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ABSTRACT

It can be said that for Plato theory of man and
political philosophy are tautologous. This study of
Plato's theory of man points to the fact that a key concept
in understanding Plato's political philosophy and man comes
from the same source, that is , the concept of metaxy. The
idea of metaxy is derived from the appreciation of the
dialectic movement of arguments, speeches in the dialogues.
The oscillation is argued to have been designed by the
author of the dialogues in order to guide the reader to
experience the existential moment with regard to the nature
of the soul. The investigation of the Statesman, the
Republic, the Phaedrus, the Symposium, and the Lysis, shows
that the nature of man lies in the soul whose nature is
metaxy. As regards the Platonic theory of the tripartite
soul in the Republic, self-knowledge and the art of
statesmanship are inseparable in the same way that the
study of the soul and the city are intertwined. The
philosopher must become king or statesman. As regards the
idea of the pleasurable perception of rhythm and harmony in
human nature in the Laws, dialectic and language of the
philosopher-king are educational and political at the same
time. The interplay of Dionysiac and Apollonian effects
play an important role in understanding the metaxy of human
nature and politics, or man and the city. However, the
metaxy of politics entails the politics of metaxy, which
renders a hermeneutic freedom to the reader, that is, he is
free to choose or decide what kind of interpretation he is
about to take or leave. Besides, the thesis claims a
solution, which results from its study of human nature in
the dialogues, to the enigmatic geometric riddles in the
Statesman and the Republic.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

The purpose of this thesis is twofold. One is to
render a study of Plato's theory of man in relation to his
political philosophy. The idea with regard to the relation
between the concept of human nature and politics in this
thesis is a traditional one. It is based on the assumption
that a political thinker derives his political ideas from
his conception of human nature.l! The title of the thesis
has been anticipated by John Wild's Plato'’'s Theory of Man
which was published in 1946.2

According to Strauss, Wild is said to be moved by the
historicist and teleological spirit of Marx and Heidegger
rather than Plato as his work seems to present ‘systematic
anticipation of the future' and the ‘historic nature of

3 Moreover, he ‘has not

(the) transcendental inversion'.
merely grossly failed to give a not too grossly misleading
picture of Plato's views, and especially of his political
views,' but ‘has also supplied the numerous enemies of
Plato and of Platonic studies with the strongest weapon for

which they could wish'.*%

Wild renders a too rational and rigid interpretation

1 This idea has been put forward by Forbes and Smith. See,
I. Forbes and S. Smith (eds.), Politics and Human Nature,
London, 1983.

2 John Wild, Plato's Theory of Man: An Introduction to the
Realistic Philosophy of Culture, Cambridge Massachusetts,
1946.

3 Leo Strauss, ‘On a New Interpretation of Plato's Political
Philosophy', Social Research, 13, No. 3 (September), 1946,
p. 356.

4 strauss, ibid., p. 367.
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of Plato' s political philosophy. His interpretation of

the ideal city turns to support what Popper and other

5

critics accused Plato of being totalitarian. Like Marx,

5> consider, for example, ‘The Structure of the State', in
Wild, Plato's Theory of Man, opcit., pp. 102-102: ‘The
legislative process cannot endure in a community threatened
by general illiteracy, internal revolution, or external
invasion. Hence the nature society demands first of all,
the conserving agencies of tradition and education to
maintain the plan. These have a preventive and a corrective
aspect. The schools and nmimetic arts, by means of
admonition and images, protect the law against the inborn
confusion and ignorance of succeeding generations, while
the judges and the courts protect it against violations
which arise in spite of such precautions. If possible they
correct the malformation of soul in the offender. If this
is not possible, they seclude him from the rest of society,
and thus attempt to avoid contagion.' Many scholars have
attacked Plato in a variety of ways in connection with
anti-democratic and illiberal attitudes. In his well-known
Plato Today, R.D.S. Crossman castigates Plato by saying:
‘Plato's philosophy is the most savage and most profound
attack wupon 1liberal ideas which history can show!
(Crossman, 1937, p. 32). The second, after Crossman, and
most successful criticism ever made comes from Karl Popper.
Experiencing the totalitarianism of the Nazi political
programme during the Second World War, Popper finished his
magnum opus on the sociology of politics, the Open Society
and its Enemies to welcome the end of the war. He accused
Plato's political programme of inspiring prototype of
totalitarianism and utopianism: Plato is the ideologue of
totalitarianism. Regarding Plato as an enemy of the open
society or democracy, Popper interpreted Plato's dialogues
as the political propaganda of an 01d Oligarch arguing
‘(m)en must be taught that justice is inequality' (Popper,
1945, p. 195). A.D. Winspear read Plato from a once-
fashionable Marxist socio-historical approach and concluded
that Plato was one of the leisured class (Winspear, 1956).
Following Winspear with a refining and profound integration
of the method in history of political thought, Wood and
Wood considered Plato in the light of his social context or
social class and established it as the origin of his
political theory from which they argued that Plato was an
apologist, a rationalizer of the declining aristocracy
against the polis whose ‘important component of the
ideology shared by the Socratics with many aristocrats was
a deep-rooted hatred of democracy' (Wood and Wood, 1978, p.
3). Similarly, Plato was portrayed by G.E.M. de Ste.
Croix, a Marxist social and economic historian, as ‘an
arch-enemy of democracy, anti-democratic in the highest
degree,..one of the most determined and dangerous enemies
that freedom has ever had who sneers at democracy as
involving an excess of freedom for everyone' (de Ste.
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he seems to regard social factors to be the cause of evil.

Croix, 1981, pp. 71, 412, 284). Plato'!'s account of
democracy and the democratic man in the Republic, far from
portraying democracy, represents only a ‘grotesque
caricature of at any rate the one fourth-century democracy-
-that of Athens'; moreover, de Ste. Croix argues that
democracy in fact ‘was particularly stable and showed
nothing of the tendency to transform itself into tyranny
which Plato represents as a typical feature of democracy!'
(ibid., pp. 70-71, 412). George Klosko agrees that ‘to
some extent Plato's hostility to democracy can be
attributed to his economic and social background..
(t)hroughout his writings Plato reveals many of his class's
attitudes and biases..(m)any of his criticism of the
Athenian system--and of democracy in general--were common
to his class, and it should be realized that much of what
he says along these lines is coloured by an almost inbred
hatred of these features of his state' (Klosko, 1986,
p-10). With the rise of post-structuralism and linguistic
turn, Plato's dialogues have been 1lately understood by
those of the oralist approach as evincing his preference
for an abstract ethics, attempted in 1literal discourse
which is ‘sparse, abstract, immobile', in contrast to the
‘copious, warmly human, participatory character of its oral
counterpart!' (Ong, 1982, p. 166). In defense of the
practical, situation-ethics of the Greek oral tradition,
E.A. Havelock criticises Plato's dialogues as the founder
of ‘an abstract of moral absolutes' (Quoted in Gentili,
1988, p. xvii). Although this criticism from the oralists
is aimed at the revolutionary impact of Plato's writings
rather than the man himself, nevertheless the consequence
of this kind of interpretation is far more serious.
Psychologically, it supports and enlivens the preceding
attacks on Plato's authoritarian and totalitarian mentality
which have been regarded as revealing a grotesque attitude
towards the Athenians. Finally, all these comments and
criticism above can be concluded precisely in L.B. Carter's
words that ‘Plato, in his way of life and thought, was
absolutely untypical of Greek 1life,..he would have been
regarded by the man in the street..as a "layabout", and a
"crank" ' (Carter, 1986, p. 186). See R.H.S. Crossman,
Plato Today, London, 1937; Karl Popper, The Open Society
and Its Enemies, Vol. One: The Spell of Plato, 1945; A.D.
Winspear, The Genesis of Plato's Thought, New York, 1956;
Ellen Meiskin Wood and Neal Wood, Class Ideology and
Ancient Political Theory: Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle in
Social Context, Oxford, 1978; G.E.M. de Ste. Croix, The
Class Struggle in Ancient Greek World, London, 1981; George
Klosko, The Development of Plato's Political Theory,
London, 1986; W.J. Ong, Orality and Literacy: The
Technologizing of the Word, London, 1982; Bruno Gentili,
Poetry and Its Public in Ancient Greece: From Homer to the
Fifth Century, trans. A. Thomas Cole, Baltimore, 1988; L.B.
Carter, The Quiet Athenian, Oxford, 1986.
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So controlled socialisation can cleanse the canvass of the
city. When Glaucon joins Socrates in constructing the
ideal city, he reflects what he himself regards to be
desirable. Likewise, Wild, who believes that Man is a
rational animal, anticipates in his ideal city only the
citizens who are similar to himself, that is, a rational
man.® Wild is accurate in portraying what the life of a
rational soul would be like. However, the rational soul is
not complete with regard to the Platonic tripartite soul.
He argues that all men are philosophers and sophists while
in the dialogues the philosopher and the sophist are of

7 For Plato, the philosopher-king rules

different natures.
for the sake of the happiness of all classes. For Wild, it
seems that the philosopher-king rules for the sake of his
rational and ascetic way of life. He seems to believe that
society in reality can be free from change if a well-
planned political ideal has been implemented. He seems to
forget that Socrates said that no existing cities are

8 He is not aware that

suitable for a philosophic nature.
he himself might be accused of what he accused the
historian of philosophy. He accused them of uselessly
consuming ‘the precious time and energies of the community
in consciously trying to demonstrate that this task
(history of philosophy), committed to their charge, is non-
existent or impossible'.? His case is probably worse since
he ‘unconsciously' argued that his task was a practical and

realistic one.1°

6 wilq, op. cit., p. 102.

7 wild, op. cit., p. 275.

8 plato, the Republic, (Book VI 497a-b). The translations
Plato's dialogues and letters referred to in this thesis
will be taken from Plato in Twelve Volumes, Loeb Classical
Library, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

° wild, op. cit., p. 130.

10 He regards his work as ‘an introduction to the realistic
philosophy of culture'. Wild, op. cit.
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For Strauss, writing about Plato's theory of man is
already antithetical to Platonic understanding!!, since
Plato never wrote a book on other people's ‘theories of

12 1t is an ironic remark about anyone who claims to

man'.
write a book on Plato's man. With regard to his criticisnm,
Strauss might have recourse to the fact that Plato never
wrote or said anything about this important subject on his
own but ‘what are now called his are the work of a Socrates

embellished and modernized'.l3

While Plato is anonymous,
Socrates never puts forward any definite view. Reading
between the lines of Strauss' commentary, the purpose of
the dialogues is to inspire the reader to search for self-
knowledge. With regard to Strauss' judgement, Wild's work

fails to fulfil this task.

