Category 20,  Topic 29        Fri Jan 24, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 03:37 EST Sub: PLATO'S REPUBLIC--a slow reading       

Can a slow reading of Plato's Republic be an occasion for real philosophical thinking?  This topic is for those who can tolerate living with more questions than answers.  On slow reading, see msg.18. 149 message(s) total.  ************  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 1         Fri Jan 24, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 03:37 EST     This topic is to be something like a seminar on Plato's Republic.  I say "something like" because, although I have led college seminars on the Republic a number of times, I have never attempted a sustained discussion in this medium before, and, just as I want us all, including myself, to be open to being taught by Plato, I also want us to be open to being taught by this medium what novelties, what new possibilities it has to offer us.

There is no prerequisite for this "course."  You do not have to have read Plato before.  So far as I am concerned, the main purpose of this discussion is not to learn about Plato.  It is to learn how to read.

Committed participants in this discussion will be called "slow readers."

Text:  I recommend that slow readers acquire and use Allan Bloom's translation of the Republic.  It is published by Basic Books and is available in paperback. In addition to being an extremely accurate translation, it has helpful notes, a useful commentary and a wonderful index. If you must read a translation other than Bloom's, I strongly recommend avoiding the one by Cornford.

Secondary literature:  I recommend avoiding the secondary sources, at least until you have wrestled quite a bit with Plato's text.  The purpose of slow reading is to give ourselves the opportunity to be perplexed.  If we substitute the reading of the commentaries for the reading of the text, we may be cheating ourselves of the opportunity to think.  If you cannot live without secondary sources, I recommend the following as supportive of the approach that I am likely to take in this discussion:

"Being and Logos" by John Sallis  "The City and Man" by Leo Strauss  "Plato's Second Sailing" by Seth Benardete

As I said, the intention of slow reading is to make us perplexed. Perplexity is not some bad, uncomfortable state that accuses you of ignorance or insufficient mental capacity to think clearly, although most of us relate to it as if it were.  It is only by passing through a state of perplexity that we will discover the questions that give meaning to our answers.  So don't try to make the process of reading go smoothly.  If you're reading is going smoothly and fast, your mind is probably asleep.

It helps if you imagine that you are explaining the text to an intelligent child who is forever asking, "Why?"  If something doesn't make sense, don't let that bother you, but don't ignore it either.  Try to localize the source of perplexity.  Try treating the text as you would if you were a doctor examining a patient coming to you with a vague complaint of illness or pain.  The doctor wants to know, exactly where does it hurt.  "Can you move your toes?  Does it hurt when I poke you here?"  See what it would be like to read in this way.

Finally, I have some requests.  First, if you think you would like to be a steady slow reader, I request that you declare your intention by posting here or by sending me an e-mail message. Second, I request that you put something at stake in this conversation.  Slow reading is too difficult to be sustained by people who have nothing at stake.  When the going gets tough they just get bored.  What I am putting at stake in this conversation is the possibility of finding out that where I thought I knew something I was completely mistaken.  I request all of you slow readers to put something like that at stake also.  And tell me, or tell the world. Lets have the guts to say to each other that this is something important.

My last request is that we all agree in advance to speak in a way that respects the other participants and the seriousness of our purpose.  We are all serving one another here.  Whether we post or do not.  The listening that each provides is what makes it possible for the other to speak, and the quality of the speaking will be no better than what the listening allows.

Now, let the slow reading begin.  Read the first work of Plato's Republic.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 2         Fri Jan 24, 1992 M.DOTSON2 [Mark]             at 04:14 EST   Lance,     I'm here! I just finished reading Aristotle's 'Nicomachean Ethics,' so I'm warmed up. <g> I'll get back to you after I read the first work. Thanks for opening the topic and conducting this seminar. I hope that many others will join us. :)

                          Mark  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 3         Fri Jan 24, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 04:59 EST   Mark,

Thanks for being there.  In my inexperience with Aladdin and Genie, I made two silly but significant mistakes, and I need some help to correct them:

First, My topic announcement was too long, and it got truncated.  It should end, "On slow reading, see msg. 12 of Topic 19.  For procedures, requests and recommendations, see first message."

Second, There was a serious typo in the last sentence of the first message.  In should have read, "Read the first word [not worK] of the Republic."

Do you know if there is any way that I can go back and edit these things?

Anyway, you can now see that the first assignment does not require much thinking.  But, if you had Bloom's translation, it would be helpful to read his first note at this point.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 4         Fri Jan 24, 1992 F.HAINES1 [Eric]             at 20:40 EST   There is no way to go back and edit messages you've posted, alas.  However, if you ask the sysop here to change the topic announcement, I believe he has the power to do that.  (All praise Harry the mighty!  <g>)  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 5         Fri Jan 24, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 20:42 EST   Lance: I'll have to get Bloom's translation.  Meanwhile, what's at stake for me is, just how totalitarian was Plato?  I've read Bertrand Russell's _History of Western Philosophy_ and I. F. Stone's _Trial of Socrates_, and both seemed very down on Plato's philosophy as it was (or could be) applied. Were they right?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 6         Fri Jan 24, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 22:24 EST   I would be most pleased to read along with you.  In fact, I've already read the first 6 words in Blooms translation and his note. The first thing I noticed is  that this is an account of a conversation.  Somebody is telling someone else about what happened yesterday.  Would it be worthwhile to discuss what that might mean before getting into the actual words?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 7         Sat Jan 25, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 00:43 EST    Lance, 

 This should be a wonderful topic!  I alread have Alan Bloom's   translation, since THE REPUBLIC was required reading last semester. 

 At stake for me:  I believe Plato to be primarily a political work,                     which describes a horrible society that suppresses                    individual freedom, espouses eugenics and forced                     breeding. 

 The first book is still quite fresh in my mind, but I am reviewing   it.

  Teressa   ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 8         Sat Jan 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:39 EST   Jon:

First of all, welcome.  Second, you are quite right.  This is an account of a conversation. The somebody who is doing the telling is Socrates.  When is today?  And to whom is he speaking?

Would it be worthwhile to discuss what these things mean "before getting into the actual words?"

What do you think you are doing.  Aren't you already interpreting the actual words?  The sorts of questions you are posing are exactly what slow reading is about.

Before getting into those words any further, however, I still want to deal with the first word.  What is it?  [You're already reading Bloom's notes, so you're ahead of the game here.]

Tony:  Welcome to you also.

You are asking me to tell you if I. F. Stone and Bertrand Russell were right in their opinions about Plato's opinions?  Are you making me into an authority?  If I tell you what I think, will my opinion carry any more weight with you than theirs?  If yes, Why?

While I am giving you a hard time, let me also say something about what you say you have at stake.  You say, "What's at stake for me is, just how totalitarian was Plato?"  Doesn't that sound a little odd to you when you read it over?  I mean, have you ever placed a bet or played poker?  And when you placed a bet, didn't you have to put something at risk that you would forfeit if you lost the bet? And the something that you put at stake when you placed a bet, didn't that generally have to be something that belonged to you, at least temporarily?  I mean, suppose you said, "I'll bet you ten dollars that Buffalo will win the Super Bowl, but the ten dollars that I am betting belong to the King of Saudi Arabia, who is a total stranger to me, and if the Redskins win, you will have to collect your ten dollars from the King."  Would you accept such a bet?  I'll bet you another ten dollars of the King's money that you wouldn't.

So why should I accept from you that you are putting at stake the question, "How totalitarian was Plato?"  Is that your question? Does it belong to you?  Not according to what you say.  You say that the question comes from Bertrand Russell and I.F. Stone.  Does it belong to you?  Have you taken it over as your own?  Are you committed to it?  It doesn't sound that way to me.  But then what happens if I refute Russell and Stone?  Does that do anything to you?  To get anything out of this conversation you have to put your own opinions at stake, not somebody else's.

By the way, thanks for letting me use you to make a point.  I'm speaking to a lot more people than just you and me.  You may think that we're still engaged in preliminaries, that we haven't really gotten into the text yet.  This is incorrect.  Look at what happens when Polemarchus takes over his father's definition of justice.

I'll spend more time dealing with the question of totalitarianism in relation to the Republic tomorrow.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 9         Sat Jan 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:54 EST   Dear Teressa,

Who is it that describes this "horrible society?"

Why would he do that?

What do you mean when you say it is "primarily a political work?" What is it secondarily?  How do you know it is political?  What do you mean by political?

Glad to have you aboard,

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 10        Sat Jan 25, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 09:39 EST   OK, I'll begin.  The first word is "I went down".  My first thought is that this is no way to begin a conversation.  I suspect there was some conversation before the beginning of the text.  What might that unwritten part have been about?  No doubt it contained a request that Socrates tell about what happened yesterday.  But, what exactly did the listener ask about?  The festival?  The conversation?  The gossip?  Or just: where were you yesterday?  If we knew what interested the listener, it might help us to understand why Socrates says what he says.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 11        Sat Jan 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 10:13 EST   Jon,

You're a great reader.  But you're still too fast for slow reading, so you zipped right by the first word.

The first word of a book is its title.

That's what I was referring to when I said that you had a head start on the rest of us, since you said that you had already read Bloom's first note, where he devotes a whole page of text to discussing the meaning of the title.

More later.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 12        Sat Jan 25, 1992 L.LOMAAK                     at 10:20 EST   Lance,

Thank you for starting this topic.  It's quite an undertaking but if you and the other writers have the time, it will be time well worth the effort.   Perhaps over the next several weeks people will come to realize that Platonisti philosophy is the intellectual basis of  every irratonal, destructive religious and political system promoted in the past 2300 years.  Indeed, Platonism is the philosophical  foundation of mysticism, altruism, sacrifice, egalitarianism, existentialism, religion, dictatorships, theism, socialism, democracy, communism, fascism, evangelism and every other rule of force, coercion, and fraud.

I'll be mostly in lurk mode on this one, but it should be noted that the SYSOPS on GEnie have stated many times that *long* posts tend to go unread by the majority of the readers.  I too find that 5 and 6 page posts in the conference turn away many potential  participants.  If I write on this topic I shall make every attempt to keep my posts under 50 lines.

Len...staying in lurk mode for awhile on this topic.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 13        Sat Jan 25, 1992 M.DOTSON2 [Mark]             at 12:58 EST   Lance,     I bought Bloom's translation last night, and am ready to go. :)

                          Mark  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 14        Sat Jan 25, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 16:25 EST   Lance,                                          I checked Bloom's translation out of the library, and have it in front of me.  Given the way you have already responded to some of the remarks others have made, I hesitate to say anything.  But, at the same time, this promises a lively and entertaining discussion, with profit toward living and understanding.      What's at stake for me?  I desire to make sense for myself from this classic work which I never looked at except in the context of undergraduate classes in philosophy, some 25 years ago.  Now that I have grown older, perhaps I am ready to begin understanding.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 15        Sat Jan 25, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 16:58 EST   Oh.  OK, you caught me!  So I went back and read Bloom's note.  Do you have anything to add?  Bobo: I think you'll find that works like The Republic take on quite different meanings when one reads them at various stages of ones life.  You may be in for a treat!  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 16        Sat Jan 25, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 18:43 EST      So, to make some sense out of the title, the REPUBLIC.  I also have read Bloom's note on the title, and find it most interesting as a way of bringing my own foggy notion into a more clear definition. I had tended to think of "republic" as synonymous with nation, and as dealing with the political life of a nation, as oppose to it's artistic life, or social life, or family life, etc.  Now I see from Bloom that this title confronts us with the notion of "regime," of that proper organization of the whole of the city in which people live and move and have their being.  This life of the city receives its shape and form, Bloom suggests, from the influence of the ruling class.  At the same time this "regime" shapes and forms the character and ways of life of those who live in or under this regime.    So, what will Socrates say about such a regime?  What stock shall I place in Plato's choice of title, this being a book about THE republic, The Regime?  Knowing he will accomplish this through the mouth of Socrates, and seeing the first word of the text, "I," I wonder how regime will take on definition through the expression of this "I."  It seems, to my sensibilities, rather presumptious for an "I" to define The Regime.  After all, we live in a society where, supposedly, people through the act of discussion and voting define "a" regime, a possible way for life to be organized.  How to grasp this sense of The Regime defined by this I, Socrates?                                                 Bobo                  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 17        Sat Jan 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:05 EST   Dear Bobo,

Thank you so much for your contribution! I'm glad you didn't hesitate.  I was a little worried when you said that you hesitate to say anything, given the way I had responded to others.  In fact I was mentally drafting a response to encourage you not to hesitate. Really, we're all such fools when it comes to not knowing.  We think there is something shameful in letting people see our ignorance. Whereas the only thing that is really shameful is trying to preserve one's ignorance.  That goes for all of you good people.  All of your posts, even the ones that I might think are irritating or off- purpose, are a contribution, and to the extent possible I will try to respond to every one in a way that advances the discussion.

Right now, however, I'm feeling a little backlogged, so let me tell you the order in which I am going to try to proceed.  Immediately after this post I am going to forward Message 13 of topic 19 to this topic.  This was my original post on the subject of slow reading, and even though some of it may seem a little remote from Plato, I thought it was a background that we should all share.

After that I will have a go at discussing the meaning of the title. Yes, Jon, I do have one or two things to add to what Bloom says in his note.  In fact I won't say all of them here, but will save some for after we get a little farther into the text.

After an initial comment about the title, I will come back to Tony's question about whether Plato was a totalitarian, and I will also respond to Len, assuming that he is still lurking about somewhere.

Finally, Bobo, I don't want to end this post without responding to the second paragraph of yours, since I may not get back to that point right away.  You are astute to focus on the fact that the Republic is narrated in the first person.  But, if I understand the rest of what you are saying here, and I am not sure I do, I think you may not have considered the full range of possibilities or the full context implicit in this first person perspective.  Here are some questions that point the direction I have in mind:

When people speak in their own voice, do they always tell the truth?

When authors put most of their words into somebody else's mouth, do those words necessarily express the meaning and beliefs of the author?

Do most people say exactly the same things to everybody, or do they sometimes say different things, depending on whom they are speaking to and what their relationship is?

Do most people speak the same way under duress as they do when they are speaking voluntarily?

Is Socrates speaking voluntarily or under coercion when he speaks "today" about what happened yesterday?  What about the conversations that Socrates narrates?  Is he speaking voluntarily when he speaks with Polemarchus, Cephalus and Thrasymachus in Book I?  Is he speaking voluntarily when he speaks with Glaucon and Adeimantus in the rest of the dialogue?

As I said before, this topic is for people who can live with more questions than answers.

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 18        Sat Jan 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:29 EST   This is the message on slow reading that I posted in the Nietzsche topic a few weeks ago.  It generated some correspondence that ultimately led to my starting this topic.  It's a little long and not entirely relevant, but I thought it might provide some useful background on what I mean by slow reading, so that is why I am moving it here.  --------------------

This is not a direct reply to the preceding, but is posted here in  the hope that it may catch the eye of somebody who knows Nietzsche's  writings well and/or cares deeply about philosophy.

Karl Jaspers, somewhere in his book on Nietzsche, quotes him  somewhat as follows:  "I am not a philosopher.  I am a teacher of  slow reading."

As I recall, Jaspers gave no citation for this remark, and I have  never been able to locate one, so I would be grateful for any  assistance.

In any event, isn't it a wonderful quote?  I mean, it's something  Nietzsche should have said, regardless of whether or not he actually  wrote it down.  When I was a classroom teacher I took it as my  motto, and I would quote it to my students at the beginning of every  class.  Except what I meant was, for me philosophy IS the teaching  of slow reading.

[What follows might be posted under topic 16, or even under topics  14 or 17.  I'll hope that K.Palmer is browsing here and if not I'll  try somewhere else.]

The first lesson in slow reading is to develop the capacity to  simply be present to the words on the page; to allow the words to  simply be there, and to take note of the fact that they are there,  before deciding what they mean.

This is something that most students are completely unaccustomed to  doing.  If you doubt this, make the following test:  Read a sentence  of eight or ten words to a group of students--to anybody--and ask  them to reproduce the sentence word for word.  My experience has  been that almost everybody responds by telling what they thought the  sentence meant--in different words, not the same--and in the  process, anything incongruous, perplexing or ambiguous--anything, in  short, which might be an opening for learning to occur--tends to be  disregarded.

Obviously this is not a lesson that any of us can claim to have  learned sufficiently.  We are so preoccupied with deciding what the  sentences we read and hear mean, and especially with deciding  whether we agree or disagree, whther we approve or disapprove, that  we generally do not pause to take note of what the sentences say.

This rush to interpretation and judgement is strongly encouraged by  most of our educational practices.  I imagine it is just about  unavoidable if one is trying to read and reply to messages on-line.

The intention of the teaching of slow reading (i.e. philosophy) is  to subvert those practices and afford students (i.e. those who make  us the gift of their listening) some critical access to their own  interpretive activity.  The purpose, however, is not to leave  students with the notion that the texts means whatever they make it  mean.  Quite the contrary!  By disclosing to students their own ACT  of MEANING, the practice of slow reading gives students access to  authorial intent.  The purpose of the teaching of slow reading is to  enter into a conversation with the authors of great works, whose  distinction is that they afford the opportunity to think things that  are worthy of thought.

Slow, literal reading does not necessarily imply literal  interpretation.  Sometimes the most literal reading can reverse the  literal interpretation of the tradition.  No one expressed this more  beautifully than Leo Strauss.  In 1962, toward the end of his long  career, Strauss wrote a Preface to the English translation of his  first book, Spinoza's Critique of Religion, which had been published  in German more than thirty years earlier.  And in the preface,  Strauss indicated how his interpretation of Spinoza had dramatically  altered during the intervening years.

This early work of his was, he said, "Based on the premise,  sanctioned by powerful prejudice, that a return to pre-modern  philosophy is impossible."  In subsequent years, however, various  considerations led Strauss to suspect that the self-destruction of  reason, which he observed taking place all around him, was not the  inevitable outcome of rationalism per se, which is what he and  innumerable other European thinkers of the time had believed.  Instead, Strauss tells us, he began to entertain the  thought that  the self-destruction of reason was in fact only the inevitable  outcome of MODERN rationalism, as distinguished from Jewish-medieval  rationalism and its classical (Aristotelian and Platonic)  foundations.  This change of orientation, he says, "compelled me to  engage in a number of studies in the course of which I became every  more attentive to the manner in which heterodox thinkers of earlier  ages wrote their books" [Here Strauss is presumably referring to the  articles published under the title Persecution and the Art of  Writing]  Strauss then concludes with the following, which is the  point of this long digression: "As a consequence of this, I now read  the Theological-Political Treatise [the book by Spinoza that was the  main subject of Strauss's book] differently than I read it when I  was young.  [At the time this book was written] I UNDERSTOOD SPINOZA  TOO LITERALLY BECAUSE I DID NOT READ HIM LITERALLY ENOUGH."

Here is how I used to approach this sort of thing in a class.  When  I would begin to teach a course on one of the important texts in  philosophy, say Plato's Republic, I used to begin by saying, "As you  read this book, I want you to assume that it was written by God."  This often caused a certain amount of consternation and incipient  revolt.  Most of the students would suddenly feel that I was trying  to dominate and control their minds.  "You mean we have to accept  what this guy says, even if we don't agree? Even if we think he is  wrong? They would ask.

        "Not at all," I would reply.  "The purpose of asking you to  assume that the text for the course is written by God is to give you  the opportunity to learn."

        "How so?"

        "Well, if you are going to learn, and you are going to learn  from the author of this text, then I suppose there must be something  you have to learn from that author.  And what you have to learn  from, say, Plato, must then be something about which you know less  than Plato.  It might even be something about which you have  incorrect opinions or assumptions.  Now, when you read a passage in  a book and you find the passage unclear or inconsistent with what  you already think, do you immediately say to yourself, "Here is an  opportunity for me to learn?"  Not at all.  What most of us do is to  say, "That guy was confused.  He is just making fallacious  arguments."  Of course, in the abstract, since we all know that  knowledge is supremely desirable, we might suppose that when the  opportunity to acquire knowledge and get rid of some portion of our  ignorance presented itself we would immediately recognize it like  some particularly delicious food which we have long craved.  In most  cases, unfortunately, when the opportunity to learn is seen close up  it looks distinctly unattractive.  It is bad news, because the  opportunity to learn is always accompanied by the realization that  we have been ignorant and mistaken.  Naturally enough, we tend to  avoid such discomfort by seeking to shift the blame. "It's not my  fault--it's the author who is mistaken."  If the author is God,  however, that becomes a less plausible strategy.  So the purpose of  inviting you to assume that Plato's Republic was written by God is  not to control your mind. It is to get you to maximize your  opportunity for being taught."

I realize that this post has become somewhat too lengthy and not  altogether appropriate to its location.  If anyone has read this  far, I invite responses to the question, is there any way that we  can use this RT as a vehicle for slow reading, for genuine  philosophical inquiry?  ----------

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 19        Sat Jan 25, 1992 G.SWOBE [Gordon]             at 23:59 EST   Lance,

Now I see why my attempt to help you adjust your Genie "time-out" over in the Nietzche topic was considered funny. :) Good luck with this topic. I'm not sure I have the patience, but who knows?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 20        Sun Jan 26, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 00:38 EST   Lance, thanks for your response.  Somewhere in the past few years I recall seeing an article or something in a book about slow reading. I cannot at the moment recall where or when, but there's a slight  chance I may have photocopied the piece and may have it in a file at my office.  I'll try to check next week.    I will read more carefully your response later, but wonder how you would like me to respond to it.  If we all respond to all of your questions this could get bogged down rather quickly.  At the same time, some of your questions can be held and addressed as we go along.  I'm perfectly happy with more questions than answers.  That creates excitement, anticipation, and the possibility of learning.      At the same time, I've made my responses during the weekend.  I don't know how this is going to go once the weekly routine sets in, but I do want to give it a try.      Do we simply proceed as we wish, or do you have some sort of outline, some suggestion of a page or two for a day or two, or something like that?      I'll stay in touch.                                              Bobo  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 21        Sun Jan 26, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 01:47 EST    Lance, 

    >>Who is it that describes this "horrible society"?           Presumptuously enough, *I* term the society           described by Plato in THE REPUBLIC as horrible.           That opinion is based on how *I* as a 20th C.          person, accustomed to my 20th C. prejudices           interprete the governmental order espoused. 

    >>Why would he do that?           Why would who do what?  Create the vision of this           awful place to live; or interprete it in the manner           I have? 

    >>What do you mean when you say it is "primarily a political       work?"           I mean that it describes a system to structure government,          defense, and civilian population as being most desirable. 

    >>What is it secondarily?           I believe that it secondarity illustrates Plato's beliefs           about balance and harmony...that in order to have harmony,           the three components of being (intellect, emotion, and           physical presence) must all be equal in proportion to           importance. 

     >>How do you know it is political?           I know it is political by applying the definition of            political as being that which determines the composition,          justification, and organization of the state to THE           REPUBLIC.  When reading THE REPUBLIC, Plato attempts to           define what, in his view, the state should be composed of,           why a state is necessary, and how a state can be most           justly organized (and governed). 

     >>What do you mean by political?           I mean political as in the book attempts to define structure          and society of people being governed.

 There! Whew!  So you see, I have somewhat at stake, since the ideas   I'm defending are my own. 

 Teressa  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 22        Sun Jan 26, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 04:06 EST   Hello, everyone.

As is to be expected, the only copy of The Republic that I have in the house is the Corford translation; I'll pick up the Bloom in the next couple of days.

As I don't have the '1st footnote' to read, I went to the dictionary to see what I could find as a starting place:

REPUBLIC:         1) Commonweal, state         2a) a government characterized by having a chief of state who is not a monarch         2b) a government in which supreme power resides in a body of citizens entitled to vote and is exercised by elected officers and representatives responsible to them and governing according to law, ie: a representative democracy         3a) a community of beings that resembles in organization a political republic and is usually characterized by a general equality among members         3b) a body of persons freely engaged in a specified activity <the republic of art><the republic of letters>

                        culled from,                         Webster's Third International Dictionary                         G&C Merriam Co., 1966

I find these pretty interesting, especially if you reverse the order:  A republic is a body of persons freely engaged in a specified activity, a community of beings characterized by a general equality among the members, a representative democracy.

I'm interested to see how he fleshes this out; and how that compares to the possiblity in the definition, or transcends it.  For the time being I'd like to put aside the opinions that are 'in the air' in 1992 concerning Plato's philosophy in general, specifics to  The Republic, and pertaining to what has reputedly grown from those seeds in the last 2500 years.

PS - personal to Lance - didn't we meet across the room at a course with Vic G. a couple of months ago?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 23        Sun Jan 26, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 14:22 EST   It is my understanding that the word republic that Plato uses is not restricted to government or laws.  Customs, attitudes, rituals, and similar things would also be included.  Regime is a good translation but we need to remember that that also includes society.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 24        Sun Jan 26, 1992 CAPT.COYOTE [Lee in Mpls.]   at 16:58 EST   Gordon:

          Ditto, but I will watch.  Maybe even look up the Bloom trans.

Yours,

Lee, in the City Of Frozen Lakes.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 25        Mon Jan 27, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 00:27 EST   Lance, thanks for the response.  Let me explain a little further what I meant by wanting to know if Plato was a totalitarian: did this philosopher, whose thoughts dominated (or strongly influenced) the course of Western civilization for more than two thousand years, in fact have it all wrong? Did what he taught lead (eventually and inevitably) to societies or causes that we would call "evil" -- that _are_ in fact evil?  I do not  want to believe this, since that would mean condemning much of my own civilization.   More abstractly: does the search for an eternal good, an order, a _something_ which exists beyond humanity and adherence to which brings happiness  -- does this lead to oppression, or is that only a misdirection of the original impulse.

  I'm afraid that wasn't very clear, but then one of my reasons for joining this topic was that I wanted to clarify what I was thinking.

 In regards to the word "republic" -- our perception of this term is colored by the democratic (or semi-democratic) government of the Roman _res publica_ and the American Revolution and Constitution.  What, exactly, did _Plato_ mean by the term?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 26        Mon Jan 27, 1992 K.PALMER2 [Kent]             at 01:35 EST   Lance, et al----

Just to let you know I am here and hoping to participate.

I have recently re-read THE LAWS. What I have at stake is my hypothesis that the LAWS and the REPUBLIC are intimately related. In fact I am led to turn the relationship normally attributed to these two works upside down. I am led to think that THE LAWS preceeds THE REPUBLIC and the later is the discussion of JUSTICE that is alluded to toward the end of the LAWS. The LAWS is a journey upward toward the cave of ZEUS at Knosis; whereas the REPUBLIC is a journey downward toward the sea. The SEA  being the home of Poseidon, enemy of Athena, is the source of all the bad things. In the LAWS the city is safely tucked away from the sea. I would like to read the REPUBLIC in the context of the LAWS as an  experiment in backward reading. Normally these two works are not seen as being related. One is consigned to the political scientists and the other to the philosophers. But what happens when we see the downward journey in the context of the upward journey and vice versa. What happens when we abandon the modern divisions into scholarly disciplines and attempt to see what lies between the REPUBLIC and the colony of the LAWS. This is the question I would like to put forward for myself from myself. It is the question of the relation between JUSTICE and the LAW.

---Kent---  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 27        Mon Jan 27, 1992 CAPT.COYOTE [Lee in Mpls.]   at 03:58 EST   Hi Folks!

         I looked at Bloom's trans.  I am afraid than I am just plain too stupid and lazy for it. <sniff>  Good luck!

Yours,

Lee, in the City Of Frozen Lakes.

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 28        Tue Jan 28, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:23 EST   Dear Kent,

Thanks for being there.  I hope that you and y'all are being patient with me.  My own slow reading of the Republic is even slower than usual.  When I started writing about the meaning of the title, I discovered something that I had never noticed before, and I have been madly researching for the last few days (in what time I can claim from my other pursuits, since this is not the only thing I do with my life).

I want to respond to your comment on the relationship between the Republic and the Laws, however, because I know it is something that matters to you.  It matters to me too, but I can't do it justice, not to mention JUSTICE, right now.

In one sense your insistance on the priority of the Laws to the Republic would make perfect sense to a Greek, for the reason that the Greek title of the Laws- -"Nomoi"--does not primarily refer to statute law, but originally referred to the unwritten law.  In fact, although the etymology is not entirely clear on this point, there is some reason to believe that "nomos" (the singular of "nomoi") originally meant song or chant, which allows for the speculation that nomoi refers to the origin of law in some sort of liturgical formula that was originally performed in choral form.  (In fact, this relationship between law and song seems to exist in other languages besides Greek--consider the relationship, for example, between canon, as in "canon law" and "canonical" and "canon" the musical form, or even "chanson".)

That this is how Plato understood the matter is suggested, among other things, by the extraordinary amount of attention given to musical matters in the early part of the Laws--in fact, as I recall, most of the discussion is generated out of a discussion of music. And do you recall the wonderful passage in which the Athenian Stranger contrasts the Spartan preference for strict choral singing with the Athenian fondness for solo performance?

Now, to come back to your point, if Nomoi refers to the customary law, the law of the "ethne" or tribes, while Politeia, the Greek title of the Republic, is derived from Polis, it is clear that the nomoi are historically antecedent to the polis.  The polis was understood as something constituted by human beings. The Greeks knew that the polis was their distinctive institution.  It was something that human beings already dwelling in tribes subject to nomoi gave themselves to express and facilitate their dwelling together ("synoikismos").

In the Laws, the original Nomoi are referred to as having been received by Minos from a god.  In constrast, in the Republic the ideal polis is created by human beings for themselves in speech.

So I think you  are correct to see the Laws as being in one sense antecedent to the Republic (in terms of historical logic, one may say--obviously this has nothing to do with the dates of composition).  But the relationship between the two works is too multi-faceted to be described simply in terms of precedence and consequence.  It is important, I believe, to look at the difference between the interlocutors of Socrates in the Republic and the interlocutors of the Athenian Stranger (whom Aristotle refers to as Socrates!) in the Laws.

On one detail, I think you are mistaken.  The Republic is not a journey downward toward the sea, as you suggest.  Before the opening of the conversation, Socrates has already gone down from Athens proper to the Piraeus, the harbor settlement of Athens, and, as he relates, he and Glaucon had begun to go back up when they were detained by Polemarchus' slave boy.  If anything, the Republic is an interrupted upward journey.  The philosophical development of the dialogue has both an upward and a downward motion, with the high point occurring in Books VI and VII, followed by a long descent that ends, with the Myth of Er, in the underworld.

Another interesting and bewildering connection between the two dialogues is that both contain a cave as one of their most important images.  But the two caves seem to be at the opposite ends of the motion in the two dialogues.  In the cave allegory of the Republic, the cave represents the world of opinion and fantasy, and clearly contains most of what we understand as political life, while outside- -and above--the cave are found the true forms and the Idea of the Good.  In the Laws, on the other hand, the cave is at the top, not the bottom; and the cave is inhabited, not by human beings in a state of ignorance and false opinion, but by a god who is the source of human law.

Finally (for now) on the question you pose concerning the relation between justice and the law.   If anything is clear it is that this relation is as multiplex as the relation between the Republic and the Laws.  In particular, note that justice unavoidably, but problematically, occurs both inside and outside the law.  That is to say, the practice of justice is, for the most part, the application of the law to particular cases, judging whether or not the particular acts in question were in conformity with the law.  But at the same time we may judge that a particular law, that is a particular legislative enactment, is unjust.  So justice participates both in the upward motion of creating the law and in the downward motion of applying it.

It is all very confusing and utterly facinating.  Thanks for your inspiring contribution.

Lance

P.S.  Happy Mozart's Birthday everybody (Jan. 27)  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 29        Tue Jan 28, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 18:45 EST   Lance, a response to some of your questions:

      >Here are some questions that point the direction I have in mind:       >When people speak in their own voice, do they always tell the truth?       >When authors put most of their words into somebody else's mouth, do       >those words necessarily express the meaning and beliefs of the author?

Not necessarily. In fact, at one extreme is the person who uses a puppet in order to say things which would be wrong, impolite, or dangerous for the person him/herself to say.  So, Plato may be using Socrates as a mouthpiece for his own ideas which he fears to express himself, he may be using Socrates in order to give prestige to his (Plato's) own ideas, he may be using Socrates as a person in whom to try some experiments with thought, and I suppose he could be using Socrates to express what he (Plato) himself does not believe, or believes false.

      >Do most people say exactly the same things to everybody, or do they       sometimes say different things, depending on whom they are speaking to       and what their relationship is?

Of course, they say different things, or the same thing differently, depending on whom they are talking to, whether a friend, stranger, adult, child, man, woman, etc.

      >Do most people speak the same way under duress as they do when they are       speaking voluntarily?

I would think that people speak differently under duress than they would voluntarily.

      >Is Socrates speaking voluntarily or under coercion when he speaks       "today" about what happened yesterday?  What about the conversations       that Socrates narrates?  Is he speaking voluntarily when he speaks with       Polemarchus,

My question:  to whom is Socrates speaking?  The reader?  Whether he speaks voluntarily or under duress I cannot yet say.  However, in relating the conversations he had "yesterday," there appears to be some coercion involved, but to what degree it is serious, threatening, or simply playful, I don't know.  Polemarchus "orders" his slave to run after Socrates.  The slave "takes hold" of Socrates (appropriate??) and says that Polemarchus "orders" Socrates to wait.  When Polemarchus arrives he speaks in adversarial terms, saying in effect, "there are two of you, but more of us.  Either 'prove stronger,' than us, or stay here."  Socrates brings up the option of attempting to persuade them, but Polemarchus refuses to listen so that any verbal persuasion will be useless.    As I said, I don't know how seriously to take this "conflict" between Socrates and Polemarchus.  But it does help to set the immediate scene, and perhaps the larger scene, for how can society, a city, have an ordered life, which I assume we all desire who seek to live together with other people, without the willingness to allow respectful conversation, discussion, and debate take precedence over brute force and violence.      But I already fear I have read too quickly, and too far.    In the first paragraph, however, I find Socrates speaking in such a way as to avoid taking "sides" with anyone.  Of the procession, he says, the native inhabitants did well, but "the one the Thracians conducted was no les fitting...."  A diplomatic statement, but from what motive or reason.

      >Cephalus and Thrasymachus in Book I?  Is he speaking voluntarily when       he speaks with Glaucon and Adeimantus in the rest of the dialogue?

And I haven't read that far yet.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 30        Tue Jan 28, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:34 EST   Bobo,

You're on the right track, in my opinion.

You say you don't know whether the threat of force made by Polemarchus was serious or merely playful.  Let us analyze this doubt of yours.  What would it mean for our interpretation of the dialogue if Polemarchus was merely being playful?  Would it mean that we could then disregard that threat in interpreting what follows?  If not, then what difference does it make.  We have the following possibilities, it seems to me:  (1)  Polemarchus was serious and Socrates took him seriously.  (2)  Polemarchus was being playful and Socrates took him seriously.  (3)  Polemarchus was being playful and Socrates played along with him.  (4)  Polemarchus was serious and Socrates responded playfully  (5)  Polemarchus was serious and Socrates disregarded his threat  (6)  Polemarchus was being playful and Socrates disregarded his playful threat.

It seems to me that the last two possibilities are decisively refuted by the text, since Socrates does not in fact disregard the threat, but counters with an alternative.

On any of the other possibilities, it follows that WE must take the threat of coercion seriously as structuring the subsequent interaction, regardless of whether that interaction is based on a serious threat or a playful threat playfully responded to.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 31        Wed Jan 29, 1992 M.DOTSON2 [Mark]             at 00:47 EST   Lance,     Thanks. I was thinking that Polemarchus was being sarcastic. So, were he and Socrates friends?

                          Mark  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 32        Wed Jan 29, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 20:25 EST   Hey! You guys are going to fast for me.  Isn't anyone going to say anything about the festival?  Why does a political work begin with a religious festival?  What about the men on horseback passing torches?  Why would Socrates want to stay for that?  Do they ever get to see it?  And, while I'm at it, why is Piraeus the best place to discuss the Republic?  (I have an idea on the last question).  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 33        Wed Jan 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:52 EST   Jon:

You're right--I'm still working on the title.  I've been responding out of order to these other questions because I didn't want people to think I had forgotten about them.

So while I'm working on the title, why don't you favor us with your ideas on the excellent questions you posed?

Mark:  I wasn't absolutely sure which of my communications you were reponding to.  My point yesterday was that, regardless of whether Polemarchus was being serious or not, WE have to interpret what Socrates says and does AS IF the threat was serious.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 34        Thu Jan 30, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 00:28 EST   Jon, I don't mean to go too fast for you, or anyone.  Nice questions you brought up.  What do you think about the festival?    I've mused a little on the opening scene.  "I" dominates the first paragraph, until the last line when "we" appears.  So, the solitary Socrates gives us his opinion of the festival and the procession.  Perhaps Socrates, like many today, consider attendance at religious festivals purely a matter of individual opinion.      True, he does this with Glaucon, but Socrates speaks much in the first person, and only in the last line brings in Glaucon.  So, attendance at religious festivals works well alone, or with another who agrees with you.  In a sense, perhaps we have a hint of the ideal here.  Two men united by friendship, expressing their religious natures together, and enjoying the festivities religion brings.    But then, the "I" of Socrates must confront of "I" of Polemarchus.  And not just two men, but Polemarchus also has friends.  These friends agree with Polemarchus in opposing Socrates' return to the city.  So now the harmony of the opening paragraph succumbs to the disharmony of opposing wills, wills expressed through groups of men.  Polemarchus coerces Socrates to behave differently than Socrates had previously intended.  And so we set the stage for a consideration of not just the political dimension, but of the whole human dimension, when humans seek to live together.    These ideas I have after reading Bloom's note that this opening scene offers a dramatic prefiguration" of what comes later.     But now, what have you to say about the festival, the goddess?  And about Piraeus?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 35        Fri Jan 31, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 19:49 EST   Maybe I'm going to fast ... again.  I would like to know what new things Lance found out about the title.  Just one or two observations.  Socrates agrees to return in part to see the torch light procession.  Given the length of the conversation recounted in this book, I am willing to bet they never get to see the procession. In some way a political discussion has replaced a religious procession.  My thought on the Piraeus is by no means original, but here it is: Piraeus is port of Athens.  As such, it would be the place where new things are introduced.  In fact, it is a new festival which brings Socrates to Piraeus yesterday.  In a similar way, if one wanted to discuss introducing new political ideas, what another political writer called new modes and orders, this would seem to be the likely place to do it.  I wonder if we can take note of the names here?  Polemarchus means leader in battles (the name is sometimes translated as "war lord"). This seems to fit with his rather brusque way of dealing with Socrates, and suggests to me that military matters and military men are going to play  a substantial role in the republic. I suspect we might to well to watch out for it.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 36        Fri Jan 31, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 23:39 EST     Jon,  I think Lance must be busy with many things.  I'd be happy to hear from him also. But in the meantime, I like your ideas about the Piraeus as a place for introducing new ideas.  And thanks for the meaning of Polemarchus-- I'm sure military men and matters will come up, but even more basically one confronts the matter of force, whether organized as a military, or simply a group of friends, as Polemarchus has here. And what hope is there if such people refuse to listen. Is that the seed which grows into war, the unwillingness to listen to the other person. The refusal to listen seems to leave us with only two other alternatives--go along with the wishes (commands, coercions) of the stronger, or fight them.      Did you see Bloom's note about "Well, if it is so resolved...."  Socrates uses the words by which a city passes a law or decree.  But this decree to which he now submits did not come about by discussion or persuasion among people of good will, which would have been nice, but it came about by virtue of strength. Facetious or not, Socrates' "well, if it is so resolved,"  appears to be an instance of "might makes right."  The might of Polemarchus makes right the resolution under which Socrates now acts.       Make any sense to you?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 37        Sat Feb 01, 1992 J.KRAMER8 [Jeff]             at 14:47 EST         I'm so sorry I won't be able to take part here.  Seems like  a wonderful experiment in stretching the limits of this kind of  forum.  (And of course a perennially vital topic.)       A question on the methodology of 'taking the author as God':  as an antidote to complacent reading, aren't the side-effects  as violent as the symptoms we are intending to address?       The God-like author is totally purposeful, totally coherent:  there is no possibility of self-contradiction, no possibility  that a passage is of trivial importance.  FComing upon a passage  which strikes us as inconsistent or trivial, we cannot merely  stop to carefully consider whether we might have overlooked  something, we must force ourselves somehow to see significance  and coherence.  This will often lead to pretty wild flights.

                                                Jeff  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 38        Sat Feb 01, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 21:31 EST   Bobo: Let me take some time to consider your last post.  Jeff: Taking an author seriously is not the same as taking the author as God. I think we are simply trying to find out what he meant by his words.  I, and I think the others here, assume that the author wrote carefully.  Often an author will leave clues that he wrote carefully and expects you to read that way.  Lance gave some examples in his original post on the topic of slow reading. Sometimes one finds out that reading an author carefully, reading slowly doesn't pan out.  There is a consistancy that one looks for and doesn't find.  There is, of course, always the chance that one or all of us have gone off the deep end as it were.  I think  that is one of the reasons for talking with others about what one is reading carefully.  If you see problems with a point made here, please let us know.  You might be right or, at the very least, it will help us to elucidate better what we mean.  Thank you for your post.  I would not be at all surprised if others reading this topic have thought the same things as you have written.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 39        Sat Feb 01, 1992 J.KRAMER8 [Jeff]             at 21:51 EST       <<Taking an author seriously is not the same thing as       taking the author as God.>>

      I agree, Jon, but I was responding to message 18, in which  Lance argued that we *should*, while in close reading, adopt  the strategy of thinking of the author as God.       But it really isn't very fair or productive for me to be  kibitzing about the rules when the game has already started  and I haven't signed up to play. :)  Maybe you would be   interested in starting a topic on "How do we read?" sometime;  I'd love to take part in that, but alas not now.

                                              Jeff  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 40        Mon Feb 03, 1992 K.PALMER2 [Kent]             at 02:49 EST   Howdy---

I would like to respond to the seaport being the place of introduction of new things.

For Plato this is BAD. For us it is thought of as GOOD. In the LAWS the whole structure of the POLIS is made in such a way to prevent NEW things from entering. It is set as far away from the sea as possible and the reason given is exactly that the sea is the source of new and strange things. This is an example of how we read PLATO wrong by projecting our own values on him. The Republic is what Jose Arguelles in TRANSFORMATIONAL VISION called a kakatopia, a hell on earth, where mind is separated from body. Where new things are constantly being  introduced. Exactly like our culture! We took Plato's vision of HELL as our ideal. We ignored his ideal of what Popper called the CLOSED SOCIETY.

Something to think about  . . .

---Kent---  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 41        Mon Feb 03, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 20:34 EST   Kent: You are WAY ahead of us!  It is possible that this reading will, in the end, come to the conclusion you suggest. But it is not apparent so far.  Socrates comes to Piraeus to see the introduction of a new festival. That certainly suggests that he is interested in new things. While there, he engages in a conversation which establishes the republic.  I don't remember where, in The Republic, he discusses where the city should be.  Perhaps you can  help me on that.  (It might also be worthwhile to read The Critias with this in mind.)  No doubt there are some differences between what Plato is trying to do in The Laws and in The Republic. Thus it may be that he says different things in these works without being contradictory.

Bobo: I'm still working on a response to your remarks about Polemarchus.  Hang in there.  I think I'm gonna disagree with you to some extent.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 42        Tue Feb 04, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 00:59 EST   Jon, I look forward to your disagreement. But take your time.  For the next couple of weeks I'm going to have little time for keeping up with things here. I'll be checking regularly, but will read very little, however, what I read, I'll read slowly :)  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 43        Sat Feb 08, 1992 K.PALMER2 [Kent]             at 04:50 EST   Jon---

I am willing to slow down. But my inclination is to see the Republic and the Laws as complementary opposites and I think the dramatic situation of both lend themselves to that interpretation. We will see as we go along.

Lance---

I've read the first word. Now what?

---Kent---  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 44        Sun Feb 09, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 14:42 EST   Bobo: FWIW here is what I have on the passage we are examining:  I think Polemarchus is somewhat less war like that his name would suggest.  The force that he appeals to is the force of numbers, not physical force.  Perhaps we could call it the force of democracy. eg: we all vote that you should stay, therefore you should stay. When Polemarchus says he will not listen to any attempt to persuade him otherwise, it is Glaucon who answers, not Socrates.  It might be interesting to speculate on what Socrates' answer would have been. At this point, Adeimantus comes to his brothers aid by trying to entice Socrates with a new spectacle.  Polemarchus adds the possibility of conversation.  This does not seem to me to be the remark of someone taking the position that might makes right.  It seems to show that Polemarchus believes that conversation is more enticing to Socrates than spectacle. Again, it is Glaucon, not Socrates who agrees.  Socrates then goes along with the crowd as it were.  I understand Bloom's note to be pointing to just this: that Socrates is suggesting that we have witnessed a democratic process in this little scene.  As far as the refusal to listen is concerned, two things come to mind. First of all, I think we are expected to be reminded of the Apology where Socrates really is confronted with the power of the Athenian democracy.  Did the Athenians simply refuse to listen to Socrates?  Was there a way to persuade them if they did refuse to listen?  These questions are raised but not answered here. Secondly, there is a bit of a joke here: the result of Polemarchus' refusal to listen to Socrates is that he ends up listening to him all evening.  This post is already too long.  I am interested in hearing what you think of it. 

Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 45        Tue Feb 11, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 12:32 EST   Jon:

Thanks for continuing in my absence (I'm not really absent, but Bobo is right in supposing that I've been busy with many other things).

Permit me a brief response:

1.  That Polemarchus is less warlike than his name suggests.  His name literally means "leader in war."  I am not sure that necessarily implies that he is warlike. The word for warlike is "Polemikos" as in our "polemical."  My Greek-English lexicon has the following second definition of "polem-archos": "at Athens, the Polemarch was the third archon, who originally commanded in battle; he was present at the battle of Marathon: later he presided in the court in which the causes of the metoiki were tried."  This last is ironic, since the Polemarchus of the Republic was one of the "metoiki" (referred to by Bloom as "metics", meaning resident aliens") and as such was not a citizen and would not have been qualified to hold the position referred to, although he would have been subject to that court's jurisdiction.  One of the possibilities I have been looking at is that the "polemos" part of Polemarchus' name comes from the same root as "polis.  I have not been able to come up with much concrete evidence yet, except that polis originally meant fort or citidel and only later came to mean city. If the roots are connected, this might mean that the original reference of polemos was to some sort of mutual defensive activity.

2.  You suggest that the force appealed to by Polemarchus "is the force of numbers, not physical force."  And you also suggest that it is the force of democracy.  It seems to me that this interpretation is excluded by the words of the text.  Polemarchus does not say, "We all vote that you should stay, therefore you should stay."  He says, "Do you see how many of us there are?....  Then, either prove stronger than these men, or stay here."  It seems pretty clear, I think, that the reference to numbers is not to the possibility of outvoting, but to their presumptively superior capacity to exercise coercive force.

3.  You say that Polemarchus wants to show that conversation is more enticing than spectacle.   I assume you are referring to Polemarchus' speech at 328a-b in which he picks up Adeimantus' suggestion that the torch race might be worth seeing: "`That's it,' said Polemarchus, `and besides, they'll put on an all- night festifval that will be worth seeing.  We'll get up after dinner and go to see it; there we'll be together with many of the young men and we'll talk.  So stay and do as I tell you.'"  I don't find in this sentence any attempt to compare the relative attractiveness of conversation and spectacle.  What I see is Polemarchus adding the presumable enticement of young men and the prospect of conversation to the enticement of the torch race in which Socrates has already shown some interest.  But Polemarchus concludes his speech by saying, "So stay and do as I tell you."  This does not suggest that Polemarchus is himself interested in these things, but only that he is using them as the carrot to spare himself the trouble of using his stick.

4.  On the refusal to listen.  You suggest that we are to reflect on the power of the Athenian Democracy.  Couldn't we draw our examples from closer to our present?  It seems to me that the refusal to listen is one of the commonest of all political problems.  Isn't that what people are complaining about when they demand to have a voice in determining public affairs that concern them?  Would it not Jon:

Thanks for continuing in my absence (I'm not really absent, but Bobo is right in supposing that I've been busy with many other things).
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1.  That Polemarchus is less warlike than his name suggests.  His name literally means "leader in war."  I am not sure that necessarily implies that he is warlike. The word for warlike is "Polemikos" as in our "polemical."  My Greek-English lexicon has the following second definition of "polem-archos": "at Athens, the Polemarch was the third archon, who originally commanded in battle; he was present at the battle of Marathon: later he presided in the court in which the causes of the metoiki were tried."  This last is ironic, since the Polemarchus of the Republic was one of the "metoiki" (referred to by Bloom as "metics", meaning resident aliens") and as such was not a citizen and would not have been qualified to hold the position referred to, although he would have been subject to that court's jurisdiction.  One of the possibilities I have been looking at is that the "polemos" part of Polemarchus' name comes from the same root as "polis.  I have not been able to come up with much concrete evidence yet, except that polis originally meant fort or citidel and only later came to mean city. If the roots are connected, this might mean that the original reference of polemos was to some sort of mutual defensive activity.

2.  You suggest that the force appealed to by Polemarchus "is the force of numbers, not physical force."  And you also suggest that it is the force of democracy.  It seems to me that this interpretation is excluded by the words of the text.  Polemarchus does not say, "We all vote that you should stay, therefore you should stay."  He says, "Do you see how many of us there are?....  Then, either prove stronger than these men, or stay here."  It seems pretty clear, I think, that the reference to numbers is not to the possibility of outvoting, but to their presumptively superior capacity to exercise coercive force.

3.  You say that Polemarchus wants to show that conversation is more enticing than spectacle.   I assume you are referring to Polemarchus' speech at 328a-b in which he picks up Adeimantus' suggestion that the torch race might be worth seeing: "`That's it,' said Polemarchus, `and besides, they'll put on an all- night festifval that will be worth seeing.  We'll get up after dinner and go to see it; there we'll be together with many of the young men and we'll talk.  So stay and do as I tell you.'"  I don't find in this sentence any attempt to compare the relative attractiveness of conversation and spectacle.  What I see is Polemarchus adding the presumable enticement of young men and the prospect of conversation to the enticement of the torch race in which Socrates has already shown some interest.  But Polemarchus concludes his speech by saying, "So stay and do as I tell you."  This does not suggest that Polemarchus is himself interested in these things, but only that he is using them as the carrot to spare himself the trouble of using his stick.

4.  On the refusal to listen.  You suggest that we are to reflect on the power of the Athenian Democracy.  Couldn't we draw our examples from closer to our present?  It seems to me that the refusal to listen is one of the commonest of all political problems.  Isn't that what people are complaining about when they demand to have a voice in determining public affairs that concern them?  Would it not be accurate to say that the conversations about lack of representation and disenfranchisement that pervade contemporary politics are fundamentally about the perceived failure of those with power to listen to those who lack it?  And, if that is so, is it not also true that a great part of our political conversation is about how to teach people who hold power that they cannot refuse to listen to those whom they would prefer to ignore?

5. You say, "The result of Polemarchus' refusal to listen to Socrates is that he ends up listening to him all evening."  I think an argument could be made for the claim that Polemarchus is, of all the participants in the Republic, the one most profoundly altered by his conversation with Socrates.  But it seems to me that before we can understand what happens to Polemarchus we must ask a question that you have not touched on:  Why does Polemarchus want Socrates to stay?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 46        Tue Feb 11, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 19:26 EST   While I have not yet (alas!) been able to get ahold of the library's copy of Bloom's translation, might I offer a suggestion?

Perhaps we could interpret Polemarchus as being representative of Athenian society in general, saying to Socrates, "Come with us."  Then when Socrates refuses to come with him, Polemarchus/Athens tries to compel him.  Socrates attempts to persuade him/Athens otherwise, but he/they refuse to listen.   I will have to refer to the _Republic_ before I could draw this parallel further, but it seems possible, if perhaps far-fetched.  The parallels between Polemarchus and Athens-at-large seemed somewhat striking to me, and this would fit in with the possibility that his name is derived from "polis." That Polemarchus' behavior is the most altered of all the participants in the dialogue, as Lance says, might then express Plato's hopes for a  conversion of Athenian thinking after they *do* listen to Socrates.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 47        Tue Feb 11, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 22:35 EST   Just a quick note to let you know I am around, but, like Lance before me, I have many things demanding my attention this week and next.  However, I thoroughly enjoy the thoughts you have placed here, and will seek to add my own as soon as possible.  Hmmm, why did Polemarchus want Socrates to stay?  Intriguing.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 48        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:13 EST   Tony,

I think your suggestion is extremely interesting, but I fear the payoff may be pretty far down the road.  What I mean is that we may have to go through some pages of text before we will be in a position to examine what you suggest in a critical way.  But I urge you to hold onto this thought and remind us of it periodically.

On another topic, please forgive me for the repetition in my post of message 45.  My connection was interrupted while I was posting it the first time, and I didn't know how to post only from the place where the interruption occurred. If anybody knows how to solve this problem, please let me know.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 49        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:21 EST   At long last, I think I am ready to start talking about the first  word of the Republic--the title.

I realize that it is a little crazy to spend 2 or 3 weeks  obsessing about the title of a book, but I think I have come up  with enough to justify the delay.  When I started, I intended to  add just a few words to what Bloom has to say about the  derivation of the Greek title, Politeia, and about the meaning of  polis.  But then a number of questions occurred to me:

The first question was simply, what did Plato mean by his title?  At first, I thought it would be sufficient to talk just about  what I mentioned above--the derivation of politeia, etc. But then  I saw that there was much more to it, because Plato had chosen a  word with enormous and complex resonance both for his own time  and with respect to the time of the dramatic setting of the  dialogue.

 A second, and perhaps more clearly philosophical, issue derives  from the fact that politeia is both strange and familiar at the  same time.  The strangeness requires little argument.  What I  mean by the familiarity is that the word that is the root of  politeia, namely polis, has penetrated our ordinary language in  the form of such words as politics, police, policy, metropolis,  etc.  If we take its real Latin translation, civitas, moreover,  we seen that indirectly it has given us civic, civilization,  etc.

If politeia were merely alien, the attempt to translate it  adequately would be challenging, perhaps, like the attempt to  translate Chinese poetry into English, but it would not  necessarily be philosophical.  But because the word politeia is  both alien and familiar at the same time, the attempt to  translate it is not only an effort to come to know that which we  do not know, and know that we do not know.  In addition, it  becomes an effort of coming to know again that which we already  know but have somehow forgotten.  In other words, the problem of  translating politeia is a problem in acquiring self-knowledge; a  process of coming to know that which we do not know that we know,  and therefore we do not know that we do not know it.

I have broken my discussion of Politeia into approximately  fourteen separate posts as follows:

--a summary and brief discussion of what Bloom and John Sallis  have to say about the title.

--discussion of the dictionary definition of Politeia

--the meaning of Republic

--the historical context of the dramatic setting of the Republic

--the occurrence of Politeia in other titles

--the relationship between translation and interpretation

--on the lack of exact lexical equivalence

--that the difficulty of translating Politeia is not due to the  strangeness of the underlying conceptual base

--the relationship between translation and the Socratic question

--how to understand the power and resonance of Politeia

--the occurrence of "Politeia" in other titles

--Politeia and Nomos

--Victor Ehrenberg on Politeia

--On the polis and philosophy from W.H. McNeill, the Rise of the West

--Leo Strauss on Plato's titles

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 50        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:33 EST   Bloom tells us that "Republic" is the English equivalent of  Cicero's Latin translation of the Greek title, which was  "Politeia."  The word politeia is derived from polis by way of  polites, meaning citizen. Polis means the city, not in the sense  of a settlement, but as "the community of men sharing a way of  life and governing themselves, waging war and preserving the  peace." The polites is the citizen, literally one who belongs to  the city.  Politeia is derived from a verb, politeuo, meaning to  act as a citizen.  Bloom suggests that the best word by which to  interpret politeia is the word, "regime."

John Sallis in "Being and Logos," largely follows Bloom: "The  word which is translated "Republic," following Cicero's Latin  translation, is "politeia."  This word does not mean "republic"  in the sense of "state" or "nation"; for, in fact, in Greek  political life there was nothing corresponding to the modern  state or nation; indeed, it would be exceedingly difficult to  overstress the radical difference between the modern state and  the Greek city.  Thus, "politeia" is to be understood in  reference to the meaning of "polis," from which it is derived.  But the two do not mean the same: politeia is not city but rather  regime, in the broad sense in which we speak, for example, of the  "ancien regime" of France; or, alternatively, politeia is  constitution, not in the sense of the laws of the city or the  document in which the laws are set down, but rather in the sense  of the basic make-up of the city, the ordering or arrangement of  men with regard to political power."

In my opinion, "regime" is not a satisfactory translation of  Politeia.  The word "regime" is derived from a Latin word meaning  rule.  It has the same root as such English words as regulate,  regal and regiment.  The word regime totally forgets the city and  the actions of the citizen which the word politeia will not allow  us to neglect.  It is not that the notion of rule was absent from  the Greek polis.  But the essence of the polis was the  combination of the notion of rule with the notion of equality,  such that rule was not understood as the domination of one  individual by the force or will of another, but the subordination  of all to a rule applying equally to all which all give to  themselves.  To quote Victor Ehrenberg, "...it was not the  individual citizen who exercised political rule as judge,  Councillor, official or member of the Ecclesia (assembly), but  the whole body of citizens, represented by law court, Council,  office or popular assembly.  The public spirit of the citizens,  which really held the Polis together, rested on their identity  with the state--that is to say, on the basic fact of "politeia."  This is also the reason why the representative principle remained  alien to the Polis.  It was essential that the individual should  share in the life of the state directly and personally.  The  Polis was not only the soil from which the autonomous individual  arose--lastly in conflict with it, though never without it--but  it was the citzen of the Polis in his voluntary and unquestioned  devotion to the state that represented Greek man in his  perfection." (The Greek State, p.91)

What about the alternative translation that Sallis proposes:  "constitution."  This has a good deal to recommend it.  The most  important thing being that it is the standard translation of Politeia as it appears in a number of other titles, most notably a work by Aristotle: "Athenaios Politeia."  Nobody, as far as I know, has ever proposed translating that title as "The Athenian Republic,"  but the standard translation is, "The Athenian Constitution." or  "The Constitution of Athens."

In addition to this, English nouns ending in "tion" like  constitution are analogous to Greek nouns ending in "eia", like  Politeia and paideia in a significant way:  in general, both  groups of nouns are derived from verbs and tend to refer both to  an action and to the result of that action.  Constitution, for  example, can be understood as the act or process of constituting  something, or as the finished result of that act.  In the case of  Politeia, I think it is very important to understand this as both  the act or process of being a citizen (for which the word  "citizenship" suggests itself as appropriate) and the result of  that process.

On the whole, I think "Constitution" is a lot better than  "regime," but it is still inadequate for the reason that it  completely omits reference to the polis and the polites. 

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 51        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:37 EST   Here is the definition of Politeia from the Liddell & Scott  Greek-English Lexicon:

"The relation of a citizen to the state, the condition and rights  of a citizen, citizenship, Lat. civitas.  2. the life of a  citizen.  II the life of a stateman, government, administration.  III Civil policy, the condition of a state, constitution. 2. a  commonwealth: a republic.  [from politeuo]"

Discussion:

Politeia is derived from Polis by way of "polites" (citizen) and  "politeuo" the verb.

Polis means city, originally not in the sense of settlement, but  in the sense of fortified place. For the purpose of the following  analysis, it is important to bear in mind, first that the notion  of polis contains, not merely the notion of a place, but also the  notion of certain actions, actions of mutual defense and  protection, for which the place is designed, and, second, that  these actions implicitly presuppose a plurality of individuals.

("Acropolis" can be translated either as "high fort" or "high  city".  The word for the settlement in or near the fortified  place was "astu". It is worth noting that Latin preserves exactly  the same derivation, even though the words are completely  different.  In Latin the word from which our word city is  derived, "civitatem", bears the same connotation as polis, as may  be seen from the fact it is also the root of the word citidel.  The word for the settlement in or around the fortified place was  urbs, from which we have such English words as urban and suburb.  Note also that both Greek and Latin have given us words that  describe the character or personality of the city-dweller:  "astute" and "urbane".  Also "politic", "civil" and "civilized".)

politeuo, according to my Liddell and Scott Greek-English  lexicon, means: to be a citizen or freeman, to live in a free  state.  To have a certain form of government (namely a polity) to  have public affairs administered in a certain way.

Politeuo is a verb derived from the noun polites meaning citizen.  It may be that the difficulty of translating politeia starts with  the fact that in English it is somewhat less customary to derive  verbs from nouns than it is to derive nouns from verbs.  We have  a large class of agent nouns--nouns that denote one who performs  a certain action.  But to take a noun and make it into a verb  denoting the action by which the thing referred to by the noun  expresses its essential nature can be done in English, but rarely  without a sense of neologism.

So let us look at the whole etymology:  Politeia is a noun  derived from a verb (politeuo) derived from a noun  (polites) derived from another noun which, however, designates a  place designed for a certain kind of action by a plurality of  individuals (in other words, a noun with verbal connotations).  Again, politeia is the noun which refers to the actions which  express the being of those individuals whose specific nature is  constituted by the fact that they belong to the polis.  Thus  politeia constitutes the citizens as citizens and, at the same  time, constitutes the city as a city.

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 52        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:40 EST   Republic, as Bloom's note tells us, is Cicero's Latin  "translation" of Plato's title, which in Greek was Politeia.  Re  Publica literally means, the people's thing.  The thing that  belongs to the people or the thing that primarily and essentially  concerns the people.  How does this differ from Politeia?  In the  first place, it substitutes "people" for "citizens." (It is  crucial to remember that not all of the people are citizens of a  particular city, not even all the people who reside in that city  are citizens of it, so what is of concern to all of the people is  not necessarily the same as what is of concern to citizens  insofar as they are citizens.)  In the second place, all  reference to the city is suppressed.  Finally, the ambiguity of  politeia, referring to both the action of citizens and and the  result of the action, is suppressed as politeia is simply  referred to as a thing.

What is most puzzling is that Cicero used this manifestly  inaccurate translation of Politeia when, it seems, a perfectly  adequate Latin translation of Plato's Politeia was available to  him, namely "Civitas."  If Cicero had so chosen, we would now  know this book either as "citizenship" or as "Civilization."

I think there is a kind of historico-philosophical lesson to be  had from the fact that Cicero chose to translate Politeia as he  did, and that is that already by Cicero's time the relationship  between the activity of citizenship and the boundedness of a city  had become obscure.  We need to note how this issue becomes a  problem even in the discussion between Polemarchus and Socrates.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 53        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:53 EST   In order to fully appreciate what Plato had in mind in giving  this work the title Politeia, it is necessary to say something  about the historical context of its dramatic setting.  (It might  also be nice to say something about the historical context of its  publication, but while the dramatic date of the dialogue can be  specified with reasonable precision, it is almost impossible to  pin down the date of its publication to anything less than a  range of ten or twenty years.)

Bloom, along with the majority of scholars, gives the dramatic  date of the dialogue as "around 411 BC."  In the footnote in  which he gives this date, Bloom alludes to the oligarchic coup in  404 BC that briefly brought to power the junta known as the  "Thirty Tyrants," and he says, "The conversation of the Republic  takes place in the shadow of the "Thirty."  But then Bloom makes  an extremely odd, ahistorical comment:  He says, "The men who  gather here in happy days for a theoretical conversation are soon  to fall on evil ones in the practice of politics."  What makes  this comment odd is that 411 BC was hardly a time of "happy  days."  In fact, 411 BC was the date of another oligarchic coup  and of a political-social-constitutional crisis that was, if  anything, even more profound than that which occurred in 404 BC.  Once we become clear about the nature of the crisis which forms  the dramatic context for the discussion of the Republic, we may  recognize that in such a context the discussion contained in the  Republic might well appear as far from entirely theoretical.  In  connection with our inquiry into the meaning of Plato's title, it  is particularly important to note that rhetorically the  constitutional crisis of 411 BC revolved around a call for a  return to the "patrios politeia," usually translated as the  "ancestral constitution."  Indeed, while discussing the  "constitutional convention" at Colonus (just outside of Athens proper) in 411, Aristotle  specifically identifies Cleitophon as having offered an amendment  calling for an investigation of the ancient constitution of  Cleisthenes.  Cleitophon was one of those present in the Republic  (he speaks very briefly in Book I).

Even apart from the oligarchic coup of 411 BC, it is hard to  understand how one could describe that period in Athens as one of  happy days.  411 BC was the 20th year of the great Peloponnesian  war.  More importantly, it was only about two years after the  disastrous defeat of the Athenian expeditionary force in Sicily,  described by Thucydides in one of the greatest passages in all of  classical literature, which concludes, "This was the greatest  Hellenic achievement of any in this war, or, in my opinion, in  Hellenic history; at once most glorious to the victors, and most  calamitous to the conquered.  They were beaten at all points and  altogether; all that they suffered was great; they were  destroyed, as the saying is, with a total destruction, their  fleet, their army, everything was destroyed, and few out of many  returned home."

To understand the magnitude of the Athenian defeat, consider the  following.  It is estimated that the Athenians lost approximately  35,000 men in Sicily in a few months.  This is at the same order  of magnitude as the total losses sustained by the U.S. Army in  Viet Nam over a period of eight years.  The U.S. losses in Viet  Nam were sustained by a country of more than 200 million.  The  Athenian losses in Sicily were suffered by a city whose total  population at the time was less than 300,000.

Given the scale of the defeat suffered by the Athenians, and  especially given that the decision to mount the expedition had  been controversial at its inception and had been opposed by many  as foolhardy, it is not surprising that the defeat gave rise to a  major constitutional crisis.  In fact it appears that the  Sicilian defeat was only the occasion which brought to a head a  conflict which had been gathering in Athens for more than a  decade.  While the government during this period was increasingly  democratic (increasingly dominated, that is, by the concerns of  the many, especially by the many poor), the men of the wealthier  classes, particularly the intellectuals, became increasingly  antidemocratic in their sentiments and, to some extent, in their  actions.

Although the initial actions taken after the Sicilian defeat  were in the nature of stop-gap meansures, there was an increasing  amount of public conversation about the need to alter the  democratic form of government in order to bring about a solution  to the constitutional crisis.  As Martin Ostwald observes,  "Between the reforms of Solon and the defeat in Sicily, Athens  had indeed developed democratic institutions, but neither Athens  nor any other Greek city had developed a theory of democracy--or,  for that matter, a consistent view of oligarchical government--of  articulate princicples of pupular sovereignty to provide any  guidelines in 413 BC."  Failing to find such principles  elsewhere, "concerned Athenians had to find in their own  political heritage a model to create a system of government that  would not repeat the mistakes of the immediate past.  Accordingly, about this time Athenians became concerned to bring  the constitution of this state back into line with the patrios  politeia....Even opponents of the democracy had to present their  programs as attempts to restore the political conditions of a  rosier past.  The wish to bring the past to bear upon reshaping  the present did not abate until the stabler deomcracy, based on  the principle of the sovereignty of the law, emerged in the years  following the overthroww of the Thirty Tyrants."

In summary, then, the Republic is set in the midst of a period of  extraordinary political breakdown, when a series of defeats,  emergencies and scandals had created a widespread feeling that  the existing political institutions were not working  satisfactorily and had generated an unusual public conversation  in which fundamental questions about how public affairs should be  organized  were suddenly perceived as requiring immediate, urgent  attention.  And the single word around which these discussions  revolved was Politeia.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 54        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:57 EST   Other titles containing the word Politeia.

There was a treatise entitled "Athenaion Politeia", usually  translated, "The Constitution of the Athenians," which seems to  have appeared about 425 BC and which was at one time attributed  to Xenophon, although that attribution is now generally  discounted.  Now the author is generally referred to as "the Old  Oligarch."

Aristotle published a treatise with almost the same title, which is  usually translated as "the Athenian Constitution."  This work, of  course, was written some years after the Republic.  It is one of  the most important sources for information about Athenian  political history, and it contains detailed accounts of the  oligarchic coups of 411 BC and 404 BC

Apparently there is extant the text--or fragments--of a speech  entitled "On the Constitution" from the last decade of the fifth  century.  This speech is usually attributed to one Herodes, but  at least one scholar has assigned it to Critias.  This  attribution, if valid, would be extremely important, since Plato,  as well as Glaucon and Adeimantus, were Critias's nephews, and  also Critias appears to have been part of the audience to whom  Socrates recounted the events described in the Republic on the  following day.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 55        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:01 EST   When I studied the Republic with Allan Bloom in 1962, his  translation had not yet appeared in print, but he distributed  sections of it in mimeographed form to the students in his small  seminar.  As he was passing out the copies of his translation of  Book I in the first class, I remember his saying something like  this:  "A good translator must be either supremely intelligent or  a complete idiot.  A supremely intelligent translator would  understand both languages perfectly and would also understand  exactly what the author meant and would therefore be able to find  precisely the words that would perfectly express in the second  language what the author meant to signify in the original.  A  complete idiot would translate like a machine, always rendering a  given word in the original by the same word in the translation,  with no sensitivity to context or connotation.  Unfortunately,  most human translators are neither supremely intelligent nor  complete idiots, so their translations tend to tell us as much  about the translator as they do about the author."  In short,  translation without interpretation is humanly impossible.  In  fact, in Greek the same word--hermeneia--(from which we have the  word hermenuetics) is used for both, and also for understanding.

But the philosophical issue presented by the problem of  translating Politeia is not the philosophical issue of  translation in general.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 56        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:05 EST   It has been said that Politeia is unstranslatable because the  word has not exact English equivalent.  The lack of an exact  lexical equivalent is the commonest problem encountered by a  translator.  The fact that it is a common problem does not, of  course, mean that it is devoid of philosophical interest.  The  absence of exact lexical equivalence among different languages  has led, for example, to a good deal of discussion about the  degree to which the differences among languages reflect  differences in ways of thought that are embedded in cultural or  linguistic practice.  At its extreme, this sort of discussion  leads to linguistic, cultural or historical relativism, according  to which lexical difference is ultimately incorrigible and what  we are left with is the knowledge of difference and limitation.

But that is not the only possibility.  Sometimes the lack of  lexical equivalence simply sets the stage for interlinguistic  loans.  For example, "suttee" or "sati" is a Sanskrit word which  may originally have meant "virtuous or chaste woman" and which  came to mean the practice of self-immolation by a widow on her  dead husband's funeral pyre.  The practice was alien and  revolting to native English speakers when they first encountered  it, and there was certainly no English word for it, so the  English language has simply incorporated the Sanskrit word.

These, then, are in general the two alternatives that translators  have for translating words in the original language that refer to  things that are alien to speakers of the second language: they  substitute an explanatory definition for the original word, or  they can borrow the word itself and relegate the definition to a  footnote.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 57        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:11 EST   To suggest that the difficulty of translating Politeia is because  the institution to which Politeia refers is essentially alien to  English speakers is at least misleading, if not flatly false.  Yes, it is true that we have nothing that is exactly equivalent  to the Polis, and that City-State is not an adequate translation  of Polis.  And it is true that "citizenship" and "constitution"  are not adequate translations of politeia, although they have  been used.

But it is also true that, far from being alien to us, the  institutional background of politeia is our own, and our everyday  language is replete with words that take their origin from the  same linguistic fountain that gave life to politeia.  It is in  this context that we find the philosophical significance of the  problem of translating the title of the Republic.

For the fact is that we cannot seriously attempt to define  politeia without either using a word that is clearly related to  it, like "politics," or else a word that is derived from a Latin  or Germanic equivalent (as citizenship is derived from the Latin  equivalent for Polis or, to take a more remote example,  "bourgeois" is derived from a Germanic root--Burg--meaning city,  interestingly enough, with the same associated meaning of  "fortress" that we see connected with Polis and with Civitatem.)

Consider the following:  Citizen, citizenship; Civil, civilized,  civilization, civic, civics, civil servant, civil rights,  civilian, civil law, civility, civil liberties, civil war;  Polity, politician, politics, police, policy, politic, political.

From all of these words there is only one aspect of politeia that  is missing, and that is not an unfamiliar one but in a way the  most obvious: the city.

No, the difficulty of translating politeia is not that it is  institutionally alien, but quite the opposite: Politeia is  difficult to translate because it is too familiar, too intimate,  too deeply within us.  Politeia is difficult to translate because  we are somehow constituted by it and do not know it.  Politeia is  difficult to translate because the attempt to translate this word  forces us to confront the fact that we do not know ourselves.

This, of course, is exactly the purpose of Socratic philosophy.

Now, you may ask, if these considerations arise in connection  with the difficulty of translating Politeia, how can they form  any part of Plato's intention, since presumably Plato did not  write with the aim of making philosophical points that would not  be available for people who read him in the original but would  only be intelligible for readers of a language that did not exist  at the time he wrote his dialogues?  But in fact the relationship  between translation and interpretation lets us know that this  point does not really depend on interlinguistic interpretation.  The self-forgetting about the nature of the polis which  nonetheless permeates our language was at least as true for  Plato's contemporaries as it is for us.  It is clear from the  usage of Patrios Politea, as ancestral constitution, that much  about the polis and about the polites (citizen) had already  become opaque in Plato's time.

It is also clear from Aristotle's Politics that the word Politeia  was already problematic in ancient times.  This is indicated by  the fact that Politeia is used both to designate any of a number  of possible forms of governmental organization and at the same  time is used to specify a particular form of governmental  organization, which Aristotle holds to be the best. 

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 58        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:14 EST   Translation asks the question, "What does X mean?" or "What IS  X?"  where X is a word in a foreign language.  Socrates asks,  "What does X mean?" or "What IS X?" where X is a common word like  justice or courage or wisdom or piety.

At first it may seem rather bizarre to suggest that the question  confronting the translator is anything like the question  confronting a person who is questioned by Socrates.  After all,  the translator is concerned with words that are strange to him  and stranger to his audience, and his task is to make those words  intelligible to his audience by rendering them in terms that are  already familiar to them.  Socrates, on the other hand, asks his  interlocutors to define words that are already familiar to them.  Words that they use habitually.  But the consequence of being  questioned by Socrates in this way is that the words suddenly  show up for them as strange, as words whose meaning they do not  fully understand.  Socratic questioning thus puts us in the  position of the translator, except that with Socrates our own  words become for us a foreign language.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 59        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:17 EST   For us, the word "Republic" has relatively little in the way of  emotional charge. "Regime" has even less, I would guess.  I  cannot think of any one-word title that would have for us the  kind of emotional force that "Politeia" must have had for Plato's  contemporary readers.  But I think we must try to imagine it.  Suppose somebody were to write, for a committed Christian  audience, a book entitled, "Christianity" or "The Bible."  Or  imagine a title that combined reference to the Declaration of  Independence, the United States Constitution and the love we have  for our country and for our civil liberties, all in one word.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 60        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:21 EST   Kent Palmer has said that he wants to read the Republic in  connection with the Laws of Plato.  One way of approaching this  is to examine the relationship between the two titles.  The Greek  word Nomos (the singular of Nomoi, the Greek title of Plato's  Laws) originally referred either to a musical tune or chant or to  a timeless, unchangeable pattern observed (i.e. performed) in  religious practice or daily life.  Sometime after the time of  Cleisthenes, Nomos came to be used to refer to statutes or  enactments promulgated by the Council or the Assembly.  The  archaic usage of nomos apparently did not distinguish between  description and prescription.  The nomos is "What is always  done."  To cite Martin Ostwald, "If we were to try to apply the  distinction between prescriptive and descriptive norms to the  earliest uses of nomos in Greek literature, we should find it too  blurred to be useful." (p.86)  Ostwald adds a second observation  concerning the earlist uses of nomos: "It never seems to have  occurred to anyone to anyone to inquire seriously into the origin  in time of a given nomos.  As a normative way of life, as a  proper way of conduct, or as a norm of sacrifice, nomos exists as  part of how the universe is constructed.  There is no idea of  development, no thought that there may have been a time when a  given nomos did not yet exist.  The only two early passages that  may be construed as giving nomos a beginning in time...name Zeus  as its originator: in human terms this means that the norms of  life have been decreed from time immemorial and for all time to  come." (p.87)

In the wake of the reforms of Cleisthenes (in the last decade of  the sixth century BC), however, "Nomos...became the instrument in  which the people of Athens asserted their sovereignty over their  own legal and political affairs.  At the same time, the elements  of timelessness and immutability, expressed in archaic times by  the fact that only the gods were credited with the establishment  of nomoi, were overshadowed by the idea that human agents now  became the authors, formulators, enactors and enforcers of a  nomos that could no longer be taken for granted as the perennial  pattern of human existence.  The determination of what is valid  and authoritative in political affairs became the province of  man, or, rather, of men, since nomos implies also the general  acceptance of what has been enacted." (p.130)

Plato calls this issue to our attention with the very first  sentence of the Laws, which opens with the Athenian stranger  asking, "Is it a god or some human being, strangers, who is given  the credit for laying down your laws?"

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 61        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:24 EST   The following is from Victor Ehrenberg's The Greek State:

"The Greek word for citizenship is politeia.  The same word also  describes the citizen body and the constitution, the whole  structure of the state.  In this fact we find two things  expressed: one, tht the state, whatever its constitution was,  rested on the fact of citizenship and the way in which it was  distributed; that is to say, the type of constitution depended on  the number and quality of those who were citizens; second, that  something more than citizenship was involved.  The abstract word  politeia replected the unitity of the citizens, not only the sum  of the individuals, but the living body composed of rulers and  ruled, and the political life that was the very life and being of  the citizens.  The use of the same word for the individual  participation in the state and for its general structure shows  that the participation was not in the main a purely legal act  between individual and state; it reflected the vital adherence of  the individual to the citizen body, as also to the other  communities inside the state, and therewith was bound to them,  bound to religion and soil." (Ehrenberg, p.39)

"...two opposed principles, that of rule and that of equality,  were the two creative forces which, on the basis of civic  freedom, determined the political form of the Polis.  They were  revealed above all in the gradations of citizenship, and that is  why these gradations determined the different forms of  constitution.  The connection between Politeia as citizenship and  Politeia as constitution, which Isocrates calls the soul of the  Polis, finds here its deeper foundations."

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 62        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:27 EST   From "The Rise of the West by W.H. McNeill:

 McNeill refers to the polis as "the master institution" of Greek  civilization.

"The polis constituted the fundamental cell of both Greek and  Roman civilized life. [Note the use here of the word  "civilized."  Civilized is, of course, rooted in the Latin  equivalent of the Greek polis.  To such an extent is the polis  still our master institution that we are unable to define it  without using a variant of the same word.] Physically it  consisted of a town or city with an area of farm and pasture land  round about.  Politically, it was a community governed by  magistrates and laws.  Psychologically, it was a self-sufficient  in-group to which a privileged part of the total population--the  adult male citizens--belonged and from which not only aliens, but  also slaves, women, and children were excluded.  In its mature  form, the Greek polis commanded an almost total dedication on the  part of its citizens.  Economics and politics, together with  religion, art, literature and philosophy, came to be pursued  largely within its framework."

McNeill goes on to make the extremely interesting suggestion that  Greek philosophy itself was an expression of the polis:

"No doubt many factors helped induce this fundamental departure  from age-old patterns of human thought [referring to the  development of the idea of nature and natural law by the Milesian  philosophers].  Contact with Oriental and barbarian societies  acquainted the Ionians with the diversity of existing religious  doctrines; and though they hasd outgrown Homer's theology, they  retained his concept of an impersonal and inexorable Fate,  brooding over and ultimately controlling both gods and men.  But  the really decisive factor takes us right back to the polis.  In  sixth century Ionia, human affairs were regulated quite  successfully by impersonal, uniform, necessary,  and--hopefully--just laws.  Obviously, the laws of nature, which  the Ionian philosophers thought they could detect in the universe  at large, bore a striking resemblance to the laws of the polis,  which surely, though invisibly, governed their own individual  lives.  The beginnings of Greek philosophy, therefore, may be  viewed as a naive but enormously  fruitful projection upon the  cosmos of the busy, ordered world of the polis."

To this I would only add, as a kind of supporting evidence, that  this very word "cosmos," whose primary meaning for us pertains to  things very large and astronomical, seems originally to have had  a political meaning.  The noun kosmos seems to derive from a  verb, kosmeo, which meant to order or arrange, especially to set  an army in proper array, to marshall it.  From this kosmos came  to mean a good or decent order of the polis.  So it is not quite  accurate to speak of a projection of the ordered world of the  polis upon the cosmos.  By the time we conceive the idea of a  heavenly cosmos, the projection of the ordered world of the polis  onto the heavens has already occurred.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 63        Wed Feb 12, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 06:30 EST   From Leo Strauss' "The City and Man" p.55f:

"Let us abandon every pretense to know.  Let us admit that the  Platonic dialogue is an enigma--something perplexing and to be  wondered at.  The Platonic dialogue is one big question mark.  A  question mark in white chalk on a blackboard is wholly  unrevealing.  Two such question marks would tell us something:  they would draw our attention to the number 2.  The number of  dialogues which has come down to us as Platonic is 35....At any  rate, we are confronted with many individuals of the same kind:  we can compare; we can note similarities and dissimilarities; we  can divide the genus "Platonic dialogue" into species; we can  reason.  Let us regard the 35 dialogues as individuals of one  species of strange things, a strange animals .  Let us proceed  like zoologists.  Let us start by classifying those individuals  and see whether we do not hear Plato himself, as distinguished  from his characters, speak through the surface of the surface of  his work.  Even if we make the most unintelligent assumption  which, as it happens, is the most cautious assumption, that for  all we know the Platonic dialogues might be verbatim reports of  conversations, the selection of these particular 35 conversations  would still be the work of Plato; for Socrates must have had more  conversations known to Plato than there are Platonic dialogues  presenting Socratic conversations: Socrates must have had some  conversations with Plato himself, and there is no Platonic  dialogue in which Socrates converses with Plato.

"While everything said in the Platonic dialogues is said by  Plato's characters, Plato himself takes full responsibility for  the titles of the dialogues.  There are only four dialogues whose  titles designate the subject matter: The Republic, the Laws, the  Sophist and the Statesman.  There is no Platonic "Nature" or  "Truth."  The subject matter of the dialogues as it is revealed  by the titles is preponderantly political.  This suggestion is  strengthened by the observation that according to Plato's  Socrates the greatest sophist is the political multitude.  There  are 25 dialogues whose titles designate the name of a human being  who in one way or another participates in the conversation  recorded in the dialogue in question; that human being is  invariably a male contemporary of Socrates; in these cases the  titles are as unrevealing or almost as unrevealing as regards the  subject matter of the dialogues in question as the titles of  "Anna Karenina" or "Madame Bovary."  Only in three cases  (Timaeus, Critias, Parmenides) does the title clearly designate  the chief character of the dialogue concerned.  In two cases  (Hipparchus and Monos) the title consists of the name, not of a  participant, but of a man of the past who is only spoken about in  the dialogue; these titles remind of the titles of tragedies.  The name of Socrates occurs only in the title Apology of  Socrates."

