aphorisms 30, 40, 61, 203,
213: especially, 257, 260; 263. ‘ o
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the relation betwgen society and philosophy.**

One might well wonder why Socrates descrjbes the musical lover's response as being
ironical. His rtesponse is nei;her the noble dis;imulation of his worth nor the noblé
dissimulatibn va wise thought. Instead he desires to establish superiority over the athlete. As
events prove, he is an arrogant boaster. What we hear him say is precisely not irony, but
simple sarcasm, attended by an explicit rejection of the propriety of speaking differently to
different people. His intention of speaking 1o some what he believes to be false, openly
expressed to everyone, would réquire him to make the weaker speech the strongeg..\Hc wishes
to appear both higher than the athlete (133bl-3), while at the same time consistent
(133c5-8).

By drawing attention to the manner in ' which the musical lover spoke, Socratcs invites

"us to consider something important about political life. The musical lover's speech and actions
iliustrate-that for most human beings, there is an uneasy relationship between truth and pol-
itical life. His behaviour toward ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ:é'-athlete implies that he believes the natﬁral strife among
mén requires that truth be used selectively so-as to further one's own good (whereas Socrates
uses it to further the common good).

- Socrates exploits the musical lover'’s admissior; that the love of athletics ggoblc and
good by asking \;vhether much exercising 1s the love éf athletics. Whether from ignorance or
from a blindness caused by a commitme;n to his definition of philosophy, the musical lover
answers that it is. He ovefﬁy seizes upon Socrates' suggested analogy, contendihg that much
exercising 'is the love of athletics (philogymnastica) in the same way that much’leaming is
love of wisdorﬁ (philosophia). Although the content and means of each pursuit are dif feéer}t.
each pursuit apparently is both noble and good. What they have in common other than love is’
as yet unclear.

Socrates then asks whether those who love athletics desire anything other than what
causes good bodily condition. He thus raises a question about the ends of the activity.

Athletics, thus construed, is not something intrinsically good (i.e., loved for its own sake) but

“Leo Strauss, "On Plato's Republic” in The City and Man, p. 52.
/
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as a means to something else. If the musical lover is not willing to regard ‘wisdom similarly, as

merely an instrumental good,~then he should not so eagerly seize upon Socrates’ prbffered
analogy. As well, we see that Socrates drops the question of what is noble from the explicit
discussion. The musical lover responds that.those who love athletics desire only that ‘which
causes ther’fl 10 be in good bodily condition. This understanding limits lovers of athletics to the
often dreary and punishing task of irﬁproving gheir bodies wh,iie it ignores the concern for
beauty and strips a@ay the more hoblec:aspccvt‘s ;of athletics: the gramour 6f competition and
'its honors and other :'ewards. ‘~

Ignoring such obvious considera'u'ons (which r\eﬂect the musical lover's lack of
'reﬂection), Socrétes pursues his main point by asking whether it is é\any exercises alone that
cause good bodily condition. His question is a reasonable one because things other than much
exercise, sgch as diet and re‘st., also play a role in cgeterminiﬁg whether one haé a body in good
condition. One's entire way of life, which may include much, exercise, determines the
condition of the body. His question suggests that there might be more than one way to bring
a body into good conditioh’ (133e10). The musical lover, howéver, asks how anyone could be
"in good bodily condition from a mere few exercises." ,\,

At this point, Socrates turned to thé.athlete since it seemed to him that the athlete
(ori, as th’e lover of wisdom calls him here, "the lover of athletics™) should be "aroﬁsed" (or
"prov_oked"; kinetikos) because of what\ h{e has heard his rival say about athletics. Socrates
-asks. why the athlete (calling him the "exc\éllent one") is being silent while his rival is éaying
~these things. He asks the athlete whether he believes that good bodily condition is attéined

from many exercises or the measured amount.‘* Socrates apparently turns to the athlete

because he might have the requisite experiential knowledge. Everyone has an opinion about
A

“Professor Bruell adds "Socrates' appeal is perhaps not as superfluous as it might
appear to be. "Measured"[metrios] is indeed so flexible a term as to be applicable
to any quantity that is beneficial; but for that reason it might be applicable to a
very large or even to the largest possible . number of exercises, so long as that
number is beneficial. That is, a "measured” amount might not be different from
many. That it is different -- or indeed the same -could not perhaps ‘be established
without the assistance of the relevant experience.” "On The Original Meaning of
Political Philosophy: An Interpretation of Plato’s Lovers.” p.5.



the good condition of the body, but presumab]y an athlete's garries special weight.

With Socrates' new formulation of the question, thé athlete replies that he supposed
"that even a .pig -- as the saying goes -- would have known that a measured amount of
exercises causes bodies to be in g good condition." His reply indicates lovers of athletics are
motivated by more than concern for the good condition of the body. His scorhing his rival
reminds us of pride in virtually all. human dealings. His reference to the ignoble ;uﬂbhuman. pig
makes it clear that his love of athletics is not strictly for the good of thg bcidy He strongly

suggests that his soul, at least, has its own needs.*

—
)

Tte lover of athletics further derides his rival by zdding "So how wouldn't a man
know ‘who is sleepless and unfed, whose reck. is unchafed and ﬁho 1s thin from an*ious
thoughts?" The athlet ’;ms ridicules his rival's weak and emgcia£ed appearance, which he
implies is the vnormal consequence of coﬁstantly "philosophifng.“” There is no evi&én;c that
he regards the'\ specifics ol his ridicule as applying to Socrateg as well. Moreover, he thereby
makes it clear enough to his rival that he was not much bothered by his pointed criticisms. .
Not surprisingly, his surprisingly deft repartee bleases the two beautiful boys and they burst
‘into laughter. Socrates recounts that thereupon the musical lover blushed. He had 5ust b?en'
thrown for a fall in spéech. supposedfy his "strength.” ~

Perhaps what is most surprising about this "licking“'in speech is that Socrates solicits
the athlete to join him in refuting the musical lover, who seems a friend of philosophy.** The
athlete's ridicule consists in drawing attention to his rival's apparently unsettled life and his

sickly bodily condition which, for him, is ample visible evidence of his rival's ignorance about

the good way of life. And through this spirited rejoinder to his rival, the athlete reveals that

¥

[

“In the Republic, Glaucon scomns Socrates’ "healthy city" because it is a city fit
for pigs only (372c-d). There is neither honor nor nobility in that merely "healthy
city.” See also Recollections, I.-iii. 7-8. ‘

“'See Clouds 100-104; Birds 1553-1564. Socrates' students, or rather, students of
philosophy were often portrayed as thin, pale, and miserable.

9Charles Fairbanks suggests this represents the joining together of reason with brawn
and thus shows that philosophy needs physical force which reason alone is unable to
provide. Fairbanks, "Reason, Technique, and Morality,” p.14. This, then, represents
the -joining together of body and soul which suggests that the body itself must be
reckoned with by the one philosophizing. (cf., Clouds 1483-1511.) \

)
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he 100 is concerned about the noble, about distinguishing the high from the lovy.

No doubt the musical lover's humiliation is

- jich the athlete delivered the rude rebuttal effective rtraying him as an anxious
weakling. The two boys "burst into laughter” because the "wiser one
rebutted by hié supposed intellectual inferior, someone who "didn't evex claim to be
experienced in speechg.' Thei.r laughter and the athlete's rebuital cause the rﬁusical lover to

blush. His blush

ints 50 at least two questions about one who poses as knowledgeable'but

isn't: 1) Why 0 moSt bman beings believe it is 1mportam to appear to have knowledge?;

,', 9
T , is ridiculed? It would seem

and, 2) Why are mosv’human beings pamed when their tho

that these two questions Ummately boil down to a formal recognition of the pnmacy of

thought. That is, most human bemg‘easure hofselves by what they think’ an¢’ by what
. % i ¥mpacities is a particularly pa}nful
knamed, for he cares about ﬁow he
<

. The athlete's ;ebuttal revealed his musical rival to have been ignorant, not only abouf
_athletics, but (by implication) about philosophy as well. The ‘blushing rival, apparently
ashamed more byl his loss of status than by his ignorance, shows that he is not above the
criticisms of the athlete he professes to despise (.[. 132(:_3-4).‘He clearly cares about the
opinions of the nonphilosophers,* which is to say, he has not transcended ordinary
conceptlivons of what is noble and shameful.

Socrates, however, does not relent in his questi.oni.ng. He asks whether.the musical
lover will concede or is he willing to fight "the ‘two of us (i.e., Socrates and the athlete)
concerning the argument?" Socrates thereby openly threatens to ally himself with the athlete
in this argument about philosophy. | |

-3
This conflict is now brought clearly to the surface (134cl-6). The musical lover will

fight to to defend.his own position. Most human beings fig%fénuously for that which

“In the Clouds, Anstopbanes accuses Socrates for not caring about the city's needs
and for not caring about how he is seen by those in the city. In making this
accusation, Aristophanes points out to Socrates his ties to the city and,  moreover,
why he should be concerned about its well-being.-
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they perceive as being their own (cf. M 330c), or that which they love. The love of
ong'.s own, including the love of one's 6wn opinions, causes many a conflict in political life.
The musical lover answers that he would gladly contend against ihe athlete, his rival in love,
claiming that he would be capable of supporting the thesis he has put forward, even if he had
put forward af.%eaker Qne.“’ For, accordip_g to hirﬁ. the athlete is nothing. Whether he is as
confident about this as he once was is doubtful. Be that as ig may, he now assures Socrates

* that whatever he might say tu the athlete, when he speaks' to Socrates he does not have the

"slightest desire to seek victory contrary to his own opinion.” Thus he is willing to agree with

the argument.
The musical lover again appears "ironical” (cf. 133d9). He in effect boasts that he is
N ,
strong enough in argument to defeat the athlete even’if the athlete's opinion happens to be

correct. Thus, he openly admits that he is willing to resort to sophistry tovmake-:ige weaker

<

speech the strongef when the &ccasion suits him. On such an occasion, hc’%uid: ther win -

the contest with his rival than seek the truth. He apparently presumes that everyone is content

to rely exclusively on speech in such confrontations, perhaps because his physical condition
inclines him to prefer such an unrealistic belief.

On the other hand, éocrates' apparent siding with the athlete may suggesf that phil-
osophy, as the genuine pursuit of. truth, may need the help or protection of physical forcé,
such as is dispensed ’Lhrough politiés. Philosophy collides with politics when it is seen Lo be
' prcju_dicial to the conditions of actual pélitical life, especially by corrupting the thinking of
the young, including the best among them. If it is to comge down to the city, it wbuld seem
philosophy has.to rjpake itself more génerally attractive, and ally itsell to those exercising pol-
'/itic':al power. This ‘requires that the philosopher educate those dominant in political life 10 see

that they need philosophy, or that it is desireable.”! The athletic lover is more representative
8 .

SThere are weak and strong arguments. Philosophers are typically charged with
making the weaker argument the. stronger. See Plato’s Apology of Socrates, 18b; cf.
Clouds, 1. 112-118.

siAccording to the Republic, the philosopher also must resort to using myths, tales,
and fables for the purpose of conveying a salutary political teaching because not ali
human beings are equally susceptible to reason. This salutary political teaching
enhances” actual political life, educating those young gentlemen who are eventually to

€
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of the political majority than is the musical one.

Having said he would not seek victory contrary to his own opinion when in discussion-

wnh Socrates, the musical lov%r now concedes that it is the measured amount of athlencs that

"produces good condition in human beings" (134c4-5). But‘Socrates had asked whether it is
the measured amount of exercise that "causes human beings to be in a good condition with
regard to their bodies™ (cf. 134b5-7). The musical lover's oversight is immediately . if only
Lacitly -- corrected by Socrates leading him to agrec that;in the case of food and all other
things having to do wnh the body, it is the measured amount which most especxaléy bgnefns
This would appear to be a major concession from the musical lover whoNll now has seemed
completely oblivious to the body's needs, and apparently has led a life that bears witness to
this. It is curious that-Socrates would bother to secure this agreement from the musical lover,
unless cons{deriné the body and its.‘ﬁ:mitations prepares one to further gonsidef what benefits
a ﬁman being. |

The body is benefitted by whatever promotes its ability to do its proper work. The
prior question, then, is what is the proper work of the body. Good physical health enables the
body to do its proper work and good physical health is a good desireable’in agd of itself, and
it is certainly good for the one who has it. But the atplete, su:rprisingly ¢nough, has already
made it clear tha_t good bodily condition is not enough to satisfy any séne human being. If the
body is the most important thing (its health, strength, beauty), then the "measured amount”
of exercise may be so great as fo dominate one's\ life (see Republic, 404a; 410b; see also
Recollections, 1. ii. 4), leaving little time for the goods of the soul.

Th'ough virtually all human beings desire to be healthy, it is evidently not the
dominant desire in most: judging froxp how they actually live, pedple do prefer the goods of
the soul. Howcé\;r)er. the question of bodily health necessitates acknowledging the fact that there
.. are different bodies, with different requirements. Thus the "measured amount” required for a
human being to attain good. healtlg;&jiffers from person to person. We may neve@'see

o
comprehensive physical health in an actual human being, but it is something which can’be

'(cont’d) rule in politics.



grasped by the imagination and understood by the mind‘.

Generally good physical health is squght for the sake of having it rather than for the
" sake of understand}ng it, Good health is not merely subjective. It is fuppdrted by nature
insqfar as the body and its parts tend tox?lard good health.’? This tendency of the body
suégests an order to nature g‘ovemcd by what is good. R |

Things becéme more complicated, howe\}er  when' we- recognize that what is good for a
human being is dépendent upon more than what the body needs. Human beings can-make
choices -- .theJy are not ruled sim;.)ly" by necessity. Even in the case of mature igdults it is not
‘ _ eﬁy 1o assess what is good for a human being,*® althoygh we do recognize that certain things
are simply good f%\l us. .Thé issue is admittedly complex, but even so the musical lover has
come to light as arli inattentive master ;gf his own body.

SoCrat%slc;a‘hpels the musical lover to agree that it is the measured amount of things
that are good !L or the body,** which is a c‘;ommon sense perspective. Havipg secured agreement
that a measured amount is good for the body, Socrates now turns the speech to the soul.

Socrateé now asks whether it is the measured amount of the things admihistercd to the
‘ soul that are good for it. The musical lover, evidently not having reflected much about either
bodies or souls, too readily concludes that it is, and fur;her agrees that "the things that can be
learned are one kind of things that are administered to a.sou‘l‘__‘.'- " The musical lover's "assent”
that the mea'éured_amount of learning is beneficial indicates he recognize; his definition of
phﬂowphiﬁng as much learning to have been refuted. | )
We should note that he assents to a'%u;ious argument. However, Socrates’ s;:urious.

argument may be politically relevant insofar as he may be encouraging a "measured amount”

. *’For example, the immune sysiem fights infections; broken bones will mend
themselves; and cuts to .skin will normally heal’’ )
$3Mature adults continue to smoke in spite of mounting evidence showing its

ili-effects. There are also thrill-seekers who are willing to risk injury, sometimes

grievous bodily injury, for the sake of a thrill. And some men even hunger for
war (for the most part, privately, these days). The point is that human beings
often do act out of consideration for something other than the good condition of
their bodies.