Like its predecessor, this thesis cannot escape from
such criticism as regards ‘writing about other people's
theories of man'. If writing a book on Plato's or anyone's
theories of Man implies self-ignorance, then, self-
knowledge would have emerged from ‘writing about one's own
understanding of man'. This thesis originated in the
problem of self-ignorance. It is concerned with writing
about the view of Man of Plato. In search for Plato's man,
one becomes blind; one never sees Plato. The view of the
man one pursues is the view of the anonymous. As Plato is
anonymous and Socrates does not answer but only questions,
one is left with the anonymous; one is 1left with the
transparent; one is left alone with oneself; one is left

14

with a mirror. The paradox is inevitable for when one

11 gtrauss, op. cit., pp. 326-367.

12 gtrauss, op. cit., p. 333.
13 plato, Epistle II, (314c).
14 cf. Plato, Alcibiades I, (132d-133b):

Socrates:‘Consider in your turn: suppose that,
instead of speaking to a man, it said to the eye
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writes about Plato's man, one just writes about one's own
understanding of Man. The difference lies between the
author who realises this situation and the author who does
not.

That is, the second purpose of the thesis is to render
a work on Plato's man from a different authorial stance to
its predecessor. That is, the author realises that to
write about Plato's man is to write about his own self-
understanding. That is why a chief argument in the thesis
is that the theme of the dialogues is the search for self-
knowledge. There are two movements with regard to the
search for self-knowledge: one 1is Socratic inspiration;
the other is Platonic inspiration. The former is the
search for self-knowledge in the dialogues in a literal

of one of us, as a piece of advice--"See
thyself,"--how should we apprehend the meaning of
the admonition? Would it not be, that the eye
should look at something in looking at which it
would see itself?...Then let us think what object
there is anywhere, by looking at which we can see
both it and ourselves.'

Alcibiades:‘*Why, clearly, Socrates, mirrors and
things of that sort.'

Socrates:‘Quite right. And there 1is also
something of that sort in the eye that we see
with?...And have you observed that face of the
person who looks into another's eye is shown in
the optic confronting him, as in a mirror, and we
call this the pupil, for in a sort it is an image
of the person 1looking?...Then an eye viewing
another eye, and looking at the most perfect part
of it, the thing wherewith it sees, will thus see
itself...But if it looks at any other thing in
man or at anything in nature but what resembles
this, it will not see itself..Then if an eye is
to see itself, it must look at an eye, and at
that region of the eye in which the virtue of an
eye is found to occur; and this, I presume, is
sight...And if the soul too, my dear Alcibiades,
is to know herself, she must surely look at a
soul, and especially at that region of it in
which occurs the virtue of a soul--wisdom, and at
any other part of a soul which resembles this?'
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sense, namely, a textual self-knowledge. The latter is the
search for self-knowledge of the author in relation to the
dialogues.

With regard to the nature of the relation of the
concept of man and the construction of political theory,
it is believed that the former assists one in understanding
any political ideas set forth in the dialogues. Plato's
concept of man has been differently understood. Sextus
derives a funny picture of Plato's man from the enigmatic
passage in the Statesman by saying that Plato's man is ‘a
wingless animal, with two feet and broad nails, receptive
of political science, epistemes politikes'.l® Sextus
intentionally interpreted Plato 1literally because he
intended to discredit the useless seriousness of
philosophy, since the task of the Sceptic is ‘to expose the
folly of every form of positive doctrine!'.1®

Sextus also gives another sceptical remark with regard
to the description of man as a rational animal. He said
that ‘that "man is a rational animal" does not give a sound
description of the notion of "man" because "god" also is a
rational animal'.!?” It would be a very useful remark for
Wild if he had a view about the gods like the Greeks. A
modern man who seems to disbelieve or not to believe at all
the existence of the gods in the same way as the Greeks
did, that is, ‘god' is zoon logikon, would easily ascribe

‘being rational' to himself and mankind.!®

15 gextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians, trans. R.G.
Bury, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1935, (Book I 281).

16 sextus, ibid., ‘Introduction', p. vii.

17 gsextus, op. cit., (Book I 238).

18 A modern man calls himself Homo sapiens. However, some
argue against that ascription that ‘in the course of time
we have come to realize that we are not so reasonable after
all as the Eighteenth Century, with its worship of reason



12

The interpretation of Plato's man affects the
interpretation of his political philosophy. Popper who
regards Plato's political philosophy as an inspiring
prototype of totalitarianism and utopianism is convinced
that Plato possesses no concept of humanity or mankind.1®
He believes that Plato intends to universally apply his
political ideal to all mankind. Popper not unlike Wild
never thought that the Republic of Plato is strangely

pedagogic and therefore un-Socratic.2°

The difference
lies in that they have opposite tastes of the same view

which they similarly derived from their interpretation.

With regard to this kind of accusation, there is a
point to be noticed as regards the Greeks and their
attitudes to mankind. There is some evidence that the
Greeks possessed the idea of humanity.?2! However, the
ancient Greek ethnocentrism is also evident.?? The Greeks
thought they were superior to the barbarians.?3 Plato
might not possess the concept of humanity as Popper has
accused. Alien to his contemporaries, he 1is not
ethnocentric. 1In the Republic, Socrates told Glaucon that

and its naive optimism thought us'. J. Huizinga, Homo
Ludens: A Study of the Play-Element in Culture, London,
1980, ‘Foreword'.

19 popper, op. cit., pp. 86-119.

20 gee Barrie A. Wilson, ‘Plato: Some Inconsistencies', in
Hermeneutical Studies: Dilthey, Sophocles and Plato,
Lewiston and Lampeter, 1990, p. 125

21 Herodotus, The Histories, trans. Aubrey de Selincourt,
Harmondsworth, 1986, (Book III 35-38, 97-98), pp.218-219,
245-246) .

22 gee Edith Hall, Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self
-definition through Tragedy, Oxford, 1991.

23 Eqith Hall points to some exceptions with regard to the
political situation between the states. From this, the
ideas of ‘Barbaric Greeks' and ‘Noble Barbarians' are
regarded to be a political use. See Hall, op. cit., pp.
201-223,
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until philosophers become kings or kings become

philosophers, ‘there can be no cessation of troubles, for

our states, nor, I fancy, for the human race either!'.2¢

From this, it can be inferred that Plato either possesses
some idea of humanity or does not have any at all. He
might, as Popper understood, possess only the picture of
the just man and the city which his political ideal is
founded on and presupposed.25 If the picture of the just
man is regarded as only Plato's idea of man, then, how can
the passage 588c-d in Book Nine of the Republic be
accounted for? 1In the passage, the picture of man has been

described:

‘Mould, then, a single shape of a
manifold and many-headed beast that has
a ring of heads of tame and wild beasts
and can change them and cause to spring
forth from itself all such
growths..Then fashion one other form of
a lion and one of a man and let the
first be far the largest and the second
second in size..Join the three in one,
then, so as 1in some sort to grow
together. .Then mould about them outside
the likeness of one, look within but
who can see only the external sheath it
appears to be one living creature, the
man.'

This portrayal of man as such has been regarded as the
task of a cunning artist.?’” From the passage, man seems
to be rather beastly. The picture of man in the dialogues
then turns out to be twofold, that is, good and bad, just

24 plato, the Republic, (Book V 473d), trans. Paul Shorey,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1969. See also the Republic,
(Book V 471b-c): ‘I agree that our citizens ought to deal
with their Greek opponents on this wise, while treating
barbarians as Greeks now treat Greeks.'

25 popper, op. cit., pp. 86-119.
26 plato, the Republic, (Book IX 588c-d).

27 plato, the Republic, (Book IX 588c).
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and unjust.

In this regard, the problem of man in political theory
can be deemed a dilemma. Saying that man is good by his
nature, tabula rasa, seems to imply that the good nature
means spotlessness or blank in a new born child. A new
born child is like a white cloth. He or she is incapable
of doing evil things. To be sure, at that age, he or she
is incapable of almost everything. Here, there is perhaps
a confusion between the good and incapability. A different
view argues for similarity between man and animals with
regard to their common expression of aggression,
territorial protection etc. From this view, it can lead
to the fact that man differs from animals in degree not in
kind.

In order to resolve the problem of the dilemma of
dualism, Simone Weil has derived from Plato's dialogues the
concept of man as a being in ‘between the human and the
divine'.28 Weil has recourse to metaxy in Plato's
dialogues. For Weil, V nthe metaxy form the region of good
and evil"; they ' "are the relative and mixed blessings" of
home, country, tradition, and culture "which warm and
nourish the soul",..(i)n short, they are those human things
that mediate our existence "in-between" the Great Beast and
God'.2? So ‘the human' in the phrase is referred to
Plato's the Great Beast as portrayed in the image of many-
headed beasts. With regard to Weil's biography, she had
been oscillating between the spiritual world of
Christianity and the materialistic version of the world of
Marxism.3® Undoubtedly, she identifies Christianity with
the divine and Marxism with the Great Beast. In her escape

28 Mary G. Dietz, Between the Human and the Divine: The
Political Thought of Simone Weil, Totowa, New Jersey, 1988.

29 pjetz, ibid., p. 111. See also, Simone Weil,
Gravity and Grace, London, 1952, p. 133.

30 pjetz, op. cit., ‘The Dilemma of Worldliness', pp.
3-20.
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from the dilemma, she found that the truth of the Platonic
doctrine rejects ‘earthly illusion and a Christian love of
God'.3! The Platonic metaxy is the answer to the dilemma
of thought. This thesis studies thoroughly the Platonic
notion of metaxy from which the understanding of Plato's
theory of man and political philosophy is essentially
derived. In general, the metaxy in this thesis is similar
to what is conceived in Weil's works. However, it is not
identical.

The study of the problem of Man at this time can be

32 Since

regarded as a return to a prejudiced question.
modernity has been identified with the progress of
scientific and technological advances over the past, its
disillusion and disenchantment with the sacred world had
been regarded as its distinct enlightenment. Indeed,
modern science has found its own Man. The man of modern
science is no longer a fallen creature of sin. Man is no
longer a mystery, since, thanks to Charles Darwin, it was
declared that mankind had evolved from apes, and also,
according to Friedrich Nietzsche, God was declared dead.
To be sure, Man is dead as well, to the extent that human
nature has been deemed a precarious concept, a myth of
metaphysical and religious tradition. Man has no essence.
He can be anything and also nothing. Man paints himself in
the image he creates, putting on masks made by himself or

others. 33

31 pietz, op. cit., p. 109.