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 64        Sun Feb 16, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 12:52 EST   Jon:

I'm now ready to respond to something you asked on Jan. 24:

"The first thing I noticed is  that this is an account of a  conversation.  Somebody is telling someone else about what  happened yesterday.  Would it be worthwhile to discuss what that  might mean before getting into the actual words?"

and Bobo: in one of your first posts in this topic, you said,

"My question:  to whom is Socrates speaking?  The reader?"

I'll answer your last question first.  Is Socrates speaking to  the reader?  One of the few things we can say about the Republic  with absolute confidence is that he is not.  How do we know?  Simply because of the reference to yesterday.  This is an obvious  point, but I think it is useful to go over it in detail so that  we can read with a greater awareness of how language works (or,  rather, how we work with language).

We know who Socrates is, in the sense that we understand him as a  historical personage who lived and died in Athens more than two  thousand years ago.  We also know that we are reading a book  which we have no reason the doubt was written by Plato--another  historical personage who was a young man when Socrates died and  who lived and wrote for another 50 years or so after that.

So we can be confident that whatever day was yesterday for  Socrates, that day could not be yesterday for the reader.  This  means that Socrates' entire narration is a speech that is not  addressed to us.

To whom, then, is Socrates speaking?  I think I can give a  plausible answer to that question, but I think it is fair to say  that you couldn't really figure it out based on the text of the  Republic alone.  That does not, of course, mean that the text  gives us no information at all.  Just think of how, when you  overhear somebody speaking on the phone, even if it is somebody  you don't know, you can usually tell within a few seconds whether  it is a business call or a personal call.  The reason is that  people adjust their manner of speaking depending on who the  person is that they are addressing and what their relationship  is.  We speak to children differently from the way we speak to  adults.  We speak to our own children differently from the way we  speak to other people's children, etc.  Most of the ways in which  we adjust our manner of speaking to reflect our relationship to  the person we are addressing occur with very little consciousness  on our part as we are speaking.  They become visible chiefly when  there is a mistake or an uncertainty about what is meant.  That  is because most of these linguistic adjustments occur in the form  of what is presupposed as agreed or common between the speakers.

So, before looking at the external evidence, let us see what we  can infer about the sort of person or persons Socrates is  addressing in the Republic, based on what is presupposed in his  manner of speaking?  The first thing we notice is that Socrates  assumes his hearers know what and where the Piraeus is. (Bloom,  in contrast, understands that he cannot make the same assumption  for readers of his translation, so he supplies the assumed  information in a footnote.  In fact, the places where a careful  editor or translator feels moved to supply a footnote explanation  are usually the places, in a book of this kind, where one will  find clues to what the speaker is assuming about the nature and  relationship of the hearer.)  Socrates furthermore assumes that  his addressees know who Glaucon is, or, at least, who Ariston  is.  Thirdly, Socrates assumes that his hearers know which  goddess's festival was then being held for the first time (in  Athens "the goddess" would normally be understood to refer to  Athena, but we know from 354a that this is the festival of  Bendis).  In sum, I think we can safely assume that Socrates is  speaking to people he knows, people with whom he has a  considerable shared background of acquaintance and interest.

Speaking of interest,  I think we can also infer that Socrates  thinks that what he is relating is something that will be of  interest to his listeners.  Based on the length of the speech and  the fact that it is not interrupted, I suppose we can conclude  that he was right.

In the next post, I'll look at the external evidence for who Socrates is addressing.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 65        Sun Feb 16, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 13:19 EST   Now for the external evidence on the question, to whom is  Socrates speaking?  By external evidence I mean in this case  evidence from other dialogues by Plato.

For, according to some, this question is easily answered by  reading the first page of another of Plato's dialogues, almost  equal to the Republic in fame and historical importance, namely  the Timaeus.

Paul Shorey, an eminent Classics scholar and translator of the  Loeb Library (bilingual) edition of the Republic, begins the  introduction to his translation as follows: "Socrates speaks in  the first person, as in the Charmides and the Lysis.  He relates  to Critias, Timaeus, Hermocrates, and an unnamed fourth person,  as we learn from the introduction of the Timaeus, a conversation  which took place "yesterday" at the Piraeus."  And Benjamin  Jowett, the most famous of all translators of Plato, says much  the same: "The whole work is supposed to be recited by Socrates  on the day after the festival to a small party, consisting of  Critias, Timaeus, Hermocrates, and another; this we learn from  the first words of the Timaeus."

I happen to agree with Jowett and Shorey that this is the most  plausible interpretation.  It is only fair to say, however, that  there are other scholars (especially Paul Friedlander) who  strongly disagree, and they have some evidence for their view.  At the beginning of the Timaeus Socrates gives what he says is a  recapitulation of "yesterday's discourse," which sounds like a  crude summary of the city described in Books 2-8 of the Republic,  except there is no reference to philosophy and the idea of the  philosopher kings is absent, as is the famous Theory of Forms.  (There is also no reference to Glaucon and Adeimantus or to the  Piraeus.)

The main difficulty raised by those who object to this  interpretation has to do with the dates.  Each of the two  dialogues contains apparent references to a religious festival;  the Republic to the festival of Bendis and the Timaeus to the  "lesser Panathenaea."  The traditional dates on which these  festivals were held in ancient Athens are known, and they were  many months apart on the calendar.

This is one of those problems of textual interpretation with  respect to which conclusive certainty is simply not available.  But it seems to me that good sense should move us toward Shorey's  view.  If we accept Shorey's view, we have, as we shall see,  something that casts a very helpful and interesting light  on the Republic.  If we deny Shorey's view, not only are we left  in the dark with respect to the question of who Socrates is  addressing in the Republic, but we also are left with an even  greater perplexity.  For why would Plato open a dialogue with a  summary of "yesterday's discourse," that sounds so very much like  the Republic, and at the same time expect his readers to know,  without any clue but the problem of festival dates, that it was  really not the same occasion at all?  If we have to speculate, I  would rather speculate that the first time the festival of Bendis  was held it was not held on what came to be the traditional date.

So I propose we accept as our answer to the question, Who is  Socrates addressing in the Republic? that he is speaking to  Critias, Timaeus, Hermocrates and an unnamed fourth, the  characters identified in the Timaeus as having listened to  "yesterday's discourse" by Socrates.

What helpful and interesting light this interpretation casts on  the Republic will be the subject of my next post.

Lance

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 66        Sun Feb 16, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 22:02 EST   Please don't think I'm neglecting this topic or igoring what's going on here.  I still have about two very busy week ahead and then I hope I can spend a little more slow time on The Republic.  Meanwhile, I appreciate very much what I'm reading here, and the contributions you are making.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 67        Mon Feb 17, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 10:16 EST   Bobo:

Thanks very much for the response.  I was beginning to fear that my prolixity had put everybody to sleep or else scared them away.

Please, Bobo, Jon and everybody else.  Keep posting your questions and comments.  It's difficult for me to speak into a vacuum.

Tony:  If you're still there, I want you to know that I haven't forgotten your concern with totalitarianism.  I'll be getting to that very soon.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 68        Mon Feb 17, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 13:59 EST   A slight midcourse correction:

In message 66 I urged that we accept the interpretation that in  the Republic Socrates is addressing his narrative to the men who  are identified at the beginning of the Timaeus, and I promised  that, "What helpful and interesting light this interpretation  casts on the Republic will be the subject of my next post."

What I now find is that I underestimated the amount of background  information I need to have on the table in order to make the  point that I was hoping to make in one post.  First of all, I  need to make sure that all of you have some background about  Timaeus, Critias and Hermocrates, so I have composed a little  one-page summary on each of them, which I will post presently as  three separate messages.

The second background point is a little more complex, and is even  philosophical.  It is this:  The value of considering whom  Socrates is addressing with his narrative in the Republic is that  it helps us to correct the errors in interpretation that we would  be likely to make if we do not take that context into account.  The problem is that we have to make the errors in order to have  them corrected.  There is no way we can use this medicine to  prevent the disease that it cures.

This reminds me of an anecdote.  A month or two after I had  started teaching, many years ago, I sought out my favorite  teacher in graduate school and proudly informed him that I was  now a college teacher too.  Immediately he wagged his finger at  me and said, "Now you see how teachers have to lie!"

The lie that I have to tell in this case is the standard reading  of Plato's Republic.  As you may have gathered by this time, I  don't think much of the conventional interpretations of Plato in  general and of the Republic in particular.  One of the ways of  arguing with the conventional interpretation is to call attention  to such contextual matters as the fact that Socrates is speaking  to somebody else.  But I just how realized that, in order to  correct the conventional interpretation of the Republic, I have  to have it on the table.  Fortunately I don't need to do anything  elaborate in this respect.  What I will probably do is simply to  summarize in a page or so some textbook or encyclopaedia article.

After that...

 Lance

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 69        Mon Feb 17, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 14:05 EST   Timaeus, Hermocrates, Critias:  Who ARE those guys?

1.  Timaeus:

It is possible that Timaeus was one of the few completely  fictitious characters in Plato's work.  In any case, I am not  aware of any reference to him as a real person outside of Plato's  work, and there is no reference to him in any dialogue except the  one that bears his name and the Critias, which forms part of the  same conversation.

Socrates says of him, "Here is Timaeus of Locri in Italy, a city  which has admirable laws, who is himself in wealth and rank the  equal of any of his fellow citizens; he has held the most  important and honorable offices in his own city, and, as I  believe, has scaled the heights of all philosophy." (20a)  Judging by what Timaeus himself says, he is an astronomer with a  Pythagorean orientation and a man of extremely impressive  intellect.  As for Socrates' comment on the quality of the laws  of Locri, we may wish to make some allowance for flattery or  irony on Socrates' part, given that Thucydides in one place  describes the Locrians as only half-civilized and as given to  piracy.  It may also be relevant that, although Locri had been  allied with Athens at some points earlier in the Peloponnesian  War, when the ill-fated Athenian expedition against Syracuse was  on its way to Sicily, Locri not only failed to support the  Athenians, but actually refused anchorage and fresh water to  their fleet.

2 & 3 to come.

Lance 

Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 70        Mon Feb 17, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 14:12 EST   2.  Hermocrates:

Hermocrates is not only not fictitious, but is arguably one of  the most distinguished historical personages to appear in any of  Plato's dialogues.  What is most remarkable, however, is that  Hermocrates should appear in Athens, for he was in fact the prime  architect of the Athenian defeat in Sicily.  One of the leading  citizens of Syracuse, Hermocrates was one of the first to  perceive the danger of Athenian expansionism, and he worked for  more than a decade to unify the chronically warring cities of  Sicily against Athenian imperial designs.  When the Athenian  attack which he had warned of for so long finally came,  Hermocrates was chosen as one of the main Syracusan generals and  demonstrated a mastery of both strategy and tactics in bringing  about the Athenian defeat.

One of the most interesting and eloquent speeches in all of  Thucydides is that which Thucydides quotes Hermocrates as having  made during the seventh year of the war at a peace conference at  Gela in Sicily.  It is a speech advocating unification for  defense against a common enemy.  What is most remarkable about  the speech, especially in the context of Plato's Republic, is its  political realism, its opposition to sectarian or ideological  rigidity, and most of all its acknowledgement of the irrational  element as dominant in political matters.  To any of his  opponents who feel certain that they will achieve their  objectives, either by right or by might, he says, "Let him  remember that many before now have tried to chastise a wrongdoer,  and failing to punish their enemy have not even saved themselves;  while many who have trusted in force to gain an advantage,  instead of gaining anything more, have been doomed to lose what  they had.  Vengeance is not necessarily successful because wrong  has been done, or strength sure because it is confident; but the  incalculable element in the future exercises the widest  influence, and is the most treacherous, and yet in fact the most  useful of all things, as it frightens us all equally, and thus  makes us consider before attacking each other."

Not long after the defeat of the Athenian force in Sicily,  Hermocrates left Syracuse as the leader of a Syracusan fleet sent  to aid Sparta in reducing the Athenian power in the Aegean.  While he was thus occupied, a radical democratic coup occurred in  Syracuse and Hermocrates was declared an exile.  Since he left  Syracuse in 412 BC and was killed while leading a counter-coup in  409 BC, it is possible that he visited Athens while in exile in  411 BC.

Thucydides seems to have held Hermocrates in the highest esteem,  not only for his political sagacity and his military skill, but  also, and perhaps above all, for his integrity.  In this respect  especially, Thucydides seems to contrast Hermocrates with  Alcibiades, who is presented as combining the greatest  intelligence, beauty and skill with an unstable, disloyal and  conniving character.

3 to come next.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 71        Mon Feb 17, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 14:21 EST   3. Critias:

Critias was the uncle of Glaucon and Adeimantus, also of Plato.  As such, it is entirely understandable that Socrates would  recount for him a conversation with his nephews that had taken  place the previous day.  In addition, it appears that Socrates  had been associated with Critias for at least twenty years.  Critias was wealthy and came from one of the most prominent  families of Athens.  It appears he was something of an  intellectual dilettante.  According to Martin Ostwald, "Already  in antiquity he was called, `an amateur among philosophers and a  philosopher among amateurs.'"

The fact about Critias that will have been most vividly in the  minds of Plato's contemporaries is that Critias was one of the  leaders of the so-called Thirty Tyrants; fifth-columnists who  collaborated with Sparta to overthrow the Athenian democracy in  404 BC and were themselves overthrown in a bloody  counterrevolution (in which Critias himself was killed) after a  brief but exceptionally violent 18 months in power.

The other fact about Critias that Plato's contemporaries would  have been sure to know about is his close association with  Alcibiades.  Indeed it appears likely that it was through Critias  that Socrates had come into contact with Alcibiades.  This is of  great importance for the reading of the Republic, because, as  Bloom points out, the Republic is in a way the real apology of  Socrates; which is to say that the accusations of impiety and  corrupting the young men of Athens, which led to Socrates' trial  and execution, are continually present as an implicit background  in the Republic.  The importance of Alcibiades in this connection  is that, according to some, at any rate, Alcibides was the real  target of the prosecution of Socrates.  That is, according to  this interpretation, when Socrates' accusers charged him with  corrupting the young men of the city, they really meant primarily  to accuse Socrates of corrupting just one young man, namely  Alcibiades, whom they blamed for bringing about the calamities  which Athens had suffered.

Whatever Socrates relationship with Alcibiades was, it appears  beyond dispute that Critias and Alcibiades were really very close. In particular, in 411 BC Critias made a strong, but unsuccessful,  effort to have Alcibiades recalled from exile--at a time when  Alcibiades was intriguing to overthrow the democracy.

In addition to this, Critias seems to have earned a reputation  for exceptional brutality during the rule of the Thirty Tyrants,  and it seems that he was, not just an anti-democrat, but a  genuine admirer of the Spartan polity, and he apparently even  took some steps to try to institute some Spartan forms in Athens.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 72        Mon Feb 17, 1992 BEN.SCHAFFER [What A Guy]    at 18:17 EST   Utopias suck.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 73        Mon Feb 17, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 18:53 EST   Lance: I'll accept the hypothesis that The Republic occurs on the day before The Timaeus because it might produce interesting results. But I think other explainations are just as likely.  I have some remarks to make about your last post regarding Polemarchus but I will hold those for another time.  I did, however, want to respond to your notes on the meaning of Politeia.  Strauss rejects the translation constitution in Natural Right and History:  "The American Constitution is not the same thing as the American way of life. Politeia means the way of life of a society rather than its constitution.  Yet, it is no accident that the unsatisfactory translation "constitution" is generally preferred to the translation "way of life of a society."  ...  When speaking of Politeia the classics thought of the way of life of a community as essentially determined by its "form of government."  We shall translate Politeia by "regime," Taking regime in the broad sense in which we sometimes take it when speaking, e.g. of the Ancien Regime of France." (P. 136)    I am not happy with his solution.  He translates a greek word with a french work taken in an unusual sense. Yet, for the reasons he states, constitution doesn't seem right either.  I suspect part of the problem is that we tend to divide things up where the greeks did not.  The distinction of government on the one hand and society on the other is not one that the greeks would have made.   We also tend to separate a persons actions as citizen and as individual.  This, too, can cause us trouble  "Modern associations lead us to expect that the book should be either distinctly ethical or distinctly political, that it should either consider man in his relations as a citizen or consider him simply as a moral agent.  Because the Greek philosophers did not separate these two questions it is frequently said that they confused them; whereas it would be truer to say that they looked at human life more completely that we are apt to do."  (R. L. Nettleship: Lectures in the Republic of Plato)  The time we are spending considering the title is not wasted.  It helps, I think, to better understand how to read the whole work.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 74        Mon Feb 17, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 21:26 EST   Lance: I'm still here.  (And the IU Library has finally coughed up one copy of Bloom's translation....)  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 75        Tue Feb 18, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:15 EST   I said earlier that I wanted to have the conventional  interpretation of the Republic on the table.  The following is  the article on the Republic in Groliers Academic Encyclopaedia  which I downloaded from CompuServe:

Republic, The  --------------------------------

One of the major works of the Greek philosopher PLATO, The  Republic (c.370 BC) advances many of Plato's principal ideas,  notably those concerned with government and justice. Composed as  a debate between Socrates and five other speakers, The Republic  is best known for its description of the ideal state (based on  Sparta), which Plato argues should be ruled by philosopher-kings.  The principles of justice that govern the state correspond to  those which rule the individual, and the philosopher is best  suited to govern because he perceives this natural harmony. An  important section, the allegory of the cave (book 7), presents  Plato's concept of the ideal Forms. The cave is the world of  illusion and ignorance; only the philosopher has ventured beyond  the shadows of the cave to perceive the ideal models of justice.

 This is a bit short, but it will suffice for present purposes,  and it saves me some typing.  The reason it will suffice is that  it contains the three notions that are common to all conventional  accounts of Plato's Republic:

1)  That the work presents an account of an ideal state which is  to be ruled by philsopher kings;

2)  That the work also presents a theory of ideal forms;

3)  That Socrates functions in this work as Plato's mouthpiece,  meaning, in this case, that Plato himself really thought that the  ideal city described in the Republic was the best state of  affairs, and also that Plato believed that the Theory of ideal  forms was true.

As we continue our slow reading of the Republic, I am going to be  requesting that you seriously think about the possibility that  this understanding of Plato is not only not true, but that it may  be just about the opposite of the truth.

Think about the possibility that Plato was not using Socrates as  a mouthpiece for his own ideas, but that in this dialogue, for  reasons we will try to discover, Plato makes Socrates appear as  an advocate of ideas that Plato strongly disagreed with.

Think about the possibility that Plato not only did not really  believe  the "utopia" described in the Republic to be the best  possible city, but that Plato actually believed that it was the  worst and most evil city imaginable.  I don't say that this is  true, but I request that you think it as a possibility.

Think about the possibility that Plato not only did not believe  the Theory of Ideas presented in the Republic (and elsewhere) to  be true, but that he believed it to be incoherent.

Finally, think about the possibility that Plato wanted his  readers to recognize that there is a connection between what is  terrible about the so-called best city and what is problematic  about the Theory of Ideas.

These are admittedly some shocking claims.  By looking at the  question of Socrates' audience I hope to make these claims less  implausible.

Lance

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 76        Tue Feb 18, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 02:33 EST    Lance, 

 Just wanted to let you know I'm still hanging in here, but like   BoBo, I just don't have the time to post.  However, I am enjoying   the topic. :) 

 Teressa   ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 77        Tue Feb 18, 1992 M.DOTSON2 [Asilus]           at 02:54 EST   Lance,

    I'm still here too. I have been downloading your posts, and will try to catch up soon. I am reading The Republic just as slowly as I possibly can. <g>

                   +-+-+-+- Asilus -+-+-+-+  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 78        Tue Feb 18, 1992 P.HAGGERTY2 [Glimr]          at 19:44 EST   Lance, I'm here too.  I borrowed a copy of Blume from the library (and have already renewed it once).  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 79        Wed Feb 19, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:25 EST   Teressa, Asilus, Glimr(?), Jon, Tony, et al., thanks for being  there.  You are all a great comfort and an inspiration to me.  And thanks also for giving me permission to be myself here.  This  is not the standard interpretation, but I truly believe we can do  something unusual and philosophically significant here.

Tony, I hope it is clear to you from my last post that I am now  getting ready to respond to your concern with how totalitarian  Plato was.

And Teressa, I am now beginning to respond to your first comment:

>I believe Plato (sic) to be primarily a political work,  >which describes a horrible society that suppresses  >individual freedom, espouses eugenics and forced  >breeding.

From my last post I trust you noticed that I at least partly  agreed with you.  That is, I agree that the society described in  the Republic as the best city is a truly horrible place.  I might  even agree with Tony that this is a totalitarian society,  although the word "totalitarian," as defined by Hannah Arendt in  "The Origins of Totalitarianism," has some special features that  might not apply in this case.

It seems to me that this is so obvious that anyone who denies it  is insulting the readers' intelligence.  In this connection, I  believe that Plato's reputation has been greatly damaged by those  who regard themselves as his friends.  When I was teaching at  Brooklyn College a number of years ago, I remember meeting one of  my colleagues in the hallway after each of us had been teaching a  class, and, as we walked back to our office, she began telling me  that she had just been teaching the Republic to a group of  undergraduates.  She was feeling very frustrated, she said,  because she had been unable to get her students to see anything  good in the ideal city that Socrates describes in the Republic.  The students kept insisting that it sounded like a horrible,  intolerable society, and she intimated to me that this was yet  another indication of the inadequacies of their high school  preparation.  I said to her, "I think your students may have a  better feeling for political reality than you do.  You should let  yourself be taught by them."

The practice of slow reading may require an uncommon amount of  patience, but it does not require any of us to abandon our common  sense.  It is obvious, even from a quick reading, that the "ideal  city" of the Republic is a horrible place, and I can assure you  that it doesn't look any better after a slow reading.  Quite the  contrary.  I think Bloom notes in his commentary that, not only  is sibling incest explicitly permitted, but if you study the  regulations for sexual intercourse carefully you will discover  that parent-child incest is also bound to occur, even though it  is not specifically permitted.

I often pick up a sense of anxiety about these issues on the part  of people who are beginning to read Plato.  I may be wrong, but I  imagine what is going on is that they are very much aware that  Plato is an extremely important and powerful thinker and they  expect to be powerfully affected by what he has to say, but at  the same time they are aware that he seems to put forward these  awful proposals for what the best city should be like, and they  are worried that if they agree to give Plato a serious reading  they might be intellectually seduced into accepting something  that they know in their guts would be wrong and horrible.  (I  suspect, incidentally, that Plato understood this feeling  extremely well.  Take a look, for example, at the exchange  between Socrates and Polemarchus at 334b, where Socrates, after a  analysing Polemarchus' definition of justice, says, "Justice,  then, seems, according to you and Homer and Simonides, to be a  certain art of stealing, for the benefit, to be sure, of friends  and the harm of enemies.  Isn't that what you meant?"  To which  Polemarchus responds passionately, "No, by Zeus," --By Zeus is a  very strong oath--"But I know longer know what I did mean.  But  it is still my opinion that justice is helping friends and  injuring enemies." This is one of the most important passages in  Book I of the Republic, and we will discuss it at length later  on.  I mention it here only as evidence that Plato well  understood how it feels to be unable to defend in words what you  know in your heart.)

So if any of you have been secretly worried that by agreeing to  study Plato you might be exposing yourselves to the risk of  becoming unwitting dupes of Platonic Totalitarianism, I hope this  discussion will set you at ease, at least so far as my intentions  are concerned.  To say it once again:  I do not for a moment deny  that the so-called "best city" of the Republic is, for all  intents and purposes, a totalitarian state.  The question is, why  would Plato write these things?  What does he mean by this?  Is  he serious?  Does he mean us to think that Socrates is serious?

It is curious, in this age of suspicion, when we are constantly  reminded to look for editorial bias in newspapers and "spin  control" in political discussion on television, how credulous we  nonetheless remain about the intentions of famous authors.  I  think we need to imagine a philosophical deviousness that goes  far beyond partisan bias.

A famous linguist once said, "God gave us language in order that  we might be able to lie to one another."  One of the places where  lies of all kinds are both pervasive and fully authorized is in  drama.  When reading Plato one must never forget that one is  reading a work by one of the greatest dramatic writers who ever  lived, written at the end of what was probably the greatest age  of dramatic theater the world has ever seen, an age when dramatic  competitions were major public events which had at least the kind  of importance that the Super Bowl has today.  One of the things  this tells us is that Plato was writing for an audience he could  count on to be extremely sensitive to dramatic nuances, such as,  who is talking to whom? and how does that affect the meaning of  what is being said?

Lance 

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 80        Fri Feb 21, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:23 EST   OK everybody!  We have a great show for you tonight!  You've  watched Court TV.  You've watched Betty Broderick on trial for  murder!  You've seen William Kennedy Smith face the rape charges  of Patty Bowman!  Now, watch Socrates On Trial and YOU ARE ON THE  JURY!

The time is 399 BC in Athens.  Five years ago, in 404, the  Athenian democracy was overthrown by a group of Sparta-loving  oligarchs led by Critias.  For 18 brutal months they terrorized  the people of Athens until, in 403, the Thiry Tyrants were  themselves overthrown in a counterrevolution and the democracy  was restored.  Then a remarkable, unprecedented thing happened,  really one of the most amazing things in the history of  civilization:  The leaders of the restored democracy proclaimed a  general amnesty, declaring that no one was to be prosecuted for  collaboration with the Thirty Tyrants or for any other political  act relating to that episode.

But there were some whose resentment and thirst for vengeance  were not to be denied.  Knowing that both Critias, the fiercest  of the Thirty, and Alcibiades, the brilliant but dissolute and  willful protege of Pericles, had been associates of Socrates,  Anytus, one of the leaders of the democratic faction, and his  henchman Meletus, decided to make an example of Socrates and thus  teach the men of Athens the cost of perverting the moral fibre of  Athens.  Anytus and Meletus have brought a criminal complaint  against Socrates, charging him with corrupting the young men of  Athens and with impiety, i.e. with neglecting the gods of the  city and introducing new gods and religious novelties.

You have heard most of the evidence, and you consider it  inconclusive.  Then, at the last minute, the prosecution has  dropped a bombshell into the proceedings.  Twelve years ago,  during the Panathenaea in 411 BC, it seems that Socrates held a  series of meetings with Critias the bloody tyrant, a Locrian  astronomer named Timaeus, and the victor of Syracuse,  Hermocrates,  who at that time was in exile, having been banished  from his own city due to a change in the rulers there not long  after his victory.  There was also a fourth person at the first  of these meetings and, although the meetings were supposed to  have been secret, it turns out that this fourth man was an agent  of Anytus and that he had a hidden microphone under his cloak.  Thanks to the skill of a young scribe named Plato, the tape of  that first meeting has now been transcribed (with the peculiar  title "Politeia") and supplied to the jury.

"Just read this document, gentlemen of the Jury, and draw your  own conclusion," says Anytus, "But just consider, Here you have  Socrates, who claims to be so innocent, telling Critias the  bloody at incredible length about a conversation he had the  previous day with Glaucon and Adeimantus, Critias's nephews, and  what is he telling them?  What is he not telling them!  But the  main thing is that he talks about something he calls the best  city, and it turns out that this best city is just like Sparta  only worse; can you believe that?  He says that women should be  equal to men and that the children are to be all in common and  nobody will know who their real mother or father is, and he says  it's perfectly ok if brothers and sisters have sex and produce  children.  Socrates also teaches those two young men that it's  alright for the leaders to lie to the people about the most  important things.  But he has the gall to say that the great  Homer and our own tragic poets are corrupting influences and  should be banished from our children's education!  And the worst  of it is that he tells us that the best city will only come into  existence when philosophers become kings!  Can you imagine  anything more outrageous?  Somebody like Socrates as the king?  And didn't Critias call himself a philosopher?"

Now, you be the jury.  Bloom says that "the Republic is the true  Apology of Socrates."  Do you think the jury would have been any  more likely to acquit Socrates if they had had access to the  Republic?  If you were Socrates' defense counsel, what would you  say at this point to save your client?

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 81        Fri Feb 21, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 19:33 EST   Instead of giving my own answers to the questions posed in the  preceding post, I think I will let the questions ferment a bit  and meanwhile go on to the opening text:

"I went down to the Piraeus yesterday with Glaucon, son of  Ariston, to pray to the goddess; and at the same time, I wanted  to observe how they would put on the festival, since they were  now holding it for the first time."

We have already been dealing at length with the fact that the  first word indicates that this is a first person narrative by  Socrates.  For the moment we have put aside the question of  whatever insight the reader may gain from taking into account the  nature of Socrates' audience.  Looking simply at the text before  us, what we can say, I think, is that Socrates is in exactly the  same position as the author would be if this were a performed or  dramatic dialogue.  Given Socrates' reputation for irony, that  should suggest that we must be on our guard; if we find ourselves  interpreting his words too literally, it may be because we have  not read them literally enough.

The first word of the Greek text is not "I" but a verb meaning  "to go down."  Since Greek, like Latin, is a highly inflected  language, the first person singular pronoun is implicit in the  form of the verb.  The political philosopher Eric Voeglin  suggested that there was great symbolic importance attached to  the directional movement expressed with this opening word.  He  may be right, however, I think we need to have some of the other  directional pointers on the table before we can fully evaluate  this suggestion.  But here are some relevant considerations and  questions that we might want to bear in mind as we read:

Does what follows indicate an important relationship between what  is above and what is below, between the higher things and the  lower? Does it speak to the connection between things pertaining  to the intellect and things pertaining to the body?  Does it  illuminate the connection between politics and economics, between  justice and commerce?

As you think about those questions, it might be useful to think  about how such issues show up in modern times.  Think, for  example, of the whole field of utilitarian political economy.  Think about Marx's notion that the ideology of the ruling class  blinds us to the economic class interests that underlie the  official structures of law--his expression was that the State is  the executive committee of the ruling class.

So much for "I went down."

Lance

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 82        Fri Feb 21, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 19:46 EST   Socrates' declared purpose:  Why did Socrates go down to the  Piraeus?

He tells us that he went down, "to pray to the goddess; and at  the same time, I wanted to observe how they would put on the  festival, since they were now holding it for the first time."

In short, he went to pray and to observe a novelty.  The first  purpose was to fulfil a civic/religious obligation, the second  was to satisfy curiosity.  Socrates, in his expressed purpose,  presents himself as a citizen and as a philosopher (in the sense  of one who desires to know).  To Plato's readers, however, it is  possible that this expression by Socrates will have reminded them  of a famous Pythagorean saying, of which one part is conspicuous  by its absence.

Pythagoras is supposed to have said that there are three sorts of  people who attend religious festivals:  Those who go to pray,  those who go to observe, and those who go to make money.

I will be suggesting later on that Pythagorean ideas form an  important part of the background of the Republic.  In any case,  given the importance later on of the figure of the money maker, I  think it is well to take note of its conspicuous absence here.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 83        Sun Feb 23, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 13:02 EST   I am going to skip over the next sentence for the present and  continue with the following one. (We are now moving with terrific  speed.)

"After we had prayed and looked on, we went off toward town."  At  this point, Socrates tells us, he had accomplished his own  purpose.  He was finished, complete.  This means that everything  else in the Republic, as Socrates tells it, was unintended, if  not coerced, and we will see in a moment the extent to which it  is the latter.

The next sentence presents us with what we might call, since we  are philosophers here, an epistemological problem.  If we were  lawyers, we would call it a problem of evidence.  Read the  following sentence and ask yourself, by what form of perception  does Socrates know these facts?

"Catching sight of us from afar as we were pressing homewards,  Polemarchus, son of Cephalus, ordered his slave boy to run after  us and order us to wait for him."

Socrates has just told us that he and Glaucon were heading away  from the Piraeus, toward Athens.  And, in case you missed that,  he repeats it in the present sentence.  Since Polemarchus sends  his slave boy to run after Socrates and Glaucon, they must be  walking away from Polemarchus, and they are, he tells us, "afar",  meaning presumably too far to hear normal speaking, perhaps even  shouting.  So at the point when Polemarchus allegedly caught  sight of Socrates, Socrates had his back turned and was too far  away to hear what Polemarchus said to his slave boy.  The slave  boy then presumably did as he was instructed, ran after Socrates  and Glaucon, caught up with them, and then, as Socrates says,  "The boy took hold of my cloak from behind [again notice the  indication of direction] and said, `Polemarchus orders you to  wait.'"  Socrates continues, "And I turned around and asked him  where his master was."  Again Socrates calls attention to the  direction in which he is facing, and indicates with his question  that he in fact did not see Polemarchus at the moment when  Polemarchus caught sight of him and sent his slave boy after him.

Now, you may think that I am making much too much of a big deal  out of this anomaly, which is, after all, just about the  commonest thing in the world.  Obviously Socrates did not  actually see Polemarchus catch sight of him and Glaucon as they  were starting back up to Athens, nor did Socrates hear what  Polemarchus said to his slave boy.  In fact, what must have  happened is that Socrates felt the tug on his cloak, heard the  words of the slave boy, and made up the rest as a hypothetical,  but highly plausible, interpretation.

What I have just said is, of course, another such  interpretation.  We can scarcely communicate without them.

Up to this point, everything Socrates has said was in the form of  directly reporting either what he had directly experienced or  what was clearly marked as his opinion.  So this is the first  departure from direct reportage.  That Plato intended us to  notice it is suggested at least by the redundancy of locational  and directional markers in this passage.

What does all of this mean?  I am not sure I can say.  One thing  it suggests, however, is that Plato wants us to be aware of the  fact that Socrates is really in the position of a reader and an  author at the same time.  That is, he is taking in what he hears  and experiences, and then he is telling it.  In between the  hearing and the telling, giving form to both, is a process that  we call interpretation.  It is in this that we join hands with  both Socrates and Plato.

Lance

P.S. Let me know if this monologue is working for you.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 84        Sun Feb 23, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 17:58 EST   Regarding "I descended": are there other places in the Republic where someone descends?  If so, could they be connected?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 85        Sun Feb 23, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 18:03 EST   The title of this section might be, "Look who's giving orders  here."  In the two sentences quoted in my last post, the verb "to  order" appears, in slightly differing forms, three times.  Polemarchus orders his slave boy to run after Socrates and  Glaucon and order them to wait; then the slave tells Socrates,  "Polemarchus orders you to wait."  Notice that Socrates uses the  same word to describe both the instruction to the slave boy and  the instruction that the slave boy is told to give Socrates.  In  other words, as Socrates reports the incident, Polemarchus, a  younger man and a non-citizen, sends a slave to speak to  Socrates, an older man and a citizen, as if he were a slave or at  least an inferior.

As Socrates describes this scene, a serious breach of propriety  has occurred, a violation of the customs of social interaction  based on respect for age, political status and rank.  Notice,  however, that Socrates reponds to this violation in a way that  does not acknowledge it.  He does not argue with the slave's  command, nor does he agree to comply with it.  He simply asks the  slave where his master is, as if to say, "Since you are only the  transmitter of orders, not the giver of orders, you are not the  right person for me to talk with.  The slave boy apparently  understands that the question is an evasion of his instruction,  so, after answering Socrates' question, he repeats the offence,  this time apparently speaking for himself by addressing Socrates  in the imperative mood, saying, "Just wait."  Glaucon now speaks  for the first time and, not for the last time, he agrees where  Socrates does not.  Glaucon, on behalf of both himself and  Socrates, has acknowledged the authority of the slave of a  non-citizen inferior to give them orders.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 86        Sun Feb 23, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 22:23 EST   Jon,

There are two other places of descent in the Republic.  One is the descent of the philosopher back into the cave, after he has been out to see the ideas and the idea of the Good.  The second is the descent into Hades described in the Myth of Er at the end of the Republic.  The first reference is 519c-521b.  See especially the speech addressed to the philosophers, who must be compelled to return to the cave and take on the burdens of kingship: "So you must go down, each in his turn, into the common dwelling of the others and get habituated along with them to seeing the dark things."

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 87        Sun Feb 23, 1992 K.MYERS4 [KAREN or JDZ]      at 22:36 EST   I discovered this a month after it started. I once took a course on exactly the same topic from Thomas Pangle.

I have always entertained rather a low opinion of the Strausian enterprise, but I have wondered if I ever gave it a fair shake. I was rather busy that semester almost twenty years ago.:)

At the end of the Phaedo (if I recall rightly), describing the death of Socrates, Plato writes -approximately- "so perished the wisest and best man that I have ever known."  The Apology and the Phaedo would seem to me to make clear that Plato has the very highest respect and esteem for Socrates.

Now the attempt by Strausians to turn the Republic topsy-turvy is certainly a change in the right direction, but why on earth would Plato put so frightfully deplorable a political theory into the mouth of his beloved Socrates if he was not actually endorsing it?

Plato, and Socrates, did indeed hang out with Critias and Alcibiades, two traitors, and were notorious Sparta-symps quite worthy of investigation by Un- Athenian Activities Committee.

JDZ  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 88        Mon Feb 24, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 00:35 EST    Lance, 

 What do you think of Socrates, the slave-boy and Polemarchus   foreshadowing the 3 components of man and society (Mind, passion, body)?  Socrates representing mind, Polemarchus passion, slave as body.  Bloom describes it as a confrontation between wisdom (mind) and   power (passion), but does not address that the body is also present. 

 It seems to me that the body image is equally important here; the   body is ruled by passion and does passion's bidding.  Wisdom must be   SOUGHT by both passion and body...it isn't "natural" to man (and so  perhaps it follows that "justice", which isn't present without a   balance of mind, passion and body also aren't "natural").

 Teressa   ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 89        Mon Feb 24, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 18:45 EST   Lance: thank you for answering my first question.  The second question was: could these descendings be connected in some way?  With regard to ordering: I am not sure I would press that.  Keleuw can certainly mean to order as I agree it means when Polemarchus speaks to his slave.  But its more common meaning is to urge and it is so translated here by a number of translators when the slave speaks to Socrates.  Cf kelomai from the same root: to cheer on.  (I'll use w for omega and h for eta unless you prefer a different convention) ...Jon  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 90        Tue Feb 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:54 EST   Jon,

Perhaps I stated my argument a bit too unequivocally.  I am aware that keleuw can mean to urge or beseech, as well as to command. What is decisive for me, however, is that Socrates uses variant forms of the same word three times in two sentences, and one of the uses is that of Polemarchus giving an order to his slave.  If you like, this gives you two choices.  You can say, as you seem to prefer, the word means "ordered" when used with reference to a slave and it means beseech when used in reference to a freeman.  Why would you prefer such a reading?  Because that is what is customary, and the alternative is shocking.  My alternative allows for consistency among the readings of the same word, and it is also consistent with the clearly inappropriate threatening of Polemarchus a sentence or two later.

Teressa,

I did not find Bloom's suggestion here very convincing.   I think it's a little too abstract and by trying to link us very quickly with the later portions of the text distracts our attention from some equally noteworthy features of the text before us.  As for your suggestion, I need to think about it a little, and I'm too tired to do that tonight.  Hopefully I'll get back to you tomorrow.

JDZ,

I am interested to learn that you studied the Republic with Tom Pangle.  I am not sure, but I think Pangle and I might have been in the same course with Bloom at Yale in the early 60s.  I think Pangle then left Yale to study with Bloom at Cornell.

Anyway, your quotation from the Phaedo is close to being accurate. The problem is that the person speaking is not Plato but Phaedo. That doesn't, of course, mean that Plato did not share this opinion, but it doesn't say that he does hold this opinion.

As for your question, why would Plato put this theory into the mouth of Socrates if he (presumably meaning Plato) was not actually endorsing it?  I think you also have to ask whether Socrates is endorsing this theory.  I will try to show later that Socrates is engaged in dialectical argument, and the premises from which he is arguing are not his own, but are actually given to him by his interlocutors.

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 91        Tue Feb 25, 1992 K.MYERS4 [KAREN or JDZ]      at 18:02 EST   Pangle was teaching at Yale in the early '70's. Straussianism was very popular with a number of my friends, leading me to take his course. I was an Analytic Philosophy type, and not quite so enthusiastic about this Poli Sci department approach to Plato.

I was in Berkeley, and had a checkered career at Yale, spending time in both the Classes of '70 and '74. I got on with the Yale administration about the way Socrates did with the Athenians. Yale similiarly sinned against Philosophy in my case, and I did not graduate.

I see from the Directory you were '65. Did you happen to know Chuck Garland, Peter Braun, John Todd, or Lee Lundy? It is interesting to run into another crazed Straussian here, as I had over the years wondered if I had been unfair to Pangle and Strauss.

Dave Zincavage (the K.Myers4 is my wife Karen, Class of '75, who does not read this BB.)  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 92        Tue Feb 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 21:14 EST   Jon,

I see that I once again neglected your second question, as to whether the different "descendings" in the Republic are connected. In general my procedure of reading would entail a provisional affirmative.  I confess, however, that I have never felt that I understood the Myth of Er, so that is something that we will have to explore.  If you have any ideas, I would be glad to hear them.  The case of the other reference--in Book 7--is a little clearer, I think.  For me the main thing is the reference to compulsion.  There are some other issues that we will want to get into a little later that will fill out this connection.  Basically, I think we need to look carefully, and suspiciously, at the separation of politics and economics, intellect and appetite, mind and body.

Then we need to look at the relationship between Athens and the Piraeus and compare that with the relationship between the realm of ideas and the cave.  Clearly the analogy is not perfect, but it may be suggestive.

Teressa,

I have been thinking about your post.  The more I think about the passage from Bloom's commentary that you cite, the more dissatisfied I am with it.  I just don't see that it gives us anything, that it does any useful work.  It's like a map that doesn't guide you over the terrain but is only intelligible from previously traversing the terrain that it is supposed to be a map of.  But perhaps I am mistaken here.  I am always suspicious of myself when I notice that I am being irritable.  I have a suggestion for you, if you would like to pursue this point.  I notice that Bloom's subject index contains 38 references to slaves.  Why don't you read all of these and see if you can come up with something that supports your interpretation?

With regard to the last paragraph in your post, I am not sure I understand what you mean here and I especially don't understand exactly how it is connected with the text.  How do you get "power" and "passion" to be equivalent?

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 93        Tue Feb 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 22:18 EST   Dear Dave,

I am the Lancelot Roy Fletcher of the class of '63, not the Lance Thomas Fletcher of the class of '65.  I never actually met the other one, but our mail used to get mixed up occasionally.

I'm not sure I would describe myself as a Straussian ("crazed" I might answer to).  I was very powerfully affected by Bloom and still more so by Seth Benardete, another Strauss student with whom I studied for a number of years at the New School in New York.  But to the extent that the Strauss students have come to support a particular set of received opinions I find them dogmatic. I find dogmatism of whatever stripe hard to take, and the notable snobbery of the Straussian kind of dogmatism doesn't make it any easier to keep down.  On the other hand, if what you mean by Straussian is the practice of reading Plato and the other classical philosophers as if they were our contemporaries, as if they had something essential to teach us which we could only hope to learn by throwing away the tradition and reading them as if for the first time, then I suppose I would admit to being a Straussian.

Anyway, I'm glad to have made your acquaintance and hope you will give this brand of Straussianism a try.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 94        Wed Feb 26, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 02:14 EST    Lance, 

 I get power and passion as equivalent because they are both   appetites.  My understanding  of the three components is that   there is wisdom (knowledge, logic, mind...)            appetites (power, passion, emotions...)           body (physical needs such as food, shelter, warmth)

 My dissatisfaction with Bloom's interpretation of Polemarchus sending   his slave to stop Socrates is that Bloom says this is a confrontation   of wisdom and power, but doesn't address the importance of the slave;  yet, Bloom describes the scene as outlining "the whole political  problem.  Power is in the hands of the gentlemen, who are not  philosophers.  They can command the services of the many, and their  strength is such that they always hold the philosophers in their  grasp."

 I feel that the slave *must* represent body in order to truly fore-  shadow Plato's "three-class structure of the good regime" and  Bloom *does* equate "the many" with this slave; but yet he doesn't   go that extra bit to illustrate the tension that must necessarily be  present between the slave (body) and the other two aspects to  accurately reflect the 3-part society.  Plato believes that these   three things must balance, else the society won't be just.  If there is   too much "body" you'd have democracy ;)  ...too much appetite, and a   timocracy...  So Bloom, by not treating body with equal weight, seems   to undermine his explanation that this passage is a foreshadow of the   just society.

 So, it seems to me that if this is truly a foreshadow of the   community, Bloom almost ignores a major player.  He gives attention  to the tension of wisdom and appetite, but not to the tension between  wisdom/body and appetite/body.

 I haven't yet had time to investigate the entries on "slavery", but   hope to do so in the next few days. 

 Teressa  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 95        Wed Feb 26, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:27 EST   Teressa,

How do you feel when people spell your name "Theresa", and go on spelling it that way even after you tell them that you don't spell it that way?  Doesn't it make you want to ask, "Are you doing that because you didn't take note of what I said? Or is it that you have decided that I am the one who is spelling my name incorrectly?

That's how I feel when I see you writing about what "Plato believes," as if what Socrates says is what Plato believes.  So before I go on to comment about what you say in this message I need to ask you, Have you decided that I am wrong in what I say about the distinction between what Socrates says and what Plato believes, or are you just disregarding what I have to say?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 96        Thu Feb 27, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 00:38 EST    Not disregarding what you have to say...just having a problem with   understanding there is a distinction :(  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 97        Thu Feb 27, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 07:21 EST   Teressa,

Regarding the distinction between what Socrates says and what Plato believes:

Try imagining this as a performed drama.  When you see a play by Shakespeare, do you always think that what Hamlet says or what King Lear says or what Macbeth says is what Shakespeare believes?  And what about the things that Iago says or Gertrude or Claudius or Polonius?

So my question here is, do you understand and accept that there is a distinction between the words of an author spoken in his own name, as I am writing to you now, and the words which an author attributes to a character in a fictional representation?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 98        Thu Feb 27, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 21:13 EST   With regard to descendings:  Yes.  When we come to the question why does the philosopher return to the cave, it may well be worthwhile to recall and reconsider these opening passages.  Yes. I think the question of compulsion will be important.  Yes. The Myth of Er which comes at the end of the work is not as clear in its connection to the beginning of the work.  I want to say more about Polemarchus.  But that will be in a separate post.  When were you at The New School?  ...Jon

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 99        Thu Feb 27, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 22:10 EST   Lance:   Yes, I do want to say that Plato used the same work in different sentences with different meanings.  I do not see Polemarchus ordering Socrates.  Rather I think he is urging him to stay.  This is because I see a kinder more gentle Polemarchus than you do.  Also I do not see a direct threat of physical force in this little scene. Polemarchus' strength comes from the fact that there are more in his group than in Socrates' group.  Glaucon, it would seem, joins Polemarchus so the conflict becomes the many vs the one. Polemarchus attempts to persuade Socrates, suggesting that the many must attempt to persuade the one.  This is not the attitude of someone exercising physical force.  At this point I still think we can remember The Apology where the one attempts to persuade the many.  I want to note again that Socrates does not answer the question about persuading those who will not listen.  Socrates, himself, does not seem to feel threatened here.  He listens to Polemarchus and allows Glaucon to speak in his place. Only a little bit later in the dialogue, Socrates will become frightened when confronted with another man.  I want to be able to compare these two scenes.  I think my understanding throws the comparison into sharper light.  A crazy idea to end with:  is all this standing around meant to remind us of The Meno?  There is after all a boy there too who plays an important role.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 100       Thu Feb 27, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 23:01 EST     Lance, I've kept track of the messages here, but downloaded all of them tonight to print out and reread now that I have a little more time, I hope.  While I waited for the downloading, I scanned again the opening of the Republic, had a few thoughts about Glaucon, and then found that Jon had written about precisely the matter I considered.  But Jon comes out in the other side of my own ideas.

Jon, It has been so long since I've read this or other writings by Plato, that I don't really have a context into which to place these matters, and so I stick with what word on the page of this book.  I agree that Polemarchus does not make a direct threat of physical force, but certainly, I think, you do find the suggestion quite clearly.  How else to understand "either prove stronger than these men or stay here."  It may have been said in jest, but it has to do not with urging a friend, or using persuasion.  On the contrary, the way of persuasion seems to be thrown out.  When Socrates mentions persuasion, Polemarchus says it will do not good if they will not listen.  He doesn't seem to be asking Socrates to listen to him.  He appears to order Socrates to say, backing up the order with the presence of "how many of us there are," certainly alluding to the suggestion that physical strength, not persuasion, will decide the question: "either prove stronger than all of us, or do as we say."  Do you find other sources for saying Polemarchus appears gentler than I have painted him?  Why do you wish to disagree with this matter of strength in numbers and a certain coercion taking place between Polemarchus and the boys and Socrates?          I also noticed how uncomfortable I began feeling with Glaucon.  Does he play a role in a previously arranged coercion?  Before Socrates can answer Polemarchus's slave, Glaucon chimes in, "Of course we'll wait."  When Polemarchus suggests that Socrates cannot persuade if they will not listen, again Glaucon chimes in, "there's no way."  And then Glaucon delivers the decision, speaking for himself and for Socrates, "Well, it seems we must stay."  Where does Glaucon stand, with Socrates or Polemarchus?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 101       Fri Feb 28, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 22:16 EST   Bobo:  I am trying to base my understanding of Polemarchus on what he says and the way Socrates seems to react.  Polemarchus does not appear to me to be behaving like a man who is exercising brute force.  Following Adeimantus' lead, he tries to entice Socrates. When he says "so stay and do as I tell you." another translator (Shorey) indicates this means something like "be a sport."  If he were simply trying to force Socrates to stay, I don't think he would have made these statements.  Socrates does not seem to be acting like a man under threat of being dragged bodily away.  He listens and reacts in an interested way to what Adeimantus says.  He allows Glaucon to speak in his place.  His last statement in this little scene, as Bloom notes, suggests he understands this to be a democratic process.  Consider what would have happened if Polemarchus and his band had simply forced Socrates to come with them.  In that case, I suspect, The Republic would never have taken place.  Physical force could compel Socrates to come to Pelemarchus' house but it cannot compel him to conduct the discussion we know as The Republic.  For that we need Socrates assent.  As far as Glaucon is concerned, perhaps it is time for another one of Lance's excellent biographical sketches.      ...Jon  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 102       Sat Feb 29, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 00:16 EST   Ok, Jon, I've probably overstated my own response to Polemarchus, but in some ways I think you understate the situation. I don't know if Socrates "allows" Glaucon to speak, though he doesn't interrupt Glaucon nor correct him when he does speak.  And I agree, there's a sense of "be a sport"  about the whole think.  And as Bloom notes in his essay, which I snuck a   look at (is it sneak, snank, snunk??), Socrates does have something else in mind as he goes off toward Athens, and his trip is interrupted, and  rather abruptly, by this band of noble youths, who represent what? No, not brute force, but certainly the pressure of the group, perhaps the will of the masses, the democratic pressure, of something that thwarts to one degree or another the individual's wishes.      And tonight I went to the local bookstore and bought my own copy of Bloom's translation. That means I've invested money in this enterprise. Now, that's serious business.    ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 103       Sat Feb 29, 1992 M.MORDEN [Mike]              at 03:14 EST   (puff) (puff) Sorry to be so late to class.  I've read the syllabus,  found the text and done my homework.  What is at stake for me is whether the interpretation which leads to a rejection of aristocratic totalitarianism will also lead to a rejection of the dualistic ontology. I remember Prof J.H. Randall not being taken very seriously in the late '60's when he argued we should read all this as being ironic:  a warning against trying to constuct an ideal state.  It looks like that may be a theme here, too.     At a month per page we finish in May 2017.  I'm in for the duration.      I don't have any trouble with the suggestion that there is some coercion here.  The question is how much weight this point will be asked to bear later-- obviously a lot.  I'm wondering whether the point would have been too subtle for Plato's audience,but I will go along for now.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 104       Sat Feb 29, 1992 V.CLOUGH [Val.SantaFe]       at 12:06 EST   Hi all,

I just found this GREAT topic. So........

Could it be that the intimated coercion is intellectual as well as physical? A sort of double entendre? That would imply that Polemarcus thinks that several heads, willing to listen or not, are more powerful, demand more attention, than the civil liberties and free movement of a Citizen. I also wonder at the real strength of Polemarcus's position about not being persueded. If he remains present he will have to hear the argument and if the auguemt is well put he could, with diffculty, be persueded.

Why does Socrates give up so easily?

........................Val  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 105       Sat Feb 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 18:40 EST   Dear Mike,

I want to welcome you to our inquiry.  I particularly want to thank you for reminding me of John Herman Randall's contributions on this subject.  Did you study with him at Columbia? or have you read his book, "Plato: Dramatist of the Life of Reason"?  I never met Randall, but I read that book when it first came out in 1970.  At the time I didn't like it much.  I read it too quickly and was mainly critical of the ways in which it did not resemble the Straussian way of reading Plato.  But after reading your post last night, I took Randall's book, which I had not opened in more than 20 years, off the shelf and found my bookmark right in the middle of the passage in which Randall was making the point you are referring to.  Even though it is a bit long, I'm going to quote some of it here, so that everyone can share it.  The quotation starts on p. 161 of the book cited above:

"The Republic has as its central theme "dikaiosyne" or "Justice"-- the principle of organization, of coordinating the separate excellences in men and in cities--the fundamental problem of Plato's conception of the Good Life as a harmonizing of possibilities.  This principle of organization is clearly dependent on knowledge: it must be an ordering by wisdom and intelligence.   And so the treatment of the theme of knowledge is inextricably interwoven with the treatment of the theme of the organization of the Good Live--of Justice. [Note:  This linkage of the themes of justice and knowledge is one of the most important things I have been trying to get to with the present interpretation. Randall, in my opinion, is to be praised for hinting at it, but he really doesn't succeed in doing much more than that.  I think, Mike, that this linkage is what you are probably referring to in saying that you have an interest in whether the interpretation that leads to a rejection of aristocratic totalitarianism also leads to a rejection of the dualistic ontology. If you will allow me to speak very provisionally and prematurely, I will tell you that that is in fact the direction in which this interpretation is headed.  I was actually trying to hint at this point with my analysis of whom Socrates is addressing.  The point I was getting at is that, by having Socrates address an admirer of Sparta and a Pythagorean astronomer, Plato seems to be suggesting that Spartan totalitarianism and Pythagorean intellectualism share the same unstated assumptions and lead to the same disastrous implications.  But let me quickly curtail this descent into the realm of mere opinion.  We must guard against the error of attaching too much importance to our destination.  Every visit to the art museum ends at the exit door.  All lives end in death. That does not mean that our lives are best spent occupied with funeral arrangements, although that is a possible way to live.  Let me resume the quotation from Randall:]

"How far can you carry the ideal of organization, of Justice, if, because it is so obvious and essential a good, you take it as the supreme and only good, if you let the mind play with it, as men do in discussion, and push it as far as you possibly can?  What would an "absolutely just man," that is, in modern terms, a "perfectly adjusted man," or what would an "absolutely just state," that is, a "state organized with perfect efficiency," be like?

"It is clear, you can carry the ideal out to the bitter end, in imagination; and Plato shows the end is bitter!  So Plato has Socrates, maliciously and ironically, elaborate, shall we say, Protagoras' scheme for a perfectly organized state--a perfectly planned society, we moderns put it--till in the end we have a picture of "auto to dikaion", of "justice itself,"  Pure Justice- - the Perfect City, from which every other consideration has dropped away, which exists for the sake of efficient organization, and efficient organization alone.

"But Plato warns us, we must know what we are about, just what we have been doing.  We have arrived at a vision of Justice, of what he calls the Idea of Justice.  It is surely a marvelous guide and inspiration--in imagination.  But could we ever hope to make the city of Athens--or the city of New York--like that?  This question, Socrates is made to point out, is completely irrelevant to what we have been doing.  When pressed by his eager young hearers, anxious to proceed forthwith, he replies, "Yes, we could if we only turned philosophers into kings--or perhaps kings into philosophers--and then established a perfect system of education; if we drove all the citizens over ten years of age out of the city as hopelessly miseducated; and then proceeded to stransform the human nature of the children under 10 left.  Yes, we could then establish the perfectly organized city on earth--if only we did a few more things like that."  Here is obvious irony.

"Would we want to bring the Perfect City down from the sky--which is clearly for Plato its only possible abode--and set it up among the human cities of men?  In order to achieve perfectly efficient organization, would we really want to sacrifice everything else? And Plato makes it abundantly clear, it would in the end involve just that--the sacrifice of any individual happiness, of any genuine moral education, of all poetry, art, wisdom, and philosophy-- all would have to go by the board.  Or, in individual terms, would you want to be, in Plato's unforgettable picture, a "perfectly just," that is a "perfectly adjusted man," and be at the same time perfectly miserable?

"....Yet men have read the Republic, and imagined that Plato is urging a practical political program--they have been insensitive enough to Plato's irony to think Socrates is taking the stump for the Perfect City Party in Athens!  They have judged that Plato was himself eager to catch a king and train him into becoming a philosopher.  It is really hard to understand that over the ages readers of the Republic, with its layer upon layer of dramatic irony, have assumed, from the literal-minded Aristotle on, that Plato himself wanted or that any sane man in his senses could want to live under such institutions as Socrates in made to elaborate-- institutions so fascinating to talk about , but so intolerable to have to endure.

"No, Plato is not offering a new constitution for Athens--or for Syracuse--or for any human, earthly city. He is trying, dramatically, to make us "see" where men geth when they allow their imagination to carry them away as they talk about a perfect constitution....

"Plato is conventionally taken as the first utopian.  In reality, while he has certainly served as a prime stimulus to utopian social idealism, he is actually offering an antidote to the utopian spirit...in reality he is offering a vaccination against utopianism."  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 106       Sun Mar 01, 1992 M.MORDEN [Mike]              at 23:12 EST        Yes, I did study with Prof Randall;  on the other hand I know little of Strauss so I'm interested in how the analysis proceeds.       One question:  (which can only be answered by the whole of our discussion)  are we merely making excuses for Plato because we want him to be correct?   Only detailed study is going to help us decide between      (1) What people think Plato said about the state makes it awful, so they must be misinterpreting Plato,  and      (2) What people think Plato said about the state makes it awful, so Plato wasn't as smart as we thought. I am rooting for (1), but if no one else does, I'll play devil's advocate for (2).  --Even if Plato turns out not to have been a Platonist, the Platonists were Platonists.  It will be at least ironic if all of philosophy turns out to be a footnote to a misinterpretation of Plato. (apologies to Whitehead) 

Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 107       Mon Mar 02, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:08 EST   Jon,

You acknowledge that you  want to see Polemarchus as beseeching  or urging Socrates, as opposed to ordering him as he would a  slave. You say, "I do not see a direct threat of physical force  in this little scene."

But when Polemarchus says, "Either prove stronger than these men  or stay here," I do not see how this can be understood as  anything other than a threat of force. You say, "Polemarchus'  strength comes from the fact that there are more in his group  than in Socrates' group."  Quite so.  But what sort of strength  are you speaking of.  It seems to me that it is quite a stretch to  see this an anything other than a reference to physical strength  (or military strength, which is a form of organized physical  strength).

You say that "Polemarchus attempts to persuade Socrates,  suggesting that the many must attempt to persuade the one.  This  is not the attitude of someone exercising physical force."  You  are quite right to note that Polemarchus, after the intercession  of Adeimantus, joins in offering Socrates an inducement which he  apparently hopes will persuade Socrates to do as he commands.  There is, however, no inconsistency between this and the threat  of physical coercion.  Do we not often refer to someone as  employing both "the carrot and the stick"?  As to your assertion  that this is not the attitude of someone exercising physical  force, that is quite true, but, as I note below, I make no claim  that Polemarchus is here exercising physical force.  What I claim  is that he is threatening to exercise physical force.  There is  an important difference.

You say, "Socrates, himself, does not seem to feel threatened  here.  He listens to Polemarchus and allows Glaucon to speak in  his place. Only a little bit later in the dialogue, Socrates will  become frightened when confronted with another man.  I want to be  able to compare these two scenes.  I think my understanding  throws the comparison into sharper light."

I assume the second scene you are referring to is the one at  336a-b where Thrasymachus enters the conversation roaring like a  wild beast.  I take it that you want to distinguish the two  scenes on the basis that Socrates seems to experience a much more  frightening and imminent threat of force in the second case than  in the first.  I think that may not be the most important point  of distinction.

First of all, you say that Socrates does not SEEM to feel  threatened by Polemarchus.  More precisely, Socrates does not say  anything about what he feels during the initial encounter with  Polemarchus, while he reports that he was frightened by  Thrasymachus.  Secondly, notice that Thrasymachus is portrayed as  being angry.  He accuses Socrates of doing something wrong for  which he deserves to be punished.  In contrast, Polemarchus, at  the opening, displays no emotion at all.  You yourself  acknowledge that, "Polemarchus does not appear to me to be  behaving like a man who is exercising brute force."  I suggest  that is because he is not a man who is exercising brute force.  Rather, he is a man who is issuing a command (or urgent request,  if you will) backed up by the threat of coercion if the request  is declined.  In the case of Thrasymachus, the threat appears  imminent and unconditional.  In the case of Polemarchus, the  threat is conditional and can be avoided by complying with the  request.  Finally, it may be worth noting that the word that  Polemarchus uses, "stronger", is the same word that Thrasymachus  later uses in defining justice as the will of the stronger.

Val:

Welcome!

>Could it be that the intimated coercion is intellectual as well  >as physical?

I don't see any specific reference to bear that out, but it may  be a useful thing to think about.  Certainly Plato was aware of  the difficulty of thinking for oneself in the face of mass  disagreement.

> I also wonder at the real strength of Polemarcus's position  >about not being persueded. If he remains present he will have to  >hear the argument and if the auguemt is well put he could, with  >diffculty, be persueded.

This is clearly a key question.  As we have observed, Socrates  does not concede that there is no way of persuading Polemarchus  if Polemarchus is really determined not to listen.  So the  question is, what could force Polemarchus to listen in spite of  himself.  I am not so sure it is simply a matter of being there.

>Why does Socrates give up so easily?

What makes you think he gives up at all?  I remarked earlier that  Socrates declines to talk with the slave boy because he  recognizes that the slave boy is not acting on his own.  Perhaps  Socrates recognizes that Polemarchus is not acting on his own.  Perhaps it's like dealing with a bureaucracy.  You learn that it  is pointless to argue about things with people who have no  discretion to make decisions, so you become skilled in getting  the subordinates to bring your concern to the attention of their  superiors.

Lance

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 108       Mon Mar 02, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 19:22 EST   Before reading (or rereading) the passage describing the  confrontation with Polemarchus, ask yourself, What would you  expect, based on what has just happened?  Socrates has told us  that Polemarchus, seeing Socrates and Glaucon setting off in the  direction of Athens, sent his slave boy to run after them and  tell them to wait.  And when Socrates asked the slave boy where  Polemarchus was, the slave boy answered, "He is coming up behind  you."

The slave boy presumably doesn't know why Polemarchus wanted  Socrates to wait.  He was just doing what he was told to do.  But  the reader expects that now Polemarchus will come up to Socrates  and tell him why he wanted him to wait.  He could say, "Socrates,  I see you and Glaucon are heading back to Athens, but wouldn't  you like to come to my house instead?"  Or, "Socrates, My father  wants to see you.  Please come."  But of course nothing like that  happens.  And that is the key to understanding what is going on.

"A moment later Polemarchus came along with Adeimantus, Glaucon's  brother, Niceratus, son of Nicias, and some others, apparently  from the procession."  [Nicias, incidentally, was the commander  of the Athenian expedition to Sicily that came to such a distrous  end less than two years prior to the dramatic date of this  dialogue.  Remember that Hermocrates, the general who defeated  Nicias, is one of those listening to Socrates now.]  "Polemarchus  said, `Socrates, I guess you two are hurrying to get away to  town.'  `That's not a bad guess,' I said.  `Well,' he said, `Do  you see how many of us there are?'  `Of course.'  `Well then,' he  said, `either prove stronger than these men or stay here.'"

Now the only thing that is obvious about this passage is that  Socrates and Glaucon are subjected by Polemarchus to a threat of  coercion by the force of superior numbers.  Bloom suggests that  this is a confrontation between wisdom, as represented by  Socrates, and power, as represented by Polemarchus.  I find this  a surprising lapse by Bloom into abstract reading and  conventional thinking.  Bloom should know better than to identify  the love of wisdom--philosophy--with wisdom itself, especially in  the person of Socrates, who was famous for having denied that he  possessed wisdom, except to the extent of knowing his own  ignorance.  (This is not a small matter, because we will see in  Book V that the shock value of the concept of the  Philosopher-King, which is said to be the greatest of the three  "waves of paradox" introduced in that book, derives from this  distinction; nobody would object to the idea of a  philosopher-king if they thought it was synonymous with "Wise  King.")  But I digress.

Bloom's interpretation here, like the assumption that the  confrontation is merely playful, is an example of two related  tendencies.  One is the tendency to prettify the dramatic  context, to make it seem that these are all nice, decent,  intellectual people like ourselves, primarily interested in  sitting down for a good, elevated talk about the kinds of things  that high-minded, intellectual  people talk about at their  leisure.  The other tendency is that of assuming that this part  of the dialogue is just so much introductory stage business,  required to set up the really philosophical part of the  discussion, but not philosophical in itself.  In other words, we  tend to assume that the philosophical part of the dialogue has  not yet started, and that all the characters are just as eager as  we are to get on with it.

Those interpretive tendencies are, in my view, completely  antiphilosophical.  Yielding to them will cause us to miss the  most important things that Plato has to teach.  Our job as slow  readers is to see how the apparently serious topics of  discussion, especially the discussion of justice, are generated  and given meaning by the problematic situation developed in the  dramatic interaction of the dialogue.  My purpose in dwelling so  heavily and at such length on the coercive nature of the first  confrontation is to make that problematic situation as vivid as  possible, so that we will be able to see what motivates and gives  meaning to the subsequent discussion.

I suggest, therefore, even at the risk of some comical  exaggeration, that we imagine this opening encounter staged as a  scene in one of the Godfather movies or some other drama about  Mafiosi.

To tell the truth, I have never seen any of the Godfather movies,  so I am going to have to make it up.  I'll put my version in a  later post.  Meanwhile, I invite any screenwriters in attendance  to have a go at it also.  Just remember, the key is that  Polemarchus never says why he wants Socrates to stay.  See if you  can write a scenario that makes sense of that strange detail.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 112       Thu Mar 05, 1992 G.BEDERSON [Geoff]           at 03:49 EST   Lance and everyone else,    Hi! I was very happy to discover your investigation of this book; I hope it's O.K. if I join you.    The Republic has a special meaning for me because, during the past few years, when my life took a series of turns I hadn't foreseen, leading me to some places and situations that seemed far worse than any I had read about in a book of philosophy, one of the few ideas from my former life that stuck with me was some sentences from somewhere in the Republic: "It doesn't make any difference if that city exists now, or ever will exist. What's important is that we always hold the image of it up before us in our own minds...."    It struck me as being profound. So that's what's at stake for me now: my cherished belief that it *is* profound.     Part of the charm of the statement is that I can't fully understand it. Is it true that it really makes *no* difference? If so, how can it be that it's so important to strive for something whose achievement is irrelevant?    In light of what you've said so far, I may be coming to a clearer understanding about it.  Socrates is apparently compelled to imagine how a city with perfect justice could actually be created--that is, how the Good can come to exist in a city as a whole. In order for this to happen, those who would normally seek power, or prestige, or pleasure, must be prevented from doing so. Since so many of us are so involved in those activities, a great deal of repression is necessary.     If the real value of the idea of that city is only that it is an image or model for one to use in one's own life (which, in spite of its severity, is chosen freely), then surely we can imagine *another* city constituted of people freely choosing *that* standard. What about that city? Doesn't it matter if that city exists?  .    Geoff  .  .    P.S. Are you suggesting that Polemarchus is attempting to compel Socrates to divulge his views about democracy--Athenian democracy--by forcing him to speak about the creation of 'perfect' justice?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 113       Fri Mar 06, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 20:24 EST                    Of Carrots and Sticks  If you are suggesting, Lance, that at root any political authority is based on physical force, then we have little disagreement.  It is clearly true that to disregard even the most polite request from a policeman puts you at risk of being thrown in jail.  Is this just a matter of emphasis: I say CARROT and stick.  You say carrot and STICK.  If so, so be it.  Yet, I can't help but wonder how you think it would have turned out of Socrates had said "Buzz off, Polemarchus, I'm going back to town."  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 114       Thu Mar 26, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 00:00 EST   Where has everyone gone in this topic.  I didn't post anything myself for a week or two, and then I took a vacation for a week, and still nothing.  Have we all died?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 115       Fri Mar 27, 1992 K.PALMER2 [Kent]             at 02:10 EST   Bobo---

I was wondering that myself.

---Kent---  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 116       Sun Mar 29, 1992 V.CLOUGH [Val.SantaFe]       at 02:55 EST   I got sent out of town for a few weeks. Where are we? Somebody pick a place and lets go to it again.

...................Val  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 117       Sun Mar 29, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 13:58 EST   Welcome back, Val, I guess the rest of us are pretty lazy, or maybe it is just me.  OK, I'll try to get backon here soon with some more slow reading.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 118       Sun Mar 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 14:09 EST   Thank you all for asking.  I have been terribly distracted from the Republic for the last few weeks.  I am moving (from New York to Newport Center in Jersey City) on April 1 and I have also been engaged in organizing a major conference on economic development and telecommunications technology to occur in June (some of you, especially if you live in the New York area, may be interested in this--if so contact me by E-Mail).  In addition, I just recently discovered that my Aladdin config. file had become corrupted after I installed Aladdin v. 1.61 and my messages were not being posted, so I will review the messages in this topic to see if anything is missing.   In the last message I think I posted I invited everybody to compose a scenario of the opening of the Republic as if it was a scene in a movie about mafiosi, like the Godfather.  That invitation is still open.

Since I am not likely to be able to devote much time to this topic until after I get my stuff set up in the new location, I will append here a letter that I composed as a private message to Jon Cohen (but failed to get through, owing to my software problems:

Jon,

Thank you so much for your inquiry.  No, I have not at all lost  interest.  Unfortunately, I have been consumed with the distractions  of practical life lately -- I am moving and also organizing a  conference on economic development and telecommunications technology  -- and I have not had the blocks of consecutive time that I need to  work on the Republic, so all I have been doing is downloading  current messages and replying to a few on the fly.  Please bear with  me a few more days.  I will have something new shortly.  I had been  hoping, however, that somebody else would have a try at writing a  scenario in which the beginning of the Republic would be presented  as an encounter of mafiosi.  The point I am driving at, just to give  you a preview, is that Polemarchus is functioning as his father's  unthinking instrument.  Socrates is, therefore, the victim of an  injustice committed by somebody who not only does not know what  justice is, but somebody who, like the slave, does not speak or  think for himself.  Thus we encounter the Eichmann problem, the  problem of criminal thoughtlessness that Arendt named "the banality  of evil," as the presenting problem of the Republic.  And I shall be  trying to demonstrate that, before Socrates can have a meaningful  discussion of justice with Polemarchus, he must first get him to  take ownership of his own position in the argument, which is much  harder to do than you might think, but which presents a major  philosophical issue.

Thanks again for your letter, and I'll be back on line soon.

Lance

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 119       Sun Mar 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 14:59 EST   I just reviewed all the messages in this topic since message 107.  I see that my last post before today was message 108, so nothing of mine has been lost.  But I see that I am missing messages 109-112. If anybody has these, would you please forward them to me?

Geoff:

As I hinted in the last post, I don't think Polemarchus, at this point in the dialogue, cares one bit about what Socrates thinks about anything.  Polemarchus is presented as a man whose will is, for the present, enthralled to his father.  All Polemarchus knows is that his father wants to talk to Socrates.  The difficulty that Socrates is in is that he is suffering an injustice at the hands of somebody who is not his own master and who, therefore, is not open to serious reflection about the justice or lack thereof in his own actions.  Socrates' great challenge, therefore, is to truly engage Polemarchus.  He needs to create a conversation in which Polemarchus speaks from having something at stake in what he says, in which Polemarchus has a personal concern with whether or not what he says is true.

The reason I dwell so heavily on this is that I believe this accurately reflects the situation of most of our political and philosophical conversation.  Read the political discussion in the NP/PF roundtable here on GEnie, and see if you don't agree that most of the conversation there is idle chatter posted by people who appear to have little or no stake in the outcome. What they say doesn't matter, even to themselves.

This condition is the true banality of evil, because you cannot persuade a person that he is acting badly if he is not speaking or listening for himself.

Jon, to come back to your question, what would have happened if Socrates had said, "Buzz off, Polemarchus, I'm going back to town," I think I dealt with this several weeks ago by analyzing five or six different possibilities, but let me look at the issue afresh.  It seems to me that it all depends on what assumptions you make.  If Socrates said that, and Polemarchus was bluffing, then what would have happened is that we might not have had the Republic at all. Socrates might have simply gone home.  Or we could suppose that Socrates would say, "You're obviously joking, but in fact I'd love to spend some time with your father."

As an interpretive question, I think we are faced with a situation like that of disguise in the Elizabethan theater.  When Viola disguises herself as a man in Twelfth Night, the theater audience is not really fooled, especially if Viola is played by a woman, but it doesn't work very well if we say, "But all those other characters must surely see through this disguise as I do."  The Elizabethan theatrical convention was that disguise is absolute, except where the author indicates otherwise.  Since Socrates appears to take the threat of force seriously, either because he really takes it seriously, or because he is playing along with it, it seems to me that we are obliged to interpret what he says as if the threat of force was serious, and not undermine it with the thought that, since these people seem to know one another, they can't really be serious in threatening one another.  Again, you should bear in mind that the dramatic setting of the dialogue is the middle of a severe civil conflict which involved an unprecedented amount of internal violence and in which people who knew one another found themselves on opposite sides.  Beware of prettification.  As some American politician said, "Politics ain't beanbag."

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 120       Sun Mar 29, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 23:08 EST   Good to hear from you again, Lance. And I sympathize with your busyness. It's the same here, with a fulltime job, and then a graduate course in the evening. But let's keep going, as much as we can.  Thanks for sharing the letter to Jon.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 121       Mon Mar 30, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 00:30 EST   We've been talking about this force issue for about 100 messages now.  I'd like to step a little further on and discuss Glaucon's and Socrates' response. What does Glaucon present as a reason for obeying Polemarchus' request, and why does Socrates agree with Glaucon?  Thinking about this might shed some more light on the issue.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 122       Sat Apr 04, 1992 V.CLOUGH [Val.SantaFe]       at 22:19 EST   Good to hear from you again Lance,

I've had a bad case of the busys myself lately. In your posts #118 and 119 you suggest that Socrates must get Polemarchus  to engage with something at stake for himself. I fully agree! You mention that this is indicative of current political discussions. I would suggest that this extends far beyond that. I am a project manager and unless I can somehow get the other players to find something of their own within the project, it probably will fail. Unfortunately this is right in my face at the moment. Although something may be for the benefit of another, if the benefit is not seen or understood it is unlikely they will activly attempt to further the goal of obtaining that benefit. I am also curious about the "bait" used by Polemarchus about the festival. It seems he had no concern about bring Socrates before his father but rather in _persuading_ Socrates to stay after threatening him. Seems a bit odd to bribe a prisoner!

Later..............................Val  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 123       Wed Apr 08, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 18:12 EDT   Tony: I too have noticed that Glaucon speaks for Socrates, and does so at quite decisive moments in this little scene.  In earlier posts I invited speculation about what Socrates would have said if Glaucon had not spoken in his place.  I have the feeling, from the tone of your post that you have some things in mind about Glaucon.  I would be pleased to hear you say more about it.    ...Jon  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 124       Thu Apr 09, 1992 K.PALMER2 [Kent]             at 01:22 EDT   Me too.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 125       Thu Apr 09, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 23:30 EDT   Give me some time to work on it; I've been sick the past day or two.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 126       Fri Apr 17, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 11:57 EDT   Tony: if the roll of Glaucon puzzles you, you are not alone. Strauss (The City and Man) offers some suggestions.  He considers the possibility that Socrates agrees to go with Polemarchus and his friends for the sake of Glaucon.  He directs us to the following passage in Xenophon's Memorabilia (book 3, chap 6):  "Ariston's son Glaucon, was attempting to become an orator and   striving for headship in the state, though he was less than 20   years old; and none of his friends or relations could check him   though he would get himself dragged from the platform and make   himself a laughing stock.  Only Socrates, who took an interest in   him for the sake of Plato and Charmidies, managed to check him."

I don't know if this will be helpful to you or muddle the matter further.  You may, of course, disregard it if it is not useful to you.                      ...Jon

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 127       Sat Apr 18, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 08:26 EDT   Thanks, Jon.  Sorry I haven't posted, but I've been snowed under with  schoolwork and /t/a/x/e/s/ duties to the Republic.   Glaucon certainly sounds interesting (and a little headstrong).  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 128       Mon Apr 20, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:02 EDT   At last, I have moved and even a little unpacked.  This message  comes to you from high above the west shore of the Hudson River.

In message 108, about 7 weeks ago, I suggested that it might be  useful to imagine the opening scene of the Republic as a mafioso  encounter.  I regret that nobody has taken up my invitation to  write a scenario, so you'll have to make do with my version as  follows:

I went down to Little Italy yesterday with old Primo's son. You  know, the one we call Gleamer?  This was the first time they were  doing the feast on Sullivan Street, so I went to Mass at the  church there just below Houston.  I even saw Father G.'s crazy  brother walking around in his bathrobe. You know, his club is on  that block.  We had some pizza and then some gelato and then we  walked around.  The music and the fireworks were so loud that all  the dogs were hiding in stairwells and under cars, and the whole  street was full of people.  I would say this was just as  successful as the feast on Grand Street.  Anyway, after we  finished in church and saw the feast, we walked up to Houston and  turned toward Varick to get the Number 1 train back uptown.

We had just crossed 6th Ave. and we were walking down King Street  into the factory district there, you know, where it gets really  deserted on weekends, and the little Duke, you know, Caputo's  son, caught sight of us from a distance and he sent one of his  goons tearing down the street on a motorcycle to tell us to wait.  The goon came roaring up behind us, jumped off his bike, grabbed  my coat from behind and said, "The Duke says to wait!"

I turned around and asked him where his boss was.  "He's coming  up right now," he said, "just wait."

"Of course we'll wait," said the Gleamer.

A moment later the Duke pulled up in the longest stretch I've  ever seen, and he got out along with Teddy, Gleamer's brother,  and Nico, Paul Castellano's son, and some other guys, apparently  from the festival.  The Duke said, "Muscleman, I guess you two  are rushing to get uptown, right?"

The Duke and his party were all dressed in perfectly tailored  tuxedos, and as they took their places around us on the deserted  street, I noticed the telltale bulges in their pockets.

"That's not a bad guess," I said.

The Duke came over to me, so close that I could smell the garlic  from the sausage he had been eating at the feast.  He looked at  me with that intelligent but expressionless face of his and, so  quietly that I almost couldn't hear him, he said, "You see we've  got you outnumbered?"

"That's pretty obvious," I said.

"So either you're going to have to try to fight your way out of  this, which would be stupid, or you can make things easy for  yourself and just come quietly."

I glanced around quickly, but the street was utterly deserted,  and anyway the Duke's boys had us surrounded so they could have  pushed us into the limo in a second.  I always thought the Duke  was a promising kid.  But he's his father's son, and when he's  doing what he thinks his father wants, he's dangerous and it's  almost impossible to reason with him.  All the same, I decided to  give it a try.  "Isn't there at least one other possibility?" I  said.  "Maybe we could talk you into letting us go."

"You can talk," he said, "But what good will it do you if we  don't listen?"

Here the Gleamer, who was looking a little scared, piped up and  said, "None. If you won't listen, there's no way."

 Please accept my apologies.  As I said before, I never saw any of the Godfather movies.  Anyway, I know everybody is sick of this question of coercion, so I'll try to get past it.  I'm composing a response to Tony, Val and Jon concerning Glaucon's intercession, and hope to post it tomorrow.  Until then, ask yourself this question, Is Glaucon right when he says there is no way to persuade somebody who refuses to listen?  What are the political implications of your answer?

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 129       Sun Apr 26, 1992 K.PALMER2 [Kent]             at 04:37 EDT   Lance---

Westside story did very well. Perhaps you should rewrite the Republic in a way which the masses will certainly understand. Enjoyed this excerpt. Can we count on you doing this all the way through. I cant wait to see what the Mafia versions of the analogies would be like.

But let me interject that when Parmedies took his own wild ride the  Unknown Goddess also combined persuasion with coercion. Seems this was a very important distinction for the greeks. It might be their framing of the freewill / determinism quandry. It also is alluded to many times in the relation of the relation between freemen and slaves. It is always related to the concept of FATE. Freemen are persuaded and to some extent choose their destiny. Slaves are only coerced and are fated with no choice. However, Freemen are limited in their choices and if they choose wrongly they become fated too, little different from a slave. Thus choice only is effective in very narrow limits.

When the freeman is 'arrested' by some fate determining agency, then the question becomes what is the effacacy of persuasion. Do we assume that fate determining agencies are like freemen themselves or slaves. If they are like slaves then we call them tyrants because although they are determining they are not free themselves but enslaved to their own passions (like the tyrant Oedipus). But if the fate determining agents, (like a gang with guns) are like free men themsleves then we as freemen should be able to reason with them.

It is a quandry, does the freeman project his own freedom on that which determines his fate or not. If not then we have blind determinism. If so then we have a universe that responds to our reasoning. But how can that be unless the universe itself reasons, ie has its own LOGOS rather than merely being PHYSOS. PHYSOS as I am led to understand it is the unfolding of nature. LOGOS is a different kind of unfolding like that of language which has an inner meaning or coherence. That inner meaning and coherence in language we call reason. If we project it on the universe then we see the universe as having meaning wihch it is expressing. The  intelligible structure of the universe which we can understand. But  is that intelligible structure projected or something that can respond to our own logos. Incantations of magic normally are seen as ineffective but they are attempts to get the universe to respond to our logos.