Recall Professor Bruell's explanation that 1. measured [metrios] is applicable to

any quantity that is beneficial. . ‘



| 47
,

w

of phtlosopluzmg by people thg‘ the measure varylng as per paruculanues of souls. Once
again, becausé gaining an adequate understandmg of the world entails understandmg the'
‘ hierarchical character of knowledge (matchmg the hlerarchlcal character of thmgs), and the
problems of synthesmng ewdence into a single coherent views phllosophy is not simply "much
. - learning." Considering that Socrates has concluded that it is a "measured” amount of learning
- that is good for the'soul, the musical lover could have asked whether much .zar-ing is good
for the soul Provided whatever one learns js beneficial. But he doesn't ask. Socrates’ question
. (l3l/+d 5-7) invites us to consider whethe; the soul is analogous to the body, as the musical 7
lover uncrlttcally accepts that it is. N , ' : |
Because the body and soul co -exist, the questxon which shall emerge is whether the
| rule of oneself -- private rule -- is properly undertaken pnmanly from the perspective of the
body's' needs, or from the needs of the soul. The body's needs.oftendictate the actiO&S%Pf
human "beings; most would agree that the first task of a polity is to meet the urgent bodily -
needs. All political action is guided by some thought of good and, bad since it is directea
towards attaining what is good and avoiding what is bad. To consciously pursue what i's‘ good
requires having knowledge of what the good is. The body supplies us with enough evidence to
~ show that it is incapable of providing such guidance. For this reason, it becomes clear that it
s necessary for the soul to rule because the soul possesses some mtlmatxoh of what is good
for a hurn;%\t being. The soul must‘be in a’ "good condition,” i.e., a condition of being ca‘pable
of ruling for the good of the whole man. The real"questio'n, then, is what puts the soul ina,*
good condition. | o . | ,

- Socrates now poses a series of questions designed for the purpose of finding an expert
(134eff .)‘. The expert Socrates is looking for knoyvs the most efficient means to a certain end.
Socrates looks to the arts to’ see whether the soul's good gondition is knowrf by any expert’
4 comparable to the skllled experts on the body. Socrates questions are designed to determme

whether there is someone who can sxmply tell them what the soul's good condmon is, or how

1t is attained.
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The three.of them, i.e., Socrates and the two lovers, agree that it would be just to ask

Ey N

4
\d S Y
a doctor or-a %{mer -- one or both -- what sort of exercises and foods are measured with

regard to the body. In would seem there is sometimes a division of expertise, or more than one

3

kind of expert, with Tespect to certain problems (consider 134¢7-8). This, however, ma_y'also

find us that there are diff erent kinds of bodies and different activities of the body

(133e7- )/ In the case of the body, one art (the trainer's) corresponds to maintaining good

e

' conditipn and 1mprovmg it (espemally strengthemng it), while the other {the doctor's)

c% sponds to curing bodies and showing one how to prevem bad bodily condition. Even
&grarmng some important disanalogies regardmg body and soul, this division of expertisc

Q

concerning the body suggests that more than one expert may be reqmred to put the soul in
good condition. |
The three then agree that the farmer is the one to ask about "the sowing of seed” and
"how much is the measured amount.” With fegard to these quesliohsl. it would depend on
what type of crop is to be planted as well as the quality of the ground. Moreover, the. farmer
would want to ensure that he. properly sowed that measured amount of seed (ie. A properly
spaced at the proper depth). As well, the farmer is himself guided by medicine somewhat
insofar as he is concerned to grow nutritious food rather than something useless much less
harmful. . |
Socrates then wonders whom they would "justly ask about the planting and sowing in
the soul of the things te be learned, how much' and what sort is the measured amount?" He
does not ask, notice, who are the experts on either feeding the soul or exercising it. Are there
" soul docters or soul trainers? These would seem more plausible analogues than soul farmers.
One might, that is, speak of learning as h eeding the soul or mathematical exercises (such as
the -boys were apparently engaged in) as a 'gymnastics of the soul. What would constitute
"sowing in the soul the things to be leamed"” Might plantmg the right quesuons be the
proper "seeding” of the soul, "how much and what sort"? Might the question they arc
presently considering be such a seed? Accordipg to Socrates, the three of ‘them were

completely at a Ioss Who is the expert on the soul? The problem in 1denufymg this expert
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involves understanding the well-ordered soul. Their discussion has acknowledged that there is
,é soul but no one can identify who knows for sure its good condition. "

Socrates recounts to his audience that they were all completely perplexed but that he
playfully asked‘the lovers  whether they wpuld be willing to ask "these t;oys here." It is
important to recall that thehrys ceased from their dispute when Socrates asked whether it is
nobﬁle to philosophize (133al-3). Perhaps the two boys then W@dercd themselves whether it is
" noble to philosophize. Without insisting. upon a reply fro-: e two lovers or the two boys,
Socrates wonders whether they are perhaps ashamed "as I—tmer says the suitors were, who
didn't deign that there would be aﬁother who would string the bow?"** Perhaps one of the
boys could have givc% a better answer than either of the lovers, as the beggar Odysseué strung
the bow better than the suitors. We also might wonder whether Socrates believes Horher has
pc:séibly answered the question abc')ut what things are to be planted and sowed in the soul. In
any case, Socrates cxplicitly claims not to know who the expert is, and the two lc;versA Qere
apparently unwilling to venture even a guess.

Perhaps the one who knows the answer to Socrates' question would be the rightful
lover of one of the two boys, as in the Homeric reference. The suitors of Penelope, unlike, -
| these lovers, never supposed sile might string the bow, much less that the bow would be used -
to kill them. But like the ~:luito,rs, the lqyers might not recognize the one whglay a';rfé;wer qtjl;ig';_:‘i
‘question. Perhaps neither of these two lovers is the rightful lover of the bca_'miful b;)) We
may wonder whether answering this question is the criterion Socrafes has in n;ind for.
deser:/ing love in return. After:all, such a knowledgeable lover might then be competent 1o see
to the cultivation'lof the beloved's soul. Howeve?qwe must also wonder whether the’ beloved
boy would be won over by either of the two lovers provided he could answer Spcratés‘

question? Would Penglope have desired her suitors any more had they been able to string the

bow?’

$0dyssey, Book XXI, 1. 285ff. The suitors were unable to string Odysseus's bow,
_part of the test to determine wko was worthy of having Penelope. They were
indignant that an unscemly beggar whom they believed was no threat to them,
would propose that he be allowed o try to string the bow. Homer, Odyssey,
Translated by Richmond Lattimore, (New York: Harper and Row, 1965), p.. 316. -

v A
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Socrates' ‘discussion with the twb lovers about whether it is noble to philosophize led
10 the question "what is philosophy?” The first attempt to answer it establishes that it has
something to do with learnirg, and that "the things that can be learned afe one kind of things
tlfat can be administered fo a soul.” Of all the learnable things, then, which should be fed 10
o:\\?lamed in a soul? Fresumably suc}i as would contribute to its good condition. Not 'all
edible or plantable things are 'equally nutritious. The musical lover's definition of phil-
osophizing as much learning is rightly reje;ted because it pays né attention to the hjerarchical
ranking of knowledg"e‘. Now one might ask as well whether such an uncritical activity, such

indiscriminate learning, would put the soul in good condition. If not; what would? 1t is to this

question that Socrites next turnms.



IV. The Second Attempt to Define Philosophy (l35a5-137b7)

We recall that. Socrates has just ,&hounted that the two lovers seemed to lose heart

because they could not determrne who should be asked about putting the?u[]n good

condition. Their lack of knowledge about the soul 's good condition was impressed upon them

o

by Socrates who 1mplred that they thereby have failed to- 1mpress the boys. Socrates also
'-jokmgly 1mphed that the young bovs may be able to answer the question as well as the two
lovers. The lovers are . thus drspmted m more . ways than one. Socrates therefore decrdes \t‘o
‘mvestrgate it“in another way " He apparently desrres to continue the discussion wrth the
'!louers but we ha\;;. 10 consrder that the questron about how to ‘put the soul in a good
condrtron may also be drrected towards ‘the two beautr - boys Socrates has, after all, just

.
‘f tmshed 7emmdmg us of therr presence "

‘
[RVZ

/‘ 7 Socrates renews the inve,, igation by-asking, "Wnat sort of thrngs that can be learned |
f :
do we guess 1o be especrally those whrch the one phtlosophlzmg must learn since it isn't all or

; éven’ many of them”" In askmg this: quesnon Socrates dtstmgurshes the philosopher as bemg

A

somethmg other than a possessor of expertrse Bruell el,,aborates on Socrates' drstmctron

. ¢
AN "/
24

saying that the phrlosopher
is closer 0 the lovers of athletrcs spoken of earher than to a ﬁ)&or Or trainer. Whrle
a lover of athletics was indeed consulted regarding exercises, siich lovers were said to
' desire only what will make théir bodtly condition;»a good one. ‘What ‘[orms these |
~ lovers, we can Say, is a desire to Benefit from, rather than to exercise. or even to< s
) possess, “the expertise regarding exercises. Srmrla;ly, a’ phrlosopher it was now .
PR _ implied, mist.l¢arn the mathemata whrch are "measured,” must acqutre ‘the learmng
which benefits the soul.** : "

The dialogue to this. pomt suggests that the phrlosopher S prrmary concern is {0 put hlS own ”

“soul in a goe;l condrtron through learmng the right things in the rrght way. But because the e

two loxﬁrs were unable 10 pomt to any expert on the soul, much less an’swer themselves what

3

me soul's good condition_1s, Socrates can expect no more than a guess about what thmgs
PEAV B ¥ A

the phrlosopher must learn In askrng for a guess Socrates hmts that he recogmzesfthe
drffrculty of proceedmg in an area where no soltd knowledge is+ easrly rdentrftable But'in

srmply asking what sort of - thmgs the one phtlosophrzmg ‘must leam he allows the problem of o

l‘. . . * B . ¢

"Bruell "On The Orrgmal Meaning Of Poht’cal Phrlosophy, p. 1
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but it should not be forgotten, though (ironically) it seems to have been by the lovers.

The "wiser one" (the musical lover), however, is\apparently encouraged by Socrateé'

question because he responds without hesitation, saying,

These would be the noblest of things that can be learned, and the fitting ones, from
which one might have the greatest reputation for philosophy. And one would have
the greatest reputation if he were reputed to be experienced in all the arts; or if not,
in as many as possible and especially the noteworthy ones, through having learned
the portions of them which are fitting for the free to learn, the portions which
belong to the understanding rather than to manual work. (135b1-8).

He docs not characterize his response as a gueés‘, perhaps because he is sure he has answered
the question correctly. And it is readily apparent that he is still attached to the view that ph(i'l'

osophy is, somehow, much learning.

It is worth noting that his rival, the athlete, does not even vénture a guess. What we

have seen of his character to this point' admits of .several possible reasons for his silcncé;
While he's slxpposedly inexperienig in speaking, his limited contributions thus far prove that
he is neither inarticulate nor slow-witted. He-may simply not care to answer the question
because he mziy believe athletics is the pyrsuit that satisfies the soul's lon;ings, but this is
unlikely, since he readily accepted the superficial vieW that athletics is an affair of the body.

Moreover, the character of his unsolicited participation earlier (134e ff.) indicated that he was

paying serious attention to the discussion; and, Socrates' observation that he was disheartened

o (135a5) confirms that he does indeed care. Still, he may prefer to see his rival attempt to

answer this question and risk making a fool of himself once again (134b4). Or, he may wish
{o avoid embarrassing himself.- There is,‘ however, no firm indication that the athlete
recognizes the difficulty of the question. It is possible, then, that he simply does nof know the
answer. Unlike the body, the soul's good condition may be something that n%vcryonc'has
an opinion about. | 5

The musical lover is eager to respond in order to redeem himself for being unable to

emphasis that the philosopher havéa great reputation. Either he has forgotten the problem of

the soul's good condition, or he does not take it seriously, or he believes that honor is* what.

" the soul's good condition to recede into the background. The soul is never mentioned again, -

é

_answer Socrates' earlier question.” What first strikes us about his answer is his confident: '
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best nourishes 1t not knowledge. In any case; accortiing to the musical lover, the phil-
Aosopher's great reputation is to be derived from having theoretical knowledge of the arts. His
empha;is on the philosopher having a reg;uthtion" as a knower of the the arts is probably
inspired by Socrates' earlier search for an expert (134e ff.). Because the musical lover believes
the philosopher studies the "noblest” things, which he tacrtly identifies with th\mgs of
1mportance‘ to others, he is sure that the phrlosopher deserves a high reputatlon Hrs response
can thus be constried as intended to solve the problem of being unabltho find the soul
expert. |

V The musical lover also believes that knowledge of the arts is the "noblest" study for
the ph}losopher. Yet his answer about the "noblest of things" to learn was immedietely
preceded by silence about what things are good for the soul. ‘His silence then undermines now
the Credlbl]lty of his response, for we recall that earlier he agreed that phtlosophy is noble and
'also good (133d5- e2) Perhaps he believes he has addressed this groblem by assrmtlatmg a
"great reputation” with actual nobility and goodnes3.

t

The musical lover is sure the philosopher deserves a great reputation, and that gainirt,g

it is what motivates the philosopher. He specifies that it may require knowledge of those areas

“where ‘reputation .plays a significant role, i.e., the "noteworthy" arts. He implies that the
philosopher's motivation to possess a great reputation is perfectly compattble with being both

good and noble. But is there such a perfect harmony between a great reputatlon and notnhty

" or goodness? , |
The musical lover's emphasis on reputation here iﬁes us to consider *reputation

itself, which was mentioned earlier in the dialogue. Socrates himself Cf irst rﬁention.s reputatiort
in relation to those young boys "reputed to be most remarkable for their looks and the good
repute of their fathers” (132a2-3). Mereover, Socrates' conjecture that the boys' dispute was
"either about Anaxagoras or about Oinopides" (132a5-6), and his 'wit‘hholding that conjecture
from the athlete, reminds us that natural philosophy had a reputation, albeit, not simply a
good one. Philosophy is controversial. Socrates' mention -of _ the fathers' good reputation

suggests that their reputation is in some way good for the boys as well, in that they are
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thereby privileged to attend.a school filled with other remarkable young boys. And 4n dealing
- with artisans, we normally rely on reputarion (cf. 136¢7-d1; 136d7-8). Sosrates. though, does
- not _eXpli'citl? ihdicat; that he believ'é)s a good reputation.is a good thing for philosophy.