32 Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil: Prelude to

a Philosophy of the Future, in Basic Writings of Nietzsche,
Walter Kaufmann (trans. and ed.), New York, 1968, ‘On the
Prejudice of Philosophers', p. 199.

33 With regard to this point, Rorty advocates: ‘We ironists
hope, by this continual redescription, to make the best
selves for ourselves that we <can.' Richard Rorty,
Contingency, irony, and solidarity, Cambridge, 1989, p. 80.
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Scientific explanations have been taken for granted as
the sole legitimate discourse on the human being. No
matter what kind of discipline it is, it would be regarded
as groundless if it did not associate itself with the
scientific method. Even philosophy itself, here in the
case of Nietzsche, also bases itself, albeit partly, on

scientism.34

34 gcientism in social and political sciences is the Kantian
legacy. Kant thought that all questions can be answered if
a fundamental question has been solved, namely, ‘What is
Man?'. Kant hoped that this could be done in his
‘anthropology from a pragmatic point of view'. However,
the Kantian attempt to combine and unify diverse knowledge
about human beings in conjunction with his distinction of
phenomena from noumena entails the separation and
reconciliation between philosophy and science. Kantian
transcendental philosophy yields the impossibility of all
metaphysics. Ironically, empirical science becomes
philosophical and philosophy becomes empirical. Moreover,
his attempt to secure a firm ground for any future
metaphysics effects the reverse since noumena are
inaccessible; therefore the only sensible and practical
methodology of human understanding is positivism and
empirical science whose object of study are phenomena. 1In
this respect, metaphysical philosophy must either crumble
down or transform itself into a philosophy of empiricism.
Kant's anthropology fails to achieve what he demanded of a
philosophical anthropology. Whether the interpretation of
Kant's philosophy be right or wrong, however, his legacy
bequeathed to Western philosophy comes to opposing results
which Kant himself never anticipated before. Philosophy was
going to lose its metaphysical ground. In response to
Kantian enigmatic dichotomy of noumena and phenomena,
Hegelian idealism and Schopenhauerean existentialism
emerged. Hegelian philosophy in its extreme form, swung
towards the realm of the thing-in-itself. Schopenhauer was
well aware of the one-sidedness of both materialism and
idealism. He argued that each position cannot make its
argument plausible by dispensing with the other.
Subjective and objective do not form a continuum.
According to him, the answer to the problem of subject-
object dichotomy lies in man himself. Human will as thing-
in-itself is metaphysical and man himself is only
phenomenon of this will. This is how Schopenhauer extended
Kant's teaching about the phenomena of man and his actions
by interpreting that all phenomena in nature are founded
upon the will.

Also, if nature consists of natura naturata and natura
naturans, then man is nature herself , since the will of
man here is the will-to-live that objectifies itself in the
phenomenon of the body. And through the objectification of
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the will, the life of the whole of mankind is likewise to
be found in it both as regards its empirical and its
transcendental significance. With regard to the will-to-
live, man differs from other animals only in degree not in
kind.

In consequence, Schopenhauer distinguishes what is so
unique in man, namely self-consciousness and consciousness
of the existence of other beings. This kind of wonder
which Schopenhauer traced back to the Platonic-Aristotelian
tradition as a very philosophical emotion presupposed in
everyone was generalised as a universal aspect of mankind.
From this, Schopenhauer visualised man as an animal
metaphysicum who has ‘a predominantly strong metaphysical
need'. Although there are two kinds of metaphysics,
namely, one for the philosopher, and the other for the
mass, that does not matter insofar as the wise and the
ignorant are different from each other in degree. Man is
an animal metaphysicum, in other words, man is the person
who wonders at himself and the world; given that, he cannot
dispense with some kind of explanation to console his
metaphysical insecurity and this cannot be anything other
than a metaphysical explanation purporting to 1lead to
metaphysical truth.

For Schopenhauer, the way to truth is no longer
impossible, like that of Kant, but man has to know himself.
Schopenhauer's Will as ultimate self-knowledge has rendered
not new knowledge but tautology. Nietzsche resented
Schopenhauer's thesis of the will as the ultimate truth in
the world. To argue that truth is realised when the will
itself has become known by man indicates to Nietzsche that
‘Schopenhauer only did what philosophers are in the habit
of doing---he adopted a popular prejudice and exaggerated
it' (‘on the Prejudice.', opcit., p. 215). ‘How can man
know himself?', this question was posed by Nietzsche to
challenge all previous attempts at understanding the being
of man. Particularly, his aim was directed against those
thinkers who believed that metaphysical and cosmological
truth could be revealed once the answer to the question of
human nature had been revealed: ‘All philosophers have the
common failing of starting out from man as he is now and
thinking they can reach their goal through an analysis of
him' (Human all too Human, pp. 12-13). Nietzsche
criticises that kind of view regarding man as an aeterna
veritas which originates with Descartes' searching for
certainty in ego cogito ergo sum (Heidegger, ‘The
Cartesian.', pp. 102-103) has obsessively influenced many
past thinkers to ‘involuntarily think of man as something
constant in the midst of all flux, as a sure measure of
things' (Human., p. 103).

As regards the interpretation of Kant's philosophy,
see Herbert Schnadelbach, Philosophy in Germany 1831-1933,
translated by Eric Matthew, Cambridge, 1984, pp. 219, 220,
66-108, 218, 221-222., For the influence of Kant upon the
merging of empiricism and positivism in modern social
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The results of recent scientific researches appear to
indicate that man and animals differ in degree not in
kind.3%> pParadoxically, the research on human behaviour

scientific theory, see Jeffrey T. Bergner, The Origins of
Formalism in Social Science, Chicago, 1981, pp. 11, 19.
Also see Arthur Schopenhauer's criticism of Kantian
philosophy in The World as Will and Representation, Vol.
One, translated by E.F.J. Payne, New York, 1958, pp. 418-
419, 415, 425, 434-437, 417-417 ‘On the Fundamental View of
Idealism', in The World as Will and Representation, Vol.
Two, translated E.F.J. Payne, New York, 1958, pp. 12-13;
Axel Honneth and Hans Joas, Social Action and Human Nature,
translated by Raymond Meyer, Cambridge, 1988, pp. 42; Peter
Langford, Modern Philosophies of Human Nature: Their
emergence from Christian Thought, The Hague, 1986, p. 75.
See Immanuel Kant, Introduction to Logic: An Essay on the
Mistaken Subtility of the Four figures, translated by
Thomas Kingsmill Abbott, London, 1963, @ 186, 184, 185;
Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View, translated by
M.J. Gregor, The Hague, 1974, pp. xiii, xi; Metaphysical
First Principles of Natural Science, translated by E.B.
Bax, London, 1883, A 382; Critique of Pure Reason,
translated by Norman Kemp Smith, London, 1929, B2-10;
Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, translated by Lewis
White Beck, Indianapolis, 1950, @ 265-266. For the idea of
Schopenhauerean Man, see Arthur Schopenhauer, ‘On Man's
need for Metaphysics', in The World as Will. Vol. Two, op.
cit., pp. 179, 177, 173, 174-175, 172, 160, 171, 164, On
the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason,
translated by K. Hillebrand, London, 1888,pp. 180, 183, ‘On
the Fundamental View of Idealism', op. c¢cit., pp. 10, 13,
16, ‘The World as Will: First Aspect!, in The World as
will, Vol. One, op. cit., p. 125, ‘The World as Will:
Second Aspect', in The World as Will. Vol. One, op. cit.,
pp. 289, 124, 276, ‘On Religion', in Essays and Aphorisms,
selected and translated by R.J. Hollingdale, Harmondsworth,
1970, p. 344; Langford, op. cit., p. 88. Concerning
Nietzsche, see Friedrich Nietzsche, ‘On the Prejudice of
Philosophers', op. cit.; Martin Heidegger, ‘The Cartesian
Cogito as Cogito Me Cogitare', in Nietzsche, Vol. 4,
translated by J. Stambaugh, D.F. Krell, and F.A. Capuzzi,
New York, 1982, pp. 102-110.

35 Stephen R.L. Clark observes that ‘the unity of mankind

(the biological taxon) does not rest in the possession of
a common nature, but in being a breeding population such
that my ancestors and my descendants alike may be yours as

well' (Clark, pp. 17-33). ‘' "being human," " Clark
emphasises, ‘remains a concept of folk taxonomy' (ibid., p.
28). Tim Ingold, a social anthropologist, remarks

similarly that if humanity were defined as Homo loquens, ‘a
natural kind including all animals with language and
speech, we could have to admit the possibility both of
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turns out to be an attempt to discover what is inhuman in
human. It is difficult to draw a demarcation line between
human and non-human. It seems that the more advanced our
scientific knowledge is, the 1less natural our species is
put forward. Human nature is conceived as only a myth or
an egoistic prejudice of the species.3® Man differs from

individuals of human parentage "dropping out" of human
kind, and of individuals of non-~-human parentage "coming in"
' (Ingold, 1988, p. 6). Balaji Mundkur, a molecular and
cell biologist, argues that the explanation of religiosity
in human behaviour lies not in the sociocultural aspects of
human nature (such as cultural diversity, as many social
and cultural anthropologists believe), but that in fact it
is Jjust a phenomenon of physiological sensitivity to
specific environmental stimuli innate in individuals of

even the lowest animal species (Mundkur, p. 151). He
summarises that ‘explanations (of religiosity) rooted in
biochemical genetics, organic evolution and the

neurophysiology of subconscious (and sometimes conscious)
behavioural tendencies take priority, but acquire meaning
only against a background of interpretations derived from
sociocultural anthropology' (ibid., p. 178). See T. Ingold
(ed.), What is an Animal?, Manchester, 1988; Stephen R.L.
Clark, ‘Is Humanity a natural kind?', Ingold (ed.), ibid.;
Balaji Mandkur, ‘Human animality, the mental imagery of
fear, and religiosity', in Ingold (ed.), opcit.

36 The rise of sociobiology refutes the idea of human nature
as a unique species. Sociobiology is properly viewed as an
excellent adjunct to evolutionary theory. Its theoretical
and empirical base is almost exclusively that of neo-
Darwinian evolutionary theory and research. Edward O.
Wilson, the founder of this new science of man, argues that
‘human nature is just one hodgepodge out of many
conceivable' (Wilson, 1978, p. 23). Although it is true
that human behaviour is controlled by our species'!
biological inheritance the gene-pool that constitutes a
shared human nature--yet ecological factors interact with
that biological characteristic and influence the evolution
and changes of living animals, including human beings. Not
only do we need to take into account innate nature (i.e.
genetic traits) in understanding living beings but also the
external nature of the social context in which they 1live
and interact. The difference between man and animals is in
degree not in kind. Wilson reinforces his argument by
showing that the brightest chimpanzees, by means of
American sign language, ‘can learn vocaburaries of two-
hundred English words and elementary rules of syntax,
allowing them to invent such sentences as "Mary gives me
apple" '(ibid., pp. 25-26). So the symbolic behaviour once
claimed to be one of the exclusively human traits must be
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animals in degree not in kind.