The freeman is by definition in a trap. If he does not project his own state on the universe then he is caught in a web he cannot control and reason is ultimately only a farce, a pretense of freedom, whereas ifI XI  the universe is persuadeable then it is actually all free and so the freeman is nolonger special. Freedom is in some circumstances itself a trap, for instance when children are given no limits. Recognizing the limits of freedom, and the relation between freedom and persuasion which Plato talks about at length in the LAWS is one of the core questions for Plato and I think the Greeks in general. They inherited the indo-european concept of fate, but explored the meta-level concept of self-determination. The freeman fates himself. In society with other freemen he must persuade other freemen. If he forces them then he jeapordises his own freedom. But the freeman must have the slave in order to know the difference  between freeman and slave. And as Hegel points out there is a dialectic between master and slave in which they exchange places. One way they  change places is for one freeman to become a tyrant, like Oedipus. Then the freeman becomes doubly enslaved. He is a slave because his actions are forced and because he knows he was free before so that he is also enslaved by the idea of freedom which makes him doubly miserable.

It is possible to go round and round in circles forever in these meta-level loops. In a simple situation Plato expresses so much. I often wonder how he was able to write these dialogues. Others have tried their hands at it. They are all forgotten because they do not hold a candle to those of plato's. The greatest proof of their greatness is the fact they exist at all. Consider that we have almost all of them. Abstruse, hard to understand, yet they were preserved. Amazing.

---Kent---  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 130       Mon Apr 27, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 22:37 EDT   Response to comments on Glaucon's intercession:

Tony asks, "What does Glaucon present as a reason for obeying  Polemarchus' request, and why does Socrates agree with Glaucon?"

Strictly speaking, Glaucon states no reason at all for agreeing  with Polemarchus.  Polemarchus poses a question: "Could you  really persuade if we don't listen?"  Glaucon simply answers,  "There's no way."  He doesn't give any reason.  And Socrates  never says that he agrees with Glaucon on this point.

Val says, "I am also curious about the "bait" used by Polemarchus  about the festival. It seems he had no concern about bring  Socrates before his father but rather in _persuading_ Socrates to  stay after threatening him. Seems a bit odd to bribe a prisoner!"

In fact it is not Polemarchus, but Adeimantus who puts out the  "bait" in the form of the consideration of the torch race.  Essentially Adeimantus is playing the role of a mediator, and is  shifting the ground of the argument, as skilful mediators are  wont to do.  You say that you think it is odd to offer to "bribe"  the prisoner, but you are the one who is making that  characterization, which I think is misleading.  Far from being  odd, don't we routinely speak of using "both the carrot and the  stick?"  Polemarchus, following Adeimantus' lead, offers an  inducement to augment the threat of force.  Note, however, that  the inducement offered does not seem to have anything to do with  why Polemarchus orders Socrates to stay.  Polemarchus does not  suggest that he wants Socrates to stay because he wants to join  with him in attending the torch race and talking with young men.  He is saying, "I command you to stay, I have the capacity to  coerce you if you don't comply voluntarily, and, by the way, you  might even enjoy yourself."

Jon Cohen quotes Strauss's citation of the passage in Xenophon  about Socrates and Glaucon in which Glaucon is described as a  rather headstrong and ambitious young man who could be controlled  only by Socrates. Jon, I am glad for the citation, and I only  wish that you had quoted the entire passage, because I think the  conclusion of it sheds considerable light on this passage in the  Republic.  Since I can't find my copy of Xenophon, I will have to  quote Strauss's detailed summary in "Xenophon's Socrates," which  I will do in my next post.

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 131       Wed Apr 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:43 EDT   From Xenophon's Socrates, by Leo Strauss,

 "At about the same age at which the young Alkibiades cross-examined the great Pericles regarding law without making himself in the least ridiculous, Glaukon, son of Ariston, tried to address the Assembly, eager as he was to be a leading man in the city, was dragged from the speaker's stand, and made himself ridiculous.  No one could stop him; Socrates alone, who was well- disposed toward him for the sake of Charmides the son of Glaukon and for the sake of Plato, stopped him.  How he stopped him Xenophon shows by the present conversation. Socrates gained Glaukon's attention by setting before him the resplendent rewards which he could expect if he succeeded in becoming the leading man in Athens.  He asks him then from where he would start benefitting the city, such benefitting being necessary if he wished to become honored.  Glaukon is reduced to silence since he had not apparently given any thought to what would be, in the language of our time, his first priority.  Sensing how Glaukon feels, Socrates asks him whether he would try to increase the city's wealth just as, if he wished to increase the estate of a friend, he would attempt to make him richer: increase of the estate or the wealth of the city is for Glaukon of course the goal.  It appears that Glaukon had not given any thought to the present revenues and expenditures of the city; the revenues might have to be increased and the expenditures to be decreased.  Glaukon defends himself by having recourse to the indubitable fact that one can enrich the city at the expense of its foreign enemies.  But only, Socrates warns, if one is stronger than the enemies.  He asks him, therefore, about the military power of the city and that of her enemies.  Glaukon proves again to be utterly ignorant.  The same result is reached when he is asked about the defense of the country and the silver mines.   When speaking of the silver mines, Socrates openly makes fun of Glaukon....Socrates finally points out to Glaukon his ignorance regarding the grain supply of the city.  He refers again to the parallel of the city and the household: just as the manager of the household must know all its needs and take care that they are supplied, the manager of the city must know all her needs and take care that they are supplied; but the city consists of more than ten thousand houses: should not a beginner like Glaukon first try to manage a single household, say, that of his uncle Charmides, which is badly in need of competent management?  Glaukon would gladly try his hand at it BUT HIS UNCLE WILL NOT LISTEN TO HIM: how can you, unable as you are to persuade your uncle, imagine that you will be able to persuade all the Athenians, your uncle included, to accept your counsels?"

from Leo Strauss, "Xenophon's Socrates," pp. 69-71.

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 132       Sun May 03, 1992 M.MORDEN [Mike]              at 23:53 EDT   I've been busy lately so I appreciate you guy's waiting up so I didn't get too far behind.  Reading Our Page again for the first time in weeks I was struck by how obvious it is now that Socrates is coerced into participating in the discussion at Cephalus's.  I wonder if that will turn out to be significant ?  :-)  Kent:  I appreciated your interjection.  I don't mean to get off point, but since there is a little lull here:  Your analysis seemed to me anachronistic, attributing post-cartesian concerns to the Greeks.  I have been impressed with how little discussion there is in Plato and Aristotle (except for a brief passage on the voluntary) on the issue of free will.  The reason IMO is that to any sensible Greek it was obvious that we are free.  Granted their predecessors had referred to fate, moira, to provide a kind of order, law, justice to nature and provide the kind of stability the fickle Olympians did not offer. But the philosophers with new mechanisms for achieving this end no longer "had need of this hypothesis. "--Am I off base here?? (If there is a complicated issue here it can move to Greek Phil)                                                              Mike Morden   ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 133       Tue May 05, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 09:37 EDT   Mike,  Welcome back.  I assume the tulips are up in Michigan, and we're not yet up to Cephalus.  I'm willing to take the blame.  What is urgent for me keeps getting in the way of what is important for all. I am glad you acknowledge that Socrates is being coerced.  I'm not sure it is quite accurate to say that he is coerced into participating in the discussion, however.  Socrates is coerced by Polemarchus to come to Cephalus' house.  It is apparent that Cephalus is waiting for him and desires to converse with him.  Once Socrates has arrived and is in Cephalus' presence, there is no evidence that he is being compelled to participate in the conversation.  On the contrary, it appears that Socrates uses his participation in the conversation, first with Cephalus and then with Polemarchus, as a means of escaping from the injustice which he has suffered.  The main significance of the coercion, as I think I have indicated earlier, is that it creates a situation in which the conversation about justice is at the same time a conversation FOR justice.

You comment on the relative absence of discussion of free will in Plato and Aristotle and suggest that it was due to the fact that to any sensible Greek it was obvious that we are free.  The question is, would "any sensible Greek" think it was obvious that we are free as individuals, or within a group? The implications of this latter possibility are set out at length by Hannah Arendt in the second volume of her Gifford Lectures, the volume entitled "Willing", in which she argues that the concept of the will was invented in the early Christian era and was absent from ancient Greek thought.  Her argument, as I recall it, is that the concept of the will came into being when the political context was removed from the process of deliberative decision-making (prohairesis) with the decline of the polis.  Freedom, for the Greek citizen, according to Arendt, was expressed in the resolution for a particular course of joint action adopted by a group of citizens following a conversation.  When the political context falls away, the conversation for action becomes an internal one, a conversation carried on with one's conscience or with God, and we are left with the notion of a purely individual action. But when this notion is examined closely we discover that we are dealing with a notion in which the multiplicity of the polis has been internalized, so that the resolution for (individual) action is understood as the outcome of a conversation among the conflicting parties within the parliament of the soul.

To discuss this at greater length would lead us farther than I want to go from Plato's text, but that it is to some extent relevant may be seen from Socrates' remark at 328b, "Well, if it is so resolved, that is how we must act."  As Bloom's note informs us, what Socrates is doing here is adopting the language of the assembly.  By doing so he is attempting to rhetorically recapture his freedom by implying that he is not being coerced, but is voluntarily agreeing to be governed by the collective will, in whose deliberative choice he has participated, albeit reluctantly.

Kent, your last post raised so many interesting and complicated issues that it is going to take me quite a while to think them through.  In addition to requesting your patience (once again) I also request that you look at the discussion in Book IV of the Laws about whether or not the coercive-sounding legislative edicts should have persuasive prefaces attached to them.  In the passage beginning at 719e, The Athenian Stranger illustrates this point with a very interesting distinction between free doctors and slave doctors in which it is shown that the slave doctors are the ones who issue commands, while the free doctors attempt to persuade.  My request is that you write us a post relating that passage to your last message and to the interaction at the beginning of the Republic.

I have drafted a bunch of material on the significance of Glaucon's intercession, which I will post in the next few days (I hope).  For the scholars here, let me warn that I am going to assume that the Republic was written after the publication of Xenophon's Socratic Memorabilia, so that Plato could assume that his readers were familiar with the passage concerning Socrates and Glaucon that I quoted (in Strauss's paraphrase) a few days ago.  I have no evidence for this.  Plato and Xenophon were almost exact contemporaries, so it is certainly possible.  But I have no information about when Xenophon's writings were published (and I don't trust most of the scholarship on the order of composition of Plato's dialogues).  I'd be glad to hear from anyone who has information about the dates of Xenophon's writings.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 134       Tue May 05, 1992 BILL.GARRETT                 at 19:56 EDT   Lance, I just stumbled across this topic a few days ago, and it is fascin ating. I've read through all the messages, got my copy of Bloom's, and now just trying to keep reading slow enough. You (and the other contributors) are doing a great job of providing background and insight. I called myself having read the Republic years ago; obviously I was mistaken. <g>

Reading the arguments regarding the nature of justice has rather eerie,  given the events of the past week. Polemarchus and friends are not far from us.

Bill  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 135       Wed May 06, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 22:02 EDT   According to The Oxford Classical Dictionary, The Memorabilia book one and two were written in about 381 and books three and four in about 355 or 354.  Merchant, the editor of  the Loeb edition says in his introduction that The Memorabilia was written about 385. Neither states how they arrived at these conclusions.  Usually, I think, they try to find a direct (or indirect) allusion to a contemporary event and so conclude that the writing must be after that event.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 136       Wed May 06, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:28 EDT   On Glaucon's intercessions:

Within the first page of the dialogue, Glaucon speaks for  Socrates, not once, but twice.  The first time I wrote as  follows, "Glaucon now speaks for the first time and, not for the  last time, he agrees where Socrates does not.  Glaucon, on behalf  of both himself and Socrates, has acknowledged the authority of  the slave of a non-citizen inferior to give them orders."

The implication I intended was that Socrates might have refrained  from responding to the slave because he understood, as Glaucon  evidently does not, that agreeing with the slave's command would  acknowledge his authority, which Socrates might have been  reluctant to do.

The fact that Socrates allows Glaucon to speak for him forces us  to come squarely to grips with the question, what is  representation?  What is actually going on when someone speaks  FOR someone else?  What is the difference between speaking for  someone else and, say, cooking for someone else?

Glaucon's is, of course, not the first example of "speaking for"  that we have encountered.  The slave is speaking for  Polemarchus.  In the background we have the unanswered question,  Is Socrates speaking for Plato?  At least two of those present in  the dialogue (Thrasymachus and Lysias) are sophist/rhetoricians,  members of a group who on occasion would allow themselves to be  hired to speak for others in the lawcourts--predecessors of  todays attorneys.

The following is a table of some of the "speaker/spoken for"  relations we may encounter in the Republic.

        Speaker                         Spoken for         -------                         ----------         slave                           Polemarchus

        Glaucon                         Socrates

        rhetorician                     client

        political leader                citizen

        Socrates                        Plato (?)

        Polemarchus                     Cephalus

 It would probably be useful and interesting to analyze the  similarities and differences of these relations.  Clearly the  slave speaks for Polemarchus in a very different way than Glaucon  speaks for Socrates.  The slave is commanded to speak for  Polemarchus.  Glaucon  speaks voluntarily for Socrates but  without the latter's authorization.  The rhetorician is  authorized by his client.  The other two cases are more  complicated.

It appears that the slave cannot be persuaded, because he has no  authority to decide anything independently.  Listening, it seems,  requires some degree of freedom.  On the other hand, speaking,  even speaking for, seems to require some capacity to listen, in  which case even the slave who is commanded to speak for somebody  cannot be devoid of freedom.

To be continued....

Lance

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 137       Fri May 22, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 09:21 EDT   In my last post I remarked that speaking, even speaking for  somebody else in the way that the slave speaks for Polemarchus,  seems to require some capacity to listen.  Because Glaucon's  second intercession concludes with Polemarchus asserting his  refusal to listen, we must give careful attention to the nature  of listening.  I suggest that we dwell on the question, if there  is representative speaking, is there also representative  listening?  If someone can speak for you, can they also listen  for you?

I will leave those questions in the background for now and turn  to Glaucon's second intercession.

In response to Polemarchus' injunction, "Either prove stronger  than these men or stay here," Socrates asked, "Isn't there still  one other possibility....our persuading you that you must let us  go?" to which Polemarchus then responded by asking in turn,  "Could you really persuade if we don't listen?"

To this question Glaucon, interceding a second time, responds by  saying, "There's no way."

The paraphrase of Xenophon that I quoted earlier, while not  essential, is very helpful, I believe, in bringing out the  meaning of this odd, but crucial, passage in the Republic.

What do we learn about Glaucon from Xenophon?  Based on  Xenophon's report, would you be inclined to rely on Glaucon's  judgement?  Obviously not!  As Xenophon presents him, Glaucon was  thoughtless, ignorant and premature in his opinions; filled with  an absurdly unjustified conceit of his own wisdom.  Far from  accepting the validity of what Glaucon says, anyone who comes  upon this second intercession by Glaucon in the Republic after  first reading the passage of Xenophon would be apt to say, "Wait  a minute, Glaucon is obviously a conceited ignoramus who is  always jumping to erroneous conclusions.  If Glaucon says this,  he's probably making some mistake."

In addition to learning from Xenophon that Glaucon behaved like a  conceited ignoramus, we learn from Xenophon that Glaucon has a  "thing" about not being listened to.  This is an important point  which will require some explanation.  It is also something that  we could not discern from the passage in the Republic alone.

If all you had to go on was what Glaucon says in Book I of the  Republic, you would probably think Glaucon was merely stating  what appeared to him as a simple fact.  If he were more pedantic  than he is, we could imagine him responding to Polemarchus'  question ("Could you really persuade if we refuse to listen?") by  saying, "Well, as a matter of fact, I have been researching  precisely that question, whether or not it is possible to  persuade a person who refuses to listen.  And after conducting  numerous experiments and interviews with people in all walks of  life I have concluded that there is no way to do this."

In the light of the Xenophon passage, however, we see that  Glaucon's statement is not a disinterested conclusion about some  factual state of affairs.  Glaucon is stating a position.  He has  an interest at stake, something to defend.  There is something he  would have to give up if the answer were different.  Let us see  why this is so.

Glaucon wants to be selected as a leader of the city, based,  apparently, on what he thinks is the excellence of his speaking.  Socrates demonstrates that he is completely ignorant of all  matters relevant to the management of a city.  Socrates suggests  that there is an analogy between the management of a city and the  management of a household.  (This analogy is itself open to  question, but that is another conversation, with respect to which  see The Human Condition by Hannah Arendt.)  Based on this analogy  and on the fact that the city is many times bigger than a  household, Socrates suggests that, as a rank beginner, Glaucon  would be well-advised to get some practice by managing a  household, before he asks people to entrust him with the  management of an entire city.  Socrates says that the household  of Glaucon's uncle Charmides is badly in need of competent  management and suggests that Glaucon should apply for the job,  the implication being, I assume, that his uncle would be more  likely to hire him, being a relative, than would a stranger.

At this point, Xenophon tells us, Glaucon says he would gladly  try his hand at managing his uncle's household, but his uncle,  according to Glaucon, WILL NOT LISTEN TO HIM.  In this context it  seems to me quite clear that Glaucon's assertion that his uncle  will not listen to him is not simply a dispassionate statement of  fact.  It is a justification, a reason.

What is it a justification for?  In general, it is a  justification for holding on to whatever his position is at the  moment.  It is a justification for Glaucon to reject Socrates'  advice.  More important, it justifies him in disregarding  Socrates' demonstration of his ignorance of what pertains to  management (You can imagine him saying, "Since my uncle won't  listen to me, it doesn't matter whether or not I'm ignorant of  management.  The reason I'm being rejected is that he won't  listen, so it has nothing to do with me, and my being less  ignorant wouldn't make any difference in the result.")

Since this post is getting to be rather long, let me interrupt it  here and put the question to all of you out there in cyberland:  What would you do in Glaucon's place to get your uncle Charmides  to listen to you?  What would you have to give up?

 Lance Fletcher  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 138       Mon May 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 14:22 EDT   WARNING:  VERY LONG MESSAGE--MORE THAN 130 LINES

I concluded my last message with the following question:

What would you do in Glaucon's place to get your uncle Charmides  to listen to you?  What would you have to give up?

This particular question, it seems to me, is not some abstract,  theoretical inquiry.  This is something we all have had personal  experience of. We all know what it is like to not be listened  to.  It is not fun.  Probably we have all at one time or another  thrown up our hands in anger or despair during a conversation,  saying, "If you won't listen to me, there's just nothing I can do  to persuade you!"  Therefore, we are probably predisposed to  agree with Glaucon.

And yet, in our hearts we all know that Glaucon is mistaken.  Because, while we all know what it is like to not be listened to,  I cannot imagine anybody old enough to be reading this message  who has not ALSO had the experience of successfully getting  somebody to listen, even  when that person initially did not, or  would not, listen to what we wanted to communicate.

What do we do to bring this about?  The truth is that most of us  try all sorts of things and sometimes one of them works.  Sometimes shouting works; sometimes, especially when we are  young, throwing a tantrum works. Sometimes sulking or pouting  works.  Surprisingly enough, sometimes it even works to make a  simple  request like, "Please listen to me now, what I am saying  is  important to us both."

Other times what works is to secure some kind of endorsement  from persons other than the one whose listening we are trying to  obtain.  An even more effective strategy along the same line is  to secure  some kind of public recognition or praise for our  accomplishments, which often has the result of inducing the  person to listen to us as if we had become somebody else.

Sometimes what works is apologizing or asking forgiveness.  Sometimes it works to ask some third party, who "has the ear" of  the one whose listening we want, to intercede on our behalf.

Is there any common element to these various examples of what  works to gain the listening of one who has refused to listen?  I  think there is:  What all of these examples rely on is that,  while it may be possible for somebody to refuse to listen to one  particular person, or to a whole group, it is not possible for a  human being to stop listening entirely and still continue to be  human.  What exists, therefore, when one person refuses to  listen to another is not a total absence of listening, but just a  particularly selective listening.

What we do to gain the listening of one who has refused to listen  to us is to speak into the listening that is already there.  That  is the course of action that was available to Glaucon to induce  his uncle Charmides to listen to him.  That, in general terms, is  the course of action that Socrates takes in the Republic.  And in  fact most of us are doing this all the time without even thinking  about it.

For the truth is that everybody's listening is always selective,  in the  sense that we are always predisposed to pay attention to  some things  and not to others.  Listening is necessarily an act  of discrimination.  Mothers listen for a child's cry while they  ignore much louder sounds.  When  walking alone in a dark,  unfamiliar place, many people may hear in every noise the sound  of footsteps behind them.  Most of  us are predisposed to listen  to particular types of people in  particular ways.  For example,  we listen differently to children  than we listen to adults, and  men listen to women differently  than they listen to other men,  so that a man might be offended  to hear from a woman something  that he would consider perfectly  normal and acceptable coming  from a man.

Not only is everybody's listening always selective in various  ways, but precisely for that reason we are constantly dealing  with that fact in our own speaking. For the most part we are  scarcely even conscious of it, but most of us are extremely  sensitive to the selectivity of the listening of the  person we  are addressing, and we are constantly adjusting our  way of  speaking to fit the kind of listening we think we are  speaking  into.  For example, a man with a jealous wife may, without even  thinking about it, censor his own speech to avoid references to  other women that his wife might hear as occasions for suspicious  inquiry.

Refusal to listen, as I said above, is just a particularly  selective sort of listening, and it is not even necessarily the  most extreme case of selectivity in listening.  The truth is that  every time we attempt to initiate a conversation with someone who  is not listening to us but is engrossed in something else we are  dealing with a kind of refusal to listen.  Likewise when we try  to open a conversation with somebody who is angry with us,  contemptuous of us or even fearful of us, we are dealing with a  more or less energetic refusal to listen.

In all of those cases, it may be difficult to get the other  person to listen to us.  In particular instances we may even  fail. But the fact is that all of us have the experience of  succeeding some of the time in getting the other person to listen  to us.  So we know from experience that Glaucon is mistaken.

And, as I said, the explicit refusal to listen, such as that of  Polemarchus, may not even be the most extreme case of selectivity  in listening. For the refusal to listen is part of an already  existing conversation.  Somebody who refuses to listen is  generally already listening.  The important thing is to recognize  that the refusal to listen to somebody is not the same as the  fact of not listening to somebody.  The refusal to listen to  somebody is a declaration of intention with respect to future  action.  But, given that it is an intention, there is the possibility that it may not be realized. The person  whose intention it is may fail, or may change his intention.

Socrates, therefore, could have answered Polemarchus somewhat as  follows:  "It may be true that we can't persuade you if in fact  you don't ever listen, but I question the firmness of your  intention.  I am willing to bet that I can get you to listen,  even though it is right now your declared intention not to do  so.  What I will do is this:  I will find out who it is that you  are pre-disposed to listen to, and then I will have a  conversation with that person, and you will find yourself  listening to me in spite of your intention."

We must return, however, to the question of why Glaucon doesn't  see this, and what he would have to give up in order to be able  to acknowledge it.  The reason we need to address this question  is that some of the most important political conflicts occur in  situations when we all tend to find Glaucon's answer obvious and  compelling and are just as blind as he is to any alternative.

In my next post, therefore, I will deal with that question, and I  will attempt then to point out what is at stake here with respect  to the subject matter of the Republic.

Lance Fletcher 

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 139       Mon May 25, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 18:03 EDT   Hello all,

I'm going to download this whole topic and read it when I actually decide to face _The Republic_.  Will someone affirm that this endeavor (reading _The Republic_) is really worthwhile?

Peace and love of Jesus Christ be your light always            +JuandelaCruz+

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 140       Mon May 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 19:29 EDT   Yes, with my right hand raised and my left hand resting upon a stack of the Encyclopaedia Brittanica Great Books of the Western World, I do solemnly affirm that this endeavor (reading the Republic) is really worthwhile.

Welcome.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 141       Wed May 27, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 16:12 EDT   Hello Lance,

I have a number of other things sitting in front of me right now. Among them two books by Mortimer Adler, and a copy of Aristotle for Beginners.  I shall, I promise, attempt to read The Republic ASAP. Is there anything you would advise as pre-reading or prepatory?  Are any of the dialogues good entrees into the world of _The Republic_. Most importantly of all, why do you think _The Republic_ rewards the  reader?  (i.e. Why should I abandon my stack of books that threatens to crush me and run to my bookshelf for my copy of _The Republic_?)

Most respectfully, and anxiously,       +JuandelaCruz+

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 142       Wed May 27, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 20:35 EDT   Socrates' response when Glaucon says that Charmides wont listen to him is that Glaucon must learn something about pursuasion.  If he can learn to pursuade Charmides, he might also be able to learn how to pursuade others and thus make him more likely to suceed in politics.  In the very next section, Socrates attempts to pursuade Charmides to go into politics.  (quite the reverse of what he attempts with Glaucon)  He does so by attempting to find out what is at the root of Charmides timidity about politics and offering some corrections to this attitude.  Perhaps this can be considered an example of what Glaucon could do to pursuade Charmidies.  Is this topic drift?  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 143       Thu May 28, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:02 EDT   Jon,

You say, "Socrates' response when Glaucon says that Charmides won't listen to him is that Glaucon must learn something about persuasion."

Based on Strauss's paraphrase -- which as I have said earlier is all of Xenophon that I have available to me -- your interpretation may be incorrect.

According to Strauss's version, Socrates addresses Glaucon as follows:  "...how can you, unable as you are to persuade your uncle, imagine that you will be able to persuade all the Athenians, your uncle included, to accept your counsels?  Socrates  concludes with an exhortation to Glaucon that he should above everything else try to get thorough knowledge of what he wishes to do, for in every field of human endeavor the men most famous and admired come from among those who are the most knowing;"

This doesn't sound to me like telling somebody that he should learn something about persuasion.  On the contrary. It sounds like Socrates telling Glaucon that he should acquire knowledge.

This brings us back to the question I posed in my last message: What would Glaucon have to give up?  Clearly, what Glaucon must do if he is to succeed in learning is that he must acknowledge his ignorance.  In other words, what Glaucon must give up is the notion that he already knows something.

Lance  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 144       Thu May 28, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:12 EDT   Jon,

I think I posted the last message before I was quite finished.

What Glaucon must give up is the notion that he knows.  What is it that he thinks he knows?  He thinks he knows what his uncle will do; he thinks he knows that a political leader needs to know, etc.

Glaucon is a somewhat extreme case of the sort of people that Socrates is frequently shown conversing with--what Socrates does is to demonstrate their ignorance of themselves.

  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 145       Thu May 28, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon]              at 22:37 EDT   The paraphrase seems to me to be essentially correct.  I simply stopped with the question mark and understood the sentence beginning "Socrates concludes" to be something new. Would you not agree that any number of people have been listened to who had little if any knowledge of things?  Was this not the case in Socrates' time as well?  Socrates has been demonstrating to Glaucon in this entire episode that he lacks understanding in a number of areas, including an understanding of how to persuade.  I  understood his conclusion to be a summation of the entire encounter, not just the prior sentence.  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 146       Thu May 28, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 23:57 EDT   I am not sure that, in Plato's view, we can separate the knowledge of how to persuade from the knowledge of a thing. (Indeed, does not Socrates abhor the Sophists precisely because they know/teach how to persuade, but not things themselves, not the truth?).     It is my impression that, in the Socratic scheme of virtues, knowledge by itself is sufficient, since the knowledgeable man will be able to persuade others by displaying the truth?  [Or am I off-track?]  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 147       Sun May 31, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 13:49 EDT   JuandelaCruz:

I hope you will forgive my belated response.  In your message of May 27 you pose three questions:

1.  Is there anything that I recommend as preparatory reading?

2.  Are any of the dialogues good entrees into the world of the Republic?

3.  Why do I think the Republic rewards the reader, i.e. why allocate time and mental energy to that book rather than to others that claim your attention?

The first two questions are easy.  The last one has caused me much difficulty, and I am not sure that I will be able to give you an adequate response.

With regard to question 1, my answer is basically, no.  If you read the early messages in this topic, you will see that I recommend a particular translation of the Republic (by Allan Bloom) which happens to have a good commentary and excellent notes.  Our purpose is to have you think for yourself, and not simply learn what others have thought about Plato.  Reading the secondary literature before you read the text itself is a way to avoid thinking for yourself.

I recognize that you want to prepare yourself by reading secondary works because you feel that you might not understand the text itself without help.  You are right.  You will not understand the text when you first read it.  You will feel perplexed.  You will feel inadequate.  That is good, for it is only when you are in that condition that you are prepared to learn.

The desire to read secondary works first is a way of defending your ignorance. If you think your ignorance is worth defending, that is what you should do.

As to your second question, my answer would be, any of the dialogues...and none of them!  Your question is a little like saying, which of Mozart's piano concertos should I listen to as a preparation for listening to the one in C minor?  Each of Plato's dialogues is a complete work in itself.  Once you have read a number of them, you begin to find that they illuminate one another, but you have to start somewhere, and, although it is very long, the Republic is as good a place to start as any.  The thing you have to try to put to one side is the notion that the dialogue is a treatise "about" something.  Reading a Platonic dialogue is much more like learning how to ride a bicycle than like learning geography.

All the same, if you want to get some practice, it doesn't hurt to read some of the shorter dialogues.  However, you should guard against the assumption that because they are shorter they are somehow easier to understand than the Republic.  With that said, I suggest you look at the Euthyphro, the Apology, the Lysis and the Laches.

Now, as for your last question, Why do I think the Republic rewards the reader? and Why should you abandon your other books and read this one?

First of all, there is no "should" involved here.  I am not telling you, or anyone else, that you "should" read the Republic.  If you didn't need to have read the Republic to accomplish whatever you have already accomplished in your life, you don't need to have read it to accomplish more of the same.

It is true that a famous twentieth-century thinker, Alfred North Whitehead, once asserted that Western Civilization could be described as a series of footnotes to Plato, and the Republic is clearly one of Plato's most important works.  So if Alfred North Whitehead's opinion carries weight with you, and if learning about Western Civilization is what you are committed to, then I suppose that might be a sufficient reason for you to abandon your stack of other books and read the Republic.

It is also true that Christian (not to mention Jewish and Muslim) theology is profoundly influenced by Plato, either directly (as in the case of St. Augustine) or indirectly, through Aristotle (as in the case of St. Thomas).  So, if understanding Christian theology is what you are committed to, that may be a sufficient reason for you to abandon your stack of other books and read the Republic.

Whatever gets you to read the book is a good enough reason as far as I am concerned, and whatever reason gets you in will probably look irrelevant afterward.  For reading the Republic is in fact an opportunity for you to really think, perhaps for the first time in your life, to actually think about the questions that are most important to you as a human being.  This is not something that anybody thinks they need or want, but to those who find themselves doing it, it is the most exciting, revealing and rewarding activity available.  That is in fact what a slow reading of the Republic promises.  I invite you to join the reading.

Lance Fletcher  ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 148       Sun May 31, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 20:33 EDT   Hello Lance,

Your answers are convincing and well considered.  I shall speed through one minor work in the way of the Republic and then I shall see about joining you.  My question about prepatory work was more in reference to other SOURCE materials, not secondary.  I was hoping that comment here would illuminate the text.  I was basically asking if there were any relevant philosophical works prior to _The Republic_ that I should consider in detail.  Finally, I have already read, and greatly enjoyed (if only as a piece of theatre) _The Symposium_, so I am somewhat acquainted with the form if not with the most substantial thought of this philosophical system.  As I said I've one other work outstanding and then I'll be here and ready, probably with thousands of inane questions.  Anyone read the original Greek?

Once again thank you for the kindness of your answers.

Peace and love of Jesus Christ light you on your way always,               +JuandelaCruz+

 ------------ Category 20,  Topic 29 Message 149       Sun May 31, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:08 EDT   Jon,

<Would you not agree that any number of people have been listended <to who had little if any knowledge of things?

Yes, I absolutely agree.  It is true now, and it was clearly true in Socrates' time, that lack of knowledge does not prevent people from being listened to, and even from being respected as leaders.  In fact one of the things that Socrates did to make people angry enough to want to kill him was to expose the fact that respected leaders of the city did not actually have real knowledge of the things they claimed to be expert in.

But we must remind ourselves of why we looked into the Xenophon passage in the first place.  What we are trying to discover is, where is Glaucon "coming from"?  What is he holding onto such that he sees no possibility for persuasion when somebody refuses to listen?

I know it must often seem that I am dwelling at insane length on minor textual details.  However, I invite you to regard this little drama at the opening of the Republic as defining the crux of political interaction:

Polemarchus says, in effect, "Observe my capacity to exercise force; that is the context of what I am about to say.  In that context you have only two options: either submit to what I say, or fight."

The entire possibility of civilized life depends on there being the third option that Socrates describes.  It is not too much to suggest that the very being of the polis consists of providing for a shift of context to provide recognition of the possibility of persuasion, even in the face of a refusal to listen.  ------------

Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7         Mon Jun 15, 1992 N.MARTIN7 [Nathan]           at 02:43 EDT Sub: Slow Reading of Plato's Republic GROWTH

Moderated by Lance Fletcher. 121 message(s) total. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 1         Mon Jun 15, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 20:56 EDT   Looking forward to continuing Lance,

Peace,

 +JuandelaCruz+ ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 2         Mon Jun 15, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 23:49 EDT   Yeah,I'm still hanging around too. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 3         Mon Jun 15, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 23:50 EDT   And I'm waiting.  Can we move to the banquet hall, finally (after 4 months or so, I'm beginning to think we've wrung the first two pages dry)  ? ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 4         Tue Jun 16, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 00:11 EDT   Ya'll are actually READING this thing?  On-line?  Which translation? The standard Loeb?  Something else?  (Anybody read the Greek?)

   Jo

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 5         Tue Jun 16, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 00:20 EDT    Jo, 

 Well, we've sorta been reading it.  Very sloooooooly.  I think most   of us are using Alan Bloom's translation.

 Teressa ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 6         Tue Jun 16, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 01:15 EDT   Bloom?  I didn't even know he -made- a translation.  Interesting.

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 7         Tue Jun 16, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 18:02 EDT   Hello All,

Two pages.  I started two weeks ago and thought I had a lot of catching up to do.  Guess I was wrong.  However, you know two pages can go a long long way!

Peace,

        +JuandelaCruz+ ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 8         Tue Jun 16, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 21:30 EDT   If this gets posted, I guess I figured out how to deal with the new BB.  This is going to be difficult for newcommers since they will not have access to what has gone before.  Does anyone have a suggestion as to how to deal with that problem?  Jo: Allen Bloom did a translation in the mid 1960's.  It is still in print as a large paperback by Basic Books.  Lance, our topic leader, recommends it because it is reasonably accurate and has good notes.  Also, he studied with Bloom around that time and has some insight as how the translation was done.  We have also criticised Blooms understanding when that seemed appropriate.  The Loeb (Shorey) translation is also quite good and there is no reason for not using that one.  In fact, in an earlier post, Lance only warned about using Cornford.  All others (even Jowett!) are OK.  For my part, if you insisted on Cornford, that would be OK with me.  Lance has some knowledge of Greek.  I  have, I think, somewhat less Greek than he.  If you want to use the original, well, have at it.  The Oxford edition is better than the Loeb and best of all would be Adams edition if you can get ahold of that.  Please let us know what you decide.     ...Jon ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 9         Tue Jun 16, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 22:49 EDT   Jon, newcomers can get the past messages from this topic from the  library.  Lance, I believe, put them there before the Great Purge. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 10        Wed Jun 17, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 21:12 EDT   Jon,

  I'm not sure I'm quite up to the Greek. :}  But I'm sure that I'll be into Plato at some point.  I'm a grad student in ancient history at Penn State.  My Greek is basically at the level of Herodotus--not Plato! <g>  The thing I like about Loeb is that it has the Greek opposite the English and I can compare the Greek to the English and see if I agree with the choice.

  THE REPUBLIC is not really my favorite work of Plato.  Personally, I prefer some of his middle-period work, like Phaidros and Symposion. ;> ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 11        Thu Jun 18, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 18:40 EDT   I am pleased to hear that the past is preserved in the library.  It would be worthwhile if you, or someone else who uses the library, could post the file number and size here.  I would prefer that it where here in the topic but I guess you can't have everything.  I think we were talking about Glaucon's role when The Great Change came about.  Who wants to begin again? ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 12        Thu Jun 18, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 23:31 EDT   Hello Jon,

I'd love to comment, but first, please tell me where you all are. How far have we gotten?  Are you out of book 1, further?  Please let me know.  I'm adrift in this topic without a lifesaver!! Helppppppp...................

Peace and love guide your way always,

        +JuandelaCruz+ ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 13        Fri Jun 19, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 00:02 EDT   Juan, this is the _slow_ reading of Plato.  We've done about 1 1/2 pages, or less.  (The episode under discussion is that right at the very beginining of the Republic, where Socrates is coerced by various people to come and spend the evening with them.) ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 14        Fri Jun 19, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:05 EDT   Jon,

The past is in four archive files, Numbered 1162, 1163, 1164 & 1165, in Library 3.  They are all .zipped and range in size from 25K to 30K.

P.S.  I told Nathan that this was not a comfort topic, so he obligingly changed it to a GROWTH topic.  I trust we are all uncomfortable with that.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 15        Sat Jun 20, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 01:22 EDT   Jo: You are a student of history, you say?  Well, that could be very useful.  We have said here that the political situation at the time The Republic takes place may well play an important role in what developes here.  It would be most interesting to me if you could download the past remarks and give your opinion on their historical content.  We have been most concerned, so far, with the dramatic setting and dramatic content of the opening scene.  Since dramatic setting and content are an important part of the 2 dialogues you mentioned you liked, it is possible you will enjoy the discussion here.   Most recently, we have noticed that when Polemarchus says that one who will not listen cannot be persuaded, it is Glaucon, not Socrates, who answers  and agrees.  We have been considering why Glaucon would say that.  A passage in Xenophon where Socrates and Glaucon speak to one another has been examined for clues to what happens here.  We have been trying to figure out what Socrates might have said if Glaucon had not answered.  And, of course, there is the underlying question: why did Plato present the opening scene in this manner.  We have spent several months and 140+ posts on these first few pages because we suspect that a thorough understand of the beginning will go a long way to understanding what follows.  I am looking forward to any comments you may have.   ...Jon ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 16        Sat Jun 20, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN [The Cat.Mama]  at 12:11 EDT   Jon NJ,

  I'll try to download the material when I get a chance.  I need to clarify, tho-, that I'm a -cultural- historian, not really a literature expert. :}  But I was an English-creative writing major as an undergrad, so perhaps that can help some.  I just want to be real clear that I don't profess to any expertise on Plato.

  As for what Sokrates would have said, I think that's a non-issue. Or at least, from my understanding of the dialogues it is.

   First, let me clarify something.  What assumptions are we running on here?  Do we assume that Plato's dialogues are mostly his own creations, with Sokrates almost as much a "character" as a real person?  Or do we assume that he was actually trying to reconstruct real dialogues?  Personally, I suspect that in the first few dialogues, we have Plato trying to reconstruct discussions, but by the time of the middle and late dialogues, he's writing what he wanted to.  Sokrates the man has become blurred in his own mind with Sokrates-as-Plato-wanted-him-to-be.  This is, of course, MHO. ;>

  But if we work under that assumption, then what Sokrates might have said is not really very important.  It's more important why Plato wrote the dialogue withOUT Sokrates answering.  My own opinion (being a writer myself) is that he was saving Sokrates for later use, either to counter that opinion or to further support it. Sokrates is often silent, or apparently misleading, during the first parts of dialogues.  It's a stylistic technique of Plato's.  So I would say that the reasons Sokrates is silent have more to do with style and building tension.  Plato -wants- the reader to ask the very question you have here...and then keep reading.  It's one of his literary "hooks". :)

      Jo

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 17        Tue Jun 23, 1992 M.MORDEN                     at 03:42 EDT   Jo,        Yes, the focus here is, as it should be, on what Plato is up to, not in the views of the historic Socrates.  The goal is to find what Plato intends in this text, a difficult task when there are several audiences and a love of irony.  Much of the  effort so far has gone into understanding the context in which the discussion takes place.  Issues such as when Socrates speaks and when he is silent is very much grist for this mill.  I'd say the main thing we have been persuaded of so far is that Socrates was coerced into the discussion which should (sometime before the year 2000 :) ) raise serious issues about which things he says should be taken at face value and what is ironic.        As Jon explained, the specific issue left hanging as we get reorganized after the flush is how you can persuade someone who won't listen.  Glaucon says you can't but the audience would recognize that he was a fool, so would consider that Plato may think that you can.  Socrates, forced unjustly into a conversation with an audience that threatens not to listen must find a way to get them to listen to his discussion of justice. *   *   *   *   *  *   *   *  *   * Jon and Tony,       I too find myself wondering how the appearance/ reality, rhetoric/ philosophy issue is going to playout here.  Does Glaucon need to know how to run a household (or city) or does he just need to appear to?  Lance cites Socrates saying that only real knowledge would persuade, but wouldnt his audience see that the appearance of real knowledge would do as well (at least in the short run.)   Furthermore if Socrates has been put into a situation where his audience doesn't really have the right to the truth why wouldn't feeding them rhetoric be (a) more effective and (b) what they deserve?   If what we are attempting is to get people to listen who are disinclined to do so, I'd look to Madison Avenue, or the Sophist equivalent.  It is obviously going to be important whether we decide this whole thing is meant to be persuasive or truthful.  (Think we can second guess where Lance is headed??)

                   Mike Morden ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 18        Tue Jun 23, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 20:36 EDT   Perhaps we should move on, and consider how Socrates begins his attempt to persuade? ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 19        Wed Jun 24, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 21:01 EDT   Hello All,

It seems to me that this is one of the places where a true slow reading (i.e. without reading ahead) is really a hindrance rather that a help.  I would recommend to everyone Mortimer Adler's "How to Read a Book"  for a good outline of how to approach this slow reading.  You see, I think the whole confrontation with Glaucon is a physical or dramatic set-up of the argumentation to follow.  Glaucon basically coerces Socrates to join him in discussion.  Socrates is not all that reluctant, but does ask what if he wishes to go one, and Glaucon answers that Socrates would have to get past him first. This is a dramatization of one of the first main arguments which is to occur.  That is the question of whether superior might actually makes for just rule.  IMO, which is admittedly uninformed, and a literary approach, that is what the Socrates v. Glaucon confrontation is about.

Peace to all

    +JuandelaCruz+ ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 19        Wed Jun 24, 1992 S.RIDDLE2 [JuandelaCruz]     at 21:01 EDT   Hello All,

It seems to me that this is one of the places where a true slow reading (i.e. without reading ahead) is really a hindrance rather that a help.  I would recommend to everyone Mortimer Adler's "How to Read a Book"  for a good outline of how to approach this slow reading.  You see, I think the whole confrontation with Glaucon is a physical or dramatic set-up of the argumentation to follow.  Glaucon basically coerces Socrates to join him in discussion.  Socrates is not all that reluctant, but does ask what if he wishes to go one, and Glaucon answers that Socrates would have to get past him first. This is a dramatization of one of the first main arguments which is to occur.  That is the question of whether superior might actually makes for just rule.  IMO, which is admittedly uninformed, and a literary approach, that is what the Socrates v. Glaucon confrontation is about.

Peace to all

    +JuandelaCruz+ ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 20        Sat Jun 27, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:35 EDT   JuandelaCruz,

When you refer to the confrontation between Socrates and Glaucon, I assume you mean the confrontation between Socrates and Polemarchus. You suggest that true slow reading means reading slowly without reading ahead.  Nothing could be further from the truth.

I note there is some grumbling at the table, impatience for the  next course to be served.  You may remember that, owing to the  length of the discussion of justice, Socrates and his companions  in the Republic never get dinner.  At the risk of keeping you all  hungry a while longer, I am going to dwell on this introductory  passage just a while longer.  I quote this from pre-purge message  149:

"I know it must often seem that I am dwelling at insane length on  minor textual details.  However, I invite you to regard this  little drama at the opening of the Republic as defining the crux  of political interaction:

Polemarchus says, in effect, "Observe my capacity to exercise  force; that is the context of what I am about to say.  In that  context you have only two options: either submit to what I say,  or fight."

The entire possibility of civilized life depends on there being  the third option that Socrates describes.  It is not too much to  suggest that the very being of the polis consists of providing  for a shift of context to provide recognition of the possibility  of persuasion, even in the face of a refusal to listen."

Recently I had begun to feel haunted by choice offered by  Polemarchus: Either prove stronger or obey.  It seemed an echo of  something I had heard before.  Suddenly I remembered:  It was  from the Melian dialogue in Thucydides.  The whole passage  wonderfully anticipates the present encounter, and we find that  the options offered by Polemarchus essentially mimic the  "practical wisdom" of the Athenians, which I will quote in due  course.

In the sixteenth year of the Peloponnesian War, only a year or  two prior to the ill-fated expedition to Sicily that we discussed  earlier, the Athenians made an expedition against the island of  Melos.  The Melians were a colony from Sparta and had refused to  join the Athenian empire like the other islanders, attempting to  remain neutral.  The Athenians made a show of force at Melos and  sent representatives to negotiate, presumably with the intention  of obtaining some act of submission.

When the Athenian negotiators arrived, the Melians refused to  allow them to address the whole people, but insisted that they  make their statement to a small body of representatives.  I.e.,  the ruling few in Melos refused to allow the Melian people to  listen to the Athenians.

The Athenians immediately objected to this interference in their  opportunity to persuade, saying, "So we are not to speak before  the people, no doubt in case the mass of the people should hear  once and for all and without interruption an argument from us  which is both persuasive and incontrovertible, and should so be  led astray."  So the Athenians propose that, instead of making  set speeches to one another, the two sides should actually have a  dialogue, arguing out each point before going on to the next.

The Melians agree to that procedure, although the protest holding  the discussion under the threat of imminent coercion:  "What is  scarcely consistent with such a proposal is the present threat,  indeed the certainty, of your making war upon us."

The Athenians then proceed to make the following classic  statement of tough-minded realpolitik:  "We on our side will use  no fine phrases saying, for example, that we have a right to our  empire because we defeated the Persians, or that we have come  against you now because of the injuries that you have done us--a  great mass of words that nobody would believe.  And we ask you on  your side not to imagine that you will influence us by saying  that you, though a colony of Sparta, have not joined Sparta in  the war, or that you have never done us any harm.  Instead we  recommend that you should try to get what it is possible for you  to get, taking into consideration what we both really do think;  since you know as well as we do that, when these matters are  discussed by practical people, the standard of justice depends on  the equality of power to compel and that in fact the strong do  what they have the power to do and the weak accept what they have  to accept."

According to this argument which Thucydides attributes to  Athenian representatives speaking only a few years prior to the  dramatic date of the Republic, considerations of justice come  into play only in the condition of stasis, the condition where  there is a standoff between the parties due to equality of the  means of coercion at their disposal.  But whenever the strength  of the parties is unequal, the strong do what they will and the  weak suffer what they must.

This is pretty close to the view of Hobbes (not to mention  Thrasymachus).  What is critical to notice, however, is that it  is an extrapolitical conception.  That is to say, it has in view  the external relations of cities or nations.  It does not at all  describe the nature of relations among citizens within a city.

The interaction among the various speakers at the beginning of  the Republic is not pre-political, however.  It occurs within an  already existing city.  When Polemarchus echos the speech of the  Athenian representatives at Melos, what he does is to bring the  realpolitik of international relations into the intrapolitical  context that is normally governed by persuasion.  What we have,  therefore, is a breakdown of politics, and we need to find out  what that breakdown has to do with the question of listening.

Lance

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 21        Sun Jun 28, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 11:25 EDT   Some notes on listening:

1.  Listening is one of the most important concepts in politics.  The power to grant or withhold listening is one of the most  fundamental ways in which power is exercised.  The opposite side  of the same coin is the power to command listening.  The  imperative, "Listen!" or ""You listen to me!" is a way of  asserting authority.

The first element of justice is the opportunity to be heard.  To  be denied that opportunity is almost universally agreed to be a  fundamental injustice.

At the beginning of the Republic Socrates  appears to be caught  in a classic confrontation with the  superior force of the many.  This is the  typical situation of the individual threatened by  the majority.   It is the typical situation of the weak in the  face of the  strong.  If Polemarchus and Glaucon are right, that  there is no  way to persuade in the face of a refusal to listen,  then we must  conclude that persuasion is to no avail in the face  of threatened coercion.  But that should give us some sense of  what is at stake here: If Polemarchus and Glaucon are right,  politics is impossible.

2.  The correct answer to Polemarchus's question might have  been, Perhaps I can't persuade you if you won't listen, but I  can get you to listen.

3.  When I first studied the opening of the Republic, I was  pretty sure that Glaucon's answer was incorrect.  And I even  supposed that the whole of the Republic might be a demonstration  by Socrates that Polemarchus and the others really couldn't  refuse to listen.  But in reflecting on that impossibility, I  paid no particular attention to the intentions or position of  Glaucon--that is, of the person with less power who apparently  agreed that refusal to listen was an absolute bar to  persuasion.   I was thinking primarily of something like the  dialectic of  master and slave in Hegel's Phenomenology.  That  is, I was thinking about the fact that  the master is obliged to  listen to the slave to some extent in  order to know that the  orders are understood, etc.

No doubt that is a valid line of reasoning, but it may  become  less important when we consider Glaucon's motives.  How  does  considering G.'s motives make a difference?  Well, in the  first  place, it lets us discover that Glaucon's answer to  Polemarchus  is not only wrong, but obviously wrong.

Polemarchus, after all, did not ask, "Could you persuade if we  don't hear you?"  He  said, "Could you persuade if we REFUSE to  listen."

Refusing to listen, or not listening, is a very different thing  from not hearing.   Refusing is a declaration of intent with  respect to some future  utterance.  It is an intention that may  or may not be carried  out.  So the correct answer to P.'s  question is, Even if you  refuse to listen, I think there is a  good chance that I could  persuade you to listen anyway.

Another way to put it is to say that refusing to listen is a  part of an ongoing conversation.  It says, I expect I will hear  that you are saying something to me and I am telling you that I  will be intentionally not paying attention to what you are  saying.

 4. What would Glaucon have to do, that he is unwilling to do,  what, in other words, would he have to give up, in order to get  his uncle to listen to him?  The answer, it seems is that he  would have to be willing to be somebody other than the person he  wants people to take him to be.  In other  words, he would have  to give up his identity.  This might help us to understand why  Glaucon, and all of us, might find this situation so threatening,  so impossible.  In order to get somebody to listen to us it seems  we might actually have to sacrifice who we are, which looks like  a loss, since the person being listened to would then be somebody  else and not ourselves.

But as we read this and think about the impossibility of the  situation, we should also think about Plato's choice as a  writer.  As a writer, Plato chose to give up his own identity.  He never speaks in his own voice.  And he has always been  listened to.

More generally, this discussion may give us some freedom to look  again at the situations of confrontation and stasis that  constitute so much of our political conversation.  To what extent  are these confrontations and conflicts prolonged and perpetuated  by the attachment of the parties to their particular identities?

5.  Plato in relation to the sophists and professional  rhetoricians:  The question with which we are grappling: How is  it possible to persuade someone in the face of a refusal to  listen? is essentially a question of rhetoric.  I mention this  because the subject of rhetoric, and also the profession of  rhetorician, were developed during Socrates' lifetime and the  first professional rhetoricians had a strong connection with  those who were called sophists.  In some cases, they were the  same people.  Given that Socrates was himself considered by many  to be a sophist (cf. Aristophanes' Clouds) and that at least two  of those present were noted professional orators (Thrasymachus  and Lysias, who happens to be Polemarchus' brother), it is  entirely reasonable to think that this rhetorical question was  meant to be considered carefully.

Incidentally, anyone with any experience in public speaking knows  that it is both necessary and possible to secure the listening of  an audience.  We start out by telling a joke or saying something  striking that has almost nothing to do with what we intend to  communicate.  We say, "Friends, Romans, Countrymen, lend me your  ears.  I come to bury Caesar, not to praise him," meaning, I  acknowledge that you are not willing right now to listen to  praise for Caesar, even though, as Caesar's friend I personally  think he deserves praise and to forego praising him in this  speech requires that I sacrifice my identity as Caesar's loyal  friend.

6. Note that Glaucon himself is a particularly poor listener.  Could it be that his belief that there is no way to persuade if  others won't listen and his complaint that others don't listen  may be a correlate of his own habitually poor listening.

 What there is to do in the face of no listening for who we  are is to listen and to speak into the listening that is there.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 22        Sun Jun 28, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 13:20 EDT   One last time into the breach on Glaucon and Polemarchus' refusal  to listen:

In the next to the last message, I said:

"When Polemarchus echos the speech of the Athenian  representatives at Melos, what he does is to bring the  realpolitik of international relations into the intrapolitical  context that is normally governed by persuasion.  What we have,  therefore, is a breakdown of politics, and we need to find out  what that breakdown has to do with the question of listening."

1. We have seen, I assert, that Glaucon's agreement that it is  impossible to persuade in the face of a refusal to listen is  bound up with the fact that he is suffering from a false conceit  of his own knowledge--just the sort of thing that Socratic speech  is designed to penetrate.

2. We have seen that, while he is in that condition--while he  is caught up with his self-constructed identity as a future big  man in the city--the possibility of persuasion is invisible to  him.

3. We have noted that the possibility of persuasion is the very  possibility of the polis.  Without it, the polis cannot exist.

4. In our discussion of the Melian dialogue in Thucydides, we  noted that the stark alternatives of coercion or submission are  what (apparently) exists outside the polis, to the extent that  parties of unbalanced strength come into contact.

5. But when the possibility of persuasion becomes invisible to  parties within the context of the polis, the result is that it  appears that the only options are either force or submission, and  it is as if the extrapolitical condition, the war of all cities  against all cities, had come into being within the city.

6. It appears that what causes the possibility of persuasion to  disappear is a certain kind of attachment to one's identity,  either personally or as a member of a group or faction.

7. This is a breakdown in the precise sense.  That is, it is a  failure which causes the possibility of constituting or  reconstituting the polis to become available as an object of  action.

8. Socratic speech, which exposes the false conceit of wisdom,  may be the instrument of recreating the possibility of the polis.

9. The breakdown of the possibility of the polis and its  overcoming and reconstitution by means of Socratic speech may be,  not incidental occurences, but essential moments in the actuality  of Politeia.

10. One of the puzzling things about the concept of justice is  that we apply it both inside and outside the polis.  Both inside  and outside the framework of established law.  So we speak of  justice in the courtroom as involving the application of statute  to particular cases, but we also have the notion of judging that  a particular statute, or indeed an entire framework of statutes,  is unjust.

11. We tend to think of this second dimension of the usage of  justice as somehow extra-political, as occuring either prior to  the foundation of a particular set of laws or in the space  between cities or nations, i.e. in the sphere of international  relations.

12. Yet for justice to come into being among nations, or for  justice to come into being among individual human beings (on the  social contract model, for example), the possibility of justice  or of politics has already to exist.

13. This suggests that there may be something amiss with our  ordinary assumption that there is a fundamental distinction  between the process of political origination or foundation, on  the one hand, and the process of dealing with a breakdown that  occurs within the context of an already functioning polity.

14. As we go on with our reading of the Republic, therefore, I  suggest we do so thinking the possibility that the being of  justice at any point requires the continual rediscovery and  reconstitution of the possibility of politics in the face of  breakdowns in which that possibility has been rendered invisible,  and the essential instrument for accomplishing that  reconstitution is Socratic inquiry.

Next: The intercession of Adeimantus. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 23        Sun Jun 28, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 15:28 EDT   Lance,

  Another idea to toss into the pot in regards to persuasion is the Greek fascination and admiration for "metis" - wit; especially the witty reparte.  The Greeks, (both ancient AND modern), have always engaged in a high level of "bluff" in every-day dealings.

  In fact, I rather wonder if Polemarkhos' remarks are not a part of that "bluffing", which always includes an unspoken challenge to either 1) penetrate the bluff, or 2) to agree with the bluff, keeping hidden the "real truth" which is therefore silently acknowledged between the two.

  I'd also like to comment on ancients Greeks and and the concept of the individual.  I think you might be making too much of "identity"m keeping or loosing it, in terms of the self.  Identity is a concept, of course, but with a somewhat different meaning for them than it has for us.

  For one thing, the reason Plato disguises his own work under the name of Socrates is that originality was NOT a good thing.  The best way to get others to read your own work, is to claim to be the disciple of someone else, who is only repeating/teaching this other (preferrably dead) person's wisdom.

  That, of course, colors the Greek notion of himself as an individual.  (Note, I always use the male pronoun here as women were not typically considered thinking "people".  Aristotle puts them somewhere between male slaves and trained dogs!)

  Our modern notion of the individual--and our modern respect for original thinking--comes out of the Renaissance, not Classical Greece.

  For the Greeks, one always viewed his individual place in tandem with or as part of his social place.  It was not subordinate to; it was plain indivisible from.  That's why Aristotle remarks that the mark of civilized men is the engagement in the politics and public life of a community.  Not only is that the mark of civilized behavior, that is--to Greek eyes--what it means to BE human.  One is always and only an individual in terms of his place in the community.

  Now, when you state that one reason political conversation is stagnant is because the *parties* are often unable to listen to one another, because they are too attached to their identities as parties...that is much closer to a Greek perspective.

  But I think a Greek man would be much MORE group oriented than we are today. Maverics and lone rangers are foreign concepts to the Greek mind.  As foreign as the notion that originality is something to be sought after.

  A man might strive to be best among equals (as Achilles says "Ever to be the best and stand far above all others"), but not to be separate from them.  Again, he receives his identity AS best only by participation in the larger group.

   It made for an odd mix.  OTOH, you had the individual nature of competition in the Contests (the Olympics).  Team sports were always regarded as *play*.  The Greeks had no football or baseball teams. Their athletic heros were all individual-sports figures.  The only TRUE competition was one man against other individual competitors. But OTOH, you had the military development of the phalanx, where the safety of each individual infantry member depended on the courage of his neighbors not to flee and leave a break in the shield-wall.

  I realize that this digresses somewhat from the REPUBLIC, but I hope it provides some perspective on ancient views of the individual and the collective.  A Greek could never suborn himself to communism.  But he could also not bear the frontier, either.

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 24        Sun Jun 28, 1992 N.BRADFORD                   at 20:42 EDT   This is a quick note to let everyone know that I am here, presently lurking, but intending to join in presently.  I am currently trying to read all the back messages, having downloaded the files.  I find the archived messages to be worthy of slow reading in themselves. Just quickly, and probably prematurely, there have been descriptions of Plato and his society as "totalitarian" and "horrible".  While I might (and might not) be in agreement with these descriptions, let us consider that if a truely perfect or ideal society did somehow come about, does it make any sense to think that it would therefore be subject to change through voting or through the mere whims of the members of the society, especially those perhaps least qualified to differentiate between the ideal society and any other?  Though this may  go against our democratic grain, we might ought to consider the ramifications.  If a society were indeed perfect, any changes broght about by the people, through voting or otherwise would only cause the society to become less than perfect.*h ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 25        Mon Jun 29, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 00:40 EDT   N.Bradford:

  We also have to remember that the Greek idea of a perfect government is rather different than the modern notion of government.

  The past is another country, as I am often at pains to point out. We can never really understand Plato until we understand the culture out of which Plato comes.

  It's like trying to read the New Testament in Greek without knowing anything about culture that gave rise to the language, and the culture of the Jewish writers who borrowed that language to write.

      Jo

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 26        Mon Jun 29, 1992 T.ZBARASCHU1 [Tony]          at 01:06 EDT   We have considered (at some length) Glaucon's appearances elsewhere in  Greek history/philosophy.  Have we considered his appearances later in  the Republic?  (Sorry I can't be more precise, but I was reading books III-V (excuse me, II-IV) a couple days ago, and Glaucon popped up again in a context that made me think of this discussion, but I can't remember what it was just now.) ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 27        Mon Jun 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 07:47 EDT   Jo,

Thanks for your contribution.  With regard to your assertion that "the reason Plato disguises his own work under the name of Socrates is that originality was NOT an good thing...." This is a trifle too reductive for my taste.  It seems to me that it does not give us a philosophically powerful way of reading the text, which is what is most needed.

N.Bradford:

Thanks for coming out of lurk mode.  I think you will find that I have never described Plato as a totalitarian.  I have agreed with some others who have observed that the so-called beautiful city would be horrible indeed.  I have suggested that Plato did not intend the reader to take this as a description of the truly best city, but actually as an example of the worst, as a dialectical refutation of a certain set of assumptions offered by the interlocutors.  As for your next point, that any change in the best or perfect society would necessarily be a change for the worse, this is a point that Socrates actually makes in the Republic, and we will discuss it in due course. Without pretending to be commenting on Plato, I would ask you to consider whether any state of affairs that requires the sacrifice of what is essential to a human being could be truly described as perfect.

Lance Fletcher

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 28        Mon Jun 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 09:18 EDT   Adeimantus speaks (at last):

"Is it possible you don't know that at sunset there will be a torch race on horseback for the Goddess?"

The first and most important characteristic of what Adeimantus says is that it is a complete non sequitur.  The preceding exchange seems to have left the parties with only two options: submission or compulsion.  Persuasion has been mentioned but dismissed. Adeimantus, however, does not speak to either of these options.  He simply changes the subject.

In doing so, Adeimantus introduces another perspective and a new possibility, an opening for action with respect to which the parties might find themselves in alignment despite their opposition on the other matter.

This ability to give a transformative shift to a confrontational situation is a key device in politics.  But there is also a second thing to note about what Adeimantus does.  In addition to introducing a previously disregarded possibility for action into the polarized discussion, the strategem of Adeimantus works by making an appeal to the interest of the parties, in this case an interest in entertainment.

In the earlier part of the confrontation there was no appeal to interest at all.  In fact we remarked on the oddness of the fact that Polemarchus never says why he wants Socrates to stay.  He just orders him to stay and threatens him with force if he does not obey. Consequently the confrontation appeared as one in which the parties were simply preoccupied with maintaining their respective positions. Their conflict was one in which survival, or at any rate the survival of identity, was at stake and appeared to count for more than mere enjoyment.

Adeimantus shifts the ground from survival to enjoyment, from self- defence to choice.  He gives Glaucon and Socrates an opportunity to ACT in compliance with Polemarchus' demand without submitting to it.

Polemarchus in his next speech quickly, perhaps too quickly, follows Adeimantus' lead and offers a menu of enticements seemingly designed to persuade Socrates to do voluntarily what he has been commanded to do under threat of compulsion.  I say too quickly because Polemarchus still does not indicate anything about his own interest. He never suggests that he wants to do any of the things that he offers as enticements to Socrates, nor does he indicate that it was for the opportunity to do these things that he has detained Socrates.  The result is that Polemarchus sounds manipulative.

But it may be useful to note that Polemarchus appears here again in the position of the Athenian representatives in the Melian dialogue. After the classic statement of realpolitik that I quoted in an earlier message (to the effect that justice is irrelevant where the parties are of unequal strength), the Melians reply,

"Then in our view, since you force us to leave justice out of account and to confine ourselves to self-interest, in our view it is at any rate useful that you should not destroy a principle that is to the general good of all men-- namely that in the case of all who fall into danger there should be such a thing as fair play and just dealing..."  In other words, the Melians don't really leave justice out of account, but argue that the principle of justice is useful, that it is a form of enlightened self-interest, a kind of prudence in the long run, where the Athenians might one day find themselves in the unfortunate position of the Melians in the face of a stronger opponent.  (This is an argument that will come up in Book II of the Republic.)

The Athenian representatives then respond by saying that they are not afraid of the possibility that their empire might come to an end, saying, "...One is not so much frightened of being conquered by a power which rules over others, as Sparta does...., as of what would happen if a ruling power is attacked and defeated by its own subjects."  This remark is actually not perfectly apposite to the point I was in the midst of making with respect to Adeimantus and Polemarchus.  The next sentence or two in the Thucydides passage are what I was getting to for that purpose.  But I was suddenly struck by the importance of this, which we will see illustrates the central preoccupation of the military class in the Republic.

Returning now to the speech of the Athenian representatives to the Melians, they now turn to the issue of self-interest:  "What we shall do now is to show you that it is for the good of our own empire that we are here and that it is for the preservation of your city that we shall say what we are going to say.  We do not want any trouble in bringing you into our empire, and we want you to be spared for the good both of yourselves and of ourselves."

The Melians then ask, "And how could it be just as good for us to be the slaves as for you to be the masters?"

To which the Athenians reply, "You, by giving in, would save yourselves from disaster; we, by not destroying you, would be able to profit from you."

Now, this was not a very appealing offer, and in fact the Melians rejected it (and were brutally destroyed).  The relevance to the present conversation is simply this, that the Athenians envision the possibility of two completely different sets of interests nonetheless tending to the same result.  It is actually a common occurrence in politics that people with quite different, even largely opposed, interests will nonetheless come together in supporting a single course of action and even act in concert. (Remember the alliance between the US and the Soviet Union during World War II?)

The approach to this sort of outcome is what characterizes the conversation of a deliberative assembly.  The language that Socrates uses in finally agreeing to Polemarchus' demand indicates that what he has done is to create the fiction that the parties are actually participants in a debate among citizens governed by the principle of majority rule.  "Well, if it is so resolved, that's how we must act."  As Bloom's note informs us, Socrates here uses the word that was used in the Athenian assembly to announce that the soverign authority had passed a law or decree.

Here we may recall Socrates' refusal, described in the Crito, to escape from the sentence of death resulting from what he believes to be an unjust verdict, based on his fundamental submission to the city.  He we witness the power that is available in such a submission.  Precisely by submitting to the sovereign power, Socrates avoids submitting to Polemarchus. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 29        Mon Jun 29, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 21:59 EDT   Lance,

  I can tell that you approach Plato as a philosopher and I approach him as a Classical cultural historian. <g>  Education, I'm sure.

  But what I said is true.  Originality was not a valued commodity among the ancient Greeks.  And that did influence Plato's decisions. We can't just eliminate the historical culture from our reading of the text or we end up playing mind games, not really understanding the text within it's proper context.  And we'll probably misinterpret it, too.

          Jo

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 30        Tue Jun 30, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:12 EDT   Jo,

I'm about to leave for the Newark airport to catch a plane for San Francisco, whence I shall not return until July 5, so I will not be able to reply adequately or continue my ruminations on the text until then.

Have you read the pre-purge messages for this topic?  If not, I think some of them might help you to see better what we are trying to do here.  I assure you that it is not at all my intention to eliminate the historical culture from my reading, to the extent that such culture can illuminate the text.  I do think, however, that it is important to be careful to avoid dogmatism, and above all to avoid denying authorial intent by making an author simply a function of his ostensibly historical context.

As for your assertion that "Originality was not a valued commodity among the ancient Greeks.  And that did influence Plato's decisions," How do you know? what is your evidence? especially for the latter assertion.

Please carry on without me.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 31        Tue Jun 30, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 20:14 EDT   Lance,

  I have read some of the previous posts, and yes I can see that the historical side has been explored.  I might argue that is not been explored enough. <g>

  Anyway, as for "originality" as something to be avoided among the ancients....

  Primarily, I get my information from the ancient texts themselves. Not in bald statements, but from reading between the lines.  Not what they write, but HOW the write: the examples chosen, the appeals made to what authority.

  However, let me give one (extended) example I can pull out of my head from sheer familiarity.

  Let's take Alexander.  Certainly a maverick and original thinker if there ever was one.  Nevertheless, he was at constant pains to find precident for his actions.  At least, in the early part of his career.  When he later began to dispense with these trappings, he lost some of his appeal among the masses.

  For instance, one of the first things the man did, upon setting foot in Asia, was to visit Troy in order to honor the tomb of Achilles, whom Alexander held to be one of his role models.  At several points in his career, Alexander performed specific actions in order to emmulate Achilles.  His behavior at the death of his friend, Hephaistion--which mimicked Achilles behavior in the ILIAD at the death of Patroclos--is one of the better known examples.

  Besides Achilles, Alexander also pulled from the Herakles myths. It was in emmulation of Herakles the city-builder that he founded his many Alexandrias.  EVEN THOUGH, these were clearly wise military moves, nevertheless, he sought precedent for his decisions. He did not want to seem too original--less his followers balked.

  And then there's always his visit to Siwah.  Why on earth should he have travelled hundreds of miles out of his way to a little oasis in the middle of the Sahara desert?  Well, he wanted to consult the oracles.  But why would his people *follow* him there?  He appeals to the examples of Herakles, and Perseus, both of whom had travelled to Siwah in order to consult the oracle of Ammon.  So they agree to his crazy plan (and were d*mned luck to get out alive, too).

  He also borrowed from Xenophon's writings about Cyrus during his march through Asia, frequently basing his choices (which were in themselves perfectly reasonable and sound) on the previous actions of Cyrus.  One example is his choices to put native rulers over native peoples (under his authority of course).  It was sound politically.  His "public" reason?  Cyrus did that way.  But even in minor things, he would mimic his chosen role models.  He is said to have sent a plate of small fishes--a delicacy in Asia--to his friend Hephaistion because he had read that Cyrus had a habit of sharing out the delicacies on his table as a sign of favor towards friends. (Personally, I suspect the fish he sent were anchovies and he was desperately trying to find some way to politely get rid of them! ha!)

  One of the things which, towards the end of Alexander's career, led him to be criticized by the Greeks and Macedonians both, was a sudden tendency to just...do things.  On his own initiative. Without precident.  To be original.  He began to make decisions -as Alexander-, and with no more appeal to history than himself.  That was unacceptible.  As long as he atributed his actions to SOMEONE else's precident (someone dead and, often, someone mythical) it was "okay".

  But to be original...to the Greeks, that was hubris.  One might HAVE an original thought, but one had to find some way to bring out this original point without laying direct claim to it. <g> Bluffing, as it were.  The ancient Greeks bluffed a lot.  In fact, bluffing is still a practiced and highly valued art in Mediterranean culture. ;>

  See that notion of hubris at originality relates to the Greek belief that the best ages of the world are *past*.  Backward- looking.  Hesiod's Ages of Humankind (gold, silver, bronze, iron). So to claim yourself for precident (which is the heart of originality) is to put yourself above the ancient heros, even the gods.  Hubris.  If you notice, the cultures that have strong ties to Tradition, precident, and the past are often rather negative towards originality.  In this way, Greece is very much part of that "Old World" tradition.  We in America live in a "New World", in which originality is a valued thing.  By contrast, American culture tends to be forward looking, with few ties to the past.

  But the Greek hesitation about originality produced some rather interesting side effects:

  1) The tendency of tragedy to ONLY use well-known myths as a basis, EVEN if the playwrite shamefully altered the facts to suit himself.  In the SYMPOSION, they even discuss Aiskylos' making free with the Troy story for his own dramatic purposes.  BUT Aiskylos never penned a "new" story.  In comedy only do we find much "original" material, but if Aristophanes is any example of Old Comedy (being the only extant material we have) then even these comedies were related to "real" events, and even used myth as metaphorical figures.  Only in new comedy do we begin to find truly original texts.  And only in the Hellenistic period do we find the rise of "fiction" with the Romances of various famous persons.

  2) The Greek tendency to invent pedigrees that go back to heroes or gods.  (Even today, folks like to have a "famous person" in the family tree.)  A lovely example of this is the rather fancy footwork, (or imagination work), of Alexandros I of Macedon when-- told he could not compete in a race at the Olympics because he was barbaroi, not Greek--he conveniently drew up a family tree that made his "Argead" connections not to the Argos of Orestis, but to the Argos in the Peloponnese, and even had the gall to foster a connection to Temenos, son of Herakles, himself.  This was not at all unusual.  Heaven forbid that a -nobody- should make a name for himself.  Again...precedent.

  3) The tendency, among most ancient peoples, to write psuedipigraphly.  That is, to put someone else's name--someone better known and more respected--on your work.  It's the exact opposite of plagarism.  The Greeks were copy-cats. <g>  I don't mean that at all as a criticism.  But to have someone else "steal" your idea, or to mimic you, was a compliment.  (It was one of the reasons I suspect Alexander finally thought he had accumulated enough fame to dispense with emmulation and start laying claim to his own ideas-- people were mimicing him [and with him even still alive!].)  It is under this area that Plato's dialogues fall.  While he does not directly put Sokrates' name on his work, he nevertheless claims to be transmitting Sokrates' ideas.  How true this is, is a matter of much debate.  Perhaps one of the better known reasons for questioning Plato's Sokrates as the "real" Sokrates is the two different pictures we get of Sokrates from Xenophon and from Aristophanes.  Certainly, Aristophanes is lampooning him.  (And apparently Sokrates took it well if the anecdote is true about him standing in the theater next to the mask of himself in order to allow comparison.)  But Xenophon is, no doubt, quite ernest in his presentation of "his" Sokrates.   I think we see with Plato's later work some of Alexander's own attempt to lay claim to his own authority.  There, he has dispensed with Sokrates entirely.  And t is on his merit as a student of Plato, not on merit of his own, that Aristotle was hired by Philip of Macedon as a tutor to the adolescent Alexander.

-----------------

  This is probably rather more than you were looking for. :}  But I just don't at the moment have the books to grab and put a finger on passages to cite for you.  Some of the better scholars for general Greek cultural history are Robert Garland, Michael Grant, and Peter Green (his CLASSICAL BEARINGS is great reading; so is ALEXANDER TO ACTIUM--but it's *long*.)  But as so much of the work in cultural history has a specialist for each area, it becomes difficult to find someone who looks at the larger pieces.  Grant is probably one of the better known and more accessible; and Green is probably one of the more entertaining. ;>

           Jo

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 32        Wed Jul 01, 1992 BILL.GARRETT                 at 22:39 EDT   Jo and Lance,

Re: the pseudipigraphy in the ancient world--I recall from classes in Old and New Testament Literature that this was a common practice in the Hebrew culture, and I suppose in the Mid East in general.  There were plenty of books attributed to Moses, John and other historic figures after their deaths. Can't cite any sources other than lecture notes, though.

Bill  ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 33        Thu Jul 02, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 01:12 EDT   Bill,

  Pseudopigraphy was widely practiced all over the ancient world where writing cultures developed - both in relation to religious words and to purely secular ones.  The Egyptians had it, the Persians, the Greeks, the Romans...etc.

  It really wasn't until this "modern age" that the reversal began, making plagerism the problem; not psuedopigrapha.

   We do, though, still employ it; usually in informal fashion.  How often have we put words in someone else's mouth? <g>  I see that on- line now and then. <Bigger G>

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 34        Fri Jul 03, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 10:05 EDT   Jo: I am pleased to see that you have read some of the prior posts. Knowing what has gone before clearly helps you to know where you are and where you might be going.  Both Plato and Aristotle seem to agree since they spend a fair amount of time discussing what has been said by others in the past.  Each, of course, has something new to say but wish to say it in the context of a tradition.  I am interested in knowing whether you think the discussion of the historical context of The Republic has been accurate.  If not, what corrections would you make?  Early on, we touched on the problem of saying something new about political things.  We noted this conversation occurs outside of Athens and at the home of a non-citizen.  By doing this Plato may be suggesting that some political discussions are best conducted outside of certain political contexts.  Your observation that some people attempt to lend weight to what they say by ascribing the thought to others is well spoken.  If we ever get to it, we will see that Cephalus refers to several others to support his position.  I feel confident that there will be a good deal of discussion about that <g>.  I am, however, finding it difficult to see that that is Plato's purpose in making Socrates the central character in this work.  Socrates does not seem to have been all that well thought of amoung the Athenian citizens.  If he wanted to lend authority to his work, Plato would have done better to chose another central character.  I am also wondering how you understand Plato's decision to write dialogues.  No one before him had done that.  Prior political and philosophical discussions had been done in the form of speaches, treatises, even poems, but not dialogues.  A new, perhaps even unique, form seems an odd way to avoid originality.  BTW, if The Clouds is so good, why did it only win the second prize?

               ...Jon ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 35        Fri Jul 03, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 13:05 EDT   Jon,

  First, we're not really sure that the dialogue of Plato is new. We have rather limited examples of ancient Greek texts to look at. In short, "we really don't know." <g>  Something else may come to light.  And, of course, the dialogue WAS already in use in the theatre; so it's not an entirely new idea.

  It is not so much that something new cannot be tried, but that the one trying needs to find some kind of precident for it and lift that up.  So even if Plato's use of dialogue WAS new in terms of the written word, it was NOT new, in terms of drama.  And as Plato despised drama, I've often thought that he had a mind to replace drama with written work like his own--something he would have believed less likely to incite the emotions.  Plato may have despised drama, but he was a poet himself.  This would make the use of dialogue less surprising, I think.

  By the time Plato was writing, Sokrates had been vidicated somewhat, and was held in much higher esteem than he ever was in his lifetime.  After all, Plato did not write these dialogues DURING Sokrates life.  The Council of Thirty was gone by that point.

  Plato appeals to Sokrates wisdom (and notoriety) to lend credence to his own work.  Just as Aristoteles later held a certain authority because he had been a student of Plato.  And it was because Callisthenes was a student and nephew of Aristotle that Alexander choose him as the official court philosopher on the journey to Asia.

   As for drama, the prizes given are often influenced by politics. Aristophanes was a crusty ol' gent.  And he tended to support a conservative, "grass-roots" political bent.  It did not always make him popular.  And that DOES influence the awarding of prizes.

  Another good example of unpopularity affecting the awarding of prizes is the ill luck Euripides tended to have at Contests.

  Yes, I think the prior discussions of the historical context of the Republic seem accurate enough.  Most of my comments and corrections here have less to do with the unfolding of political events as with the cultural history of the ancient Greeks, specifically the ancient Athenians.

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 36        Sun Jul 05, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 19:01 EDT   Jo: The presentation of philosophical ideas in dialogue form is, I think, new with Plato.  To be sure, conversations had been presented in histories, drama, and poetry but, I believe, Plato is being rather unique here.  Plato wants to present philosophy as something that happens in the political world amoung real people.  He is inviting us to consider the relation between philosophy and politics.  By the way, I understand that the Romans did present the dialogues as dramas.  I have also heard that they were terrible!  Unless you are speaking of the members of the Academy, I had not heard that Socrates reputation had been rehabilitated in Athens during the time of Plato. Can you tell me where you found that?  As far as The Clouds is concerned, I was trying to suggest that it did not win first prize because it was not a very good satire of Socrates.

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 37        Sun Jul 05, 1992 JO.ZIMMERMAN                 at 20:38 EDT   Jon,

  Indeed, Plato may have been the first to use the dialogue form for philosophical debate.  That was not my point.  My point was basically that he didn't -invent- it.  He borrowed it and transferred it to a new medium.  And, of course, there is always the possibility that he was not the first--given the incredibly massive amount of material that has just plain been lost.  It's my devout hope that, in the current excavations going on in Macedonia, either at the palace in Pella, or Verginna, or further north, some papyrus will turn up among the various grave-goods and other material discoveries.  The stuff that has come to light since Andronikos uncovered the royal tombs is just astounding!  And exciting.

  Anyway, the general opinion of Sokrates was not, in other places, the same as it was in Athens.  Certainly Archelaus of Macedon tried to persuade Sokrates to come north.  And Plato was invited to Syracruse as much for being Sokrates student as for being Plato.

  And as for the general opinion of Sokrates in Athens: it went through phases, if we're to believe some of the historians like Diodorus.  And the general opinion (among the common farmer and merchant as opposed to the land- owning upper classes) of BOTH philosophers and sophists was not terribly high. Ever.  THE CLOUDS is a reflection of that.  But even among the upper classes, all philosophers were looked at askance by some.  Certainly Olympias (the mother of Alexander) could not stand them.  [Not that Olympias is, herself, a paragon of respectibility!]

       Jo

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 38        Mon Jul 06, 1992 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 16:51 EDT   An unauthorized auditor carefully opens the door and tries to sneak into an empty chair.

The alert facilitator and his fellows are not fooled.  The interloper is sent off to the files library to download and study 100 closely typed pages of seminar notes.  He then purchases the 2nd edition of _The Republic of Plato_ _Translated, with Notes, Interpretive Essay and a New Introduction by Allan Bloom._

He learns, from the notes, that the tuition for this seminar is a statement of willingness to place something at risk.  The statement follows:

"I have held a 20 year long opinion that The Republic is a blueprint for a utopian society.  Since utopias are impossible, studying the Republic is a waste of time. By extension, reading Plato is a waste of time.  Following this topic puts me at risk of being proved wrong -- wrong for half a lifetime."

He promises a short, private, letter of introduction to the facilitator and, removing tongue from cheek, begs admission.

  --Gary

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 39        Tue Jul 07, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:44 EDT   Dear Gary,

Thanks for your wonderful letter!  Admission eagerly granted. Thanks also for putting your 20-year-old opinions at risk, although I'm not sure how big a risk that is: If you like what you get here, you will be glad to lose them, and if you don't like it, you'll get your old opinions back anyway.   This reminds me of a great epigram by Heraclitus:

        "All men are deceived by the appearances of things, even Homer, who was the wisest man in Greece; for he was deceived by boys catching lice: they said to him, `What we have caught and what we have killed we have left behind, but what has escaped we bring with us.'"

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 40        Wed Jul 08, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 09:48 EDT   Mike Morden, wherever you are, we're about to do Cephalus; it must be time for the tulips to come up in Michigan.

Socrates having acceded to the resolution of the many, the scene now shifts to Polemarchus' home, where seven additional characters are introduced, only three of whom have speaking roles.

There is a revealing little ambiguity about the locale for this scene:  At first it is referred to as "Polemarchus' home."  But later Socrates tells us, "Cephalus, Polemarchus' father, was also at home."  Evidently Polemarchus and his father live in the same house.

Now there is nothing at all remarkable about this as a living arrangement.  We don't actually know whether or not Polemarchus is an adult.  If he is not, then it would be remarkable if he were not living with his parents.  Even if he is an adult, it is not unusual for adult children to reside with their parents even today, and presumably it was much more common in ancient Athens.

What is noteworthy, therefore, is not the living arrangement but the "taken for granted" mode of speech that reveals it:  This is the first occurrence in the text of something that will become one of the major themes of the Republic, namely the common.  In Book V Socrates sums this up by suggesting that the best governed city is, "that city in which most say `my own' and `not my own' about the same thing, and in the same way."  When Cephalus and Polemarchus say "my home," each of them is referring to the same thing in the same way. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 41        Wed Jul 08, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 22:05 EDT   Whoa--the tulips were up and are down again.  Tulip Time was many weeks ago. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 42        Thu Jul 09, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 08:00 EDT   Bobo:

Platonic tulips operate on a different schedule.  They blossom whenever you talk about Cephalus. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 43        Fri Jul 10, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:15 EDT   I want to enter a note of caution here.  With the change of scene  the reader will be strongly tempted to suppose that the  conversation of Socrates with Cephalus is an entirely new  conversation, not directly connected with what has come before;  that the preceding conversation was an introduction to this one  that is now concluded.  In my opinion, such an interpretation  would be a serious mistake.  The issues raised by the involuntary  detention of Socrates have not been resolved, and we should  regard the conversation of Socrates with Cephalus, not as a new  beginning, but as a continuation of the conversation that has  already begun.