The athlete's initial attack on phrlosophy was in fact an attack on philosophy's
reputation. His use of Aristophanic criticism had launched the discussion. This forces us 1o
consider whether an attack on ppilosophy's reputation may be the proper beginning for an
examination of whether it is ndble to philospphize (132c1-2).. - v

The athlete's response w Socrates' initial observation almost surely reflects one side of
phrlosophy S kputatron and is probably confirmed by his expenence with his musical rival.
His view of phrlosophy, more drsdamful than actlvely hostile, couid lead to indignation if he
came to belieye Lhagsuch a "useless and pointless” activity actually could threaten what‘hc

* cherished, i\.e., hc"/rnay bécome'artively hostile’torvard, philosophy. The reputation of phil-
osophy is of concern for ‘a ’politically astrrte philosopher, for he appreciatf:s that political life
is intolerant of threats to its existence, whether real or merely apparent.’’ The athlete's initial

: {responsé freflects the city's dominant opinion about philosophy.

N 5%&,9011[&31 phrlosopher must be concerned about the reputation of philosophy

‘ because regmauon is an especrally 1mportam kind of common opinion. Actual pohucal life

exrsts in the realm of opinion, apd every pollt'cal community is founded upon a commumly

of shared opinions and convenm,,,g’. These shared opinions and conventions as a rule are not

serrously, questmned and have to remain so for the regime to ‘maintain the loyalty and

devouoﬁ of its* cmzens in the face of internal or extcmal threats. This community of opnmon
B ;3 ‘é{, .
 affirms - the goodness of one's own regime, of one's own way of life, espec“ially one s

conception of justice. On the other hand, the philosophical pursuit, and it alone, sceks to
replace opinion with knowledge.’ Indeed, this would be one way to define philosophy (cf.
Republic, 517a ff.). But as one learns from this dialogue, it can not be equally concerned

wirh all opinions on all things, but orrly with the most important The problem is in
Socrates’ reputatron had much to do with his being brought to tnal In the
Apology (23d), Socrates said his reputation was tied to philosophy's reputation and
that he was accused- by the city of the stock charges it brought against all phil-

osophers. The philosopher's - reputation is apparently tied to philosophy's repurauon
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identifying, or sdmehow "guessing" what these are. Are the most important things what are
reputed to be the most important things? The open pursuit of the truth by the philosopher,

however, would make philosophy appear poten’tially destructive to others insofar as the phil-

" - osopher would seem in his striving 10 rise above the merely parochral views of any particular

political regrme to destroy any legrtrma.te basis for the regime by questromng the g;ommon
opinions constltutmg that basis. -

Socrates achleved a certain notorrety in Athens for examining the reputation of others,
especially their reputation for knowmg important things (Apology 29d7- 30a5) He openly
douhted things most people are naturally attracted to. One thing most people are naturally
attracted to is one who has an impressive reputation. regardless of ét_he acti;/ity. A political
regime proudly treasures its greatest citizens and showcases them as its own product. These
~ great citizens not only provide' noble models for the youth to erspire towards, but are
themselves a testimony to the goodn%ss of the regime: Honor is the highest reward a regime .
can offer its greatest citizens. But as the attxlete s opening remark suggested, philosophy is not
universally honored, indeed it is w:dely reputed to be a waste of oh@ s life (132b7- 8)

In light of such considerations, it is ironic that the musical lover contends the phii-
. osopher should learn only the portions of the arts (reputedly) befitting a free rrran, those

"which bel g to the understanding,” and therefore acquire a great reputation. Presumably
the phllosopher would thereby gain honor and a Teputation from those more impressed by
deeds, those like the athlete whom the musical lover drsdams. He truly is a lover of honor,
not a lover of wisdom, which he treats as a means rather than an-end (i.e., \intririsicglly |
good). His solution requires the philosopher impress nonphilosophers, @ereby perhaps to gain
a great reputation, but would this not occur at the expense of his freedom. namely his
* freedom of inquiry (cf. Republic, 605¢9-d5; S00b8-c9)?

A rephtauon for wrsdom is a @cal good bemg but the common opinion of the
polity, A great reputatron‘,for wisdom is an honor which involves the approval of others. This -

) _ . ¥
is why a reputation for wikdom is so paradoxical. A "great” reputation for wisdom in some
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_philosophy - expressmg his
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way presumes that the many are wise,** at least wise enough to recognize true ‘wisdom (rather
than simply approve of those who most beautifuﬁy’ articulate their own common opinions).

The greatest reputation for wisdom would only indicate that one seems to be wise to the many

less wise, although it does not preclude the possibility that one indeed is wise. But is it

. important at all that the "political” philosopher seem’ wise or indeed have a reputation for

wisdom? . .

On the one hand; as we havé noted, any political community is based upon, and to
some extent bound togethe; by, a cominunity of opinion. Fbr'a}l we know, the complc}c.
revelation of unadorned truth would destroy any and every such cofnmun’ify of opinion, which
would destrgy the environment for philosophizing itself. For which reason, a truly political
philosopher might keep c?rtain of his thoughts private (cf 133d9-€2), and he may even
appear unfamiliar with philosophy or philosophers.” If such is thﬁe éase, it could result in the
philosopher appeafing ridiculous and -contexﬁﬁtible to others, as in Aristopvhane.s‘s gggg‘,‘or.
as in Plato's depiction of the philosopher first returning to the cave (Republic, 517a).

On the other hand, the musical lover's belief that philosophy is noble attests to the
fact that.some peop&e are attracted to phil“osophy, even when they don't know what it is.

Hermogenes, in Xenophgn's Defence Speech To The Jury, is attracted to what he perceives is

the nobility of philosophy. We also know that philosophy  sometimes presents itself as

7

independent, tough, and st{:ng. The leading Cloud in Aristophanes’ play ralif ies this facet of

dmitation for Socrates because, as he says "you swagger in the

~

from side to 51de and barefooted you endure many evils and put on

Y

phllOSOthB in'a pub’flc se’t"
8

presentmg a noble appearaﬁcém front of those who publicly scorn philosophy. The politiéa‘ o

philosopher- then would take precautions that philosophy has such a reputation as can attract’

ththo are naturally suited for. it, whxch must be the ones who are not dommated by a

J

$Clouds, 520-522. .
”Consnder Socrates' a%)roach toward the' athlete about the boys dispute.
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concern for honor, since this concern fetters one's judgment. But even though the political
philosopher is necessarily concerned about philosophy's reputation, it would seem that this is
an instrumental concern, and not what .motivates him.

Perhaps this is why Socrates' next question attempted to redirect thél musical lover's -
attention from ,rep’utatior_l to what must motivate someone whb could rightly be called a lover&
N ;
of -:visdom. H_e decided, not to directly address the musical lover's emphasis on reputation, but
attempted instead to clarify th.e musical lover's reformutated conception of the philosopher's
_task. In’this way, Socrates brings to the surface some of the implications of the musica!
lover's view of what motivates the philosopher.

Socrates asks the "wiser one” if he meant knowing the intellectual portions of the art
in the same way as in the case of carpentry and adds:.

For there you could buy [i.e., as a slave] a-carpenter for five or six minae; but you
couldn't buy a first-rate architect even for ten thousand drachmae. Indeed thera@é

few of them even among all the Greeks. Is it something like this that you mean?
(135¢c1-4) '

2 . :
Socrates' analogy méxntains the two-fold division of men ad}:/o{:ated by this lover: the
architect's expertise is primarily intellectual, while the carpenter's ';vork is primarily manual.
~ And is this not what primarily accounts ?or both{;e greater reputation and higher price" of
the former? Socrates' analogy also sheds some light on his earlier divisi_on of men betwegn
experts and non-experts (134e ff.); we reca_ll that the expert properly rules in an art and the
non-experts arc propetly -subject to his rule. The expert%s the knowledge of what means’
achieve the ends. But both the architect and the éarpemer are experts, and when they%vork
“together, they work toward thé same ultimate end, the house. ‘
Socrates' example, then has us consider whether the axgkgtect's expertise is in éomé |
‘way connected to having knowlédgc of carpentry. The architect is primarily responsible for
the p’anning and design of the hou§e. but io realize his design, he must take into accc;unt both
the laws of na;ure involved in.the building of things, apd various other arts, including
carpentry, which are required for the actual construétion. Therq is an interdependency that
exists among the various arts. The architect's knowledge of the other arts is for the purpose |

\

of practising architecture. To the extent.he understands the rational principles and limits of
O
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carpentry, he can be an appro'priate governor and employer of carpentry.*

FA
:!»..

But might not Socrates’ choroe of examples be 1ntended to make us wonder to what
extent the phrlosopher is like the architect? In the same way an architect knows the pnnmplesvv

and capabilities of all the arts perunent to building, perhaps the phrlosopher propetly asplres

r

to knowrng the basic principles and lrmrts of everyrhmg Lhar rs o understandmg all of
S i
hature, including the things in the Heavens, and beneath the ear

"A"Allernanve.ly given that .

architecture is a distinctively human concern, pef’haps the ;;hrl‘oi;opher is properh concerned 1o

[y

understand the principles and limits and possrbrlrtres of human hf e, human nature. One might
describe the first poss'ibrhty as natural phrlosophy. the second afs political philosophy. Wherher

knowledge of either kind is possible is one rhing. It is still a further question ‘whether such

‘

knowledge would be good for the soul. o : _ _‘
A few words about the arts (technae)® are in order before We conclrrde Socrates’
treatment of them. Each art is governed by a body of rational prmcrples In thrs respecl rbe
arts, proven in practice, typically serve as the model for all knowmg Addmonall) each zirl 15
potentially open to an endless process of refi mement erther by way of new 1echmques of
through additional understanding of nature. Nevertheless the end of each art remarns the
same, e.g., health for medicine, or solid and beauuf ul burldrngs for archnecture Each art is
recognized to be a specific body of knowledge. As models of rational knowmg, the prmc:ples
of an art can, and often do, govern the life of 2 specific practitioner. by enablmg and even
compelling him to organize his life in accordance wrrh the principles of - i, His f rwdom as

a practitioner, however, is constrained by those same principles. That is 1o say,. hl{ farlur'e to,

adhere to the specific prrncrples of an art will result in inferior work which é\n a prac‘treal

. I’"

, oy

**There are theoretrcal principles that attend to the art of carpemry It is rn‘fcumhcnr
upon the architech, if he is to work in collaboration with the carpenters, to krow -
these principles. His planning and design must take into account what is pos:

for the carpenters to achieve, This does not preventt the architect éfgom imag.r

the most fantastic designs. His imagination may enable him to se¢ even more all aly
what is possible lookrng at what is impossible. See Leon Craig, "An Introduction
to Plato's Republic,” (Edmonton Printed and bound by th¢ Umversny of Alberta,
1977) p. 92.

“The ‘Greeks used the word technae to embrace all the arts ranging from
shoemaking to astronomy. .
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way determmes whether he continues to practise.
' It has been noted already that an mterdependency exists among the various arts. Thxs
interdependency 1nd1cates that each art requires other arts to realize its end, for exampl: *he
~architect needs carpenters, the carpenter needs tools, the tool-maker needs steel, they all need
to eat, the farmer needs buildings, tools, and so on. Thus no single art is self -suff’ icienp, and
as such, its principles cannot possibly determine .. nat is the right conduct for a practitioner in
ehery “situation'. For example, th@ principles of medicine do not determine how many doctors
there‘ ought t§" be or hoL much they ought to be paid. Moreover, a practitioner will find
himself in situations which call for judgment well-beyond the jurisdiction of his art. His art "
does not, and cannot, provide ethical guidance about how he is to cohsider his own well-being
in relation to the well-being of others. Mdreover, his art does not explam its relationship to_
the other arts, nor how thev are rank-ordered, nor, mdeed what ig best For the whole. In
short, there a;e limitations to the arts. Each one is incomplete, and cpllectively they are
incomplete unless there is sofnc art of ordering and managing the whole of life.
The arts, separately -or as a body, do not provide comprehensive direction for how a
man ought to live, for they jo ot provide guidance about the individual good nor the com-
mon good They are merely ancxl!a to the good life, and cannot be themselves models of the

4.
good life. They are merely instrumenis to be ‘used with no- inherent value in and of

themselves. The value comes from without the art. ° E
The architect has to know how to use the ancrilar) arts to the extent they are needed
to help realize the ultimate end, Lhe house but: he clearly doesn't have to know everything
@boul them, e.g., he may have to know the. phys1cal propeities of the materials he is using,
but he doesn't also have to know ‘how to make steel and glass in addition to bemg an -
architect. -Architecture is indeed a more comprehensxve ért than carpentry as the architec:
oversees carpentry providing the blueprint, but if there's more (0 polmcal life than buildings,

architecture is not comprehensive simply. Perhaps it can be seen as pointing to the need for

3 . a . .
such an art, as well as providing a model for the character of such an ast.

1

%
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This is why Socrates nexts asks the musical ldvcr if it isn't impossil}le__to learn all the
arts in the manner‘he has just suggested. The musical lover appears surprised and even
. offended by Socrates' quéstion. He corrects Socrates by saying
Don't take me to be saying Socrates, that the one philosophizing must know precisely
each of the arts, just he who possesses the art himself, but rather he must know
them as is fitting for a free and educated man who is able to follow what is said by
the craftsmen in a way that distinguishes him from' those present and who can
himself contribute his judgrh‘ent, so as to be reputed most refined and wisest among -
those who aré present at-an¥ time when things are said and done concerning the arts
(135¢8-d6). :
The musical lover believes that the practitioners of the greatest arts attend to life’s most
ufgén_t matters in & practical wéy. On the other hand, he‘be‘iievcs the philosopher needs only
speec'nés so as to "contribute his judgment” about the arts among those others "who are
‘ 'presem."AHe believes tfle arts provide for what is important in human life an®®that it is by
. ) : ' o
arts that one distinguishes oneself, where one gains a reputation. The philosopher's. task is )
apparently to piovide impartial judgment "when things are said and done toncerning the
érts." He avoids partiality by not practising, and therefore is not enslaved to any particular
art. Yet, the philosopher's freedom, as expresscd in the musical lover's conception of the
philosopher as a mere knower of the arts, may very well reduce the philosopher to less than
. the expent in every instance of the arts. It would'seern his solution for. what the philosopher .
should learn means, substantially, that philosophy is ancillary to the arts, for the arts rule the
_ many and various needs in human life.*? The world's needs are attended to by the arts and
philosophy could play no more than a derivative role: the philosopher is, i the words of the

musical lover, a capable follower, having no distinctive contribution to make, much less any

essential or leading contribution.

_ : o 1Y
Socrates says he was uncertain about what the musical lover intended. He asks

Do I have in mind what sort of man you mean by the philosopher? For you seem to
me to mean those who are like the pentathletes in relation to the runners and
wrestlers, in competition. For they too are inferior to the others in their par}icular
events, and are second to them, but are first among the other athletes and are
victorious over them. You probably mean that to philosophize brings about likewise
some such thing in those who practise”this pursuit, that they are inferior to the

first-raters in understanding of the arts, but by having the second place, they are
|

\ 5]
“See, however, Aristotle, Metaphysics, Book A, 1 981b 15 If. We know that not
all arts are directed toward life's necessities, that some are directed toward leisure.

f . -
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superior tc the others, and thus the one who has ‘philosophized becomes a sort of
second-best man in everything. You seem to me to be pointing to someone of this
sort (135el-7). ‘
Socrates' analogy of the pentathlete would appear to confirm that the musical lover's
conception of the philosopher places him second - best. to_ the expert if he is to do nbthing more
‘than speak competently about the arts. But everyone knows that second-best is good enough

~

only so long as the best is unavailable.