Plato's dialogue which deals with the division between
man and animals is the Statesman. The discussion of the
Statesman in this thesis shows that the division between
man and animals has to be made by having recourse to the
geometric square root which conveys a meaning of dynamism.
Also, the argument of the Eleatic Stranger with regard to
the fallacy of the criterion of a rational animal, zoon
logikon, which does not distinguish between a crane and

37

man”’ would call attention to those sociobiologists whose

dismissed. Also, the label of man as Homo faber is no
longer Jjustified since ‘maps of <chimpanzee tool-
making..might be placed without notice into a chapter on
primitive culture in an anthropology textbook' (ibid., p.
31). Nancy M. Tanner's research supports that of Wilson
that humankind is identified with the biological taxon,
connected synchronically in a complex web of ecological
interdependencies, and diachronically in the all-
encompassing genealogy of phylogenetic evolution. She is
convinced that though culture is the human adaption towards
outside nature, it was not a movement out of animality but
an extension of its frontiers: modern humans are no less
"animal" than Australopithecines or chimpanzees (Tanner,
pp. 127-140). Arguing along the same lines as Wilson that
humankind is in degree not in kind different from other
non-humans, the 1inability of speech of chimpanzees
originating in the size of their brains, which are only
one-third as large as our own (Wilson, op. cit., p. 25) in
order to stipulate our indissoluble connection with our
pre-human past Tanner refers to Clifford Geertz ‘as the
Homo sapiens brain is about three times as large as that of
the Australopithecines, the greater part of human cortical
expansion has followed, not preceded, the "beginning of our
culture' (Tanner, op. cit., p. 136). See Edward O. Wilson,
On Human Nature, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1978; Nancy M.
Tanner, ‘On Becoming Human, Our Links with our Past', in
Ingold (ed.), op. cit. Sociobiology enormously attracts the
attention of all kinds of academics and non-academics. See
John Bonner, ‘A New Synthesis of Principles that underlies
all animal societies', Scientific American, 233 (October)
1975, pp. 129-131; Pierre L. Van den Berghe, ‘Review of
Sociobiology: The New Synthesis', Contemporary Sociology,
5 (6) 1976, pp. 593-600; Nicholas Petryszak, ‘The
Biosociology of the Social Self', Sociological Quaterly, 20
(Spring) 1979, pp. 291-303; John Baldwin and Janice
Baldwin, ‘Sociobiology: A Balanced Biosocial Theory!',
Pacific Sociological Review, 23 (January) 1980, pp. 3-27.

37 plato, Statesman, (263d-e).
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argument has been supported by their behaviourial research
of the brightest chimpanzees.

While science keeps on proving that the nature of
human is animal, philosophy under Nietzschean influence
keeps announcing the end of everything including the
question of Man. Nietzsche's view of man has been strongly
influenced by Darwinism and the rise of biologism as a

rigorous science.38

He argues that man cannot be totally
understood since ‘man 1is the animal that is not yet
established, as it were an embryo of the man of the future.
Man cannot be ‘a sure measure of things'. In fact, what
has been regarded as human nature by the philosopher is ‘at
bottom no more than a testimony as to the man of a very

39

limited period of time'. It is their lack of historical

sense that makes them fail to be aware that ‘man has

become' .40

With the exhaustion of metaphysics resulting from
Kantian 1legacy, the concept of human nature has been
regarded as obsolete. Aiken comments about the present

38 gchnadelbach, opcit., p. 100. See also, Nietzsche, ‘Anti
-Darwinism' in The Will to Power, translated by Walter
Kaufmann and R.J. Hollingdale, edited by Walter Kaufmann,
New York, 1967, p. 364.

39 Nietzsche, Human all too Human, op. cit., p. 13.

40 op. cit. For Nietzsche, the problem of man can be
propounded in the following way: ‘Everything essential in
the development of mankind took place in primeval times,
long before the four thousand years we more or less know
about; during these years mankind may well not have altered
very much. But the philosopher here sees "instincts" in man
as he now is and assumes that these belong to the
unalterable facts of mankind and to that extent could
provide a key to the understanding of the world in general:
the whole teleology is constructed by speaking of man of
the last four millennia as of an eternal man towards whom
all things in the world have had a natural relationship
from the time he began. But everything has become: there
are no eternal facts, 3just as there are no absolute
truths.'
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situation of philosophy that ‘above all, it seems, the
anti-metaphysical age'.%! Under Nietzsche's influence,
Heidegger argues against any metaphysical question as a
prejudiced question. The efforts made to determine ‘the
essence of man' are metaphysical.42 That kind of
metaphysical question concerning human essence Heidegger
calls ' "Humanism": for this is humanism: to reflect and to
care that man be human and not un-human, "inhuman", i.e.
outside of his essence'.43 Neither Marxism nor
Christianity escapes Heidegger's attack on the metaphysical

foundations. %4

Heidegger as well as Nietzsche declines
the question of human nature as such insofar as there is
something more than man. For Nietzsche said that man
cannot be the measure of things since he is an
unestablished animal. Michel Foucault, in his essay on
Nietzsche, argues in the same light that ‘nothing in man--
not even his body--is suffificiently stable to serve as the
basis for self-recognition or for understanding other

45  Jacques Derrida proposes that now it is time for

men'.
‘the Ends of Man' or, in fact, the end of metaphysical man.
Mankind has come to an end since from now on man has no
goal, no ends to achieve as he used to struggle in the

past.46

4l H.p. Aiken, ‘Introduction', in Philosophy in the
Twentieth Century Vol Three: Contemporary European Thought,
op. cit., p. 4.

42 Heidegger, ‘Letter on Humanism', in Philosophy in
the Twentieth Century Vol. Three, op. cit., p. 198.

43 Heidegger, ‘Letter on Humanism', op. cit., p. 196.
44 op. cit., p. 197.

45 Michel Foucault, ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, History', in
Language, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected essays and
interviewed, translated by Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry
Simon, Oxford, 1977, p. 153.

46 see Jacques Derrida, ‘The Ends of Man', in Margins of
Philosophy, translated by A. Bass, Chicago, 1982, pp. 109~
136.



23

Consequently, humankind is not as ‘essential' as one
had understood, but has become what it is by a transition
from a non or pre-human stage, then logically from the
evolutionary point of view---Stephen R.L. Clark summarizes
that the ‘notional barrier between human and post-human (so

to speak) is just as porous'.47

Man is not a being but a
becoming, always in transition. Then we seem to be

convinced of what Clark put so well:

‘If humankind (biological taxon) is at
most only an accidental unity, and if
humanity (the normal essence which
serves us well enough at the level of
liberal political theory) is only a
collection of those traits which we
expect to see in those whom we choose
to judge according to human standards,
then the UNESCO insistence on "the
unity of mankind" can only be a moral
and political programme, not a report
upon a relatively unknown species.'

The concept of human nature becomes a hollow
proclamation. Not unlike other political concepts such as
liberty, equality, sovereignty, the state, etc., human
nature becomes a term not of science but of ideology-- ‘a
phrase that men use to 1legitimize institutions and
practices that preserve the privileges of a given class,
race, or sex at the expense of the rest of mankind'.4®
The problem of Man which has been taken so seriously for
ages is no longer a philosophia perennis. Hence, it
implies that if any obsession with the problem remains
someone's grave concern, his presupposition would be
regarded as anachronistic and also a prejudice, alien to
his contemporaries. A question might be posed to him; Why

47 clark, op. cit., p. 25.
48 op. cit., pp. 28-9.
49 pavid J. Levy, Political Order: Philosophical

Anthropology, Modernity, and the Challenge of Ideology,
Baton Rouge, 1987, p. 2.



24

is he so seriously concerned with the problem of Man which

is now regarded as obsolete in the modern age?

Indeed Nietzsche's immense nihilistic impact upon the
thinkers of our time is a phenomenon. In the conclusion of
this thesis, Nietzschean influence is accounted with regard
to the music of Dionysus, the god of wine, the disguised
stranger whose song and dance seems discordant, irritating,
and unbearable to the Apollonians who possess the opposite
kind of music. Nietzschean music once rendered a Dionysiac
effect. Cups of wine which intoxicated drinkers was once
a kind of pharmakon. However, it 1is argued that a
pharmakon can become poisonous. The philosopher-king whose
art of statesmanship is derived from the understanding of
the nature of the soul and the city would determine when
‘Dionysus and wine-drinking' is useful and when it is not.
When the music of Dionysus turns out to be poisonous, the
philosopher-king will call for the music of Apollo. The
demise of the question of man as a philosophia perennis
originated in the Dionsysiac effect of Nietzschean music.
The return of the question of man here can be regarded as
a Dionysiac effect to an Apollonian and an Apollonian
effect to a Dionysian. The return of Man is regarded as
situated in the politics of metaxy.

With regard to the problem of Socrates in Plato's
dialogues, this thesis bases itself on the assumption that
Socrates becomes a famous figure in the history of
philosophy because of Plato's literary genius. The attempt
to separate a historical Socrates from a Platonic Socrates
cannot be successful with regard to our meagre historical
evidence. Recently, Burnyeat's criticism of I.F. Stone's
The Trial of Socrates is a good witness to this point.%°

50 M.L. Burnyeat, ‘Did Stone Solve the Socrates Case?', The
New York Review of Books, Vol. XXXV, No. 5, March 31, 1988,
p. 18. I.F. Stone, The Trial of Socrates, London, 1988.
See also, John Burnet, ‘The Socratic Doctrine of the Soul',
Proceedings of the British Academy, 1916, p 243; David
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Whatever effect the dialogues have on the reader in the
direction of questioning, this is the impulsive element in
Platonic inspiration. Under his 1literary genius and
incisive understanding of the nature of oral and literate
discourse in relation to the nature of man resulting in the
peculiar form of the dialogues in the interplay between
jest and earnest, Plato creates a work that embraces major
possible explanations given by Plato scholars to the
problem ‘why did Plato write the dialogues?'®! First, as
some scholars believed, they were written in an intriguing
way that would allow their author to present unorthodox
points of view and to exonerate himself from the fate of

52 gecondly and significantly, it

Socrates or Protagoras.
is intended to effectively inspire and guide potential
philosophic nature to the good. Thirdly, if the Platonic
writings are regarded as a work of a philosopher-king,
then, it is intended not only to inspire philosophic nature
but also to deter the rise of undesirable ones. The
Platonic writings are regarded as engaging in the politics

of the soul.