In order to appreciate this, let us imagine ourselves inside  Socrates' head as he arrives at the home of Polemarchus and his  father, coming still somewhat unwillingly and escorted by  Polemarchus and the latter's group.  Even now that Socrates has  agreed to comply with Polemarchus' demand that he stay,  Polemarchus still has not explained his purpose in making this  demand, so we may well imagine that it is with this question  uppermost in his mind that Socrates enters the room in which  Cephalus is waiting for him.  For that is exactly what appears to  be the case: Cephalus is expecting Socrates! And that, of course,  answers the question that we imagine to be in Socrates' mind.

Cephalus, whose name, incidentally, means head, is seated on a  cushioned stool amidst a circle of stools that just happen to  have been set up around the place where Cephalus is seated.

What occurs in Socrates' mind when he observes this scene?  Something like this, I suggest:  "So that's what this is all  about!  This arrangement doesn't look accidental.  It looks like  they were expecting us.  I wonder if old Cephalus actually told  his son to go out and fetch me?"

Bearing in mind that Socrates has reason to think that he is  there as the victim of an arbitrary act of coercion, let us  listen to the first words that Cephalus speaks: "Socrates, you  don't come down to us in the Piraeus very often, YET YOU OUGHT  TO."

What a surprise!  Socrates comes in feeling that he has been  unjustly deprived of his freedom of movement only to discover  that what has really happened is that he has been arrested by the  Cephalus police and brought in for arraignment before the head  man, on a charge of injustice, that he has failed to do what he ought to do.  So what looks to Socrates like an act of injustice visited upon himself is, from the standpoint of Cephalus, nothing but an attempt to redress his grievance.

to be continued...

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 44        Mon Jul 13, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 13:58 EDT   At the close of our last installment our hero, Socrates, had  just arrived, somewhat unwillingly, at the house of Polemarchus  and his father.  We imagined him feeling that he had just cause  for complaint about the manner in which he was being deprived of  his freedom.  But no sooner does he come into the presence of  Cephalus, than Cephalus preemptively launches an accusation at  him. (Isn't that just the way life is? Just when you're feeling  wronged, somebody accuses YOU of doing something wrong.)

Socrates, he scolds, You're a bad boy! you don't come down often  enough to visit your old papa.  I want your company because,  being too old and sick to do anything important, there's nothing  left for me but to shoot the breeze, and since I can't come to  you, you ought to come down to gratify me.

Now, I don't want to appear disrespectful of Plato.  Quite the  contrary.  I think this is an extraordinarily brilliant passage.  Its brilliance, however, is first of all theatrical.  To  appreciate it, we have to be alert to the fact that there is  something absolutely absurd about this interaction, but it is an  absurdity that we tend to pass by without noticing it, precisely  because it is at the same time so completely ordinary.  Making  the absurdities embedded in ordinary language come to light is in  fact one of the chief functions of philosophy.

To see what's behind this absurdity, let's analyse the first  speech of Cephalus more closely:

1.  The first sentence states the accusation:  That is, it states  the rule and indicates how Socrates' conduct is a violation of  that rule:  The rule is, Socrates ought to visit Cephalus  frequently. (Incidentally, this is the first occurence in the  Republic of a term implying obligation) The relevant fact (by  Socrates' own admission) is that Socrates has not seen Cephalus  for a long time, for so long that Cephalus has grown old in the  meantime.

2.  The next three sentences give a justification for the rule:

(a) The first argument is from need:  There is a need for  Socrates to visit Cephalus, because Cephalus is unable to visit  Socrates.  But this is clearly not enough to justify the rule.  Why?  Because the appeal to need is only instrumental:  If we  accept that there is some reason for Socrates and Cephalus to be  together, then clearly the only means to accomplish this is for  Socrates to go to Cephalus, since Cephalus is unable to go to  Socrates.  But this still leaves unexplained why Socrates and  Cephalus should be together at all.  [This reminds me of an experience I had while driving in Vermont about thirty years ago.  I came to an intersection marked with two signs, pointing in opposite directions, each reading, "Brattleboro 1 mi."  As it happened, there was an old Vermont native standing there, and I asked him, "Does it matter which road I take to Brattleboro?"  He replied, "Not to me."]

(b)  That brings us to the second argument, which is the argument  from desire:  Cephalus informs Socrates that, owing to his  advanced age and the decay of his body, his ability to  participate in the pleasures connected with the body has  decreased, leaving him with a heightened desire for and enjoyment  of the pleasures of speech.  (We will comment later on what this  implies concerning the value that Cephalus sets on speech.)

Now, what's missing here?  What is missing is anything that in  any way obligates Socrates!  What Cephalus says is that he,  Cephalus, has a desire for conversation with Socrates, and,  because he is unable to travel, for that desire to be gratified,  it would be necessary for Socrates to make a home visit.  But  nothing of what Cephalus has said so far adduces the slightest  reason for us to believe that Dr. Socrates is under an obligation  to make home visits to shut-in old folks craving the pleasures of  speech.

Here we are at the crux of this beautiful absurdity:  Cephalus'  argument consists of nothing more than telling Socrates: What you  OUGHT to do, Socrates, is to supply my needs and gratify my  desires.  Now, as an argument, that is truly absurd!  And the  only reason we don't immediately see it as absurd is that it is  also how all of us human beings talk.  Especially we talk that  way in infancy.  As adults the conversation gets a little more  sophisticated, and then, by the time one gets to be the age that  Cephalus is, the infant conversation begins to show through  again.

Of course, there is one more piece to the argument, which brings  us to the last line of Cephalus' speech.  Again, it is so typical  of how human beings talk that I can best approach it by posing a  question:  What do people say when, in response to the sort of  "argument" Cephalus makes, we say, "Well, why should I? Why  SHOULD I provide for your needs or gratify your desires?"  In my  experience, the answer to that question invariably takes the form  of saying WHO somebody is FOR the other; in other words, the  asserted obligation is grounded in a relationship.  So, if the  question is, why should I do what you say? the answer comes back,  "Because I'm your mother," or "Because I'm your friend," or  "Because I'm your boss."  Just so, the last sentence of Cephalus'  speech makes reference to relationship, but with a crucial twist.

Cephalus concludes by enjoining Socrates, "...but come here  regularly to us AS TO FRIENDS AND YOUR VERY OWN KIN."  The  crucial twist comes from the fact that Socrates is not one of  Cephalus' kinfolk, nor is he even, as far as we can tell, one of  his friends (remember that he has not seen Cephalus for a long  time).  So Cephalus is not pointing to an existing or recognized  relationship as a basis for the obligation that he wishes to  impose on Socrates.  Therefore, the logic of Cephalus' argument  goes something like this:

1.  If Socrates were a friend of mine or a member of my family,  he would be under a natural obligation to provide for my needs  and gratify my desires.

2.  I want Socrates to provide what I need, namely to visit me,  and to gratify my desire, namely to have conversation.

3.  Therefore, I command Socrates to act AS IF he were a friend  or a member of my family. 

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 45        Tue Jul 14, 1992 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 19:52 EDT   Lance,

I did not see the absurdity in the passage you analyzed Monday. Maybe that is an example of the "absurdities embedded in ordinary language" you mentioned.

I accepted Cephalus' demands upon Socrates (imposed obligations) because I read the following into the text:

1)  Cephalus is a wealthy man of standing in the community. [He can command the attention of the less wealthy, less well known]

2)  Socrates has know Cephalus fo some time.  [Obligation to an acquaintance]

3)  Cephalus is an old man.  [The young have obligations to the elderly]

4)  Cephalus is flattering Socrates by wanting conversation with him; by inviting him to friendship; by offering to make him an honorary member of Cephalus' family.  [Imposing the attendant obligations]

Is Plato making the case that the acceptance of obligations imposed by these means is absurd?

  --Gary

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 46        Wed Jul 15, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 12:52 EDT   Dear Gary,

Thank you very much for letting us know that,

>>I did not see the absurdity in the passage you analyzed Monday.  Maybe that is an example of the "absurdities embedded in ordinary  language" you mentioned.<<

I will respond to your four points seriatem.

>>I accepted Cephalus' demands upon Socrates (imposed  obligations) because I read the following into the text:

1)  Cephalus is a wealthy man of standing in the community. [He  can command the attention of the less wealthy, less well known]<<

The question here is one of justification:  Suppose that a  wealthy person of your acquaintance demanded that you come to his  house and converse with him when you wanted to do something else  (and did not offer to pay you or give you any valuable  compensation for your time).  Suppose further that you asked him,  "Why should I do as you ask," and he answered, "You are obliged  to do as a say because I am rich and you are not."  Would you  then say, "Oh, that's right. I accept that.  Now I'll do whatever  you want?"

>>2)  Socrates has know Cephalus fo some time.  [Obligation to an  acquaintance]<<

I note that you do not refer to obligations to friends.  It is  clear that Socrates is acquainted with Cephalus.  It is not at  all clear that they are friends.  Based on the fact that Socrates  has not seen him for what is probably a number of years, it seems  likely that they are in fact not friends and not even close  acquaintances.  So the question is, what sort of obligations does  one have to people who, without being total strangers, are not  part of one's circle of intimates?  In your opinion, is there a  difference between one's obligation to one's friends and one's  obligation to other human beings?  (If you have read the  conversation between Socrates and Polemarchus, you may have  noticed that something like this question becomes an important  issue there.)

>>3)  Cephalus is an old man.  [The young have obligations to the  elderly]<<

This one in particular is certainly an assumption deeply embedded  in the way many people ordinarily speak.  But did you notice that  it is not an argument that Cephalus explicitly appeals to in what  he says?  Does Cephalus say, "Socrates, you ought to come down to  see me because I am old and you are young?"  No.  He says, you  ought to come down to see me more often because I want to talk  with you and I am unable to travel, so unless you come to me I  can't have what I want.  It may be that the "natural authority"  of the elderly is present in the background of this conversation,  but we will shortly see (in a subsequent message) that this  authority is sharply challenged by the very next thing that  Socrates says to Cephalus.  In any case, speaking to you  directly, Gary, is this a principle that you accept  _unconditionally_ for yourself?  Do you believe that young people  have an absolute obligation to obey older people, regardless of  who they are?  If you find out that I am older than you are (I am  51) will you obey me?

>>4)  Cephalus is flattering Socrates by wanting conversation  with him; by inviting him to friendship; by offering to make him  an honorary member of Cephalus' family.  [Imposing the attendant  obligations]<<

This is an interesting observation, but I am not sure I  understand exactly what you mean.  Are you suggesting that  Cephalus actually thinks that what he is offering to Socrates is  equal in value to what he is demanding, so it is a fair bargain?  That is, are you suggesting that what Cephalus thinks is that  Socrates is really a conversation junkie, so he would be  delighted to have an opportunity to talk with Cephalus?  (Actually, the fact that Cephalus directs Socrates to be with the  young men suggests that he thinks that Socrates would prefer to  be with young men, rather than with old men like himself.)  Or  are you suggesting that Cephalus thinks honorary membership in  his family is an offer that nobody could refuse?

I think you may have something there.  But I ask you to reflect  on this:  Suppose that this happened to you.  Suppose you were  abducted by some fabulously wealthy Arab sheik residing in  palatial quarters in Southern California.  He says, "I want you  to talk with me from time to time.  I will, of course, make you  an honorary member of my family.  You can even dally with my  concubines if you wish, since I'm too old for that sort of thing  myself."  But suppose this was simply not to your taste.  You're  married. You have important business elsewhere, and you are  feeling very put out.  Your problem is, how can you talk with  this person?  He thinks he is being perfectly fair.  You think  you're in a terrible pickle.  My purpose in dwelling on this  passage at such length is to have you see that the question of  justice arises in a particularly problematic way when behavior  that seems perfectly reasonable to one party occurs to another  party as unjust.  My purpose is to have you see that the  conversation about justice that occurs in Plato's Republic is not  just an idle inquiry for academic purposes.  The conversation  about justice occurs against a background of completely  unthinking injustice, injustice that is in itself self-justified,  injustice that appears to those responsible as the very opposite,  namely as the enforcement of justice.

>>Is Plato making the case that the acceptance of obligations  imposed by these means is absurd?<<

No, that is not what I meant.  I said that the interaction  between Socrates and Cephalus was, in a certain sense, absurd.  What I really meant was that when you look carefully at what  Cephalus says, and judge it by the standards that we bring to  arguments intended to justify actions, it is clear that what  Cephalus says fails completely as an argument.  Now there is  nothing unusual in that.  People speak irrationally all the  time.  But here is the issue:  If what you want to do is to alter  somebody's behavior and they give you an irrational explanation  of their behavior, is it effective to speak directly to their  explanation?  Or do you generally conclude in situations like  that that there is something missing, that what is really  governing them is something that hasn't been said, but that you  have to get access to that something in order to really have an  impact on them?

I don't suggest that Plato is making a case or an argument for  any principle here, so I think it would be a waste of our time to  try to extract one.  What Plato is doing is giving us an example  of thoughtlessness, of the habitual failure to think.   Another way of expressing that, which we will come back to, is that what Cephalus says is completely self-interested, but Cephalus is comepletely blind to this fact.

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 47        Thu Jul 16, 1992 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 14:34 EDT   Lance,

Thank you for your detailed responses to my points regarding Cephalus' assumption of authority.

I am feeling a bit uneasy about taking up so much of your time with an issue that the other attendees apparently understood immediately.

Two points of clarification:

1)  I think Cephalus thinks honorary membership in his family is a offer nobody would refuse.  [Are you sure you have never read or seen _The Godfather_? :)]

2)  I believe that younger people have *some* obligations toward older people. [That doesn't apply to you and me, Lance.  Based on our ages, we could be brothers.] Yes, that belief does git me into a "pickle" from time to time.  Somewhere I read that great age does not make great wisdom but wisdom is impossible without the perspective of age.  I believe that as well.

Your comment, "what Plato is doing is giving us an example of ... the habitual failure to think," made the light come on for me.

  --Gary

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 48        Fri Jul 17, 1992 R.MEYERING1 [Bobo]           at 00:22 EDT   Gary, you don't have to apologize to me about taking up Lance's time. I suspect Lance would agree that this is how we all learn, either entering into or lurking into the discussion--providing serious questions are be considered, and your's was a serious question. I enjoy the conversation, it helps clarify things for me too.  And your willingness to make some comments ought to encourage the rest of us.  But, well, I have this other class, and had a quiz tonight, and well, I'll read the assignment tomorrow. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 50        Sun Jul 19, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 11:07 EDT   Bill,

You say:

       "I find that I have trouble reading too much into this opening passage  because;         1. I know nothing of normal conversational patterns of the time.         2. I can not tell from the passage the tone, ie. humor vs. serious.         As we all know, these two factor can chang the whole meaning of a  conversation."

Is this a question, a complaint, an objection, or a request for assistance?  Please clarify.

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 52        Tue Jul 21, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 18:52 EDT    Warning/observation?  

 Teressa    --scratching head in puzzlement         (I though *I* was the only one allowed to give            warnings around here!!! :) ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 53        Wed Jul 22, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 07:58 EDT   Bill,

I'll accept your "warning/observation" as a reminder that the sort of interpretation we are engaged in affords us no guarantee that we will get it right.  We could, of course, simply abandon our attempt to learn from Plato's text and confine ourselves to contemporary conversations where we can directly confront the speakers and ask them what they really mean. But even then there is no guarantee that we will correctly understand what the speakers are trying to say.

The procedure of slow reading is designed to have us be present to what is on the page, to allow us to notice when we are perplexed. We attempt to learn the conversational conventions of this text by entering into the conversation ourselves.  Of course, we may miss the mark.  If we miss the mark badly, the hope is that in the next patch we will be put back on track, as happens on real conversations, by the fact that what we are saying is noticeably inconsistent with what is going on.  It's a kind of dance.  Are you willing to do that? ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 53        Wed Jul 22, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 07:58 EDT   Bill,

I'll accept your "warning/observation" as a reminder that the sort of interpretation we are engaged in affords us no guarantee that we will get it right.  We could, of course, simply abandon our attempt to learn from Plato's text and confine ourselves to contemporary conversations where we can directly confront the speakers and ask them what they really mean. But even then there is no guarantee that we will correctly understand what the speakers are trying to say.

The procedure of slow reading is designed to have us be present to what is on the page, to allow us to notice when we are perplexed. We attempt to learn the conversational conventions of this text by entering into the conversation ourselves.  Of course, we may miss the mark.  If we miss the mark badly, the hope is that in the next patch we will be put back on track, as happens on real conversations, by the fact that what we are saying is noticeably inconsistent with what is going on.  It's a kind of dance.  Are you willing to do that? ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 54        Wed Jul 22, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 11:56 EDT   Dear Gary,

 In your message of July 16, you write:

"I am feeling a bit uneasy about taking up so much of your time  with an issue that the other attendees apparently understood  immediately."

It is entirely possible that you are being excessively generous  in your estimate of the understanding of the other participants  in this topic.  In any case, please do not imagine that you are  wasting anybody's time by asking questions or stating divergent  opinions.  First of all, anytime you ask a question, the chance  is good that you are asking it for a lot of other people as  well.  Secondly, speaking for myself, questions and objections  are what stimulates my best thinking.  Your feedback is what  keeps me going.  I'm actually not all that keen about talking to  myself.

Now, let me throw out one preview announcement before getting  back to the analysis of the text:  I think we will see as we  progress through the text that almost every single assertion  about the nature of justice is in some way exemplified in this  initial passage, so we will come back to this later.

Now let's look again at the last sentence in Cephalus' first  speech:  "Now do as I say: be with these young men..."

Socrates, however, replies, "For my part, Cephalus, I am really  delighted to discuss with the very old."

This response by Socrates is an absolute masterpiece of ironic  defiance.  Remember that the background conversation here has to  do with whether Cephalus has the right to command Socrates, with  whether or not the recent arrest and detention of Socrates were  just.  Here Cephalus issues a direct command:  Be with these  young men.  And what does Socrates do?  He immediately defies  Cephalus and does something other than what Cephalus commands him  to do.  And he does this by seizing upon and contradicting what  he takes to be Cephalus' unspoken assumption about Socrates.

Remember that Cephalus has just finished telling Socrates that he  wants Socrates to visit him more often because, as age diminishes  the pleasures of the body, he takes increased pleasure in  speeches.  So presumably the reason he wants Socrates to visit is  so that he can talk with Socrates.  Why, then,  does he tell  Socrates to converse with the young men?  Probably because he  thinks that is what Socrates would prefer, and he is trying,  after having put Socrates out of his way, to make it up to his  guest/prisoner by being a gracious host. (There are other  possibilities as well, but I will omit them for the present.) All  the same, he expresses himself by issuing a command, as is his  wont.

Now look at what Socrates does:  In one short sentence he (a)  shows that he can defy Cephalus' authority, (b) shows that  Cephalus' judgement of others (namely of Socrates) is faulty, (c)  calls attention to Cephalus' age and declining powers, and  Socrates does all this while (d) adhering strictly to the  conventions of respect for one's elders.

He defies the authority of Cephalus in that, while Cephalus tells  him to be with the young men, Socrates indicates that he would  prefer to continue the conversation with Cephalus, one of the  very old, and he does so.  He shows that Cephalus' judgement is faulty because Cephalus appears to think that Socrates would prefer the company of younger men, so by indicating a preference for conversation with Cephalus, Socrates shows that Cephalus in fact does not know him.

While Socrates adheres to the form of the conventional respect  for elders, his stated reason for being interested in conversing  with the very old seems quite different.   To see how this is so,  we need to ask, What is the basis of the conventional respect  accorded to the opinions and wisdom of the elders?  Is it not, at  least in part, that the elders have had experience of what works  and doesn't work in respect to the circumstances that we now find  ourselves in?

In other words, we praise our elders for their accomplishments,  for their originative contribution to us and to the world we find  ourselves in, but we value the advice and counsel of our elders  because their experience of life equips them with wisdom and  understanding with respect to the concerns and circumstances that  we are now facing in our own lives.  (And where we feel that the  world has changed such that the circumstances we now confront are  different in kind from any that our elders ever had to face, we  value their advice much less, even though our love and care for  them are undiminished.)

But is that the reason Socrates gives for delighting in  conversation with the very old--that he can thereby obtain from  them the benefit of their wisdom with respect to the concerns and  circumstances that affect his life right now?  Not at all.

Listen carefully to what Socrates says:  "Since they [the very  old] are like men who have proceeded on a certain road that  perhaps [note that "perhaps"] we too will have to take, one  ought, in my opinion, to learn from them what sort of road it  is--whether it is rough and hard or easy and smooth."

In other words, what Socrates says in the presence of a group of  young and middle-aged men, including the sons of Cephalus,  implies that the wisdom of very old men is relevant and valuable  to us if we happen to live long enough to have one foot in the  grave, as Cephalus does.  By implication, however, that means  that unless and until we reach a very advanced age the wisdom of  Cephalus has little or no bearing on our present situation.

It is a little bit as if Socrates, finding himself talking with a  woman, said, "I am always delighted to converse with women  because they have had an experience of being a woman which I have  not had.  But in the event that I ever become a woman it will be  useful for me to have heard from you what it is like."

I will conclude this message with a question:  What does this  anticipate?  We have just noted that Socrates implies that the  wisdom of Cephalus may be irrelevant to the circumstances and  concerns of those who are in the prime of life.  Of what figure  or personage discussed later in the Republic might this also be  true?

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 56        Mon Jul 27, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 10:30 EDT   Bill,

Personally, I am much less concerned with your manners than some others and I have no desire that you should try to fit in with the group.  My only interest is in having you learn to think and to read thoughtfully.  I have no commitment to minding my own manners, except that I try not to offend people unintentionally.  What I am about to say, therefore, is an intentional assault on your complacency.  None of it, however, is intended as the truth.  It is intended to be thought.

You say that you "felt" that the opening of the Republic was nothing but some good-natured banter.  I understand that this is what you felt.  What makes you think that your feelings have any authority in the interpretation of Plato?

Do you assert that the opening of the Republic is nothing but some good- natured banter?  What is your argument for this?  How would you prove it?

You assert that not every word that Plato penned was of great importance.  That may be true, but the question is, how do you know in advance of careful study which words are important and which are not.  Can you give me some examples of unimportant passages by Plato? How can you tell the difference between passages that are genuinely unimportant and passages that appear unimportant to you because you have not yet understood them.

Again, I am struck by your statement that "...I feel that Plato is the greatest of all philosophers..."   What do your feelings have to do with Plato's greatness.  If you didn't feel that way, would it make any difference? If you go into a bank and say, "I feel like a million dollars,"  will they loan you money with that feeling as collateral?

"...after all these works were penned for the "common man".  How do you know this?  Can you point to a single statement by Plato, or anybody who might have been in a position to know, as to the intended readership of Plato's dialogues?  Of course, it all depends on what you mean by the "common man".

One possible interpretation of what you mean is that you are basing your assertion on the fact that Plato wrote dialogues and on what you think that means.  Nowadays writers sometimes use dramatization, which is a kind of dialogue form, as a vehicle for popularization, as a way of making difficult, technical ideas accessible to the masses.  Is that what you think Plato's dialogues are?  Is it your vision that Plato's dialogues are a script for the forthcoming Athenian PBS series on philosophy?  "Great Thoughts Made Easy by Plato?" Is that what you think?  Do you think that Plato had a set of manuscripts in which he expressed what he thought was really the truth (i.e. his firmly held opinions) and which he might have circulated among his trusted colleagues in the Academy, and then he wrote dialogues to make a simplified version of this material available to a wider audience that was incapable of the sort of rigorous thinking required of a member of the Academy?  And do you also think that since Plato was addressing an audience incapable of really rigorous thinking, Plato relaxed his own standards in writing for this dumb audience and allowed himself to write less rigorously than he would have done if he had been addressing his technically proficient colleagues?  Is that what you think?  Or, to use your language, is that what you feel?

I suppose that is one possible interpretation.  I would invite you to notice that it has two significant consequences:  First, this interpretation keeps you mired in the belief that the real truth is somewhere else, not available in this text no matter how hard you try to find it. Second, this interpretation comforts and protects you in holding onto whatever ignorant, mistaken opinions you already have that you call the truth.  Since the dialogues are addressed to the common man, and whenever what you hold sacred is threatened you are not a common man, you have constructed a perfect device for defending your own ignorance.

But is your ignorance really worth defending?

You say that you are "always interested in hearing another view." Over and over again, I am struck with how thoughtlessly you write. You confuse feeling with thinking and now you confuse hearing with sight.  Views are what we see, not what we hear.  I am not interested in telling you what I see.  I invite you to stand with me and look from where I look.

I invite you to consider another interpretation of your assertion that the dialoges were written for the common man:  Try on the interpretation that Plato's dialogues are written for human beings, that they are concerned with what is true for human beings and what is of concern to human beings as such.  Consider also that Plato's dialogues are not addressed to a particular set of readers, but are written in a way that demonstrates respect for the dignity and capacity of all possible readers.  Consider the possibility that Plato wrote dialogues because he wanted to call forth in his readers an intelligence equal--or superior--to his own.

Try on that interpretation and see if it empowers you.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 57        Fri Jul 31, 1992 N.BRADFORD [Nick]            at 03:47 EDT   Well, here I am.  I have read all the messages and the archives.  I won't say I am caught up, but I have read them.  Thanks to the fact that a decent bookstore has finally opened up in the Las Vegas area, I have obtained a copy of Bloom's translation, and I think I am ready to go.

We are required to lay our stake on the line.  I am putting at stake the close examination of some of my deepest held beliefs and with that the possibility that some of those beliefs may be without basis.  If Plato's work is truly a great work of philosophy, and if its purpose, or the purpose of its method/style, is, as Bloom seems to indicate, to get people to philosophize, then surely the risk is great, because it seems to me that the close examination of ones givens is what philosophy is all about.

After writing the preceding paragraph, I read the first few pages of Bloom's interpretive essay.  In the last paragraph of his introductory remarks (page 310) he indicates  "that the establishment of political science cannot be carried out without sacrifice of the clearest convictions and interests of most men."

Indeed, is this not so for the establishment of any science?

To get back to my stake.  What are some of these cherished beliefs I am laying on the line?  One is the ultimate perfectibility of man and society.  I still maintain utopian beliefs in this most anti-utopian world.  Even after the abject failure of Communism, I still get a thrill at the contemplation of some of Marx's ideas.  I can understand why so many people became Communists.  My heroic type remains the revolutionary.  To each according to his needs, from each according to his abilities, is still my motto.  Is it all just a pretty dream, at best?  Probably, but it still remains a part of me.

There are other beliefs, hidden away deep in my soul, which I haven't examined, perhaps, since my youth.  Perhaps they will come out as we go along. Mortimer Adler says that philosophy is asking the questions that a child would ask.  It begins in wonder.  Our sense of wonder may become debased, perhaps as much as anything, by education.  I think a it is deadened by a lifetime of having these simple, childlike, but extremely difficult and profound questions brushed aside by harried adults and associates, who's own childs view of the world was lost in the same way.

Perhaps the value of philosophy is in the regaining or reigniting of this ability to ask child like questions.  Perhaps real growth or wisdom comes with our attempts to answer them.

Well, that is a little about my risk.  There is also something that I hope to gain.  I really expect to gain many as yet unthought of benefits from this project.  I expect it to be a voyage of discovery and how can we know what we expect to find out beyond the frontier?  However, there is one thing I hope for.  I have become enamored of bulletin boards with their message bases in the last few years.  I have seen the frustrations of lots of folks in attempting to make use of this new medium.  Most of this frustration can be attributed to the sudden and sometimes unexpected removal of the person from his or her comfort zone, at least in the types of message bases that I read. (Religion and philosophy mostly.)  However, some of it is the result of the inability of so many of us to adequately express ourselves with the written word.  Surely, since the invention of writing, (or at least, since the invention of television) there has never been so many people trying to communicate in writing to so many others and on so many subjects.  I hope noone minds my introducing such a mundane goal for myself here, but for this uneducated redneck to advance his writing skills would be a worthwhile accomplishment. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 58        Fri Jul 31, 1992 N.BRADFORD [Nick]            at 03:50 EDT   A lot of effort has gone into the examination of the motives of Polemarchus and his group in their efforts to detain Socrates.  I am of a mind to accept the idea that force has been used, and that Socrates has indeed been abducted against his will.  I can see the possibility that this has all been done at the behest of Cephalus.  The mafia analogy could be very fitting.  The party comes into Cephalus presence to find everything neatly arranged for their meeting.  It certainly seems to be the result of a considerable bit of planning.  Yet, the conversation with Cephalus turns out to be relatively short, and Cephalus leaves rather abruptly, turning the conversation over to Polemarchus, his son.  Has this whole incident been arranged by Cephalus (with its true purpose kept hidden from Polemarchus) for the sole purpose to set up an exchange between Socrates and Polemarchus, pssibly for the benefit or education of Polemarchus.  Is Cephalus perhaps attempting to use Socrates in an attempt to smooth off some of the rough edges he sees on his son and heir?  (Cephalus tells Socrates that with age, ones mind turns to things that one gave little thought to in ones youth.  Perhaps the future of ones children would be one of those things.) ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 59        Sat Aug 01, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 11:35 EDT   Lance,

also Nick and Gary(you'll see why),

I've been trying to find the archive files for this topic and have been unsucessful.

#1162 is in library 4(no problem).

I can't find 1163,4,5 anywhere.  I've searched librarys 3 & 4 individually, and done an ALL library search both for those numbers, and the [string] Plato - nada.

Please direct me.  Thx

Ross ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 60        Sat Aug 01, 1992 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 16:56 EDT   Ross,

I found all four files (1162, 1163, 1164, 1165) in Lib 3.

Of course, if you want to download them (or just BROwse them) you don't need the LIB #. (I don't think you do anyway)

I am using Aladdin so my files list is by file number without regard to library number.

Hope this helps,

  --Gary

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 61        Sat Aug 01, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 17:44 EDT   Gary,

I just checked the library again - only 1162 is there.  If you still have the ZIPed files(3,4 & 5), maybe you can e-mail to me?

Ross ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 62        Sat Aug 01, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 17:56 EDT   Gary,

I've put the question to the sysops up in cat 1 in a topic for help in finding things in the libraries.

thx ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 64        Sun Aug 02, 1992 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 00:05 EDT   Ross,

Sorry, after I printed the hard copies of the Plato files I zapped them.

Eric, Lance, Teressa, do any of you know what happened to the missing files?

  --Gary

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 65        Sun Aug 02, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 00:22 EDT   Ross, Gary,

I'm trying to find out what happened to the files.

Teressa

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 66        Sun Aug 02, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:11 EDT   Teressa, et al.:

I have copies of the files that I uploaded.   If you determine that they are really missing, let me know and I will upload them again. Let me know also what library I should put them in.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 67        Wed Aug 05, 1992 N.BRADFORD [Nick]            at 03:42 EDT   Lance;

I just reread your reply to Bill Pharis.  I am sorry that he seems to have taken deep offense at this message.  I don't believe that giving specific offense was your intention, and I believe that your preface in the message is evidence to that idea.

At any rate, your message raises, in my opinion, some important points concerning our project, and I hope you do not feel it necessary to stop posting messages couched in this style because of this unfortunate incident.  I believe that this type of message could be of benefit to me, to cause me to stop and think about what I am doing, and it reminds me of my instructor in my one extension philosophy class that I began years ago and from which I was forced to drop out due to family circumstances.  Sometimes an attack such as this causes us to examine our ideas concerning what we are doing, and isn't that exactly what philosophy is all about?  You introduced this topic as a seminar, and I am making use of the topic as an alternative to a classroom instructor in my studies, and I recognize value in an instructor who cares enough about his students to point out what he might perceive as complacency in their attempt to "learn to think and to read thoughtfully.

The message won't go to waste, at any rate.  Even if Bill does choose to drop out, the message applies enough to me to cause me to want to reply to some of the points, so I will be working on this and upload them at a later date.

By the way, would it be inappropriate to introduce myself here?  I don't know how well the rest of you know each other, but I would like to know a little bit about each of you, and would be quite willing to reciprocate.  I am attempting to make use of this forum and other on-line networks as an integral part of my own self-directed, independent education project, and some information on the backgrounds of the participant might be very helpful to my project.  However, I certainly do not want to detract from the subject matter of the topic.

To all;

I have been working swing shift, and eagerly read the topic every night when I get home.  There haven't been many messages lately. I hope this does not mean that everyone has abandoned the topic. 

 *H     

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 68        Wed Aug 05, 1992 N.BRADFORD [Nick]            at 03:43 EDT   I came across this today, and thought it might apply to our project.

     Eric Hoffer freely admitted that he "never got anything from      Plato.  Socrates was supposed to be a workingman, wasn't he?      A stonemason or something.  But this is not the way a self-      taught mason would argue - he would tell stories to      illustrate his points.  How can you convince anybody by      going after him the way Socrates did- another question,      another question - showing him how stupid he is."

           Quoted from "The Independent Scholars Handbook"                         by Ronald Gross

Well, what about this.  Could this be significant?  Does anyone know what Socrates vocation was?  From what I have read, Plato himself certainly was from the ruling class, an aristocratic and probably rich family.  Could Plato have modified Socrates style to make it more palatable to upper class readers? Does it matter?

In reading the Republic, I would not get the impression that Socrates was a manual worker.  I understand that the Greek ruling classes were just about as allergic to work as were the post- medieval British.  I may be very wrong on this, having no background in Greek history.  However, in reading the Republic, I visualize a meeting of dilettantes, (maybe not the best word here) a group of folks who had no need to be concerned about everyday putting-meat- on-the-table types of affairs.  A group of Brahmans who had absolutely nothing better to do than sit around all night and create political philosophy.

Would a stonemason have proposed the class structure that is presented in the Republic?  Or could this be further evidence that the Republic was really not Plato's proposal for Utopia, but his description of the worst state?*S ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 69        Wed Aug 05, 1992 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 15:58 EDT   I second Nick's comments.  I too hope that Lance will continue this this topic in the style he has estabilished.

The teachers I remember today, 20+ years after leaving school, are the ones who challenged students, and challenged them hard.  We may have been angry then but most of us will not forget lessons learned with a bit of passion.

  --Gary ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 70        Thu Aug 06, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:10 EDT   Nick,

I welcome you with all my heart.  Thanks for declaring what you are putting at risk. Thanks to you, and also to Gary, for understanding the point of my response to Bill (Bill, I hope you are lurking out there and will rejoin us when you are ready).

Nick, I have not by any means abandoned the topic.  My life gets busy from time to time.  I have been developing some stuff that I hope to post on the weekend, if not before, including a response to your question about why Cephalus leaves so soon if it was on his account that Polemarcus "captured" Socrates.

I notice that nobody has ventured a response to the question I posed at the end of my last post on Cephalus:  I asked who in the Republic we are reminded of by the fact that Cephalus turns out to be, for Socrates, not an expert on life in general, but only an expert on being very old.  The answer is the philosopher-king.  I will explain why later.

Another issue that you might want to be reflecting on is the significance of death and fear of death for the understanding of justice.  The issue of death comes up only three times in the Republic.  First here in the conversation with Cephalus.  The last is in the concluding section of the Republic, called the Myth of Er. The middle one is in, I think, Book 4, where Socrates is giving an example of the conflict between desire and will (more or less) and uses an example that involves the bodies of people who have been executed. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 71        Thu Aug 06, 1992 K.PALMER2                    at 02:01 EDT   Howdy all---

Thought I would interject a couple of suggested readings. Slow reading is one thing, but having a viewpoint from which to understand the text is quite another. If you do not have access to a vantage point you can miss the whole point no matter how slowly you read. So here are two books that I think can be read together to give a startlingly  different vantage point on the text you are reading.

PLATO'S INVISIBLE CITIES: Discourse and Power in the REPUBLIC by Adi Ophir (London: Routledge; 1991)

THE PYTHAGOREAN PLATO: Prelude to the Song Itself by Ernest G. McClain (York Beach, Maine: Nicholas-Hays; 1984)

The first book is about space in the Republic. The second one is about time. Together they give some insight into the depth of this work, which makes you wonder how a human being wrote such a thing which is worth slow reading. How many books are worth such a treatment. Very few.

Of course the other suggestion which I made before is Sallis' BEING &  LOGOS which treats the dramatic situation and gives some idea of the relationship of the Republic to other works.

---Kent--- ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 72        Fri Aug 07, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 02:33 EDT   OK - I got all the old posts and read them.  Having a wonderful time!

I've got a couple of questions/thoughts on some posts from a while back.  They go back some in time, but not more than a page in the text.

Lance, from your `BP' mess # 45(before the purge) of 2/11/92:

        <<Why does Polemarchus want Socrates to stay?

What if Pole is simply following his father's orders?  Then the question becomes:  Why does Cephalus want Socrates to stay?

Bloom's interpretation of Ceph's leaving is that Soc caused it, that Ceph must be removed from the scene so that the `patriarchal' figure is removed and the central position, the `head of the table'(so to speak), can be occupied by wisdom instead of age.

Maybe it a lot simpler than that.  Suppose Ceph set the whole thing up?  His son would follow his instructions to bring Soc to the house (I suspect he would do this even if his father gave no reason). This would even account for Pole's heavy handedness (327a-c). Someone has already noted that Ceph appears to have `set up' the whole scene in the garden for greeting Soc; it doesn't seem much of a stretch that he had scripted the whole thing, right down to his exit:  "`Well, then,' said Cephalus, 'I hand down the argument to you, for it's already time for me to look after the sacrifices.'"

The next line of text notes that Pole is Ceph's heir (also the above line:  "I hand down...to you").  We also know that Ceph is on "the threshold of [death]". We already know that Pole is not above using force, or at least the threat of force, to get what he wants from someone (presumably, Ceph also knows this about his son).  So, we have a wealthy and powerful man, about to die, and leave his estates and power to his boorish son.  If I were the father, I would try to bring my son under the influence of a teacher/'lover of wisdom' that I admired, like Socrates.

Also, Ceph would like to bring them together more than just this once, but is too old to travel, so he tries to flatter or manipulate Socrates into coming again and again in the future (328d).

 What do you think?

Ross ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 73        Fri Aug 07, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 03:00 EDT   Lance,

I know this is old, but:

        Re: BP mess # 52

Maybe Cicero's major error was ontological.  He changed a living, breathing idea "...the ambiguity of politeia, referring both to the action of the citizens and the result of the action" into a thing.

From what I've read in the discussion of the title, it seems that `community' would be pretty good English trans of politeia:  it refers to the people, and the place, and the actions:  that they arise together, and give each other;  politics and citizenship is implied in the term as well as the relationship of the unity to the individual, and to the geography.

Ross ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 74        Fri Aug 07, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 03:10 EDT           Re: Cephalus' leaving the discussion

As mentioned earlier, "...the constitutional crisis of 411 BC revolved around a call for a return to the 'patrios politeia', usually translated as the 'ancestral constitution'".  Maybe his leaving is a metaphor for the ancestral (having failed) making way for an exploration of other means.

It's late, but I wanted to mark this for a look-see later, it's too late for further exploration tonight.

Regards to all,

Ross ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 75        Fri Aug 07, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 11:23 EDT   Ross,

Thanks so much for rejoining this discussion.  Your incisive comments and questions are a source of joy and a wonderful stimulus to thought.  So much so that I can't restrain myself from posting a brief response in prime time.  (More during the weekend.)

Your questions regarding why Cephalus wants Socrates to stay anticipate much of what I was intending to say.  Except for one thing: Your suggestion that Cephalus has set up the scene for the purpose of bringing his son under the wise influence of Socrates.  I had not considered this possibility before.  I think it is an extremely ingenious suggestion. At first glance I think the weight of evidence may be against it.  Still, it is very much worth thinking through, and I haven't done that yet.

As to your suggestion that "community" might be a good English translation of politeia, I appreciate the suggestion, and I acknowledge that the word community, especially for somebody looking to revitalize contemporary politics, has a lot more resonance than Republic or Constitution.  There is a risk, however, in yielding too quickly to this idea.  The notion of community, for most of us, lacks some of the characteristics of the city which are present in the word politeia.  It might also be relevant to note that, in Book 5 of the Republic, we find that the first two of the three "waves of paradox" are generated by the observation (first made in book 4) that among friends all things are in common.

That is to say, the notion of community is shown in the Republic to be problematic in at least two ways:  It gives insufficient guidance as to the boundaries separating members from non-members, and it gives insufficient understanding of what gives the distinction of the members of a community from one another (i.e. their individuality).  Forgive me for the abstractness of this response. You have posed a question of fundamental importance to which we will return often.

Finally, with regard to your suggestion that the early departure of Cephalus is a metaphor for the ancestral, having failed, making way for an exploration of other means, I think you are partly right, but you are leaving out what is essential in the discussion:  That is the discussion with Polemarchus that stands on both sides of the discussion with Cephalus.  Whether or not the ancestral, as represented by Cephalus, has failed, what is required for Socrates to have an authentic conversation with Polemarchus in which Polemarchus can be brought to acknowledge the injustice of his own action in detaining Socrates is that Polemarchus must come to OWN his opinions about justice.  As long as Polemarchus is simply acting as his father's surrogate, it is no more possible to have a powerful conversation with him than it is possible to debate the constitutionality of a statute with a police officer charged with enforcing it.  In other words, ownership of the principles of justice is required quite apart from whether or not the ancestral forms have failed.  To the extent that the ancestral forms are enforced without being owned by those who enforce them, they will be unjust, no matter how good they are as principles.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 75        Fri Aug 07, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 11:23 EDT   Ross,

Thanks so much for rejoining this discussion.  Your incisive comments and questions are a source of joy and a wonderful stimulus to thought.  So much so that I can't restrain myself from posting a brief response in prime time.  (More during the weekend.)

Your questions regarding why Cephalus wants Socrates to stay anticipate much of what I was intending to say.  Except for one thing: Your suggestion that Cephalus has set up the scene for the purpose of bringing his son under the wise influence of Socrates.  I had not considered this possibility before.  I think it is an extremely ingenious suggestion. At first glance I think the weight of evidence may be against it.  Still, it is very much worth thinking through, and I haven't done that yet.

As to your suggestion that "community" might be a good English translation of politeia, I appreciate the suggestion, and I acknowledge that the word community, especially for somebody looking to revitalize contemporary politics, has a lot more resonance than Republic or Constitution.  There is a risk, however, in yielding too quickly to this idea.  The notion of community, for most of us, lacks some of the characteristics of the city which are present in the word politeia.  It might also be relevant to note that, in Book 5 of the Republic, we find that the first two of the three "waves of paradox" are generated by the observation (first made in book 4) that among friends all things are in common.

That is to say, the notion of community is shown in the Republic to be problematic in at least two ways:  It gives insufficient guidance as to the boundaries separating members from non-members, and it gives insufficient understanding of what gives the distinction of the members of a community from one another (i.e. their individuality).  Forgive me for the abstractness of this response. You have posed a question of fundamental importance to which we will return often.

Finally, with regard to your suggestion that the early departure of Cephalus is a metaphor for the ancestral, having failed, making way for an exploration of other means, I think you are partly right, but you are leaving out what is essential in the discussion:  That is the discussion with Polemarchus that stands on both sides of the discussion with Cephalus.  Whether or not the ancestral, as represented by Cephalus, has failed, what is required for Socrates to have an authentic conversation with Polemarchus in which Polemarchus can be brought to acknowledge the injustice of his own action in detaining Socrates is that Polemarchus must come to OWN his opinions about justice.  As long as Polemarchus is simply acting as his father's surrogate, it is no more possible to have a powerful conversation with him than it is possible to debate the constitutionality of a statute with a police officer charged with enforcing it.  In other words, ownership of the principles of justice is required quite apart from whether or not the ancestral forms have failed.  To the extent that the ancestral forms are enforced without being owned by those who enforce them, they will be unjust, no matter how good they are as principles.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 76        Fri Aug 07, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 11:51 EDT   It just occurred to me that Plato's elder brothers are present, and, at least through the exit of Chephalus, they have not spoken to each other, nor even acknowledged each other's presence.

Also, if you think of the two groups as `sides', you have Socrates and Glaucon on one side, and Plemarchus and Adeimantus on the other.

Two possibilities come to mind here, both, admittedly, schooled by exposure to modern drama:

        ~ they are only themselves, and there is a conflict coming         in which they will be major players;

        ~ they represent 2 sides of 1 person, and a sorting out of         identity facets is coming, a decision on a way of being;

and maybe it doesn't mean anything.

Ross ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 77        Fri Aug 07, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 18:22 EDT   Lance,

Your 75 and my 76, a Prime Time cross-post;  boy, are we going to get it from our accountants! ;)

 I'll be away for most of the weekend, and look forward to seeing what you have to say(not a mixed metaphor in this medium) about Cephalus bringing Polemarchus to the wise tuteledge of Socrates.

 I also want to Mark the following for further rumination:

~ I intend to follow the thread of community very closely as it develops through the book.  The 2 problems you point to are right at the heart of what I am working on with Vic.  Looking at them from the opposite side:

        What would an inclusionary community look like?         What would an individuality GIVEN by community look like?

~ Thanks to Jo for her Mess # 23 of 6/28, on identity, individuality, and community in Ancient Greece.  I have had that marked for 2 days to look at deeply, and now have more light to shine on it from Plato's light.

I haven't skipped ahead, but it seems from your short post this morning that Plato will be dealing with these themes.  Perhaps I should read the whole dialogue so that I can have my slow reading informed by a fast reading.

~ Good point about ownership of princples vs. knowing the concepts; am looking...:}

-------------------------------------------------------------------

Very interesting to read 3 translations at the same time.  Aside from the fact that it has you read all passages at least 3 times, you get to see how listening filters work.  Case in point, 327b, ...the slave came up behind Socrates:

        "Polemarchus orders you to wait."         "...just wait."                    Bloom

        "..to ask us to wait for him."         "...Please wait."                  Cornford

        "Polemarchus desires you to wait."         "...if you will only wait"         Jowett

Bllom orders, Cornford requests, and Jowett desires and beseeches. It may be time to learn to read Greek...Then I'll have a fourth opinion.  ;)

Ross

------------------------------------------------------------------

PS to the nearest techno-genius:

How do I put a series of SEPARATE messages for the same topic into Aladdin and then download to GEnie at the same time.  If I go to Read-Reply or to J-Reply the program puts me back into the first reply.  Off-topic, so reply to e-mail: R.Turin.   THX               

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 78        Mon Aug 10, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 12:12 EDT   Nick and Ross:

I have been thinking about the suggestion that Cephalus intended  to use Socrates to educate and improve his son Polemarchus.  (Nick, I see now that you partly anticipated Ross in making that  suggestion.  Forgive me for not acknowledging that earlier.)  I  have been thinking about it for the last few days, and,  interesting as it is, I find that I can't quite make it work for  myself as part of Plato's intention.  Let me throw the question  back to you.  Two questions, actually:  If this interpretation is  correct,

(a) What difference does it make in your interpretation of the  text?

(b) How do you know it is correct? (i.e. what corroborating  evidence can you cite?)

These are the considerations that I generally employ to restrain  my own tendencies to speculative excess.  If I can't give a  substantive answer to either question, I may still justify  mentioning a speculative thought as a way of using the text as an  occasion for philosophically discussing some significant issue,  but in that case I make no claim to be articulating Plato's  authorial intent.

On the other hand, the idea that the "capture" of Socrates was  all along intended to provide a conversation companion for  Polemarchus is something I find entirely credible.  First of all,  there is the fact that at 328b Polemarchus says, "...there we'll  be together with many of the young men and we'll talk."  Then we  have the fact that Cephalus, at the end of his first speech  telling Socrates how old age has made him value the pleasures of  speech, concludes by saying to Socrates, "Now do as I say: be  with these young men..."

Bloom and some of the other commentators have suggested that  Socrates intentionally discomfits Cephalus in order to drive him  from the scene and take control of the little community assembled  there. "But in order to carry on a frank discussion about  justice, this reverence [for age and the ancestral] must be  overcome, and the philosopher must take the place of the father  at the center of the circle.  Socrates must induce Cephalus to  leave the scene, because Cephalus is beyond reason, and it would  be impious to dispute him."  So says Bloom on page 312.

But, as Nick has pointed out, Cephalus doesn't seem to require  any inducement to turn the conversation over to the young men.  On the contrary, notwithstanding his claim that he enjoys the  pleasures of speech, he immediately directs Socrates, his  captive, to converse with the young men, and it is only because  Socrates defies this command that the conversation between  Socrates and Cephalus takes place at all.

Here is a possible solution to this perplexity:  Perhaps we are  dealing here with a centralized patriarchy in which all property  belongs to the patriarch and all actions by anyone other than the  patriarch are understood as being performed for the benefit and  at the behest of the patriarch.  In fact there is evidence that  many traditional societies in ancient times were organized along  such lines.  Now this form of social organization is not as  asymmetrical as it looks, because there is a correlative  assumption about the patriarch, namely that he understands the  needs of his subjects and is completely devoted to providing for  them.  So in donating to the patriarch everything that they  acquire, the loyal subjects in such a society have confidence  that they will show themselves worthy and will receive back, by  the grace of the patriarch, whatever they need or worthily  desire.

Incidentally, while this may seem out of date as a form of human  social organization (except for places like Irag under the regime  of Saddam Hussein, where in fact it still prevails), it is worth  noting that the idea of complete submission to the will of God  and dependence on divine providence is the accepted rule for  probably the majority of the world's religious communities, so we  are not talking about something that has lost its contemporary  relevance.

But I digress.  To get back to the point, how does the assumption  that we are dealing with this sort of social organization help us  to understand why Cephalus leaves so soon and why Socrates seems  to intentionally discomfit him, even though Cephalus seems to  have no great interest in the conversation to begin with?

Here is how I would answer:  If we assume that Polemarchus is  operating under the rules of the sort of centralized patriarchy  that I have outlined, it doesn't matter whether the underlying  purpose is (a) that Polemarchus wants to talk with Socrates, (b)  that Polemarchus thinks Cephalus wants to talk with Socrates,  (c) that Cephalus wants Socrates to edify his son Polemarchus, or  (d) that Cephalus thinks Polemarchus wants to talk with Socrates  and Cephalus wants to gratify his son's desire.  It doesn't  matter which of these possibilities is true because, under the  assumption we have made, no matter which one is the case,  Polemarchus would always act as if he was carrying out his  father's will.

Socrates' problem is that he needs to get Polemarchus to listen  to him in order to have him recognize the injustice of his  original action and so agree to let him go, but as long as  Polemarchus acts as the instrument of his father's will there  cannot be any meaningful conversation with Polemarchus.  That is,  Socrates understands that Polemarchus cannot listen for himself  until he can speak for himself.  And Polemarchus cannot speak for  himself until he inherits his father's authority, because the  assumption of the centralized patriarchy of which he is a member  is that the patriarch speaks for himself and everybody else, and  everybody else speaks only for the patriarch and not for  himself.  ("Not my will, but thine, be done, O Lord."

That, I submit, is why Socrates must engage Cephalus in a  conversation that Cephalus is not interested in holding and then  threaten his authority in such a way that Polemarchus is moved to  come to his father's defense.  If Socrates had simply allowed  Cephalus to retire unmolested from the scene, he still would have  been unable to hold an authentic conversation with Polemarchus,  because Cephalus would have remained behind as completely  dominant in his son's speaking and listening.

In order for Socrates to have an authentic conversation, not so  much about justice, as a conversation FOR justice, it is  necessary for him to successfully challenge the authority of the  ancestral patriarchy.  The ancestral patriarchy is, of course,  pre-political.  How is it, then, that we encounter it in this  post-political situation.  We here encounter the pre-political  ancestral patriarchy in the family of a non-citizen living  comfortably within the walls of a well-established, but troubled,  polis.  The fact that we can encounter a non-citizen possessing  many of the rights and characteristics of a citizen within the  framework of a polis symbolizes, perhaps, some aspect of the  prevailing political difficulty.  As I indicated earlier in my  discussion of the Melian dialogue, we are dealing here with a  situation in which a breakdown of the political has occurred in  which the assumptions of the prepolitical condition have  reasserted themselves.  Anyone who requires evidence for the  contemporary relevance of this possibility need look no further  than the latest news dispatches from Bosnia.

But precisely because we see here how Socrates calls into  question the authority of the ancestral patriarchy represented by  Cephalus, it is important that we return now to the question with  which I concluded message 54, in which I asked what major  personage of the Republic is anticipated by the figure of  Cephalus.

I concluded message 54 by asserting that Socrates attempts to  undermine the authority of Cephalus by converting him from a  patriarch into a senior citizen.  Whereas he first appears as a  man of experience and wisdom concerning the whole of life,  Socrates addresses him only as a witness, a witness, that is, as  to the nature of the experience of extreme old age and  decripitude.

"In other words," I wrote, "what Socrates says in the presence of  a group of young and middle-aged men, including the sons of  Cephalus, implies that the wisdom of very old men is relevant and  valuable to us only if we happen to live long enough to have one  foot in the grave, as Cephalus does.  By implication, however,  that means that unless and until we reach a very advanced age the  wisdom of Cephalus has little or no bearing on our present  situation."

And I then suggested that what Socrates implies concerning  Cephalus anticipates something that is apparently true of another  major figure in the Republic.

The figure I was referring to is, of course, the  Philosopher-King!  I am suggesting, therefore, that when we come  to that part of the text (hopefully before the year 2000) we will  discover that the authority of the Philosopher-King is exposed to  an attack that is precisely analogous to that which undermines  the authority of Cephalus. To say this is to say something quite different from what we quoted Bloom as saying earlier.  Bloom speaks of Socrates displacing Cephalus so that the philosopher can take the place of the father at the center of the circle.  The resemblance of the philosopher king to the patriarch makes it seem that Bloom is onto something.  If the authority of the philosopher-king is exposed to the same sort of objection that Socrates implicitly raises to the authority of Cephalus, then it may be that something else is going on.  Stay tuned.

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 79        Thu Aug 13, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:40 EDT   I want to move on now to examine the characteristically  long-winded response that Cephalus makes to Socrates' question as  to whether or not extreme old age is a hard time of life.

Cephalus begins his response to Socrates by swearing an oath. "By  Zeus," he says, "I shall tell you just how it looks to me,  Socrates."

This is the first occurrence of an oath in the Republic.  It is  in order, therefore, to reflect now on what, in general, is meant  by this kind of expression.

In fact, the swearing of oaths is fairly common in Plato, as it  is in Shakespeare and, to some extent, in ordinary speech today.  Because these expressions are commonplace, and don't seem to add  anything to the meaning of what is said, it is easy to read over  them unconsciously, just as we discount occasional cursing and  swearing in casual conversation.  And yet we know that there are  situations in which the swearing of an oath is an extremely  serious matter.

Strictly speaking, an oath is a solemn affirmation in which the  speaker explicitly invites the god to punish him if he should  speak falsely. The main purpose of an oath, therefore, is to  support the credibility of an assertion or promise, particularly  in a situation where the veracity of the assertion, or the  reliability of the promise, might otherwise be questioned.

The most common occurrences of solemn oaths today are in the  cases of witnesses in legal proceedings, whose testimony is  prefaced by the administration of an oath to tell the truth, and  of government officials, whose installation is generally marked  by the swearing of an oath to uphold the law and faithfully  execute the duties of the office.

The fact that Cephalus swears an oath at this point may, to begin  with, be taken as evidence supporting our earlier assertion that  Socrates speaks to Cephalus in a way that converts him from an  authority into a witness; i.e. Cephalus responds to Socrates in a  manner that is consistent with the way in which Socrates  addresses him.

But I think we are not yet done with our analysis of the swearing  of oaths.  What is characteristic of the oath-taking situation is  that the swearer publicly declares himself to be at risk of some  penalty for failing to speak truly or to keep his promise.  The  oath taken by the witness subjects him to prosecution for perjury  in the event that he gives false testimony.  The oath taken by  the public officeholder subjects him to possible prosecution for  malfeasance or official misconduct.

With respect to the main subject matter of the Republic, perhaps  the first thing that we should make note of is that the act of  taking an oath presupposes, and invokes, a context of justice.

In addition, we should note that the swearing of an oath is a  form of speech that speaks to the "listening" of the hearer.  That is, the words of the oath are not asserting something. They  signify a request by the speaker to be listened to in a certain  way, together with an argument.  The oath-taker says, in effect,  "Please believe me more than you might otherwise be inclined to  do. becuase I am intentionally putting myself at the risk of some  harm in order to have you believe what I say.  If you were in my  place, surely you would not run such a risk if you did not intend  to speak the truth. Please believe that the same consideration  holds for me."

Obviously, for the oath to be effective in bolstering the  credibility of the testimony or the promise, the listeners must  believe that the risk is a real one, that failure to tell the  truth really will bring about the penalty.  And that is where  things begin to get complicated.

In the case of appeals to the possibility of prosecution for  perjury, (as opposed to appeals to the possibility of divine  intervention) there is at least a visible government apparatus in  place and some evidence that at least some people do get  prosecuted.  Even in that case, if we believe that the witness  has friends in high places, we may conclude that he is confident  of his ability to avoid prosecution, and in that case the oath he  takes does little or nothing to bolster our belief in the  veracity of his testimony.  And the same is obviously true for  our belief in the promises of officeholders -- if we doubt the  liklihood that they will be prosecuted for malfeasance in office,  their oath of office is reduced to an empty ceremony and does not  add to our confidence in them.

But what about the situation in which the person who listens to  the oath believes in the likelihood of the penalty, but the  person who swears the oath does not?  In that situation,  obviously, the person who swears the oath is able to take  advantage of the person before whom it is sworn.  Since this fact  is obvious to almost everybody with any experience of human  beings, it has led to a curious degradation, almost an inversion,  of the value of oaths, particularly when the oaths are not sworn  on solemn occasions, but in casual conversation.

This is what Socrates calls attention to a few pages later on,  when he quotes Homer to the effect that Autolycus, the maternal  grandfather of Odysseus, "surpassed all men in stealing and  swearing oaths." (334b) [Some other translators interpret  "swearing oaths" as "perjury", which is accurate so far as the  sense of the passage is concerned, but the Greek word is the word  for swearing an oath.]

That is, since we all know that people from time immemorial have  often tried to take advantage of others by swearing oaths  pretending to expose themselves to penalties that they don't  really believe will occur, many people have come to view oaths  with a certain suspicion.  Swearing, especially prolific swearing  of oaths, may actually be seen as a sign of an intention to  deceive.  If that is so for the listener, not only does the oath  not bolster the credibility of the testimony or the promise, but  the fact that the person chooses to swear the oath may prompt the  suspicion that the swearer knows that what he is about to say is  dubious, that it may even be false, and the swearer may even be  using the oath as a means of inducing the listener to give  credence to a falsehood.

So we see that the swearing of an oath calls up a question of  truth or trust that occurs successively at at least four  different levels:  (1) The truth or reliability of what is said,  (2) the truthfulness or reliability of the oath-taker, (3) the  credibility of that to which the oath is taken, and (4) the state  of belief or reliance of the oath-taker in the credibility of  that to which the oath is taken.

But we have still to look at how these questions occur in the  case of oaths that invoke the divine.  In the the case of the  modern examples given above--the "swearing in" of witnesses and  officeholders--the oath-taker was seen as possibly risking  certain human sanctions, and the actuality of the risk we saw as  dependent on the honest and efficient administration of  government.  In these oath-taking situations, the reference made  to God and the practice of laying one's left hand on the Bible  are purely ceremonial, often omitted, and in no way required for  the oath to have legal validity.  Therefore, the questions  generated by the taking of oaths by witnesses and public  officials mainly involve one's judgement as to the nature,  efficiency and impartiality of a particular system of justice.  No questions about the existence or the nature of God are raised  by these instances of oath-taking, because, in the United States,  at any rate, the First Amendment officially disclaims any  pretense to taking the religious references seriously.

But Cephalus swears by a god, and he does so in a context where  religious observance is clearly much more than purely ceremonial,  and yet where the state of religious belief is also clearly  unsettled.  If piety were absolute and universal, if impiety were  unthinkable, if everybody worshipped the same gods and if  everybody shared the same understanding of the nature of the gods  and shared the same belief in the absolute wisdom, honesty and  impartiality of the gods, then swearing an oath invoking the god  thus worshipped by all would be, not a request for credence, but  actually the cause of credence.  Does that describe the world in  which Cephalus swears his oath?  Of course not.

In the world in which Cephalus speaks, therefore, his invocation  of the god raises with respect to religion all of the questions  that we posed above.  Let me now summarize the questions and  considerations provoked by the Cephalus' invocation of the god:

"By Zeus," Cephalus says, "I shall tell you just how it looks to  me, Socrates."

(1)  Since Cephalus swears by a god to bolster his credibility,  he must be about to say something that might be false, that is,  something empirical that we may not be in a position to verify  independently.  (This, of course, is also indicated by the rest  of the sentence.)

(2)  Since Cephalus promises only to report how something appears  to him, not how it is, there is presumably not much risk that he  would be mistaken in what he says.  Therefore, the invocation of  the god raises the question of whether or not Cephalus will tell  the truth or, on the other hand, intentionally mislead Socrates.

(3)  Does the god invoked exist?

(4)  If the god exists, is its nature such that the risk to the  swearer for non-performance is real?  I.e. is the god honest,  knowledgeable, impartial, and efficient?  Or does the god take  sides or accept bribes?

(5)  Apart from whether or not the god exists and has a reliable  nature, what does Cephalus believe?  Does Cephalus believe that  he will suffer the penalty if he utters an intentional  falsehood?  Or does he believe that he can buy his way out of  punishment?

....TO BE CONTINUED

Lance

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 80        Sat Aug 15, 1992 R.TURIN [ROSS]               at 12:23 EDT   Lance,

Re:     <<...tendencies to speculative excess.>>

Agreed.  Thx.

Ross ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 81        Fri Aug 21, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:00 EDT   In the preceding analysis of oaths in general and of the oath of  Cephalus in particular, we found that the swearing of an oath  opens up, for slow readers, a large set of considerations  pertaining to trust, veracity, and the role of the religious  context in facilitating human communication and, above all,  ratifying the presuppositions of justice.

Let me repeat here the questions with which I concluded the last  message, since it has been a while since most of you will have  read that message.

(1)  First, I suggested that, "Since Cephalus swears by a god to  bolster his credibility, he must be about to say something that  might be false, that is, something empirical that we may not be  in a position to verify independently."  And I indicated that  this dependency on subjective appearance is indicated by the rest  of the sentence, where Cephalus says, "I shall tell you just how  it looks to me."  I will suggest below that a close reading of  the speech by Cephalus will show that there is actually another  possibility, namely that Cephalus avoids giving any first-hand  testimony at all, and thereby cleverly sidesteps the possibility  of divine punishment.

(2)  Secondly, I suggested that the invocation of the god raises  the question, for the listener, of whether or not Cephalus will  tell the truth or, on the other hand, whether he might not  attempt to mislead Socrates.  I will suggest that Cephalus in  fact is trying to mislead, by subtly shifting the ground.

(3)  I asked, "Does the god invoked exist?"  Obviously, if the  god does not exist, the invocation has no force.  The purpose of  my asking this question was to open up some thinking about the  relationship between religious belief and the context of trust  between human beings.  To the extent that trust is dependent on a  shared context of belief, then the absence of that shared  context, which seems to be an inescapable fact of contemporary  society, means either that trust is impossible or that, if it is  possible, it must be grounded on something other than shared  belief.

(4)  But mere existence is insufficient, because reliance on the  invocation of the god also depends on one's judgement as to the  nature of the god.  Therefore I asked, "If the god exists, is its  nature such that the risk to the swearer for non-performance is  real?  I.e. is the god honest, knowledgeable, impartial, and  efficient?  Or does the god take sides or accept bribes?"  I  don't think that we need to answer this question in order to  interpret Cephalus' speech, but I included it here because of the  fact that later on in the Republic Socrates has much to say about  what the poets should be allowed to say about the gods, and some  of what he says there is anticipated by this question.

(5)  Finally, I asked, "Apart from whether or not the god exists  and has a reliable nature, what does Cephalus believe?  Does  Cephalus believe that he will suffer the penalty if he utters an  intentional falsehood?  Or does he believe that he can buy his  way out of punishment?"

Let me now turn to that last set of questions.  Is Cephalus an  example of simple, god-fearing piety?

If you take him the way Bloom presents him, as a symbol of the  ancestral, you might take him to be that.  And there is some  evidence for that conclusion.  After all, he appears crowned with  a wreath, having just performed some kind of religious  observance, and he retires not long after, presumably to return  to his devotional activity.

But what Cephalus says in his long speech after Socrates asks him  what was the greatest good which he enjoyed from possessing great  wealth might lead one to a different conclusion.  For he there  acknowledges that, up until he came near to the end of his life,  he might not have taken seriously the stories of punishment after  death for unjust deeds committed during life.  "The tales told  about what is in Hades -- that the one who has done unjust deeds  here must pay the penalty there -- at which he laughed up to  then, now make his soul twist and turn because he fears they  might be true."

So it appears that Cephalus is like a battlefield convert.  His  present piety is a function of present fear.  Which suggests that  he has lived most of his life differently.

Even so, one might say, however newly minted his piety, it is the  newly pious Cephalus that is now swearing an oath to Zeus, so  surely this oath can be trusted.  Perhaps so.  But there is  another possibility.  What we notice about Cephalus in the speech  just cited is that he is a cautious man.  He doesn't say that he  believes the stories about Hades, he just says that they might be  true, and indicates that his money gives him the ability to clean  up his balance sheet, just in case.

With that notion, not so much of Cephalus the pious, but of  Cephalus the cautious, we shall return to the speech that  Cephalus makes after swearing his oath to Zeus and see how  Cephalus cleverly attempts to clothe his speech with the prestige  of the god while carefully avoiding any risk of suffering the  god's punishment.

The first thing about this speech, therefore,  to which I want to  call attention is what is missing: Although Cephalus begins by  swearing of an oath to "tell you just how it looks to me," you  will not find a single sentence in this speech in which Cephalus  actually tells Socrates just how anything appears TO HIMSELF.  Here we see the caution of Cephalus in action:  Having sworn an  oath to the god, promising to tell the truth as it appears to him  on pain of divine punishment if he should not, Cephalus avoids  all risk by not speaking directly of his own experience at all.  Instead, he cites other people's speeches and opinions, and  indicates his approval of one of those opinions, without ever  speaking directly for himself.

We will see later that this characteristic, of avoiding direct  accountability, but relying instead on the citation of  authorities, is one that Cephalus has passed on to his son  Polemarchus.

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 82        Fri Aug 21, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 12:16 EDT   I will now attempt to parse the speech of Cephalus.

The speech consists of 16 propositions which fall into four  groups, as shown in the following paraphrase/quotation:

Group I:

1.  Some of us old guys often meet and talk.

2.  When they [note the third person pronoun] meet, most of the  others complain about their loss of the joys of sex, drinking and  eating.

3.  They complain that they have been deprived of something  important, and they opine that then they lived well, but now they  are scarcely alive.

4.  Some of them also bewail the abuse that old age receives from  relatives.

5.  Thus they complain of manifold evils and assert that old age  has caused them.

 Group II:

6.  In my opinion, these men to not correctly discern the cause  [of the discomforts which they experience in old age].

7.  If what they say were true, I, and everyone else who has  grown old, would have suffered the same things.

8.  But in fact I have encountered others for whom this is not  so.

9.  I was present once when Sophocles was asked if he could still  have sex with a woman.

10. He answered that the (implied) fact that he could not, far  from being a cause of regret (as it was for the other old men  about whom Cephalus reports) was for Sophocles a relief, an  escape, he says, from a sort of frenzied and savage master.

 Group III:

11. I thought then, and still think, that Sophocles spoke well.

12. For, in every way, old age brings great peace and freedom  from such things.

13. When the desires cease to strain and finally relax, then what  Sophocles says comes to pass in every way; it is possible to be  rid of very many mad masters.

 Group IV:

14. Of these things [i.e. suffering as a result of the decline of  bodily pleasure], and of those that concern relatives [i.e. abuse  of the elderly by their relatives], there is one certain cause:  not old age, Socrates, but the character [tropos--meaning  disposition, habits, way of life] of human beings.

15. If they are balanced and good-tempered, even old age is only  moderately troublesome.

16. If they are not, both age and youth alike turn out to be  difficult.

 Let me now attempt to summarize the argument:

In Group I, Cephalus gives a report of what other old men say  about their experience of old age:  They complain that old age is  unpleasant, due to (a) loss of the bodily pleasures and (b) the  loss of respect and honor from relatives, and they say that these  discomforts are caused by age itself.

In Group II, Cephalus disputes the opinion of the many, by citing  disconfirming instances.  He implies that his own experience is  different, but does not describe it. His specific counter-example  comes from Sophocles, who, according to Cephalus, reported that  he was joyful at being relieved of his sexual appetite.

In Group III, Cephalus aligns himself with Sophocles' opinion,  but actually enlarges and generalizes it.  In fact he suggests a  different possibility for the experience of old age (different  from that of the many old men cited in Group I): that it is a  period of serenity given by liberation from the torment of  hitherto unruly bodily desires. [The enlargement on Sophocles is  indicated, among other things, by the fact that Cephalus speaks  of "many mad masters" while Sophocles had referred only to one.]  Cephalus implies, but does not actually assert, that this is his  own experience.  In this section, therefore, we see Cephalus  coming close to giving his answer to Socrates' question: "Is old  age a hard time of life or not?"  Essentially, his answer is, For  some people it is, but for people like Sophocles and me it's not.

In Group IV, Cephalus actually goes beyond what Socrates  explicitly asked, and offers an explanation:  He says that what  determines whether or not old age is a hard time of life is not  age itself but a person's character or disposition.

Now, before further analyzing the argument, we should notice what  the function of this last point is in terms of the dramatic  situation.  We observed that Socrates, in his preceding speech,  seemed to be attempting to undermine the authority of Cephalus by  addressing him, not as a patriarch possessing the wisdom of his  years, but simply as a witness to the condition of extreme old  age.  Here we observe Cephalus making a masterful riposte.

Not only does he avoid the hazards of direct testimony while  cloaking his hearsay and his opinions in a shroud of piety; but  in addition he uses his response to Socrates' somewhat insulting  and possibly intimidating question as an occasion to present  himself as a man of moderate character whose authority is not  based on his age, but is based precisely on his character, not  weakened, but seasoned, by his age.  In this way, Cephalus  strives to regain the authority which Socrates seemed intent on  taking away from him.   He presents himself really in a very  conventional light:  I am a man of good character and moderation,  he says, who happens to be very old.  Being very old, I have the  advantage of having a lot of relevant experience.  Being of good  character, I can use my experience to give useful guidance to  others.  In particular, the serenity which I have achieved as a  result of the weakening of my bodily appetites makes me  understand the serenity which younger persons could possess from *restraining* their bodily appetites.

Lance

P.S.  I notice that I am not getting much feedback to the last few messages.  Does this mean that everybody is asleep, away on vacation or that my system is disconnected from the world?  I think we need to invent the electronic equivalent of a nod of the head.  I realize that I have been waxing didactic lately.  This is ok for me because I am trying to cover some ground and at the same time do justice to a very complex and subtle argument, but if it does not serve you, please let me know. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 83        Fri Aug 21, 1992 N.BRADFORD [Nick]            at 23:21 EDT   Lance, I am here, just been so tied up I haven't really had much time to even read much less reply.  I should get time to work on some stuff this weekend. Later.*H ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 84        Sun Aug 23, 1992 N.BRADFORD [Nick]            at 21:12 EDT   Lance; I am way behind on the messages.  I am referring now to message 78, in which you ask Ross and me to try to justify our suggestions that Cephalus intended to use Socrates to educate and improve his son.

I am making some pretty wild assumptions here, but rather than taking the time to research, I am throwing out these remarks for comment in a conversational manner.

a. What difference does it make in your interpretation of the text?

As has been discussed here, and in Bloom's introduction, it is a common belief that Plato's dialogues are a sugar coated version of his teachings; that is, it is thought by some that Plato had a teaching like that of Aristotle, but he felt that teaching to be too difficult for the general public, so he attempted to encapsulate it into a series of interesting little stories called dialogues, and that we, having lost the "real" teachings, the "hard stuff" must now try to distill the  philosophy from the stories, and therefore we are free to discard the form of the dialogue as we see fit.

Bloom, on the other hand, insists that the dialogue form is essential to Plato's purpose, that they "do not present a doctrine; they prepare the way for philosophizing.  They are intended to  perform the function of a living teacher who makes his students think."

If this is indeed the case, we might think that Plato would leave us some subtle hints along the road, and that some of the things he wants us to think about might have absolutely nothing to do with the main theme of the dialogue, and in fact, the apparent main theme (in this case, justice, or the perfect society) might be secondary to the act of learning the philosophical enterprise itself.

Now we have observed that Socrates, quite against his will, has forcibally been brought before Cephalus by Polemarchus, who himself does not appear to be operating under his own free will, but is strictly obeying the orders of his father.

Also, we have, in my opinion, an emphasis from the beginning of the dialogue on things new and innovative. (ie, a new festival, a torch race on horseback, which is "novel".)  Bloom indicates (p. 311) that "Socrates has a taste for newness which is antithetical to the best political orders".  Jo has also brought out the idea that the Greeks generally had no taste for innovation.

Then we see that Cephalus himself is a foreigner, that he lives in a place, the Piraeus, where other foreigners reside and which, being the port of Athens, probably reeks with strange and innovative ideas imported from across the sea.  When Cephalus says to Socrates "you don't come down to see us in the Piraeus very often", I feel that he is not just referring to his household, but to all the people of the Piraeus and to the place itself.  In other words, Cephalus has the impression that the Piraeus is looked on as a kind of ghetto by the Greeks and is perhaps a place which might be avoided by them.  Therefore, perhaps Cephalus felt that the only way he might get the great teacher to come to his son was by kidnapping him.  We see a concern for his sons in several places in the introductory pages of the dialogue.

Now, what difference does it all make.  Perhaps the student, through the dialogue needs to be taught;

1. That anyone can learn to philosophize, even a stubborn daddys boy semibarbarian from the wrong side of the tracks.

2. That one can truly learn from anyone, even from barbarians, innovators, and democrats.

I'm not sure I am expressing everything I want to say here, perhaps I can expand on it later.

Right now though, I am backing off the subject a bit for some other questions/observations.  You must understand that I think of myself not as a student of philosophy, but at this time, as a mere pupil.

Can we consider the possibility that it is not the subject matter or the conclusions drawn in any particular exchange, but that it is the exchange itself that is important?  Didn't Plato believe that the dialectical method was a way to wisdom, or at least to knowledge?  Does this dialectical method consist of the exchanges that can be made in conversation, ie ask a question, get an answer, consider that answer, generate an opinion, which therefore generates other questions, which can be answered and so on?  Therefore, perhaps we can take great strides toward the road to wisdom simply by refining our "ordinary" conversations with ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 85        Mon Aug 24, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 02:09 EDT   Dear Nick,

Thank you for your message.  As it came to me, you conclude by saying, "Therefore, perhaps we can take great strides toward the road to wisdom simply by refining our "ordinary" conversations with"

I have been laboring to imagine what profundity you might have been hinting at by ending your sentence in a way that made it look incomplete.  I am reminded of Plato's dialogue "The Critias," which concludes as follows,"Zeus, the god of gods, who governs his kingdom by law, having the eye by which such things are seen, beheld their goodly house in its grievous plight and was minded to lay a judgement on them, that the discipoline might bring them back to the tune.  So he gathered all the gods in his most honorable residence, even that that stands at the world's center and overlooks all that has part in becoming, and when he had gathered them , he said..."

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 86        Sun Aug 30, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 15:15 EDT   Dear Nick,

I fear my last response to your message of Aug. 23 was incomplete  and a bit too flippant.  Here are some more thoughts:

You spend much of your message giving what you designate as an  answer to my question, "What difference does it make in your  interpretation of the text?"  The problem I have with what you  write is that I would have to ask that question all over again  with respect to these new suggestions.  In other words, you seem  to have ignored the last word in my question.

What I was trying to do with my earlier message (in which I posed  that question) was to suggest that the process of interpreting a  text is a little like the process of a scientific researcher of  some natural phenomenon.  You start out with some observation  that generates a question, something that seems surprising or  perplexing at first sight.  Then you generate a hypothesis of the  form, "If this were true, then what seemed surprising would be a  matter of course."  But then you go on, using this hypothesis, to  generate predictions, to see if other relevant details in the  subject under study are also accurately predicted or explained by  the proposed hypothesis.

It is this part of the process that your latest message seems to  have omitted.  You have offered some additional speculations, but  they are not couched in terms that come back to the text.  My  teacher Seth Benardete used to cite an aphorism that he  attributed to the German classicist Willemowitz von Mollendorf:  as a rule for determining the validity of textual variants, he  said, "Einmal nimmer, zweimal immer."  "Once never, twice  always."  I am not sure that applies precisely in this case (I  mention it partly because I think it is a cute phrase), but it at  least gives a hint of what I mean.  There has to be some way of  controlling speculation.

Those of us who have undertaken to advance unorthodox  interpretations have to be particularly sensitive about this.  We  don't want to be defenseless in the face of the charge that we  are simply spinning webs of fancy out of and away from any  connection to Plato's text. The discipline on speculative  interpretation is the requirement that we show that our  apparently wild speculation illuminates some other part of the  text that would remain obscure or perplexing without our  speculation.

Without claiming to deal directly with your latest speculations,  therefore, let me say that they don't seem to me to illuminate  the text, and for me to pursue them in more detail right now  would divert me from the already rather complex argument that I  have been spinning out myself.

With regard to the latter part of your message, as I tried to  indicate in my earlier, excessively flippant, reply, I think I am  missing part of the message, so I request that you either re-post  it or send it to me by E-Mail.  From what I have, I gather you  are asking if it is not correct to say that, for Plato, the  dialectical exchange is the main thing, rather than the specific  message or doctrine.

Again, I think this is a tricky subject.  I am reminded of a  conversation I had many years ago, when I was an undergraduate.  I was talking with another student about the difference between a  lecture course and a seminar.  The student with whom I was  talking said that in lectures the students had to listen to and  take note of everything the lecturer said, while in a seminar  everybody got to express their own opinions.  In other words, for  him there was no difference between a seminar and a "bull  session".

A Platonic dialogue is not a lecture, but it's not a bull session  either.  Obviously it's a lot easier to say what it's not than to  say what it is.  Let us consider the possibility that one of the  main underlying questions with which we are dealing as we read a  Platonic dialogue is the question, What is a Platonic dialogue?  And we will arrive at an answer to that question, if at all, only  at the end of our reading.

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 87        Sun Sep 06, 1992 N.BRADFORD [Nick]            at 20:02 EDT   Lance, I saw nothing flip about your previous message, so don't worry about that. I will try to find the file and reupload it. Like you, my life gets busy sometimes, and lately it  has been very busy, thus the inability even to log on here and read, much less get anything done with the subject at hand. Hoping things will loosen up enough to get back into the discussion soon.  Thanks.*S ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 88        Sat Oct 03, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 21:45 EDT    ....<sigh>  and I told Lance that this topic wasn't closed.

 However, due to lack of activity, this topic will be closed and   purged on October 17th unless substantial discussion resumes.  Please download any posts you wish to save.

  Teressa  Cat. 37 Leader ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 89        Sat Oct 03, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 22:39 EDT   There doesn't seem to have been any activity here for about a month. I suspect Lance has been busy with other things.  If I remember correctly, he was discussing the fact that Cephalus invokes the gods in his response and how we might understand that.  For my part, I would not have emphasized the punitive aspect quite as much as he does.  I suspect such an invocation was somewhat more casual than that suggests.  But I was interested in Lance's remark that we need to consider whether the speaker or hearer believes in the diety cited. Well, Cephalus was from Sicily, Syracuse to be exact.  I simply don't know if someone growing up there would likely believe in the Olympic Pantheon.  If there is enough interest in this question I could check further or, better yet, ask Jo Zimmerman.  Does Socrates believe in Zeus?  That is even more problematic.  That he did not was one of the charges leveled against him to which he responds in The Apology.  On  the surface, however, it would appear that he did not.  In any case, I would be willing to believe that Cephalus thinks he does not.  Why, then, would he invoke Zeus in his reply to Socrates? ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 90        Sun Oct 04, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 12:06 EDT   Teressa,

Thank you for that sigh of regret.  Or is it the sigh of recognizing one's being in the grip of forces larger than one's own.  No matter. I choose to interpret this as a welcome spur to resume activity.

Jon, thank you so much for coming to the rescue.  I know that I owe you a phone call, at least.  You are right that I have been busy with other things, and I am about to be even busier.  I am about to start a job--it will be the first time I have worked for anybody but myself in nearly a decade--and I will be working 12 hours a day, 6 days a week.  I wouldn't do it for the money, but I have been offered a position with Landmark Education Corporation, the company that presents The Forum, which I have spoken about some on this RT, and I am so committed to supporting this form of education, which is in some ways very similar to the technique of slow reading, that it was an opportunity I couldn't resist.  In any event, I mean to continue, and I welcome your support.

Turning to your comment, Jon, I didn't know that Cephalus was from Syracuse.  What is your source for that?

You mention that in the last installment I was discussing the fact that Cephalus invokes the gods in his response to Socrates. (Actually, I think he only invokes one god.)  It has been so long that I am not sure what I was saying in the last installment. Before I resume in earnest I want to retrieve the last few messages and summarize them, but to do that I will have to exit from Aladdin, so let me continue with a few extemporaneous thoughts now and try to catch myself and everybody else up later.

First of all, the passage we stopped on was the one in which Cephalus responds to Socrates' question about what it is like to have one foot in the grave by saying that, although some people his age complain bitterly of the decline of their powers and the indignities of old age, he, along with Sophocles, experiences old age as a time of serene release from the maddening urges of appetite, and he attributes this serenity to the moderate disposition which, by implication, he claims to have had, not just in old age, but throughout his life.

Before getting back to the analysis of the text, it might help focus us again if I mentioned some of the considerations that I recall being in my mind during the last stretch of commentary.  I may have mentioned some of them, but I am not sure how explicit I was.