3 ’

The pemathlgte trains for five dﬁ"’ferent' activities . in orde; tqk\éé‘mpete for a single
prize, whereas the runner and the wrjestler' dcv‘ofe all their training to one activity. The
* training of the more specialized athlete include's, preparing the bg)dy for that one event,
presumably begiﬁm’ng with a body suitable for that evént. The wrestler would make his body
stronger and tﬂe runner would shape his body for speed, but both would also seek endurance.
The pentathlete would also seek to make his body stron‘g; and fast, as well as to Yinérease its
. endurance. It would seem, however, that he is subject to certain limitations. He cannot have ag
body as strong -as ﬁhe strongest wrestler nor as fast as the fastest runner simply because he
must seek a balanced bodily . condition so as to be able to compete in these two different
‘events which require two different kinds of training. Moreover, he must train for three other
events: the javelfn throw, the long. jump, and the discus throw. The pentathlete can be seen
as less than the ﬁnner or the wfestler when he is running or Wrestling because he is not likely
to to be the_ very f'best at botﬁ evénts. He cah not. be bdth the heévyweight wrestling champion,
+ and at the same time, the swiftest runner over disténc_es. On this view, tge pentathlete can be
~ seen as no better than second-best. .
o £ .
The musical lover agrees with Socrates' analbgy' of the 'pe'ntathlete beca}lse.he believes
it describes the pen‘t‘ath.lete as being free from having "labored at anything to the f)oint 6f ,
precision.” Bu@ @s misundeJ:rstands Socrates' image. It's not that the pentathlete is a bit more
ycareless about the precise_priﬁtiples of “cach activity, but rather that there are COmpIomises |
v.forced u‘bon himvwith Tespect 1o each indiyidual event by the bodily nwds of the other events.

v e ~ . ; ' :
What distinguishes the pentathlete is that he is a runner as well as a thrower, a wrestler as

well as a ju.rnper.-He is not to be distinguished from the runner or wrestler in terms of how
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-, he rTuns ‘or wree. :s. The important difference between the pentathlete énd the athletic
specialists is not revealad in the activities they share, byl in the range of his competence. The
pentathlete is a more complete athiete simply becau$e of the number of events he competes in
and knows. He is formed by his ‘desire 1o be best at five events rather th;ui one. He would
know best about athletics as he would have a perspective from five different angles rather
than one. Perhaps his understanding. of the end or goal of athletics is a higher or more
compreh_ensive one than that of any of the specialized experts. Moreovér, he would have a

114

body that is formed to compete in f,ive. different events. Insofar as we admiire comprehensive
bodily excellence »even more highly than any special body excellen,c'e. we do nof regard the
pe}ltathlete as a "second best” gt_hle_@ --,qﬁite the comrary.. Might there be a 'penylalhlele of
the Csdu}. or even a heptathlete (cf. 138¢)? | /

‘Socrates' likening of the philosopher to the pentatplete approaches the musical lover's
intention but he | nevertheless fe_éls cqmpelled to explain hir;tself further. Having been
sensitized to the importance of "measure”, he incorporates it in this revised conception of
philosophy’ - - "touching upon things (o a measﬁred deg;eé". -- acknowledging that unlike the
philosopher, the expert is "enslaved” to his particular pursuit.*® His explanation_Aimplies an
ability to rank order things, i.c., l.mowingilho\w much aha what sort of things are reputable to
know, which may or may not be the same as what is good for the soul. The arts, as models of

~ rationality, still seem to the muéical iover to be the heights .of human achievemeni and
" . experience pertaining to things most inﬁponant to fnen. (136bl).¢
We have to further consider that it might be the competition itself, or, the love for it,
_ that we should reflect on, rather than the athletes who are competing. ‘Socrates pits’ the
pentathlete against the .runn(;,r and wrestler -- a race and a wrestling match. Political life,
itself, also may be thought of -as a kind of muiti-dimensional competition, played out within
tules commonly accepted for the most part. Perhaps‘ we are to think of a philosopher -in
competition. But z_igainst whom, or what is he competing for? We recall that the musical lover
early on suggested that "philosophers” such as himself are parr?cularly _competem to compete
"Teo Strauss, "What Is Political Philosophy?*, p. 39-40. '~ ¥ -
sef., Gorgias, 443c. '

"t
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g _ with nonphilosophers in contests of speech, arguments (1§4c1-4). But pentathletes ‘don't

;\)w_orthy -opponents. One suspects, Lhcn;“khat
~ ’ff\’-." N , PR

— L

Socrates’ point is soméwh.at different. Are philosophers rivals with respect to'-th,ei‘r ,éqmmbn_

compete ,agai'nst non-athletes, only against

love -- the truth -- or is that precisely what distinguishes tnie lovers of wisdom ‘fr_o‘mfa]r.

]

other lovers: that the object of 'l'%'o\"
their common love is truly a common good. Are their "oppo.ném,sf",‘r_é:.tt;qf?v, L‘qduie‘s'iioris:.‘and"f
problems o be wrestled with,** the race one with times their own 'frhfolft:ﬁl_i;w:.?-‘“'o‘.,J}'TJ.J.

All "political” philosophérs have taken into accounit;thcr:'v.pe%ili'igijz !n"_eeg‘js’. of :the, l:i‘rhei and
place in which they lived, but perhaps what is most impdipa-gg fo"the’ political Philosopher is-
how the pursuit of wisdom is t"oAbe continued. Appa.ré‘rj‘;lf/;_?{rﬁeii;)fm o.f,{ pdl/itical life ﬁas

existed as long as there have been human beings; and for betterc)r worse, i‘if"-has existed and _ ..

continues to exist without philosophy. But if philosophy is‘son{é‘thin‘g’ noﬁiﬁ,'the political 'ph‘iL’-”
k . o > . - 4 E B ] v -

osopher's most important. political task ;gg_s,y' be that of preserving the possibility-of phil-

. P . R
ssophy. The political philosopher mustﬁ‘thereforekr_fg"ggj_ the political things as well as under-
: . o 4 : R ' : :

) e

. - ~ " . N ¢ ¥ /. " f . .
standing the various_n.atuares og@psc who cogpose political life. He must knoy.these things if
. ,‘,;“F L. . ’ LI ‘ - i . C
ke is to educate those with¥#i political life to see why they need Iphlloso;)hy,_or at least why

they ought to tolerate it, Hé;fwoul‘d be the true téacher of men if _philgsophyv is the highest

point of politicai life.*® - "% - - oy T 'a,?’: .

w RV 3 .

¢3See v’jFriedrich Nietzsche, géggixﬂgg é ; :

| ; _ 5 "Why <1 Am . So \%s%‘“ phorism 7, Edited
and {ranslated by Walter Kaufmai$ ,;ﬁ;(?ﬁé'v{:xiﬁfbrk:’,~V-intabgé“‘Boolgs, 1969), p. 232.
] am tentative on this point only Pecausé=~of the "old> quarrel” between philosophy
and poetry, or what often comes to-the same “thifg, revetatfon. The alternative to
philosophy is poétry. At issue is the natural tefos of man. Philosophy claims the
natural telos of man is as a knower; poetry claims the natural telos of man is as
a maker. S y

In "Political Philosophy and Poetry” Allan Bloom addresses the relationship of
political philosophy to poetry. Among other things, Bloom says of Homer: "He was
the true founder .of hjs people, for he gave them what made them distinctive,
-invented that soul for which they are remembered. Such are the ambitions of the
-great poet.... Poetry takes ; on its significance, in both its content and its uses, from
the political nobility of the poet. Poetry is not autonomous; its life is infused by
‘its attachment to the same.objects which motivate the best of acting men....The
poet's task is a double one....to understand the things he wishes to represent and
to understand the audience to ‘which he speaks.... The poet knows the characters of
men from both looking at thein and speaking to them.‘ That is why the intelligent
man takes him seriously; he has a kind of experience with men that the practitioner
of no other art posh@sses....The poet is an imitator. of najure; he reproduces what

Fesire is something fully shareable "Lv{fii_t}‘dut’,lé'ss';,)that‘
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The musical lover allows that the philosopher is no better than second-best in
anything but he regards this second -best character of the philosopher-as a strength, so long as
he doesn't "enslave” himself to any particular thing. Socrates recounts that he was "eager 10

. 4
know with certainty” what the musical lover meant. He may be thinking in particular about
the claim that the one philosophizing is to maintain his freedom by touching "upon everything
to a measured degree.” And, he may be wonderingmwhy the musical lover regards someone
who is second-best at everythirig as being‘good. The latter issue is what he expressly seeks
clarity about.

Socrates' search for clarity is expressed by his ‘asking the musical lover "whether he
conceived of those who are good as being usef 1}1 or useless,” which is a potentially political
conception of the good. Another philosopher has said B

The philosopher is not a man of imellcct, if by stressing intellect one designates a
person who can see to the success of t_x}s personal undertakings, Aristotle rightly says”
that "what Thales and Anaxagoras keggw will be considered unusual, astonishing,,
difficult, and divine, but never -.seful, Tor their concern was not with the good of
humanity.” Philosophy is distinguished from science by its selectivity and its
discrimination of the unusual, the astonfshing, the difficult and the divine, just as it
is distinguished from intellectual cleverngss by its emphasis on the useless.*’

The utility of philosobhy has to be a concern for a "political” philosopher precisely because

goodness from the perspective of the political association is identical with utility. And in

particular, Y 's individual goodness is usually measured by his contribution to the common
ey : ' ) :
good. ’I’h'(jﬂ‘- g Aolitical acceptance of the philosopher would seem to be dependent.upon

demonstrating’iﬁ’é utiljty, or rather his apparent utility.
The musical lover reveals more about himself than he realizes in emphatically agreeing

that the good are useful and in further agreeing that the wicked are useless. A moment's

y :

s$(cont’d) he sees in the world, and it is only his preoccupation with that world
which renders him a poet. He is not a creator, for that would mean he makes
something from nothing; were he to look only within himself, he would find a void
-- a void destined by nature to be filled with knov‘vlcdge of the essential
articulations of things. What distinguishes a good poet from a bad one is whether
he has seen things as they are and learned to distinguish the superficial from the
profound.” (my emphasis), Allan Bloon® Shakespeare's Politics, (New York: Basic
Books, 1969) p.6-8. :

' ¢'Friedrich Nietzsche, Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks,Trans. by
Marianne ‘Cowan, (Chicago: Regenery Gateway, 1962), p. 43.
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'{v, sa¥y is true, where these second-best men are useful to us.” They ignoré for now the phil-

thought about artisans is sufficierit to show the inadequacies of the latter claim. Socrates then -

woriders whether the philosopher is a useful man. The musical lover earlier contended that

philosophizing was both noble and- good 4(133Vd55-e1).-He novlz interprets this 'as }neaning that

philosophers are useful, eagerly adding that he regards th'em‘ aé being the most useful of men.
{Nhy he regards them as being useful at all is»somewha; puzzling given that the only power he

has claimed for them is the ability to make some kind of contribution in any discussion about

_ the arts.-

' Ndl‘surprisingly, then, Socrates says to the musical lover, "let us judge, if what you

¢ . .
osopher's possible usefulness to himself (cf. 138e). He first asks the musical lover whether he

wéuld bring in a philosopher or a doctor to restore health to a sick riénd. The musical lover
answers that he would bring in both (cf. B4e3). Socrates’ unwillingness to accept "both" for

an- answer compels the musical lover to concede what no one by his own admission would

:' dispute, that‘anyone would prefér the doctor. Ultility seems to héve completely supplahtedjany

concern for reputation, though it is worth remembering that identifying a competent <doctor
may rely h;avily on reputation. |
Socrates next asks whether‘,' on a storm-tossed sﬁip, the musical lover_ would entrust
his_(_,life and property to the pilot or the philo.sop,he‘r. This time, the musical lover'
unequivocally. answers that he would prefer the pilot. Once again, he takes it for g.ramed'that
*&?d@(if ying 2 competent pilot is unproblematic, V;’hich-' is to say, he seems.to have forgotten’
the very competence he a[&ibuted to the philosbpher as a "pentathlete” of the arts, 'someéne
capable of entering into discussion with them about their practice, and even judging it. |
These qualifications aside, the mﬁsical ioye"r-'s answers are reasonabl_e'. Philosophy's
*primary lask does not seem to be preserving or réstoring h&lth or ensuring preservation of
self and of property. The philosopher, by extension, is not the one expected to make the beét

shoes, design and build the best house, sculpt the most beautiful statues and so on."ﬂThese-

. 9The examples chosen by Socrates, however, point to a profound phiiosophical -

question regarding . the task of philosophy. The question has to ‘do with philgsophy's
relationship to nature. (See Xenophon, Recollections, L.i. 15, IL.iii. 9.) In the

P Recollections, Socrates clearly raises the question about whether philosophy should be
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are important political .concer-ns. Socrates' questions and the musical lhov';r's tanswers point to
good health and th.e preservation of self and property as necessary pre‘-conditions for the good
condition of the soul. T

The threat to physical well-being generally compels one to auendv ;o these more
immediate needs of the body. The proper care and maintenance of the ‘Sody is a necessary but
not sufficient condition for the §o:11 to do its proper work. Socrates' examples show that there
are arts to attend to the various specific human needs; in eac.h instance of an art, the expest is
the most useful mé.n. in so fa- as such f;rst-rate expertise is avajlable,' the philosopher as a
second-rate and derivative expert is unnecessary and useless. According to the argument, it
even appears vthat because the philosopher is uselgss, he may be wicked (of .coufse,' even if one
_mistakenly agrees that the wicked are useless, one needn't make the further mistake of
concluding that whoever is useless is thereby wicked; cf. 137bl). In any case.' he is neither
good nor noble. Because the argument has led to these ~conclusionvs, the musical lover is
compelled to aéree. *

Socrates himself does not accept the argument's conclusion;. He summarizes what had
been said about the philosopher up to this point (13647-137a6)* and he says it looks 10 him
like they were agreeing, according to this lover's argﬁ'r‘x{ént at icast, that if phvilo/sophizing is
being kr;owledgeable abdut the arts in the way 'this';‘ lovér says, the philosopher is wicked and ‘
useless so long as there are arts among humans. For some reason, however; Socrates
"suspects” that all this isn't so, and that the task of the philosopher is not the serious study
of the varibus arts. He criticizes the musical lover's conception of what philosophizing is by
using language reminiscent of the comic poet Aristophanres. Socrates says,

... to philosophize isn't to have become serious about the ar{s, ﬁor to live as a ,
busybody, stooping down and learning many things, but rather something else. Since

I supposed that this was in fact a matter of teproach and ‘that those who have
become serious about the arts were called illiberal. ' P

KA

s1(cont’d) put to use for. "the reliefl of man's estate.” Socrafes is clearly aware that
there are implications of having philosophy used to battle against gature so as 1o
provide for a more commodious living for the greater lot of mankind.