The next two chapters discuss the meaning of the
‘Socratic Mission'. They are a general discussion of the
dialogues as a whole. They demonstrate the Socratic
ignorance is Socrates' irony. It is a part of the Socratic
elenchus which 1is aimed at ‘making shame' of the
interlocutor. Shame is related to acknowledgment of self-

Grene, Greek Political Theory: The Image of Man in
Thucydides and Plato, Chicago, 1950, p. 103; W.K.C.
Guthrie, Socrates, Cambridge, 1971, pp. 5-6; C.D.C. Reeve,
Socrates in the Apology: An Essay on Plato's Apology of
Socrates, Cambridge, 1989, p. xiii.

51 charles L. Griswold, Jr., ‘Introduction', Platonic
Writings Platonic Readings, New York, 1988, p. 2.

52 Protagoras was put on trial and expelled from Athens
because of his outrageous writing on the gods. He died by
drowning on a sea voyage after leaving Athens. Griswold,
Jr., ‘Plato's Metaphilosophy: Why Plato wrote Dialogues',
in Griswold, Jr., ibid., p. 143.
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ignorance which is a point of departure in pursuit of self-
knowledge. The Socratic mission is concerned with the care
of the soul. Chapter Three ends with Socrates' claim that
he was one of the few in Athens who practised the art of
statesmanship. The metaxy begins to conceive itself in
Chapter Four. It analyses the search for the chief concern
of the statesman which has been done in quite a circuitous
way. The analysis of the dialectic division and geometric
finishing in the process of searching for man as the
statesman's chief concern answers the problematic use of
the geometric square root in the dialogue. Human beings
are potentially animal. The discussion continues to
investigate the essence of man which separates him from
other animals. The Cratylus is brought into the discussion
as regards its discussion of the name of Man. The theory
of the correctness of names plays an important role with
regard to the name of Hector and Astyanax whose names
ironically do not correspond to their nature. In the
dialogue, the discussion reveals the oscillating movement
between the realm of the human and the realm of the divine.
There 1is an analysis of Socrates' ironic claim of
Euthyphro's divine possession in the Cratylus. The
Euthyphro and some related dialogues are discussed as
regards the epistemological condition of the poets and the
sophists.

Chapter Five renders the interpretation of the name of
Man, anthropos, against the context which results from the
discussion in the previous chapter. The interpretation of
the name of Man has to be done with regard to the rhythmic
movement between the human and the divine and the analysis
of the name of Orestes' 1lineage 1in association with
Hesiod's myth of the races. What results from the
interpretation is that man differs from animals because he
partakes of divine quality, that is, anathrei, 'being able
to look up at'!. However, the problem arises when Socrates
gave his 1linguistic analysis of soma and psuche as
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Hermogenes raised immediately after the name of Man had
been explained. The soul which Socrates explained is
incompatible with his analysis of the name of man. This
chapter concludes with a chimerical picture of man and the
request to return to the examination of the nature of the
soul.

Chapter Six elaborates Book One and Two of the
Republic with regard to the origin of the theme of the
study of justice in the soul in the image of the city.
Chapter Seven discusses the image of justice in the city as
the enlargement of the justice in the soul. The city
consists of three classes in the same way that the soul is
tripartite. All three classes and their counterparts are
indispensable to the existence of the city and the soul.
The second half of the chapter starts with the discussion
of Book Eight of the Republic in which Socrates in the
spirit of the Muses narrated the four major types of the
imperfect polities. The beginning passage of Socrates'
speech is interpreted in relation to Diotima's speech in
the Symposium. The concept of ‘procreation' is significant
with regard to the account of the generation of the
imperfect souls and cities. The analytic description of
Socrates's speech on the imperfect polities and souls
begins Chapter Eight. The discussion moves from the
decline of an aristocracy and aristocratic man to timarchy,
oligarchy, democracy and then tragically ends when the
tyrannical life emerges. Man and the city are considered
to be in the either/or state, that is, if they are not
just, they are unjust. The description of the decline of
a polity and a man casts light on the cause of their
decline which lies in the love of the immortality of what
they regard to be the good.

Chapter Nine starts by examining whether the nature of
the soul is discord or harmony. It turns to the Phaedo and
the Phaedrus. Both are generally understood to contain a
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major discussion of the nature of the soul. The nature of
the soul is not harmony since it is self-motion. The soul
is moved by love. Love is the essence of the tripartite
soul. Each part of the soul has different objects of love.
With regard to the soul as a whole, there are two kinds of
love which are likened to the image of a pair of winged
horses and the charioteer. The nature of the soul is
proved to be metaxy. Section Four of the chapter can be
regarded as the essence of the thesis. It gives a
comprehensive picture of the meaning of metaxy as the
understanding of the nature of the soul which is regarded
as the idea of the good when the soul understands itself
and apprehends the cause of all things. The elaboration of
this includes the discussion of the allegory of the Cave
and the Divided Line. The interpretation in this section
also renders a key answer to understanding the geometric
riddle of the perfect number in the beginning of Socrates'
speech on the imperfect polities in Book Eight of the
Republic.

Chapter Ten returns to discuss the notion that the
Socratic mission is political. It explains the
relationship between man and politics by having recourse to
what has been discussed with regard to the just and unjust
city and man in previous chapters with reference to
Averroes's commentary on Socrates!' speech of the unjust
polities. Man and the city are self-motion. They are
moved by the power of love of each element and each class.
The dynamism in man and the city is political. The idea of
the pleasurable perception of rhythms and harmony of man
which is introduced in the Laws is taken into account as
regards the understanding of the movement of politics in
the soul and the city. It leads to the discussion of the
signification of the twofold meaning of theatre in relation
to Dionysus and Apollo, and the chorus. The idea of
mimetic action and ‘sympathetic magic' are brought to
assist the understanding of human perception of harmony and
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rhythm.

Chapters Eleven and Twelve are concerned with the
unity of the art of statesmanship and philosophy. As the
art of statesmanship originates from self-knowledge, it
returns to meticulously discuss the Statesman as in itself
a practice of the art of statesmanship. The knowledge of
the art of statesmanship, the statesman, the philosopher,
and its practice is inseparable.

Apart from formally summarising what has been said,
the concluding part turns to the Platonic inspiration and
reminds the reader of the ironic situation of the Platonic
dialogues. Irony comes to the fore. It points to the
metaxy of man and politics which entails the politics of
metaxy.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Pursuit of the Socratic Mission:
What are the questions presupposes?

The Aeschylean tragedy tells its audience that there
never exists a straightforward solution to any kind of
conflict, whether it be ideas or persons, human and divine,
since ‘no one, no idea, is ever wholly good or bad; the
most that can be said is that there may be a preponderance

1 rFor

of good on a particular side at a particular time'.
Aeschylus only the democratic polis, ‘where freedom of
argument and voting allows all sides of the truth to be
brought to 1light', could end a long suffering of the
‘irreconcilable blood-feud of the House of Atreus'.?2
Although a final decision of the democratic polis seems to
be the key to individual and communal salvation, however,
Sophocles' ‘tragic hero' whose ‘unconquerable will and
unquenchable pride..carries his refusal to bend either to
Fate or to circumstances to the extent of resisting both
the gods and the polis' reflects ‘the clash of individual

3 His plays

personality with the claims of the polis'.
portray a conflicting nature between man and the city,
between a reason of man and raison d'etat. Compared with
Aeschylus, the Sophoclean tragedy is understood to have
‘shifted to reliance on individual heroism rather than
civic solidarity as the only final bulwark against an
incomprehensible, perhaps hostile, universal order, the

Aeschylean bond between individual, city and cosmos has

1 John B. Morrall, ‘Political Ideas in Greek Tragedy',
Polis, 1979, p. 8.

2 rbid.

3 op. cit., pp. 10-11.
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been though perhaps reluctantly, snapped'.4 For Sophocles,
like Aeschylus, there is no simple solution to the problem
of human life, individual and communal. Unlike Aeschylus'
faith in the democratic polis, Sophoclean tragedy tells us
that individual heroism instead of the polis is the answer.
For Aeschylus and Sophocles, the problem can be said to lie
in a dilemma between good and good, that is between an
individual's and the others'. However, it becomes a
conflict between bad and bad in Euripides. Euripidean
tragedy regards the human condition as being one of
inevitable suffering. Moreover, the polis ‘accentuates
rather than relieves' it.?> It seems that tragedy ends
itself tragically in Euripides' pessimism where ‘the tragic
and democratic visions collapsed together'.®

The search for the good then starts where tragedy ends
itself tragically. The problem of human life exists
because man regards what satisfies him as desirable, and
its opposite as undesirable. What is desirable is regarded
as good, agathos, and its opposite, bad, kakia. There are
three possibilities which can be said to put an end to
human problems. First, when what is undesirable has been
completely abolished from human life. If that is not
possible, then, the second alternative 1is that human
problems would no longer exist when man finds no difference
between what is desirable and what is not desirable, or
‘what is and what is not'. Again, if that is not possible,
the final solution offers that human problems would
discontinue if human life no longer exists. But if there
is a possibility that the problems still continue somewhere
beyond, then, the other, yet unknown, alternative must be
looked for.

However, whatever the solution might be, it is

4 op. cit., p. 12.
> op. cit., p. 13.

6 op. cit., p. 15.
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undeniable that the search as such is necessarily derived
from the fact that man desires what is good. And what is
good makes him happy because it fulfils his desire. It is
the care of the self that makes man desire what is good and
avoid what is bad. Man has his self-interest to take care
of. So it seems that self-love is a natural human
activity. Colts or calves are to be looked after by a
horse-trainer or a husbandman for their welfare. For the
care of human beings, Socrates is said to have been
searching for the one ‘who has knowledge of that kind of
excellence, aretes, that of a man and of a citizen?'’
Socrates investigates the problem and situation concerning
the education and the perfection of man as a man and as a
citizen. Of course, virtue and the good are what man
regards as desirable. But what are those things called the
good, agathon, and virtue, arete? Socrates asks for the
explanation of them from those people who are supposed to
know the answer.