The first is the issue of the philosopher-king.  The notion of the philosopher- king is introduced at the exact center of the Republic, toward the end of Book Five.  It is clearly important, also clearly somewhat paradoxical (in fact, it is the last of what Socrates calls the three "waves of paradox" which threaten to overwhelm the central argument of the Republic).  In discussing this speech by Cephalus, I was struck by the fact that Cephalus, in certain respects, anticipates the idea of the philosopher-king.  I felt it was important to be clear what a formidable rival Cephalus is to Socrates.

The second consideration, and I am quite sure I did not mention this, has to do with the nature of dissembling in Platonic writing, as it is exemplified in this passage.  One of the things I learned from my study of Leo Strauss-- especially from his famous essay "Persecution and the Art of Writing"--is that when writers like Plato begin to put the reader to sleep or write in a way that seems vague but not too important, that is often precisely where the most important material is being presented.

Now, consider the Republic in this connection.  The attack on democracy and tyranny is in no way concealed.  To conclude from reading the Republic that Plato, or at least Socrates, was no friend of Athenian democracy requires no feat of subtle interpretation. The point is right there in the text.

On the other hand, the discussion between Socrates and Cephalus is rather elusive.  It doesn't exactly put the reader to sleep.  It comes too early in the book for that, and besides it contains a wealth of dramatic detail.  And yet commentators tend to treat it in a very cursory fashion.  Or they observe that there is something tangled and confused about Cephalus' arguments.  The commentators recognize that Cephalus is in some sense a representative of conventional opinion, but they do not make much of this.

If we take the lesson of Strauss seriously, we should take as a call to alertness the fact that Cephalus' speeches make our attention wander.  If Strauss is right, this is where Plato may be making the point that he wants his most astute readers to grasp.  What could that point possibly be?  It's hard to say, but maybe it's best to be a little simple-minded here and say the obvious:  We just said that Cephalus appears to be an embodiment of conventional wisdom.   Now, we don't really know what that means, but let's suppose that that is the real target of Plato's critique.

It makes sense, I think, that what a philosopher would wish to critique is what almost everybody believes unthinkingly.  And it also makes sense that a philosopher who had any intention of being listened to by more than the smallest circle of readers would be cautious and oblique in making that critique.  That, at any rate, is one of the possibilities that I was thinking about.

In addition to recognizing that Cephalus is a representative of the conventional wisdom, I think we should probably stop ridiculing him (I have been guilty of this at times) and recognize his considerable rhetorical power. In some respects I would say he is the most accomplished sophist to appear in the Republic.  In fact, we may well conclude that this rhetorical mastery is what Socrates admires about Cephalus, recognizing in him a worthy rival.

The third consideration I had in mind relates to the absence of eros in the Republic.  A number of commentators, including Bloom and other students of Leo Strauss, have made considerable fuss about the absence of eros in the Republic.  Now, to someone not schooled in the thinking of Leo Strauss, the absence of eros from a book of philosophy or politics might not seem particularly remarkable, since it is not something we were expecting to find there in the first place.  Therefore, we should say that, on the subject of eros what is remarkable in the Republic is not its absence as such, but the presence of that absence.

In that connection it is notable that it is in this passage with Cephalus that the absence of eros is made present in the argument. The absence of eros is, of course, a famous "Platonic" theme.  The absence of eros is what makes a friendship a "Platonic friendship." So it is very striking to note that the linkage of virtue or good character with the absence or restraint of eros comes not from Socrates, that supposed mouthpiece of Plato, but from Cephalus, the embodiment of conventional wisdom.

It's enough to make a person think.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 91        Sat Oct 10, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 21:29 EDT   Yesterday's New York Times brought me word of the death of Allan Bloom.  I would like to post a few words here in his memory.

In the preface to his translation of the Republic Bloom wrote, "My goal -- unattained -- was the accuracy of William of Moerbeke's Latin translations of Aristotle.  These versions are so faithful to Aristotle's text that they are authorities for the correction of the Greek manuscripts, and they enabled Thomas Aquinas to become a supreme interpreter of Aristotle without knowing Greek."

I cannot judge whether or not the accuracy of Bloom's translation rivalled that of William of Moerbeke.  I can vouch that he attained many times over his second stated intention: "Such a translation," he continued, "is intended to be useful to the serious student, the one who wishes and is able to arrive at his own understanding of the work."

I think that Allan Bloom was the single best teacher I have ever known.  And it is that quality of being a teacher that I want to honor and to celebrate.  The memory that I have of him is not of his opinions or his wisdom.  The memory I have of Allan Bloom is of his transparency.  As in his translations, so also in the classroom, Bloom had the remarkable ability to get out of the way, to not stand in between the student and the subject of study.

Allan Bloom altered my life by teaching me how to read, by awakening me to the existence of beauties and possibilities in Plato and other philosophers that I had not imagined were there.  I know that he did the same for hundreds, perhaps thousands of others.

Allan Bloom intended that his life be useful to the serious student. He assisted, he continues to assist, serious students everywhere to arrive at their own understanding of some of the greatest works of philosophy.  His goal was attained. ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 92        Sun Oct 11, 1992 S.HARRIGAN1 [SCOTT E.]       at 21:37 EDT   Hey Lance!

     A very fitting tribute to a great and wise man!

     BUT, you were a STUDENT of Allan Bloom?  If so, then were you just pulling my leg with your question about the Platonic Forms?

                                     Wising---SEH ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 93        Sun Oct 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 17:35 EST   I know that the time has come--is indeed long past--for moving on  from this speech of Cephalus, but I confess that I am feeling  that my analysis is still significantly incomplete.  The figure  of Cephalus, I have said, is formidable and a formidable  perplexity.  Cephalus is a man of good character, yet he seems  entirely thoughtless.  He tells Socrates that as the pleasures  connected with the body wither away in him, so the pleasures  connected with speeches increase.  This implies that, for  Cephalus, moderation of one's excessive appetites has nothing to  do with speeches (or with philosophy).  Philosophising, for  Cephalus, is apparently just chatter, just a way of passing the  time.  In other words, if Cephalus has been a man of moderation  in his earlier life (and we don't actually know that this was so)  his moderation was not due to his having concluded, based on  philosophy, that the higher things were more important than the  things of the body.

What, then, could be the source of his moderation?  The answer, I  think, is that Cephalus is ruled by the habit of prudence,  combined with a strong desire for the good opinion of others.  Even though he is not a citizen of Athens, he seems to have a  strong desire to be taken as a member of the aristocracy.

The figure of Cephalus, and the place he occupies in the  dialogue, supplies one of the unifying links between the opening  and the ending of the dialogue.  At the end of the Republic  Socrates tells a strange story about a soldier named Er, who died  in battle, went to the realm of the dead, and then somehow was  able to come back and report about it.

One of the things that Er reported was that the dead, after  passing through some sort of purgatory, were permitted to choose  new lives, the order of choosing being determined by a drawing of  lots.  Er went on the report that, in the group of dead souls  that he observed, "...the man who had drawn the first lot came  forward and immediately chose the greatest tyranny, and, due to  folly and gluttony, chose withough having considered everything  adequately; and it escaped his notice that eating his own  children and other evils were fated to be a part of that life.  When he considered it at his leisure, he beat his breast and  lamented the choice...for he didn't blame himself for the evils,  but chance, demons, and anything rather than himself.  He was one  of those who had come from heaven, having lived in an orderly  regime in his former life, participating in virtue by habit,  without philosophy."

Perhaps this is intended to tell us what kind of problem resides  in the sort of thoughtless virtue that Cephalus represents.

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 94        Sun Oct 25, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 17:40 EST   At the end of this long speech by Cephalus, Socrates says, "Then  I was full of wonder at what he said and, wanting him to say  still more, I stirred him up, saying: "Cephalus, when you say  these things, I suppose that the many do not accept them from  you, but believe rather that it is not due to character that you  bear old age so easily but due to possessing great substance.  They say that for the rich there are many consolations."

[The word that Bloom translates as "substance" is "ousia".  This  is the same word that is usually translated as "substance" or as  "being" in Aristotle's Metaphysics.]

Why does Socrates say that he was full of wonder (the Greek word  can also mean admiration)?  The first thing, I think, is that  Socrates is here expressing his appreciation for what a skillful  response Cephalus has made to Socrates' somewhat insulting  question.  If Socrates was intent on depriving Cephalus of his  patriarchal authority, Cephalus has made a fairly effective  defense of that authority.

Socrates might also mean that he was in a state of philosophical  wonderment generated by some inconsistency in this speech of  Cephalus.  To get at this, we should ask, what is there in  Cephalus' speech that would have the many suggest that Cephalus'  serenity in old age was due more to his wealth than to his  character?

In reporting what his age-mates say are the evils attending old  age, Cephalus mentions two particular complaints: the loss of  bodily pleasures and "the abuse that old age receives from  relatives."  But the first of these two receives almost all of  the attention, because it is illustrated by the dramatically  compelling reference to Sophocles.  That is, it is easy enough to  grasp the point of the Sophocles example--that age brings a  relief from the irrational sexual appetites that often distract  younger men and sometimes lead them to neglect virtue. And it is  not hard to see why someone would regard old age as a time of  relative serenity in this respect, at least.

Now, it is easy to see that a balanced and temperate character  would make it easier to bear the loss of bodily pleasures, and,  at the same time, it is hard to see how wealth could help much in  this regard.

But what about the other issue, the abuse that old age suffers  from relatives?  Cephalus offers no example or explanation of how  a balanced and good-tempered character mitigates this source of  suffering, but he doesn't drop the issue either. On the contrary,  he mentions it again explicitly: "Of those things [meaning the  regret at the loss of bodily pleasures] and of those that concern  relatives, there is one certain cause: not old age, Socrates, but  the character of human beings."

It is also not at all clear what sorts of indignities or  sufferings Cephalus is referring to....not, at least, until we  recall the very first speech that Cephalus addresses to Socrates:  "...if I still had the strength to make the trip to town easily,  there would be no need for you to come here; rather we would come  to you.  As it is, however, you must come here more frequently."  And Cephalus concludes with the phrase that we have quoted  before, "...come here regularly to us as to friends and your very  own kin."

[The word that Cephalus uses for "your very own kin" is the same  as the word he later uses that Bloom translates as relatives: the  word is "oikeious", and it literally means those of one's  household, or those with whom one dwells.]

Clearly, what happens with old age is that the earlier  relationship of dependency is reversed.  When a man is in his  prime, his children are dependent on him.  The parent takes care  both of himself and of his children.  The children attend upon  the parent because they truly need the care of the parent. By the  time the parent is very old, the child is no longer dependent on  the parent's care.  The child no longer attends upon the parent  out of need, and in fact it is now the parent who requires care  and desires the child's attendance.

So this, I suggest, is the indignity suffered by old age to which  Cephalus refers: that the relatives don't visit, or don't attend  to, their aged kin as they should.  Cephalus apparently doesn't  think he has this problem as much as other senior citizens do.  And perhaps he thinks it is due to the respect he commands from  his sons, owing to his fine character.  And Socrates suggests,  it's not your character that your sons respect, so much as your  money.  For the most part, one's ownership of property is not  attenuated by age.  As the powers of one's body wither, the power  of one's money is unaffected.  And, to the extent that they are  still members of one's household, one's adult children may remain  just as dependent on one's decisions with respect to money as  they were in their infancy.  So Socrates may be suggesting here  that the reason Polemarchus is willing to act as the instrument  of his father's will may be that he is counting on inheriting  what his father owns.

This is not as clearly expressed as I would like it to be, but  what I would like to suggest here is a parallel, a sort of  proportion:  Cephalus has said that speeches are a sort of  substitute or compensation for bodily pleasures.  Now, if I am  correct in identifying the nature of the indignities that old age  suffers from relatives, we can read Socrates' line about the rich  having many consolations as meaning that money is a sort of  compensation for the emancipation of one's children.  This gives  us:

 loss of bodily pleasures:: speeches

 independence and neglect by relatives:: money

Somewhere here there is a relationship between money, speeches  and character that we will want to study further.

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 95        Sat Oct 31, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 08:45 EST   Stay tuned to this station folks!   New material coming tomorrow.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 96        Sun Nov 01, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:35 EST   In the last post, I was discussing Socrates' comment to Cephalus  that "the many" might not accept from Cephalus that his serenity  in old age is due to his character, but would say instead that he  owed this to his wealth.  I suggested that this raises the issue  as the the relationship between money and character.  And indeed  this question arises in the very next passage.

In this passage, as in the preceding one, the response of  Cephalus to a provocative question from Socrates is again  extraordinarily clever.  And again Cephalus makes use of an  extraordinarily clever comment by somebody else--this time  Themistocles.  Themistocles was the Athenian archon--the chief  administrator of government--for the latter part of the period  between 490 BC and 480 BC.  He was a master strategist and the  person principally responsible for developing the Athenian naval  power that proved decisive in defeating the Persian invasion in  480.  In spite of his obvious ability, he apparently had many  detractors--especially among the aristocrats, since he favored  the democratic faction--and was considered to be a slick  politician.  And in fact Themistocles (like Hermocrates) was  ostracized not long after his greatest success, and died in  exile.

In any event, Cephalus here repeats what was obviously, by his  time (more than three generations later)  a legendary retort:  A  man from Seriphos (an unimportant place in comparison to Athens)  abused Themistocles, saying that his reputation was due to the  greatness of Athens, not to himself.  Themistocles responded by  saying, Yes, it is true that I would have been a nobody if I had  been a Seriphian; but, if you had been an Athenian, you too would  have been a nobody.

Cephalus is so intent on making his own point that the story  loses some of its punch, although it must have been sensational  when Themistocles first said it.  It reminds me of my favorite  Winston Churchill story.  It seems that a member of the Labour  Party defected and became a member of Churchill's Conservative  party, and a newspaper reporter asked for Churchill's reaction.  He said, "Well, of course it's a good thing, I suppose, but I  can't help noticing that it lowers the average intellectual level  of both parties."

Anyway, Cephalus goes on to explain the point of his story:  "The  same argument also holds for those who are not wealthy and bear  old age with difficulty: the decent man would not bear old age  with poverty very easily, nor would the one who is not a decent  sort ever be good-tempered even if he were wealthy."

Now, I want to do at least four things with this passage:  First  I want to analyse the argument in Cephalus' terms.  Secondly, I  want to look at what the argument implies if it is applied to  Socrates.  Third, I want to look carefully at the structure of  the analogy with Themistocles. [This will require us to look at  the next question that Socrates poses.]  Fourth, I want to  identify some of the issues of political philosophy that are  brought to the surface by this passage.

1.  The argument on Cephalus' terms:

What Cephalus says is, in a way, very sensible.  In fact it is  pretty much a platitude:  "Money can't buy happiness," or words  to that effect.  A man of good character who is poor might suffer  from the lack of the comforts that money can buy.  But a man of  bad character who, in being poor, thinks that money would bring  him happiness, is mistaken, since his poor character would have  the result that he would be unhappy even if were wealthy.  So the  many, whom Socrates has cited, are shown by Cephalus to be too  cynical by half.

2.  Application to Socrates:

At first this may seem to be simply a benign acknowledgement of  the contributory role of money in making possible the serenity of  old age.  But if we remember the subtle power struggle going on  between Socrates and Cephalus, this may move us to ask, How does  Socrates fit in here?  What does Cephalus' argument imply with  regard to Socrates' future prospects?  Remember that Socrates had  started this conversation by saying that he liked talking with  the very old because they can supply him with expert information  on what it is like to be advanced in years and on the threshhold  of death.  It is likely that most, or all, of those present would  regard Socrates as a man of good character; but most of them are  probably also aware of the fact that Socrates has almost no  money.  So in responding to Socrates' intentionally provocative  comment (that "the many" would not accept from him the claim that  his serenity in old age is due to his character, but would  attribute in instead to his wealth), Cephalus takes the occasion  to give Socrates another, and more  pointed, response to his  earlier question as to what it is like to be very old.  In effect  Cephalus says, Since you were indelicate enough to ask, let me  tell you that my serenity in old age is in fact partly made  possible by the fact that I am rich, and that's very bad news for  you, Socrates, since I know that you are not.  Therefore, despite  your sterling character, you have nothing but wretchedness to  look forward to in your later years.

I'll cover points 3 and 4 in the next message.

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 97        Tue Nov 03, 1992 R.FALL1 [Ron]                at 03:44 EST           As I have just discovered this topic hope it does'nt  close. Will dig out my decades old copy of The Republic or pick  up a new one. Then I can jump into the fray!         This is a rewarding format to discuss Philosophy as following  a text prevents the abrupt jumping around seen in topics elsewhere.         I have some knowledge of Greek, a language I have always  loved for it's clarity and expressivness of thought.

        Ron

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 98        Mon Nov 09, 1992 K.PALMER2                    at 03:07 EST    Lance, et al----

 Well I have not been paying a great deal of attention  to this topic, The nice thing about slow reading is that you  can leave it and come back much later and find it pretty much  where you left it. In the mean time I have gone off on a   completely new tact. I have been exploring Aristophanes. I found  out that the ideas that Plato presents in the Republic are first  mentioned in his plays. This got me interested in his comedies and  I have been doing some back ground reading on his plays. Once  you juxtapose the Republic, the Laws, and Aristophanes you get a lot  of interesting spinoff ideas which I am working through. One thing  is clear that Aristophanes' works embody the fundamental social  schizophrenia that Deleuze talks about. Thus if you treat Aristophanes  as a case study of the relation between the desiring machines and the  socius there are many thought provoking points that emerge. Beyond that  Aristophanes appears in Plato's dialogues and Socrates appears in   the play CLOUDS. Leo Strauss appears to have written a book on this  interconnection which I am about half way through. It is interesting  to see him apply his method to something other than Plato. I am   surprised that more has not been made of these undercurrents in  philosophy. Aristophanes claims to be leading his audiance towards   wisdom. It is interesting to compare his version of wisdom steeped as  it is in the SHIVA/DIONYSUS tradition with the APOLLIAN wisdom that  Plato's Socrates exudes. In the Laws there are several chorses and  the different age groups must spend time in each. First the Muses,  the Apollo, and then that of Dionysus. Thus Plato attempts to  bring together these different threads in the LAWS as opposed to the  REPUBLIC where a higher UTOPIA of pure reason is exemplified.

 See SOCRATES and ARISTOPHANES by Leo Strauss (Basic Books 1966)

 I wonder if you folks might be interested in exploring this deeper  thread as well. I would think that in a slow reading there is plenty  of time for side excursions.

 ---Kent--- ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 99        Sun Nov 15, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 15:01 EST   We are in the middle of discussing the passage containing  Cephalus' Themistocles analogy.  In the last message, I  enumerated four points I wanted by make with respect to this  passage.  So far I have dealt with the first two:  First I tried to  present the meaning of the analogy as Cephalus probably intended  it, namely that money alone can't buy happiness, although,  admittedly, it's hard to be happy without it.  Then, second, I  noted that Cephalus was at the same time scoring a point against  Socrates, since, by saying that a decent man without money would  not be happy in old age he is suggesting that Socrates might as  well not grow old unless he takes care to get rich first.

In this message what I want to do is to analyse with some care  the structure of the analogy that Cephalus gives.  As I indicated  earlier, the clue for how to look at the analogy is really  supplied by looking at the next question Socrates asks.

Let me restate the analogy briefly, so that we can all have it  present in our minds.  Socrates has just said that "the many"  would assert that Cephalus' serenity was not caused by caused by  his character, but was, instead, due to his money.  Cephalus  acknowledges that the many have a point, but says it does not go  as far as they think.  He then cites a famous retort by  Themistocles to a heckler from a small island called Seriphos.  The Seriphian said that the fame of Themistocles was not due to  Themistocles himself, but was due instead to his city, Athens.  And Themistocles answered by saying that if he had been from  Seriphos he would have been a nobody, while the Seriphian would  have been a nobody also, even if he had been born an Athenian.

What, then, are the terms of this analogy?

We have, first, (A) the many whose cynical opinion Socrates  alleges against Cephalus; and, parallel to them, the Seriphian.

Secondly, (B) there is the serenity in old age of Cephalus, which  is parallel to the fame of Themistocles.

Thirdly, (C) there is the character of Cephalus, which is  parallel to the ability or greatness of Themistocles.

Then (D) there is the money of Cephalus, which is parallel to the  city of Athens.

So the argument of the many, and of the Seriphian, is that D is  the sole cause of B, while Themistocles and Cephalus argue that B  can only result from the joint presence of D and C, so that  neither C nor D by itself can produce B.

So far the argument seems indisputable.  But Socrates sees that  something is missing, and what that is we can tell from the  question that Socrates asks next, which is, "Cephalus, did you  inherit or did you earn most of what you possess?"

Cephalus seems rather surprised by this question, and for many  years I was also.  That is, I couldn't figure out why Socrates  raised this question at precisely this point.  It just didn't  seem to follow from what came before, nor did it appear to be  necessary in order to get to the next question that Socrates asks  Cephalus, about the benefit he has derived from possessing great  wealth.

A likely explanation came to me finally when I looked again at  the Themistocles analogy and asked, What is Themistocles famous  for?  Themistocles wasn't born with fame.  He acquired his fame  as a result of his actions as a political and military leader,  actions which contributed in a major way to preserving and  enhancing the strength of Athens.  His wisdom and foresight as a  political leader caused the Athenians to create the navy which  saved them during the second Persian invasion.  When that  invasion came, it was his brilliance as a military strategist  that was responsible for the Athenian naval victory at Salamis.  And after the Persian invasion had been repulsed, it was the  initiative of Themistocles that caused the construction of the  fortifications that protected Athens and the Piraeus during the  Peloponnesian War--the very walls that protected the place where  Cephalus and Socrates were sitting had been constructed at the  initiative of Themistocles.

But after he was ostracized and then driven into exile from  Greece itself, Themistocles succeeded in becoming a person of  importance in Persia, whose armies he had defeated only a few  years before, demonstrating as clearly as possible that his  greatness was not solely a function of the greatness of Athens.

This is how Thucydides, whose book was surely familiar to Plato's  readers, evaluates Themistocles:  "Themistocles was a man who  showed an unmistakable natural genius; in this respect he was  quite exceptional, and beyond all others deserves our  admiration.  Without studying a subject in advance or  deliberating over it later, but simply using the intelligence  which was his by nature, he had the power to reach the right  conclusion in matters that have to be settled on the spur of the  moment and do not admit of long discussions, and in estimating  what was likely to happen, his forecasts of the future were  always more reliable than those of others.  He could perfectly  well explain any subject with which he was familiar, and even  outside his own department he was still capable of giving an  excellent opinion.  He was particularly remarkable at looking  into the future and seeing there the hidden possibilities for  good or evil.  To sum him up in a few words, it may be said that  through force of genius and by rapidity of action this man was  supreme at doing precisely the right thing at precisely the right  moment."

Now, when I looked at the analogy offered by Cephalus with this  background on Themistocles in mind, what I saw was that, in the  case of Themistocles, C (Themistocles' ability) was not only a partial cause of B, but C was also a partial cause of D (the greatness of Athens).   So it then occurred to me that  this is what Socrates had noticed, and that Socrates then asked  himself, as I did, how this would apply in the case of Cephalus  and his money.  That is, Socrates notices that Cephalus has just  made a rather grandiose comparison.  He has compared his own  character with the ability of one of the most renowned men of his  time in Greece.  But while Themistocles was apparently not  bashful about acknowledging his contribution to the greatness of  Athens, Socrates notices that Cephalus has said nothing about the  contribution of his character to the production of his wealth.

Unlike Themistocles in relation to Athens, Cephalus seems to take  money as a given.  He seems to regard his wealth only in terms of  the results it can produce for him, and he does not seem to see  it as something which is itself produced.  Certainly Cephalus  does not appear to be claiming that his character is what  produced his money, but mainly he is simply silent about this.

Therefore, I interpret Socrates' question as a short-hand version  of something like the following:  "Cephalus, are you saying that  your character has the same relationship to the greatness of your  wealth that the ability of Themistocles has to the greatness of  Athens?"

And it is no wonder, if this is the correct interpretation, that  Cephalus appears to be so nonplussed by Socrates' question.  Not  only has Socrates caught him off guard in asking him about  something to which he has obviously not given any thought, but  Socrates has also caught him on the horns of a dilemma.  If he  answers, "No, I inherited all my money, so my character had  nothing to do with it," then he spoils the analogy, and, worse,  leaves himself vulnerable to the charge that whatever benefit he  derives from having the money is somehow undeserved--certainly  unearned.  On the other hand, if he says that he earned most of  his money, he is also in difficulty, because it is hard to see  specifically how his character could be responsible for that.

The pursuit of gain has rarely been viewed as a particularly  admirable thing.  In many cultures, including that of ancient  Greece, it was cause for disapproval.  The idea that good  character, by itself, could cause somebody to amass great wealth  would have been laughable to Socrates' contemporaries.  So what  is poor rich Cephalus to say?

To be continued...

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 100       Mon Dec 07, 1992 T.GETZ [Teressa/CT]          at 19:15 EST    The last post in this topic is dated November 15th.  I'd really hate  to purge a topic that doubtless has many, many "lurking" readers   simply because there isn't posting activity.  However, I am obligated  to give a warning to any topic without activity in the prior two   weeks, so here goes:  

 Unless substantial discussion resumes within the next two weeks, this   topic will be closed and purged due to inactivity.  Please download ]  any messages you wish to keep NOW.

   Please, if you're lurking...post.  Otherwise   I   Lance could become     dispirited over the topic and I won't have any gauge  choice but to close the  topic.

 Teressa  Leader, Category 24 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 101       Thu Dec 10, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 08:05 EST   Teressa,

Thanks again for the wake up call.  As I have noted earlier, I am now working at a new job that keeps me busy about 18 hours a day, six days a week, but you can count on me to keep this topic alive. I'll post some "substantial discussion" this coming weekend.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 102       Sun Dec 13, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 20:44 EST   Again, the long lapse of time since my last substantive post has  probably caused most of us, including myself, to lose the thread  of the argument.  I am strongly tempted to just move on to the  next thing, but I will resist that temptation because the point I  was trying to make with regard to Cephalus and the Themistocles  analogy goes to the heart of my interpretation of the Republic,  and is, I believe, not to be found elsewhere in the literature.

The other reason for completing the analysis of this passage is  that it is one of those passages that help us to understand the  continuing relevance of Plato in the present time.

Just notice the following:  We have just concluded a Presidential  election in which the main issues, it was said, were character  and the economy.  That, I submit, is what this passage is about.

I used to say, admittedly with some licence, that the Republic  had the same subject as Marx's Capital.  I said this because for  many academics a few years ago (and perhaps even today) Marx was  the leading example of "relevance," of hardheaded realism with  respect to the essentially materialistic nature of human  activity.  It was a Marxist poet (Brecht) who wrote, "Erst kommt  das Fressen, dann kommt die Moral," a taunt often directed at  supposedly "Platonic idealists" who allegedly think it possible  to lay down rules for proper conduct without regard to material  necessity.

So I suggest that this is the issue we find underlying the  surface of the present passage.  What is crucial is to see that  it is not Socrates, but Cephalus, who seems to hold the position  we usually associate with Platonism.  That is, Cephalus asserts  that his serenity in old age is due to his moderate character.  Socrates says, "But wouldn't the many say that the real cause of  your serenity is that you are rich?"  At this point, it seems to  me, there is no difference between the opinion Socrates  attributes to the many and the opinion of Marx or Brecht.

Cephalus then offers an analogy, based on a famous anecdote about  Themistocles. In the anecdote, Themistocles responds to a heckler  by saying that the greatness of Athens was a necessary, but not a  sufficient, condition for his fame.  Likewise, Cephalus  indicates, his money was a necessary, but not a sufficient,  condition for his serenity.

We noticed, however, in the last message, that there is something  strange about this analogy.  Cephalus here equates his character  to the ability of Themistocles, while he equates his  money to  the greatness of Athens.  Why is this strange?  In the first  place because it introduces a dimension of causality that  Cephalus seems not to have thought about.

Themistocles' ability may have been the cause of his fame.  But  that is not the most important thing.  For what Themistocles was  famous for was his contribution to preserving and augmenting the  greatness of Athens.  So the ability of Themistocles is a partial  cause of both his fame and the greatness of Athens.  But we saw  before that in Cephalus' analogy the greatness of Athens  corresponds to Cephalus' money.  Yet Cephalus, while he is  extremely interested in having us understand that his character  was a partial cause of his serenity, seems not to have thought  about the possibility that his character might be a cause of  anything else, such as the fact that he is rich.

This leaves us with two questions:  The first is, Why does  Cephalus forget about the question of what caused his possession  of money?  The second, and more far-reaching, question is, What  would we have to mean by character to have good character be  productive of riches in the way that Themistocles' ability is  productive of Athens' greatness?

Lance

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 103       Mon Dec 14, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 05:23 EST   I concluded the last message with two questions:

1. Why does Cephalus forget about the question of what caused  his possession of money?

2. What would we have to mean by character to have good  character be productive of riches in the way that Themistocles'  ability is productive of Athens' greatness?

The short answer to the first question is that Cephalus forgets  about the source of money because of his snobbery.  Although he  is not a citizen, Cephalus seems to want very much to be taken as  a member of the Athenian leisure class.  He aspires to be a  gentleman in a society in which gainful employment was generally  considered ungentlemanly.

As a result, Socrates finds himself pointing to a practical  contradiction that goes to the heart of Greek society:  The  central values of the leisure class involve a contempt for  gainful activity as indecent and unbefitting a gentleman, yet  that sort of activity is a necessary condition for the existence  and the power of the gentlemen.  Cephalus can't bear to think  about how his money was accumulated, because he doesn't think  that sort of thing is decent.  The practical result is a society  in which the ruling class is inauthentic at its core, in which  those who produce wealth are held in subjection and contempt by  those who accumulate it.

Although the divorce between labor and leisure, and the general  contempt for the former, may have been extreme in classical Greek  society, it remains a pretty powerful theme even today.  These  issues are discussed with extraordinary insight and sweep by  Hannah Arendt in "The Human Condition."  To this day, for most  people, gainful activities are understood as primarily  instrumental, engaged in to make possible the enjoyment of  something else, and many people still tend to feel that there is  something less than decent about activities engaged in for no  reason other than to make money.

As Arendt pointed out, even political activity, that  manifestation of the highest possibility of human being, came to  be seen as a kind of labor which was beneath the dignity of the  true gentleman.  Consider the fact that for many people today the  term "politician" is a term of contempt.

This discussion anticipates the discussion at the opening of Book  II of the Republic, where we will see that Glaucon and Adeimantus  appear to share many aspects of this view.

The second question is a little like asking what it would have to  mean if Socrates had answered, instead of Glaucon, when  Polemarchus asked, "How could you persuade if we refuse to  listen?" and Glaucon responded "There's no way."  I suggested  earlier that if Socrates had answered he would not have admitted  the possibility that Polemarchus could refuse to listen, and this  entire conversation, I suggested, is Socrates' illustration of  how it is possible to secure the listening of someone by speaking  into the listening that is there.  Likewise, I suggest we look  for more indications that the dialogue as a whole is illustrating  that whose absence is problematic here, namely a way of  understanding good character (or justice) that is also productive  or generative of the means of living, not merely surviving, but  living a good life.

Let me say another word here about the apparent contempt for  politics that is evident in the present and that, according to  Arendt, also characterized the views of men of leisure in Plato's  time.  If we look again at Cephalus' Themistocles anecdote we  will see that it is present there.  Cephalus presents the story  as if it had only to do with the cause of Themistocles' fame.  He  takes the greatness of Athens as a given just as he takes his  money as a given.

Now, most of us who do not have inherited wealth are not at all  given to forgeting our need to produce our own wealth.  We may  see it as a painful necessity, but where we succeed we often take  pride in our success, just as Socrates observes.

Yet most of us are just as forgetful of our political inheritance  as Cephalus is of his monetary inheritance.  Like Cephalus, when  we are reminded of it, most of us have no hesitation in admitting  that our political inheritance is a necessary condition for much  of what we deem good in our lives.  We are not ungrateful for the  gifts and privileges of our citizenship.  But we do not see  ourselves as causes of the greatness of the polity.   A large  percentage of us do not even bother to participate in that most  rudimentary of political activities called voting, because we do  not see that it "makes a difference," i.e. because we do not see  that our doing it causes anything that wasn't going to happen  anyway.

Like Cephalus, we are living on, if not actually dissipating, the  political capital accumulated by our "founding fathers."  We  consider ourselves virtuous if we do not cause that political  capital to degenerate further.  Absent from our vision altogether  is the possibility of ourselves as partners and equals of the  founding fathers, positively reproducing the polity in every  generation.

Rather, expressed as I just did, that possibility occurs for most  of us as a demand to neglect the care of our personal and private  well-being in order to engage in civic activity.  For most of us,  except when our personal interests are immediately threatened,  participation in public affairs is a privilege that requires some  degree of financial independence to indulge.

I want to suggest that the possibility that is outlined, so to  speak, by the shadows of the Republic, is the possibility of a  form of economic activity that is at the same time productive of  the polity.  In short, what we must look for while reading the  Republic is the possibility that moneymaking and justice go  together.

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 104       Sun Dec 20, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 23:58 EST   In the last message, I concluded by suggesting that, "What we  must look for while reading the Republic is the possibility that  moneymaking and justice go together."

More precisely, we should look for signs that the production of  wealth and the constitution of the city go together.  What makes  the Themistocles analogy a matter of such importance is that it  is the first place in the Republic where the city comes into view  (remember that the title of the dialogue is "Politeia," meaning,  as we have discussed, the constitution of the city.

In Cephalus' analogy, Cephalus equates the value of his money in  causing his serenity to the value of the greatness of the city in  producing the fame of Themistocles.  This suggests that Cephalus,  and men like him, are as forgetful of the true nature and origin  of the city as they are of the true nature and origin of wealth.  Cephalus thinks only of the uses of money, not of its origins.  Likewise, many apolitical people think only of the uses of the  city, not of its origins and especially not of their own role in  producing what they call the city.  In the case of Cephalus, this  may remind us of the fact that he is not a citizen.  He aspires  to the status of the aristocrats of the city, but he does not  have the same responsibilites, or so it appears.

Another question that the Themistocles analogy opens up is this:  What role does the greatness of the city play in causing  Cephalus' wealth.  Apparently the answer would have to be "a big  role."  Although  Cephalus is not a citizen, it appears that his  wealth was made in Athens.  [There is a rumor that his family  made its money as manufacturers of armaments.]

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 105       Mon Dec 21, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:01 EST   Although I am not satisfied that I have exhausted the potential  of the Themistocles analogy, I will let it rest for a while and  come back to it later.

We have already touched on the next passage.  I noted earlier  that I had often been puzzled by Socrates' question about whether  Cephalus had interited or earned his money, and I suggested that  the puzzle is solved if we suppose that Socrates has noticed that  Cephalus is forgetful both of the causality of his own wealth and  of the causality of city.

Cephalus, we have seen, is taken by surprise by this question.  All the same, his answer is a triumph of quick-thinking ingenuity  that almost manages to carry the day.  The dilemma that Socrates  poses for him is that, if he is not a successful money-maker,  then he risks looking weak, but if he is a successful  money-maker, then he may look ignoble.  His anwer, therefore, is  brilliant in that it almost manages to straddle  both horns of  the dilemma.

Cephalus calls himself, "a sort of mean," between his grandfather  and his father.  At first we probably think that this means  simply that Cephalus earned a modest amount.  But what Cephalus  says is more precise than that.  Cephalus says that his  grandfather inherited about as much as Cephalus now has and  increased it many-fold. Cephalus' father, in the other hand,  dissipated the family fortune to the point where it is less than  at present.  The text says nothing about any earnings by  Cephalus' father.

What Cephalus must mean, therefore, is not that he earned a  modest amount.  The mean between earning a lot and spending a lot  is not earning a little.  It is earning little and spending  little.  And that is what I think Cephalus means to say.  And in  saying so he actually comes close to sustaining the analogy  between himself and Themistocles.  The measure of Themistocles is  that he preserved his city and did not consume its substance in  the enhancement of his private fortune.  Likewise, Cephalus  accepted his patrimony and conserved it by allowing its usufruct  to accumulate and by not dissipating it as his father had done.

In the next message, I will examine Socrates' next comment, about  why moneymakers are twice as fond of money as other people.

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 106       Sun Dec 27, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 16:16 EST   At 330c, Socrates says that the reason he asked Cephalus whether  he earned or inherited his money, is that Cephalus did not seem  overly fond of money.  "For the most past," he says, "those who  do not make money themselves are that way.  Those who do make it  are twice as attached to it as others.   For just as poets are  fond of their poems and fathers of their children, so  money-makers too are serious about money--as their own product;  and they are also serious about it for the same reason that other  men are--for its use.  They are, therefore, hard even to be with  because they are willing to praise nothing but wealth."

Cephalus responds to this speech with unqualified agreement:  "What you say is true," he says to Socrates, and Socrates  replies, perhaps ironically, by agreeing with Cephalus'  agreement.

What does Cephalus think he is agreeing with?  I suggest that  Cephalus takes what Socrates says as a kind of approval.  As I  have suggested before, Cephalus is a man of the merchant class  who wants more than anything to be taken as a gentleman.  In the  genteel society to which he aspires, moneymaking is viewed as an  undignified activity, necessary, perhaps, but unfitting for a  gentleman.  It is difficult to be a gentleman if one is not  wealthy, but it is impossible to be a gentleman if one has to  make one's money by one's own efforts.  So for Socrates to  "discern" that Cephalus has inherited his wealth from the fact  that he talks about money the way gentlemen do [as if Socrates  had no other way of knowing this!] is to give Cephalus a great  compliment.  Socrates affirms Cephalus' self-image by telling him  that he has succeeded in appearing the way he wishes to appear.

But before we too quickly allow ourselves to be swept away by  this surprising agreement, let us see what they are actually  agreeing to.  Money makers, he says, are twice as attached to  their money as other people.  What he means, it seems, is not  twice in quantity, but that they have a double reason for being  attached to their money:  They are attached to it both "as their  own product," and for its use.  Everybody, he says, is attached  to money for its use, but producers are attached to that which is  specifically their own product.

In this respect, Socrates compares moneymakers to poets and  fathers.  As in the case of the Themistocles analogy, this  analogy becomes both strange and fertile if one examines it  closely.  What Socrates says about poets and fathers seems fair  enough.  That is, we probably have evidence from our own  experience that fathers are serious about their children, not for  their use, but simply because they are their own offspring.  And,  while most of us have less personal experience with poets than  with parents, it seems intuitively reasonable that poets would  take pride in their poems in somewhat the same way that fathers  take pride in their children.  So far so good.  But what about  the third, and crucial, term in the analogy?  Do we experience  that moneymakers are serious about money as their own product?

Speaking for myself, I am not so sure.  In the first place,  moneymaking is not obviously productive in the way that poetry  and parenting are.  The word that is translated as "moneymaker"  comes from a verb that means something like "to transact business  for profit, or for one's own advantage."  There is no sense of  making about it.  Furthermore, the root of this word,  "chrema,"  in its plural form generally means goods or commodities, articles  of commerce, or, loosely, money; but the singular form of this  word means, "a thing that one uses or needs."  So the verb for  moneymaking literally means being engaged with things that are  useful or needful.  In the second place, my own experience, at  any rate, is that what moneymakers are serious about is their  success in acquisition.  In fact, what generally distinguishes  "mere moneymakers" from poets or parents is that they are  acquisitive rather than generative.  What makes them hard to be  with is that they are endlessly occupied with acquisition, and  with displaying their success in acquisition and seem  insufficiently aware of the real usefulness of the things they  can acquire.

Socrates says that everybody values money for its use, while only  the moneymaker values it as his product.  What about poems and  children?  Does the same hold?  Does everybody value poems and  children for their use, while only the poets and the fathers  value them as their own product?  To ask this question is to  reveal, I believe, that we are very uncomfortable with the idea  of using poems, and even more uncomfortable about using  children.  Somehow it seems that the category of use just doesn't  properly apply to things of this sort.

I believe that one purpose of this analogy is to bring to the  attention of the slow reader that we are extremely confused and  uncomfortable with the idea of what is useful, and particularly  with the production of what is useful.

The political implications of this point become visible, I  believe, if we recall here the structure of the Themistocles  analogy.  Specifically, recall that in that analogy Cephalus  compared his own wealth to the greatness of Athens.  Now the  Seriphian, in mocking Themistocles, takes the greatness of Athens  as a given.  The greatness of Athens, therefore, appeared to him  simply as the cause of Themistocles' fame, as to the cynic  Cephalus' wealth appeared simply as the cause of Cephalus'  serenity.  But in fact the ability of Themistocles made a major  contribution to the preservation and augmentation of the  greatness of Athens.

Does the gentlemanly indifference to moneymaking that Cephalus  displays imply an equivalent indifference to or aversion to that  which causes the greatness of the city?  And do those who  contribute to the greatness of the city care for it as their own  product or for its uses?  How is it for most of us?  Do we value  the city the way we value money, merely for its use?  Or do we  see it as our own product?  What is the relationship between  moneymaking and citymaking (politeia)?

Without further explanation, let me say here, simply by way of  anticipation, that this passage prepares the way for the  distinction made by Glaucon at the beginning of Book 2 between  what is good for its results and what is good in itself, and also  for the introduction of the "Form of the Good" in Book 6 (505).

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 107       Sun Dec 27, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 21:11 EST   In the last message I suggested that the present passage lays the  foundation in some way for the introduction in Book 6 of the  "Form of the Good."  One indication of this may be the fact that  this passage contains the first appearance of the word for good  ("agathon").

Having established the fact that Cephalus inherited his money and  did not earn it himself, and that he does not care for it as his  product, but only, like other men, values it for its uses,  Socrates now asks Cephalus to say what is the greatest good or  benefit that he has enjoyed as a result of possessing great  wealth.

Since Socrates addresses Cephalus, not as a moneymaker, but  simply as a human being who values money for its uses, like every  other human being, we might expect that Cephalus would answer in  a way that would be applicable to anyone.  Therefore, it is a  little surprising that Cephalus begins his answer by saying that  what he is about to say might not be believed by many.  Of  course, we are familiar with Cephalus' habit of distinguishing  his views and experiences from those of the many, but in this  case he is no longer distinguishing himself by his character or  his moderation.  Here, finally, what distinguishes him from his  hearers is his realization of his age and imminent demise:  "...when a man comes face to face with the realization that he  will be manking an end, fear and care enter him for things to  which he gave no thought before."

At last, it seems, Cephalus has assumed the role that Socrates  assigned to him at the beginning of their discussion, that of  being, no longer an authority, but merely a witness from the  threshold of death.  Earlier it had seemed that Cephalus was  strenuously, and successfully, resisting Socrates attempt to cast  him in that role.  He was arguing that his authority was based,  not on his age, but on his character.  That because of his  exceptional character old age was for him a time, not of regret,  but of exceptional serenity.

What accounts for this change?  The only thing that I can suggest  is Socrates' question about how Cephalus acquired his wealth.  It  seems clear that Cephalus is unsettled by this question.  Perhaps  what unsettles Cephalus is the fact that the subject of  inheritance is inseparable from the fact of death.  To inherit  wealth is to have benefitted from the death of someone else.  To  speak of the inheritance of one's children is to recognize that  one's own death will be useful to one's children.  Perhaps  Cephalus is responding also to Socrates' reference to the  fondness of fathers for their children and realizes that, at this  point, the only way he has to benefit his children is to die.

In any event, under the pressure of Socrates' question, Cephalus  now acknowledges his fear of death and of what might come after  death.  "The tales told about what is in Hades--that the one who  has done unjust deeds here must pay the penalty there--at which  he laughed up to then, now make his soul twist and turn because  he fears they might be true.  Whether it is due to the debility  of old age, ow whether he discerns something more of the things  in that place because he is already nearer to them, as it  were--he is, at any rate, now full of suspicion and terror..."

Notice how completely Cephalus now fulfills what Socrates had  earlier said:  Socrates had said that the very old are, "...like  men who have proceeded on a certain road that perhaps we too will  have to take..." and therefore one may "learn from them what sort  of road it is, whether it is rough and hard or easy and smooth."

Now Cephalus no longer sounds like the man whose serenity in old  age is due primarily to his good character.  At any rate, he  changes the equation significantly.  The old man, he says,  "reckons up his accounts and considers whether he has done  anything unjust to anyone.  Now, the man who finds many unjust  deeds in his life often even wakes from his sleep in a fright as  children do, and lives in anticipation of evil."  On the other  hand, "To the man who is conscious in himself of no unjust deed,  sweet and good hope is ever beside him..."

What, then, is the role of money?  To the man who has committed  many unjust acts and is conscious of them, presumably money will  be of no avail.  That seems clear enough, but Cephalus claims to be a decent man, so what is the use of money to him?

The possession of money, he says, is valuable in  old age chiefly to the decent and orderly man: "The possession of money contributes a great deal to not having to cheat or lie to any man against one's will, and, moreover, to not having to depart for that other place frightened because one owes some sacrifices to a god or money to a human being."

This, then, is Cephalus' final explanation of his earlier  response to the "many" who think that his serenity is due to his  money, rather than to his character.  If I didn't have good  character, he implies, having money would do me no good, because  I would still have to live in terror of punishment in Hades.  But  the man who is decent still has to worry about being punished  after death for "involuntary injustice," by which he seems to  mean failing to pay debts or perform necessary sacrifices because  of the circumstance of not having the money to do so.  So it is  in this sense that having money is the cause of serenity in old  age.  The value of money is that it makes possible the sleep of  the just.

At last the subject of justice has made its appearance!  But not  yet in a form that provides justice for Socrates. In the next message we will begin to examine Cephalus' notion of justice.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 108       Sun Dec 27, 1992 K.PALMER2                    at 21:45 EST   Howdy folks ---

Would like to mention a book I just read which is relevent to this topic:

GOOD CITY FORM by Kevin Lynch (MIT 1981) ISBN 0-262-62046-4 about $16

---Kent---

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 109       Mon Dec 28, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 16:21 EST   Lance: regarding the relation between money and children, I am reminded that moneymakers often use their money to make more money. In Greek, the interest earned on money is called tokos (= offspring) the same word which is used to mean a child, especially a son.  I haven't worked this out but, perhaps, it indicates a somewhat different view of moneymaking than we usually have.  BTW I hope you have had a merry Christmas and all the best in the new year.   ...Jon ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 110       Tue Dec 29, 1992 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 07:46 EST   Kent,

Good to hear from you.  I recall reading some of Lynch's work when I was studying city planning in the 70's. I'll try to find this one in the library.  But, if you think it would enrich our discussion, why don't you say a bit here about just how it is relevant.

Jon,

Happy holidays to you also.  My wife and I spent Christmas with the grandchildren in Boston.  With regard to the "tokos" or offspring of money, can you tell me if this word is applied to chremata?  Also, I would be very interested to know if tokos, especially in the sense you refer to, appears in Plato, especially in the Republic.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 111       Wed Dec 30, 1992 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 18:10 EST   Hmm...  I think I have been given a homework assignment.  Oh,  well.   FWIW here is what I found.

Ast lists twelve references for tokos, 6 for offspring and 6 for  interest: For offspring Symp 206c,e Theat 160e Rep V 451d Tim 86c  Soph 242d and States 269a.  For interest Rep VI 507a Rep VIII  555e Laws 742c 743d 842d and States 267a.  Both passages in Rep play on the double meaning of the word, as  Bloom notes, as does Statesman 267a, as Benardete notes.  The  passages in the laws are more straightforward.  In Rep 507a it is the good that bears interest.  In Statesman  267a is it the speach.  In Rep 555e it indirectly refers to  xrhmata.  In Laws 743d the connection is quite clear.

Bloom refers us to Arist. Pol. 1257b (end of Bk I ch 10) where he  divides wealth getting (xrhmatistikhn) into estate management and  retail trade.  The latter involves tokos.  Both Plato and  Aristotle seems to dislike the idea of interest.

I hope my research meets with your approval.       ...Jon

 ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 112       Fri Jan 01, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 16:38 EST   Jon,

Happy New Year to you and to all!

You say you think you have been given a homework assignment?  You can take it so, but you might also take it as an invitation to contribute, which is what you have done, and I thank you for it. Now I am the one with the homework to do!

I haven't had a chance yet to research all of the passages you cite, but from the ones I have looked at so far (Symp. 206c,e; Thaet 160e; and the Republic passages) I am sure that you are onto something.

The passage in the Thaeatetus is not specifically concerned with money or wealth, but the use of tokos occurs in connection with a reference to the famous dictum of Protagoras that "man is the measure of all things," and the word for things in that Protagorean sentence is "khremata," the same word that is used for wealth or money in the Republic.

The passage in the Symposium is from Socrates' report of his dialogue with Diotima about the nature of love, in which Diotima suggests that although love is aroused by beauty, love is not precisely a desire to possess the beautiful but a longing for the conception and generation (offspring) that result from beauty.

In Republic 507a, the use of "tokos" occurs in the midst of the discussion of the good that immediately precedes the introduction of the "divided line", arguably the philosophical high point of the dialogue. As with beauty, there is a distinction between the thing itself and its "tokos".

Glaucon asks Socrates to discuss the good in the same way that he has already discussed justice, moderation and the other virtues. Socrates says that he would like to do so,  "But I fear I'll not be up to it, and in my eagerness I'll cut a graceless figure and have to pay the penalty by suffering ridicule. But, you blessed men, let's leave aside for the time being what the good itself is, for it looks to me as though it's out of the range of our present thrust to attain the opinions I now hold about it.  But I'm willing to tell what looks like a child of the good and most similar to it, if you please, or if not, to let it go."

Glaucon replies, "Do tell.  Another time you'll pay us what's due on the father's narrative (or account)"

And Socrates continues, "I could wish that I were able to pay and you were able to receive it itself, and not just the interest, as is the case now.  Anyhow, receive this interest and child of the good itself.  But be careful that I don't in some way unwillingly deceive you in rendering the account of the interest fraudulent."

This is an extraordinarily rich and wonderful passage. We cannot discuss it in detail now without abandoning our plan of slow reading.  I think, however, that we should note this as a confirmation that the technique of slow reading will lead us to appreciate the fundamental themes of the book.

With regard to Bloom's footnote, as you observe, Bloom notes the play on the double meaning of "tokos," but I think his reference to Aristotle's disparagement of usury takes us away from the passage itself and distracts our attention from its philosophical profundity.

There are two points in this passage that I would like to note before going back to our discussion of the conversation with Cephalus:  The first is Socrates' distinction between the capacity to pay and the capacity to receive: He says, "I could wish that I were able to pay, and you were able to receive it [the good] itself."

If we read this in connection with the notion of justice as paying one's debts, we note that we are all familiar with the circumstance in which we fail to pay because we lack the wherewithal to pay.  It does not generally occur to us that we might possess the means to pay while the other might lack the capacity to receive what is owed.

The second point to note is Socrates' warning to Glaucon that he should be careful that Socrates does not unwillingly deceive him by giving a fraudulent account of the interest (offspring).  What is the connection, we might ask, between this sort of unintentional deception and the inability to receive payment?  Is unintentional deception the result of an incapacity on the part of the one spoken to to receive (understand) the truth?  Does the obligation to tell the truth entail an obligation to create on the part of the listener a capacity to understand it?

These references to the inability to pay and to unintentional deception take us back to the remark by Cephalus that Socrates converts into a definition of justice and to which I will turn in my next message.

Again, Jon, I want to thank you for an extraordinarily helpful and stimulating contribution.  If you want to do some more homework, how about posting the other passages that you cited, so that those who don't have the complete text of Plato readily available could read them?

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 113       Sun Jan 03, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 21:37 EST   I had hoped to begin the discussion of Cephalus' "definition" of justice this weekend, but I don't think I am going to have time, so let me make a request instead.  The request is for some research assistance.  Jon, this is especially addressed to you (more homework!).

It is characteristic of Cephalus that when he introduces the issue of justice he does so by means of a quotation, this time from Pindar. (331a)  Unfortunately, I don't have the text of Pindar handy, and I don't expect to get to the library any time soon.  My request is that whoever has easy access to it look up the relevant passage from Pindar and post it for us.  Surprisingly, Bloom does not identify it, but Shorey in the Loeb edition cites Pindar Fragment 214 in the L.C.L. edition.

Shorey also has an extremely intriguing footnote to the word "hope," "The better hope of the initiated, often mentioned in connection with the mysteries, blends with the better hope of the righteous, and in the conclusion of the Pindar passage almost becomes the hope against which Greek moralists warn us."  Here Shorey cites Pindar, Nem. xi., Soph. Antig. 615, Thucyd. ii.62, iii.45.   In both of the Thucydides passages, reliance on hope is treated as a weakness.  In the first it is the resort of the desperate, and in the second it is joined with cupidity.

As we can see by reading Bloom's notes to the discussion of poetry in Books 2 and 10 of the Republic, Plato makes some of his most important points by quoting well-known passages out of context or inappropriately, raising issues in a way that will be apparent only to those who are familiar with the original texts.  So it almost always pays to look up any passage that is quoted or cited by Plato, and I would be extremely grateful to anyone who can do that for the Pindar passage in question here.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 114       Sun Jan 10, 1993 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 15:26 EST   Lance: I don't have a Loeb Pindar.  In fact I have very little Pindar and no way to get to a library which would have one.  Sorry I can't help on this.  I do have Antigone and, of course, Thucydidies but I think you do too.  As far as uploading all those Plato references, I suppose I could if someone shows an interest in having them.  Did you want just the sentence, or the paragraph, or what?             ...Jon ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 115       Tue Jan 12, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 01:13 EST   Jon,

Sorry you don't have the Pindar.  I went to Barnes & Noble yesterday to look for it.  They had a small collection of Loeb volumes, but no Pindar.

As for how much of your citations to quote, I would say that you should use some judgement here.  I try to quote enough so that the reader can get a sense of the context, or else I summarize the context and just quote the relevant passage.

Finally, do you know anything about Cephalus besides what Plato tells us?  I remember one of my undergraduate teachers saying that Cephalus was a sort of ancient arms dealer who had actually become rich as a result of the Peloponnesian War.  If he was indeed a moneymaker, perhaps he was somehow not telling the truth in the Republic.  What do you think?

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 116       Mon Jan 25, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 07:34 EST   Dear friends,

The press of work has made it difficult for me to bring the next  installment to a state of completion that satisfies me, so, at  the risk of generating more confusion than understanding, I will  share with you some of my notes:

I have been laboring to bring the discussion with Cephalus to a  close in a way that gets us powerfully back into the discussion  with Polemarchus that frames the conversation with Cephalus.

One part of the difficulty is that the subject of justice is such  an attention-grabber, given that it occupies much of the rest of  the dialogue, that it is very hard to remember that it comes up  almost incidentally in the conversation with Polemarchus.  What  Cephalus mentions first is not justice itself, but injustice and  fear of punishment after death, and he mentions these things in  connection with his response to Socrates' question about what the  greatest good is that he has enjoyed from being rich.

So I suggest that, to avoid getting completely drawn away from  our course, we should start reading the passage, as it were, from  its end.  Its end is Polemarchus' interruption and Cephalus'  departure.

Polemarchus' interruption is the first evidence of the power of  the third possibility that Socrates mentioned in his earlier  conversation with Polemarchus.  Remember, Polemarchus had said to  Socrates and Glaucon, "Either do as we say, or fight," and  Socrates had replied, "Isn't there another possibility, that we  might persuade you to let us go?"  to which Polemarchus had  responded, "How could you persuade if we refuse to listen?"  and,  as I discussed at length earlier, Glaucon, but not Socrates,  replied, "There's not way."

Socrates, I argued, understands that there is always a listening  to speak into, so that it is almost impossible for somebody to  effectively refuse to listen.  Polemarchus' interruption,  therefore, "proves" that Polemarchus has been listening, that  Socrates has found a way to make him listen in spite of himself.

Here is a summary of the relevant passage:

The issue of justice arises through its privation, injustice; and  that issue arises in the context of Cephalus' answer to Socrates'  question as to the greatest good that Cephalus has derived from  his possession of great wealth.

Cephalus starts by acknowledging that his answer might not  persuade many.  This might be a reference to the many whom  Socrates had earlier cited as being skeptical of his assertion  that his serenity in old age is due to his character.  In that  case, the many, Socrates suggested, would believe that his  serenity was due instead to his money.  Now, in a sense, Cephalus  acknowledges that they are right, for he proceeds to explain that  money affords him some relief from certain fears of punishment in  the afterlife which begin to assail one who knows that death is  near.

But he is probably right in supposing that this is not the way in  which the many would suppose money would comfort someone's old  age.

When a man knows that he is about to die, Cephalus says, he  begins to take seriously things to which he had previously given  little thought.  "The tales (myths) told about what is in Hades  -- that the one who has done unjust deeds here must pay the  penalty there -- at which he laughed up to then, now make his  sould twist and turn because he fears they might be true."  "He  is," Cephalus continues, "now full of suspicion and terror; and  he reckons up his accounts and considers whether he has done  anything unjust to anyone."

The man who finds, in this reckoning, that he has committed many  unjust deeds wakes up from his sleep in fright and lives in  fear.  On the other hand, the man who is conscious of no unjust  act sleeps easily and has sweet hopes for the afterlife.

What does the possession of money have to do with this?  Cephalus  says that the possession of money enables a man

a)  not to have to cheat or lie to any man against one's will;

b)  not to have to depart this life owing sacrifices to a god or  money to a human being.

Here are some of my rough notes toward an analysis of the  passage:

This now appears to be Cephalus' explanation of what he meant, in  the midst of his Themistocles analogy, by saying that "the decent  man would not bear old age with poverty very easily, nor would  the one who is not a decent sort ever be good-tempered, even if  he were wealthy."

The indecent man, it seems, will be frightened no matter what.  Apparently no amount of sacrifice to the gods is enough to  protect one from punishment for injustice that is done  intentionally.  So the critical issue for Cephalus is intention.

The possession of money, he says, enables a man not to have to  cheat or lie to any man against his will.

What does this mean?  Under what circumstances could one say that  a person has been forced to cheat or lie against his will?  It  amazes me that none of the commentators on this famous passage  appears to have noticed how strange this notion is.  Obviously it  is possible to find oneself in circumstances that prevent one's  paying ones debts.  But is not having enough money to pay one's  debts the same as "involuntary cheating?"  It seems to me that  the notion of cheating presupposes something voluntary or  intentional.

Likewise, what is one to make of the notion of an unintentional  lie?  The commentators seem to assume that Cephalus is here  referring to the way in which people say they were compelled by  circumstances to do things that they actually disapproved of.  For example, a person in dire poverty might decide that  misrepresenting himself on his resume was the only way open to  him of getting a job.  But is that really an unintentional lie?  It might be an understandable lie, even a forgivable lie.  Still  it seems intentional.

Why does Cephalus suddenly depart?

It looks as if Cephalus departs because Socrates has suddenly  frightened him with the possibility that his understanding of  justice might be faulty.  It occurs to him that, not  understanding the nature of justice, he might have committed  injustice involuntarily -- as indeed he has.  In accordance with  his own principle, therefore, he is moved to restore his  equanimity by using his wealth to purchase some protection by  making sacrifices to the gods.  It does not occur to him that he  should take the trouble to correct his understanding of justice  by continuing the conversation with Socrates.  He is not  interested in justice.  He is interested in avoiding punishment.  In this situation, therefore, money is a substitute for justice.  For Cephalus, wealth makes it possible to enjoy the sleep of the  just without the knowledge of justice.  In fact, justice, for  Cephalus, appears as one of a pair of alternative routes to  serenity.  The other is piety.

The subject of justice comes into the dialogue in the quotation  from Pindar, yoked together with piety.  "Whoever lives out a  just and holy life, sweet hope accompanies..."  It is for this,  Cephalus says, that he counts the possession of money  worthwhile.  Money, in other words, makes it possible for a man  to be both just and pious.

It appears, however, that Cephalus views piety and justice as  very similar.  Justice is a matter of satisfying one's  obligations to other human beings and piety is a matter of  satisfying one's ceremonial obligations to the gods.  In both  cases Cephalus makes a distinction between intention and  actuality:  A man may intend to pay his debts but be unable to do  so;  a man may intend to perform the sacrifice required by the  law, but he may be financially unable to do so.

For Cephalus, apparently, both justice and piety are  instrumental.  At least in the context of the present argument it  seems that for Cephalus being just and being pious are both  motivated by a desire to sleep well, to be free from fear of  punishment.

In a sense, then, justice and piety are seen as alternative means  to achieving serenity.  If one doesn't work, the sensible man  will try the other. (Although it's not exactly the same thing, I  am reminded of the phrase, "Praise God and pass the ammunition.")  The good and decent man will attempt to perform in all respects  with decency and justice, but sometimes that is difficult, and  one may be unjust unwittingly or because one finds oneself  without the means to do otherwise.   In those cases, Cephalus  apparently believes, it is appropriate to seek protection by  means of piety, by means, that is, of scrupuous religious  observance.

So it appears that when Socrates shows to Cephalus that he may  lack a correct understanding of justice, Cephalus reponds by  leaving the scene to perform his religious obligations; in other  words, he decides to try the alternative.

But here is the disturbing question which Cephalus does not stop  to consider:  If he doesn't know what justice is, doesn't he  equally lack an understanding of what piety is?

That this question is relevant is proved, for me, by a passage in  Book 10 of Plato's Laws, in which the Athenian Stranger says that  the most serious kind of impiety is the belief that men can  procure their own benefit by means of prayers and sacrifices to  the gods.  (I'll quote the passage exactly next time.)

A final thought--an assignment really:  While reading what  Cephalus says is the benefit of his money, think about his  Themistocles analogy--see what this implies for the other parts  of the analogy.

That's all for now,

Lance

---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 117       Sun Jan 31, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 22:03 EST    At the end of my last message, I posed a sort of homework  question:  I said, "While reading what Cephalus says is the  benefit of his money, think about his Themistocles analogy--see  what this implies for the other parts of the analogy."

Here is what I have come up with myself in that connection:

 Cephalus said that his money was to his serenity as the  greatness of Athens was to the fame of Themistocles, in each case  the one was a necessary, but not a sufficient, cause of the  other.  Themistocles could not have achieved his fame without the  greatness of Athens, but he also could not have achieved his fame  without his own ability.  Cephalus acknowledges that his old age  would not be serene without his wealth, but, even with his  wealth, his old age, he says, would not be serene but for his  good character.

 Now Cephalus is telling us exactly how his money contributes  to his serenity.  He says that his money enables him to avoid  involuntarily cheating or lying or leaving debts to men or gods  unpaid.

 It appears that for Cephalus his wealth is equivalent to the  military power of Athens.  His logic is something like this:  Themistocles is a strategic genius and a consummate leader.  He  sees what is the appropriate action in a particular situation and  has the capacity to call men to action.  But if he did not have  any military force at his disposal, seeing the appropriate action  and calling men to action would not lead to victory.  The  military power of Athens was therefore the means to accomplish  the strategic vision discerned by the genius of Themistocles.

 In the same way, Cephalus' good character enables him to  discern what is appropriate in a particular situation and to will  that it should be so (i.e. to resist the temptation to do  otherwise), but willing to act justly and piously, while  necessary, is not sufficient to enable one to act with justice  and piety in fact.  For that one must have the means, and that is  what wealth provides.

 There are two additional things to be seen now from this  analogy:  First, we see the self-centeredness of Cephalus in a  particularly vivid way.  That is, if the analogy holds, then for  Themistocles the greatest good he enjoys from the greatness of  Athens is his own fame, which would partly confirm the cynicism  of the Seriphian.  The second point is that Cephalus seems to  imply that his character alone gives him the ability to discern  what is required by justice and piety.  This, it seems to me, is  what primarily motivates Socrates' next question, the question  that generates the discussion of justice which occupies the  remainder of the dialogue.

 Before going into that, which will lead us directly into the  discussion of justice and the next section of the dialogue, I  want to complete one other point that was left incomplete in my  last message.

 I called attention to the fact that for Cephalus justice and  piety are both seen as instruments or avenues to serenity.   In  other words, neither is valued for itself, but only for its  results.  And I also mentioned that the line of argument that  Socrates directs against Cephalus' notion of justice, indicating  that justice is not such a simple matter as Cephalus seems to  think, could also be directed against his notion of piety.  Cephalus seems to think that it is obvious what prayers and  sacrifices are required, that there is no doubt about this, and  he seems to think that faithfully performing there prayers and  sacrifices will procure for him some kind of insurance against  punishment in the afterlife.

 When Socrates discomfits Cephalus by asking him if his  notion of justice is adequate, and quickly demonstrating that it  is not, Cephalus, as we have observed, just as quickly remembers  that it is now time to perform his prayers and sacrifices.  I  suggested that his motive for doing this is that Socrates has  suddenly undermined his serenity with respect to justice, so he  sees the need now to procure the favor of the gods, to forgive  him for any involuntary and unwitting injustices.  But suppose  Socrates had asked Cephalus, How do you know what prayers and  sacrifices the gods want?  What makes you think that the gods  care about you? And what makes you think that piety includes  purchasing the favor of the gods by means of prayers and  sacrifices?

 You might think that this is a completely anachronistic line  of questioning, irrelevant to the present text.  To show that it  is not so, I promised to quote the following passage from Book 10  of Plato's dialogue The Laws.

 Book 10 of the Laws is to be concerned with laws pertaining  to outrages against the sacred, atheism, impiety, etc.  The book  opens with a passage that reminds one of the mutilation of the  Herms that was attributed to Alcibiades and his friends, an  incident which we discussed earlier in connection with the  dramatic situation of the Republic:  "Of the evils that are left  [to be dealt with], the gravest are the unrestrained and insolent  things done by the young.  These offend the worst when they  offend the sacred things, and are especially grave when they  offend things that are public as well as hallowed--or are common  to a part (being shared by members of a tribe or some other such  groups)..."

 The Athenian Stranger then proposes the following prefatory  exhortation to the law on impiety:  "No one who believes in gods  according to the laws has ever <!> voluntarily done an impious  deed or let slip an illegal utterance unless he is suffering one  of three things: either...he doesn't believe; or, second, he  believes they exist but that they do not think about human  beings; or, third, he believes they are easily persuaded if they  are brought sacrifices and prayers."

 The Athenian Stranger then imagines the following speech by  the impious and atheistic people, in their own defense:  "...the  things you say are true.  For some of us don't believe in the  gods at all, and others believe them to be as you say.  Now we  demand, just as you demanded in regard to the laws, that before  you direct harsh threats at us, you try to persuade and teach  that there are gods, adducing adequate evidence, and that they  are too good to be turned aside and beguiled from what is just by  certain gifts.  For as it is now, since we hear these and other  such things from those who are said to be best among the poets,  orators, diviners, and priests, as well as from myriads and  myriads of others, most of us don't turn to refraining from doing  unjust things, but rather try to make healing amends after we've  done them."

 It is a source of endless bafflement to me that none of the  interpreters with whom I am familiar has noted what an amazingly  ironic passage this is.  For what the Athenian Stranger has done  here is to describe conventional piety -- offering prayers and  sacrifices to the gods and begging divine forgiveness for one's  sins -- and then call it atheism and impiety!  In fact what is  here described as atheism and impiety is exactly the supposed  piety of Cephalus.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 118       Sun Jan 31, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 22:13 EST   We are now ready to address the question by Socrates which  introduces what becomes the main topic for the entire dialogue:

"`What you say is very fine indeed, Cephalus,' I said, `But as to  this very thing, justice, shall we so simply assert that it is  the truth and giving back what a man has taken from another, or  is to do these very things sometimes just and sometimes unjust?'"

Why does Socrates ask this question?  Some commentators have  suggested that Socrates has here done something a bit arbitrary  and manipulative, that he has fastened upon an offhand remark by  Cephalus and turned it into a definition of justice when that is  not what Cephalus intended.  It is important, I believe, to take  the trouble to discover that this is not the case, and to find  out how this question is actually generated by what precedes it  (just as we earlier found that Socrates' question to Cephalus  about whether he had earned or inherited his wealth was not a  non-sequitur but followed from an analysis of the Themistocles  analogy).

It is particularly important in the case of this question because  there is a lengthy tradition according to which philosophy is a  speculative enterprise involving disinterested inquiry into  exactly these kinds of questions.  Indeed some people regard the  posing of this sort of definitional question -- "What IS ___?" --  as the hallmark of Socratic philosophy.  Given such a notion of  what Plato is up to, there is a strong tendency to fasten on the  first occurrence of a "What IS ___?" question and say, "OK, now  the show has started, and if the lead-in was a little contrived,  well that's unfortunate, but not really important."  In this slow  reading of the Republic, I have been at great pains to challenge  this notion of what Plato is up to.  I suggest that we will be  much better served by supposing that every topic of discussion is  driven up by the interests and forces at work within the  conversation itself, that by reading in this way we will come to  appreciate how philosophical questions are generated by, and  connected, with the practical issues of our lives.

So, again, why does Socrates raise this question?  We have  already noted that Socrates is engaged in a struggle with  Cephalus for the attention of Polemarchus.  At each stage in the  conversation with Cephalus, it has appeared that Socrates was  intent on undermining the authority of Cephalus.  Socrates first  calls attention to his extreme age and treats him as a witness to  impending death, rather than a voice of sage experience.  Cephalus replies that his old age is serene, due to his decent and  moderate character, for the lack of which all stages of life are  difficult.  Socrates provokes him by citing the cynical multitude  to the effect that his serenity is due to his money, not to his  character.  Cephalus adroitly parries with the comment that his  money is a necessary, but not sufficient, adjunct to his  character in ensuring a serene old age, suggesting in passing  that Socrates, being poor, is destined to be wretched in old age  notwithstanding his presumably virtuous character.  Socrates then  asks him exactly what benefit he derives from his money, and  Cephalus tells him that his wealth ensures his serenity by making  it possible for him to avoid being forced to lie, cheat or  default on his obligations owing to a lack of the means to  fulfill them.

It is at this point that Socrates asks his question about whether  justice really is simply telling the truth and paying one's  debts.  I suggest that he asks the question at this point, not  because he is interested in engaging Cephalus in an inquiry about  the nature of justice, but because he has discerned a fatal  weakness in the structure on which Cephalus has grounded both his  serenity and his claim to authority.

As I suggested in my last message, Socrates has noticed that the  "mechanism" of Cephalus' serenity involves a certain assumption:  namely that the exact requirements of justice and piety are  obvious and do not require thought or inquiry.  What one ought to  do is simply present, like a thing.  To do the just or pious  thing requires good intention and it requires that one have the  means to do it.  It does not require that one find out, or reason  out, what one ought to do.  Therefore, if someone acts unjustly  the reason is either a defect of character or a lack of means.  Cephalus has apparently not considered the possibility that one  may possess both the intention and the means to be just and yet  fail due to a lack of understanding.

This, then, I suggest is what lies behind Socrates' question to  Cephalus.  It does not matter whether or not Cephalus intended  this as his definition.  Obviously he didn't.  The point is that  it has never occurred to him that there could be a question about  the nature of justice that would require a definition, and as  soon as Cephalus sees that there is anything about the nature of  justice that might call for thought, he realizes that neither his  character, nor his money combined with his character, can secure  him from the possibility of unwitting injustice and therefore  punishment after death.  His hard-bought serenity begins to  crumble, whereupon his unconsciously dutiful son springs to his  defense--or usurps his place--while the father rushes to place  his bets with the gods.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 119       Mon Feb 01, 1993 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 19:32 EST   Lance,

The theme of "accidental" injustice and, for that matter, of accidental impiety seems well established by the time Cephalus leaves.  Cephalus himself brings up the possibility of involuntary injustice in a passage we have already determined to be a bit obscure.  [The possession of money contributes a great deal to not cheating or lying to any man against one's will (331b)]  The obscurity lifts if we look upon that part of Cephalus' speech as foreshadowing of the point that "involuntary" or accidental injustice arises from a lack of willingness to think about what justice is.

However, I may be missing the mark here.  Reading your quote from the Laws as irony leads me to suspect that involuntary and accidental are not the same thing.  The Athenian Stranger gets his audience to admit that there are only three reasons for voluntary impiety, leaning out, of course, the "real" reason -- lack of understanding of what piety is.  The Athenian Stranger seems to allow that accidental impiety is not at issue.

At any rate, we weem t be moving toward the point that people's unwillingness to think hard about justice will be  their undoing.  Or am I making too big a jump here?

  --Gary ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 120       Wed Feb 03, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:21 EST   Gary,

You suggest that the point of this passage may be that "involuntary" or accidental injustice arises from a lack of willingness to think about what justice is.

I think you may well be on the right track here, although it may be that the problem is not so much an unwillingness to think about justice as an incapacity to think for oneself at all.

Looking very far ahead, I think we will discover that this is what the notion of the philosopher-king is about.  That is, we may find that philosopher- kingship is implicit in each of us.

Lance ---------- Religion & Ethics RT Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 121       Thu Mar 04, 1993 ERISTIC                      at 17:20 EST    The last post in this topic is dated February 3rd.  I'd really hate to  close this one down for inactivity.  However, unless conversations  resume within 2 weeks or so, it will have to be closed and purged.

 Teressa  Leader, C37 ---------- 

Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 122       Sat Mar 13, 1993 ERISTIC                      at 20:48 EST

 Lance has been in contact with me...discussion shall resume shortly :)

 Teressa  Leader, C37  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 123       Fri Mar 19, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:27 EST

Readers who have been following this topic for a while may recall that from time to time I have been overcome with the desire to connect a particular passage with some fundamental philosophical issues, and this led me to dwell on those passages at extraordinary length. The discussion of the title of the book, Politeia, and the discussion of whether or not it is possible to persuade somebody who refuses to listen are two instances of this that I recall.  I think it is only fair to give warning that I feel another such spell coming on.

 In the last message, I began to examine the exchange that is often treated as the beginning of the Republic, in the sense that it is the first passage in which Socrates poses a question about what justice is. ["`What you say is very fine indeed, Cephalus,' I said, `But as to  this very thing, justice, shall we so simply assert that it is  the truth and giving back what a man has taken from another, or  is to do these very things sometimes just and sometimes unjust?'"].  I will summarize here the main points of that message, but since it has been a while, I think it would not be a bad idea to go back and reread that message.

 The main point I considered was, why does Socrates ask this question? This was consistent with the general tendency of my analysis up to this point, which has been to lay stress on the role of the dramatic situation in directing the flow of the conversation.  So, while noting that for many readers this is the true beginning of the Republic, because it is the first place in which the main subject of the entire dialogue, justice, becomes an explicit topic of discussion, I insisted on looking at how this question about the nature of justice emerges out of the dramatic tension, the implicit power struggle, between Cephalus and Socrates that precedes it.

 I suggested that it would be misleading to assume that Socrates has just suddenly conceived a desire to engage with Cephalus in an abstract inquiry about the nature of justice. Rather, I suggested that Socrates asks Cephalus this question out of a desire to produce a certain result.  What determines Socrates to ask this question about the nature of justice, I said, is that he has noticed a fatal weakness in the structure on which Cephalus has grounded both his serenity and his claim to authority, and since he wishes to escape from that authority he asks a question which is designed to rob Cephalus of his serenity (or at least his complacency.

 The weakness in Cephalus that Socrates has noticed, I suggested, is the exact correlate of the thoughtlessness of Cephalus that we have remarked on several occasions: That is, Cephalus seems to assume that the exact requirements of justice and piety are obvious and do not require thought or inquiry.  Cephalus appears to think that all that is required in order to be just or pious is good intentions and adequate resources. He seems not to have considered the possibility that one might possess both the intention and the means to be just and yet fail due to a lack of understanding. Yet that is the possibility that Socrates brings out in the counter-example that immediately follows his question.

 I will go into that example in a little bit, but in the next message I want to pause to look at the nature of the question that Socrates asks here.  I want us to inquire seriously into what it means that this passage, this question by Socrates, appears to many readers to be the real beginning of the philosophical  part of the dialogue.  What is it about this question that makes it philosophical?  If you agree that the question is powerful in that it unsettles Cephalus, where does the power of this question come from?  And what is the connection, if any, between the nature of this question and the nature of justice?  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 125       Fri Mar 19, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:39 EST

In the last message, I summarized the exchange that is often treated as the beginning of the Republic, in the sense that it is the first passage in which Socrates poses a question about what justice is. ["`What you say is very fine indeed, Cephalus,' I said, `But as to  this very thing, justice, shall we so simply assert that it is  the truth and giving back what a man has taken from another, or  is to do these very things sometimes just and sometimes unjust?'"] I said last time that, before analyzing the rest of the passage, I wanted us to look at the nature of the question itself.

 In an earlier message I suggested that, even apart from the fact that this question introduces the subject of justice for the first time, the reason we look at this as the beginning of the  philosophical  part of the dialogue (as distinct from the merely dramatic introduction) is to be found in the nature of this question.  There is, as I mentioned earlier, a powerful tradition according to which the philosophical enterprise in its very nature consists of the practice of asking questions phrased,  What IS _____?  This tradition finds its most striking forumlation in Aristotle s Metaphysics, but it is still vividly alive in the work of Heidegger.

 In rereading my next-to-last message, it seems to me that I may have given the impression that I was dismissing this notion of the nature of the philosophical enterprise, because I said that Socrates asks the question at this point,  not  because he is interested in engaging Cephalus in an inquiry about the nature of justice, but because he has discerned a fatal weakness in the structure on which Cephalus has grounded both his serenity and his claim to authority.  I got carried away a little, I think, in my stress on the image of Socrates engaged in conversational combat with Cephalus, finally disconcerting him beyond the old man s endurance by disclosing the possibility that being just may require an exercise of thought. I left the reader with the impression that Socrates was only interested in shaking the scaffolding of the old man s moral complacency so that he would leave and let him engage directly with Polemarchus.

 The reason I left that impression is that I was writing as if action in pursuit of some practical objective and philosophical inquiry are mutually exclusive.

 It is certainly not my intention here to dispute the notion that the philosophical enterprise is somehow intimately bound up with the asking of What is ______? questions.  What I want to do is to examine what Nietzsche might call the  genealogy  of the question. I don t mean in this case to propose that we examine the literary history of questions of this type. In a sense Aristotle has done this in the first book of his Metaphysics. What I want to do instead is to look at the posing of a philosophical question as an ACTION. I want us to make ourselves alert to the circumstances that allow such a question and, in particular, to what the philosophical question DOES, what result it produces.

 We may discover, at least we want to be open to discovering, that the posing of philosophical questions is something that somehow expresses the essence of what it is to be a human being. To be able to appreciate what this might mean, we need to look carefully at what happens when the essence of what it is to be human gets expressed in the midst of a very concrete, particular situation.

 To read the text in this way is very different from reading the text inside the assumptions of the tradition. What we may discover is that reading the text in the way I propose does to the tradition something very similar to what Socrates  question does to the assumptions of Cephalus.  That is, just as Cephalus is a man who has not reflected on the nature of justice, or even considered that it was a matter requiring reflection, when we read  from inside a tradition what happens is that we tend to take as given, as not calling for any justification -- or even reflection, the practices of the tradition.

 To make sure that this does not remain abstract, look at what happens in this particular case. When we hear Socrates posing a  What IS ____?  question, or, more precisely, a related question of the form,  Is that what ____ IS?  what happens? For many of us, particularly if we are academics, we feel as if we have just found ourselves on a familiar track.  Yes, we are now doing philosophy,  we say to ourselves. But in saying that we presuppose, it seems to me, that doing philosophy, i.e. posing questions of that sort, is just something that some people like to do. It is a habit or a taste that some people have. It expresses their love for wisdom, as the word [philo-sophos] implies. It doesn t come from anything.  It doesn t require any explanation. It doesn t express the essence of anything. That s just what philosophy IS.

 Isn t it interesting that the tradition, qua tradition, doesn t allow itself to be subjected to philosophical questioning? Like Cephalus, the tradition has no argumentative capacity. Its power depends on its being allowed to operate from a position of concealment. The philosophical tradition is in its nature covert.

 Of course, if that s what philosophy IS (i.e. the posing of  What IS ____? questions), then doing philosophy allows us, even requires us, to pose this sort of question about philosophy itself.  Philosophy can not escape from its own question. If philosophy is essentially a questioning, then philosophy itself is essentially questionable.

 And indeed it is questioned.  For the question, What IS philosophy? or What IS the being whose essence is to ask What IS? these questions are in fact an accepted part of the traditional repertoire of philosophy. It appears, therefore, that the mode of questioning which uncloaks the  thoughtlessness of Cephalus, causing him to retreat to the safety of the sacred, fails to disclose and disempower the covert thoughtlessness of the tradition.

 Why is this so? In seeking for an answer to this question, we come again to an understanding of Plato s intention in writing dialogues, and, hopefully, of our procedure of reading them in the way that we have designed. I suggest that an answer to the present question may be found in what we said earlier: I suggested that the posing of philosophical questions may be something that expresses the essence of what it is to be a human being. And I suggested, further, that to be able to appreciate what this might mean we would need to look carefully at what happens when the essence of what it is to be human gets expressed in the midst of a very concrete, particular situation.

 I want to suggest now that this contrast between the essence of what it is to be human and the concreteness of the particular situation in which that essence is expressed is crucially responsible for the power of the result. That the questioning of philosophy by philosophy fails to unmask the thoughtlessness of the tradition, but is simply taken on by the tradition as one of its established practices, is due to a lack of contrast.  When the essence of what it is to be human gets expressed in the context of the essence of what it is to be human, it is a matter of painting in white on white. Foreground and background are indistinguishable.

 Now this might be understood as a wholly separate subject for discussion. Why raise it just here, at the point when the subject of justice makes its appearance in the Republic? Precisely because we have been looking at the opening of the Republic as a kind of power struggle, as a struggle by one who has been coerced to secure release or redress.  So by raising this question, concerning the nature of Socrates  question as an essentially philosophical question, we are enabled to see the power, as well as the danger, of philosophy.

 I suppose I should say what I mean by  the danger of philosophy.   For many readers that phrase may have a somewhat strange sound.  How could philosophy be dangerous? But maybe the belief that philosophy cannot be dangerous conceals the belief that it really doesn t make much difference--that it is idle chatter or just some people s opinions.  This is a point that we will come back to, for it anticipates the discussion in the central books of the Republic, where the Philosopher-King is introduced.  In Book VI, Socrates indicates that one of the most difficult questions is to explain,  How a city can take philosophy in hand without being destroyed, for surely all great things carry with them the risk of a fall, and, really as the saying goes, fine things are hard [this is a saying that was attributed to Solon, and the meaning of it is the main subject of another dialogue, the Hippias Major.]