$9Gocrates’ summary includes two things not previously concluded: that both he and
the musical lover are philosgigiwers, and that philosophers are good (contrast with
133d2, where he says philosGfhy is good).
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Socratee' reproachful tone as well as the substance of what he says makes it clear that
-some'th'ing about what philosophizing is b5 been missing from the explicit giscussion.

Socrates shows that if the task of philosophy is 10 study the various arts, there is no
need for the philosdpher -- the werld's needs are taken care of by the various" arts. Each art
is omhipotent within its own area; requisite to each art is an expert who previ&es the required
technical expertise. But we noted earlier the incompleteness of the arts, even considered
collectively. Nothing in the arts themselves determines how many of each kind of practitioner
there ought to be, nor the respective worth of each, nor for whom {he art is best erhployed.
In sum the arts do not and can_not provide an adequate und’erstanding of their own
employment or ordering. Yet their existence along with thelr intention, which is to provxde
what is_good in a specific area of human need suggests the ‘human need for a purposeful

“inquiry about the whole.

The type of partial knowledge characteristic of the arts fails to completely satisfy" the
.needs of man. Thekvarious arts do not provide direction about what i3 the good life for a
human being. The question of what is the good life leads one to the question about the good

_condition of the soul, if for no other reason than that it is the soul (not the body) which is
responsible for gammg such knowledge The very striving toward completion and happiness
may in part constitute the good condmon of the soul.”

We still do not know whether there is such a thing as an expert on the soul as there
are exeetts in the ares. The arts are essential to actual political life, but it would seem that a

form of inquiry-that is directed toward the "architect’ohic;"’- questiohs of: life -- what is good,

no%nd just -- is needed to provide guidance about 8‘039 political life.

""The title of the dialogue, whose meaning is 'lovers,’ and which is the only
Platonic dialogue which has a plural title, also suggests that this may be the case.

/

-
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V. The Political Character of Socratic Philosophy(137c1ff)

VAT .
We now turn to the strange and complicated cagidgion of this dialogue. One of the

dialogue's few comxhentators, W.R.M. Lamb, simply dismisses the whole thing as spurious

. because of this section's bizarre character. He concludes his brief commgesery . saying,

The su‘dden and impatient xﬁanner in which the glimpse of the phil": pher is given,
and the guise in which he is shown, are not ung%:tonic: yet, apart from certain
details of language! this last section has a clumsy abruptness which suggests that the
whole piece may be the work of a skilful imitator, who is successful enough with the
dramatic narrative, but cannot rise to the higher levels of Plato's thought and art;
and it is to be noted that here the important work of distinguishing the true from the
false is not included in the philosopher's business.™

Socrates seems to turn without warrant from a discussion of philosophy, supposedly onc of

the highest human activities, to a consideration of bunishing bad animals.

One can-gertainly sympathize with the temptation to dismiss the dialogue simply on
the basis of the opaqueness of its concluding turn. This section seems exceedingly strange,
precisely in its apparent disjunction with everything which has precedcd. it. Be that as it may.'
that which éppears so strange at first sight may indeed provide the key to unlocking this
entire perplexing treatment of what philosophizing is.

. Lamb of course ‘presumes he adequately understands what philosophy is. To that
extent, he is poised to judge rather than to learn from the dialogue. Seeing no ratification of
his conception, he dismisses the dialogue as spurious. Needfg?ss' to sc.7, he also presumes both
a profound understanding of Plato's thought, as \‘vell' as a thorough understanding of the
E@gt_aj. It is ironic 'thaht m presuming to know what philosophy is, Lamb falls prey to the
same presumption as the mﬁsical lover, and perhaps Socrates’ audience as well. Thérc is a
strange character to this'narrate'd dfﬁlogué, and Oriq should be open to the possibility that its
author intended to provoke the readeAr"tq‘ some unéopv,eﬁlior;al Lhinlging. An Qpcﬁ mind about
What philosophy is, moreove}:; njay be sgitahly ’reé/a;‘dbd w1th a déeper understanding of what
Sgcrates originally had in mind for "polmca,l" phildéophy; I;évi:hapgﬁby réviewing the discussion
~ to this point, we can better see w~h)"‘ Sbcrii:EeSf'hijri&lf I"gads ft in such a‘puviili‘ng direct_ion.

B
. :

"Piato, Charmides el. .. cdited and translated by W.RM. Lamb, The Locb
Classical Library, (Londongs William Heinemann LTD, 1927) p. 31l

68 ' 49



69

We recall that the discussion originated with the question about whether it is ndble to
philosophize. ﬁe musical lovér claimed that he certainly believed it is noble to'philosophize.
This led Socrates to ask the musical lqver whether he knew "what it is to philosophize”
(133c1). The musical lé)ver's #wo proposals about, what philosophy is -- that it cor;sists of
much learning, and then, thét it is a theoretical understanding of the arts -- have both been
‘refuted by Socrates, who points out that hogever commonplace suih understandings of phil-
osophy are, they ’are «gasily shown to be in’adequa’{e when scrutinized. Thé argument so far,
which Socrates suggests is the musical lover's (137a7), has shown neither what philosophy is
nor how one would know when one has found it. o |

The musical lover assumed earlier in the bdiscﬁsvsion, that philosophyx is both noble and '
good (133d5 ff.), and he later séid that thé philosopher should learn the noblest things, which
he believed were the theoretical princip‘l‘es-of the arts (135b ff.). Learning these things,
h)owever, seemed neither noble nor goodlfpr a human being. Socrates suggested that good
human beings are generally understood tor":.be of benefit to others because goodness implies
usefulness to other,'s (136b4:f f.y T+ was neverv'madé clear, however, whether the gobd human
being is also useful to himself, ncr whether the useful human being is simply good (cf.
136c3-5). But it would seem these guestions can not be answered without ansWeﬂng what puts ‘
a human being in a good conditi u (cf. 134e7-8). By using certain well- chosen examples (the
doctor and the pilot), Socrates wz: able 1D establxsh that so@ng as they followed the musical
lover's argument, the philosopher is wicked and useless among humans (136e4). The upshot, -
then, is that"the philosopher cannot be good and therefore is'not noble. Moreover, philosophy
comes to light as being useless and Pointless. which apparenily confirms the athlete's initial
criticism of it (cf. 13267-8). |

While the result of thé argument must come as an unpleasant surprise to the musical
lover.(136e6), who on ever'y one of his views wanted philpsophy to be the noblest thing, what
is peraps most puzzling about the whole affair is that Socrates has brought‘the argument's

conclusion to light, i.., that philosophy is not something "great and noble.” This is strange.
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Socrates now indicates, however, that he does not accept the argument's conclusion,

and further implies -that he has doubted the adequacy of the musical lover's argument all .

along (137b2-6). Why, then, has the plnlosoper allowed phrlosophy to be projected in such a
low light? To begin to resolve thrs quesnon one mus. L:ar in mind that what has been
investigated is the musical lover's argument about what philosophy is, and it is reasonable to‘
oresume that Socrates may be attempting to teach the musical lover sornething about himself
and philosophy. Socrates has not expressly denounced this lover's rnotive -- his "great love of
honor" (l33a6) -- inste‘ad, he allowed for it to operate freely, unaffected by\ the shame
expgsure surely would have caused (cf.- '134b4). Socrates has merely quesuoned the actual
consequences of this motive. Ph osophy is not learnmg many Lhmgs nor is the phllosopher

"serious about the arts.” Socrates supposed such men are called "illiberal™ (137b3-6).
Moreover, by investigating these two definitions of what philosophy is, Socrates enslireslhat
_his own forthcoming proposal‘ will be- considered‘ with them in mind. Implying that he may
have been harboring a knowledge about what it is to philosophize, Socrates now takes the
initiative in the discussion, and overtly rules itﬁ}

Socrates begins this discussion about philosophy by asking a series of startling
questions about the punishment of ahimals."" These questions are certainly odd and it is not
’ readrly apparent what they have to do with the drscussnon that has preceded them. Moreover,
it is the strangeness of these questlons that causes readers like Lamb to declare the dralogue to
be spurious. Our immediate task¥ then, would seem to be to f igure out why Socrates makes
this strange turn to punishment. In- attempting to figure out this turn, we see that punishment
itself is not without precedent in this encounter if we notice that Socrates has been punishing
the musical' lover both for his impolitic arrogance toward nonphilosophers and for mnot
apprecratmg hrs ignorance about what phrlosophy is. Thus we can see what the musical lover
may not have seen: Socrates has ruled the discussion all along Socrates begins to reveal his
understanding of what philosophy is, or rather what political philosophy is, by speaking about

punishment.
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This turn to g@gr_lg about punishment,. moreover, aﬁpea“. (0 be connected with the
distinction the musical lover made between speech and deeds. ¥ . rec_ll “hat the ~iusical lover
‘repudiated the athletic lover's life of deeds (132c4-6), an phas'u " his cwn exclusive
reliance on speech (1340154). Socrates' deed of punishing s lover f 3r ;.v\is presumpu'tm,
however, may not have taught him anything other than a © " 'n respect for Socrates' skill
with speech and argument, even "rude” quech (136e6). Socratzs 7ow .. .‘ot' sneéch ma+ even

seem to confirm what ane musical lover had said earlier about speech, . ., tne w2ace: -~ .

can defeat the stronger (134c1-3). Ironically, Socrates has shown this to the .« who relies

on speech by using his speech to repudiate his views about philosophy's nobility. The musical

16ver's own speech -has been turned against him, and although he is dispirited by the
argument's conclysioh (136e6), he is forced to accept it. His own speech, in the mouth of an
expert, has punished him. Perhapé the philosopher's épééch aboyt punishment maAy imply that
speech and deed can be joined and thereby illuminate what he has in mind f of the activity of
philosophy. Socrates ha‘s, after all, just proposéd that he might know what philosophy is. He
prefaces his discussion by saying we'll "know with ~more certainty " that philosophy is:n_ot
being serious about the arts, nor to live as a “buéybody,“ "stooping down and learning many
things.” The musical lover' will answer some addiiional questions. The appa.r;znt impertinence
of these questions is what is so strange.

He begins by asking whether those who know how to punish horses correctly are those
who make them best. Ax;d then, is it those who know how to make dogs better who also know
how to punish correctly? If so, then "the same art makes them best and punishes correctly”

(137c1-7). We should notice that Socrates' argument intimates that priority must be conceded

to the improving art. That is, the art of making animals better or best is a higher art than its

subsidiary art of correct punishment. Making better or best can also include, for example, the
knowledge of how to reward correctly, about which Socrates is strangely silent. Punishment
for the sake of bringing forth what is better or best implies a recognition of what is worse, .

and thus implies thought of the good.”” Correct punishment can improve a nature;

"* See Leo Strauss, What is Political Philosophy, p. 10.
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improvement, in turn, implies thought of the.'; good, The thought bf the good appeafs to have
formed the background for Socrates' first questions for he next:asks whether that art -~ “the

art which makes them better and punishes correctly” -- is ,tﬁe same as _@ﬁé' one which knows

-

the'g'ood and the evil ones, and, moreover, whether the art which "makes humans best is the {f:
. g

one that both punishes correctly and judges thoroughly the good and the evil® (137¢9-d2).
Socrates begins his discussion, then, by introducing an ascending hierarchy of knowledge; 'N
. .

1) the knowledge,of correct punishment; 2) the knowledge of improvement: and. }:&f{he
2 7y

knowledge of good and evil. ; &
The knowledge:of good and evil si‘x"perintends both improvement and correct punish-

-y

f“:’ ment because one céhnot be sure that one is punishing correctly or making others best,
without having requisite knowledge of good and evil. Moreover, the naturally good condition
of pese beings is the end of both correct punishment and the i;hproving art. Bru?ll elaborates

,on this, saying,

it [the knowledge of making better] is more comprehensive and more fundamental
than the knowledge of punishing correctly. Moreover, it is the proper link b@ween
- the. knowledge of punishing correctly and the knowledge of good and evil*human
beings: the concern of the punisher with improvement (and not, for example, with
civic peace) is what makes it necessary for him to know the good and evil human
beings.” -
W
Socrates, however, does not indicate how the pracdtioners'

¥ improving art have
themselves acquired the requisite knowledge of good -and e\}il.‘Hg""simpl'y points to its”
necessity. Furthefmore, it is not clear whéther those who have such knowledge areithe ones
who would-bbther to make men best, of actiQely punish to that end. One must remember that
the issue is what is philosophy; is it directed cxclusively toward knowing, or is some doing
i;vo(ved? Perhaps one can surise that it may be enough for one tgshave knowjedge of good
and ‘evil without &a.ving gver N apply"such knowledge to improve or to punish others. The
knowledge of good and evil 1”’! may be what makes a human best, and allows him to judge

" the condition of others. We recall that Socrates firstvmentioned the good in conjunctlion with
philosophy (133d2) in the course of subtly suggesting the need for a hierarchy of knowledge

_—
KN

that correspondéd to the hierarchy of things to be learned. HE'n'ow confirms that there is a

b Christopher Bruell, "A Socratic Introduction to Political Philosophy,” p.5.
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rtetural hrerarchy of knowledge that ascends to the knowledge of the good. This naturalv-_
vt&‘
g standard of the good applies to one human being as well as many, and, conversely it is the

same *for many human berngs as well as one (137d4-5). That is, the~"best” human‘:_\nature is

the standard which must be understood in order to understand one humian or rnan)t .‘;‘

Socrates thus establishes a.natural hierarchy: one cannot thoroughly understnnd,’fm‘;iny
natures if one does not know the best nature, and it would seem that.this is true‘ ror knowing
"horses and ;u the others™ (137d7)_. That is 'to say, the natura.l_. _standzrrd for an anrmal is the
best of its species -- a homogenous stand'ard which applies 'to all for the best is the -
standard in light of which all the others are judged, ,According.”to the 'dialogue, those _wh'o -

_know how to punish correctly would need to know the "best” nature, bu'ti‘lSocrates does"not” A
epricitl'): contend that those who have suc'h knowledge would themselves be the best ,s_vir'n’ply hy
‘virtue of it, Would onev who properly applied such knowledge be even better? Socrates' words

've open the possibility that the Quman plnys no actrve role m 1mprov1ng by
punishment or anythmg else Perhaps we are 10 understand his deeds as a necessary

- supplement to his words. ’

Socrates' questrons about improving these natures (horses dogs human bemgs) and
judging the best, is related to a question which emerged 1n the dtalogue s fi 1rst section when he
wondered whom to ask about the things to be planted and sowed.that put a human bemg in
good condmon (134e7-8). No one then knew. whom to ask and we recall that Socrates two
mterlocutors were in pam because of their inability to answer thrs question (135a8). The two
experts on the body, i.e., the doctor (the one who improves by repairing) and the trainer (the
one who improves by strengthening) seem to have a parallel here insofar as Socrates now says

correct punishment can improve certain kinds of natures and put them in a good condition.

i

(see Republic, 504e). x ‘ .
SConsider George Anastaplo's observation that "Life would not be worth living
among a people whose life is entirely unexamined; such a people would be little
better than brutes. In the examination of others, furthermore, one learns what men
are like, how they differ from and resemble one another -- and this, too, permits.
the inquirer better to see and, if need be, defend himself and help them. He may
even learn what other men know.” "Human Being and Citizen" in Ancients and
Moderns, edrted by Joseph Cropsey, (New York: Basic Books Inc Publrshers 1964)
P. p. 26.