Arete and agathon are said to be ‘the most powerful
words of commendation used of a man both in Homer and in
later Greek,' implying ‘the possession by anyone to whom
they are applied of all qualities most highly valued at any

time by Greek society!'.®

For example, agathos and arete in
Homeric usage are closely associated with qualities and
skills mostly conducive towards success in war and in
protection of one's families and dependants in peace. Such

qualities are military prowess and craftiness which Adkins

7 plato, Apology, (20a-b).

8 A.W.H. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility: A Study in
Greek Values, Chicago and London, 1975, pp. 30, also pp.
31, 156.
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9

calls competitive excellences. Also, in Homeric society,

one can see that the agathos and arete of men evidently

differs from that of women.1©

Following this, it can be
said that their usage varies with the context to which they
belong.ll According to Homeric values, what are regarded
as the quiet qualities such as moderation, sophrosyne,
justice, dikaiosyne, prudent, pepnumenos or pinutos,
beauty, kalon, are necessary for men to possess in order to
be agathos.12 However, after the seventh century B.C.,
the demand for these quieter qualities as virtues
increases.

As regards moderation, sophrosyne 13 Helen North

° 1bid., p. 7.

10 Agkins concludes that in Homeric society ‘to be
agathos, one must be brave, skilful, and successful in war
and in peace; and one must possess the wealth and (in
peace) the 1leisure which are at once the necessary
conditions for the development of these skills and the
natural reward of their successful employment’'. With
regard to the different requirements in men and women,
‘Homeric women may be effectively censured for actions
which Homeric heroes have a strong claim to be allowed to
perform'. See Adkins, op. cit., pp. 36-37.

11 As Alasdair MacIntyre argues following Adkins's study
that as the word agathos is ancestor for our good, ‘(s)o
in our ordinary English use of good, "good, but not kingly,
courageous, or cunning" makes perfectly good sense; but in
Homer, "agathos, but not kingly, courageous, or clever"
would not even be a morally eccentric form of judgement,
but as it stands simply an unintelligible contradiction.'
See Alasdair MacIntyre, A Short History of Ethics: A
History of Moral Philosophy from the Homeric age to the
Twentieth Century, London, Melbourne and Henley, 1986, p.
6, and especially Chapter II: ‘The Prephilosophical History
of "Good" and the Transition to Philosophy'.

12 Agkins, op. cit., pp. 37-38, 43-46, 61. To be sure,
these quiet values are not completely valued but they are
just less valued with regard to Homeric society.

13 Hugh Lloyd-Jones agrees with Helen North that the term
sophron which is rare in Homer and absent from early lyric
really acquires importance in Theognis. He comments that
sophron should be understood as ‘safe-thinking' not
‘prudence' or ‘moderation'. Sophron, as Lloyd-Jones
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shows that ‘by the middle of the sixth century, it had been
recognized as the characteristic excellence of the Athenian
citizen in time of peace, celebrated in epitaphs together
with arete, the corresponding virtue in time of war'.l4
Also, justice, dikaiosyne is identified with arete in
Theognis' Elegies whose date is assumed to be around the

sixth and fifth centuries.l®

However, the term sophia,
wisdom, is still regarded as a desirable quality. But,
like agathos and arete, the meaning of sophia is viewed
differently with regard to the changing context of agathos

and arete. Of Homeric arete, sophia is regarded as one of

perceives, is ‘the kind of thinking that protects one from
hybris..(w)hen one bears in mind the ineradicable tendency
of the Greeks, once they have tasted wealth or success, to
become intoxicated by it, the practical value of this moral
concept becomes obvious' (p. 53). He also warns that it
might not be as North argued for the increased importance
of the concept during the seventh and sixth centuries since
one ‘cannot really be sure that changes of fortune (in 700-
600) were commoner then than, say, during the ninth and
eighth centuries; the occurrence in Homer of terms 1like
pinytos, pepnymenos, echephron, should warn us against too
easy an acceptance of such an explanation' (p. 177). See
Hugh Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus, Berkeley and London,
1971; Helen North, Sophrosyne: Self-knowledge and Self-
restraint in Greek Literature, Ithaca, New York, 1966.

14 North, ibid., p. 150.

15 Adkins, op. cit., p. 78. At 145-48 in Theognis' Elegies
runs like this:

‘It's better, Kurnos, to be poor and
good Than rich and crooked, if you have
to choose. All excellence, arete,
amounts to being just, dikaios, and
real gentlemen, agathos, obey the
rules.'

Hesiod and Theognis, translated by Dorethea Wender, London,
1985, Helen North argues ‘the poems of Hesiod, the
product of a nonheroic, peasant culture, set up a new
standard of arete, in which the value of measure, restraint
and self-control is enormously enhanced...(t)he life of the
peasant is supportable only by the exercise of the cautions
and prudent virtues, just as the life of the little Boetian
community is tolerable only when justice and eunomia (good
order) exists.' North, op. cit., p. 9.
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the qualities of agathos as it refers to a skilled

counsellor.16

In this sense Odysseus is a good example.
He is understood to be a favourite of Homer since he is
both brave and sagacious. His sophia lies in his prudent
counsel and craftiness with which lying and deception are

indispensable.l?

This quality of sophia is still highly valued even in
the fifth century.!® As North points it out in Euripides'
fragments. Contrary to its traditional values, this sophia
is no longer aimed at assisting the agathos to defeat his
enemy in war. Through one's speech, his sophia is expected
to ‘ward(s) off evil deeds, preventing battles and civil
strife, since such actions are fair both for the entire
city and for all the Hellenes'.l? So it seems that the
development of a new system or assessment of human
excellences after Homer has culminated in the emergence of
a set of key ideas around the sixth to fifth century.2°
It is generally regarded later as a canon of cardinal
virtues. Superficially, it is a mixture of the traditional
and the new values. Courage, andreia, and wisdom, sophia

16 Adkins, op. cit., p. 159.

17 Homer, Iliad (19.154), translated by E.V. Rieu,
Harmondsworth, 1978, p. 358. See Herbert Jennings Rose and
Charles Martin Robertson, *‘Odysseus', 1in The Oxford
Classical Dictionary, ed. N.G.L. Hammond and H.H. Scullard,
Oxford, Second Edition, 1989, pp. 746-747.

18 Adkins compares Aeschylus' use of the term sophos in
the fifth century with the Homeric usage. See Adkins, op.
cit., p. 159.

19 North, op. cit., pp. 72-73.

20 North states that the earliest recorded reference to
this canon of cardinal virtues can be found in Pindar's
eighth Isthmian Odes which is dated 478 B.C. It was later
canonized by Plato. See North, op. cit., p. 25. Gadamer
also agrees that these are not Platonic but traditional
virtues. See Hans-Georg Gadamer, The Idea of the Good in
Platonic-Aristotelian Philosophy, New Haven and London,
1986, ‘The Polis and Knowledge of the Good', p. 64.
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prevails along with the pioneering values, namely,

temperance, sophrosyne, and justice, dikaiosyne.?2!

II

As has been said above, the requirement of human
values varies according to its context, that is to say, its
social and political conditions. The supposedly new values
such as sophrosyne are quite a case. Sophrosyne is said to

21 According to this view, it seems that justice had no
significant parts in terms of human excellences before this
period. To be sure, Arlene W. Saxonhouse remarks that the
scholars are divided into two camps with regard to the view
of Justice in Homer and later Greeks. She said that ‘the
debate perhaps reached its peak with Hugh Lloyd-Jones's
claims that the Justice of Zeus was there from the
beginning of Greek literature, rejecting the views of such
scholars as E.R. Dodds and A.W.H. Adkins' (p. 44ff). E.A.
Havelock also argued for the rarity of the abstract noun
dikaiosyne before Plato. Lloyd-Jones criticised Adkins'
method of study as a ‘lexical-anthropological approach'.
In his criticism, he says ‘(i)nstead of starting with the
assumption that the early Greeks were rational men whose
processes of thought were like their own, scholars began to
approach them as anthropologists may approach the primitive
peoples whom they study, tending to consider them as beings
whose feelings and thoughts were radically different from
those of modern men' (p. 157). To judge the early Greek
culture as primitive ‘is a mistake...the Homeric
poens...were the product of a long tradition,..had in most
respects evolved far beyond the primitive stage, (t)he
thought world of the early Greeks was indeed different from
our own; but 1like ourselves they were reasonable human
beings, and were able to take account of the basic factors
that determine the condition of human 1life in a way
different from, but not necessarily in every way less
rational than ours' (p. 157). To be sure, whatever the
truth may be, it is indisputable that the problem of
justice emerged before the time of Plato. See Arlene W.
Saxonhouse ‘Thymos, Justice, and Moderation of Anger', in
Catherine H. 2Zuckert (ed.) Understanding the Political
Spirit: Philosophical Investigations from Socrates to
Nietzsche, New Haven and London, 1988; Hugh Lloyd-Jones,
opcit.; E.A. Havelock, The Greek Concept of Justice,
Cambridge Massachusetts, 1978.
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have developed itself beyond its Homeric beginnings and the
first great expansion of its meaning ‘coincided with..the
flowering of the Athenian polis and the birth of

tragedy' .22

Tragedy partly originated from that context
of Athenian polis which in turn gives rise to sophrosyne.
Likewise, the formation of the idea of justice as arete in

the polis is attributable to the birth of Greek tragedy.?3

The birth of tragedy in Greece partly results from the
fact that the traditional heroic values from Homeric
society fail to respond to the new requirements of the
Athenian polis. Also it is derived from the conflict
24 The conflict arises from the

confrontation between the o0ld values and the new demands

between the values.

when ‘the heroic individual encountered the restrictions
imposed by the world order---whether manifested in religion
or in the framework of the polis'.2?5

emergence of political 1life followed by the birth of

In other words, the

tragedy?® in Athens gives birth to a new requirement with

22 North, op. cit., p. 150, and see also Chapter II
‘Tragedy', pp. 32-84.

23 J. Peter Euben, The Tragedy of Political Theory: The
Road not Taken, New Jersey, 1990, pp. 67-68.

24 Martha C. Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness: Luck
and Ethics 1in Greek Tragedy and Philosophy, Cambridge,
1986, ‘Part I: Fragility and Ambition', pp. 23-83.