 The power of philosophy proceeds from the fact that it causes what is questioned to appear as a thing, to be distinquished from the background within which it worked in silent stealth, as it were. There is something about the question  What IS ____?  that stops the action. The things or circumstances about which that question is asked suddenly, in the asking of it, have less power over us than they did before. The danger of philosophy lies in its ability to stop the automatic action on which normal life depends. And that is what we see happening when Socrates poses his question to Cephalus.

 Cephalus, so far as we can tell, is not a bad person, but he is a person of habit, relentlessly unreflective.  So far as we can tell, he has never entertained a thought about what justice IS.  He has lived his life in a world where it is simply obvious that certain things are just and other things are unjust.  It is just to tell the truth and pay one s debts. When Socrates poses his question, but Is this what justice really IS? Cephalus is stopped in his tracks.

 The question we must look at, for here is where the fundamental danger of philosophy lies, is whether there is any way that philosophy could do anything else.  Is philosophy something that only and always stops the action, but can never start it? If that were the case, then philosophy would clearly be insufficient, and even counterproductive, in any situation calling for action. This, as we shall see, is what makes the  Philosopher_King  such a paradox: Socrates seems to require that the responsibility for initiating and leading action should be given to a class of people whose only capacity seems to be to stop the action.

 Next time I will begin to examine the requirement of Socrates  question and try to see whether or not there is some evident connection between justice and the nature of the philosophical question.  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 126       Thu Mar 25, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 20:04 EST

This message will contain some footnotes to the last.

 1.*The first footnote concerns the relationship between inquiry as mere inquiry and inquiry as a form of action.  In the last message I remarked that I may have left a misleading impression by writing as if philosophical inquiry and action in pursuit of some practical objective are mutually exclusive, so if Socrates was presented as interested in accomplishing some practical objective, then he was,a fortiori, not interested in philosophical inquiry.  If I did give that impression, I want to correct it now and emphasize that philosophical inquiry and action are not mutually exclusive.

 *They are not, however, co-extensive.  Not, at least, if it is the case that philosophical inquiry is an expression of the essence of what it means to be human in the context of the concrete--the intrusion of the universal into the particular.  If that is the case, then the only interest that can be served by philosophical inquiry is the interest of the human essence or what it means to be human.  In other words, philosophical inquiry, as action, cannot be made to serve anybody s private interest.

 *From this two things seem to follow:  One is the connection of philosophical inquiry with justice--in the sense that justice is connected with the interest of all as contrasted with the interest of any in particular.  The second point is that in this we may glimpse the connection of philosophy with the Polis, whose characteristic is  isonomy , as Arendt points out (The Human Condition, p.32). (Isonomy literally means  same law.  It is often translated as equality,  but the sense is of equality under the law.)

 *In confrontation with one who is exercising arbitrary rule, the power of philosophical inquiry is its appeal to, and on behalf of, all.  In that respect, Socrates reverses the numerical odds to which Polemarchus refers at the beginning of the dialogue.

 2.*The second footnote pertains to the conclusion to the next-to-last message. In that place I asked,   what it means that this passage, this question by Socrates, appears to many readers to be the real beginning of the philosophical  part of the dialogue.  What is it about this question that makes it philosophical?  If you agree that the question is powerful in that it unsettles Cephalus, where does the power of this question come from?

 *I thought it might be useful, before going on, to try to summarize my answers to those questions: (a) We saw that the reason this question by Socrates is taken by many readers to be the real beginning of the philosophical part of the dialogue is that philosophy has traditionally been associated with the posing of  What IS ___?  questions, and Socrates  question to Cephalus is a variant of this sort of question. I suggested that what makes the question philosophical is that it represents an intrusion of the essence of what it means to be human into a concrete situation. (whatever that means, and I acknowledge that that is not so clear.) (b) The power of the question comes from two sources: First, because the question expresses the essence of what it means to be human, it presumptively includes the position of the interlocutor.  In other words, it is hard for anyone who participates in the conversation to escape from its reference. The only way to escape from the power of a philosophical conversation is to escape from the conversation itself (viz. Philebus, Euthyphro, and Cephalus in the present dialogue), but unless such conversations are kept limited in time and place that may mean escaping from conversation altogether. [Socrates, of course, was known for the fact that he conducted his conversations in the Agora, a public place. In modern times, the confinement of philosophical conversation to universities is a way of insulating the public space from the danger of philosophy, and of course the separation also tends to emasculate philosophical conversations so that it is hard for most people to imagine that they were ever perceived as politically dangerous.]

   The second source of the power of the What Is ___? question has to do with its capacity to generate breakdown and at the same time to call into conscious existence the things referred to in the question. (On the subject of breakdown, see below.)  In this connection, however, we need to be a little bit careful.  It is clear that a certain skill is required to generate breakdowns that are powerful.  What we have noted is that merely posing  What IS ___? questions by itself will not produce the intended result.  Clearly there is some way in which Socrates had to recognize when it was appropriate to ask the question, when the asking of it was all that was required to generate the desired breakdown.  So at the very least we must say that the power of the What IS ___? question derives from a certain listening that is established by the one who asks the question.

 *This is something that has not been explored very much in philosophical writing, but probably should be. We tend to think of conversation as consisting of a series of speeches, and in so doing we forget that conversation requires listening as much as speaking.  Listening, however, is not passive attending to what is spoken. There are different ways or modes of listening, just as there are different ways or modes of reading, and I am suggesting that one of the less obvious ways in which philosophical skill manifests itself is in listening to what is being said in a way that allows philosophical questions to occur powerfully.  The way of giving attention to a text that I have called  slow reading  may have much in common with that type of listening.

 3. *The third footnote pertains to the suggestion I made that philosophical inquiry may be seen as the intrusion of the universal into the particular. I said,  We may discover, at least we want to be open to discovering, that the posing of philosophical questions is something that somehow expresses the essence of what it is to be a human being. To be able to appreciate what this might mean, we need to look carefully at what happens when the essence of what it is to be human gets expressed in the midst of a very concrete, particular situation.

 *The first thing I want to say by way of comment is to acknowledge that this formulation is not grounded in the text, at least not grounded in the passage before us. I am raising a question that is informed by the history of philosophy and, to some extent, by what occurs later in the Republic. The chain of association is something like this: The question posed by Socrates here is generally taken as the first occurrence in the dialogue of what we recognize as philosophical discussion. Suppose we grant validity to that. What can we learn from that supposition?  What lies in the background, for me, at least, is a suspicion that there is some fundamental connection between philosophy and the polis, so I am alert for any hint of that.  I want to discover why it is that questions of the sort that Socrates asks are so arresting, so unsettling. What can it mean to say that in the posing of a philosophical question the universal intrudes upon the particular? Here are some associations that come to my mind: Money--that is, when I attach a price to something, I immediately bring into connection with that thing all the other things of the same kind, and all the other things which could be acquired for the same price. Then there is the issue of membership.  This is to some extent anticipated in Polemarchus  first question to Socrates, but it is more powerfully brought into play in the discussions of  thumos  (spirit) in Books II and III.  The issue in that case is that, in an interaction between two individuals, one may say,  Do you know whom you are dealing with? In dealing with me, you are not dealing with me alone, but with all my fellow citizens.  Thirdly there is who one is as a rational being, or as a citizen.

 4. *Fourthly, I want to comment on the relationship between the power of philosophy and what I have called breakdown.  The power of philosophy," I said,  proceeds from the fact that it causes what is questioned to appear as a thing, to be distinquished from the background within which it worked in silent stealth, as it were. There is something about the question  What IS ____?  that stops the action. The things or circumstances about which that question is asked suddenly, in the asking of it, have less power over us than they did before. The danger of philosophy lies in its ability to stop the automatic action on which normal life depends. And that is what we see happening when Socrates poses his question to Cephalus.

 *a) The subject of breakdown is one that I touched on briefly some time ago-- see Message 22 from June 28, 1992, where I discussed breakdown in the process of persuasion that  causes the possibility of constituting or reconstituting the polis to become available as an object of action.   I suggested then that Socratic questioning, which exposes the false conceit of wisdom, plays an essential role in making available the possibility of constituting or reconstituting the political realm.  This was in the midst of a discussion of listening.

 *b) The present discussion anticipates the discussion of philosophy and dialectic in the second half of Book VII of the Republic, where Socrates speaks of the sorts of contradictions that drive the intellect to inquire, and also indicates the political danger of  What IS ___? questions. (See 538 a-e.)

 *c) My use of the notion of breakdown here owes something to Heidegger, although it is also present in the work of American pragmatists such as Peirce and Dewey.  The underlying notion is that the world of our ordinary experience, the world out of which thought emerges, is not a world of objects and ideas.  It is a world of engagement in doing things, not a world of thinking or speaking ABOUT things.  It is only when our intentions are thwarted, therefore, when the routine of action is interrupted, that we customarily have occasion to think or speak about things. (Clearly the dialogue form lends itself to the presentation of philosophy governed by such a notion, since the dialogue gives us, at the surface level, that world of ongoing action.) Thus the breakdown that thwarts our intention can be regarded as that which, for us, brings things into being, as distinct things, that is as things distinguished from from their background.  There is something liberating about the moment of breakdown, however, because it makes possible the conscious expression of intention.  This is particularly true in the political situation.  As long as no breakdown is declared, the intention of the polity is manifest only in the already existing rules and policies which each individual is therefore obliged to obey or be coerced by.  The same breakdown that brings into being such  things  as justice also brings into being citizens, individuals, who have an opportunity to participate in shaping the intention of the polity.

 *Now, if there is a certain loss of freedom or opportunity for expression in the political situation in which one is merely carried along on the currents of the customary, with no opportunity to frame the agenda of the polity, one can view political events such as elections and constitutional congresses, legislative sessions and such as marking formally contrived breakdowns in which the things of politics are allowed to make their appearance, as well as the persons of politics.  Jefferson spoke of the need for periodic revolutions to refresh the political spirit.  Perhaps we might regard Socratic inquiry as a sort of legislative catharsis for the soul, an opportunity for each person to engage in an act of self-constitution.  ------------

 Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 127       Sat Mar 27, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 19:36 EST

Now let us examine the particular question that Socrates asks:  But as to this very thing, justice, shall we so simply assert that it is  the truth and giving back what a man has taken from another, or  is to do these very things sometimes just and sometimes unjust?  What is the requirement of this question?  What would be a satisfactory answer to it?

 Apparently the requirement of being is consistency. That is to say, it appears that to say what something IS requires that one say something about it that is true of it under all circumstances. Now, there is something remarkable to be noted here: the requirement of being is exactly the same as the requirement of justice. This is not something that would be true in any other instance.  For example, if one asks  What IS a triangle?  one expects to get an answer that would hold for all triangles, but this in itself would have no connection with triangularity.  This is the first of many occasions that we shall have for noticing the remarkably intimate connection between justice and philosophy.

 Now let us look once more at what appears to be the content of Cephalus  view of what justice is.  As we have said, Cephalus has a notion of justice that is designed not to require thought.  It is a view that seemingly allows for no ambiguity.  Either the debt has been paid or it has not.  Either you told the truth or you didn t.

 What is it that allows Cephalus to hold such a view of justice?  The answer appears to be that Cephalus can hold such a view of justice because for him justice is entirely a matter of the relative location of a set of objects. For Cephalus, the issue of justice apparently does not arise unless there is a debt, and a debt is contracted when somebody receives something from another that did not originally belong to him.

 Summary of Socrates  question:

 *Somebody has deposited (loaned) weapons to you while sane. He then comes back in a maddened state and demands that the weapons be restored to his possession.  Is it just to give them back, or to withhold them (possibly by telling a falsehood)?

 Analysis:

 *How does Socrates, in his question, alter what Cephalus had said?  The first thing we notice is that his example has more detail, more particularity, than the statement of Cephalus. Cephalus had said that the possession of money makes it possible to avoid having to  depart for that other place frightened because one owes some sacrifices to a god or money to a human being. Apparently Cephalus was only thinking of monetary debts, at least debts in which the specific nature of what was owed was not relevant.

 The force of Socrates  example derives from his specifying three things: the nature of the thing loaned, the character of the lender, and some passage of time during which the state of the lender has altered. If the thing owed was not a weapon but, say, a bunch of bananas, it wouldn t matter whether or not the formerly sane lender was now mad, would it? And if the lender came back after having in the meantime enlisted in the army with the intention of fighting in a battle for the defense of the city which Cephalus approved of, presumably the fact that the thing owed was a weapon and was about to be used to inflict harm on some human being would not cause Cephalus to question the justice of repaying the debt.

 What does it mean that Cephalus holds a view of justice that leaves out of account such details?  We could say that it reflects the fact that he is a moneymaker, that Cephalus simply reveals himself as having the ethics of a man of commerce.  Clearly there is something to be said for this interpretation. It is a fact that Cephalus is not a citizen of the city where he resides, and, of course, his  definition  of justice arises in response to a question as to what benefit he has derived from being rich. Recently Jane Jacobs, who happens to be one of my favorite authors, published a new book entitled Systems of Survival, in which she discusses, by means of a  Platonic Dialogue, [!] two distinct but complementary  moral syndromes,  which she calls,  The Commercial Moral Syndrome,  and  The Guardian Moral Syndrome.   Perhaps Cephalus definition of justice is to be understood as representing the justice of the commercial syndrome.  Certainly, Cephalus appears to think of justice entirely in transactional or contractual terms.  It is not so much a matter of general principles as it is a matter of completing whatever was agreed to by the parties to the contract. This may remind some of the so-called  Lockner era  decisions by the Supreme Court that were the subject of considerable discussion during the confirmation hearings for Clarence Thomas. In those decisions efforts by the government to limit child labor or to establish minimum legal wages were found to be unconstitutional infringements on the freedom to enter into contracts. So in a sense the principle of contracts between free individuals was the sole foundation of justice.

 But I think there is more to it than that.  For one thing, it appears that the notion of justice has a very old connection with the notion of debt, one not confined to the commercial classes.  In the context of criminal justice, we frequently hear punishment spoken of as paying a debt to society. But in the asymmetry of that statement we see a development from a prior position, a third party--society--having taken over the debt, and the right to exact its payment, from the original injured party. What lies in the background is the possibility of revenge, the vendetta. From this we can infer that Cephalus position in a way suggests a pre-political situation.

 That inference is supported if we consider the possibility of Cephalus answering  yes  to Socrates  question.  I mean, we tend to assume that Cephalus would feel constrained to answer  no,  when Socrates asks if it would be just to pay the debt when that meant returning weapons to somebody who looked likely to use them to inflict violence on someone else or on himself. But it is at least possible for someone to say,  Yes, I understand those consequences, but justice must be done.   There is a famous Latin expression that conveys this sense:  Fiat iustitia, et pereat mundus.  (Let justice be done although the world may perish!)

 Kleist s play  The Prince of Homburg  revolves around an instance of this sort.  The Prince of Homburg, while on a battlefield, violates a command and, as a result, saves his commander s forces from defeat and wins a noble victory.  Upon his return to camp, his role in bringing about the victory is duly acknowledged, and then he is told that he must now suffer the penalty for disobeying orders, which is to be put to death.  Anything less would be unjust!

 Now this certainly does not look like the  Commercial Syndrome.   In fact it looks like the opposite extreme.  If the commercial syndrome sanctifies the right of the individual to enter into contractual agreements with other free individuals (presumed to be on an equal footing as contracting parties), the second example implies the complete subordination of the individual to the rule.

 What these two extremes have in common is what they are both lacking that is crucially relevant to Socrates  question to Cephalus, and that is some explicit basis of concern for the well-being of others.  Clearly the reason most of us would hesitate to say that it is just to give back the weapons when their owner returns in a maddened state is that we have a concern for the well- being either of the owner of the weapons or of the persons who might be harmed by them (including, of course, ourselves).

 Cephalus has approached the subject of justice from an entirely self- interested perspective. Justice, he implies, is useful to avoid punishment, either in this life, or after death. Socrates  question then raises the possibility that justice requires more than keeping one s agreements or applying a certain rule, that it requires making a judgement of a particular situation concerning the implication for the wellbeing of others.

 We shall discover, I believe, that this problem--of connecting the generality of a principle with the particularity of the situation to which it applies--is perhaps the central issue of the entire dialogue. Here again we are met with the connection of justice and philosophy.  Here again the essence of what it means to be human makes its appearance in the midst of a concrete, particular situation. For it is not simply that justice expresses our concern for others. The question is, which others? That is a question which Polemarchus thinks he is in a position to answer.  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 128       Mon Mar 29, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 21:03 EST

Careful readers may have noted that my last two messages were missing quotation marks and apostrophes. I apologize for this and will attempt to correct it in future messages. (On the other hand, I have no recent evidence that I have any readers at all, in which case I suppose apologies are quite unnecessary.)  As I may or may not have mentioned here, I recently acquired a Macintosh computer and have fallen in love with it (my trusty old PC weeps quiet, reproachful tears by the edge of my desk).  In writing my messages I have been using a wonderful word processing program that gives me the option to "Smarten quotes" or to "Stupify" them. I always thought smart was better, so guess which option I chose.  Unfortunately, it turns out that GEnie doesn't know the difference between a smart quote and a blank space, so the latter is what you have been getting. So, having stupified my readers, I will now proceed to stupify my quotes.  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 129       Mon Mar 29, 1993 ERISTIC                      at 22:52 EST

 Lance,

 You have at least one reader, and one who thought pointing out the  lack of quotation marks would not only be insufferably rude, but an  invitation to have comments made upon her own writing.  <GGG>

 Eristic  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 130       Tue Mar 30, 1993 BILL.GARRETT [Bill]          at 00:05 EST

Lance, my philosophy prof used to bemoan the fact that all his students were diligently taking notes rather than responding to the lecture. That's not much excuse here, where we can take notes with a push of the 'capture' button, but I think your readers are poring over the material and hopefully finding gold therein.

For myself, I find Socrates predicament most interesting, especially in  light of the breakdown of the 'social contract' in our own society. I  sometimes wonder if even he could find an argument to convince the people of our day that a just society is possible.

Bill

 ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 131       Tue Mar 30, 1993 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 00:44 EST

Lance,

Your readers are still here.  You must realise that you have asked us to do some really hard thinking about what philosophy is.  You have asked that we consider the ACTION that philosophy causes.  You propose that philosophy in fact may "stop the action" and is therefor both powerfull and dangerous. These are strange things to attribute to the contemplitive art.  It may take your slow readers a while to digest these ideas.

I download your messages and convert them to Word Perfect format. Your new Mac software yields traditional double quotes with tails pointed down.  The single quotes have tails pointed in the correct direction (I wondered how you did that).  The apstrophes are omitted. Since I annotate your messages in my WP software, I had to insert the apostrophes to get my software to work.  That is one way to be sure that your readers give your messages a  s l o w reading :)

I am still chewing on msg 123-126 (I "saved" 127 for later).  You might be able to help me over one rough spot.  After showing us the parallel between Cephalus'thoughtlessness and the thoughtlessness of the tradition of philosophy you say, "The questioning of philosophy fails to unmask the thoughtlessness of the tradition, but is simply taken on by the tradition as one of its estabilished practices, is due to a lack of contrast." Do you mean within the context of Ancient philosophy or are you saying that philosophy still cannot distinguish its foreground from its backgroud.  It, even in this day, cannot answer the What is ____? question about itself because there is no frame of reference outside of philosophy.

  --Gary

 ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 132       Tue Mar 30, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 19:50 EST

Gary and Teressa,

 Thanks very much for letting me know that you are there. It makes a difference to me. Lately I have been enjoying the work of reading and writing about Plato so much that I would probably keep at it even if there were nobody there, but I think I write better, certainly more clearly, when I am writing for somebody besides myself.

 There is a philosophical issue in this about the nature of communication that I would like to get to someday--perhaps if I ever summon up the courage to lead a discussion of Plato's dialogue "Cratylus."  The philosophical issue has to do with the distinction, in uses of language, between expressions that convey "content," and those expressions that are designed to focus attention or to simply convey that the channel is open--the most obvious being the expression ,"Hello," or "Pronto" (in Italy) when one picks up the telephone (after it has rung).  But that is for another occasion, and another topic.

 Gary,

 As usual your question is thoughtful and astute.  I am especially pleased this time, because the passage you ask about was one that particularly pleased me in writing it, and I wanted somebody to notice it.  You ask whether, in speaking of the failure of philosophy to unmask the thoughtlessness of the tradition, I am referring only to Ancient philosophy, "or are you saying that philosophy still cannot distinguish its foreground from its backgroud."  The short answer to your question is, "The latter." But I think it might be helpful to supply a little more of the context here, for those who do not have the relevant passage in front of them.  Here is what I said:

 <<Of course, if that s what philosophy IS (i.e. the posing of "What IS ____?" questions), then doing philosophy allows us, even requires us, to pose this sort of question about philosophy itself.  Philosophy can not escape from its own question. If philosophy is essentially a questioning, then philosophy itself is essentially questionable.

 And indeed it is questioned.  For the question, What IS philosophy? or What IS the being whose essence is to ask What IS? these questions are in fact an accepted part of the traditional repertoire of philosophy. It appears, therefore, that the mode of questioning which uncloaks the  thoughtlessness of Cephalus, causing him to retreat to the safety of the sacred, fails to disclose and disempower the covert thoughtlessness of the tradition.

 Why is this so? In seeking for an answer to this question, we come again to an understanding of Plato s intention in writing dialogues, and, hopefully, of our procedure of reading them in the way that we have designed. I suggest that an answer to the present question may be found in what we said earlier: I suggested that the posing of philosophical questions may be something that expresses the essence of what it is to be a human being. And I suggested, further, that to be able to appreciate what this might mean we would need to look carefully at what happens when the essence of what it is to be human gets expressed in the midst of a very concrete, particular situation.

 I want to suggest now that this contrast between the essence of what it is to be human and the concreteness of the particular situation in which that essence is expressed is crucially responsible for the power of the result. That the questioning of philosophy by philosophy fails to unmask the thoughtlessness of the tradition, but is simply taken on by the tradition as one of its established practices, is due to a lack of contrast.  When the essence of what it is to be human gets expressed in the context of the essence of what it is to be human, it is a matter of painting in white on white. Foreground and background are indistinguishable.>>

 Clearly, I was referring particularly to the last century or two of academic philosophy. What interested me was that, when the question, "What IS Philosophy?" is asked by professional philosophers, it doesn't produce any impact; it doesn't seem to cut anything. This is not to say that what professional philosophers have to say on this subject is incompetent.  What Kant has to say about the nature and method of philosophy in the last hundred pages of the Critique of Pure Reason is as profound as anything he wrote, but, apart from Richard Kroner's little book "Kant's Weltanschauung" it is hard to find anybody who has paid any attention to those pages.

 Discussions of the nature of philosophy that are designed to be used as introductory textbooks for university courses, speaking about philosophy within the context of philosophy, are, in my experience, utterly deadly. On the other hand, discussions of the nature of philosophy that are addressed to non-philosophers sometimes have a considerable ability to stir serious inquiry in their readers, even if their authors lack the philosophical profundity and originality of Kant.  I am thinking, for example, of Jacob Needleman's "The Heart of Philosophy" or Jaspers' "Way to Wisdom." What seems to distinguish the latter works is that, while asking what philosophy is, they include in the inquiry, who philosophers are and what they are DOING.

 There is something about looking at what somebody is doing that brings you unavoidably into contact with the concrete.  To that extent, the generality of the What IS ___? question, when it takes the form of What IS philosophy, encounters, not only the generality of philosophy, but the particularity of philosophers.  The reason I have been making much of this issue here in this topic is that it occurred to me that the dialogue form makes such a combination of the general and the particular unavoidable.

 Let me come back, in conclusion, to your letter. You suggest that I meant that philosophy, "even in this day, cannot answer the What is ____? question about itself because there is no frame of reference outside of philosophy."

 Hopefully I have now made clear that the problem is not that there IS no frame of reference outside of philosophy. It's not a matter of fact.  It's a matter of choice, the choice of those who ask the question. The problem occurs when the philosophers asking the question What is philosophy? do not include themselves, their own actions and human situations, in the frame of reference of the question they pose.

 Lance  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 133       Tue Mar 30, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 21:04 EST

Cephalus agrees with Socrates that, "...if a man takes weapons from a friend when the latter is of sound mind, and the friend demands them back when he is mad, one shouldn't give back such things, and the man who gave them back would not be just, and moreover, one should not be willing to tell someone in his state the whole truth."  "What you say is right," Cephalus says.

 "Then," Socrates continues, "This isn't the definition of justice, speaking the truth and giving back what one takes."

 But at this point Polemarchus suddenly interrupts: "It most certainly is, Socrates," he says, "at least if Simonides should be believed at all."

 Polemarchus, it turns out, has been listening after all.  He had said, much earlier, that he would refuse to listen to Socrates' attempt to persuade Polemarchus and his friends that they should release him and Glaucon. And much earlier, in discussing that passage, I said that, unlike Glaucon, Socrates understood that there was always a listening to be spoken into.  Polemarchus does not think he has been listening to Socrates attempting to gain his release. Polemarchus thinks he has been listening to an attack on his father. In attempting to defend his father, Polemarchus exhibits his alignment with precisely that which was missing from his father's "definition" of justice, namely a basis for expressing a concern for the well-being of others. For Polemarchus enters the conversation out of his concern for another, or so it appears.

 As I said at the end of the last message, "...it is not simply that justice expresses our concern for others.  The question is, which others? That is a question which Polemarchus thinks he is in a position to answer." Polemarchus does not argue with the sense of Socrates' counterexample.  He appears to believe that he possesses a definition of justice that is both general enough and subtle enough to withstand the problem posed by Socrates' question. But it will take us some while to discover what that definition is, since Polemarchus insists on presenting his definition of justice as if it were not his own, but belonged to his father, or to Simonides.

 This propensity of Polemarchus to dissemble his own views and present himself as though he were really acting for somebody else is a major part of the dramatic situation.  It is what enables us to treat the present discussion with Polemarchus as part of the same conversation that was initiated on the first page.

 It is not clear that Cephalus welcomes his son's defense.  I have been arguing that Cephalus leaves because he has been disconcerted by Socrates. The text does not say this, however, and it is at least worth considering the possibility that he leaves because he is uncomfortable with being defended by his son.  Notice that the son, in springing to his father's defense, begins by contradicting his father, who had just agreed with Socrates. With Polemarchus, it is always difficult to be clear whose interest he is asserting--his own or someone else's.

 After Polemarchus interrupts, Cephalus bestows the argument upon his son, and says it is time for him to attend to the sacrifices.  As Bloom's note indicates, the different texts are at variance as to who utters the next sentence.  Bloom gives it to Polemarchus, while Shorey in the Loeb edition gives it to Socrates. In either case, the sentence reinforces the image of inheritance that Cephalus has just introduced, asking Cephalus to confirm that Polemarchus is the heir of what belongs to him, including this argument as Cephalus' property. The word used here for heir is "kleronomos." Klero- means portion or allotment, while nomos refers to the customary law, so kleronomos means something like "recipient of an allotment-by-law."  I mention this because of the presence of a word for law. Obviously law and justice are not the same thing, but they are closely connected, so it is interesting to see that Polemarchus acquires the argument about justice by virtue of the customary law.

 Polemarchus resembles his father not least in the ambiguous nature of his utterances. It is difficult to be sure just what he is asserting or, as we have said, for whom.  He bursts into the discussion to say that "speaking the truth and giving back what one takes" "certainly is" the definition of justice.  But this assertion is not unconditional. It starts off sounding as if it were: "It most certainly is," he says, contradicting Socrates' rejection of his father's definition of justice, but then he immediately adds a very serious qualification: "at least if Simonides should be believed at all."

 To this the careful modern reader is likely to say, "Huh?! What does Simonides have to do with it, and who cares whether or not he is believed?" At first I thought this was simply another case of 'like father, like son,' with the son in this case imitating the father's habit of dropping famous names. Simonides was a prominent poet who had flourished about 50-75 years before the dramatic date of the Republic.  He was a contemporary, and, to some extent, a rival, of Pindar. According to my Encyclopaedia Britannica, "...such was his fame that many epigrams were later wrongfully ascribed to him.  He was also the first Greek poet known to have written on commission for fees."  In other words, he was the first professional poet. An interesting choice for the son of a merchant. With regard to the history of wrongful attribution, it is worth noting that there is no other literary source for the quotation that Polemarchus here attributes to Simonides.

 So before considering what Simonides says about justice (or what Polemarchus says he says), let us consider why Polemarchus cites him. Why should Simonides be believed? The word that is translated as "to be believed" is 'peithesthai'. It is an interesting word, which is derived from 'peitho', which means to prevail upon, win over, or persuade. The passive form, which is used here, means to be won over, prevailed on, or persuaded to comply. In the imperative mood, as "be persuaded", it also has the force of "Obey!" and was so used in Greek. So we could translate Polemarchus' phrase as, "...at least if Simonides is to be obeyed," or "...at least if Simonides is to be trusted."

 Why, then, does Polemarchus ask Socrates and the others present to consider whether Simonides is to be believed, trusted or obeyed? I believe that this question sheds some light on the nature and function of authority.  The authority of Simonides counts for nothing with us, and clearly it doesn't count for much with Socrates.  Precisely its failure as an appeal to authority makes it an apt occasion to look at the way such an appeal works.

 To ask why Polemarchus cites Simonides is to ask why he doesn't simply assert his own opinion. Actually, he does, finally, but it takes Socrates three pages of laborious argument to get him to say, at 334b, "...it is still my opinion that justice is helping friends and injuring enemies."

 If that was the answer that he thought would satisfactorily deal with Socrates' counterexample, why didn't he say so in the first place?

 I think that's a good place to stop for a bit.

 Lance  ------------

 Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 134       Sat Apr 10, 1993 G.GILBERD [Gary]             at 21:59 EDT

Warning:  Long -- Off Topic -- Almost Illiterate Post

Lance Fletcher's messages 123 through 126 have dogged me for  almost a month. I can not shake the feeling that something important is happening.  It seems we are watching a philosopher thinking hard about what philosophy is and coming to some conclusions.  And this is happening right here in real time for all of the GEnie world to see.  Exciting stuff!

I have read and reread these messages.  I have high lighted them and paraphrased them.  I seem to see three themes in them.  I will post my observations and hope that others will concur or refute them.  The themes are:

  --  The power and danger of philosophy   --  The failure of the philosophic tradition to define philosophy   --  The essence of what it is to be human.

The power and danger of philosophy

When the "What is ____?" question is asked it stops the action. Whatever action ____ was causing ceases while ____ is examined. If it is examined enough, ____ loses whatever inherent power it had.

That statement seems to be true a priori.  Think of what happens when we repeat a word over and over.  Eventually the word loses all meaning and becomes random sound -- noise. George Carlin desensitizes Anglo-Saxon idioms in this way. I suppose if we did the same thing with all emotion evoking words we would kill poetry.  If we did the same thing will all human concepts would we kill emotion?

Philosophy is dangerous because it can stop the automatic actions that are necessary in normal human life.  If the  first statement is true then this is a reasonable extension.

The failure of the philosophic tradition to explain philosophy

The tradition has failed to answer the "What is philosophy?" question because it has not disclosed and disempowered the covert thoughtlessness of the tradition due to a lack of context.  A study of philosophers and what they do can provide the required context.

That also appears true on its face.  Self referential systems often fail.  To borrow examples from Hoffsteader, the formula n(i+1)=n(i)+1 will always yield another n but does not contain enough information to disclose n(beginning). Self referential systems which act in an environment can succeed. DNA contains all the information to reproduce itself.  But, a bunch of DNA alone can do nothing.  It must exist in a solution of amino acids to answer its own questions.

  --The essence of what it is to be human

". . . what makes (a) question philosophical is that it  represents an intrusion of the essence of what it means to be human into a concrete situation." ". . . philosophical inquiry may be seen as the intrusion of the universal into the particular." By juxtaposing these two fragments I seem to see an argument that the essence of what it is to be human is that which is universal.  That concept needs a lot more discussion IMHO.

Lance wrapped all of this up in a package which came to two conclusions (which _are_ on topic).  First that the dialog form provides the context (the philosopher) and the questions (the philosophy) at the same time thereby solving the ground vs. background problem.  The second conclusion is that the breakdowns caused by the "What is ___?" question causes opportunity for participation of individuals in shaping the intention of polity.  He is true to his own argument.  He allows the universals of the three themes I mentioned to intrude into the particulars of political philosophy giving us yet one more example.

Well, fellow slow readers, does anyone else see what I see in these messages or is it all a figment of my imagination?

  --Gary  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 135       Mon Apr 12, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:53 EST

Gary,

 Thank you very much for the acknowledgement in your last message.  It means a lot to me to have you for a reader.  It is certainly true that I am thinking hard about these things.  What you must understand is that this discussion is not a sideline of academic employment for me.  I was an academic in the past, but not for quite a number of years, during which I have been occupied mostly as a real estate developer and politician.  Whether or not this is important is for others to judge, but you are right that it is taking place "in real time."  What I write here are the first fruits of my current thinking. Starting this topic has given me the opportunity to read Plato again as if for the first time, and it has been a wonderful voyage of discovery for me.  I have some idea about where we are going, but I don't really know how it is going to come out.

 I can't respond fully to your comments without taking us too far off topic, but I would like to make a brief correction on your third comment: You say that

 > I seem to see an argument that the essence of what it is to be human is that  > which is  universal.  That concept needs a lot more discussion IMHO.

 That is not exactly what I meant. I said, "We may discover, at least we want to be open to discovering, that the posing of philosophical questions is something that somehow expresses the essence of what it is to be a human being."

 To say that the essence of what it is to be a human being is that which is universal omits something crucial: Namely the posing of the question. I am suggesting that what particularly expresses the essence of what it is to be a human being is the posing of questions of a kind that require one to go outside one's particular perspective.  Calling that "the universal" abstracts from the human activity, the active transcendence of particularity, that is involved here.

 I will shortly return with more on Polemarchus.  Incidentally, have I mentioned here that Polemarchus is arguably the only figure in the Republic who really learns something?  There is some support for this in another dialogue, the Phaedrus, where Socrates has a conversation that includes a recitation of a speech by Lysias, one of the brothers of Polemarchus who is present, but silent, in the Republic.  After making a brilliant speech in opposition to the speech of Lysias, Socrates begs forgiveness for anything that might have sounded discordant, and says that his intention was to oppose the sort of sophistry that Lysias' speech contained and to "turn him toward the love of wisdom (philosophy), even as his brother Polemarchus has been turned." (Phaedrus 257b)  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 136       Sat May 29, 1993 M.SKOPINSKY [MoonShadow]     at 11:26 EDT

'Lo all.

The last message here (#135) was over a month ago.  I used Aladdin to grab #1 thru #135 and put them in a textfile.  I get the impression that there is more in the RT library comprising messages in this TOPic prior to a message purge. If so, I'll grab those too.

I haven't have time to do more than glance at the first few, but I just wanted to say that I'm currently reading The Republic.

I'm currently in Book III (407c)

I've been reading the translation by Sterling & Scott (Richard W. Sterling and William C. Scott, both of Dartmouth College), first edition, published in 1985 by W.W. Norton & Company, Inc. (New York) and Penguin Books Canada Ltd. (Ontario).  For those interested, the ISBN is 0-393-01972-1 (the paperback version is ISBN 0-393-01972-X).

I've seen a number of translations since my first exposure to The Republic in High School (when I fell in love w/ it, but didn't have a chance to finish it), 11 or 12 years ago.  And I have to say that, IMHO, the Sterling & Scott translation is hands down the BEST I've ever had the pleasure of reading.

It is based on the Oxford text of Plato's Republic in the Greek language edited by John Burnet in 1902.  It uses the standard numbering of pages and sections from the 1578 edition of Plato's works by Stephanus (Henri Estienne) in the margin of the text.

Sterling is professor of government at Dartmouth (among other things he gives seminars on the politics of Plato), and Scott is professor of classics at Dartmouth (specializing in Greek literature and culture). Both have published a number of previous works.  There are two quotes about their translation that I think agree with my feelings about it (and The Republic).

"In a time of conservative--not to say reactionary--retrenchment in the craft of translation as exhibited by the 'New Literalism,' with its deformations of English and its implicit contempt for stylistic persuasion and imaginative eloquence, this new version of Plato's Republic by Sterling and Scott is founded on a sensitively accurate and highly readable fusion of form and content, style and substance. Plato emerges, as he should, as both thinker and philisophical poet--something that cannot be said of competing versions."

                        -- William Arrowsmith,                            Robert W. Woodruff Professor of                            Classics and Comparative Literature,                            Emory University

And..

"No one should think if going to a liberal arts college without reading Plato's Republic.  It is one of the basic books of the European mind and culture, now freshly and readably rendered by Sterling and Scott.  I envy the reader who sits in on these conversations for the first time, and with such a readable text."

                        -- John Ciardi

Reading The Republic through for the first time, and most especially with this translation, I've realized that Plato isn't just a great philosopher, or even a gifted writer or poet.  He's an artist. Because The Republic becomes apparent to me (for the first time, really) as a work of art, just as surely as any painting or sculpture.

The only other thing that engenders the same feelings and emotions in me (an almost estatic joy and pleasure.. indeed almost orgasmic, both emotional and intellectual), are the paintings of Claude Monet (especially his series of paintings of the Sein, after the Rouen Cathedral series, but prior to his paintings of the Water Lilies, and his painting of the Waterloo Bridge, on permanent display here in the Rochester Memorial Art Gallery).

I do hope the discussions here will resume.  I'm looking forward to them, though I don't get so deep analyzing Plato.. just Monet's paintings and art.

        MoonShadow         ~~~~~~~~~~

 ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 137       Sun May 30, 1993 B.RAMEY2 [ BW ]              at 07:16 EDT

MoonShadow,

    >I've been reading the translation by Sterling & Scott

That's the translation I used in an Ancient Philosophy class.  It's very readable and poetic.  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 138       Mon May 31, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 00:15 EST

MoonShadow,

 Welcome!  I'm glad you are enjoying your reading of the Republic.  I don't know the Sterling & Scott translation, but I will certainly look at it.  At the beginning of this discussion I strongly recommended the Bloom translation, partly because among the translations I know it is by far the most accurate, and also because it has very good notes and an extremely useful commentary. Also I studied the Republic with Bloom in 1962, when he had just finished his translation, so I may be a little biased.

 Anyway, I promise that the discussion here will resume very shortly.  I broke off before just at the point where Cephalus left and "bequeathed" the conversation to his son Polemarchus.  I wanted to work through the entire discussion between Polemarchus and Socrates before resuming the discussion.  I have now done that, so I will be posting some messages on this discussion in the very near future.  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 139       Tue Jun 15, 1993 ERISTIC                      at 16:53 EDT

 This is the obligatory 2-weeks since the last message was posted and  if discussion doesn't resume within the next two weeks the topic will  be nuked.

 Teressa  Leader, C37  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 140       Sun Jun 20, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 15:54 EST

> This is the obligatory 2-weeks since the last message was posted and  if  > discussion doesn't resume within the next two weeks the topic will  be  > nuked.

 This is an anti-nuclear missive.  Very serious, ponderous, heavy, and extremely lengthy discussion will resume here shortly.  Followers of this topic are advised to re-read the entire discussion with Polemarchus, from 331d to 336a, since I have been trying to put together an analysis that will make sense of that whole section. It might also help to reread my last few messages.

 See you soon.

 Lance  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 141       Mon Jun 21, 1993 ERISTIC                      at 21:58 EDT

 ABM interception successful. :)  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 142       Wed Jun 23, 1993 J.COHEN24 [Jon NJ]           at 21:09 EDT

                         Eu prattein  Due to certain changes GEnie will make at the beginning of next month, I have decided to end my participation in the GEnie system.  But I could not do so without saying a special goodbye to the participants and lurkers in this topic.  I very much enjoyed reading and posting here.  I helped me to renew my conviction that there are works which are carefully written and therefore must be carefully read.  I was reminded of earlier times when I read The Republic and was delighted to find that reading it now is a somewhat different experience.  I hope my contributions have been useful to those attending and I wish you all the best in your continued study.                             ...Jon

 ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 143       Sat Jul 10, 1993 M.SKOPINSKY [MoonShadow]     at 05:15 EDT

So, is this TOPic dead, now that the new rates have taken effect, or what?

If it is, let's close it down so I won't have to keep checking it for new messages.. I'll get nickled and dimed to death! <grin>

Seriously, if this TOPic is going to continue, I'd like SOME kind of message about it.. one of the users, who had to leave due to the price change, has asked me to forward copies of the messages here to him via Internet (and I said I'd forward any comments or replies he might have).

Of if this topic is dead, tell me so I can pass that info on.. and if we're going to continue the discussion of THE REPUBLIC, likewise.

Thanks!

--------------------------------------------------------------------- mark.skopinsky@f228.n2613.z1.fidonet.org | m.skopinsky@genie.geis.com --------- ------------------------------------------------------------ "Could I climb the highest place in Athens, I would lift my voice and proclaim: 'Fellow citizens, why do you turn and scrape every stone to gather wealth, and take so little care of your children, to whom one day you must relinquish it all?'"  -- Socrates ---------------------------------------------------------------------

 ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 144       Mon Jul 12, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 22:00 EST

> So, is this TOPic dead, now that the new rates have taken effect, or what?

 MoonShadow:

 > If it is, let's close it down so I won't have to keep checking it for new  > messages.. I'll get nickled and dimed to death! <grin>   Seriously, if this  > TOPic is going to continue, I'd like SOME kind of message about it.. one of  > the users, who had to leave due to the price change, has asked me to forward  > copies of the messages here to him via Internet (and I said I'd forward any  > comments or replies he might have).   Of if this topic is dead, tell me so I  > can pass that info on.. and if we're going to continue the discussion of THE  > REPUBLIC, likewise.   Thanks!

 No! No! No!-- This topic is not dead, only resting!  Two or three months ago I came up to the place where Polemarchus intervenes in the conversation between Socrates and Cephalus.  Socrates had offered what Cephalus acknowledged as a telling counterexample, so Socrates concluded, "Then this isn't the definition of justice, speaking the truth and giving back what one takes."  At this point Polemarchus interrupts:

 Here is how I concluded my last substantive message:

  "It most certainly is," he says, contradicting Socrates' rejection of his father's definition of justice, but then he immediately adds a very serious qualification: "at least if Simonides should be believed at all."

 To this the careful modern reader is likely to say, "Huh?! What does Simonides have to do with it, and who cares whether or not he is believed?" At first I thought this was simply another case of 'like father, like son,' with the son in this case imitating the father's habit of dropping famous names.

 Why, then, does Polemarchus ask Socrates and the others present to consider whether Simonides is to be believed, trusted or obeyed? I believe that this question sheds some light on the nature and function of authority.  The authority of Simonides counts for nothing with us, and clearly it doesn't count for much with Socrates.  Precisely its failure as an appeal to authority makes it an apt occasion to look at the way such an appeal works.

 To ask why Polemarchus cites Simonides is to ask why he doesn't simply assert his own opinion. Actually, he does, finally, but it takes Socrates three pages of laborious argument to get him to say, at 334b, "...it is still my opinion that justice is helping friends and injuring enemies."

 If that was the answer that he thought would satisfactorily deal with Socrates' counterexample, why didn't he say so in the first place?

 I think that's a good place to stop for a bit.

 The reason I said that this was a good place to stop for a bit is that I wanted to take the time to read (slowly) through the whole conversation between Polemarchus and Socrates--all the way to the place where Thrasymachus interrupts--so that I would be able to point clearly where the argument was going.  I have now written more than 100k of detailed notes, and I was just beginning to turn them into acceptable prose when I was asked to write an article on Jane Jacobs and the idea of the City for a major quarterly, so I put the Republic on the back burner for a few weeks.  I haven't finished the article, but I felt from the tone of your post that I had better show a little life.  Also, I have noticed that things seem a little quiet here lately.

 Incidentally, another thing I have been doing lately is taking steps to open up a BBS of my own to support serious intellectual inquiry such as this.  I will probably open up a very primitive test version of it in about a week.  I am planning to attend the ONE BBSCON convention in Colorado Springs at the end of August, partly to educate myself on how to become a sysop, and then I plan to acquire a good 486 machine and a couple of extra phone lines and open the BBS for real in the latter part of September.

 I'll find a way to post a message soon giving a fuller statement of what I hope to accomplish with this BBS and requesting feedback from all and any interested parties.  Incidentally, this is not intended to substitute for or compete with GEnie.

 Now let me return to the Republic:

 The point where we left off, the point where Polemarchus interrupts the discussion between his father and Socrates, is not the beginning of the conversation between Socrates and Polemarchus. At any rate, it is my contention  that we should understand the first half of Book I as a single conversation between Polemarchus and Socrates, interrupted by the discussion with Cephalus.

 To understand the meaning of the conversation, it is appropriate to look at its extremes: Where does it begin, and where does it lead?

 The conversation between Polemarchus and Socrates begins with polemics from Polemarchus: He confronts Socrates and Glaucon with the threat of force and demands their submission without even explaining his purpose, and, when Socrates raises the possibility of his persuading Polemarchus to let them go without a fight, Polemarchus asks, "How could you persuade us if we won't listen, and then declares that he will not listem.

 The dialogue begins, therefore, with an act of injustice, made more difficult to deal with by the fact that the one responsible insists that he will not listen, so there appears to be no basis for them to have a conversation in which Socrates might persuade him that his action is unjust. This is a point we have discussed at some length previously.

 The conversation between Socrates and Polemarchus, which began with such antagonism and with Polemarchus declaring that he would not listen to  Socrates, concludes as follows:  "In my opinion, Socrates, what you say is entirely true."  And then, "I, for one, am ready to be your partner in battle [against those who hold the view that Polemarchus only a short while before was defending]."

 With the possible exception of Theaetetus, I cannot think of another character in Plato's dialogues who appears to be so completely transformed as a result of the conversation of the dialogue.  The conversation which begins to define the purpose of the dialogue moves from the adversarial to the communal, from hostility to partnership.  This movement, I suggest, is what Socrates intended to accomplish.  Whatever may be the sense of his argument, this is its intended result.

 The task for us is to see how that result is accomplished.

 Lance  ------------ Category 37,  Topic 7 Message 145       Tue Jul 13, 1993 L.FLETCHER [LANCE]           at 19:56 EST

In message 144 I said,

  The conversation which begins to define the purpose of the dialogue moves from the adversarial to the communal, from hostility to partnership.  This movement, I suggest, is what Socrates intended to accomplish.  Whatever may be the sense of his argument, this is its intended result.

 The task for us is to see how that result is accomplished.

 I suggested earlier that, in the face of Polemarchus' declared refusal to listen, the first order of business for Socrates would be to show that Polemarchus and Glaucon were mistaken in thinking that it is impossible to persuade someone who refuses to listen. The first step in this task has been accomplished at the point when Polemarchus intercedes to defend his father. For it turns out that Polemarchus has been listening after all.

 But, while the intercession of Polemarchus at this point shows that he has been listening, it does not show much more than that. In particular, it does not show that Polemarchus is yet in a frame of mind such that Socrates can reason with him on the subject of justice with any hope of having his injustice redressed.

 To understand what the difficulty is that needs to be surmounted, I ask that you think about two things, with your own personal experience in mind.  The first thing is, recall what we said much earlier about the way in which Polemarchus  arrests  Socrates.  At the time we observed that Polemarchus was behaving somewhat like his slave, in the sense that he acted like somebody who was carrying out somebody else s orders. Even though he was in a position of superior capacity to use force, Polemarchus did not behave like someone who was carrying out his own will.  In this context, consider what it would be like if you were trying to argue with a police officer who had been sent to arrest you about whether or not the order which he was attempting to carry out was just.  I tried this once when I was about 18 and quickly learned that such conversations are futile and counterproductive.

 Now, just to make sure that you don t fall into the trap of thinking that this phenomenon occurs only when a person is really in a position of subordination and is really carrying out somebody else s orders, think about what it is like to have an argument with somebody who is an active volunteer for a political cause or candidate that you oppose.  In this example things are not quite so clear, but I know that in my own experience of such arguments I rarely have the feeling that my arguments against the positions of the candidate that this person is supporting are being seriously considered.  What I hear in such cases is a person mouthing a  party line.   He is not really speaking for himself in that situation.  He is speaking for his party.

 I think something like that is the problem that Socrates faces in speaking with Polemarchus.  Before he can really begin to persuade Polemarchus, it is necessary for Socrates to get Polemarchus to begin speaking and listening for himself. I know that I have alluded to this before, but I cannot stress too much how important this is in trying to understand the practical dimensions of justice.  It may sound overly dramatic, but I think it is merely accurate, to say that the possibility of civilization depends on there being a way for people with deeply opposed interests and beliefs to resolve their differences by means other than force. The alternative to this can be seen every day in Bosnia.

 Almost everybody knows that being right is useless if you can t get people to take you seriously. Everybody knows that ideas are just pretty daydreams without something to back them up.  It is ironic that Plato s name has come to be identified with impractical idealism.   I suggest that there has never been a philosopher with a clearer understanding of the practical difficulties in the way of putting good ideas into practice. One of Plato’s key insights, I believe, is that you cannot hope to persuade anyone who is not listening for himself and speaking for himself.  Ironically, the safety of the weak depends on the intellectual liberation of the strong. And I suggest that that is the primary dramatic function of everything between 331d, where Polemarchus interrupts, and 334b, where Polemarchus exclaims,  But I no longer know what I did mean.  However, it is still my opinion that justice is helping friends and injuring enemies.

 The question is, what kind of argument can be effective in getting somebody to speak for himself?  Judging by what we see, what is required is a form of sophistry.  What we see, at any rate, is a virtuoso performance of sophistical art--particularly interesting in view of the fact that three of the people present are professional sophist/rhetoricians: Lysias and Euthydemus--the brothers of Polemarchus--and Thrasymachus.  So, in analysing this section of the dialogue, we will, I believe, see an example of the uses of sophistry. (It is not irrelevant to recall that Socrates was protrayed by Aristophanes in the Clouds as a sophist.)

 We noted that the brothers of Polemarchus were sophists.  What of Polemarchus himself?  I don t suggest that Polemarchus was a professional sophist.  Not even that he was an amateur sophist.  But consider this: what is it that sophist/rhetoricians were paid to do?  They were paid by their clients to speak for them. There is something in the nature of sophistry, it appears, that pertains to speaking (and listening) from the point of view of someone else--allowing one s voice and one s ears to be used in the service of another s will.

 Could we not say, then, that anyone whose voice and ears are in the service of another s will to that extent participates in the nature of the sophist? To that extent we could then say that in Polemarchus Socrates is confronted with an unwitting sophist.  Perhaps, then, the legitimate use of sophistical argument is to penetrate and defeat the guile of the sophist. (Advanced readers may wish to look at Plato s dialogue called  The Sophist  which deals with the question of whether the words  sophist,   statesman,  and philosopher  refer to three different things or only one.)

 Before analysing the argument between Polemarchus and Socrates, we must examine the citation of Simonides, which, as we shall see, is an example of the sophistry of Polemarchus.

 Lance  ------------ 
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Lance---

I hope you are going to make available the backlog of the Slowreading of the

Republic you have been engaged in here. Are you planning to duplicate what you

post there here or is this a new effort? 

Kent
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 KDP> I hope you are going to make available the backlog of the 

 KDP> Slowreading of the Republic you have been engaged in here. Are you 

 KDP> planning to duplicate what you post there here or is this a new 

 KDP> effort? 

Yes, I do plan to upload archives of all the material that has appeared so 

far on GEnie.  For the immediate future, what I post here will be the same 

as what I post on GEnie.  If we begin to generate some dialogue here, 

however, the discussions may diverge, unless I echo this conference on 

GEnie and vice versa.  That could get interesting!

I have actually written about 50 pages of material that I haven't yet 

posted on GEnie, so there's a lot to start with.

I have also considered opening up a separate topic on Slow Reading.  I 

thought of calling it something like "Philosophy as slow reading and 

wisdom as powerful listening." (That's too long, but you get the idea.)

Lance
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I have uploaded three .zip files (PLATO1.ZIP, PLATO2.ZIP AND PLATO3.ZIP)

which contain the first 294 messages of the Slow Reading of Plato's

Republic on GEnie.  If you have any problem with downloading or

unzipping these files, please let me know.

For those of you who are unfamiliar with the idea of Slow Reading, I

have posted the original statement on that subject as a (long) message

in the Slow Reading sub-board.

You may be wondering, if this discussion has already been going on for

nearly 300 messages, where are they in Plato's text.  The answer is that

we are reading VERY slowly.  We are right now in the midst of discussing

the conversation between Socrates and Polemarchus, which is about 5 or 6

pages from the beginning of Book I. On the other hand, the text of the

discussion so far, if you printed it out, would be about 500 pages, so

there is quite a lot to sink your teeth into.

It is my intention to start off posting on GEnie whatever I post here,

so I will not present much in the way of summary of what has come

before.  That presupposes that whoever wants to follow this discussion

will take the trouble to download the archive of the earlier

conversation and read some of it.  I know that may not work for

everyone, but please give it a shot and let me know if you have

questions.  It's easier for me, and I think more instructive for

everybody, to respond to specific questions than to try to give a

general summary without knowing where people are experiencing

perplexity.  And remember: The intention of philosophy is to make you

beautifully perplexed, so if you experience perplexity, just know that

that is what you are supposed to be experiencing here.

Lance
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The slow reading of PlatoÕs Republic has been going on episodically on GEnie

for more that 18 months. I have mentioned that it is my intention to continue

that discussion here, as well as on GEnie. The truth is that since GEnieÕs

price increase on July 1, the discussion on what used to be the Òbasic serviceÓ

sections (those that formerly had no connect time charge) has dropped to almost

nothing.  From what I can tell there has not been a single new message in the

GEnie Philosophy category for the last week or more.  So it may well turn out

that this is where online philosophy will survive the blight (I am thinking of

the survival of French wine grapes in California after the blight that

destroyed the French vinyards in the 19th century).

Even though I have uploaded all the messages that were posted on GEnie to the

archive file directory here, I feel a little awkward about asking readers here

to dive abruptly into a discussion that has been going on for so long, so I

decided to begin by re-posting here the two most recent installments on GEnie.

After message 143, there was a long hiatus, and somebody wrote in to ask, Is

this topic dead, or what?  I replied:

No! No! No!-- This topic is not dead, only resting!  Two or three months ago I

came up to the place where Polemarchus intervenes in the conversation between

Socrates and Cephalus.  Socrates had offered what Cephalus acknowledged as a

telling counterexample, so Socrates concluded, "Then this isn't the definition

of justice, speaking the truth and giving back what one takes."  At this point

Polemarchus interrupts:

Here is how I concluded my last substantive message:

 "It most certainly is," he says, contradicting Socrates' rejection of his

father's definition of justice, but then he immediately adds a very serious

qualification: "at least if Simonides should be believed at all."

To this the careful modern reader is likely to say, "Huh?! What does Simonides

have to do with it, and who cares whether or not he is believed?" At first I

thought this was simply another case of 'like father, like son,' with the son

in this case imitating the father's habit of dropping famous names.

Why, then, does Polemarchus ask Socrates and the others present to consider

whether Simonides is to be believed, trusted or obeyed? I believe that this

question sheds some light on the nature and function of authority.  The

authority of Simonides counts for nothing with us, and clearly it doesn't count

for much with Socrates.  Precisely its failure as an appeal to authority makes

it an apt occasion to look at the way such an appeal works.

To ask why Polemarchus cites Simonides is to ask why he doesn't simply assert

his own opinion. Actually, he does, finally, but it takes Socrates three pages

of laborious argument to get him to say, at 334b, "...it is still my opinion

that justice is helping friends and injuring enemies."

If that was the answer that he thought would satisfactorily deal with Socrates'

counterexample, why didn't he say so in the first place?

I think that's a good place to stop for a bit.

The reason I said that this was a good place to stop for a bit is that I wanted

to take the time to read (slowly) through the whole conversation between

Polemarchus and Socrates--all the way to the place where Thrasymachus

interrupts--so that I would be able to point clearly where the argument was

going.  I have now written more than 100k of detailed notes, and I was just

beginning to turn them into acceptable prose when I was asked to write an

article on Jane Jacobs and the idea of the City for a major quarterly, so I put

the Republic on the back burner for a few weeks.  I haven't finished the

article, but I felt from the tone of your post that I had better show a little

life.  Also, I have noticed that things seem a little quiet here lately.

Incidentally, another thing I have been doing lately is taking steps to open up

a BBS of my own to support serious intellectual inquiry such as this.  I will

probably open up a very primitive test version of it in about a week.  I am

planning to attend the ONE BBSCON convention in Colorado Springs at the end of

August, partly to educate myself on how to become a sysop, and then I plan to

acquire a good 486 machine and a couple of extra phone lines and open the BBS

for real in the latter part of September.

I'll find a way to post a message soon giving a fuller statement of what I hope

to accomplish with this BBS and requesting feedback from all and any interested

parties.  Incidentally, this is not intended to substitute for or compete with

GEnie.

Now let me return to the Republic:

The point where we left off, the point where Polemarchus interrupts the

discussion between his father and Socrates, is not the beginning of the

conversation between Socrates and Polemarchus. At any rate, it is my contention

 that we should understand the first half of Book I as a single conversation

between Polemarchus and Socrates, interrupted by the discussion with Cephalus.

To understand the meaning of the conversation, it is appropriate to look at its

extremes: Where does it begin, and where does it lead?

The conversation between Polemarchus and Socrates begins with polemics from

Polemarchus: He confronts Socrates and Glaucon with the threat of force and

demands their submission without even explaining his purpose, and, when

Socrates raises the possibility of his persuading Polemarchus to let them go

without a fight, Polemarchus asks, "How could you persuade us if we won't

listen, and then declares that he will not listem.

The dialogue begins, therefore, with an act of injustice, made more difficult

to deal with by the fact that the one responsible insists that he will not

listen, so there appears to be no basis for them to have a conversation in

which Socrates might persuade him that his action is unjust. This is a point we

have discussed at some length previously.

The conversation between Socrates and Polemarchus, which began with such

antagonism and with Polemarchus declaring that he would not listen to 

Socrates, concludes as follows:  "In my opinion, Socrates, what you say is

entirely true."  And then, "I, for one, am ready to be your partner in battle

[against those who hold the view that Polemarchus only a short while before was

defending]."

With the possible exception of Theaetetus, I cannot think of another character

in Plato's dialogues who appears to be so completely transformed as a result of

the conversation of the dialogue.  The conversation which begins to define the

purpose of the dialogue moves from the adversarial to the communal, from

hostility to partnership.  This movement, I suggest, is what Socrates intended

to accomplish.  Whatever may be the sense of his argument, this is its intended

result.

The task for us is to see how that result is accomplished.

Lance
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In message 144 I said,

ÒThe conversation which begins to define the purpose of the dialogue moves from

the adversarial to the communal, from hostility to partnership.  This movement,

I suggest, is what Socrates intended to accomplish.  Whatever may be the sense

of his argument, this is its intended result.

The task for us is to see how that result is accomplished.Ó

I suggested earlier that, in the face of Polemarchus' declared refusal to

listen, the first order of business for Socrates would be to show that

Polemarchus and Glaucon were mistaken in thinking that it is impossible to

persuade someone who refuses to listen. The first step in this task has been

accomplished at the point when Polemarchus intercedes to defend his father. 

For it turns out that Polemarchus has been listening after all.

But, while the intercession of Polemarchus at this point shows that he has been

listening, it does not show much more than that. In particular, it does not

show that Polemarchus is yet in a frame of mind such that Socrates can reason

with him on the subject of justice with any hope of having his injustice

redressed.

To understand what the difficulty is that needs to be surmounted, I ask that

you think about two things, with your own personal experience in mind.  The

first thing is, recall what we said much earlier about the way in which

Polemarchus ÒarrestsÓ Socrates.  At the time we observed that Polemarchus was

behaving somewhat like his slave, in the sense that he acted like somebody who

was carrying out somebody elseÕs orders. Even though he was in a position of

superior capacity to use force, Polemarchus did not behave like someone who was

carrying out his own will.  In this context, consider what it would be like if

you were trying to argue with a police officer who had been sent to arrest you

about whether or not the order which he was attempting to carry out was just. 

I tried this once when I was about 18 and quickly learned that such

conversations are futile and counterproductive.

Now, just to make sure that you donÕt fall into the trap of thinking that this

phenomenon occurs only when a person is really in a position of subordination

and is really carrying out somebody elseÕs orders, think about what it is like

to have an argument with somebody who is an active volunteer for a political

cause or candidate that you oppose.  In this example things are not quite so

clear, but I know that in my own experience of such arguments I rarely have the

feeling that my arguments against the positions of the candidate that this

person is supporting are being seriously considered.  What I hear in such cases

is a person mouthing a Òparty line.Ó  He is not really speaking for himself in

that situation.  He is speaking for his party.

I think something like that is the problem that Socrates faces in speaking with

Polemarchus.  Before he can really begin to persuade Polemarchus, it is

necessary for Socrates to get Polemarchus to begin speaking and listening for

himself. I know that I have alluded to this before, but I cannot stress too

much how important this is in trying to understand the practical dimensions of

justice.  It may sound overly dramatic, but I think it is merely accurate, to

say that the possibility of civilization depends on there being a way for

people with deeply opposed interests and beliefs to resolve their differences

by means other than force. The alternative to this can be seen every day in

Bosnia. 

Almost everybody knows that being right is useless if you canÕt get people to

take you seriously. Everybody knows that ideas are just pretty daydreams

without something to back them up.  It is ironic that PlatoÕs name has come to

be identified with impractical idealism.   I suggest that there has never been

a philosopher with a clearer understanding of the practical difficulties in the

way of putting good ideas into practice. One of PlatoÕs key insights, I

believe, is that you cannot hope to persuade anyone who is not listening for

himself and speaking for himself.  Ironically, the safety of the weak depends

on the intellectual liberation of the strong. And I suggest that that is the

primary dramatic function of everything between 331d, where Polemarchus

interrupts, and 334b, where Polemarchus exclaims, ÒBut I no longer know what I

did mean.  However, it is still my opinion that justice is helping friends and

injuring enemies.Ó

The question is, what kind of argument can be effective in getting somebody to

speak for himself?  Judging by what we see, what is required is a form of

sophistry.  What we see, at any rate, is a virtuoso performance of sophistical

art--particularly interesting in view of the fact that three of the people

present are professional sophist/rhetoricians: Lysias and Euthydemus--the

brothers of Polemarchus--and Thrasymachus.  So, in analysing this section of

the dialogue, we will, I believe, see an example of the uses of sophistry.  (It

is not irrelevant to recall that Socrates was protrayed by Aristophanes in the

Clouds as a sophist.)

We noted that the brothers of Polemarchus were sophists.  What of Polemarchus

himself?  I donÕt suggest that Polemarchus was a professional sophist.  Not

even that he was an amateur sophist.  But consider this: what is it that

sophist/rhetoricians were paid to do?  They were paid by their clients to speak

for them. There is something in the nature of sophistry, it appears, that

pertains to speaking (and listening) from the point of view of someone

else--allowing oneÕs voice and oneÕs ears to be used in the service of

anotherÕs will.

Could we not say, then, that anyone whose voice and ears are in the service of

anotherÕs will to that extent participates in the nature of the sophist?  To

that extent we could then say that in Polemarchus Socrates is confronted with

an unwitting sophist.  Perhaps, then, the legitimate use of sophistical

argument is to penetrate and defeat the guile of the sophist. (Advanced readers

may wish to look at PlatoÕs dialogue called ÒThe SophistÓ which deals with the

question of whether the words Òsophist,Ó Òstatesman,Ó and ÒphilosopherÓ refer

to three different things or only one.)

Before analysing the argument between Polemarchus and Socrates, we must examine

the citation of Simonides, which, as we shall see, is an example of the

sophistry of Polemarchus.

Lance
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I concluded the last message by saying, "Before analysing the argument between

Polemarchus and Socrates, we must examine the citation of Simonides, which, as

we shall see, is an example of the sophistry of Polemarchus."

Polemarchus, you will recall, intervenes in the discussion between Socrates and

Cephalus just at the point where Socrates has apparently refuted Cephalus'

definition of justice as telling the truth and repaying what has been borrowed,

by giving him a counter-example about a man who, after loaning him weapons,

returns in a maddended condition and demands their immediate return.  Socrates

asks, so that's not the definition of justice--telling the truth and paying

back what one owes?  At which point Polemarchus jumps in saying, "It most

certainly is, at least if Simonides should be believed at all."

I noted in an earlier post that the word that Polemarchus uses here also means

to be trusted or obeyed, and I therefore asked, Why does Polemarchus ask

Socrates and the others present to consider whether Simonides is to be

believed, trusted or obeyed? 

This question, I suggested, sheds some light on the nature and function of

authority.  The authority of Simonides counts for nothing with us, and clearly

it doesn't count for much with Socrates.  Precisely its failure as an appeal to

authority makes it an apt occasion to look at the way such an appeal works.

The first thing to notice in Polemarchus' appeal to Simonides is its

conditional nature: He doesn't say, "It certainly is, because that's what

Simonides says."  Nor does he say, "It certainly is, for this reason."  He

poses hes assertion as a choice: You can believe Simonides and agree with

Cephalus about the nature of justice, or you can disagree with Cephalus about

the nature of justice, but then you will show your disbelief or disobedience

with respect to Simonides.

Where have we met this manner of speaking before?  In the very first speeches

of Polemarchus, when he said to Socrates and Glaucon, You must either prove

stronger than these men, or do as we say. 

In the first instance, the alternatives are:  either obey or be coerced by

force. In the second instance it is, either obey or--or what? What difference

does it make whether or not Simonides is believed or trusted? 

The answer, I suggest, has to do with demonstrating group membership or

loyalty.  The question implicit in this alternative is, Are you a friend or an

enemy?  As we will soon discover, this distinction is the all-important one for

Polemarchus.

In the first interaction between Socrates and Polemarchus, there was no

question of his belonging to the group.  He was treated as an alien.  The only

question was whether or not he would submit to the threat of force or require

that force be employed.  But now Polemarchus has heard his father insist that

Socrates behave like a close friend, even as a member of the household.  Yet he

observes Socrates challenging his father.  So, behind his intercession lies the

unspoken question, "Are you really one of us, or not?

Lance
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LF>In the first interaction between Socrates and Polemarchus, there was no

LF>question of his belonging to the group.  He was treated as an alien.  The

only

LF>question was whether or not he would submit to the threat of force or

require

LF>that force be employed.  But now Polemarchus has heard his father insist

that

LF>Socrates behave like a close friend, even as a member of the household.

Yet he

LF>observes Socrates challenging his father.  So, behind his intercession

lies the

LF>unspoken question, "Are you really one of us, or not?

Part of the fun of participating in this discussion is trying to anticipate

where we will go.  When I read the argument between Polemarchus and Socrates

and saw Polemarchus referring to Simonides (as an authority) I was reminded

of our earlier discussion about authority.  I thought I was watching Socrates

demonstrate that Polemarchus was letting someone else (Simonides) do his

thinking for him.  Socrates demonstrated Polemarchus' error in not thinking

for himself by turning Simonides' inferred statement on its head.  "Then what

Simonides really said was . . ."  Polemarchus gave Socrates a straw man and

Socrates dispatched it with high sarcasm.

I did not see the connection between Simonides' authority as an expert on

justice and Cephalus' authority as head of the household Socrates has been

"ordered" to join other than that they both represented authority.  And, if

you accept authority you have allowed someone else to do your thinking for

you (for which Socrates will punish you with his arguments).  I missed the

"Are you really one of us, or not?" issue.  I assume (which always makes an

ass out of at least me <G>) that we will see how it is just as dangerous to

accept the "authority" of the group as it is to accept Simonides' authority.

I used the word "punish" above because I get the feeling that is what

Socrates is doing.  He didn't want to be with Polemarchus and his friends in

the first place.  His admonitions to Cephalus fell on closed ears until

Cephalus saw what was going on and beat a hasty retreat.  Now we find

Socrates stuck with Polemarchus and his sophist cronies.  It would not be

unreasonable to see Socrates as a clever fellow who will now punish these

young men by refuting their arguments.  Humm, now that I have typed out my

thought, I see that I am denigrating Socrates.  I don't think that Socrates

is _only_ arguing to punish his captors.  I'll have to ponder that a bit

more.

  --Gary
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What is that anecdote in which somebody speaks of having to hit a mule on 

the head with a 2x4 to get his attention?  Maybe the function of 

punishment has something to do with getting somebody's attention, in the 

sense of participating in a conversation authentically and speaking for 

oneself.

Punishment is actually a very puzzling notion, precisely because it is 

that situation in which that which is otherwise forbidden is not only 

permitted, but required.  This issue comes up again toward the end of the 

conversation between Socrates and Polemarchus.
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About a week ago I responded to a note in the philosophy conference on the 

RIME network that mentioned Parmenides by suggesting that Parmenides might 

have been much more ironic in his intentions than we generally believe, 

and I also suggested that this view was supported by Plato's dialogue 

called the Parmenides.  One of the responses I received contained the 

following:

JS> I don't have easy access to the Dialogues; I'd be extremely grateful   

JS> for a precis, if you're so inclined!  Does Parmenides end up kicking   

JS> a rock?  <g>  

JS>   

JS> Where do the Platonic Forms fit into this?  Is it possible that   

JS> Plato didn't care for Parmenides because the latter's view didn't   

JS> seem to leave room for them?

I posted the following reply, and I thought it might be of some interest 

to readers here as well:

Plato's dialogues do not lend themselves to precis, but your questions are 

interesting, so I will try to give you some sense of the dialogue.

The Parmenides is narrated by a citizen of Clazomenae named Cephalus to a 

silent audience of other citizens of that city.  Clazomenae is a city 

located some distance from Athens.  Cephalus is the name of one of the 

characters in The Republic, but there is no indication that this is the 

same person.  Cephalus is reporting to his fellow citizens about his 

journey to Athens, which was apparently made for the purpose of hearing 

the report, which constitutes the main bulk of the dialogue, of the 

conversation which Socrates had had with Parmenides and Zeno many years 

before, when Socrates was a young man and Parmenides was very old. I 

should mention that Zeno here is the Zeno of the famous "Zeno's 

paradoxes."

Cephalus reports that he arrived in Athens and met Adimantus and Glaucon 

in the market place.  This is again remarkable, because Adimantus and 

Glaucon are Plato's brothers, and they too were characters in Plato's 

Republic.  Cephalus tells Adimantus that he and his fellow citizens, who 

are much interested in philosophy, have heard that a half-brother of 

Adimantus's named Antiphon had memorized the account of the meeting 

between Socrates, Parmenides and Zeno that was told by one Pythodorus, who 

had actually been present.  Adimantus confirms that this is true and takes 

Cephalus and his companions to Antiphon, who then relates the story.  The 

remainder of the dialogue, then, is Cephalus' recollection of Antiphon's 

recollection of Pythodorus' recollection of what happened when Socrates 

and Parmenides met many years earlier.  I don't know exactly what Plato 

means by setting the story within this amazing series of nested narrative 

frames, but it is much too elaborate to ignore.  Incidentally, this is the 

earliest of Plato's dialogues, not in terms of the date when it was 

written, but in terms of the internal chronology of Socrates' life--it is 

the only dialogue in which Plato presents Socrates as a youth.

The reported encounter between Socrates, Parmenides and Zeno contains 

three conversations of very unequal length.  The first conversation is 

between Socrates and Zeno, and shows Socrates responding to a reading by 

Zeno of a book which he has written, which apparently contained a 

statement of his famous paradoxes, and in which Zeno is made to suggest 

that his purpose in framing these paradoxes was to provide a defense of 

Parmenides by a sort of reductio ad absurdam of the negation of 

Parmenides' view. That is, if Parmenides asserts that only the one is, 

Zeno argues the absurdity of maintaining that plurality is. 

In response to this argument by Zeno, Socrates puts forward the so-called 

Platonic theory of forms--that is, it is advanced as an answer to the 

question of how things can be both one and many.  At this point Parmenides 

joins the discussion and in the next 7 or so pages Parmenides brings 

forward what I believe to be just about every single argument against the 

Platonic theory of forms that has ever been advanced in the whole 

subsequent history of philosophy.  The arguments are absolutely 

devastating.  I have long thought that this passage should arouse some 

doubt as to whether Plato himself actually subscribed to the theory of 

forms, for why would he go on adhering to a position that he had himself 

refuted more thoroughly and more cogently than anyone else?

The crowning argument that Parmenides makes should be quoted, because it 

bears directly on the use that is made of the theory of forms, in 

connection with the notion of the Philosopher King, in the Republic:

Parmenides says, "Will the god, who possesses knowledge itself, be able to 

know the things in our world?"  "Why not?"  "Because we have agreed that 

those forms have no significance with reference to things in our world, 

nor have things in our world any significance with reference to them.  

Each set has it only among themselves....Then, if this most perfect 

mastership and most perfect knowledge are in the god's world, the god's 

mastership can never be exercised over us, nor their knowledge know us or 

anything in our world.  Just as we do not rule over them by virtue of rule 

as it exists in our world and we know nothing that is divine by our 

knowledge, so they, on the same principle, being gods, are not our masters 

nor do they know anything of human concerns."  "But surely," said 

Socrates, "an argument which would deprive the gods of knowledge would be 

too strange." "And yet, Socrates," Parmenides went on, "these difficulties 

and many more besides are inevitably involved in the forms, if these forms 

of things really exist and one is going to distinguish each form as a 

thing just by itself.  The result is that the hearer is perplexed and 

inclined either to question their existence, or to contend that, if they 

do exist, they must certainly be unknowable by our human nature.  

Moreover, there seems to be some weight in these objections, and, as we 

were saying, it is extraordinarily difficult to convert the objector.  

Only a man of exceptional gifts will be able to see that a form, or 

essence just by itself, does exist in each case, and it will require 

someone still more remarkable to discover it and to instruct another who 

has thoroughly examined all these difficulties...But, on the other hand, 

if, in view of all these difficulties and others like them, a man refuses 

to admit that forms of things exist or to distinguish a definite form in 

every case, he will have nothing on which to fix his thought, so long as 

he will not allow that each thing has a character which is always the 

same, and in so doing he will completely destroy the significance of all 

discourse."  "True"  "What are you going to do about philosophy, then?  

Where will you turn while the answers to these questions remain unknown?" 

"I can see no way out at the present."  "That is because you are 

undertaking to define 'beautiful,' 'just,' 'good,' and other particular 

forms too soon, before you have had a preliminary training.  I noticed 

that the other day when I heard you talking here with Aristoteles.  

Believe me, there is something noble and inspired in your passion for 

argument, but you must make an effort and submit yourself, while you are 

still young, to a severer training in what the world calls idle talk and 

condemns as useless.  Otherwise, the truth will escape you."  "What form, 

then, should such an exercise take?"  "The form that Zeno used in the 

treatise you have been listening to.  With this exception--there was one 

thing you said to him which impressed me very much--you would not allow 

the survey to be confined to visible things or to range only over that 

field; it was to extend to those objects which are specially apprehended 

by discourse and can be regarded as forms." "Yes, because in that other 

field there seems to be no difficulty about showing that things are both 

like and unlike and have any other character you please."  "You are right. 

But there is one thing more you must do.  If you want to be thoroughly 

exercised, you must not merely make the supposition that such and such a 

thing is and then consider the consequences; you must also take the 

supposition that that same thing is not."

The remaining 30 pages of the dialogue are devoted to a detailed example 

of this dialectical procedure.  Parmenides speaks with Aristoteles in a 

conversation that is for Socrates' benefit, in which he examines every 

aspect of the hypotheses that the one is and that the one is not. The 

following is Parmenides' concluding speech:  "It appears that, whether 

there is or is not a one, both that one and the others alike are and are 

not, and appear and do not appear to be, all manner of things in all 

manner of ways, with respect to themselves and to one another."  To this 

triumph of self-contradiction Aristotles adds the comment, "Most true."

I don't know whether this has anything to do with the Vedas.  Nor can I 

say whether it constitutes Parmenides kicking a rock. But it is 

interesting.

Lance
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Let us continue now our analysis of the intercession of Polemarchus.

In the last message I asked about the strangely conditional way in which

Polemarchus cites Simonides, saying, "...if Simonides is to be believed (or

trusted)."  And I suggested that, behind the intercession of Polemarchus lies

the unspoken question, "Are you really one of us, or not?  In other words, he

is saying something like: "I belong to a group that trusts and obeys the

opinions of Simonides.  If you belong to my group, you will do likewise."

I want to acknowledge that I am finding it very difficult to make my

presentation at this point at all clear, and I want to thank my readers in

advance for indulging me while I try to think this matter through out loud, as

it were.  The difficulty comes, I think, from the fact that I am attempting to

pursue several different lines of thought simultaneously: one is the level of

dramatic action, a second is the argument itself, and a third involves pursuing

certain philosophical issues that are suggested or illuminated by the text.  I

am reluctant to sacrifice the consideration of any of these strands because I

think it is precisely their intermingling that demonstrates the power of the

dialogue form.

The consideration that I mentioned above is an example of this intermingling:

The interpretation I have offered--that the form in which Polemarchus speaks

reveals an unspoken question posed to Socrates, "Are you one of us or

not?"--this interpretation seems to pertain only to the dramatic situation.  It

doesn't seem to have anything to do with the explicit meaning of what

Polemarchus says at this point, or with the meaning of what Simonides is quoted

as having said.  But that is true only if you confine your attention to this

immediate passage.  If you read on just another page or two, it will become

clear, and explicit in the text, that Polemarchus is utterly preoccupied with

the distinction between friends and enemies, and for him the issue of justice

revolves around that distinction.  So it is not unreasonable to note that the

behaviour of Polemarchus in the conversation foreshadows the expression of his

thoughts.  His behavior expresses a conviction, namely that justice consists of

helping friends and harming enemies, which, at this point in the discussion,

Polemarchus is still dissembling.  At the point of Polemarchus' intercession it

looks as if the question, "Are you one of us, or not?" has nothing to do with

the question of justice. But as soon as Polemarchus says that justice is

helping friends and harming enemies we see that this question has everything to

do with justice--for Polemarchus.

Let me now turn from the conditional manner in which Polemarchus cites

Simonides to consider simply the fact of that citation.  What does it mean when

we invoke the name of some other person while making an assertion?  In legal

briefs and scholarly articles, this is called the citation of an authority. 

But we also do it in ordinary speech, and it's one of those things that people

do so routinely that we rarely even think about why we do it or what it means. 

Let's consider some examples: 

"Ruth Bader Ginsberg must be well-qualified. The American Bar Association says

so."

"Rogaine with minoxidil works.  Ask your doctor."

"You have to go to bed now.  Your mother said so."

"You will love Disney World.  Everybody does."

At the risk of seeming obsessive, let's consider what's going on here. In each

of these cases we have a sentence that expresses an assertion, a

recommendation, or an injunction.  In each case, we recognize two things from

the addition of a citation: (a) that the speaker desires to evoke some

particular behavior from the hearer, and (b) that the speaker is doubtful

whether his or her utterance, by itself, would be sufficient to persuade the

hearer to act in the desired manner.  So the citation is intended to add

something to the utterance, something that will empower the utterance to

persuade, where the voice of the speaker alone might not.

But how can the citation do that?  After all, the citation is just another

utterance by the speaker?  Why should it be more persuasive than the first

utterance by itself?  (Incidentally--a question for advanced inquiry: would it

make any difference if, instead of citing a person, the citation was of a

definition or postulate in support of a step in proving a theorem within an

axiomatic system?)  It seems to me that what the citation does is this: It

acknowledges the difference between speaker and listener, and then attempts to 

move beyond that difference by requesting that the listener consider the first

utterance as one that expresses the opinion or command of somebody with whom

the listener already agrees. 

To say it again, when we cite an authority, what we are doing, it seems to me,

is pointing away from a region of difference, toward a region of agreement,

which the speaker hopes will be large enough to encompass both the listener and

the speaker's utterance.  And, of course, this appeal may fail.  I may say,

"What do I care what the American Bar Association says about the qualifications

of Ruth Bader Ginsberg to be a Supreme Court Justice?  After all, they're just

a bunch of lawyers!"  And it is precisely for that reason that the appeal to

authority serves at the same time as a question which defines group membership.

 It's like finding out which flag you salute.

You might want to try this out.  See if you can find any use of the notion of

authority where this is not true, where there is no appeal to an area of

already existing agreement.  Clearly, the authority of the law has that

character in relation to the law court.  In citing the law, the judge

implicitly says, "We have agreed to be bound by the law.   That is not at

issue.  So the only possible area of disagreement concerns what the law means

in relation to some particular case."

Coming back, then, to the text, in citing Simonides Polemarchus acknowledges

that his own opinion might not be decisive, so he is appealing to Simonides as

a figure whose opinion might command more immediate respect with Socrates than

his own.

Now let us look again at the words Polemarchus uses. Bloom's translation reads,

"...if Simonides should be believed at all."  The word that Bloom translates as

"believed" is "peithesthai".  This word is a form of "peitho" which, in its

active form, means "to persuade," or "to prevail upon," while in its passive

form it means "to be persuaded," but also "to trust," and "to obey."  So this

passage might also have been translated, "..if we should be persuaded by

Simonides." (Or, "...if we should obey Simonides.")

But haven't we encountered the word "persuade" sometime earlier in the

Republic? Of course we have! In the first exchange between Socrates and

Polemarchus.  So that is what we must look at next.
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I concluded the last message by observing that the word which Bloom translates

as "believed" in the phrase, "...if Simonides should be believed," is a form of

the verb to persuade, which we first encountered in the very first interaction

between Polemarchus and Socrates.

Polemarchus began by confronting Socrates with the alternatives of fighting or

submitting, to which Socrates responded, "Isn't there still one other

possibility; our persuading you that you must let us go?" to which Polemarchus

in turn responded by asking how Socrates could persuade if Polemarchus refused

to listen.  That interaction between Socrates and Polemarchus was almost the

last thing said by Polemarchus until this point in the dialogue, so, although

it may seem rather remote to us at this point (because our reading has been so

amazingly slow), it is actually very recent for Polemarchus. (There are exactly

18 speeches, most of them no more than a few words, separating Polemarchus'

declaration that he would not listen from his present speech citing Simonides.

How long would it take to make those speeches if this were a staged drama?  No

more than a few minutes, I should guess.)

So what does that leave us with:  At the beginning of the dialogue, Polemarchus

rejects the possibility that Socrates could persuade him, saying that he will

refuse to listen.  A few minutes later, having been listening, despite himself,

to Socrates' conversation with his father, Polemarchus rises to his father's

defense, saying that the validity of his father's definition of justice will be

evident -- if we are *persuaded* by Simonides.