N
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-Perhaps he is xmphcxtly challengmg these lovers to consider whether their own natures need .
unprovement , : - .

In discussing animals, Socrates looks toward nature for guidance as to what makes one

, best, whereas the musical lover has so far looked to the established conventions and common

opinions for his guidance, e.g., the arts, reputation, honor. Which is to say, this lover,

‘whatever his prelensmns Temains a , man of Lhe cave. The musical lover's answers to Socrates

t

.‘Qhesuons at this! pomt in the discussion clearly imply that he agrees it is possible for humans

m

to be made best or at least made better. It is not clear, however, that he knows he is one of
those - w:o need to be 1mproved (cf. 133b1-3) even though so far he has been served a helping
o_f pu_mshmg speech from chrates.
e, ’S'pc,rgties‘ discussion now moves to consider cities, where there is a somewhat different |
‘."co'pception of good a;xd evil. Socrates’ mdvemem to the cities, then, follows his ‘discussion
a__t;out improving others z;nd judging the best in light of a hisrarchy of knowledge that exis’tsl in
_ nature. This hiefarchy must be kept in view so as to understand what Sdcra&es shali now say
about judgi;lg good and evil in the cities. |
"In response tq ) 1he philosopher's leading questions, the musical lover affirms that the
| knowledge/sciedce that punishes the "un‘restrained and the lawbreakers” is the judicial science,
an.d' it, and no other, is called justice (137d9-12). It is crucial to Sotice. therg, that when
Socrates bdginS spéaking about punishmedt "in the citiec ~ he ceases to speak about the
improv_ing art, or what makes humans best. Socrates thus subtly implies that what is-crucial in
the: cities is a standard of good and .'evil established by the city's laws or conventions, which
may not be identi'cal with the natural standard of improvémem or what makes hdfnans best.
Dependmg on the city's conventions, there might even be more than one standard of
excellenge (e.g., the law mlght exphcxtly acknowledge several classes of citizens). Pcrhaps we
can infer from what Socrates -has suggested that "legal positivism” is the standard by which
those in the cities know good and evil Wit 1arge. . ' ‘ ’ |

Socrates’ previous discussion had looked to a natural hierarchy of knowledge to

discern the best human nature. In political associations, presumably the natural habitat of

-
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fully human beings, there is a meldmg of both nature and conventront necessary for cities to

exist.- That cities are thgnatural habitat of men suggests that the natural hierarchy of know-
. ez o “Q

ledge may be somehow evident in the law. After all, those who frame the law must look to

something when deciding what is good for the city. This, in turn, reminds us of the -political

conception of the good, i.e., utility. In the best cases, at least, the legislators form law that

. promotes the con(rmon good. which _suggests that law’is more than legal positivism simply, but
‘their conception of the com.:on good is somewhat constrained by their considerations for
‘ what is good here and now. This points to a distinction between opinion about what-is good in
this or that piace, and knowledge of the good, which exists in nature regardless of time and
place.’ '

Socrates' suggestion thdt the judiciai science is justice appears 10 say at first that
justice is simply conventional, i.e., justice is simply the result of human devising. However,
Socrates characterization of JUSUCC in the cities as’ somethmg estabhshed by law might
indicate that nature and convention together play a role in determining the legal posrtivrsm
that cmes seem to require 76 That is, the Justrce that is peculiar to vrrtually every city may be
.based largely on convention and opinion, " but a city naturally needs justice to preserve its
existence and promote the common good for its crtrzens The existence of a city presupposes a
shared system of justice among men -who are concerned with the here'and now. Regardless of
whether the specifics of such a systern are conventional, the need for’ it is natural. There is a

natural standard for the common good (cf. 132d7) to at least this extent

Those who practrse the judicial science in the crtres however "know the good and the

A
evil by the same [art] as- that by which they punish correctly (137¢1-2), and "he who knows

one, KNOws many (i.e., the wholé crtrzen body; &. 137e4). They tacitly claim to know the

good and evil i 1n or for human berngs rnasmuch as they assume they correctly punish them To

4‘_,, -

admrt a lack of Such knowledge would prof oundly 1mpugn the legmmacy of punrshment The

consequences of ‘such an admission would undermme the very foundatrons of the.city,

. )
P

7eGee Crito, . 50b. , ‘
7'An - exception  to this, of course is the epubh c's perfect crty in speech,” which

implements a natural standard of Justtce throughout ' .

I >
B
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bringing all its a&ivity to a halt. An unresuafined philosopﬁ"i/'c; questioning of the city's justice
could well have the same consequence. ‘

Socrates' move, then, from considering punishment that makes natufes best, to
'puni'shrnent in the cities points to a possible discrepancy between two standards of goodness,
both apparently vital to man. The difference is‘ bethen the good human being simply and the

good citizen, (i.e., the person who is useful from the perspective of the city and its laws.)

Socrates now asks three more strange questions. He asks whether if one were 4 horse,

~an ox,” or a dog, and one were ignorant of the good and wicked horses, oxen and dogs.

would one alsoivbe‘ ig}wrant of oneself, of what sort one is (137e7-13)? Upon the music-al
lover agreeing to this, Socrates then follows by asking,

What else? When one who is a human being is ignorant of the good and evil human

beings, isn't he ignorant of himself whether he is good or evil, since he is himself

also a human being? (138al-3) '
According to Socrates, the mu§ica1 lover "conceded” this last point. This is all very strange
because Socrafes has jusi':‘poini;ed to the character of justice and good and evil in the cities.
Why does he turn once again and ask questions about dumb animals?

The strangeness begins to evaporate, hoyvevef, wh_en’ we realize the peculiar character

of these beasts: they havev beeri, or are capable of being transformed when domesticated by

-~

human reason. Socrates was speaking about the effect of the judicial science's punishment on ‘

t .

those in the cities; is he now tacitly likening human$ in some respects to certain kinds of

animals? However, his asking (in ef fecf) -whether these animals would be self -conscious about

13

"The addition of the ox is curious. Perhaps because an ox is a castrated bull, we
are to notice that the bull's transformation fgquires more than correct. punishment.
The bull's castration is most important in making it useful for humans. The drastic
chahge in the bull's sexual nature ensures that it will not exercise its erotic power
and squashes its spiritedness. The bull/ox, however, retzins its natural strength which
is -directed to performing useful tasks for humans. Perhaps the otherwise
"unrestrained” whom Socrates spoke of earlier are subject “to a some ‘kind of .

B

. alteration of their erotic power, so as to force them to serve the city. On the

other hand, the example of the ox may suggest a problem of understanding how a
man's sexual eros is transformed (i.e., subliminated), so that it can be directed

‘toward an erotic pursuit of higher things. (As was noted earlier, this is

Pheidippides' education in the "Thinkéry.") Although he is hardly a raging bull, the
musical lover himself may be receiving an education from Socrates in distinguishing
his erotic -love for the boy from his confused erotic desire for higher things.

N
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the pumshmem s effect on them, i.e., would each one know what sort one is, reminds us of

the crucial dlfference between humans and ammals If animals were capable of
self - consciousness they would also be capable of choosing their own ends, but because they

lack self -consciousness, they can be used much more readily for someone else's ends.
0y

Therefore Socrates may be suggesting tk -+ “umans who have- been transformed bg)g cny 's:

laws are shaped primarily w1th a view towards maklng them politically useful, "good cmzens
(which usually means, first of all, peaceful, "law abiding"), rather than towards making them
the best human beings simply. ’ : ‘€

It is true that the goodness of cértain animals is often understood to mean -nothing
more than their usefulness to us. A human nurture can alter the nature of certain animals,
such as the three mentioned, but while human punishment can transform these natures so that

: ]

they can perform tasks they would be unable 10 conceive of by themselves, these animals can
never become more than their own natural limitations allow. Left alone, these animals would
remain wild. No horse, ox, or dog actually wishes to beso‘x_n'e_t‘hing other than what it is, nor
does any animal cOnsciously strive to be the best or noblest one of its species. Needless to say,
rio animal ever reflects on what is good or noble or just, nor wonders about "What is the best

way of life for me, a horse's life, an ox's hfe or the life of a dog?” Furthermore no animal

has 4 concepiion of anything being "great and noble.”

. Animals, then are "correctly punished"‘ to make them conform to some notions of .

human utility and human morals. Nevertheless, it was implied in Socrates' discussion previous
B

to the cities that there may be a natural standard that determines what is the best animal, a 4"

standard outside of the city, a standard beyond human utility. Whether this standard is higher-

«

or lower than that of the Ebmestic beast, it is certainly different. For example, a wild’

N\ :
~ mustaagdrunning free may be, to the fuman eye, an example of the most beautiful kind of

horse, and one which exists simply for its own good, in contradistinction to a race horse that
is bred to run fast on long skinny legs that are suscepfible to ‘breaking easily. There may be

several human uses of these animals,’e.g., war horse, work horse, and race horse, and thus

several different domes_ti/c,étandards. Still, to put,the horse to such uses cannot be understood

¢

v
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to be primarily fon the horse's good. The sub-rational horse and dog may naturally tend

€ certain natural

toward their own good in ‘their own ﬁatural setting and, in fact, there
kirds of punishments that can ‘make a dog best. A mother dog will nip at heryoung to have
them do certain ‘things and the leader of the pack somehow.manages to get first) helpings of
any of the food that is to be shared. It would seem, then, that the best ;mimﬁl from the

standpoint of nature is the one who most nearly fuifills its potential to exist well (iﬁcluding’

propagate) in its natural setting.

14

o .

The case of hum;:ané is generally more complicated than that of animals, and Socrates’
well-chosen examples ‘point to some of these complications. The ox reminds us of thé
difference between males and females. The best man may be -nportantly different than the
best wox’nan; similarly, the standard of good citiz.en ray vdif fe- for males and females. As
noted, men have several different uses for hofses and 20sS, anc SO treat them accordingl}. A
good war hbrse is not the best draft horse, much ies:> a chili’ pony. And the qualities that
make for a good guard dog are not identical wti‘th‘ “hos. uf a zood hunter or retriever. And
once again this seems true of humans: the city needs - variety -f kinds to perform the variety .
of tasks essential to a city. ‘ |

" Tt's the animals' lack of sclf-consciousness nat >neds light 6’n Socrates’ turn to the
cities and its multiple standards of domestic ﬁtility. We e the difference, bt;.t‘.wceh man and
animals in considering the city, where it is natural fo: men 1o ’live amid convention, and to be
trained to obey laws. Unlike animals, who also can ™ trained to ébey certain rules,.human
beings are capable of self-conscious reflection on what is the best way of life for a human
being. They typically have opiniohs about what the rules ought to be. This perhaps illuminétcs
why Socrates mentions "Know Thyéelf " in this portion of the diﬁlogu__e (13829-10). Socrates is
speaking {n the context of the city where it is natural for men to live and adopt cer'tz;in
conventions, but they can become self -conscious about this, and r;:flect on the extent to which
éﬁe good citizen is also the good hurhan being, and vice-versa.” |

-

79OhlyAin,vt.he "city in speech™ of Plato's Republic would  the distinction between
good citizen- and good human being collapse. In the Clouds, Aristophanes accused

Socrates of not having reflected on the fact that men -make laiwsi and, ‘moreover,
why he (Socrates) needs the city to philosophize.

*
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«”’ As prevrously suggested the ;uestion about what is the best way of hfe may be the

~ !

ultimate questron for a human bemg (cf 133d2). This queswon however can only be radically

exammed f rom a perspecnve above or beyond polmcs Within a polmcal setting, the possible

- answers are limited to one or another kind of pohucal life, of the best citizen's life. It may

occur to someone inquiring into such a question that the hf e of mqurry itself, the life devoted

1 pursuing knowledge about "this and other apparently important matters, is itself the best

¢

life. This would further compel one to think to think about the setting in which one's activity
takes place and where it's best facilitatec.

Socrates\' discussion would not have been complete if he asked only about h'orses,>
oxen, and dogs grven therr lack of self- -awareness. SO Smrates next ,asks whether a human
being ignorant of .good and evil human berngs is also 1gnorant of himself since he is hrmself
also a human being (138el-3). A human being is capable of self- conscrous reﬂemron and
thus can choose hrs own ends In a narrative observauon Socrates says the. musrcal lover
"concedes” this, but he has already given ample mdrcauon that he, like most of us, is far
fromrknowmg in the fullest sense what it is to be a hiuman bemg (cf. 133b1-3). One's
oprmons about what a good human being 1s in conjunction with opinion about what the good

life .is, \xyéll necessarily rule one's conduct; anyone who realizes thrs/) waald prefer ¢ A lace

o

-

those opinions with knowledge. _

) As aiready noted, the improvrng art Socrates spoke of earlier is both more
comprehensive .and more fundamental rhan the knowledge of correct punishment because
improvement may also be effected by reward; the improving art would include as well, then,
knowledge of correct rewarding. For some reason, however, Socrates speaks only of punish-
ment. Punishment may be the most eff ecvrive way of stopping one from doing something in
particular, but it is not the most ef feetive way to encourage one to do something in particular.
This is well known by those who train horses and dogs. But for a human being, the awareness
of 1mprovemem itself may be sufficient reward. A human being who is ignorant about his

own activity and remains rgnorant of that ignorance means he cannot know the good and evrl :

in his own nature, and hence not fully understand hrs nature, ‘let alone presume to know the

» .
i
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natures of others. The greatest reward for a human being may be the self-conscious
enjoyment of shis own good condition, but to be ignorant of his ignorance is a punishment he

cannot be aware'of .