25 North, op. cit., pp. 32, 150.

26 with regard to the interplay between tragedy and

politics, Morrall suggested that: ‘Tragedy reached its
classically mature development,..as an artistic reflection
of this political and social isegoria....The theatre rather
than the hill of the assembly was the arena on which the
ideology of the democratic polis was formulated, explored
and subjected to criticism and revision,..Athenian tragedy
itself is an integral expression, and probably the most
comprehensive and profound one, of Greek Democracy
examining itself and its place in the whole universal
order. It is the earliest of such attempts at political
self-analysis by and for a community in the history of
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regard to what is good and desirable for the city and for
men as her citizens. Against this is the traditional epic
hero whose purpose is individual, self-interested, personal
honour or glory. According to this new context of
political 1life, the epic hero 1is regarded as being
politically irresponsible. A Homeric heroic warrior,
agathos, then has to be politicised in response to his new
environment.?? At this stage, some said that it is the
origins of political theory in ancient Greece.?®

According to its new context, the substance of old
Odyssean craftiness which was once regarded as a usual
thing in a Homeric Greek 2° was to be transformed. The

political thought, and it was to remain one of the most
unique'. Morrall, opcit., p. 3.

27 For the essay on the inadequacy of the epic hero---the

epic hero as being politically irresponsible---regarding
the rise of new values of political aspects in classical
Greece and the politicisation of the epic hero and the
heroicisation of politics, see Blair Campbell, ‘The Epic
Hero as Politico', History of Political Thought, Vol. XI,
Issue 2 Summer 1990, pp. 189-195.

28 gee J. Peter Euben, ‘The Battles of Salamis and the
Origins of Political Theory', Political Theory, Vol. 14 No.
3 August 1986, pp. 359-390. With regard to the theme of
the relationship of Greek tragedy and politics, after Helen
North who first conceived the importance of their
relationship, this idea has been affirmed later on by many
studies. For example, David K. Nichols said ‘(t)ragedy
illuminates man's precarious position.. (i)t show the limits
within which his actions must fall, and that includes his
highest act, political philosophy...(m)an's thought may
take him to these limits, but, in a sense, only tragedy can
indicate what lies beyond'. David K. Nichols, ‘Aeschylus'
Oresteia and the Origins of Political Life',
Interpretation, August 1980, Vol. 9 No.I, p. 89. See
also, John A. Wettergreen, ‘Oon the End of Thucydides's
Narrative', Interpretation, Vol. 9 No. I August 1980, pp.
93-110; J. Peter Euben (ed.), Greek Tragedy and
Political Theory, Berkeley, Los Angeles, 1986.

29 gome classicists argue that qualities of craftiness
such as lying are not an unusual thing in a Homeric Greek.
See Herbert Jennings Rose and Charles Martin Robertson,
‘Achilles' in The Oxford Classical Dictionary, op. cit.,
pp. 4-5.
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art of rhetoric and eloquence seem to take the place of

those heroic competitive values, namely, military prowess

30

and craftiness. Moreover, it was sometimes included in

the canon of cardinal virtues.3!

However, the idea of
context is just a paradigmatic unit of historical analysis.
A boundary of a context is in fact hard to determine.

There is always an enclave between two contexts or more. 32

30 vMartial virtue, then, no longer had anything to do

with thymos, but consisted in sophrosyne---a complete
mastery of the self, a constant striving to submit oneself
to a common discipline, the coolness necessary to restrain
those instinctive pressures that would risk upsetting the
discipline of the formation as a whole'. Jean-Pierre
Vernant, The Origins of Greek Thought, London, 1962, p. 63.

31 North, op. cit., pp. 72,73. She writes ‘(i)t is
remarkable for being the only passage in Euripides in which
all four of the cardinal virtues are mentioned, and is even
more remarkable for adding as a fifth, not eusebeia, but
eloquence...(t)he addition of eloquence to the canon is
peculiarly fitting for the spokesman of sophistic rhetoric,
but for us the greatest significance attaches to the choice
of sophrosyne as a quality in the man who can best lead the
polis!'.

32 The criticism of the contextual fallacy is perceptively
made by Ben-Ami Scharfstein. See Ben-Ami Scharfstein, ‘The
Contextual Fallacy', in Gerald James Larson and Eliot
Deutsch (ed.), Interpreting Across Boundaries: New Essays
in Comparative Philosophy, New Jersey, 1988, pp. 84-93.
Also, the dilemma of context in philosophical hermeneutic
suggests two possibilities that either the interpreter who
can never find an absolute agreement or understanding of
the past must understand himself as a tolerant intellectual
adventurist or he who can attain a certain understanding of
the past though it will never be an impartial one, must be
aware of and appreciably value his own prejudices formed by
his own contextual tradition as a bridge between the
horizon of the present and that otherness of the past. The
former position belongs to Ben-Ami Scharfstein whose
position can be comprehensively understood in his latest
book, The Dilemma of Context, New York, 1989. See
especially pp. 62-66 with regard to the problem in
distinguishing different 1levels of context. As to the
latter, it is the idea of the fusion of the horizons of
history put forward by Hans-Georg Gadamer. Scharfstein
regards Gadamer's position as ‘humane optimism' whose
‘decision to go hermeneutic is only the beginning of wisdom
and of probably renewed misunderstanding' (Scharfstein, The
Dilemma of Context, opcit., pp. 165-166). Concluding his
own argument, Scharfstein ends his book as follows: ‘To
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Thus there cannot be absolute separation between a Homeric
Greek and a fifth century Athenian. The persistence of
traditional values such as the qualities of daring,
strength and success can be found among the works of some
fifth century poets. But in peace such qualities are
valuably expressed not in the battlefield but in the
games. 33

With regard to the inculcation of these Homeric and
new values in the ancient Greek society, the role of the

poet as the educator is eminent and influential.3% The

put it metaphorically, we and they see each other through
different eyes and are shadows of another, in the sense
that each is a distorted semblance of the other...We cannot
see one another in the round or believe in one another's
full reality, but we cannot cut ourselves loose from one
another. But if the shadows are ever joined, maybe these
doubles can be multiplied into something more like a full
humanity; or maybe this too is an impossible dream, though
we seem to see something like it happening in front of our
eyes' (Scharfstein, opcit., p. 193). With regard to the
understanding of the past and the present in accordance
with the operation of one's prejudices, Gadamer explains
that V(w)hatever is being distinguished must |Dbe
distinguished from something which, in turn, must be
distinguished from it...(t)hus all distinguishing also
makes visible that from which something is
distinguished...(w)e have described this as the operation
of prejudices..(w)e have started by saying that a
hermeneutical situation is determined by the prejudices
that we bring with us....the horizon of the present is
being continually formed, in that we have continually to
test all our prejudices..(a)n important part of this
testing 1is the encounter with +the past and the
understanding of the tradition from which we

come....(h)ence the horizon of the present cannot be formed
without the past...(t)here is no more an isolated horizon
of the present than there are historical horizons'. Hans-

Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, London, 1981, pp. 272-273.

33 adkins, op. cit., p. 159. Adkins refers to Pindar's
Pythian Odes, 11. 49: ‘Any man becomes happy, eudaimon, and
a theme for poets who conquers (in the games) by means of
his hands or the arete of his feet, and wins the greatest
of prizes by his daring and strength'.

34 E.A. Havelock has shown that poetry regarded as preserved
communication in ancient Greece functions as an
encyclopedia and a source of the Hellenic intelligence.
See E.A. Havelock, Preface to Plato, Oxford, 1963,
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conflict between these overlapping values arises among the
works of poets who interpret and modify Homeric epics
according to their self-understanding in relation to their
social and political context.3> Then the Homeric heroes
such as Achilles and Odysseus have been called into
question and re-interpretation with regard to the terms
‘agathos and arete'. As some say, in some of the later
legends after Homer Odysseus 1is considered to be ‘a
cowardly rascal' though originally he is undoubtedly

36 1t indicates

supposed to be ‘a real local chieftain'.
that 1lying becomes unacceptable--if it really was ever
acceptable, as some scholars argue, that it was once an
unusual thing in a Homeric Greek.37 Although Achilles'
detestation of lying is evident in Homeric epic, however,
his prowess and his furious and ungovernable passion, on
which the whole plot of the Iliad turns, are regarded as
‘politically irresponsible and too self-interested'’

according to the sixth and fifth centuries context.

Both an Odysseus and an Achilles could possibly cause
hubris in a social and political context other than their
own. To be sure, originally the characteristics of each of
them, Achilles and Odesseus, are already opposed to each
other. Apart from the problem of parachronism of these
Homeric values, the values per se are self-contradicting

especially Part I, ‘The Image-Thinkers', pp. 3-193. See
also the Republic, Book II, 337e-379a, and especially Book
X at 598e: ‘...since some people tell us that these poets
know all the arts and all things human pertaining to virtue
and vice, and all things divine...'; Protagoras, 339a.

35 see Morrall, op. cit., and also, Herbert Jennings Rose
and Charles Martin Robertson, op. cit.

36 For example, see Nichols, ‘Aeschylus' Oresteia and the
Origins of Political Life', op. cit.

37 Herbert Jennings Rose and Charles Martin Robertson,
‘Achilles', op. cit. Consider Euripides' famous passage in
Hippolytus, 612: ‘The tongue hath sworn; but the soul is
unsworn yet'. It has been often referred to in the
dialogues. For example, see Symposium, 199a.
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with regard to whether Achilles' arete or Odysseus' arete
makes a person become a real kalos agathos. Who really is

a kalos agathos, Achilles or Odysseus?38

III

However, as just stated, the boundaries of contexts
can never be definite. In a particular context, in some
situations, the values of other contexts which are
different either in time or in place or both are possibly
called for. At least, it can be argued that ‘Homeric
values retained their hold as 1late as the fourth

39

century...'. Though it also might be the case that such

values would continue to exist and affect human minds and

actions longer than one could imagine.40

To quote Adkins
again, if in Homeric society ‘to be agathos one must be
brave, skilful, and successful in war and in peace; and one
must possess the wealth and (in peace) the leisure which
are at once the necessary conditions for the development of
these skills and the natural reward of their successful
employment', then, the persistence of these values in the
fifth and fourth centuries is evident as K.J. Dover argues
from his study of Greek popular morality in that period
that ‘in ordinary Greek usage agatha, "good thing", and

kaka, "bad thing", often denote respectively material

38 As this question is posed by Socrates in Plato's Lesser
Hippias.

39 Blair campbell, ‘Paradigms Lost: Classical Athenian
Politics in Modern Myth', History of Political Thought,
Vol. X Issue 2 Summer 1989, p. 199.

40 Gjven the fact that the emergence of heroic values are

not universal but historical, virtually, such values still
prevail in the twentieth century modern society. Machismo
and heroism can be found everywhere. Films, literature,
and art of that kind have been produced to serve their
audience.
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comforts and discomforts'.4!