Recall that, according to Polemarchus, persuasion is conditional on willingness

to listen.  You can't persuade somebody unless they are willing to listen to

you.  Earlier on we devoted a great many words to discussing whether or not

this is true, and I argued that, for Socrates, it is not.  But at this point in

the dialogue we have no reason to think that Polemarchus has changed his

opinion.

For Polemarchus, therefore, to be persuaded by Simonides means that we must

already be willing to listen to him.  It seems that, for Polemarchus, an

authority is someone to whom we have granted our listening.  Try this on as a

definition of authority:  What about being listened to?  Is an authority (for

Polemarchus, or for anybody else) somebody to whom we have granted our

listening without requiring that we be listened to in turn? If we insist on

being listened to, as a condition of granting our listening, is this no longer

an authority for us? 

Earlier, in discussing Polemarchus' refusal to listen to Socrates, we

considered whether Socrates would acknowledge that it was even possible for

someone to completely refuse to listen.  If that is true, does that imply that

the speaking of Socrates possesses some kind of irresistible authority?

As for Polemarchus, if authority is that to which we agree to grant our

listening, why do we do that?

I don't think it is possible to answer these questions at this point, but I ask

that you keep them in mind as we go forward, since they pertain to some of the

central issues of political philosophy, and especially I hope that posing the

questions in this way may give us access to one of the most critical

differences between classical and modern political philosophy. Modern political

philosophy tends to abstract from issues of standing and jurisdiction.  The

philosophical issues tend to revolve around what the rules should be, what

rights people have, what procedures should be employed.  Ancient political

thought by no means ignored these questions, but the very fragmentation of the

Hellenic world, its division into hundreds of independent, self-governing

cities, makes the question of boundaries much more critical.  Under those

conditions the particularity of politics is ineluctable.  Politics has to deal

with the issue of who belongs together.  Not only what the laws should be, but

why they apply to this group of people and not that.  The other manifestation

of particularity, the issue of who is to govern, is perhaps one area in which

moderns can claim to have made some progress, but even here, I think that we

often simply survive on our astonishing inheritance from the founding fathers,

without that inheritance being well integrated into our political

understanding.  However, I digress.

The last question, If authority is that to which we grant our listening, why do

we do this? is one that we may be able to get some insight on if we go on to

consider who Simonides is, what he said about justice, and how Polemarchus

appraises the saying of Simonides which he quotes. 
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The following is my response to a comment I received on the GEnie 

discussion of the Republic. 

M.Skopinsky wrote:

> One thing that struck me is that, in reading the past messages

> available in the topic, that the idea that Plato is NOT describing the

> "idea" or "utopian" city, but rather it's antithesis.  My past reading

> of the Republic has been shallow at best, and I have no education

> beyond my H.S. G.E.D., so I never really caught this.  But what did

> strike me is that people who at least -seem- more learned than I have

> not caught this, if indeed this is what Plato is trying to do.     This

> would seem to me to indicate that this is not something readily

> descernable to the reader (well, it could also be that those who don't

> see that are not as "learned" as I had supposed, but it is not my aim

> to cast aspersions or to attack the intelligence or learning of

>      others). 

I responded:

Your comment here is interesting, and tactfully expressed, I might add.  I 

will not be able to respond adequately for one main reason:  I have not 

yet reached the place where I have made any substantial assertion about 

what Plato IS up to with the discussion of the so-called "ideal city," and 

I will not be able to do that until we reach the place in Book 2 where 

that discussion begins.

Let me try to rephrase your question with a little less restraint:  I hear 

you to be saying something like this:  Plato's Republic has been a classic 

for more than 2000 yeaars.  For most of that time, most of that time it 

has been regarded by most people in the west with a reputation for 

learning as one of the most important books ever written.  Millions of 

people have read it. Thousands, perhaps tens of thousands of books and 

articles have been written about it.  How come nobody else sees in the 

Republic what you see there? Is it reasonable to suppose that a writer as 

great as Plato was supposed to have been would hide his true meaning so 

completely that it would take more than 2000 years of steady reading 

before a single person could figure out what he really meant? 

Is that a fair statement of your question?

My first -- and probably second, third, etc.-- is that your question 

reflects a continuing failure to take seriously all that I, and many 

others, have said about the paramount importance of the dialogue form.  

That is, your question reveals (so it appears to me) that you still think 

the Republic is a sort of disguised treatise, that behind all this 

dramatic machinery there is a straightforward message that we are trying 

to figure out.  I apologize if I appear to be turning the Republic into 

some kind of Zen Koan, but that is not it.  That is not it at all.  If I 

am right about this, Plato is engaged, not in trying to have you learn, or 

adopt, his opinions.  He is engaged in teaching you to recognize what the 

real questions are, and provoking you to think about them.  The fact that 

his books have been read continuously for more than 2000 years, and have 

been deemed indispensable reading by people who agreed on nothing else, 

suggests that he has not entirely failed in that respect.

Secondly, while my ironic reading Plato, and my suggestion that Plato was 

not really an advocate of the so-called "Platonic theory of ideas," may be 

unusual, it is not quite unique:  see John Herman Randall's "Plato, 

Dramatist of the Life of Reason," which I have quoted here before.

But I think the crucial historical factor has to do with the change in the 

political environment in which the Plato's works were read.  I have 

suggested that the dialogue form is very closely bound up with the that 

most important of Greek inventions, the polis, and that Plato's work 

reflects an understanding of philosophy as an -essential- expression of 

the polis.  To put that in an extreme way: No polis, no philosophy! Plato 

wrote at a time when the polis was in a process of self-destruction.  It 

is possible that he viewed the execution of Socrates as a most important 

symptom or expression of that self-destructive tendency.  It appears to me 

that Plato's philosophy was throughout an effort to reconstitute the 

polis, not the cities of his own time, which he may have seen as moribund, 

but the polis as an expression of what it is to be human.

Within a century after Plato's death, however, and perhaps sooner, the 

polis had ceased to exist as a living institution.  Its disappearance was 

not immediately noted, I suspect, because cities continued to exist, but 

after the conquests of Alexander, and to a greater extent after the 

creation of the Roman Empire, cities ceased to provide a framework for 

either moral or intellectual orientation.  The intimacy and the 

interactive character of the dialogue had their counterpart in the 

relative intimacy and interactive character of the polis.  

Nowadays Plato is often regarded primarily as a "metaphysician."  The 

theory of ideas or of ideal forms is what people primarily think of when 

they hear the name of Plato.  I have had people say to me that they never 

knew Plato was a political philosopher!  In some sense, of course, he was 

not a political philosopher, if by that you mean a philosopher who applies 

philosophy to a distinct subject matter called politics.  I have been 

trying to convey that, for Plato, there is no validity in that 

distinction.  Likewise, the notion of metaphysics as a subject matter for 

thought unrelated to politics, is for Plato, I believe, not only invalid 

but pathological.

That pathology, however, became the prevalent condition of Greek and later 

Latin culture in the centuries following Plato's death.  "Platonism" as a 

body of thought focused on the theory of ideas and the notion of utopian 

ideals is, it seems to me, an artifact of the 3rd century AD, due 

principally to the work of Plotinus, Porphyry and Proclus. It is an 

extremely impressive and powerful body of thought.  It is undeniably 

-related- to that of Plato, but it is essentially Plato read without an 

appreciation for the dialogue form or for the polis.  When you take those 

away, what remains is the individual soul and the infinite cosmos, with 

very little in between--too little for irony.

In the absence of a context for understanding ironic communication, what 

has occurred is that readers of Plato have turned Plato into two people:  

one called Plato, whose opinions are found in the more theoretical or 

methphysical sections of the dialogues, the other called, Socrates, who 

was supposedly more down-to-earth, and who is found in the so-called 

"aporetic" dialogues, where the discussions seem to end inconclusively.  

Of course both of these contrasting figures are creations of Plato, who 

even wrote one dialogue (the Hippias Major) in which Socrates himself does 

something like this, and creates a conversation between "Socrates" and 

"the son of Sophroniscus", (who, since Sophroniscus was the father of 

Socrates, is Socrates himself).  Leo Strauss observes somewhere that this 

doubleness in Plato, whether or not it was intended for this purpose, has 

had the result of keeping Plato's work more continuously before the 

reading public than that of any other writer, because in periods where the 

prevalent views are "Platonic", people read the dialogues for the 

idealistic stuff, but when the prevailing views are anti-Platonic, people 

tend to like Socrates, so they still have to read the dialogues.

Let me come back once more to my way of speaking about the Republic, which 

we have been calling "Slow Reading."  My whole effort in this discussion 

has been to aid Plato in provoking us, his readers, to think for 

ourselves, newly, about fundamental questions.  While I may not have been 

completely consistent, when I have used expressions like, "what Plato 

means here," or "what Plato intends," I have usually been making 

assertions, not about Plato's opinions, but about his intentions as a 

dramatist.  I have been trying to indicate, based on details in the text, 

what sorts of questions Plato is raising, what sorts of things Plato is 

trying to bring to our attention.  If I become more dogmatic than that, 

you should call me on it.

Lance

 Readers who have been following our Plotinus discussion may notice how my 

response is informed by my reflection for the last few days on Plotinus.
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In the last message, looking at the question of what it means when we invoke an

authority, I suggested that for Polemarchus' operating definition of authority

could be stated something like this: Authority is that to which we grant our

listening.  I went on to pose a number of apparently far-reaching questions

relating to authority and listening, most of which could not be answered at

this stage of our discussion.  But I concluded by suggesting that one of these

questions might be answerable by looking closely at what Polemarchus says. 

That question was the following:

If authority is that to which we grant our listening, why do we do this?

Notice that this question is something like the question of legal obligation,

of what European social thinkers these days call "Legitimation."  It seems as

if there would need to be some reason why we would grant our listening. But it

is hard to imagine a reason for granting our listening that would not be open

to the same question--why do we grant our listening to that?

So what does Polemarchus have to say about granting a listening to Simonides

that sheds some light on this question?

Perhaps we should pause to notice one thing that he does not say:  Polemarchus

does not say that Simonides speaks the truth!  Is this relevant?  Well, you

would think it might be.  After all, the question is about whether what

Cephalus has said really is a definition of justice.  Moreover, Cephalus seemed

to include speaking the truth in his definition of justice.

Socrates asks Polemarchus, "...what was it Simonides said about justice that

you assert he said correctly?" But, if you look carefully, you will see that

Polemarchus did not actually assert that Simonides spoke correctly. It is

Socrates who introduces that distinction. According to Polemarchus, Simonides

had said "That is is just to give to each what is owed.  In saying this he said

a beautiful thing, at least in my opinion." (Bloom uses the word "fine" instead

of beautiful, but the Greek word is "kalos" which means beautiful.)

What Polemarchus claims for the speech of Simonides is not that it is correct,

much less that it is true, but that it is beautiful.  Evidently what really

compels belief and obedience, what really induces us to grant our listening, is

not truth or correctness, but beauty.

This is an extremely important point.  In another dialogue, Socrates says that

philosophy begins in wonder.  Well, this is a point to wonder at.  There is no

possibility of getting one's mind all the way around it now.  But let us take

note of it as a perplexity.  One of the most famous features of the Republic is

that it seems to advocate the censorship of the poets (or worse).  In Book 3

Socrates suggests that the interest of justice in the perfect city requires

that the poets be severely censored.  And in Book 10 he goes so far as to

suggest that they be banished altogether.  A similar point occurs in The Laws,

where the Athenian Stranger, when asked if the tragic poets should be allowed

to visit the new city that they are creating, says that they, the legislators,

should address the poets as follows, "Respected visitors, we are ourselves

authors of a tragedy, and that the most beautiful and best we know how to make.

  In fact our whole politeia has been constructed as a dramatization of a noble

and perfect life; that is what we hold to be, in truth, the most real of

tragedies.  Thus you are poets, and we also are poets in the same style, rival

artists and rival actors, and that in the finest of all dramas, one which

indeed can be produced only by a code of true law, or at least that is how we

are persuaded."

The fact that Polemarchus cites a poet in defense of his father's notion of

justice, and that what he commends is the beauty of what the poet has said,

gives us some fertile ground for inquiry into what it is that actually causes

people to obey or to acknowledge authority.

In her essay "The Crisis in Culture," Hannah Arendt observed that it was Kant

who put his finger on the connection between beauty and justice.  Her

discussion of that connection is so fascinating that I am going to devote the

next message to an extended digression on Arendt and Kant on beauty and justice

and aesthetic taste.

Lance
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LF>In saying this he said a beautiful thing, at least in my opinion." (Bloom

uses the word "fine" instead of beautiful, but the Greek word is "kalos"

which means beautiful.)

LF>What Polemarchus claims for the speech of Simonides is not that it is

correct, much less that it is true, but that it is beautiful.  Evidently what

really compels belief and obedience, what really induces us to grant our

listening, is not truth or correctness, but beauty.

LF>This is an extremely important point.

Indeed it is!  I wonder why Bloom choose "fine" instead of "beautiful".  When

I read the passage I took "fine" to mean "pure" (without fault) as in .997

fine silver.  If our discussion of "beautiful" leads us to the position that

beautiful is that which is without fault then we would have to conclude that

Polemarchus is claiming that what Simonides says is worth listening to

because it is true --  without fault -- correct.

I doubt if that is where we are going.  To conclude that we should grant our

listening to that which is true is not very interesting.  In deed, it is a

tautology.  Since Socrates refutes Polemarchus' citation of Simonides (and

therefore seems to be refuting citations of authorities in general) then does

it follow that there is something suspect about that which is beautiful?

  --Gary

-!-
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Lance,

I just wanted to let you know that I've been reading thought the archive 

of the Republic slow-reading, and I am really getting blown away by what 

you are doing...

I'm not ready to respond in detail, but I want you to know that when I got 

to the stuff about philosophical questions respresenting an "intrusion of 

the essence of what it means to be human into a concrete situation", I  

got really excited.  And the stuff about listening...oh my.  

Thank you for all that you are doing with this, Lance: it really counts.

Eve

-!-
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We have been looking at Polemarchus' citation of the poet Simonides as he comes

to the defense of his father's definition of justice.  Observing that

Polemarchus cites Simonides as an authority, using the expression, "if we are

to be persuaded by Simonides," we found that this word was the same word that

was used when Polemarchus asked Socrates, "How could you persuade us, if we

refuse to listen?"  From this we drew the inference that, for Polemarchus,

authority is that to which one grants one's listening.  We then asked, why do

we do this?  If authority is what something has for us because we grant our

listening to it, it would be circular to say that we grant our listening

because of its authority. (Please note, I am not saying that this is a true

definition of authority. It is a very interesting definition, and a powerful

one.  And we might want to ask, if we are right in suggesting that Socrates

does not concede that it is possible for someone to completely refuse to

listen, then what is the nature of the authority of that kind of speaking to

which it is impossible to refuse our listening?  That question, I suggest,

leads us in the direction of the philosopher-king--not the wise king--but the

*philosopher* king.)  So, if we cannot say that we grant our listening to an

authority because of its authority, what, then moves us to grant our listening?

 And, in the last message, we saw that one possible answer to this question

that is implied in the speech of Polemarchus is, We grant our listening to the

speech that we find beautiful!

We noticed that this was surprising in a philosophically pregnant way.  On the

one hand, it seems irrational in that it doesn't seem to give us any conclusive

or generally acceptable answer to the question about why we grant our listening

to something.  And yet it seems very apt, because we notice how much of

traditional authority is cloaked in beautiful dress.  We may recall Shelley's

remark about poets being the unacknowledged legislators of mankind. We noted

the connection between this and the extraordinary censorship of the poets that

Socrates proposes later in the Republic.  Somehow, there is an important

connection here, even if we cannot quite make out what it is.

Note, incidentally, what the main modern alternative would be.  If you asked

Hobbes why we grant our listening, what would he say?  I think he would say

that we grant our listening to an authority because of fear of violent death. 

And, of course, that is nothing but the "realism" that we met with earlier when

we considered the speech of the Athenians in the "Melian dialogue" as described

by Thucydides.  But somehow almost nobody has ever been convinced that naked

terror was a sufficient basis on which to erect a polity.  Even in terroristic

regimes (such as those of Hitler and Saddam Hussein) the possibility of pain is

conjoined with some indication, for the citizens, of true belonging.

Although it is perhaps a shocking juxtaposition to quote it here, the ideas of

beauty and terror are neatly conjoined by Rilke in some lines of his that I

know are familiar to at least one of my readers: 

                        "...Schoene is nichts

    als des Schrecklichen Anfang, den wir noch grade ertragen,

    und wir bewundern es so, weil es gelassen verschmaeht,

    uns zu zerstoeren...."

    "Beauty is nothing but the beginning of terror, which we can just barely

endure; and it amazes us so, because it serenely disdains to destroy us."

Now, if you will focus your attention on one word in that sentence, we will be

ready to turn to the consideration of Kant and Hannah Arendt that I promised

last time.  The word is "us."   Consider if you will the grouping of those who

recognize themselves as jointly spared by what they hold beautiful.

In her essay "The Crisis in Culture" [published in "Between Past and Future"]

Hannah Arendt asks, "Could it be that taste belongs among the political

faculties?"  After some interesting discussion which I shall not quote, she

continues,

"Seen against the background of political experiences and of activities which,

if left to themselves, come and go without leaving any trace in the world,

beauty is the very manifestation of imperishability.  The fleeting greatness of

word and deed can endure in the world to the extent that beauty is bestowed

upon it.  Without the beauty, that is, the radiant glory in which potential

immortality is made manifest in the human world, all human life would be futile

and no greatness could endure.

"The common element connecting art and politics is that they both are phenomena

of the public world.  What mediates the conflict between the artist and the man

of action is the cultura animi, that is, a mind so trained and cultivated that

it can be trusted to tend and take care of a world of appearances whose

criterion is beauty.  The reason Cicero ascribed this culture to a training in

philosophy was that to him only philosophers, the lovers of wisdom, approached

things as mere "spectators" without any wish to acquire something for

themselves, so that he could liken the philosophers to those who, coming to the

great games and festivals, sought neither "to win the glorious distinction of a

crown" nor to make "gain by buying and selling" but were attracted by the

"spectacle and closely watched what was done and how it was done." [Compare

this phrase, which Arendt quotes from Cicero, although it is actually derived

from the Pythagoreans, with the opening sentence of The Republic.]

"...For lack of a better word that would indicate the discriminating,

discerning, judging elements of an active love of beauty -- that philokalein

met' euteleias of which Pericles speaks -- I used the word "taste," and in

order to justify this usage and, at the same time, to point out the one

activity in which, I think, culture as such expresses itself, I should like to

draw upon the first part of Kant's Critique of Judgement, which, as "Critique

of Esthetic Judgement," contains perhaps the greatest and most original aspect

of Kant's political philosophy. [For those who may be unfamiliar with Kant's

Critique of Judgement, I should mention that I do not know of anyone prior to

Arendt who found in Kant's Critique of Judgement anything having to do with

politics, so there is some novelty in her interpretation here.] At any rate, it

contains an analytic of the beautiful primarily from the viewpoint of the

judging spectator, as even the title indicates, and it takes its starting point

from the phenomenon of taste, understood as an active relationship to what is

beautiful."

Arendt contrasts the faculty of judgement with the "legislative" faculty of

reason that underlies the famous "categorical imperative," which is based on

consistency with oneself, but has, according to Arendt, no necessary reference

to others.  "In the Critique of Judgement, however, Kant insisted upon a

different way of thinking, for which it would not be enough to be in agreement

with one's own self, but which consisted of being able to "think in the place

of everybody else" and which he therefore called an "enlarged mentality" (eine

erweiterte Denkungsart)...this enlarged way of thinking, which as judgement

knows how to transcend its own individual limitations, on the other hand,

cannot function in strict isolation or solitude; it needs the presence of

others "in whose place" it must think, whose perspectives it must take into

consideration, and without whom it never has the opportunity to operate at all.

 As logic, to be sound, depends on the presence of the self, so judgement, to

be valid, depends on the presence of others...That the capacity to judge is a

specifically political ability in exactly the sense denoted by Kant, namely the

ability to see things not only from one's own point of view but in the

perspective of all those who happen to be present; even that judgement may be

one of the fundamental abilities of man as a political being insofar as it

enables him to orient himself in the public realm, in the common world--these

are insights that are virtually as old as articulated political experience. 

The Greeks called this ability phronesis, or insight, and they considered it

the principla virtue or excellence of the statesman in distinction from the

wisdom of the philosopher.  The difference between this judging insight and

speculative thought lies in that the former has its roots in what we usually

call common sense, which the latter constantly transcends...

"What, however, is quite new and even startlingly new in Kant's propositions in

the Critique of Judgement is that he discovered this phenomonon in all its

grandeur precisely when he was examining the phenomenon of taste and hence the

only kind of judgements which, since they concern merely aesthetic matters,

have always been supposed to lie outside the political realm as well as the

domain of reason....To classify taste, the chief cultural activity, among man's

political abilities sounds so strange that I may add another much more familiar

but theoretically little-regarded fact to these considerations. [this is

perhaps the most important point in this long quotation] We all know very well

how quickly people recognize each other, and how unequivocally they can feel

that they belong to each other, when they discover a kinship in questions of

what pleases and displeases.  From the viewpoint of this common experience, it

is as though taste decides not only how the world is to look, but also who

belongs together in it." [from Between Past and Future, pp. 218-223.]

Before embarking on this long quotation from Arendt I asked that you focus your

attention on the word "us" in the quotation from Rilke. The reason for that

request should now be clear: The judgement of beauty not only determines what

we grant our listening to, it also determines who WE are, who belongs together.

This consideration of who belongs together will become critical in the next

section, as we continue to examine the argument of Polemarchus, for we shall

discover that, for Polemarchus, the critical dimension of justice, one which

has not been mentioned yet, is friendship--the relationship of people who

belong together.

Lance
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Gary,

 GG> Indeed it is!  I wonder why Bloom choose "fine" instead of 

 GG> "beautiful".  When I read the passage I took "fine" to mean "pure" 

 GG> (without fault) as in .997 fine silver.  If our discussion of 

 GG> "beautiful" leads us to the position that beautiful is that which is 

 GG> without fault then we would have to conclude that Polemarchus is 

 GG> claiming that what Simonides says is worth listening to because it 

 GG> is true --  without fault -- correct.

I apologize for being so tardy in responding to this.  In fact, I do not 

know why Bloom uses "fine" to translate "kalos" instead of "beautiful."  

the etymology of "fine" is related to "finished" in the sense of 

"perfect".  It may be that Bloom wanted to suggest the Greek usage in 

which kalos was one of the attributes of a gentleman--a proper gentleman 

in Greek was called "kalos k'agathos":  beautiful and good.

 GG>  To conclude that we should grant our listening to that which is 

 GG> true is not very interesting.  In deed, it is a tautology

I don't understand this.  As it happens, it is not what Polemarchus said, 

so I didn't discuss it.  But I don't see what would make it a tautology.  

Nietzsche, in one of his books, I think the Genealogy of Morals, made the 

shocking suggestion that perhaps the preference for the truth is only a 

fashion or a matter of taste.  That may seem outrageous, but try having a 

conversation with someone from a place (several Asian countries come to 

mind) where the cultural norm is to tell people what will please them and 

see if you don't find yourself thinking that the preference for sincerity 

and candor is a distinctly American custom.

 GG> Since Socrates refutes Polemarchus' citation of Simonides (and 

 GG> therefore seems to be refuting citations of authorities in general) 

 GG> then does it follow that there is something suspect about that which 

 GG> is beautiful?

What we shall see, I believe, is that Socrates badgers Polemarchus into 

finally speaking for himself.  The problem is not with the citation so 

much as with the failure of Polemarchus to speak for himself.  But in all 

of this we need to remember the ultimate irony: That the author of this 

text NEVER speaks for himself!

With regard to the beautiful, I don't think I can add anything to what I 

have said in the last two messages:  To say that there is something 

"suspect" about the beautiful is like saying that there is something 

suspect about the role of sex in people's lives.

In my opinion we should be grateful to Plato for acknowledging the 

importance of beauty and its relevance to fundamental philosophical and 

political matters.  The fact is that for a very large part of the human 

race, what is beautiful is far more compelling than what is true.  In my 

opinion, it is a relief to be in the presence of a philosopher who does 

not ignore that fact, even though it makes the job of a philosopher much 

more difficult, because it may imply that purely rational arguments are 

inadequate as a basis for organizing human affairs.  Anyway, this is an 

issue that will keep coming back.

Lance
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Lance,

(I wrote this yesterday and am posting it tonight now that I'm back.  I 

WANT A POWERBOOK (or a supercharged Newton)!!!  (Do you suppose merely 

saying it into cyperspace will cause one to arrive on my doorstep?  Sure, 

if I give out the Visa number...(!))

I'm in the airport waiting to board a flight to Toronto which is of course 

delayed - and I have your marvelous Arendt/Kant/Rilke post about beauty 

with me.  I want to write some notes as I think of them, but I am 

ridiculously unaccustomed to writing by hand nowadays and don't know if 

I'll be able to think properly, without the physical action of typing...

A few points come up for me in my reading of your essay: I thought I'd get 

them down even though they're somewhat undigested...(I do love the fact 

that I caught up with the Plato thread just as you start bringing in Rilke 

and so on!):

 LF> Even in terroristic regimes (such as those of Hitler and Saddam 

 LF> Hussein) the possibility of pain is conjoined with some indication, 

 LF> for the citizens, of true belonging.

Terror without beauty (in political constructs) leads to "cultures" that 

so greatly devalue life itself that terror ultimately loses its power to 

control people.  I'm thinking of the gangs in the South Bronx or the 

favelas of Brazil.  On the other hand, beauty without terror is merely 

meaningless, I think.  (Although, perhaps I need to think more about this. 

I find myself wanting to write phrases like "sentimentalized tripe", but 

in that case, what would be beautiful about it?  And how could something 

authentically beautiful be meaningless?  CAN something be authentically 

beautiful without being at least potentially terrifying? (due to its power 

to transform and therefore mess up one's life and all that...(maybe 

Plotinus will help...Colin? (Can you tell from my nested parentheses that 

I once learned how to program?))))

[And tonight, while looking for George Steiner (see below) I found Adam 

Gopnik (ANOTHER (guess) New Yorker writer): "The central insight of the 

[Eastern European] revolutions about the relationship between art and 

society - is that anyone who is serious about beauty is already engaged in 

a politically empowering act."]

 LF> "In the Critique of Judgement, however, Kant insisted upon a 

 LF> different way of thinking, for which it would not be enough to be in 

 LF> agreement with one's own self, but which consisted of being able to 

 LF> "think in the place of everybody else" and which he therefore called 

 LF> an "enlarged mentality" (eine erweiterte Denkungsart)..."

(actually LF quoting Hannah Arendt on Kant)

Another George Steiner essay that I loved a lot and do not have a copy of 

(one of these days I'm going to have to track them _all_ down) was talking 

about the fact that so many great artists throughout history have been 

bisexual.  And he said something about BIsexuality as opposed to 

UNIsexuality (either homo- or hetero-) as being inherently ABOUT imagining 

desire from different nodes...the built-in flexibility and adaptability of 

it... I found it quite a compelling statement, and the echoes of it here 

are kind of striking.  (And, of course, the echoes in Greek culture, which 

is about as bisexual a culture as one can imagine...)

 LF> The judgement of beauty not only determines what we grant our 

 LF> listening to, it also determines who WE are, who belongs together.

 LF>  

This idea of "us" is generally present for me far more intensely in stuff 

people usually call "art" than in stuff people usually call "philosophy".  

In fact, I wonder if "us-ness" is part of what causes me to regard 

something as art (poetry, literature, music, painting, etc.) rather than 

philosophy or theology or whatever.  Interesting that your insistence on 

reading Plato's dialogues as DIALOGUES rather than as disguised treatises 

is something I can understand as treating them as art, which (for me, and 

I think I'm a bit strange in this regard) means I am likely to take them 

much MORE seriously because "us-ness" puts more at stake for both me and 

the author.  (It's hard for me to take the idea of truth personally, I'm 

realizing, whereas beauty/goodness/virtue are immediately personal...) 

Funny that "poetical" usually implies flighty and unconnected to the 

world.  Very odd...

Can I throw another Rilke Elegy quote at you?

And we are here perhaps

merely to say: house, bridge, fountain,

gate, jar, fruit tree, window - at most

pillar, tower?  But to _say_ them, you understand -

to say them in such a way that even the things

themselves never hoped to exist so intensely.

And I hope you are becoming wise in the ways of SYSOPhood and enjoying the 

mountains...

Best,

Eve

-!-
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We have been discussing the intercession of Polemarchus in which he cites a

line supposedly from Simonides supposedly in defense of his father's notion of

justice. (I say "supposedly" because, in the first instance, this quotation

from Simonides is known from no other source, and, secondly because, as we

shall see, there is some question whether Polemarchus really means to defend

his father's view of justice, or whether he has a view of his own.

Let us now turn to Socrates' response.  He says, "It certainly isn't easy to

disbelieve a Simonides. He is a wise and divine man.  However, you,

Polemarchus, perhaps know what on earth he means, but I don't understand."

In general terms, this is an example of Socratic irony.   By that we mean that

we probably don't quite believe that he is sincere in saying that he doesn't

understand; much less do we believe that he really thinks Polemarchus

understands better than he does. But calling this irony may not be especially

helpful here.  Calling it irony focuses our attention on what is absent, on the

lack of honesty or sincerity--perhaps on Socrates' intention to speak over the

head of the person he is addressing, for irony is most often employed for the

benefit of a person other than the one spoken to. What I think we need to pay

attention to is what Socrates is DOING.

The response that Socrates makes here is an example of a certain type of

response that Socrates often makes. It is a distinctive and extremely powerful

"Socratic" move, like a patented wrestling hold, and I think we should learn to

recognize it:

The key to it is simply this: In replying to Polemarchus, Socrates responds to

a positive assertion, not with agreement or disagreement, but by asking what it

means. The asking of this question points to a decisive limitation on the power

of authority.  

Authority based on reputation or force may be able to compel obediance. 

Authority based on common taste may be able to induce compliance without

compulsion.  But neither form of authority can compel, or induce,

understanding. Therefore it appears that authority cannot compel or generate

belief with respect to anything which is not self-evident, anything where

understanding is required. If you doubt this, just imagine being ordered to

believe that, "the universe is a stationary bound state of the Hamiltonian of

infinite degrees of freedom."  [I mean, you might be perfectly willing to say

those words, and to give your assent to them, but unless you knew a fair amount

of mathematics you would probably have no idea what the words meant.  In that

case, would it make any sense to say that you believed what you were saying?]  

We might call this Socratic move -- responding to an assertion by disclaiming

comprehension and asking what it means -- the hermeneutic counterpart of the

"What IS ___?" question.  [Spinoza's "Tractatus Theologico-Politicus",

incidentally, is another example of this argumentative tactic.  It starts

innocently enough by acknowledging the Bible as the revealed word of God. Then

it asks, But how can one know what the Bible means? And on the basis of that

single question it became perhaps the most devastating attack on revealed

religion even written.]

If anything, the question, "What do you mean?"  or "What does he mean?" stops

the action even more effectively than the "What IS ___? question does.  You

might say that it suddenly shifts the balance of power in a conversation.  At

the point when the question occurs, the speaker is making an assertion the

meaning of which is obvious to him.  He may anticipate disagreement or

agreement, but he takes for granted that the listener will understand what he

means.  If he believes that he knows something which the other does not, he may

count his knowledge as a strength and the other's ignorance as a relative

weakness.  But with the asking of this question, "What do you mean?" the

other's  claimed ignorance and incomprehension suddenly become a source of

strength.

Lance
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In the last message we noted how Socrates seizes the initiative by neither 

agreeing nor disagreeing with Simonides, but asking Polemarchus what he 

means:  "Well, it certainly isn't easy to disbelieve a Simonides," I said. 

"He is a wise and divine man.  However, you, Polemarchus, perhaps know 

what on earth he means, but I don't understand."

Socrates then goes on to state what the problem is: Polemarchus, remember, 

broke into the conversation just as Socrates was clinching his argument 

with Cephalus by means of his counter-example.  Socrates now wants to know 

exactly how Polemarchus proposes to evade the force of that example.  He 

says to Polemarchus, "For plainly he [i.e. Simonides] doesn't mean what we 

were just saying--giving back to any man whatsoever something he has 

deposited when of, unsound mind, he demands it.  And yet, what he 

deposited is surely owed to him, isn't it?"  Polemarchus answers, "Yes." 

"But, if he demands it back when he is out of his mind, it should on no 

condition be returned to him?"  "True," Polemarchus replies.

I don't know whether or not it is important to the argument, but we should 

at least note that Socrates, in restating the argument he had made against 

Cephalus, omits what had seemed to be an important detail: The specific 

nature of what is deposited. In addressing Cephalus, Socrates had spoken 

of a man who deposited *weapons* with another, and then returned in a 

maddened state and demanded them back. The fact that the deposit consisted 

of weapons seemed important, because it made us consider the possibility 

that, if they were returned to their owner when he was mad, he might use 

them to inflict harm, either to himself or to someone else. On that basis 

it seemed Socrates was effectively demonstrating to Cephalus that mere 

formal honoring of contracts, without the concommitant exercise of 

judgement, was not sufficient to produce justice.  Does the omission of 

that detail in the present sentence mean that Socrates is broadening the 

argument?  I doubt it.  My guess is that Socrates means to include that by 

his reference to the earlier discussion, but I am not sure.

In any event, Socrates goes on, "Then Simonides, it seems, means something 

different from this sort of thing when he says that it is just to give 

back what is owed."

This provokes a notably emphatic response from Polemarchus, a dramatic 

detail that should alert us to pay very careful attention. For the first 

time, Polemarchus responds by swearing an oath (just as his father did at 

328e, when Socrates challenged him by asking how it felt to have one foot 

in the grave): "Of course it's different, by Zeus, for he supposes that 

friends owe it to friends to do something good and nothing bad."  [Readers 

who have the archives of earlier messages in this discussion might wish to 

review now what I said earlier on the subject of oaths.  I think I 

suggested then that the swearing of an oath, calling upon a god to stand 

as witness to the veracity of what one is about to say, might well be 

taken as an acknowledgement that the statement one is about to make is not 

self-evident, that it is even, perhaps, something that the listener might 

reasonably disbelieve.]

We have noted more than once that Polemarchus tends to present himself as 

someone else's agent or mouthpiece.  In the sentence just quoted, 

Polemarchus, for the first time, begins to speak for himself.  It is still 

only a beginning, for there is a long way yet to go, but it is a 

significant move all the same.   In the first instance, when he 

interrupted his father, Polemarchus was merely quoting Simonides (or so he 

said).  And, of course, he was quoting Simonides in defense of his 

father's definition of justice (or so it appeared).  Now, however, 

Polemarchus is *interpreting* Simonides. To the extent that he merely 

quotes Simonides, we cannot hold Polemarchus accountable for what 

Simonides says.  But Polemarchus cannot avoid some responsibility for his 

interpretation.  Even though he expresses this interpretation as if it 

were Simonides' opinion and not his own that he is expressing, it is 

clearly his own interpretation, his own opinion about what Simonides 

means.  [This, of course, is a point that applies to interpretation in 

general, not just to Polemarchus.]

When we look at the content of this interpretation by Polemarchus, 

however, something else comes into view, namely a question as to whether 

Polemarchus is really defending his father's view or a distinct view of 

his own. Let's review the positions again:  Cephalus' view (as formulated 

by Socrates) was: Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts. 

According to Polemarchus, Simonides said: "It is just to give to each what 

is owed." This leaves out telling the truth, but otherwise it sounds 

pretty similar to the rest of what Cephalus had said.  But now Polemarchus 

tells Socrates that what Simonides really meant was: Justice is helping 

one's friends (and, as we shall soon discover, harming one's enemies).

It looks, therefore, as if Polemarchus is being intentionally equivocal.  

The quotation from Simonides gives the appearance that he is defending his 

father's definition of justice. But as soon as Polemarchus explains how 

Simonides' statement can be interpreted in a way that escapes the force of 

the counterexample with which Socrates had seemingly defeated his father, 

we see that this way of interpreting Simonides gives us a definition of 

justice that is completely different from what Cephalus evidently meant.  

It is important not to miss the extent of the difference between Cephalus 

and Polemarchus that is revealed here.  There is all the difference in the 

world between a society in which people practice justice by telling the 

truth and paying their debts, on the one hand, and a society in which 

people practice justice by helping their friends and harming their 

enemies. In her recent book "Systems of Survival: a dialogue on the moral 

foundations of commerce and politics," Jane Jacobs argues that human 

behavior is governed by two distinct, and largely opposed, ethical 

systems, which she terms "the commercial syndrome" and "the guardian 

syndrome." Here are the precepts that she identifies with each of the two 

syndromes:

The Commercial Syndrome:


Shun force


Come to voluntary agreements


Be honest


Collaborate easily with strangers and aliens


Compete


Respect contracts


Use initiative and enterprise


Be open to inventiveness and novelty


Be efficient


Promote comfort and convenience


Dissent for the sake of the task


Invest for productive purposes


Be industrious


Be thrifty


Be optimistic

The Guardian Syndrome:


Shun trading


Exert prowess


Be obedient and disciplined


Adhere to tradition


Respect hierarchy


Be loyal


Take vengeance


Deceive for the sake of the task


Make rich use of leisure


Be ostentatious


Dispense largesse


Be exclusive


Show fortitude


Be fatalistic


Treasure honor

I don't suggest that Cephalus is a pure case of the commercial syndrome 

and Polemarchus of the guardian syndrome. But I think Jacobs has put her 

finger on something important in observing that the ethic of honesty and 

respect for contracts is strikingly opposed to the ethic of loyalty to 

friends and vengeance toward enemies. 

A few sentences later Socrates makes this comment on Polemarchus' 

interpretation of the quotation from Simonides: "Then it seems that 

Simonides made a riddle, after the fashion of poets, when he said what the 

just is."  But it really looks as if the one who is making the riddle is 

Polemarchus, not Simonides.  We now see that Polemarchus was up to 

something, a kind of sophistic trick, you could say, when he came to his 

father's defense.  What Polemarchus thinks is that his own definition of 

justice, namely helping friends and harming enemies, is capable of 

withstanding the objection that Socrates brought against the formula of 

Cephalus.  But, of course, it would be no defence of his father to say, "I 

have another definition of justice, try that!"  So what the quotation from 

Simonides does for Polemarchus is to give him an equivocal formulation 

that sounds at first sufficiently like his father's definition to pass, 

but that will reveal its difference later on.

But, as we shall soon see, Socrates forces Polemarchus to pay a large 

price for his equivocation. For it is due to his need to conceal the 

difference between his own notion of justice and his father's that 

Polemarchus fails to reject the presentation of justice as an art or 

skill, which is what most of Socrates' arguments in the next section are 

designed to refute.

Lance
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In the last message we saw how Socrates began to expose the fact that the 

view of justice which Polemarchus is defending is actually quite different 

from that of his father, even though he intervenes in his father's 

defense.  This has the result that Polemarchus puts himself in an 

equivocal position. I remarked in the last message that Socrates makes 

Polemarchus pay a large price for that equivocation.  What I meant by 

that, which I shall begin to show in this and several succeeding messages, 

is that, precisely because of the fact that Polemarchus is being 

disingenuous, he fails to object to a sophistical line of argument by 

Socrates that ultimately leads him into an untenable position.

Last time we discussed how Socrates, inquiring into the meaning of the 

quotation from Simonides, came back to the counter-example that he had 

raised earlier with Cephalus--whether it is just to return the man's 

weapons to him when he comes back in a maddened condition.  According to 

Polemarchus, when Simonides said, "It is just to give to each what is 

owed," he meant something quite different from "It is just to honor 

contracts."  In response to Socrates' question on this point, Polemarchus 

says, "Of course itÕs different,  By Zeus, for he supposes that friends 

owe it to friends  to do some good and nothing bad." 

Socrates responds, "I understand. A man does not give what is owed in 

giving back gold to someone who has deposited it, when the giving and the 

taking turn out to be harmful, assuming the taker and the giver are 

friends.  Isn't this what you assert Simonides means?"

[This may be the place to acknowledge and correct a partial blunder in the 

last message.  In commenting on Socrates' restatement of his 

counterexample, I said, 

I don't know whether or not it is important to the argument, but we should 

at least note that Socrates, in restating the argument he had made against 

Cephalus, omits what had seemed to be an important detail: The specific 

nature of what is deposited. In addressing Cephalus, Socrates had spoken 

of a man who deposited *weapons* with another, and then returned in a 

maddened state and demanded them back. The fact that the deposit consisted 

of weapons seemed important, because it made us consider the possibility 

that, if they were returned to their owner when he was mad, he might use 

them to inflict harm, either to himself or to someone else. On that basis 

it seemed Socrates was effectively demonstrating to Cephalus that mere 

formal honoring of contracts, without the concommitant exercise of 

judgement, was not sufficient to produce justice.  Does the omission of 

that detail in the present sentence mean that Socrates is broadening the 

argument?  I doubt it.  My guess is that Socrates means to include that by 

his reference to the earlier discussion, but I am not sure.

It's a little embarrassing to see now that my initial suspicion was 

correct, and my cautious second thought was wrong.  It's especially 

embarrassing given that, if I had bothered to turn the page I would have 

seen it immediately.

So let me now be unequivocal:  The fact that Socrates omits reference to 

weapons in restating his counterexample at 331e9, and then, at 332a9, 

substitutes gold for weapons and drops any reference to the altered mental 

state of the owner, signifies that Socrates is indeed greatly broadening 

and altering the argument.  In fact, he is broadening it to such an extent 

that it almost becomes ludicrious, except that Polemarchus is so intent on 

his own point that he completely fails to notice this.  

The situation described by Socrates in originally stating his 

counterexample to Cephalus might be regarded as an exceptional situation 

that could be accommodated as a minor qualification to the general rule 

that one should honor contracts: The rule could be amended to say, "Always 

pay back what is owed, except when the owner demands repayment in an 

obviously crazed condition AND the item on deposit is a weapon which the 

owner might immediately use to injure others or himself."  That's not 

especially neat, and it might not suffice as part of a philosophical 

definition of justice, but it might well be acceptable as a guide for 

prudent conduct, or even as a law.  Certainly we could cite many real 

statutes no less riddled with exceptions and qualifications.

But suppose we now try to formulate the qualified rule contained in 

Socrates' restatement of the case at 332a. Would it be something like 

this?  "Always pay back what is owed, except when the debt is to a friend, 

in which case the debt should be repaid only if the debtor is sure that 

the repayment will not allow the owner/friend to do something that is 

harmful."  Imagine going to your friendly neighborhood banker to make a 

withdrawal from your savings account so that you can buy Christmas 

presents for your children and having the banker say to you, "Friend, it 

has suddenly occurred to me that, instead of buying presents for your 

children you might use this money to purchase liquor or drugs or 

pornographic literature.  As your friend I believe that, were I to permit 

you to withdraw your savings, I would be complicit in any wrong that you 

might do with this money, therefore, I believe that justice and friendship 

both oblige me to deny your request to withdraw your savings."

This is not a mere qualification to the general rule of contractual 

obligation.  It substitutes a general rule of *custodial* obligation for 

the rule of contractual obligation, and effectively cancels the notion of 

private property among friends. For those who have read books 4 and 5 of 

the Republic, this should sound curiously familiar.  Such readers will 

recall that at 423e Socrates first mentions, in passing, that in the ideal 

city matters pertaining to marriage, procreation and children will be 

managed according to the proverb that "friends have all things in common," 

and then, at the prompting of Polemarchus at the beginning of book 5, this 

suggestion is developed into the paradoxical proposal to eliminate the 

family (and private property) and permit some forms of incest.  

My reason for mentioning this now is not to discuss this rather famous 

feature of the Republic. Rather, my present intention is to distinguish an 

important feature of Plato's dialectical technique, which we will 

encounter repeatedly.  It is important to pay attention to this 

distinction in order to understand how I can read the Republic and reach 

conclusions that seem in many cases so drastically opposed to the 

conventional interpretations.

The point to which I am calling attention is this: If the present passage 

in book 1 is an anticipation of the paradoxical "communism of women and 

children" in book 5, it is the views of Polemarchus, as expressed in book 

1, that are developed to such an extreme in book 5.  Socrates is extremely 

skillful in unfolding the latent consequences of what his interlocutors 

say or believe,  often drawing out the absurd or pernicious consequences 

of their seemingly innocent or conventional ideas.  One of the ways in 

which this skill is manifested is that Socrates is good at establishing an 

atmosphere of presumed agreement.  Since in most cases he does not 

directly contradict what his interlocutors say, but mainly asks them 

questions, it is easy for them to suppose that what they have already said 

Socrates has agreed to.

Certainly Socrates gives no suggestion here (in book 1) that he thinks 

Polemarchus has said something absurd.  He simply ask, is this what you 

assert Simonides means? To which Polemarchus responds, "Most certainly."

With his next question, Socrates moves to the other side of the notion of 

friendship. In the case of debts to friends, it appeared that the 

obligation to repay was supervened by the obligation to take care of one's 

friend and of the friendship.  In that case, perhaps strict contractual 

obligation still obtains in the case of debts to enemies, so Socrates asks 

Polemarchus, "Now, what about this? Must we give back to enemies whatever 

is owed to them?"

In this case Polemarchus is prepared with an answer that he thinks is very 

clever.  "That's exactly it.  Just what's owed to them.  And I suppose 

that an enemy owes his enemy the very thing which is also fitting: some 

harm."

It is not for nothing that Polemarchus has as brothers two of the most 

accomplished sophist/rhetoricians of the time (both present, but silent, 

in the Republic).  Without saying so, he has completely altered the 

previously understood meaning of "what is owed," so that now what is owed 

is not repayment of debts but benefits to friends and harms to enemies.  

This is a striking example of sophistical ambiguity.  It is one of the 

techniques specifically discussed by Aristotle in his treatise on 

Sophistical Refutations.

The reason I mention this is to prepare you for what comes next, for in 

the argument that occupies the next two pages (up to 334b) you will see 

Socrates give a textbook demonstration of sophistical argument. Many 

commentators have noted the sophistical character of Socrates' argument 

without, however, identifying the reason for it: Socrates is responding to 

a sophistical argument by Polemarchus. When Polemarchus makes the clever 

response to Socrates that I just quoted, you can just about see Socrates 

mentally rolling up his sleeves and saying to himself, "If what this young 

fellow wants is a lesson in sophistical argument, that's what he is about 

to get!"

Socrates immediately jumps on this attempt at cleverness by Polemarchus:  

"Then it seems that Simonides made a riddle, after the fashion of poets, 

when he said what the just is.  For it looks as if he thought that it is 

just to give everyone what is fitting, and to this he gave the name "what 

is owed.""

As far as I know, this is the first occurrence in the Republic of the word 

which is translated "fitting" (prosekei). The word has the sense of 

"proper to" or "belonging to".  We should notice that Polemarchus does not 

attribute this particular thesis to Simonides.  He said, "*I* suppose that 

an enemy owes his enemy the very thing which is also fitting, some harm."  

Simonides, according to Polemarchus, supposses that friends owe good to 

friends.  But when it comes to enemies, it is Polemarchus who "supposes" 

that what enemies owe enemies is what is fitting, although Socrates 

continues to question Polemarchus on this point as if he were simply 

interpreting Simonides.

And when Socrates asks him, in the passage just quoted, if Simonides 

really meant to identify what is fitting with what is owed, Polemarchus 

gives an almost insolent answer:  "What else do you think?"  This question 

leads us up to the start of the formal "eristic" part of the conversation 

between Socrates and Polemarchus.  I shall be analysing that argument in 

great detail, but before doing so I want to take a few moments to consider 

the relationship between the fitting and the arts.  In particular, I want 

to make two suggestions:  First, that the substitution of 'what is 

fitting' for 'what is owed' is the key to what we have called the 

equivocation of Polemarchus, the purpose of which is to disguise the fact 

that Polemarchus' notion of justice is completely different from his 

father's.  The second point is that it is because of the substitution of 

'what is fitting' for 'what is owed' that so much of the ensuing 

discussion with Polemarchus involves the supposition that justice is an 

art.

Many commentators have observed that the refutation of Polemarchus depends 

on the assumption that justice is an art.  Some have suggested that there 

is something suspect or sophistical about Socrates' argument because 

Polemarchus need not have assumed that justice is an art, and did not do 

so explicitly.  What I want to suggest is that Socrates is not just 

attacking a straw man.  He is following out the implication of 

Polemarchus' substitution of 'what is fitting' for 'what is owed'.  I 

think we will find that, if justice is a matter of doing what is fitting, 

the realm in which we find rule-governed activities concerned with doing 

what is fitting is the realm of the arts.  (Another consideration that we 

should bear in mind has to do the the question of whether or not justice 

is useful.  This is something that will become the subject of very 

explicit discussion in the beginning of book 2, but it is already present 

in the background as a sort of assumption on the part of both Cephalus and 

Polemarchus.  Again, the arts are the realm of the instrumental, the realm 

of rules for means to the accomplishment of ends.)

These points will, I think, become clearer if we look at what immediately 

follows. As we noted earlier, Polemarchus responds to Socrates question, 

concerning the identification of 'what is owed' with 'what is fitting' by 

asking, "What else do you think?"  As Socrates' response indicates, this 

is a surprising, almost insolent, anwer.  That is to say, the 

identification of 'what is owed' with 'what is fitting' is surprising, 

almost counter-intuitive, and Polemarchus is defiant in refusing even to 

acknowledge this fact. Practically none of the commentators (none at all 

if one excludes the Straussians) takes note of this shift from 'what is 

owed' to 'what is fitting', or notes that it paves the way for the 

introduction of justice as an art.  Even Bloom and Benardete fail to note 

how Plato calls attention to how surprising this statement is.

Now it is Socrates' turn to invoke the name of Zeus. He begins his next 

speech, "In the name of Zeus..."  What follows, however, is not an 

assertion, but a question. I won't quote the question yet, because I want 

to consider the meaning of Socrates' invocation of the god. I used to 

think that this was an exclamation on the part of Socrates.  Shorey's 

translation treats it that way, even supplying the exclamation point: "In 

heaven's name!"  I imagined Socrates speaking in a tone of exasperation, 

rolling his eyes in disbelief. I now think, however, that Socrates invokes 

the name of Zeus to remind Polemarchus that he, Polemarchus, invoked the 

name of Zeus just a moment ago, when Socrates, testing Simonides' 

definition of justice against the "would you give the madman back his 

weapon?" standard, said to Polemarchus, "Then Simonides, it seems, means 

something different from this sort of thing when he says that it is just 

to give back what is owed," and Polemarchus replies, "Of course it's 

different, *by Zeus*."

Now, therefore, it seems to me that Socrates is addressing Polemarchus to 

the following effect: "You say that you are speaking with Zeus as your 

witness in saying that what is fitting and what is owed are the same 

thing, now please have Zeus as your witness while you answer the following 

questions by which I shall bring forth the absurdity of that 

identification."  As I have just noted, the identification of what is owed 

with what is fitting manifests itself in the characterization of justice 

as an art. So, while it is true that Socrates is the first to speak of 

justice as an art,  his doing so is in response to Polemarchus' 

identification of what is owed and what is fitting.

This may not be strictly obvious, but if you doubt it, suppose that 

Polemarchus had said, "Wait a minute, Socrates.  What makes you think that 

justice is an art?  Why are we speaking about the arts?"  Wouldn't 

Socrates most likely respond, "Well, aren't the arts the human activities 

that are responsible for judging and doing what is fitting?  Isn't that 

what we mean by an art?"

To get a better understanding of this, let's consider briefly how what is 

fitting is distinguished from what is owed. In both cases be are dealing 

with at least two terms. There is something that fits and there is that TO 

which it fits; there is that which is owed, and there is that To which it 

is owed. To say that something fits or is fitting implies that what fits, 

and that to which it fits belong to some unity that includes them both, as 

we may see that two pieces of a broken plate fit together to form a whole 

plate.  Or we may see that a particular action is fitting in a particular 

situation because to take that action fulfills our image of what is proper 

to a human being.  So the reference of a judgement of fitness is to the 

whole or unity in light of which the one thing is said to fit with the 

other.

The obligation to do what is fitting, however, does not arise from any 

contingent agreement, whereas that is precisely what is characteristic of 

what is owed.  Owing, it seems, is only intelligible against the 

background of previously having received something, together, presumably, 

with an agreement to pay back what was received.  On the other hand, it 

may be that what is owed and what is fitting are the same to the extent 

that it is oneself that must fit into some larger unity.  That, however, 

does not seem to be what Cephalus had in mind.  His sort of owing had to 

do with honoring one's contractual agreements.  And it is here that the 

difference with what is fitting is most marked.  To do what is fitting 

requires a judgement of what fits.  To pay what is owed requires no 

judgement at all.  It requires means and adherence to a contract.  It 

appears that what is fitting demands a much higher level of judgement than 

what is owed.  At least if we confine ourselves to commercial 

relationships, what is owed is based merely on the premise of even 

exchange.  

It is possible that someone might argue against my suggestion that the 

notion of what is fitting is spcifically linked to the artsby arguing that 

the judgement of what is fitting is not specifically connected with what 

we mean by an art.  The argument might go as follows: Every skill involves 

knowledge of a particular set of situations and subject matters that are 

the matters peculiar to that skill, that which the skill is said to be in 

or of.  But the capacity to practice that skill entails a capacity for 

judging what is fitting, and that capacity, no matter how specific its 

application, is a general human capacity, without which the particular 

skill cannot be practiced adequately.  The capacity for judging what is 

fitting is, therefore, not an art, but the condition for practicing any 

art.

Suppose Polemarchus had made this objection, saying that justice is not an 

art, but is the capacity for judging what is fitting that constitutes the 

arts, how would this have affected his argument? This is a difficult 

question, but it seems to me that, if Polemarchus made this objection, he 

would necessarily move in precisely the direction in which  Socrates is 

attempting to drive him.  That is, we have suggested that Socrates is 

trying to evoke in Polemarchus some expression of his own will, some 

active sense of h
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In the last message we saw that the peculiar twist that Polemarchus gives 

to Simonides' statement about justice depends on the identification of 

"what is owed" with "what is fitting."  According to Polemarchus, it is 

fitting to give benefits to friends and harms to enemies, and, therefore, 

Polemarchus interprets Simonides' statement that "It is just to give to 

each what is owed," as meaning that it is just to give to each what is 

fitting, namely to give benefits to friends and harms to enemies.

When Socrates asks Polemarchus if that is indeed what Simonides meant, 

namely that 'what is owed' is just another name for 'what is fitting," 

Polemarchus responds, somewhat truculently, "What else do you think?"

In responding to this, Socrates begins by saying, "In the name of Zeus..." 

Last time I explained that this is not an oath by Socrates, but a reminder 

to Polemarchus that he has already (at 332a) called upon Zeus as a witness 

to his interpretation of Simonides, so I said that Socrates is now saying 

to Polemarchus (in effect), "You say that you are speaking with Zeus as 

your witness in saying that what is fitting and what is owed are the same 

thing, now please have Zeus as your witness while you answer the following 

questions by which I shall bring forth the absurdity of that 

identification." 

Now we shall begin to analyze the ensuing argument, which is the most 

complex and sustained piece of argumentation we have so far encountered in 

the Republic.  Textually, the argument extends from 332c5 to 334b5 or 

almost two entire Stephanus pages.  It contains eight sections, or 

sub-arguments, which I shall enumerate as follows:

1. "The art that gives what to which things is justice?"  "...the one that 

gives benefits and injuries to friends and enemies"  meaning that 

"...justice is doing good to friends and harm to enemies."(332c5-d5)

2.  "With respect to disease and health, who is most able to do good to 

sick friends and harm to enemies?" "....In what action and with respect to 

what work is [the just man] most able to help friends and injure enemies?" 

"...in making war and being an ally in battle." (332d5-e4)

3.  "...to men who are not sick, the doctor is useless..."  Is the just 

man useless to men who are not at war?  No.  So justice is also useful in 

peacetime?  Yes.  (332e5-e10)

4.  But aren't many other things useful in peacetime?  "For the use or 

acquisition of what would you say [justice] is useful in peacetime?"  

"Contracts, Socrates." Meaning by contracts Partnerships? Yes. 

(332e10-333a9)

5.  In most partnerships, the just man is not as good a partner as the 

expert in the field.  Where, then, is the just man the best partner?  In 

money matters. (333a9-b7)

6.  Except in those money matters where the the partners are to _use_ the 

money.  In those cases the expert in the thing to be purchased will be a 

better partner than the just man. The just man is the more useful partner 

when the money is to be deposited and kept safe--and not used. (333b7-c7)

7.  Justice, therefore, is not valuable, because it is useful only when 

things are useless. (333c8-e2)

8.  Skill at guarding against something implies equal skill in doing that 

which one is guarding against.  Therefore, if the just man is clever at 

guarding money, he is equally clever at stealing it, and justice turns out 

to be "a certain art of stealing, for the benefit, to be sure, of friends 

and the harm of enemies."  (333e2-334b3)

Let me conclude this message by urging you to take the trouble, before 

going on, of rereading these two passages, noting the divisions of the 

argument that I have indicated above.  You may notice yourself resisting 

this; you may find the passage oddly difficult to follow, even somewhat 

dizzying, and you may experience a strong desire to skip over it.  That 

indeed is what most commentators have done.

The argument may well seem disjointed.  While it is difficult to follow, 

the difficulty does not seem to be due to its intellectual profundity.  

Indeed it is hard to believe that Socrates is saying anything at all here 

that deserves to be taken seriously as a characterization of justice.  And 

in fact he is not.  He is engaged in demolition.  If I am right, Socrates 

is here giving an exhibition, a tour de force, of sophistical 

argumentation.  Since Polemarchus has relied on a sophistical ambiguity in 

order to transform the meaning of his father's definition of justice into 

something completely different, Socrates says, in effect, "Two can play at 

this game!" and proceeds to put on a virtuoso display in the presence, let 

us remember, of three well-known sophist-rhetoricians (Lysias and 

Euthydemus--the brothers of Polemarchus--and Thrasymachus).

But just because we can see that Socrates uses sophistical means to run 

rings around Polemarchus and ultimately shames him into admitting that he 

doesn't know what he means (!!) doesn't mean that there is no 

philosophical profit to be had from studying the details of the argument.  

I hope to show quite the contrary.

Lance
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Socrates begins the first argument with an extremely odd question:  "If 

someone were to ask him [referring to Simonides], 'Simonides, the art 

called medicine gives what that is owed and fitting to which things?' what 

do you suppose he would answer us?"

Suppose Polemarchus says, as one of us might well do, "I don't understand 

why you are asking me that.  We were just now talking about justice.  Why 

are you now asking me about the arts, when I haven't said that justice is 

an art?"

Here is how I imagine Socrates might reply, if he were in a more expansive 

mood:  "Polemarchus, your identification of what is fitting with what is 

owed seems questionable to me, so I am going to treat this a hypothesis 

and test it to see if it holds up.  First of all, it seems to me that when 

you speak of justice as giving to everyone what is fitting, you are 

covering quite a lot of ground.  It seems that there are many situations 

in which we do what is fitting.  In every case of "fitting" there is 

something that is given and something to which that which is given is 

given, in other words, there is that which fits and that to which it fits. 

But do we say that justice is being practiced in every case where somebody 

gives what is fitting?  In other words, is justice identical with giving 

what is fitting, or is it and instance of giving what is fitting"

"You, Polemarchus, have quoted a very general statement by Simonides: "It 

is just to give to each what is owed," and you say that what Simonides 

means by "what is owed" is the same as we mean by "what is fitting."  But 

at the same time you seem to have a much more specific meaning in mind for 

justice, namely that justice means giving benefits to friends and harm to 

enemies.  It seems to me that you cannot have it both ways.  You can't 

define justice in the general expression you quote from Simonides and then 

have a more limited expression also serve as a definition of justice.  If 

justice is giving to each what is owed or what is fitting, then giving 

benefits to friends and harms to enemies is, at best, an instance of 

justice, not justice itself.  And if we define justice as giving benefits 

to friends and harms to enemies because that is what is fitting with 

respect to friends and enemies, then justice is not identical to giving to 

each what is fitting, it is merely one instance among many practices in 

which one gives to something what is fitting in the case at hand.  And 

what do we call the general class of practices that involve giving to each 

thing of a particular kind what is fitting?  It seems to me that the 

general class comprises what we call arts or skills, So that is the reason 

that I am asking you a question about the arts--so that we can consider 

how this business of giving something that is fitting to something else 

works, and after that we can see by what the art of justice is 

distinguished from the other arts.

"We have seen that each skill or art can be defined as the practice of 

giving something that is owed or fitting to something else, so the arts 

can be distinguished either by what is given or by what it is given to.  

As our first case, let's consider the art of medicine.  What is given in 

the case of medicine, and what is it given to?"

Polemarchus answers,  "Medicine gives drugs, food and drink to bodies."

Socrates then asks (here we resume Plato's text), "The art called cooking 

gives what that is owed and fitting to which things?"

"Seasonings to meats," says Polemarchus. [You might think that cookery 

also gives food and drink to bodies, but clearly the cook is not concerned 

with whether or not what is eaten is fitting to the body of the person who 

eats it, whereas the cook _is_ concerned with whether the seasoning is 

fitting to what is seasoned.]

"All right.  Now then, the art that gives what to which things would be 

called justice?"

To which Polemarchus replies, "If the answer has to be consistent with 

what preceded, the one that gives benefits and injuries to friends and 

enemies."

And Socrates says, "Does he [meaning Simonides] mean then that justice is 

doing good to friends and harm to enemies?"   And Polemarchus answers, "In 

my opinion."

That concludes the first section of Socrates' argument.  My initial 

conclusion, just to summarize the preceding, was that the main point of 

this section was to call attention to the inconsistency between the 

general definition of justice that Polemarchus attributes to Simonides 

(that justice is giving to each what is fitting, produced by substituting 

"what is fitting" for "what is owed") and the specific "operating 

definition" of justice that Polemarchus seems attached to, namely that 

justice consists of giving benefits to friends and harms to enemies.

I said that was my *initial* conclusion.  It seemed like a sufficient 

conclusion for one step in the argument, and it clearly has an important 

impact. Its result is that "what is fitting" gets dropped from the 

discussion, so that the remainder of it concentrates on the connection of 

justice with helping friends and harming enemies.  But then, as often 

happens in the reading of Plato, I noticed a detail that I had overlooked 

before and started wondering about it.  I quoted it just above, but let me 

quote it again:

Socrates says, "...the art that gives what to which things would be called 

justice?"

To which Polemarchus replies, "If the answer has to be consistent with 

what preceded, the one that gives benefits and injuries to friends and 

enemies."

The detail that I started wondering about is that first phrase in 

Polemarchus' reply.   Why do you suppose Polemarchus prefaces his 

next-to-last reply with the condition, "If the answer has to be consistent 

with what preceded?"  That was the question I asked myself.

At first I thought it might just indicate some general resistance on his 

part to taking part in this conversation.  But that seemed rather vague to 

me, and I remembered my own insistance that the details in Plato's 

dialogues generally are not vague indicators, but usually point to 

something more specific, so I decided to look for that.

Polemarchus said, "...if the answer has to be consistent with what 

preceded..."   Suppose the answer *didn't* have to be consistent?  

Well, if the answer didn't have to be consistent with what preceded, 

Polemarchus could have formulated his answer differently, and it seems 

likely that the conditional phrase that Polemarchus uses to preface his 

answer is his way of suggesting that he would in fact have preferred a 

different formulation.  This interpretation would neatly account for the 

response of Socrates that immediately follows:  "Does he [i.e. Simonides] 

mean that justice is doing good to friends and harm to enemies?"

Clearly this reformulation, which Polemarchus apparently prefers to the 

first one, is inconsistent with the preceding.  But what is the meaning of 

the change, and what difference does it make that the revised formulation 

is inconsistent with the preceding?

What may first strike you when you compare the original formulation with 

the revised one is that the latter seems much clearer.  To say that 

justice is the art that "gives benefits and injuries to friends and 

enemies" is a little ambiguous.  You might perversely understand it the 

way you would understand the statement that, "The hostess at the party 

gave ice cream and cake to the boys and girls."  Most people reading that 

statement would understand it to mean that the hostess gave (or at least 

offered) both ice cream and cake to both the boys and the girls, not that 

she gave ice cream only to the girls and cake only to the boys.  So you 

_could_ read Polemarchus' statement to mean that justice is the art that 

gives both benefits and injuries to both friends and enemies.  But we know 

that that is not what Polemarchus means.  Because we know that he thinks 

it is fitting to give benefits to friends, but not to enemies, while it is 

fitting to give injuries to enemies, but not at all fitting to give 

injuries to friends.

So clearly Socrates' reformulation spells out what Polemarchus really 

meant.  Then what was it that constrained Polemarchus from saying what he 

meant in the first place?  Evidently he felt that to express it the way 

Socrates did was inconsistent with the preceding examples. Let's consider 

how.

The formula that Socrates had prescribed is, "The art that gives _______ 

that is owed and fitting to ________ is called _________."   In each of 

the previous examples, the object term, the term that designates that TO 

which the things that are owed or fitting are given, is a single class. In 

the first example, that of medicine, Polemarchus had made the first term 

plural--"drugs, food and drink...,"  but still the object term referred to 

a single class, namely bodies.  In the case of Polemarchus' notion of 

justice, however, the object term is dual, consisting of friends and 

enemies.  As we have seen, Polemarchus, with some evidence of discomfort, 

tries to finesse the issue by grouping the terms:  (benefits and 

harms)-->(friends and enemies).  Now, this might not matter if the items 

in the first group were to be applied indifferently to both classes in the 

second group.  For example, if Polemarchus had said that medicine is the 

art that gives drugs, food and drink to men, women and children, that 

wouldn't create a problem, since the doctor might prescribe any or all of 

those things to men or to women or to children, so the plurality of the 

object term would not be problematic.

But that's precisely the problem:  As we have seen, Polemarchus obviously 

doesn't intend to say that the art of justice gives *both* benefits and 

harms to *both* friends and enemies, without distinction.   What he means 

is what Socrates says: that the benefits are supposed to go the the 

friends and the harms only to the enemies.  So it isn't that the objects 

of justice include both friends and enemies as the objects of medicine 

might include both adults and children.  The problem is that the 

definition presupposes two operations, only one of which is specified in 

Polemarchus' formulation.  The operation that Polemarchus specifies, in 

accordance with the formula, is giving to each what is fitting.  The 

operation that he has left out is that of distinguishing between friends 

and enemies.

Of course, the distinction between friends and enemies, i.e. the 

distinction between what is fitting to friends and what is fitting to 

enemies, is what is supplied in Socrates' reformulation that was missing 

from Polemarchus' original statement.  But what Socrates does not insist 

on (yet), and what Polemarchus seems unaware of, is that it is not enough 

to make this distinction after the fact, as it were descriptively.  Those 

who are responsible for the administration of justice must distinguish 

between friends and enemies before they can give to each what is fitting.  

In fact, Polemarchus does not realize that any act of distinguishing is 

required.  As we shall see later, when we analyze the second half of his 

discussion with Socrates, Polemarchus thinks that friendship and its 

opposite are simply obvious, that no thinking is required to distinguish 

them.  Indeed, he seems not to have thought about enemies at all in 

connection with justice.  [Note that it is Socrates who introduces enemies 

at 332b4.  Polemarchus at 332a6 speaks only of what is owed to friends.]

What conclusion can we draw from the preceding?  First, it reinforces the 

earlier conclusion, namely that justice cannot be identified with giving 

what is fitting.   But, secondly, we now see that the act of giving what 

is fitting to friends and enemies presupposes the prior act of 

distinguishing between friends and enemies. In a sense Polemarchus here 

comes up against a difficulty very similar to the one that stopped his 

father.  Cephalus, we recall, had offered a definition of justice that 

seemed to allow someone to be just by following a rule (provided one had 

the means), and he was stopped when Socrates gave an example in which it 

was necessary to exercise judgement about whether or not it was just to 

follow the rule.  Polemarchus now has offered another rule--'with respect 

to friends and enemies, always give to each what is fitting to each'--and, 

although he does not see it yet, the argument is beginning to show that he 

cannot give to friends and enemies what is fitting to each without judging 

which are friends and which are enemies.

Lance
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Socrates v. Polemarchus--Round 2

The first argument concluded with Polemarchus affirming that justice 

consists in doing good to friends and harm to enemies.  The question of 

what is fitting has been dropped.  One result of that is that the 

characterization of justice now appears overly broad.  Lots of different 

arts and practices might involve doing good to friends, so Socrates begins 

to ask Polemarchus what distinguishes justice in this regard.  Socrates 

distinguishes two different contexts for Polemarchus, and then asks him to 

distinguish a third.

"With respect to disease and health, who is most able to do good to sick 

friends and harm to enemies?" Socrates asks.

"A doctor," says Polemarchus.

"And with respect to the danger of the sea, who has this power over those 

who are sailing?"

"A pilot."  [Note:  the Greek word here is kybernetes.  Besides being the 

root of our word cybernetics, this is also the root of the word 

"governor", so the political reference is not far from the surface.]

"And what about the just man, in what action and with respect to what work 

is he most able to help friends and injure enemies?"

"In my opinion it is in making war and being an ally in battle."

In the context of health and illness, it is the doctor who is best able to 

help friends and harm enemies. Notice, however, that Socrates specifies 

sick friends.  Apparently the doctor is not helpful with regard to friends 

who are not sick--a point which comes up in connection with justice a 

little later.  Also it is rather unclear exactly how the doctor is best 

able to harm enemies, unless it be by poisoning them or inflicting 

diseases upon them (something which, in the days before sterile practice, 

doctors did often enough to their friends).

In the context of seafaring, the pilot is best able to help friends and 

harm enemies by the practice of navigation.  In this case it is not clear 

how the pilot can harm enemies unless this is not only the context of 

seafaring, but also the context of warfare.  That is, if the enemy is 

aboard the same ship as the pilot (and his friends) it is difficult to sea 

how, by means of navigation, it is possible for the pilot to harm the 

enemy without at the same time harming both his friends and himself.  One 

of the characteristics of piloting a ship (which makes it a useful 

political metaphor) is that the pilot is exposed to the same dangers as 

the passengers, so that in his case self-interest and altruism are 

combined.

In the context of war, according to Polemarchus, the just man is best at 

helping friends and harming enemies.  Now, to compare this with the two 

previous examples, it is useful to focus on the art or practice by means 

of which the friends are helped and the enemies harmed in each case. The 

doctor helps friends and harms enemies by means of medicine. The pilot 

helps friends and harms enemies by means of navigation.  The just man, in 

the context of war, helps friends and harms enemies--by what?  By helping 

friends and harming enemies, for that is what justice has been said to be. 

On that account it seems that justice is not an art, but is merely 

equivalent to solidarity.

Perhaps the most notable feature of this argument is that here Socrates 

shifts from speaking about the art to speaking about the agent who 

practices the art. Whereas before he spoke of medicine, cookery, and then 

justice, now he speaks of the doctor, the navigator and the just man.  I 

am not sure what, if anything, justifies this shift, but I want to point 

out that it is clearly problematic as it relates to justice, since it 

makes it seem that justice is a specialty, a matter for experts.  We do 

not think it necessary for everybody to be a pilot or a physician.  But it 

seems reasonable, even obligatory, that everyone be just, i.e. that 

everybody be a just person.  It is interesting to note that this issue 

arises in the present day with respect to the politician.  The politician 

is somebody who is in some sense a professional citizen.  Politicians are 

the only people who exercise the duties of citizenship in the fullest 

possible way.  Our reliance on politicians to exercise our citizenship for 

us means that for the most part we have become less than full citizens.

Lance  
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Socrates v. Polemarchus--Round 3.

In the second argument, Socrates asked in which context the just man was 

the one best able to help friends and injure enemies, and Polemarchus 

answered, In making war and as an ally in battle.

While the second argument turns on the issue of effectiveness, the third 

argument considers the issue of usefulness.  Let us consider this 

distinction in a preliminary way, before turning to the details of the 

argument.

What is the difference between the context in which the practitioner of a 

particular skill is most able and that in which he is useful?  Is there is 

difference?  

It seems the distinction between ability and usefulness is one of 

perspective and relationship.  Ability or power describes a relationship 

between one thing or person, X, and the thing or situation, Y, with 

respect to which X is said to have ability or power, and it may have that 

power with respect to Y only under condition Z.  

Usefulness is a concept that includes ability or power, but adds to it.  

That is, something is said to be useful because of its ability or power, 

so if it lost that ability or power it would cease to be useful in respect 

to the things with respect to which it had possessed ability or power.  

What the concept of usefulness adds to ability or power is the 

consideration of the user and the use which is indicated by the interest 

of the user.  

Introducing the notion of usefulness may be a way for Socrates to push 

Polemarchus still closer to recognizing his own capacity for action.  I 

think we should probably also consider the fact that the word "useful" and 

the word "fitting" are closely related in meaning.  The relationship here 

is not etymological.  The word that Socrates uses for fitting initially is 

"prosekon",  which has the sense of belonging, being proper to. The word 

that Socrates now uses for useful is "chresimos",  which means both useful 

and apt or fit (for a particular purpose).  This word, however, is closely 

related to the word "chrematistike" which, as we have observed, means 

moneymaking.  It may be of some importance that chresimos means not only 

useful, but also "used." I think this ambiguity may play a major role in 

the third argument.

Now let us turn to the argument itself.  Socrates starts by saying, "...to 

men who are not sick, my friend Polemarchus, a doctor is useless."  Note 

that Socrates have begun to address Polemarchus as "friend".  Those of us 

who believe in the importance of preventive medicine would, of course, 

strongly disagree with what Socrates says here. Socrates earlier spoke of 

the power to help friends and harm enemies in the context of illness.  And 

later Socrates again refers to the dual capacity of the artist--to benefit 

or to harm.  But the uselessness of the doctor to the man who is not sick 

is only with respect to the man's interest in being cured himself.  Even 

when he is well, he might still have an interest in having the doctor 

poison his enemies.

"And to men who are not sailing," Socrates continues, "A pilot [is 

useless]?"  Although Polemarchus agrees, this is clearly not true. To the 

owner of the ship, or the owner of the cargo, or to the person who has 

financed the voyage, or to the wives, children and parents of those on 

board, the safety of the ship, and therefore the skill of the pilot in 

ensuring that safety, is very important, even though they themselves are 

not on board.

What would have to be the case in order for what Socrates says here to 

make sense?  I think we may need to consider again the ambiguity of 

"useful" and "being used."  If the usefulness of a thing occurs in the 

context in which that thing manifests its ability or power, and if 

usefulness is a relationship to a user, then something is useful only for 

a user who is in the context in which the thing is to be used.  For the 

one who is not sailing, the pilot may be valuable, but only indirectly.  

The pilot, that is to say, may be useful to somebody who is useful in turn 

to oneself.  By that analysis, usefulness is defined only in relation to a 

goal or result that is immediately produced by what is said to be useful.  

By this standard, nothing is useful that is not actually being used.

In one sense this is an exceedingly sophistical way of talking.  But I 

think the question to ask is, why doesn't Polemarchus object?  I don't 

have a ready answer to the question, but I think it's something to keep in 

mind.  The notion that a thing possesses a property that is essential but 

not actual (in the sense of something that is useful but not being used) 

is the sort of issue that gives rise to the theory of ideas. 

Socrates now continues, "Then, to men who are not at war, the just man is 

useless?"  Here Polemarchus is unwilling to follow.  He insists that 

justice is useful in peacetime, as well as in war.  Clearly, when 

Polemarchus said earlier that the just man is most able to help friends 

and injure enemies as an ally in war, he did not mean this as a definition 

of justice.  He did not mean that the ability and power of the just man 

operate only in the context of war.  What he probably meant, as we have 

observed earlier, is that it is in wartime that the opportunity to help 

friends and injure enemies is most clearly present.  

Couldn't he have said the same in relation to the doctor and the pilot 

(i.e. that they are still useful, although not in their primary sense)?  

Perhaps, but I think we need to distinguish two different ways in which 

something may be useful to someone who is not in the condition of its 

primary or defining competence:  One is where something is useful 

indirectly, as in the examples given above of the usefulness of the pilot 

to those who are not on board the ship, but who are nonetheless interested 

in its safety.  The second is where a given instrument or expert may be 

useful outside the field of his primary ability: For example a screw 

driver is primarily useful for driving screws, but it may also be useful 

for prying the lids off jars or for defending oneself from an attacker.  

During the second World War, a number of men who were experts in 

theoretical physics discovered that they were very useful as weapons 

designers.  So the question is whether the usefulness of the just man in 

peacetime is like the usefulness of the doctor when you are not sick, or 

is it he usefulness of the physicist for something other than physics? 

Suppose Polemarchus had agreed with Socrates that the just man is useless 

to men who are not at war? On the face of it, that seems like an 

absurdity.  But let us consider it nonetheless.  Do we not generally think 

of justice as something that arises out of disputes? Suppose we were 

angels or, at any rate, all friends.  Would justice even arise as an 

issue?  

In John Rawls' book "A Theory of Justice," Rawls says that in his 

discussion,"...for the most part I examine the principles of justice that 

would regulate a well-ordered society.  Everyone is presumed to act justly 

and to do his part in upholding just institutitions.  Though justice may 

be, as Hume remarked, the cautious, jealous virtue, we can still ask what 

a perfectly just society would be like.  Thus I consider primarily what I 

call strict compliance as opposed to partial compliance theory.  The 

latter studies the principles that govern how we are to deal with 

injustice.  It comprises such topics as the theory of punishment, the 

doctrine of just war, and the justification of the various ways of 

opposing unjust regimes, ranging from civil disobedience and military 

resistance to revolution and rebellion...." (p.8)  

I remember that some years ago, when I read that passage to Seth 

Benardete, his response was, "So it's a fairy story!" Thus he indicated 

his view that one cannot understand the nature of justice without at the 

same time looking at and taking account of the human propensity to 

injustice. It is interesting that this "strict compliance" view of justice 

leads Rawls to put forward a theory of justice that is about contracts, 

just as Polemarchus says in the next section of the argument.

What about the predicament of Socrates himself?  It would seem that the 

main thing he needs is for Polemarchus to recognize him as a friend.  And, 

if justice occurs only in war, then he must have Polemarchus recognize him 

as a friend in connection with a common enemy.  On the other hand, if he 

does that, he will have agreed to the injunction of Cephalus at 328d 

("come here regularly to us as to friends and your very own kin.")

This consideration points to an issue that is of enormous importance, both 

later on in the Republic and also in our own lives.  The issue has to do 

with whether or not the internal and the external functions of justice are 

the same, or even compatible.  The usefulness of justice in wartime, as 

described by Polemarchus, has to do with what our politicians today are in 

the habit of calling "national security."  While if justice in peacetime 

is concerned with contracts, it is more closely related to what we call 

the civil law or the law of equity.  Notice, however, that in contemporary 

discussions, those two domains are frequently seen as being in conflict, 

and considerations of national security are frequently invoked to justify 

actions, usually by government, that violate the civil rights of 

individuals. 

Lance

-!-

 * Freddie 1.2.5 * The Free Lance Academy--201-963-6019

Ä Area: Republic ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ

  Msg#: 26                                           Date: 10-27-93  15:32

  From: Lance Fletcher                               Read: No     Replied: No 

    To: All                                          Mark: Save                

  Subj: Socrates v.Polemarchus 5.

ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ

Socrates v. Polemarchus--Round 4

In the preceding section we saw that Polemarchus energetically rejected 

the suggestion that the just man is useless to men who are not at war.  So 

Socrates asks him, "Then is justice also useful in peacetime?"  

There are two things to notice about this question.  The first is that 

Socrates here switches back from speaking about the just man to again 

referring to justice.  The second point is that, whereas in each of the 

previous three questions he had referred to a condition of being "not at 

war," now he refers to peacetime.  We might wish to consider whether peace 

is simply the absence of war or something beyond that. While that might 

appear at first to be a rather extraneous consideration, it gains in 

relevance, I think, if you consider at the same time the role that 

Polemarchus assigns to justice, what he says it is useful for in 

peacetime, namely the acquisition of contracts or partnerships.  Consider, 

in that context, the well-known idea that the original formation of a 

polity is a kind of contract or partnership.

The fourth argument in some respects repeats the strategy of the second.  

In the second argument, Socrates started from the tacit acknowledgement 

that there are diverse ways in which one can help friends and harm 

enemies, and asked Polemarchus to specify in which context the just man 

shows up as the one best able to help friends and injure enemies.  Here 

Socrates cites two other arts that are also useful in peacetime, and he 

specifies what each of them is useful FOR, asking Polemarchus to specify, 

in the same way, what justice is useful for in peacetime. But there is 

something strange about the way Socrates  describes the usefulness of 

farming and shoemaking.

Polemarchus has said that justice is useful in peacetime.  Socrates 

responds, "And so is farming, isn't it?"

"Yes."

"For the acquisition of the fruits of the earth?"

"Yes."

"And, further, shoemaking is also useful?"

"Yes."

"You would say, I suppose, for the acquisition of shoes?"

Polemarchus replies, "Certainly," but I don't know if I would have been so 

unequivocal.  The point I am making has to do with the use of the word 

"acquisition" or "getting."  This usage is only a little odd in the case 

of farming and shoemaking.  But it becomes positively strange when, in the 

next speech, Socrates asks Polemarchus, "What about justice then? For the 

use or acquisition of what would you say it is useful in peacetime?"

Why should the usefulness of justice in peacetime be limited to that which 

is to be used or acquired?  What else?  as Polemarchus might say.  Well, 

look again at Socrates' examples.  What is farming useful for?  Might we 

not say, that it is useful for growing crops or for producing food and 

other things that are grown on the land?  What is shoemaking useful for?  

There the English word is suggestive in a way that the Greek word (which 

means leather- or hide-cutting) is not.  All the same, might we not say 

that shoemaking is useful for making shoes?  After all, there might be 

somebody who was a specialist in stealing shoes, (as there are in fact 

specialists in stealing cars to order) and the art of shoe-stealing might 

then be just as useful as the art of shoemaking when it came to acquiring 

shoes, except for the fact that the shoe-stealer would have nothing to 

steal if there weren't somebody making the shoes.  What Socrates has done, 

by posing the question in the way he did, is to leave out of consideration 

the entire domain of production, of making.  And the odd result of this is 

especially evident when we look at Polemarchus' answer to Socrates' 

question:

"Contracts," Polemarchus says.  Justice in peacetime is useful for "the 

use or acquisition of contracts."  What does it mean to "acquire" a 

contract?  Nowadays the owners of professional athletic franchises often 

acquire, i.e. purchase, the employment contracts of particular athletes, 

and all manner of contracts for future delivery of commodities are 

routinely traded on various exchanges.  Is that the sort of thing 

Polemarchus is talking about?  I doubt it.  Very much.  And even if it 

were, the same issue arises here as in the case of shoes:  If you mean by 

"acquiring" buying or stealing, you can only buy or steal what has already 

been made, unless it exists by nature, and nobody has suggested that 

either shoes or contracts exist in the wild.