From the polmcal perspective, i.e., from the standpomt of conventional opmron and’

legal positivism, the one philosophizing could be seen as babblmg about ‘the heavenly things

and talking nonsense philosophizing” if he is not seen to be addressing the questions which are

commonly regarded as important by human beings, most of whom afe -preoccupied wit"
utilitarian concerns. However, Socrates' examples of domestic animals reminds us of a
standard of good and bad that is beyond ”human utility, beyond political life. Thus the
"correct punishment” such as would make a" human best requires a thorough knowledge of
) g'ood and evil, in light of whicn one sould see the inadequacies of the city's conception of

good and evil, founded as it is on common opinions, not knowledge.*’

Socrates' likening.ﬁmans to domesticated animals tends to conceal as well as reveal

the question about whether there is”a natural standard of justice, above and beyond the
. P

"justices” of tne citie.':’ We must bear in mmd however, that Socrates is speaking about
humans in the cities.who have conformed to their city's laws and conventions. For most
humans and this includes what we've seen of the two 1ovcrs so far, the quest to know what
natural justice is, is not a significant part of their daily lives, nor can it be. Most humans do
not, and probag)ly can not, live their lives doubting the standards of their crty muckLless lhe

significance of their existence or the actrvrty that makes up therr existence. Were they to do

s0, their own lives would almost surely take on a completely different character, and cities
might even collapse." ‘f

) o
The foregomg conclusron begms to shed some light on’ why Socrates now offers his

Q

‘own interpretation of the Delphic Oracle s "Know Thyself to mean practrce justice and

v

moderation” (138a10)., We can understand his imerpret’ation of the oracle on ecither of two

1
1

.o

"We all like to think we are aware of this drstmctron when we point out that ‘

whrle Hess may have been a good citizen of the Nazi regime, he was an
abominable ‘example of a human bemg Weé therefore 1mphc1tly admrt a natural

standard for humag. goodness. : W
"The city's recogmtron of this is why Socrates faced capltal charges

\
' t
[ . .
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levels:.,it may be understood (as the musical lofer likely does) to be enjoying the practice of

two virtues thhm a civic f ramework of legal posmvxsm Justice and moderation thus become

civic vmues -- the Delphlc Oracle, on Socrates interpretation here, exhorts Sfie to become a

,; good cmzen and learn 10 obey the city's laws But the civic concepton of these virtues, based

-,

as they are on mere opinions, point beyond thernselves to, the truth about.them. Insofar as
there is a signiﬁcant( disjunction, or tension, between the fwo' levels of understanding, one .
who realizes this 1s confronted with the problem of fashioning a way’of life that, so far as
~possible. is somehow reconciled with both.

It is significant that Socrates never'memioris the soul in this section of the dialogue;
he speaks to the musical lover about the pumshment of humans as though they are nothing
more than animals, i.e., ammated by animal souls. Unlike animals, human bemgs can be

exhorted to do. certam things; human bemgs are very much influenced by pralse and blame L;F‘k

fact, they are often primarily ruled by such thmgs Animals are incapable of speech (logos)

" and thus are incapable of being improved by it, let alone of wondering about questions of

_greatest importance. Human beings have musical souls that are susceptible to the skillful use

of music which can charm men and make them better, and leave its mark long after. Both

hum;ans and domesticated animals are susceptible to the tone of words, but only humans are

~also sensitive to the content and the context of the words. And since animals have no shame,

they would not be embarassed by their inability to defend their views (cf. 134b4; compare
‘139a7-8)“. Moreover, mere animals cannot conceive of noble things nor do they perceive any
longing to strive for completion. It is worth noting, then, that Socrates ceases to refer to these
two youths as lovers in this section. }

+ The dlstngtwely human capacity Tor shame, mcludmg shame over one 's ignorance,
indicates that man is a moral being who does not h;ve to be ruled by force. The human
eapacitﬁ for shame makes humans susceptible to receiving a peculiarly human nurture that
“employs the punishment of shame (and the reward of praise. In the c1t):, one can be shamed

-into bemg a good cmzen by public IldlCUle occasnoned by not conforn‘ﬂﬁg to what the cities

citizen (cf . 134b4). However, a nurture can also manipulate one's shame to

E :{:%



at

- 82

impress upon one that one is not fully self -conscious of what it would require to become a |

complete human being (139a6; cf. 133bl-3). The distinctively human capacity for shame, -

_then, can lead one toward the noble or beautiful things oncé one becomes fully aware that one.

is lacking them. It could lead one to philosbphy as well as civic virtue.

- Thus humans are decidedly differgnt from animals insofar as they have speech (logos)

“and shame. However, as was noted above, these two ways we are different from animals can

still be used ‘to domesticate us. It would seem, then, that Socrates' interpretation of the
Delphic Oracle for the musical lover casts the two virtues of justice and moderation in civic
terms, by merely exhorting one to become useful by being a good citizen, and by making these '

. N . - ! .
two virtues merely?lo:»yer versions of the two excellences. But since we are aware that Socrates
N . N . . {3 .

L'\/

sometimes takes it upon himself to integpret the oracle himself, there seems also to be ano‘th‘er
way to understand the oracle and that is in light of the best natures. The oracle inter'preted as
an mvitatipn to. profoundly examine one's own ignorance leads oné toward an undersianding
of excellénce, or rather, toward what is best for a human being simply.

Socrates next presents an argument that can be roughly outlined as follaws: Justice is
: o pa

_knowing gooEi and evil,"and ignorance of good and evil implies not knowing oneself. Ignotance

of oneself is more like immoderation than moderation, so knowing oueself is moderation.
' %

Therefore, justice is the same aé moderation (138b5). Bruell elaborates on this, saying .

Justice, the science by which we know how to punish correctly, is the same as
moderation, the science by which we know how to judge (diagignoskein) both oneself .
and others. Knowing whether one is good or evil, in other words, which requires the
ability to judge others too in this respect, is not merely necessary to. self -knowledge,
but its core. Compare Charmides, 167al-7. ** ‘

Socrates, however, makes no-‘effort to help the musical lover see that practising justice and

moderation might mean ahything more than to be a law-abiding citizen.: That is, he does

: ¢

nothing overtly that would undermine the young man's attachment to his own city, nothing
which from the city's perspective could be interpreted as "corrupting the youth." Knowing
oneself takes on the character of being a restraint on one's longings and desires, so as to be a

more just and moderate man in the city. The just and moderate man on these terms ‘is not

9]

1°0n The Original Meaning Of Political Philosophy”, p. 14.
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concerned with, or moved by, a concern for knowing what is truly "great and noble.” Such a
man is not altogether different than the domestic animals Socrates spoke of earlier.

turn to political things by

L

iig‘exhorting others to practise virtue, understood on the surface as simply equivalent to civic

s

virtue. In the Apology, on the other hand, Socrates credits the words of the oracle as causing

Socrates interprets the Delphic saying here to make the

him to cmbark on a life-long pursuit to determine whether he was réally' LheN wises; man, -as
Chaerephon reported the god's priestess had pronounced him to be. Yet, ironically in the
Apology too, ‘Socrates provides a lowér, civic interpretation of what the god at Délphi said,
~ for he claims the god 'sent_ him to- wake up the sleepy horse of the city and to exhort the
citizené to virtue (Apologve 30e). - v I
It is revealing, then, that Socrates' next movement in the discussion subtly indicates
the lir.nits‘on &ivic. loyaltﬂi.. He asks whether cities are well-managed wheneve:.those who do
injustice pay ghe -penalty (13&b7-8). The most :well-managed c~ity would be the one where
thbse w};o did truly unjust things paid the penalty. Socrates now explicitly identifies the
science he is speaking about to be political. When one ma;n practises the political art, he is -
éalled ,king and tyrant and he manages the city by the kingly and tyrannic‘art.” The kingly
arid tyrannic art is the same as‘thé former ones, ie., justice and moderation. And when one
: ‘man‘\_manages the household correctly, ‘hé is called household manager and master,' and he
manages the house weil by .justice.' Sogrates summarizes this argument, saying,
: "Itilooksxlike they ailre, the' same thing, then, a king, a tyrant, a ‘pollitical man,.'a
- household manager, a master, a2 moderate man,” just one. And it is one art that is
B kingly, tyrannic, political, masterful, economic, justice, moderation (137c6-9)
Aécordin_g to the ,érgumeni, itlooks lik:: it is one man who practises one art. -
it may seem curious that Socraiés would identify this one r;lah who 5ractises the
seven-fold art io be the c’ulmination':)f this ’argumen‘t which was to pfove that philosophizing
' ’ Y

is not being serious about the arts nor learning many things. For it now appears that anyone

interested in improving himself must learn at least seven seemingly different things, which

Yt js curious that Socrates makes no distinction between the king and the tyrant,
which perhaps indicates that actual cities are ruled by legal positivism, much as
Thrasymachus says they are (Republic, 33%), or as Hobbes himself said in making
no distinction between the king and tyrant. (Leviathan, ch. 19, 29).

»
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somehow comprise a slrlgle art. Socrates had earlier argued that the pentathlete was to be seen |
as no better than second best to the one who specializes. He now offers a version of the

"heptathlete” of politics. Is such aaman"'great end noble"? If not, who is?
We have proceeded some distance m the argumem however, to arrive at this
conclusion, which Socrates himself offers Perhaps a recapxtulanon of Socrates' progress
throu‘gh this section of the discussion will help to clear the strange surf ace. Socrates began by

wondermg what made certain animals better or best, suggesting that pumshmem plaved a role.

In the human case, we associate pumshment with justice, and that justice in the cities is the

~ law. The movement to this was marked by Socrates' ceasing to speak of improvement and

what makes humans best. This was followed by Socrates' explicit introduction of the things

that were characterized to be political. Thus, the final-movement of this portion of the

‘4

, discussion was concemed}a:wrth correctly rnanagmg the cities by punishing those who are

el 1
unjust, culmmatmg in theone man who practises the seven-fold art. Such a man auends to

'Ll'le business of correctly managing the city @pd his own household.

Whoever the possessor. of this polltical art might be, he apparently actively practises
the art, mcludmg subjectmg others to the v’anous f oxces avarlable to' polmcal life and thereby
bringing order to the whole by pumshmg the unJust The polmcal art, therefore, would seem:
to claim the right to comprehensive rule, exemplrf ied in Socrates" summary of the seven-fold

(4

man pracnsmg the seven-fold art. The political art establishes the comprehenswe framework

* within which' all the activity of political life takes place. The establishment of such a

framework implies an architectonic knowledge of what is requisite to arrange the various and

~diverse parts wi{hin political life so that each part fits in its praper place and plays its proper

role. Such architectonic. knowledge proceeds f rorrl an understanding of ;what is good for pol-

itical life, which, in turn, implies knowledge of the good itself. But what has all this to do

with ansséﬁrmg the question 'what is ph11030phy"' Is this the guess about "what sorts of

ll‘

’thmgs can !g learned,” and "especially those which the one philosophizing mus‘ ‘learn,” which

Ta

the musrca_ly}g,ver (and most anyone else) would regard as the "noblest thrngsT (cf. 135a6)? In

which case, a true ol;ilosopher would be, first of all, a pélitical philosophcr,‘ concerned first

"
ib
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of all to understand himself and his fellows and the huma'n’ environment in which he
nccessanly lives, and how th::v may be improved.

'I‘hxs perhaps further suggests that it is the philosopher who is to rule in the city, for,
as in the Republic, he would know best how to arrange political life so that each part is in"its
proper place and doing its proper work. In the Republic, justice and modetation are very
similar, if not the same, and the same man could at.once be a king and a tyrant as well as the
household manager and despot in the autochthonous household. It would seem, then, that this
seveii-fold art of rule is possible in one man but only in the p- rfect "city in speech™ where
everything is arranged in a rank-order that is superintended by the architectonic knowledge of
the good. Recall that we noted earlier that cach art is incomplete and that even collectively the
arts are incomplete, not being able to provide what is good for the completion of a human
being. Socrates' introduction of. }he political art appears to solve the problem of what is
required for the coinﬁietion of both political life, and a human being- | J

However, to understand Socrates to mean activel-y practising the seven-‘old art on a
political level seems to lead to a massive problg:m 1t would force the master of this art to
involve himself in all these affairs. One wouﬁ cither be compelled to rule (Republic, 473d
ff.), and have no time to learn these arts& 01‘ to learn these arts, and have no time to rule.
Moreover, to conflate all these seven arts-ﬁgé‘ ihe rational principles of art would lead, as in the
Republic, to the expert's rule in. the hgqsehold, and thus its destruction (cf. 138e5).** This
was depicted by Aristophanes in the“ Clouds where he pointed out that if reason is to rule even
the household, it may may be rational for a son to beat and punfsh“his father. Suc;h an
extrenié‘éitilation would actualfy destroy\ pblitfca ¢ and thuls philosophy. )

. 'I'hgls cogjﬁusion. hciwever, is even more strange than the one Socrates brought to light
which said that philosoﬁh; is wicked and useless. Why would Socrates work through another
argument about what Shilosophy is only to reach a conclusion that shows the destruction of

a2

political life and.thus the destruction of philosophy? We must understand Socrates' own
argument to-rc\(cél-somethiﬁg about philosophy that is inherently dangefous in its relation to

@ . ¢

“This therfe is developed more fully in"Book V' of Plato’s Republic.
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political life.

It “is fair to raise this issue at this point, becauss what happens immediately after
Socrates' summary of the argument is the re- mtroducuon of philosophy and explncn qucsuons
about the shameful and the noble. It is perhaps curious to note that what has been shown b)
Socrates in this secti(')n of the dialogue would not seem to shed any light on whetheér it is truly
noble to philosophize, but this, of course, is not what Socrates had promised when he renewed
the discussion. He (‘was gc:ing to prove:;nly that philosophy is not learning many things nor
the)serious study of the arts. Socrates himself supposed that such study is "illiberal” (137b6).
However, it now appears Socrates was tacitly suggesting tnat a complete human being must
know the seven-fold art, bigt it is perhaps even morg curious that Socrales never- menions

while proceeding to his expﬁgt and far more aporetic conclusion, that this is philososphy.

This strange analysis of poh%& and punishment. was undertaken by Socrates to show what

3
1%

philosophy isn't. Did it do that by tacitly showing what.it is?

Given that Socrates speaks about these aspects of nnnishment with the musical lover,
it may be worth considenng whe(%lé; he is attempting to improve this lover so that he can
become best, or to have him pay heed"e«;p the city's customs, opinions, and conven’ao’na,_pr to
have him attend to his own affairs. Socr%aes discussion of punishment, and ms:‘e:mcal nnthe
musical lover, may begin to 111ummate what\f;e had in mind when suggesting fth Iﬂphllosophy

become more . political. He transforms the dns(ﬁlss,non about philosophy into one about the

overtly polmcal symbohzed by a cruc1a11y 1mp0rtant M;uc@) thm’g”“"

st pumshment
Pumshment Lhat makes humans best is supenntbnded by knowledg@ of ggod’. and evil; pumsh
ment in- the cities, however. is usually in accordance with what ancestral or religious or some
other authority has said is good and just. The two would be identisal only in the perfectly

just city; there, the opinions by which men are ruled would accord with knowledge of good

and evil. .