Contracts are agreements.  They come into existence by being made.  For 

Socrates and Polemarchus to speak of them as being acquired is an oddity 

that cries out for our attention.  I want to suggest that the omission of 

the domain of making here is deliberate and philosophically very 

significant.  To explain that significance at this point would require us 

to go far beyond the present text anticipate a great deal of what is yet 

to come (although I hinted at this earlier when, toward the beginning of 

this message, I questioned whether peace is identical to the absence of 

war and called attention to the notion that the polity itself originates 

in an agreement or contract of some kind).  Let me cite two reasons, in 

addition to the strangeness of this passage, for believing that the 

omission of the category of making here is deliberate and significant.  

First, we know that Plato was quite conscious of the distinction between 

acquisition and making. In the Sophist (219a6-c9) the primary division of 

all the arts is into those that have to do with production and those arts 

that have to do with acquisition. And in that case farming is classified 

among the productive arts, not among the acquisitive.

Secondly, we shall find that in the Republic almost everything that is 

concerned with making is the subject of some tension or difficulty.  Most 

importantly, who is it that is censored in Book 3 and then banished from 

the ideal city in Book 10?  The poets.  Now the Greek work for poet, 

poietes, literally means "maker", as the word for poetry, poiesis, is also 

the general term for making.  So in a sense Socrates banishes makers and 

making from the ideal city.

I will allow myself just one further speculation as to the meaning of this 

omission of the category of making in the present passage.  Actually, the 

point I want to make relates more to the question of why Polemarchus fails 

to object to this.  That is, if you agree that it is especially odd to 

speak of contracts as being acquired instead of being made, the question 

is, what does it tell us about Polemarchus that he does not object to this 

or note it a strange?  I think it points to what you might call the 

epistemological equivalent of the passivity of will, the failure to 

overtly speak and act for himself, that we have noted several times 

before.  This is a difficult point to make clear, but I think it is 

important.  Just as Polemarchus does not see himself as an agent in his 

own right, he does not recognize his own act of cognition.  Therefore, he 

relates to the world as a set of already existing things, to be acquired 

or learned. Learning being simply a form of acquisition.  So I am 

suggesting that Polemarchus' failure to object to the omission of making 

points to his failure of self-understanding.
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Socrates v. Polemarchus--Round 5 (part 1)

According to Polemarchus, justice is useful in peacetime for the 

"acquisition" of contracts.  We saw in the last message that Socrates 

formulated his question about the usefulness of justice in peacetime in a 

way that excluded the category of making from the range of available 

answers, even though the classification of contracts among things 

acquired, rather than among things that are made, seemed bizarre.  And I 

suggested that the failure of Polemarchus to notice or object to this 

probably reflects his passivity, his unawareness of his own mental 

activity.  I think it will be useful to keep this in mind as we examine 

the fifth argument.

The fifth argument starts with a hermenuetic trick, a remarkable piece of 

Socratic sleight-of-hand.  Socrates asks Polemarchus, "Do you mean by 

contracts, partnerships, or something else?" (Remember what I said earlier 

about the power shift that results from asking somebody what they mean?)  

Polemarchus replies, "Partnerships, of course."  Fatal move.  I will come 

back to this, but first I want to summarize the ensuing argument.  While I 

do so, ask yourself this question: Could Socrates make this argument if 

Polemarchus had said that by contracts he did _not_ mean partnerships?

Once Polemarchus has agreed that by contracts he means partnerships, 

Socrates proceeds to ask him a series of questions of the form, "Who is 

the more useful partner when it concerns doing X, the just man or the 

expert in X? (By this time we should be getting quite familiar with this 

type of argument.)  Socrates offers Polemarchus three cases: Playing 

draughts, housebuilding and harp playing. In each case, Polemarchus 

quickly answers that the expert is a better partner than the just man, and 

in each case, considering the example carefully may lead one to have 

second thoughts.

Draughts is actually the British word for checkers.  The Greeks apparently 

had a similar game, which was played with small, oval stones.  In this 

case, it seems to me that one's partner would probably be one's opponent 

in playing the game, unless you suppose that the partner was like a 

professional advisor or coach, but that seems unlikely.  If the partner in 

playing draughts is to be the one _against whom_ one plays the game, it is 

not clear that the best partner would be the expert.  If your objective is 

to learn the game, perhaps, but if your objective is to have fun, or to 

win then you might prefer a partner who is not an expert.

What about "setting down bricks and stones?"  What context of partnership 

are we talking about?  Are we talking about an architect? a construction 

manager? somebody to help with the heavy lifting?  Or is it someone who 

will be one's partner, not only in building, but also in occupying the 

house?  Bloom's note indicates that housebuilding or architecture was 

frequently used to represent legislating.  I don't insist on that, but if 

we consider that possibility, it perfectly illustrates the issue: Whom do 

we want as a legislator? An expert in the "science" of lawgiving? Or 

someone who will also have to live under the laws that he helps to make?  

And isn't justice also relevant to the making of good laws?

A third sort of partnership is illustrated in the case of the harp player, 

that of musical accompaniment or ensemble.  Obviously this is largely 

speculative, but I imagine in this case that the chords struck on the harp 

are to accompany either singing or poetic recitation.  In the present day 

it is often observed that the best instrumentalists are not necessarily 

the best accompanists.  To be a good accompanist, what is required is not 

so much instrumental virtuosity as careful listening, a certain "give and 

take," a breathing together.  Perhaps what's wanted is a harp player who 

is also a just man.

In the next message I will turn back to the consideration of what I called 

the "hermeneutic trick" with which the argument begins--the substitution 

of partnerships for contracts.  Notice that, in addition to that shift, 

Socrates here also returns to speaking of "the just man" as opposed to 

speaking of "justice".  By posing the question in terms of the usefulness 

of the just man, Socrates focuses attention on the justice of the other, 

and diverts attention from the question of whether or not justice on one's 

own part is or is not useful.  Later on, in the conversation between 

Socrates and Thrasymachus, and again in the beginning of Book 2, exactly 

this question is the focus of debate, so it is certainly rather curious 

that Socrates steers the discussion away from that question here.  We will 

come back to this.
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Socrates v. Polemarchus -- Round 5 (part 2)

It's been a long time since my last message.  I've been thinking hard.  

Maybe too hard.  Every so often in this slow reading of the Republic I see 

something that stops me in my tracks.  The problem is not usually that I 

am confused (although that happens). The problem is that I see too much, 

when one particular passage seems to connect with so much else, and so 

beautifully crystalizes the underlying philosophical issues that I am 

struck dumb with the abundance of it all, not knowing where to begin.  And 

all the same, to shift the metaphor, it's a little like glimpsing the 

promised land through the mist.  One moment it's brilliantly clear, the 

next moment the mist rolls in again and I worry that perhaps I'm just 

making it all up.

What has me so beautifully perplexed is what, in the last message, I 

called the "hermeneutic trick" with which the fifth argument begins.  

Polemarchus said that, in peacetime, what justice was good for is the 

"acquisition" of contracts, and the word that is here translated as 

contracts is "xymbolaia" (more commonly spelled with an initial sigma as 

"symbolaia").  Socrates asks him, "Do you mean by contracts, partnerships, 

or something else?"  And Polemarchus says, "Partnerships, of course." 

That's all it is.  In the Greek, just nine words--seven by Socrates and 

two by Polemarchus.  Scarcely enough to catch one's attention. Certainly 

not enough to convey much information or argument.  The shift (from 

contracts to partnerships) that this exchange accomplishes occurs so 

quickly that it is almost unnoticed.  And yet everything is changed.

But since the text here gives us almost nothing to work with, I must 

acknowledge that this passage is primarily a hook, or a little opening, an 

opportunity for glimpsing, as through the slats in a fence, some of the 

larger themes of the Republic and how they are connected.  And for that 

reason, to dwell on this passage is unavoidably to anticipate connections 

with matters that are yet to come.

Here is what I propose.  I will begin by recalling here, as a sort of 

context, something that we already noticed in discussing the title.  Then 

I will discuss the etymologies of the two words with which we are 

concerned here.  After that I will try to connect the meanings of those 

two words with this context, and also try to indicate what this shift of 

terminology tells us about the working of the dialogue.

First, the context:

A very long time ago, when discussing the meaning of the Greek word 

Politeia, which is the original title for the Republic, I observed that 

politeia has something in common with English nouns that end in "ion."  

And that is one reason that "Constitution," is in some ways not a bad 

translation of Politeia.  Nouns ending in "ion" are typically formed from 

verbs, and such nouns consequently often display an ambiguity in that they 

can be used equally to refer to a certain action or to the result of that 

action.  Consider calculation, for example.  It can refer to either the 

act of calculating or the result of calculating.  In the case of 

"constitution," clearly the word can refer to the act of constituting, or 

it can refer to the result of constituting--and that, of course, is for us 

the more typical meaning when we refer to the document that expresses the 

result of the actions by the framers in constituting the government of the 

United States of America.  (Philosophically, the most general instance of 

this duality that I can think of is the distinction between "natura 

naturans" and "natura naturata" which plays a significant role in 

Spinoza's philosophy.)

I believe that the word "Politeia" has exactly the same modal duality of 

meaning that we see in constitution.  Let me see if I can distinguish the 

two aspects.  As I noted in the long-ago discussion of the title, Politeia 

comes from a verb that means to act as a citizen--i.e. to BE a citizen.  

If constitution can mean either the act of constituting or the result of 

that act, what equivalents can we find in the case of Politeia?  It's too 

bad that "politicking" is already used for something else, because that 

has the right form.  Anyway, what we are talking about is something like 

"citizen-ing," (an ugly coinage that I don't propose to use again) "acting 

as a citizen," "exercising citizenship."  If we were using Aristotelian 

terminology, I suppose we might speak of the "energeia", the being-in-act, 

of the citizen (or citizens).  Let that be sufficient for the active mode. 

Now let's look at the past-oriented mode of "politeia", the mode in which 

we consider the result or outcome of the action in question.  We are now 

referring to the form, the character of the polity.  The manifest polity.  

The institutions of the city, in the sense of "that which has been 

instituted." 

Now, as I have said, this is context.  I am trying to create a little 

clearing in which you can stand with me as we look together at this 

strange shift from contracts to partnerships.  Let me add just one more 

thing to the picture.  I am not sure that everyone will agree, but I have 

found, in looking at this duality in the meaning of Politeia, that the 

more concretely I think about it, the harder it becomes to hold both parts 

of the distinction in my mind at the same time.  I invite you to try it 

out for yourself.  I think you will see that each side of this distinction 

tends to disappear when you put yourself in the position of the other.  

When you put yourself into the position of the individual citizen acting 

as a citizen, you don't see the outcome, the politeia that is the result.  

And when you put yourself in the position of that institutional outcome, 

it doesn't look that an outcome of the being of the citizens.  It might 

look like an outcome of somebody's action, but not of the present 

citizens--more likely it appears as the law laid down by founding fathers, 

persons with a special authorization to act, persons not bound as we are 

bound by them.

My suspicion is that the difficulty of seeing the unity of these two 

dimensions of politeia is not merely an intellectual problem, but that it 

is somehow a critical problematic. The partiality, the one-sidedness, the 

only-one-side-at-a-timeness of our understanding of politeia, divides the 

body politic, divides us from ourselves.  Looking at ourselves, we do not 

see the creators of the city.  Looking at the structure of our laws and 

institutions, we do not recognize our own creation.  A condition of strife 

and injustice is the result.  By the same token, it may be that the 

process by which this partiality of apprehension is brought to light and 

overcome is, at the practical level, the process by which the city is 

unified and justice made possible.

I don't know whether any of this is true, but these are some of the 

thoughts that I have been entertaining while trying to make sense of the 

shift from contracts to partnerships in the conversation between 

Polemarchus and Socrates, and therefore I invite you to stand with me in 

the presence of these thoughts while we try to sort out this most 

perplexing passage.  One way of holding this context is to regard its 

duality as a sort of model, and then to see whether we find that the 

Republic presents us with a whole series of complementary dualities, whose 

complementarity is in each case somehow disguised.  Such, at any rate, is 

my suspicion in the case of contracts and partnerships.

Next let me say a word in defense of paying so much attention to one line 

of text.  It is true that Bloom attaches a footnote to this passage, which 

I will come to presently, but otherwise it appears to me that the 

commentators have passed over this detail in complete silence.  It is, 

after all, a small thing.  And yet, as we have repeatedly argued, Plato 

does not write carelessly.  The details of his dialogues do not occur by 

accident. And this detail need not have occurred at all. If Plato did not 

intend us to consider the meaning of the shift from contracts to 

partnerships there was nothing that required him to have Polemarchus say 

"contracts" in the first place.  He could simply have had Polemarchus say 

that justice in peacetime is useful for the acquisition of partnerships, 

and then Socrates could have continued with all of the questions he does 

ask about whether the just man or somebody else is the better or more 

useful partner in particular situations.  So it seems to me that the 

construction of this passage tells us that Plato wants us to think about 

the meaning of the word that Bloom translates as "contracts" and how it 

differs from the meaning of the word that he translates as "partnerships." 

In fact I cannot see any way of avoinding that conclusion.

The next message will look at the etymology.
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Socrates v. Polemarchus -- Round 5 (part 3)

Now for the etymology.  As I indicated in the last message, the word that 

Bloom translates as "contracts" (Shorey, however, gives it as "engagements 

or dealings") is "xymbolaia", more commonly spelled with an initial sigma 

as "symbolaia"--and I shall transliterate it that way here, because it 

makes the etymology more obvious.  The word that is translated as 

partnerships is "koinonemata."

Bloom's note is, of course, correct in saying that the word which Bloom 

translates as "contracts" is most commonly used to refer to relations 

having to do with money or trade. But the etymology goes far beyond that.  

The singular, symbolaion, is defined in Liddell and Scott as "a mark or 

sign to conclude from, a token; a symptom."  The plural form refers to "a 

contract, covenant or bond; an acknowledgement for money lent."  

"Symbola," it says, "were also the two pieces of a coin, etc., which two 

contracting parties broke between them and each preserved one part..."  In 

addition, "at Athens, symbolon was a ticket or cheque...which the dicasts 

had given them on entering the court, and on presenting which they 

received their fee." [Dicasts--the word comes from "dike", meaning 

justice--were the Athenian jurors, such as those before whom Socrates was 

tried.]  Another related word is "symbole", meaning "a bringing together, 

a coming together, meeting, joining..."  All of these nouns are related to 

the verb "symballo", whose primary meaning seems to be "to throw or dash 

together."  As is obvious, all of these words are also connected with the 

English word "symbol."

Now let's look at "koinonemata."  Here it seems to me that Bloom's note 

may be slightly inaccurate.  "Koinonemata" is derived from "koinos" (as 

opposed to "koinon") but koinos does mean "common", "shared in common", 

"public".  This notion of what is common or shared seems to be the root.  

The verb "koinow" means "to make common," "to communicate", "to make a 

sharer in".  "koinonew" means "to be a partaker", "to be a sharer in".  

"koinonos" is the noun for partner.  "koinonia" means "communion", 

"fellowship" or "intercourse".  And "koinonema" or "koinonematos", the 

singular of "koinonemata" means "a communication"--not, I believe, in the 

sense of a message, but in the sense of an instance of sharing or 

partaking in common--i.e. a partnership.

Now let us consider these two words, "symbolaia" and "koinonemata", at the 

same time.  Etymologically they are quite distinct.  But to understand how 

these two words function in this text, we need to find that place in the 

range of meaning of each word that touches or overlaps with the range of 

meaning associated with the other. Because what we know is that 

Polemarchus answers positively when Socrates asks him if by contracts 

(symbolaia) he means partnerships (koinonemata).  Once we have identified 

the area of tangency or overlap, we can then look at how the meanings of 

the two words diverge, in order to understand the significance of the 

shift that Socrates brings about. It is a little like contructing a 

semantic Venn diagram.

But I think we need to start by acknowledging how very different these 

words are.  Certainly it is not self-evident that by contracts one would 

mean partnerships.  To identify the point of contact requires, I think, a 

little argument: The primary meaning of symbolaia, as we noted, has to do 

with bringing or "dashing" things together, a joining or meeting of things 

that were originally separate.  The root meaning of koinonemata has to do 

with what is common or shared by a plurality of individuals.  It appears, 

therefore, that what results from the bringing together that characterizes 

symbolaia is what is common or shared in the case of koinonemata.

The area of tangency or overlap in meaning that allows Polemarchus to 

agree that by contracts he means partnerships has to do with what is 

brought together or contributed--what is *made* common to those who join, 

meet, or declare a joint purpose.

Now let us look at the difference.  The key idea in symbolaia is that of 

the *coming* together -- the making common -- of that which is initially 

separate and distinct.  Partnership, on the other hand, is a relationship 

that is defined by what is already in common.  Creating partnership is not 

an act of partnership, because an act of partnership presupposes partners, 

and people are not partners until some other act has joined them in 

partnership.  What creates partnership, it seems, is a contract, an act of 

coming together, making an agreement or promise, joining diverse assets 

together in a common pool (consider marriage, for example).  Being in 

partnership presupposes a prior constructive act that generates the 

community which the partnership expresses and preserves. As a first 

approximation, therefore, it appears that the difference between symbolaia 

and koinonemata is something like the difference between cause and effect. 

Or it may be that the difference is like the difference between 

legislation, on the one hand, and execution or adjudication of what has 

been legislated, on the  other.  

Or perhaps it is like the duality of Politeia that we discussed in the 

previous message, the difference between the active being of citizens and 

the institutional product of that action. 

I will explore these possibilities in the next message.

Lance

-!-
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Socrates v. Polemarchus, round 5 (part 4)

Before going on, let's pause just a moment to review where

we are in the process of interpreting this shift from

symbolaia to koinonemata--from contracts to partnership: 

In the next-to-last message I said that, in order to create

a context for the analysis to follow, I would begin by

reviewing our earlier discussion of the duality implicit in

the Greek title--Politeia.  And in the course of that

review we saw that the meaning of this title referred both

to the active being of citizens and to the institutional

product or outcome of the citizens' action.  

Secondly, I said that we would examine the etymologies of

the two Greek words,  "symbolaia" and "koinonemata," with

which we are concerned here, and that is what occupied us

in the last message.  We found that "symbolaia," the word

translated as "contracts," mainly refers to that which is

thrown or put together, the making common of that which is

common, while "koinonemata" refers to the relationship

which is defined by sharing or participating in that which

has been made common. 

Finally, I said that I would connect the meanings of those

two words with the context indicated by the duality of

Politeia, and also try to indicate what this shift from

"symbolaia" to "koinonemata" tells us about the working of

the dialogue.  I began to do this at the end of the last

message, where, after noting that the difference between

symbolaia and koinonemata is something like the difference

between cause and effect, I observed that the relationship

between "symbolaia" and "koinonemata" could also be

compared with the duality we noticed in the notion of

Politeia.  That is to say, we could view the conditioning

or causal member of this pair, "symbolaia," as analogous

with politeia as the activity, the being-in-action, of

citizens, while the conditioned side, "koinonemata," could

be viewed as analogous with politeia as the outcome or

result of citizens' activity.

Now, where does this leave us?  This analogy gives us

something to work with, however it is extremely important

to resist the temptation to begin drawing interpretive

conclusions at this point.  The problem that generated this

whole inquiry was the fact that Socrates, without any

explanation, gets Polemarchus to agree to shift from

speaking about the peacetime use of justice in terms of

contracts to speaking of it in terms of partnerships. The

analogy that we have pointed to will only be useful if it

helps us to illuminate the dramatic situation, and one test

of any interpretation we make of the analogy must certainly

be that it should make sense in connection with the

dramatic situation.

In fact, I believe that Bloom's footnote to this passage

provides an  illustration, for him a rare illustration, of

the hazards of drawing conclusions prematurely and without

sufficient consideration of the dynamics of the drama. 

Oddly enough, I think it will turn out that the best way

for us to approach an understanding of the shift from

symbolaia to koinonemata in relation to the dynamics of the

drama, and to see how that shift illuminates the working of

the dialogue, will be to look at this case in which Bloom

draws a conclusion prematurely and without sufficient

attention to the drama.

According to Bloom, "Socrates, in introducing the broader

term, indicates that the proper context for the solution of

the problem of justice is the political community." 

Apparently Bloom thinks the difference between contracts

and partnerships is simply one of generality, that the

latter term includes the former.  But our analysis shows

that that is not at all the case. The two terms are related,

 not as species and genus, but as cause and effect, as

condition and conditioned.  But Bloom's more serious error

is to suppose Socrates here is giving instruction about "...

the proper context for the solution of the problem of

justice..."  Why would Socrates be doing that at this

particular juncture?  And for whom?

As I have repeatedly argued, Socrates at this point is

engaged in an act of demolition, not instruction.  He is

attempting to demonstrate to Polemarchus the absurdity of

his claim that "what is owed" means "the fitting." 

Furthermore, I have been arguing that the larger dramatic

frame for this conversation is the fact that Socrates has

suffered an injustice at the hands of Polemarchus, that

Polemarchus has declared his intention not listen to

Socrates, that Polemarchus has no awareness that his action

is unjust, that to redress the injustice Socrates must

alter Polemarchus' understanding of justice, that before he

can do that Socrates must get Polemarchus to listen, and

that before he can do that Socrates must get Polemarchus to

begin speaking and acting for himself, since as long as he

is not speaking for himself he has the mind of a slave and

is not capable of being instructed about justice by

Socrates.

(continued in next message)
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Socrates v. Polemarchus, round 5 (part 5)

So it makes no dramatic sense to suggest that Socrates

introduces this shift from symbolaia to koinonemata in

order to instruct Polemarchus about the proper context for

solving the problem of justice.  Is Socrates speaking over

Polemarchus' head and instructing the others present?  Why

then would he use this shift of terminology only to support

a sophistical argument that presently leads Polemarchus

into absurdity and confusion?  What positive instruction

about the nature of justice does Socrates develop with this

shift in terminology?  All I see here is the wreckage of

Polemarchus' ideas that Socrates accomplishes, partly by

means of this shift in terminology. 

It is true that the shift from contracts to partnerships

here may be seen as an anticipation of the shift from

justice in the individual to justice in the city that

occurs in Book 2 (See 368c-369c--and when we come to that

passage we will find that the shift is similar in appearing

somehow arbitrary).  But the very fact of this parallel

with a passage that is of decisive importance for the

development of the dialogue makes it all the more critical

to make sure that our interpretation of the present passage

makes sense in relation to the drama, rather than casually

accepting the idea that Socrates is benignly "indicating"

what he thinks is the proper context for solving the

problem of justice.

From reading Bloom's note, one thing is unmistakably clear.

 Whatever the case is with Socrates, one person who clearly

thinks that "the proper context for solving the problem of

justice is the political community" is Allan Bloom.  And

this fact in actually very helpful.  For one question we

need to have answered is, why does Polemarchus go along

with Socrates' suggestion?  And now it appears that Bloom

has swallowed the bait laid down for Polemarchus (and

perhaps not only for Polemarchus). Perhaps from looking at

Bloom's motivation, we can get some insight into why

Polemarchus also swallows the bait.  And more than that--we

may hope to get some insight into how Plato intends the

dialogue to work on the reader.

Allan Bloom, I suggest, thinks that in this passage

Socrates is "indicating that the proper context for solving

the problem of justice is the political community," because

*that's what Allan Bloom already believes*.  Why he might

believe that we can address in a moment.  Right now I want

to focus on what I believe to be the underlying dynamic of

Bloom's interpretation of this passage, because it is a

striking example of a way of relating to what we hear or

read that is quite pervasive.  Instead of looking

immediately at the dramatic interaction between Socrates

and Polemarchus, you might say that what I am about to do

is to look at the analogous dramatic interaction between

Plato and Allan Bloom.  The possibility this represents is

that Bloom's momentary unconsciousness about the dramatic

situation of the dialogue allows a displacement or

redirection of the rhetorical impact of Socrates' speech. 

In other words, I am suggesting that in Bloom's reaction to

this passage we may be able to see essentially the same

effect that Socrates intends to produce in Polemarchus. If

this is true, it not only helps us to interpret the

interaction between Socrates and Polemarchus; it also

suggests another dimension in the working of the dialogue

generally. That in which the reader becomes, as it were, a

character in the dialogue.

So let us look at what is going on with Bloom as he

interprets the shift from symbolaia to koinonemata.  I

suggest that we are back to the issue of listening again,

except that this time we are standing on the other side of

the issue. The first time we encountered that issue it was

in discussing Glaucon's opinion that there is "no way" to

persuade somebody who refuses to listen.  We saw that

Glaucon was probably giving up too soon, because there is

always somthing that the other person is a listening for,

something that expresses his or her concerns and interests,

and it is possible to speak into that. The person who is

refusing to listen to us is like somebody who is listening

to the world through a filter, a filter that screens out

our particular identity--who we take ourselves to be.  For

people who are very attached to their identities, who

insist on being understood by others in the same way that

they understand themselves, this situation looks absolute

and impossible.  It looks as if there is no way to get

listened to, because, if the only way to get listened to is

to put on a mask, to "play act" in some way, that would

involve sacrificing one's own identity, so the listening

one obtained would not be a listening for oneself but for

something else--to which the listener was predisposed to be

open.

Now put yourself in the position of the listener.  Of

course all of us listen to the world as through a filter. 

Even if we are not intentionally refusing to listen to

somebody, our attention is selective.  We are predisposed

to notice the things that concern us, and to ignore those

that do not.  The world we perceive is very much a function

of our interests, our opinions, our history. But for the

most part we do not think about this.  We do not say to

ourselves, "I am perceiving the world as it appears to me

and colored by my circumstances and my particular concerns.

"  Of course maturity and Socratic inquiry and a reading of

hermenuetic literature may inform us that this is so--but

we forget, and in our forgetfulness, we deem the world that

appears to us to be just what is. Even so excellent a

reader as Allan Bloom.

Allan Bloom, I suggest, brought to the reading of this

passage the opinion that the proper context for solving the

problem of justice is the political community. Like most of

us, he is particularly keen to hear signs of agreement in

the words of others, especially others whom he admires. 

When Socrates proposed to substitute for "contracts" a word

one of whose meanings is "community", therefore, what Allan

Bloom heard was a sign that Socrates agreed with the

opinion that he already held. 

In the next message we will see what this tells us about

Polemarchus and his reaction to the shift in terminology

proposed by Socrates.

 -> Alice4Mac 2.3b4 E QWK Eval:13Oct93

Ä Area: Republic ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ

  Msg#: 32                                           Date: 12-16-93  17:24

  From: Lance Fletcher                               Read: No     Replied: No 

    To: All                                          Mark: Save                

  Subj: Socrates v Polemarchus 11

ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ

Socrates v. Polemarchus, round 5 (part 6)

Now what about Polemarchus?  I think we can see much the

same thing in his case that we saw by looking at Allan

Bloom's reaction. As I suggested earlier, Bloom's reaction

illustrates, or even replicates, that of Polemarchus.  I

said above that by looking at Bloom's reaction to this

passage we might see the effect that Socrates was

*intending* to produce in Polemarchus. The fact that Allan

Bloom already holds the opinion that the political

community is the appropriate context for studying the issue

of justice is not something that Socrates could know about.

And anyway Socrates is not speaking to Allan Bloom

(although in a sense Plato is, and we should not forget

about his intentions). But Socrates does have some

information about what Polemarchus believes. He knows that

Polemarchus has attributed to Simonides the view that

justice means doing good to friends.  While he has not

explicitly said that this is what he, Polemarchus, believes,

 he states the view of Simonides so emphatically, swearing

by Zeus as he does so, that it is easy to believe that

Polemarchus shares the view which he attributes to

Simonides.  It is clear, and will soon become much clearer,

that Polemarchus thinks justice is a matter that centrally

involves one's relations with friends. And the word

"koinonemata," with its references to partnership and

community, stands much closer to that core concern with

friends than the word "symbolaia," which, whatever its

roots, is clearly, as Bloom says, commonly used in

connection with contracts having to do with money.

Socrates, therefore, has ample reason to suspect that

Polemarchus already believes some version of what,

according to Bloom, he is here "indicating," namely that

the proper context for considering the issue of justice is

community (whether "political" community or not is perhaps

another question).  But if Socrates thinks that Polemarchus

already holds this opinion, then it does not make sense to

suggest, as Bloom does, that Socrates is instructing him on

that point. Why would Socrates try to persuade Polemarchus

to believe something that Socrates knows Polemarchus

already believes?

But there is another possibility.  Socrates, I suggest, is

here doing what we said Glaucon was unwilling to do.  When

we discussed Xenophon's account of the conversation between

Socrates and Glaucon in which Glaucon complained that his

uncle wouldn't listen to him, we suggested that Glaucon was

too attached to his own image of himself to be willing to

present himself to his uncle in a way such that his uncle

would be willing to listen to him.  Glaucon, we suggested,

was unwilling to say what his uncle was willing to hear

from him. Socrates, on the other hand, is apparently not so

constrained.   He is speaking into Polemarchus's "listening.

"  That is, he is saying precisely what he perceives

Polemararchus is prepared to listen to. 

What does Socrates accomplish with this?  Two things

immediately: 

The first is that he establishes a background of

relatedness, an area of agreement, something that is held

by them *in common*.  On the basis of that, Polemarchus

begins to see Socrates as his friend and partner. That this

is Socrates' intention may be confirmed by the fact that in

the next few pages Socrates several times addresses

Polemarchus as "my friend," and then, at the conclusion of

the argument, says to Polemarchus, "We shall do battle then

as partners, you and I..." and Polemarchus replies, "I, for

one, am ready to be your partner in battle."

The second thing that Socrates accomplishes is evident if

we ask, what is it that Polemarchus is moving away from in

giving up the reference to contracts?  Clearly the answer

is, his father. Cephalus is the one for whom justice is

primarily about money and contracts, as we saw. 
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Socrates v. Polemarchus, round 5 (part 7)

Earlier, when we were discussing the intercession of

Polemarchus in the conversation between Cephalus and

Socrates, I observed that, while Polemarchus entered the

discussion ostensibly in defense of this father's

definition, it appeared that is own definition of justice,

emphasizing loyalty to friends, was really quite different.

 One of the principal themes of our interpretation so far

has been the contention that, in dealing with Polemarchus,

Socrates is dealing with someone who stands in relation to

Cephalus in somewhat the same position as Polemarchus's

slave stands to Polemarchus.  That is, we have been working

with the hypothesis that Polemarchus is not accustomed to

acting as if he has a will of his own.  And I have

emphasized this theme because it seems to me to represent

one of the central problems of politics, and one that has

not been clearly analysed by those who have seen it.  [By

this I am referring primarily to Marxist notions of class

conflict, ideology and false consciousness.] 

I have compared Socrates' position with respect to

Polemarchus to the position that you or I might be in if we

were confronting a policeman with a club, thoughtlessly

executing unjust orders.  My point has been that, before

Socrates can have any hope of rectifying the injustice he

has suffered, he must teach Polemarchus something about

justice, because Polemarchus clearly does not recognize

that he has committed an injustice.  But to the extent that

Polemarchus is not in the habit of thinking or acting or

speaking for himself, there is no opening for Socrates to

teach him anything about justice, or, rather, Polemarchus

is not in a suitable condition for learning about justice.

The present passage, therefore, presents an important step

in Socrates' effort to alter that condition.  To teach

Polemarchus anything, Socrates has to induce him to listen.

 But for Polemarchus to listen to Socrates, Polemarchus

must cease being simply an instrument and mouthpiece for

his father, AND Polemarchus must begin to speak and act for

himself.

The shift in terminology that Socrates proposes in this

passage, and that Polemarchus accepts, begins to accomplish

both of these objectives. By inducing him to substitute

partnerships for contracts, Socrates begins to move

Polemarchus out of his father's orbit. Not yet completely,

as is indicated by the fact that he comes back to the issue

of money in the next section of the argument. And by

affirming Polemarchus in his own predisposition to see

justice as an affair of loyalty to friends, Socrates not

only begins to create the impression of an area of

agreement, of commonality, between himself and Polemarchus,

which will eventuate in a declared partnership later on. 

In addition, by steering the conversation about justice

into the precinct of Polemarchus' already established

opinion about justice, Socrates has _prepared the ground_

for empowering -- or, more accurately, provoking --

Polemarchus to speak and act for himself.

This point is extremely important and also, I think, not

obvious.  When we want to change somebody's mind about

something, what do we usually do? Most of us tell the other

person what _we_ think on that subject, sometimes giving

reasons.  That is not what Socrates is doing.  Socrates is

not asking Polemarchus to enter into a conversation based

on what Socrates thinks.  And we have seen that he is

trying to dissuade him from basing the conversation on what

his father thinks or on what Simonides thinks.  Socrates

wants to have a conversation with Polemarchus based on what

Polemarchus thinks.  Why?  Because Socrates has an interest

in affecting how Polemarchus acts. He is not interested in

Polemarchus' idle opinions. 

(continued in the next message)
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Socrates v. Polemarchus, round 5 (part 8):

Philosophical conversations, especially academic

philosophical conversations, are filled with the expression

of idle opinions.  People take positions and state claims

for all sorts of things, including positions that deny the

possibility of free will or the existence of other minds

besides their own.  Most of these opinions have nothing to

do with how people act. Which is why the word "academic"

has come to mean "of purely theoretical interest, with no

expectation of any practical result."  If you want to alter

how people act, especially in matters that concern them,

engaging them in conversation at the level of their idle

opinions is not the way to do it.  What is needed is to

engage somehow with the structure of ideas that organizes

their commitments, their way of being in the world.  I am

fearful of frustrating the reader by going off on what may

appear as yet another tangent, and yet it seems to me that

to understand only this point is to understand a major part

of Plato's philosophy.

The difficulty that Socrates confronts -- that we all

confront -- is that the principles that organize our way of

being in the world are not for the most part present to us.

 We are not in the habit of speaking them, and even when we

try to do so our mode of expression is most often confused

and inadequate. In particular, the way most of us speak

about what organizes our commitments and our way of being

in the world does not give us much sense of our own freedom,

 our own capacity for choice.  In the most important

matters we speak of ourselves as operating under compulsion:

  "I have to..." "I have no choice but to..."  In the

situation in which Socrates finds himself, that will not do.

 What Socrates needs to accomplish in his conversation with

Polemarchus is to have Polemarchus recognize that he has a

certain kind of freedom to act and choose for himself.

Notice that the operative word I used in the preceding

sentence was "needs." Not "wants."  I intend to challenge

the notion that Socrates -- or Plato -- is moved by a

disinterested desire to educate, to instruct the hearer or

the reader about the truth.  Socrates has a need for

Polemarchus to recognize his own freedom.  The freedom of

Socrates depends on that.  And so it is, perhaps, for every

philosopher, for every human being.

And Socrates cannot bring Polemarchus to recognize his

freedom to act by instructing him, by imparting opinions to

him.  He can only assist him to discover it for himself. 

What is characteristic of the Socratic method is that that

discovery is brought about when, working out the

implications of one's own premises, one confronts a

contradiction or an absurdity.  This is what is made

possible by what is called dialectic.  One of the

curiosities of modern philosophy is that the notion of

dialectic has come to be so closely associated with an

abstract interior "conversation" of self-consciousness --as

presented especially in Hegel's Phenomenology-- that most

readers have forgotten that dialectic is fundamentally a

matter of dialogue and are not looking for the structures

of dialectical reasoning in the dialogues of Plato, even

though, once one remembers the connection between dialogue

and dialectic, that is exactly what one should expect to

find. Again, the key point to bear in mind is that Socrates

can only bring about the result he is after by working from

his interlocutor's premises, not from his own. In any event,

 that is what I meant when I emphasized, "prepared the

ground" in saying above that "by steering the conversation

about justice into the precinct of Polemarchus' already

established opinion about justice, Socrates has _prepared

the ground_ for empowering -- or, more accurately,

provoking -- Polemarchus to speak and act for himself." 

The latter portion of that development remains to come.  

In the case of the conversation between Socrates and

Polemarchus it is at least reasonably clear that the absurd

consequences which Socrates develops are intended to

undermine the assumptions of Polemarchus.  We must use this

observation, I suggest, to school ourselves to inquire

whose premises are being undermined by the absurdities that

Socrates articulates in the central books of the Republic.

We have now, I think, completed our analysis of the

dramatic function of the shift from symbolaia to

koinonemata.  However there are still one of two details

that have been left hanging.  For one thing, I indicated

earlier that I would come back to the question of why Allan

Bloom believes that the political community is the

appropriate context for resolving the issue of justice. 

Also I indicated that after analysing the dramatic function

of this passage I would try to come back to the duality of

Politeia that we said was the larger context for

understanding the relationship between symbolaia and

koinonemata.

I will address those issues in the next message.

 -> Alice4Mac 2.3b4 E QWK Eval:13Oct93

Ä Area: Republic ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ

  Msg#: 35                                           Date: 12-28-93  20:12

  From: Lance Fletcher                               Read: No     Replied: No 

    To: All                                          Mark: Save                

  Subj: Socrates/Polemarchus 5.9

ÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄÄ

Socrates v. Polemarchus Round 5 (part 9)

At the end of the last message, I promised that in this message I

would come back to the question of why Allan Bloom believes that

the political community is the appropriate context for resolving

the issue of justice and also come back to the duality of

Politeia that we said was the larger context for understanding

the relationship between symbolaia and koinonemata. 

After much labor I find that I am not yet able to keep the second

part of this promise.  The reason is that it is still premature

to explain the connection between the terminological shift that

we have been examining and the duality of Politeia which I said

is the larger context for this shift.  In the last two or three

messages I argued that this terminological shift has a threefold

purpose: 

    (1)The shift of context from contracts to partnerships begins to

separate Polemarchus from his father. But it only begins the

shift.  If we suppose that Polemarchus is relating to his father

whenever he connects justice with money, we will see that he

comes back to this in the next section of the argument.

    (2) The shift also begins to create an area of agreement, of

commonality, between himself and Polemarchus, which will

eventuate in a declared partnership later on.  This is extremely

important, but we need to see it happen.  Otherwise the

discussion will be excessively abstract and speculative.  Here is

what to look for:  The context which is apparently left behind,

that of symbolaia, will show up in the actions of Polemarchus

and Socrates, while disappearing from the subject matter of their

conversation.  We saw in our examination of the etymology of

symbolaia that the word originated in the notion of an action of

"throwing together", an action of making an agreement, which

brought the common into being, whereas koinonemata had to do with

a relationship defined by participation in that which was already

common, so in that sense koinonemata depend symbolaia.  In the

remainder of the discussion between Socrates and Polemarchus we

will see that the shift of terminology and subject matter from

symbolaia to koinonemata makes possible an act of agreement which

makes possible a real partnership. 

    (3)  Finally, I argued that, by steering the conversation about

justice into the precinct of Polemarchus' already established

opinion about justice, Socrates has _prepared the ground_ for

empowering -- or, more accurately, provoking -- Polemarchus to

speak and act for himself. Therefore, we concluded that the

primary dramatic purpose of the shift from symbolaia to

koinonemata was to make it possible for Socrates to engage

Polemarchus in a conversation rooted in his own established

opinions, which would provoke Polemarchus to articulate those

opinions as his own, and then, finally call them into question. 

This last point is not so clear. It involved a rather complex

argument in the last message, which, as I have said anticipated

textual passages we have not yet come to.  In my efforts to

summarize the implications of this conclusion in relation to the

duality of Politeia, I have not been able to achieve a

satisfactory level of clarity, therefore I have elected to

reserve this argument for the present.  Hopefully I will be able

to clarify it once we have completed the analysis of the

conversation with Polemarchus.  

I will allow myself just one clue of where I am trying to go with

this.  I have spoken of Socrates engaging Polemarchus in a

dialectical conversation, rooted in the latter's presuppositions,

aimed at provoking Polemarchus to articulate his

presuppositions as his own and then call them into question.  In

a sense what I am describing here is nothing other than the

standard strategy of the so-called "aporetic" dialogue.  Many of

the dialogues end in this apparently inconclusive way, with

Socrates and his interlocutors acknowledging that they have

failed in their attempt to learn the truth about the subject of

their inquiry.

For some readers of Plato, and indeed for some characters in the

dialogues, this feature of Socratic arguments has appeared as

very disturbing, almost nihilistic.  It appears that Socrates

succeeds only in destroying everybody's convictions, without

putting anything in their place.  It may even be that something

like this reaction was ultimately responsible for the public

outrage that led to Socrates' conviction and execution for

"impiety" and "corrupting the young men."

What I am hoping to show is that, once we look back to the

 context provided by the duality of Politeia, we will see

another, more constructive, way of interpreting the implications

of this argument.  The key notion was that the dialectic of

Socrates involved a development from within the context of

assumptions by the interlocutor which, by driving those

assumptions to a point of self-contradiction or absurdity, would

move the interlocutor to a position of self-awareness and

readiness for choice and responsible action. 

I observed in the last message that we are all confronted by the

difficulty that the principles that organize ou way of being in

the world are not for the most part present to us.  We are not in

the habit of speaking them, and even when we try to do so our

mode of expression is most often confused and inadequate. In

particular, the way most of us speak about what organizes our

commitments and our way of being in the world does not give us

much sense of our own freedom, our own capacity for choice.  I

observed, and I believe this is extremely significant, that in

the most important matters we speak of ourselves as operating

under compulsion, saying things like,  "I have to..." "I have no

choice but to..."  

And of course this is not just a difficulty that we confront in

ourselves.  It is the difficulty that we confront in speaking

with others.  It is especially a difficulty that we confront

whenever we wish to alter the way in which other people organize

their commitments and their way of being in the world. The

principles, the ways of being in the world, of those others are

just as unavailable, just as confused and inadequate, as our own.

 So they are not available for direct conversation.  And

likewise, in the most important things, the people whose behavior

we wish to affect speak of themselves as operating under

‡ave to..." "I have no choice but

to..." 

In the situation in which Socrates finds himself, a situation

that we all find ourselves to the extent that we are oppressed by

a will that is not conscious of itself, this situation is

unavailing.  We cannot hope to alter the behavior of people who

believe that, in precisely the respect in which we wish to alter

their behavior, they have no choice in the matter.  That is, we

cannot hope to alter their behavior as long as that is what they

believe. 

So what I am trying to show in this analysis is that for Socrates

to recover his freedom what he needs to accomplish is to have

Polemarchus recognize and exercise _his_ freedom.  AND I hope

to show that for this to happen mere refutation is insufficient. 

When we return to consider the context afforded by the duality of

Politeia, it will be to glimpse the possibility of a structure of

conversation that sustains -- and is sustained by -- the exercise

of freedom, a structure of conversation wherein justice and

philosophy, money and friendship, somehow come together. 

(continued in next message)
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Socrates v. Polemarchus Round 5 (part 10)

Now, as for why Allan Bloom thinks what he does, since this is a

discussion about Plato's Republic, not about Allan Bloom, I trust

nobody will be too angry with me if I admit that I really don't

claim to know why Bloom thinks that the political community is

the appropriate context for resolving the issue of justice.  My

only reason for bringing that question into the discussion was

because I thought it would be helpful in our effort to understand

the dramatic function of this passage involving the substitution

of koinonemata for symbolaia, and that is my reason now for

coming back to it.

To say it again:  I don't know why Bloom thinks that the

political community is the proper context for solving the problem

hing especially surprising about this idea.  In fact one

might almost say that it was obvious, except that clearly there

are many people who think that the principles of justice are

anterior to the community, that the community, especially the

political community, is an instrument for realizing certain

interests or objectives that pertain to individuals in a way that

is at least logically prior to their embodiment in community.

Thinking about this, I realized that this question had called

forth in my mind a rehearsal of some of the main themes in the

history of political theory--mainly the contrast between

communitarianism, on the one hand, and the theory of natural

rights, on the other.  But then it occurred to me, this is what

the Republic is supposed to be about!  That is, if justifying the

view that Bloom here attributes to Socrates requires going

through a major part of political philosophy, then it must be

a conclusion.  But in that case, why does it occur near the

beginning of the book?  

Part of what this illustrates is how hard it is to maintain one's

openness to being taught by the text.  In my opinion Bloom is

generally a pretty careful reader, but in this case it seems to

me that he has lapsed into a posture that, in other readers, is

more the rule than the exception: He has allowed himself to speak

as if he already had the answer.  Now, of course, Bloom has read

the whole book already, so maybe this reflects his wisdom based

on reading ahead, but I'm not so sure.

In any case, I think it's useful to take this as an example of

something we need to guard against in our reading.  Whenever we

find ourselves interpreting or assessing the argument of the text

based on what we "already know" about the subject under

discussion, we are immunizing ourselves from being taught by the

text.  Therefore,  whether it is a conclusion stated in some

secondary source, or a conclusion we ourselves have arrived

at, I recommend the practice of treating it as a question, as

something Plato intends us to see as questionable.

In any philosophical conversation, the moment that is most

dangerous, and also most pregnant with opportunity for discovery,

is the moment when you hear yourself saying, "I know..."  What

makes such moments hard to recognize is the intoxicating sense of

obviousness that accompanies what we think we really know.  That

sense of obviousness is one of the things I want us to look at.

What I am interested in pointing to is what might be called

the ideological function of this obviousness.  If this

obviousness is what has people do the things they do out of

loyalty to country or community, and if philosophy interrupts

that obviousness, how can philosophy not be destructive to

political solidarity?  As Socrates asks much later in the

Republic, how can a City which tolerates philosophers survive?

And yet, if we do not interrupt that obviousness, how can we save

ourselves from the oppression and savagery that are committed in

the name of those things that are "simply obvious?"

While the secrets of the fifth argument have not been completely

deciphered, it is time to go on the the sixth.
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Socrates v Polemarchus, 6.1

The last nine or ten messages were devoted to analysing one line of

text, containing what I originally called a "hermeneutic trick" by

Socrates, which, as we have seen, has very large consequences.  We

are now ready to move on.

The shift from "contracts" to "partnerships" was the beginning of the

fifth argument, but before discussing it I had already discussed the

several exchanges between Socrates and Polemarchus which immediately

follow that shift.  In each of those exchanges, Socrates posited a

particular activity requiring skill in performance, and asked

Polemarchus to say whether the just man, or an expert in the relevant

skill, would be the better partner. Finally Polemarchus concludes

this section by saying that is when it comes to money

dealings that the just man would show up as the better partner.

I hope to show in a moment that this is actually a pretty subtle

answer on the part of Polemarchus. If we associate Cephalus with the

idea of money dealings, this response shows how hard it is for

Socrates to effectively distance Polemarchus from his father. Somehow

Cephalus just keeps coming back into the picture, although this time

he comes back as a partner, which may be of

some importance.

But let's look at the transitional passage and ask what Polemarchus

has in mind when he makes this suggestion:  Socrates asks, "But in

what partnership then is the just man a better partner than the harp

player, just as the harp player is better than the just man when one

has to do with notes?"  To which Polemarchus answers, "In money

matters, in my opinion."  [Incidentally, the word Polemarchus uses

here is "argurion," which really means "silver", or more colloquially,

 "cash."  I believe this is the first time that this word occurs in

the Republic.]

Why would Polemarchus think this a satisfactory answer?  In each of

the preceding examples, Socrates has contrasted the just man with the

expert in a particular field.  The reason that the harp player is a

better partner than the just man when one has to do with notes is

presumably that the harp player is an expert in matters having to do

with notes, while the just man is not.  Therefore, the question to

which Polemarchus is responding might be put more simply as, "In what

field, or with respect to what, is the just man an expert?"  The just

man, then, is an expert in money matters, according to Polemarchus. 

Again, what makes Polemarchus think that this is the specific

expertise of the just man?

One obvious possibility is that this describes the expertise of

Cephalus.  But I think there is more to it than that.  Notice that

each of the other activities that Socrates mentions -- harp playing,

house building, playing draughts -- is an activity that only some

people engage in.  So if the just man is the best partner for

something that only some people engage in, then it seems justice is

something that is not useful for everybody. Money matters, on the

other hand, are something that just about everybody is interested in,

at least some of the time, so it appears that everybody would want to

have the just man as a partner, if the just man was like a friendly

personal banker or stockbroker. 

This still leaves us in the dark as to just what this expertise

consists in. (Just as you may sometimes wonder what kind of expertise,

 if any,  your broker has.) But before addressing that, and what

Socrates has to say in response, I want to say something about the

opportunity for thought that is presented by this conjunction of

justice with money matters.  The briefest way to approach it is to

mention something that we have not yet come to in the text, but which

many readers are already familiar with: The Guardians in the so-

called Ideal City described later in the Republic are forbidden to

engage in money matters or to possess private property, and the first

stage in the decline of the Ideal City which is described in Book 8

involves the relaxation of this prohibition. (see 547b)  

From this alone it should be clear that something very important is

at stake here, that Polemarchus is speaking of something that is of

central importance in the dialogue.  In fact, the tradition of

political thought that claims Plato as its founder has largely

followed Socrates in seeing justice and money as opposed, in seeing

monetary interest as something not only alien, but corrupting to

justice.  Even though some of the most prominent modern political

thinkers, most notably Locke and Marx, have attempted to ground

politics in an acknowledgement of private interest and material

appetite, the issue of the relationship between money and justice

remains a profoundly uncomfortable one, normally viewed in

adversarial terms.  A great deal of contemporary literature on public

affairs, both fiction and journalism, is predicated on the assumption

that monetary interest is the principal cause of injustice.  In that

context, there is something quite unusual, even shocking, about the

idea that it is in connection with money matters that the just man is

the best partner.

It is precisely for that reason that I called this an opportunity for

thought.  Hannah Arendt, in The Human Condition, asserts that the

Greek political tradition maintained a strong separation between

politics and economics, in the sense that economics pertained to the

household (as the word, derived from "oikos"--"household"--implies),

not to the polis.  Citizens were supposed to be men who were free,

not only in the sense that they were not slaves, but also freed from

the necessity of labor, by virtue of possessing enough property to be

independent.  On the other hand, as Arendt acknowledges, this attempt

to divorce politics from material necessity is extremely problematic,

even suicidal, for the polis as a human institution.  And whether or

not Arendt is correct about the Greek ideal, it is clear from the

plays of Aristophanes, if nothing else, that this ideal did not at

all describe the realities of Athenian society in the lifetime of

Socrates.  In modern times no one would claim that economic issues

are divorced from politics, but Arendt argues with some cogency that

this has come about at the expense of real politics, so that, to the

extent that economic concerns have come to dominate political

conversation, the government is no longer a matter of making laws,

but has become a matter of national housekeeping, wherein the

political space has been supplanted by one huge household  whose

members' needs are being attended to.  The present passage does not

offer us any instruction about such issues, but its linkage of

justice and money matters may be taken as an invitation to inquire

deeply into this issue which is a perennial subject of both

intellectual and practical controversy.

(message continued)
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Socrates v Polemarchus, 6.2

So, again, what could Polemarchus mean in saying that the just man is

the best partner when it comes to money matters?  I have two

speculative thoughts to share: The first, which may be a little far-

fetched, has to do with the issue of distributive justice, or

injustice. If the money matter has to do with the allocation of money

among several claimants (or social classes, if you want to enlarge

the issue) then the just man is the one you would want to have doing

the allocating.  The second thought is a little more complicated,

because it points to the similarity between judgment in law courts

and judgment of value in exchange.

The conversations that we call "money matters" typically involve

making a judgment about relative value.  When two people are

bargaining, the object of their conversation is an agreement that a

certain amount of one thing (say wheat) is equivalent to a certain

amount of another thing (say silver).  But the characteristic of

monetary judgments is that value of the money part of the equation is

not primarily a function of the use value of the thing, but is

primarily a matter of the potential value of the monetary token in

other exchanges.  So it seems that money matters, as opposed to pure

barter, involve agreeing upon an equation between something actual,

the commodity, and something potential, the possible exchange value

of the monetary token (remember that one word for this monetary token

is "symbolon"). Now let us turn our attention to the judicial context.

 What we find in law courts is again conversations aimed at coming to

agreement as to the equivalence of things that are intrinsically

unlike.  A crime is "paid for" by a punishment.  Socrates "paid" with

his life for his crime of impiety and corrupting the youth of Athens.

Yet death and impiety are in no way alike.  In civil proceedings, a

court may award a certain sum of money to compensate a plaintiff who

has suffered physical injury due to the respondents' negligence.  The

money is in no way similar to the physical injury.  If one has lost a

child in an accident, the money does not bring the child back.  And

yet every day judges and juries are making such judgments of

equivalence.  So there does seem to be some way in which the logical

structure of judging the equivalence of dissimilar things is present

both in money matters and in justice.  I don't yet think this

explains what Polemarchus was thinking about, but I think this line

of thought might be useful.  So much for speculation.  Let me now

come back to the text.

Socrates responds to Polemarchus' suggestion (that the just man is

the best partner in money matters) by distinguishing when money is

being used (as opposed to when money is value being stored--although

this is not stated explicitly at this point).  He says, "...when a

horse must be bought or sold with money in partnership; then, I

suppose, the expert on horses is a better partner.  Isn't that so?" 

"It looks like it,"  says Polemarchus.  "And, further, when it's a

ship, the shipbuilder or pilot is better?"  "It seems so."

The first question that may come to your mind is, how does this

argument differ from the arguments in the previous section, where

Socrates was arguing that the expert in each field of activity was a

better partner than the just man for somebody engaged in that

activity.  It looks like the same argument.  But how can Socrates use

the same argument when something is being purchased that he would

employ when the thing is being used?  Only if the distinction doesn't

matter.  So what Socrates' question implies is that to judge

accurately the value of something in exchange requires the same sort

of knowledge as using the thing.  Therefore, there is no such thing

as an expert merchant, which is how Polemarchus seemed to portray the

just man in this section.  [Incidentally, the "expert merchant" theme

returns later, during the conversation between Socrates and

Thrasymachus, when Socrates suggests that, since the expert, qua

expert, is not interested in his own advantage, therefore each person

will have to practice two arts, the one specific art, plus the

general art of moneymaking.]

There are two things to be said about this.  The first is that, as a

matter of fact, there are people who seem to be skillful and

successful in trading without knowing much about the nature of the

things they trade.  It is also useful to know about the things one is

buying or selling, but that knowledge, in the absence of trading

skill, does not guarantee success.   This sort of skill is a very

interesting thing, because there don't seem to be any precise rules

for it, and yet it involves a great deal of judgment.  In this

respect it is something quite similar to the work of the critic and

the work of the judge (who must decide on the appropriate sentence or

award).  The second point will lead us back to this.

The second point is that Socrates' argument deals only with the use

of money where a decision has already been taken about which kind of

thing to purchase.  If a decision has already been taken to buy a

horse or, alternatively, to buy a ship, then, depending on which it

is, one could usefully consult an expert on horses or on ships. But

suppose a decision has been taken to buy either a horse or a ship,

but no decision has yet been taken about which of the two kinds of

things to buy.  Clearly that is not a money matter of exactly the

same kind as bargaining for the purchase of a particular kind of

thing.  But neither is it the same as saving or keeping money on

deposit, which is the alternative that Polemarchus mentions next.

This is clearly a purchasing decision, but it is a purchasing

decision that cannot be governed by the expertise that pertains to

any one of the kinds of things that are under consideration. The

expert on horses may be relied on to give good advice about which

horse to buy, but he is not, as an expert on horses, qualified to

advise you whether to buy a horse or a ship.

So, as I said, in considering the fact that there is a preliminary

"money matter" to be decided, namely the decision about what kind of

thing to buy or sell, we find ourselves returned to the context of

the general trader or money-maker.  Obviously, if the just man is

like a general money-maker, he cannot be an expert, if by an expert

we mean an activity that is governed by knowable rules.  But there is

more to it than that.  If we ask about who is the best partner when

it comes to deciding which _kind_ of thing to buy, we find ourselves

returned to a context that is very similar to that which we discussed

earlier in speaking about the intervention of Polemarchus and his

citation of Simonides.   As you may recall, we looked at the

possibility that authority refers to that to which one grants

listening, and that meant that the process of judging what was worth

listening to was of great importance.  And I quoted a long passage

from Hannah Arendt's discussion of Kant's Critique of Judgment,

concluding:

"To classify taste, the chief cultural activity, among man's

political abilities sounds so strange that I may add another much

more familiar but theoretically little-regarded fact to these

considerations. We all know very well how quickly people recognize

each other, and how unequivocally they can feel that they belong to

each other, when they discover a kinship in questions of what pleases

and displeases.  From the viewpoint of this common experience, it is

as though taste decides not only how the world is to look, but also

who belongs together in it."

I said then that this consideration of who belongs together would

become critical when we came to examine the argument of Polemarchus,

because, for Polemarchus, the critical dimension of justice is

friendship--the relationship of people who belong together. 

That dimension is not yet the focus of the discussion, as it well be

soon.  But it seems to me that it is lurking in the shadows of this

discussion, and that it is very closely related to the context that

we discussed in the earlier passage.  That is, somehow the judgment

about what kind of thing to buy or sell is not only a judgment about

what kinds of things we want to have, it is a judgment about who

belongs together.  It may not be a judgment that one can easily take

on the advice of an expert, but it may well be a judgment that one

would take in concert with others.  Indeed the issue of what to buy

or sell is an issue that might well be the context for the formation

of partnerships.  Deciding what to buy or sell is something that

calls for non-rule-bound judgment, like the judgment of taste, and

the process of making such judgments determines which people belong

together. 

(message continued)
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Socrates v Polemarchus 6.3 

Now let us look specifically at the counter-examples that Socrates

offers:  Socrates speaks of buying or selling horses or ships, and in

the case of the ship, he cites two different possible experts: the

pilot and the ship wright.  Let us look at these two possibilities: 

The expert, it seems, may be either the one who makes the thing (the

ship wright) or the one who controls its operation (the pilot --

whose name, of course, is the root of our words for governor and

government).  Interestingly enough, neither of these experts is the

one who uses the ship, in the sense of deriving benefit from its use.

 That is, the ship wright typically gets his payment from the one who

wants to own the ship.  The pilot, likewise.  It is entirely possible

that the ship wright and the pilot will have interests different from

those of the person who wishes to own the ship.  So it seems that

reliance on their expert advice presupposes that they possess

something in addition to their expertise, which one might call

justice.

The fact that Socrates specifies two different sorts of experts on

ships calls to our attention an analogous distinction in politics: I

am referring to the distinction between the maker of the laws

(legislator) and the executor or administrator of the laws (both the

executive and the judges).  Obviously the "users", those for whom the

law exists, are the citizens. In that sense they are the ultimate

users of justice.  Speaking about the just man as a partner raises

the question whether it is possible to be a citizen in the narrow

sense of one who obeys the law and benefits from obedience to it by

others without being one who participates in legislation and

administration also.

In response to these examples, however, Polemarchus does not say,

Well, there is no case in which the just man is a better partner than

the expert for the use of money held in common.  Instead, he

ingeniously says that it is when gold and silver are to be deposited

and kept safe that the just man is the better partner. The first

point to notice here is that Polemarchus here seems to be returning

to the very example with which Socrates started the critique of his

father's definition of justice.  There is, however, a significant

difference, based on the way Socrates has posed the question.  In the

first case, Socrates had asked Cephalus about weapons belonging to

another person, and the question arose, when the owner returns in a

maddened state, should the just man return them to the owner's

possession simply because they are his, or should he withhold them to

protect their owner.  Now, however, the gold and silver are posited

as being held in common.

What is the logic of this assertion by Polemarchus? Why should the

just man be the best partner when the intention is the safekeeping in

peace of valuables that are jointly owned?  I think to answer that

question we need to look at what the hazard is.  Since this is, ex

hypothesi, peacetime, there is presumably no danger of violence to be

guarded against.  And since the valuables are to be stored, not put

into active use or exchanged, there is no hazard of making a stupid

decision due to ignorance of the thing being purchased.  What remains,

 therefore, is the danger of betrayal.  Again, we find that the

specific quality of justice for Polemarchus is loyalty.
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Socrates v Polemarchus: Round 7/1

The sixth argument concluded with Polemarchus finding the utility of

justice in security:

Socrates asks, "Then, when gold and silver must be used in

partnership, in what case is the just man more useful than the others?

"  And Polemarchus replies, "When they must be deposited and kept

safe, Socrates."

The seventh argument turns on an ambiguity in the words "use" and

"useful," and it will force us to come to grips with the notion of

potentiality or disposition. Socrates responds to the preceding

statement by Polemarchus with the suggestion that what Polemarchus

means by this is that justice is only useful in the uselessness of a

thing.

We need to look carefully at how Socrates gets to this somewhat

ridiculous conclusion.  Again, as with the fifth argument, this

argument depends on a hermeneutic trick, a subtle shift of

terminology that Socrates accomplishes by asking Polemarchus, "Do you

mean...?"  After the last line quoted above from Polemarchus,

Socrates asks, "Do you mean when there is no need to use them, and

they are left lying?"  Polemarchus, evidently unaware of what is

coming, says, "Certainly."  Then Socrates asks, "Is it when money is

useless that justice is useful for it?"  To this Polemarchus, now

apprehensive about the direction Socrates is taking, replies, "I'm

afraid so." 

Shorey, incidentally, in the Loeb edition of the Republic, makes two

comments in a footnote to this passage that may be helpful here. 

First, he says "Interest is ignored," meaning, I suppose, that

Socrates and Polemarchus have forgotten about the possibility that

interest may accrue to money that is left on deposit, so that the

idle money is not entirely useless.  I am not sure this is a

completely valid suggestion, since money that bears interest is

generally encumbered in some way, so that it is not entirely idle.

But it is useful to have the issue of interest brought to our

attention, especially since it appeared earlier that Cephalus was

trying to present himself as one who lived within the interest on his

capital.  Shorey's footnote goes on to cite a passage in Aristotle's

Nichomachean Ethics which, according to Shorey, "splits hairs" about

this matter. The passage in Aristotle (1120a9) says, "Use, we think,

consists in spending and giving material goods, while taking and

keeping [the word is "phylake"--the same word that occurs below in

connection with the pruning hook] them is more properly called

'possession.' Therefore, a generous man is characterized rather by

giving to the right people than by taking from the right and not

taking from the wrong sources." I don't know that I would describe

this statement by Aristotle as hair-splitting. It offers a hint as to

why Polemarchus does not object to this terminological shift by

Socrates:  Polemarchus is a gentleman, in the sense that he is

oriented to doing good for his friends.  He is much less concerned

with acquisition than his father, and seems to share the conventional

opinion that there is something illiberal and unattractive about mere

ownership and acquisition.  

In any case, what seems to be happening is that Socrates, without

much resistance from Polemarchus, is equating "unused" with "useless.

" But before analyzing that equation, let's look at the rest of the

argument.  The second example concerns a farming implement, a pruning

hook.  Socrates says, "And when a pruning hook must be guarded,

justice is useful both in partnership and in private; but when it

must be used, vine-culture." The third an fourth examples are a

shield and a lyre.  Socrates asks, "Will you also assert that when a

shield and a lyre must be guarded, justice is useful; but when they

must be used, the soldier's art and the musician's art are useful?"

Each of these examples, it seems to me, is just a little odd, given

the context.  To take the first one, let us ask, what is a pruning

hook used for?  In viticulture, it is used for cutting away useless

parts of the vine.  Next, the shield is a tool for protecting or

guarding. So in some sense, when the shield is being guarded, it must

be guarded by itself, or at least by another thing of the same kind. 

Finally, the lyre is a musical instrument.  Obviously there is no

grammatical or semantic problem with speaking about using it to make

music.  Music itself, however, is a leisure activity.  I am not so

sure about this, but I think it may be significant that music is not

ordinarily considered useful in the same way as viticulture, for

example.  

Another point of oddity here is the fact that, in the case of the

pruning hook Socrates says that, when it must be guarded, justice is

useful "both in partnership and in private."  This reference to the

use of justice "in private" seems strange, and it seems to violate

the presupposition of the preceding argument, which asked in what

circumstance the "just man" was the best partner.  I am not sure what

this means, but I feel quite sure that it is meant to draw attention.

Perhaps it is meant to draw attention to the issue that becomes

important later on (particularly in Book 2) as to whether justice is

something that is in the private individual's interest.

Probably the most significant detail in these examples is the use of

the word "guard".  This same word, of course, plays a major role

later in the Republic, where it occurs in the name of the "guardians.

"  If you understand "guardian" in the military sense, when is the

guardian being used?  Is it when he is engaged in repelling a

military assualt, or is it when the presence of the guardians is

deterring an assault?

And it is perhaps even more telling to ask about the application of

this analogy when, in place of the pruning hook and the shield and

the lyre, we consider the citizens who are being guarded by the

guardians.  What sense does it make to speak of them as either useful

or useless?  (Although at the end of Book 7, Socrates proposes to

give almost everyone over the age of 10 the pruning hook treatment--

see 541a).

Socrates asks, "And with respect to everything else, as well, is

justice useless in the use of each and useful in its uselessness?"  

Polemarchus replies, "I am afraid so," as if he sees himself falling

inexorably into a trap.  But perhaps what is at issue is the

questions of use and uselessness.  I will take that up in the next

message.
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Socrates v Polemarchus: Round 7/2

In the last message we concluded with a perplexity about use and

uselessness.  Socrates has argued that since, according to

Polemarchus, justice is useful when money has to be safeguarded, and

when money or anything else is on deposit and being safeguarded it is

not in use, therefore justice is useful only when the things with

respect to which it is useful are themselves useless. The apparent

absurdity of this conclusion requires that we inquire into the

meanings of "use" and "useless."  In particular, we need to examine

Socrates' apparent identification of "useless" with "not in use."

Polemarchus has said that justice is useful when things are to be

deposited and kept safe.  Socrates first interprets that as ,"when

there is no need to use them and they are left lying."   But from

that he moves to speaking of when things are useless.

The fact that something is not currently being used, however, does

not make it useless. Obviously the term "useful" is a relative term. 

Things are useful in relation to certain purposes, certain

individuals and certain spans of time.  The fact that something is

not needed in a given moment does not mean that the thing is useless,

unless one specifies that by useless one is referring only to that

particular moment.

Consider a hammer. I own a hammer.  Since I am not a carpenter,

however, most of the time my hammer is in the closet.  Every so often,

 however, I have occasion to drive a nail, and then I take the hammer

out of the closet and use it.  Is my hammer useless to me while it is

in the closet?  To answer this question I tried this test: I imagined

that I had decided to dispose of all of my possessions that are

useless to me, and I asked myself, would I put the hammer among the

things to be disposed of.  Clearly not.  So it must be that I value

it, even though it is not being used.

Another example: Consider the airbag in your car.  Strictly speaking,

the airbag is being used only when it is inflated as a result of a

sudden impact.  Does that mean that the rest of the time it is

useless and not worth having?

Then again, is it so clear what we mean by being used?  In a building

where I used to live, the fire doors in the corridors had a sign that

read, "Please keep door closed when not in use." I used to think to

myself, "Isn't this door in use when it is closed, just as much as

when it is open?"

All of this seems to make Socrates' argument seem fairly ridiculous. 

Of course the pruning hook, the shield and the lyre to do not cease

to be useful when they are being guarded and are not in use.  As we

have seen several times already, therefore, the key question is, why

doesn't Polemarchus object?  Why does he allow Socrates to get away

with this obvious sophistry?  The answer, I believe, is to be found

by asking what would happen if Polemarchus did object?  Suppose

Polemarchus said, but the pruning hook and the other things do not

cease to be useful when they are being guarded and not used.  It

seems to me that the problem for Polemarchus occurs when we

substitute the citizens being guarded.

If Polemarchus is thinking about that possibility, it might occur to

him that he would then be speaking of the citizens, the friends, as

being useful, and that is an odd and inappropriate way to speak of

one's friends.  So Polemarchus is prepared to go along with an absurd

argument, rather than object to it in a way that would violate his

commitment to his friends.

And, of course, it may turn out that what Socrates says, that justice

is useful when things are of no use, is precisely the case, but in a

sense that does not at all detract from the value of justice.  That

is, if justice if important precisely when human beings are treated

as ends (if you will allow me to use the Kantian vocabulary), rather

than as means, then of course it is the case that justice comes into

the picture when things (i.e. human beings) are not being used,

whereas when they are being used they are slaves, and hence not the

subject of judicial consideration.
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Socrates v Polemarchus, Round 8.1

We now turn to the climactic section in this part of Socrates'

discussion with Polemarchus.  It is not by any means the end of the

discussion with Polemarchus, but it concludes the argument about

whether "what is owed" means "what is fitting."  More important, it

brings to an end that part of the discussion in which Polemarchus

presents himself as expressing and defending the opinions of somebody

else. At the end of this section, the real Polemarchus will begin

speaking for himself.

The conclusion reached in the last section was that, if justice is,

as Polemarchus indicated, a matter of guarding that which is being

kept safely on deposit and not being used, then justice is not

anything very serious, since it is, according to Socrates, only

useful for useless things.  Now, Polemarchus has not claimed that

justice is important, so although this conclusion may cause him some

discomfort, it doesn't actually refute what he has said.  In the

following section, therefore, Socrates will try to show that, on

Polemarchus' assumptions, justice is not only not important, but that

the just man shows up as something of a rascal.  As we shall see,

this, finally, is more than Polemarchus can bear.

Let's look at the text.  After Socrates says that justice "wouldn't

be anything very serious, if it is useful for useless things," he

continues, "Let's look at it this way.  Isn't the man who is

cleverest at landing a blow in boxing, or any other kind of fight,

also the one cleverest at guarding against it?" 

"Certainly."

"And whoever is clever at guarding against disease is also cleverest

at getting away with producing it?"

"In my opinion, at any rate."

"And, of course, a good guardian of an army is the very same may who

can also steal the enemy's plans and his other dispositions?"

"Certainly."

"So of whatever a man is a clever guardian he is also a clever thief?

"

"It seems so."

"So that if a man is clever at guarding money, he is also a clever

thief?"

"So the argument indicates at least," he said.

In general I have not taken much notice in this discussion of what

other commentators have said about the passages we have been

discussing.  In this case, however, I want to make note of the

curious fact that all of the commentators who have paid attention to

this argument (at least all of those I have read) seem to have

misconstrued what Socrates is saying here. Julia Annas ("An

Introduction to Plato's Republic" p.28) sounds the common theme: 

"The man who can cure can also bring about the disease; the man with

an ability to keep a thing safe can also steal it. A skill is always

a skill for doing opposites...if you are skilled in doing X you are

also skilled in doing the opposite of X....there is nothing to

prevent a comptence being used to attain a goal which is quite

opposed to the goal it is meant for.  What comes out sharply here is

that Polemarchus sees nothing in his concept of justice to

distinguish it from mere means-end reasoning; it does not have built

into it the notion that a just action must be aimed at some good."  

Here is Bloom's comment: "Socrates insists on pointing out that the

arts are neutral, that they can effect opposite results with equal

ease.  This fact is particularly shocking to Polemarchus, for its

consequence is that the practitioner of the art of justice would be

as adept at stealing as at guarding a thing and would lie as well as

he tells the truth.  Nothing in the art would guide a man as to which

he should do; he would merely be technically proficient.  Instead of

being the model of reliability, the just man becomes the archetype of

untrustworthiness, the possessor of power without guiding principle."

(Bloom, p.320)

Seth Benardete ("Socrates' Second Sailing") does not deal with this

passage in such detail, but his comment is made of the same cloth as

the others: "Socrates proves that if justice is knowledge it is

morally neutral..."

All three of these commentators appear to assume that Socrates is

here making an assertion that is supposed to apply to all arts or

skills in general, claiming that, as skills or arts, they are morally

neutral or that, as Annas puts it, "a skill is a skill in doing

opposites."  Annas is so sure of this that she -- unconsciously, I am

sure -- misquotes Socrates to bring the text in line with her

interpretation: She said, above, "The man who can cure can also bring

about the disease..." But in fact Socrates did not speak about curing

the disease.  He did not use that word.  He spoke about the man who

"is clever at guarding against disease..."  In fact, in every one of

the examples that Socrates give above, what is at issue is not skill

in general, but some skill in guarding or protecting against

something.  Also the summary statement of the conclusion ("So of

whatever a man is a clever guardian he is also a clever thief?"

refers, not to skills, but to guarding.  

Somehow, it seems that these excellent readers are, in this

particular case, so focused on extracting a point about the moral

neutrality of the arts that they fail to notice that Socrates' point

makes almost no sense at all if it is applied to skills generally. 

In what sense, for example, is violin playing a skill in doing

opposites?   Or a skill in painting?    It may be true that the arts

are morally neutral and that therefore it is inappropriate to

conceive of justice as an art.  It may even be true, as we will see

in a moment, that this is _part_ of what this passage means.  My

point is only that this is not what is being argued for by Socrates. 

That a given art can be used for good or bad purposes does not

require that skill in any art implies skill in doing its opposite.

Indeed, that this is so is suggested by the fact that Socrates later

on (335c) argues that it is impossible for the practitioner of a

particular excellence or virtue to make someone worse in respect to

that virtue by means of that virtue. 

On the other hand, if we look, not at skills in general, but at skill

in guarding, which is the particular skill being discussed, it is

easy to see why one might say that skill in guarding against

something might also imply skill in doing that which one is skilled

in guarding against.  The reason is very simply that guarding against

something is a skill defined in the negative.  It is a negation.  As

such it derives its nature from the nature of that which it negates.

Guarding against a blow in boxing derives its nature from the nature

of the blow being guarded against. Guarding against a disease derives

its nature, so it seems, from the disease.  Clearly guarding against

a blow in boxing differs from guarding against a disease in somewhat

the way that the blow  differs from the disease.  In general, to be

successful in guarding against something it is extremely helpful,

often indispensable, to understand the thing against which one is

guarding, to know how it works.  To take a classic example: to

successfully protect oneself against a thief, it helps to know the

modus operandi of that thief.

Now if we look again at the intrinsic "negativity" of skill in

guarding, I think we will see that the problem is more than simply

that this skill is neutral.  You could say that the skill of the

automotive engineer is neutral, since he can design both trucks and

army tanks.  The skill of the chemist, who can design both wonder

drugs and poisonous toxins, is neutral.  Because these skills in

themselves are not designed to produce harm.  But skill in guarding,

according to Socrates' analysis, seems to be a skill in harming that

which is being guarded against. So it is not a question of whether or

not the skill of the guardian is harmful.  The only question is,

harmful to what or whom?

(continued in next message)
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Socrates v Polemarchus, Round 8.2

In the preceding message we began our examination of the climactic

argument in Socrates' debate with Polemarchus, which concludes that ".

..of whatever a man is a clever guardian, he is also a clever thief."

 Contrary to Bloom and two other esteemed commentators who argue that

the point of this passage has to do with the moral neutrality of a

skill, I argued that the real point of this argument has to do with

the character of guarding and guardianship. There may be morally

neutral skills, which can be used to produce harm, or which can be

used to produce results that are beneficial to some, or to all, and

harmful to none.  But guarding, at least as Socrates speaks of it

here, is never neutral in that sense.  The skill in guarding is

always a skill in doing harm to whatever it is guarding against.  The

morally neutral guardian is like the professional gunslinger who will

fight for whoever offers him the best deal.  But the skill of the

professional gunslinger is no different in kind from that of the

faithful sherriff.  In both cases, what they have is a skill in

destruction.

It would be one thing if we were speaking about military skill, or

national defense, or the use of justice "in making war and being an

ally in battle," (as Polemarchus did at 332e).  But, since 332e9, the

discussion has been about the uses of justice in peacetime, and the

present section of the argument is based on the assertion of

Polemarchus at 333c6 that the just man is the more useful partner

when gold and silver must be deposited and kept safe.  And therefore,

based on the preceding argument, Socrates concludes, "So...if a man

is clever at guarding money, he is also clever at stealing it?"

Polemarchus has been showing some signs of discomfort with the

direction the argument has taken, giving answers like "I'm afraid so,

" and "In my opinion, at any rate," and "It seems so."  These are

answers, I believe, conveying that Polemarchus is less than fully

committed to the truth of these assertions.  And his response to

Socrates' last question quoted above distances himself even further: 

"So the argument indicates at least," he says, disclaiming ownership

of this conclusion.

This is actually a very significant shift. Polemarchus has not yet

explicitly abandoned his defense of the argument that he claims is

that of his father and Simonides (that doing what is fitting is the

same as giving to each what is owed), but this expression signifies

that he is getting ready to jettison that argument.  Sensing this,

Socrates presses the argument to an even more absurd extreme:  "The

just man, then, as it seems, has come to light as a kind of robber,

and I'm afraid you learned this from Homer.  For he admires Autolycus,

 Odysseus' grandfather on his mother's side, and says he surpassed

all men 'in stealing and in swearing oaths.'  Justice, then, seems,

according to you and Homer and Simonides, to be a certain art of

stealing, for the benefit, to be sure, of friends and the harm of

enemies.  Isn't that what you meant?"

This, finally, is more than Polemarchus can stand!  "No, by Zeus," he

says. "But I no longer know what I did mean. However, it is still my

opinion that justice is helping friends and injuring enemies."

Now, I have been leading up to this one speech by Polemarchus for

months, and I do hope that all my anticipation has not robbed it of

its force.  In my opinion this is one of the great moments, not just

in the Republic, but in all of Plato's dialogues.  Obviously I am not

speaking about the beauty of the words or the power of the truth that

is uttered.  It is the admission of ignorance, combined with the

emotional expression of commitment, that has me stand in awe of

Plato's dramatic art.  This is at last the transformation that,

according to our analysis, Socrates has been striving to bring about.

Let's look at the parts of this statement:  First the oath.  The oath

lets us know that Polemarchus is pretty emphatic about this. And it

also reminds us of the last time he swore by Zeus -- which was when

he was telling Socrates what Simonides meant ("For he supposes that

friends owe it to friends to do some good and nothing bad." 332a). 

Immediately after that Polemarchus told Socrates that by "what is

owed," Simonides meant "what is fitting," and the argument that is

now coming to its climax began with Socrates asking Polemarchus to

testify for Simonides in the name of Zeus. (332c5).  All of the

discussion since that point has, so to speak, been Polemarchus' sworn

testimony on behalf of Simonides, whose doctrine Polemarchus has been

advocating. 

Next, consider the acknowledgement of ignorance:  "But I no longer

know what I did mean. What is Polemarchus referring to?  That is,

there must be some specific words he is referring to, such that he

could have said, I no longer know what I meant when I said "......." 

The last affirmative statement that Polemarchus made was that the

just man is more useful when gold and silver owned in partnership

must be deposited and kept safe.  At a minimum, that is what

Polemarchus must be referring to, but I think there is reason to

suppose that his reference goes all the way back to the

interpretation of Simonides that was, as we just observed, the real

subject of this argument.  Specifically there are two reasons.  One

is that the argument is continuous, in the sense that each statement

by Polemarchus is an attempt on his part to adjust the argument so as

to continue the defense of his original position.  The second reason

is clear from what Polemarchus says next, and that statement is

revealing in more ways than one.

Polemarchus continues by saying, "However, it is still my opinion

that justice is helping friends and injuring enemies."

The first thing to notice about this sentence is the use of the word

"still."  That word refers to the continuation of something despite

some change.  What is the change?  Obviously the change is that at

one time Polemarchus thought he knew that he meant, and now he

doesn't.  But, again, what is it, what are the words that Polemarchus

previously uttered, with respect to which he formerly thought he knew

what he meant then, although now he finds that no longer knows what

he did mean?  It cannot be the opinion that Polemarchus says still

holds, for it would be absurd for Polemarchus to say, "I no longer no

what I meant by saying that justice is helping friends and injuring

enemies, however that is still my opinion." On the other hand, the

reference of "...what I did mean" must be coordinated with some

earlier assertion of the opinion that justice is helping friends and

injuring enemies, since otherwise it would make no sense for

Polemarchus to say that he "still" holds this opinion.  Therefore, I

conclude that Polemarchus must be referring to the notion which he

attributed to Simonides, which Socrates sharply challenged and which

Polemarchus has up until now been steadily defending (like an army in

retreat), namely the view that it is just to give to each what is

fitting, and that this is what Simonides meant by saying that it is

just to give to each what is owed.  That is the first thing.

The second thing to notice about this last statement by Polemarchus

is the words, "my opinion."  When did Polemarchus ever say before

that this was HIS opinion?  The answer is, Never.  In the earlier

passage, Polemarchus presented himself as the interpreter of

Simonides and the defender of his father.  This is the first time

that Polemarchus openly speaks for himself.

Let me recite once more the argument that has led to this point. In

an earlier message I said, "I have been arguing that the larger

dramatic frame for this conversation is the fact that Socrates has

suffered an injustice at the hands of Polemarchus, that Polemarchus

has declared his intention not listen to Socrates, that Polemarchus

has no awareness that his action is unjust, that to redress the

injustice Socrates must alter Polemarchus' understanding of justice,

that before he can do that Socrates must get Polemarchus to listen,

and that before he can do that Socrates must get Polemarchus to begin

speaking and acting for himself, since as long as he is not speaking

for himself he has the mind of a slave and is not capable of being

instructed about justice by Socrates."

And a little later, while discussing the shift from contracts to

partnerships, I said that "...by affirming Polemarchus in his own

predisposition to see justice as an affair of loyalty to friends,

Socrates not only begins to create the impression of an area of

agreement, of commonality, between himself and Polemarchus, which

will eventuate in a declared partnership later on.  In addition, by

steering the conversation about justice into the precinct of

Polemarchus' already established opinion about justice, Socrates has

_prepared the ground_ for empowering -- or, more accurately,

provoking -- Polemarchus to speak and act for himself."

The last part is what has now been accomplished.  Socrates has

affirmed Polemarchus in his disposition to see justice as a matter of

helping friends and harming enemies.  In so doing, Socrates has

succeeded in provoking Polemarchus to begin speaking and acting for

himself.  The declaration of partnership is still in the future, but

I think we will soon see the extent to which Polemarchus has begun to

listen.  And Polemarchus is almost alone among the characters in

Plato's dialogues in his willingness to continue the inquiry AFTER he

has been forced to acknowledge his own ignorance.

Lance