Socrates nnw explicitly returns to philosophy, asking whether it would be shameful for
someone to be unable to follow or contribute when a doctor says or does‘ sox'nething about the

sick, and likewise, unable to speak or contribute whenever any of the other craftsmen is

N
¥
el
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involved but not shameful to be unable to"follqw or contribute when a judge or a king or any‘
. other of those they've just now gone through is involved (138d1-6). The musical lover is

“himself very_ixhpr&ssed.with Socrates’ proof abdut what a man needs to learn to correctly

manage a city. He replies enthusiastically that it would be most shamcful to have nothing to
contribute regarding sgch great Inatters (13847-8). This, in turn, suggests that he may

intuitively ;ecognize the inherent importance or nobility of these different arts of rulg, or
rather, he may intuitively récoénize the inherent nobi]ity of self -rule, rﬁling one's household,

and ruling in the city. After all; there is something inherently and }mniedia_tely attractive
about rule by the noble. His eagerness about the political art, in turn, may reveél that his own -
nature is strvbng"ly attracted to the things in the cave. That is, his great love of honor, his

attempt to place himself above the athlete, his concemn for the reputation of philosophy, his

enthusiasm for Socrates’ discﬁ‘ssion of politics, all indicate that he 18 as drawn tovthe political

realm as to philo;bphy, for he seeks this honor within a conventional framework.

Socrates apparently convinces the musical lover that he must attend to the aQ’airs of
his own household first (138el-6), and that when his own household is put into a gopd
condition, then, if asked, he can help his friends and perhaps"the city as well. The seven-fold
man has apparently already come to light as the one who rules either the city or himself. But
Socrates' question also raises the poss_ibi.lity, th\at the political association as normally
conceived is not self -suf fiéient in that it needs knowledge of the good and the just, and not
mere opinions about them, if it is to be "well-managed.”

Perhaps philosophy_would be looked to for help in the actual direction of politicalb
life, which itself is not so difficult to'co‘nceive. A striking example is modern political life
which endorses the authority and rule of moedern science. Modern natural science, however, is
unable to answer the questil'on about whether it is itself good or whether it promotes what is
.good in its relentless pursuit to command nature and put her to work for human beings.
Modern science is the pervasi\;e intellectual  authority of mibdern political life. It does not

“stand outside of itself and judge itself, however, nor does it stand outside of the political

community and judge it. Mastering nature is simply assumed to be good for human beings.

&
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But one must first know what is good for a human being, whick requires that one f irst know

human nature (138e1-6).'\ Socrates thns- has suggested a perhaps most impor_tant kind of

punishm_fm, where one "punishes correctly himself" and puts his own household in a good

_condition. For it would séem ludicrous 16 nshume ‘mastery over nature unless one were able to
be the master of one's own nature, which requires thai one know one's nature.

This, however, may cast Socrates ea;hc; dxscussmn about pumshment in a different

light. Perhaps what he has said about pumshment in nature and the cities has an analogue in

‘the human soul. That is, we can.conceive of punishing. certain parts of us by simply

repressing the anpétites or demands the body makes, perhaps corresponding to punishing the

unjust or those who break the city's laws. On the other hand, perhaps the best part of us

must be unfettered by anything except the impulse to strive for excellence, or to be in the

company of it, which requires that one know what it is as judged by the natural standard of
the best. o

So as well as shaming him into an acknowledgement of his own ignorance (thus

tempering his arrogance), Sdcféies_ is- also exhorting the musical lover to become a good

—itizen, but to.do so by attending first to his own husiness in the context of the city, and by
becoming more self -conscious of what is reguired of him to 'fulf ill his civic duties. Socrau.:s
now chncludes his discussion with the musical lover by saying that philo;ophi_zing "is far from
being much learning of Preoccupation with ‘tly&zd‘rts." ) '

Socrates recounts that having said these things, the "wise one” was ashamed at what
he had said earlier and how became silent; but the'i’gnorant one (the alh)ete) said that it was
so; and the others (a group consisting of at least the ~t'wo young boys) praised what had >been
said. At this point, having said these things; Socrétcs_ apparently chose to end the discussion;

in any case, this ended the narration of it to his companion or COMPpanions. .

St
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) V1. Conclusion ¢
Sacrates' discussion with the twotlovers concludes with h zion that phil-
osophizing is not much learning nor a, preoccupation with_ the a

gecounts 1o his o
audience that the ";vise one’ was ashamed, the athlete, howeyer. agrecH ’ tﬁ what had been -
said, and the others praised the discussion. There are, however, three th}ngs abont Socrates'
concluding statement that are very curious: 1) he had concluded ea;lii that philosophizing is o
neither mlzch learning (134d12) nor a preoccupation with the arts (136e1-3). and then
reiterated this samé éoflclusion prior 10 .fenewi‘ng‘ the discussion on his own initiative,
(137b2-6). Why, then, would he sei himselif the task of progeeding through another discus- |
sion of .philosophizing ‘only to reach the same conclusion? 2) So;“raites‘:conclusion is a ncgative
one: that is, he himself never expressly answers whether it is noble to philosophize as we may
have expected or even hoped for given that this quesijon began the discussion and was’
primary toAit. Nor, for that matter, ,dogs' he ever sﬁy what it is.to philosophize. This i? all
very strange given that the explicit discussioﬁ aﬁoundns with questions about the nobility of -
' philoiophy and its character and purpose. 3) Socrates' \negative conclusioﬁ at the end of his
ﬂiscussion has énswered only two of four things he ostensibly had set ou_t'to refute: he had
also emphasized that the one philosophiziﬁg is nbt a "busybody” Por does hé "stoop” down
(137b5). Why, then, does he not address thése two things as well in his explicit Uéonclusion?
Having‘made‘these observations, oﬁe can say that Socrates' conclusion raises‘mdore questions
than it appears to answer. ,

The dialogue began with two boys involved in a dispute about bhilosoph;. Socrates
withheld from an athlete his conjecture about the subject.of the boys' disputé;"he did,
however, explicitly suggest their aciivity to be "great an& npblé." Philosophy is a controversialg

subject and Socrates impresses this upon h‘is‘ audience right from .'ihe .beginning of his
narration. Socrétes' circumspect approach toward the athlete suggested that philosophy must
present its?lf in a politic manner. The explicit discussion abé/m philosophy began when the

athlete denounced the boys' dispute to be useless and pointless, utterly divorced from human

affairs. He did not regard philosophy to be great and noble. T.he“ musical lover, the one

89



experienced in speech, alleged that the athlete was incapable ofv forming a credible opinion

about philosophizing because he had spertt his whole life as a lowly athl;}ete. A contest was
‘ < <~
thus set up between deeds and speeches.

-

N

* Political philosophy naturally emerges when one is motivatcd to examine any two
fundamentally different ways of life, suchras the life of athletics ae life of music, and

1

ask: "What is the best way of life?" This ouestion,'however, presnpposes a §rior question:
_ what causes one to wonder about what is the best way of life? Wondering about what is the
best _way of life is a peculiztrly hunran activity, asking _.peculiarly human questions about.
“human affairs. Qur opinions about our experience generally lead to confusion when they are

AN
" subjected to radioal questioning. The musical lover's experience with Socrates attests to this

fact. It is only by way of tghoroughly examining the opinions of the athlete and the musical
o

, lover that we come to-unt¢ i what their answer to the questlon is.

In order to mvolve &the athlete and u* musical lover in this drscussron Socrates
deferred toftheir opinions to l:pegm hrs e 2minz".on of whether it is noble to phrlosophtze To
clarify’ whether much lea\rm'rg is noble Socrates asked whether phrlosophrzrng is itself ‘good
I ora. human being (133d2), pointing to a need for a rank- -ordering of knowledge cul;mnatmg

in knowledge of the good. But where does one look to find the thmgs to learn that put
human being's soul in a good condition? The musical lover suggested that the soulss good
condition -would consist in having comprehensive knowledge of the arts, but Socrates showed
that such a man would be useless nmong humans, and presumably neither good nor useful for
himself as well. On his own initiative, then, Socrates proceeded to speak about acts of punish-
ment that make humans better or hest, culminating in one man practising one seven-part art.
It was _observe;l tha: Socrates never explicitly identif ied thisto be philosophy.

" Socrates then shamed the musical lover into recognizing that he had neglected to

attend to the most important business of putting his own soul and household in a good
\_ .

condition. We therefore have one mosg. question: what puts the soul in a good condition?

Again, the dialogue doesn't seem to. answer this question. But it is in light of this

question that all the other questions of the dialogue rise,to the surface. Which is to say, this
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s the quesnon ‘that focusses’ the other quesnons the dialogue poses.

Socrates' logos pomts to the study of human affairs and to what emerges evsntually
as the mostblmpanam and attractxvc subject for a human being: the squl (cf. 138e4-7). .
Socrates' discussion about rational poliii? with the ‘fnusical lover revealed that the direction

of one s own affairs or the direction of human affairs in general, can lead to a state of
o
con’fusmn such as the rule of reason in the family, whlch can even harm the phcnomena

when not guided by human prudence. Studymg.the nature of_ the soul enables one 1o see the

B

limits of Teason inl actual political life. Although the political philosopher is competent 1‘6 give .
advice about actual politics, as Socrates proves in his discussion of political plmiﬂmém, this
does not seem to be his foremogt concern nor is it whaf motivates him to philosophize.

L According to the dial‘ggue, the "polifical“ philosopher's activity is to account for the

whole, beginning with. the study-of his own soul (138el-7), and afterwards, if he is asked,

. perhaps to become involved in the affairs of the city (138e8-139a2). Socrates’ ogosv in the

dialogue articulates what is important and essential for a human being to know. Political phiils .
osophy is the act of elaborating the comprehensive framework &in light of the fundamental

alternatives (for exampie, natural philosophy 132a5-bl, the hoetic-'llfe 1335a3, and the

| statesman's life 133c4) that a human being needs to know in order to determine. the best way

of life. The account of the whole must address the most xmportam quesuons for.a human
being. But the very activity of accc;untlng for the whol‘e requires that that activity account for
itself and its own motivations, 1.e., philosophy must: account for its own activity and ask
whether it is good (133b2). The Erastai is a reﬂexive look at philosophy.

pSocrates is displayed as a model for philosophy insofar as others see phiblosophizing as
being a way-of life. He comes to I;ght apparently living a life that begins by' having one f irsf‘
refject on the desire to question the ﬁobility of his own activity (compare 132b7-8 with
l38e-13_9a3).' Socrates is not shown only to rnake the content of philosophy political, rather,
6r more especially, he takes a politicil.approach to the :uestion of the ‘worthincss'bf phil- :

osophizing as a way of life. Socrates spoke of the "measured” amount of learning that is good

for a soul, intimating that there are different amounts for different souls. We recall that the
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"wise” one was ashamed havmg leamed that he dld not know what it.is ‘to philosophize )

(cf 133b1-3); the ignorant one acquired a certain respect for the worthmess of phﬂosophy s o

polmcal concerns; and the "others” praised, Socrates’ rule of. the d}scussion. Socrates served a

y measured amount of speech to the different natures he was add;essing; but their own helping ‘ \

was determined as much by what their natures were fit to receive. In commg down from the
heavens the philosopher takes his place as the true educator of human bemgs ie., the«one
who can. make others "better or "best” concerning quesnons that are crucially 1mportant to}
human beings (cf epubll SZib) o |

Socrates never speaks explicitly about the heavenly things, instead he pays serious

-~
e

attcntion to human affairs and exhorts the others to do the same.. This was not an educanon
the boys in Dionysius's school had received prior to Socrates entrance "This, in turn, may

cast aspersions on Dionysms who is ostensxbly the teacher r of these boys. However, it is

"reported that the farfier philosophef. of nature did not themselves manifest concern for

human affairs.in t :eir p‘ursuti_t._ ’I'hey vi}anted to know.the nature and causes of all being,'but‘"
ignored the human being. This l¢ads-one to suspect lthat there may very well be embedded in
the Erastai a Socratic criticism of -an open and unrestrained investigation o‘f nature that is
simply deleterious to political life. .

The Erastai, h‘owever, causes us to consider the possibil&ty that Sotrates“himself may":‘\
have been concerned abo‘i‘it the same things as 'previous natural philosophers. Although the
examination of one's soul emerges in the dialogue as the proper -place to .begin oné's pn‘il-
osophical examinatign, the philosopher seeks to have co‘mpieh‘ehsive knowledge about our
larger natutal setting, the cosmos. One i mevitab.ly required to turn back to the study of the
heavenly things, far beyond the framev.ozk of legal positivism in the cities, to judge what is
best ir? nature. Sociates‘ political defense of phiIOSOphizing, however, is seen to investigate

justice and moderation. Socrates' explicit investigation of justice and moderation, however,

seemed to be forthe sake of pregenting philosophy respectahly. exhorting others to lead more

virtuous lives. It is_possiple that Socrates' political presentation of philosophy also serves to,

. - x
protect and enhance th‘onable possibility of the philosophic investigation of nature
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* witklin ‘the contexi of the city. The dialogue ‘oes not answer this but pointed to it "When

5

Socrates ééqlier formed an‘ opinion 'abo:'ut“ what rlthe boys’ d_ispute was about and chargcér_ized A
it, perhap.s; ironically, as b;:i_ng "great a:h’d n_oble." Calting the boys' astronorqfcal/ thil-'
osophical dispute "great and noble” ‘iéﬁ the ohly" thing which Socrates never é)(plicflly "g'ef utes. It
thérefore 'rem‘ains" ’a‘ question whether lgoking up to the heavens or sloopiné .'ﬂgwlm 10

investigate the things beneath the earth is 'great and noble.” Would the philosophci turn back

to the snidy of the heavenly phenomena, or has Socrates shown that there is another way Lo

_study them, a way that could be called "great and fioble,” a way that would fulfill the

expectations of the twa-boys whom we first saw in dispune'?:
The dialogue points to the study of the soul as the most important concern for a

human being. The study of the soul begins out of a profound sense of shame about one's

. ignorance over the i‘flqst important question for a human being: what is the best Qay of life

’

- for a human bc'ing (cf. 133b3; compére 132b5-6)? Knowledge iof one's own soul is requisitc Yo

put it in a good condition. The pursuit of the soul's good condition is 'motivaied by a
profound sense of shame and discontent with the presumption that one knows one is li‘gng
the best life. Lovers of wisdom are ashamed of their latk of knowledge about what makes a

»

humgn being truly wise; ironically, in their striving {b become fully self-sufficient human

'beings, they love something which they can never éomf)lc :ely have. Philosophizing itself must

be accountéd for, it must examine its own motivations, to establish itself as a way of life, and

“perhaps to benefit othérs so they can benefit Lhemselves.. :‘r\f

L]

AN

The dialogue, however,*does not present what could be sg&n% as a discussion about the

. nature of the soul. It shows political philosophy to originate out of a passion to find what is

the best way of life for a human being. But this, in t-um,' ‘may be the soul's highest activity“
and the most important activity for a human being. The one who knows himself has reflected
on his own soul's activity and thereforé on'the activity of souls. He may welll be the relusiv‘g
expert on the soul. The reﬁ‘ection on the fundamental human allérnativesr zf!iid the
consideration of human lives would enable one to jﬁdge tll'le best human nature,:la!{;d ‘thus to
be abl; to judge what activities are "great a;ld noblé.".It v;ould seem, thgn. Lha; 1f one hasn't

{ y

4



»

rcﬂectcd on the nature of’ one 's own soul one would know w more about what one¢ was

doing than the ‘two: boys ‘who caughf Socrates eye when he flI’St walked intp the school

| o m&% N
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