In this respect, the terms do not seem to connote any
moral sanction at all. They convey the meaning of what is
just regarded to be beneficial. In truth, Adkins has given
some explanation of the general usage of these terms as
regards their moral and amoral functions since Homer:

‘Agathos, kakos, and their synonyms are
relevant to this discussion in the
masculine and feminine forms, since, as
they comment on the excellence of human
beings, they may claim to be moral
terms. The neuter forms agathon and
kakon have no such claim to say of an
action "it is agathon (kakon) to do x"
is simply to say that it is beneficial
(harmful) to do x, without passing any
moral Jjudgement on the rightness or
wrongness of x.'!

With this regard, from our point of view, the term
agathos or the good seems to have possessed since then a
double standard in itself regarding the moral good; if it
is deemed as a problem, then, it seems to exist since the
earliest records of Greek history. However, one cannot be
certain that it really had ever been a problem at all in
Homeric society. On the contrary, it is likely a case that
any conflicts deriving from the problem of a double
standard of the good never occurred since ‘Homeric values,
however, suit Homeric society, inasmuch as they commend
those qualities which most evidently secure its
existence,...when the protection of oneself and one's

4l pover gives some examples from Aristophanes:
Ecclesiazusae 893, ‘"experience something agathos" = "have
an enjoyable sexual experience" (an old woman is boasting
of her skill), Frogs 600, "if there's anything khrestos" =
"if anything nice turns up", GVI 320.2 (Eretria, s. VI/V)
"He has given few agatha to his soul" = "He worked hard and
lived frugally" '. K.J. Dover, Greek Popular Morality in
the Time of Plato and Aristotle, Oxford, 1974, p. 52.

42 pdkins, op. cit., pp. 30-31.
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associates is in question, moral error and mistake are not
and cannot be distinguished in many cases, while
competitive excellences completely override the quieter
moral virtues in cases where they can..'43 But one can be
assured that around the fifth century such a problem
emerged as a result of the persistence of Homeric systems
of values against the emergence of other systems of values
deriving from the development of its society. Clearly, it
is this problem of the good, the conflicting moral values
which Socrates perceived and then set forth his mission in
life to examine it. It is thus discernible that Socrates
has wittingly centred all his questions around the problen,
that is, the problem of human life.

Iv

With regard to his serious concern for the problem of
human life, a century later, Socrates was considered by
Aristotle to be a man who ‘was busying himself about
ethical matters and neglecting the world of nature as a
whole but seeking the universal in these ethical matters,
and fixed thought for the first time on definitions'.%4
Later on, looked back on as a historical and influential
figure 1in the history of the development of Greek
knowledge, he was deemed the ‘hinge for most subsequent

145
v

thinkers as Cicero wrote in 45 B.C.:

43 adkins, opcit., pp. 53, 54. He is convinced that
‘moral responsibility' has no place in Homeric society. Cf.
p. 52.

44 aAristotle, Metaphysics, (Book I 987bl1-5), The Complete
Works of Aristotle, Vol. 1II, ed. Jonathan Barnes,
Princeton, 1984, p. 1561.

45 1.¢. Kidd, ‘Socrates' in The Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, Vol. VII and VIII, ed. Paul Edwards, New York,
1972, p. 480.
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‘....from the ancient days down to the
time of Socrates, who had listened to
Archelaus the pupil of Anaxagoras,
philosophy dealt with numbers and
movements, with the problem whence all
things came, or whither they returned,
and zealously inquired into the size of
the stars, the spaces that divided
them, their courses and all celestial
phenomena; Socrates on the other hand
was the first to call philosophy down
from the heavens and set her in the
cities of men and bring her also into
their homes and compel her to ask
questions about life and morality and
things good and evil.'%4®

It is evident that, concerning the problem of arete
and agathos, Socrates asks what the good is, what virtue is

t.47

and whether it can be taugh These principal questions

permeate almost all of the dialogues.48

Whatever the meaning of arete and agathos might be,
according to the traditional values, arete was believed to
be an endowment in a nature, phusis, of man.%? And in the
fifth century such an idea still persisted in the works of

46 cjcero, Tusculan Disputations, (V.iv. 10), Cambridge
Massachusetts, Loeb Classical Library, 1966, p. 435.

47 It can be said to be a kind of hermeneutic problem of
the good which is derived from the changing contexts. See
Gadamer, Truth and Method, op. cit., pp. 146-147.

48 The introduction of this kind of question in the

dialogues, particularly in the Republic, has been regarded
by Adi Ophir as a Platonic politics of power-knowledge
play. He criticises that it is just a trick of the author
to ask these questions in order to lead his audience to
‘higher questions, which ultimately lead to the question of
the good, at the dialogue's centre'. Other dialogues also
imply the same intention. But the question of the good has
not been answered and is always suspended. See Adi Ophir,
Plato's Invisible Cities: Discourse and Power 1in the
Republic, London, 1991, pp. 8 and also 6, 147-148.

49 see A.W.H. Adkins, From the Many to the One: A study of
Personality and Views of Human Nature in the Context of
ancient Greek Society, Values and Beliefs, London, 1970, p.
79, see also Chapter 1IV.
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poets such as Sophocles, Euripides, BAeschylus, and

Aristophanes.>°

For instance, as regards the origin of
the idea of self-control, sophrosyne, the latest among the
three great Athenian tragic poets, ‘Euripides is firmly of
opinion that phusis plays the chief role'.3! For example,
sophrosyne is seen as the gift of the gods which a man is
naturally endowed with.32 To be sure, the term phusis
used by the poets in the fifth century refers to ‘the
parentage from which an individual has sprung'.53
Therefore, a nature, phusis, of one man can differ from the
others. A nature of a man possibly comprises his physical
characteristics, social class, social and ethical
qualities, and virtues. To talk about a man's nature
always implies a reference to the lineage of his family.
According to this view, if a man is said to possess a
quality, that quality is believed to be passed on from his

parents to him.5%%

50 Adkins, From the Many to the One, ibid., pp. 79-81.
However, in Aeschylus, one can also find new values in
support of the democratic ideas. See Cynthia Farrar, The
Origins of Democratic Thinking, Cambridge and New York,
1988, pp. 30-31, 35.

51 North, op. cit., pp. 73, 74-75. However, some evidence
in Euripides' works indicate inconsistency in his
application of the term to the Greeks and the barbarians.
Edith Hall has shown in her work that it reflects the
political situation of the relationship between Athens and
other Greek and non-Greek cities. See Hall, op. cit., pp.
213-222.

52 consider ‘May sophrosyne, the fairest gift of the gods,
cherish me', in Euripides'Medea, (635-636). See Adkins,
From Many to the One, op. cit., p. 80.

53 Adkins, From the Many., op. cit.

54 For example, the passage at 1259 in Sophocles' Ajax,

Adkins remarks ‘Agamemnon brusquely tells Teucer to
remember who he is by phusis, the illegitimate son of a
Greek nobleman and a foreigner; to which he replies (1301)
that his mother may have been a foreigner, but that she was
phusei a queen', and ‘...an individual may by cowardly by
phusis'; ‘in Euripides' Nauch, Alcmaeon concludes that it
is true that from esthlos fathers esthlos children spring,
and from kakos fathers children who are like the phusis of
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Contrary to the traditional values found in the works
of the poets, there also exists the idea that virtues can
be taught, which is advocated by the sophists. Surely, the
sophists purport themselves to be able to impart virtues to
people.

As mentioned above, in response to the development of
social and political condition, a change of values system
must be called for. The development of democratic
institutions at Athens from the time of Solon to Periclean
democracy was responsible for the development of the
sophistic movement.®®> With regard the rise of Athenian
democracy in the sixth and fifth centuries, ‘the sophists,'
said Kerferd, ‘were supplying a social and political

need'.%%

The possibility of the invention of the politics
of democracy of classical Athens lies in the emergence of
the humanistic tradition which originated in the idea of
freedom and equality, importantly, the ideas of autonomous
self, the theory of historical understanding of human

nature, and the theory of measuring man. 37

The development of Athenian political constitution was
intertwined with the humanisation and the democratic

their father,' and ‘a barbarian has a barbarian phusis'.
See Adkins, From Many to the One, op. cit., p. 80. As
regards the inconsistent application of the term nature and
its positive and negative connotations to the Greeks and
the non-Greeks, see Hall, op. cit., Chapter V, ‘Epilogue:
The Polarity Deconstructed, Section I and II, Barbaric
Greeks and Noble Barbarians', pp. 201-223.

55 G.B. Kerferd, The Sophistic Movement, Cambridge, 1981,
ppo 15_170

56 Rerferd, op. cit., p. 17.

57 cynthia Farrar, op. cit., cf. Anaxagoras's cosmic
autonomy, pp. 41-43; Democritus' autonomous self, pp. 237-
239; Thucydides' history and human understanding, pp. 135-
137, 151, 127-131, 136; Protagoras' theory of ‘man as a
measure', pp. 44-106. See also Kerferd, op. cit., pp. 18-
20; and also, E.A. Havelock, The Liberal Temper in Greek
Politics, New Haven, 1957.
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politicisation of power and knowledge. This results in the
ascendancy of the place of man in the cosmos. Man is no
longer just a puppet of the Olympian gods, as the idea of
man as a self-willed being is proposed in the work of
Thucydides. His work points out that man can understand
what happened in the past and what will happen in the
future by understanding himself, namely, human nature.
Historical understanding reveals human nature and vice
versa. Historical impetus does not originate from divine
power. It lies in human nature. Man can understand
himself through history, the continuum of past, present,
and future. As it has been expressed in Thucydides' well
known passage: ‘It will be enough for me, however, if
these words of mine are judged useful by those who want to
understand clearly the events which happened in the past
and which (human nature being what it is) will, at some
time or other and in much the same ways, be repeated in the

future'.58

This can be viewed from the modern point of
view as the attempt of man in supplanting divine power as
regards the latter's supposed omniscience and omnipotence.
To be omniscient and omnipotent, man searches for something

which is equivalent to the eye of the gods.5°

58 Thucydides, The History of Peloponesian War, (Book I
22), translated by Rex Werner with an Introduction and
Notes by M.I. Finley, Penguin Classics, London, 1983, p.
48.

59 History and other human sciences can be regarded as

the attempt of human power towards divine knowledge and
power as in the myth of Panoptes. See Michel Serres,
‘Panoptic Theory', in Thomas M. Kavanagh (ed.), The Limits
of Theory, Stanford, 1989, pp. 25-47.
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By and large, the Greeks in the fifth century were
fermented in this atmosphere. It was conducive to the rise
of adventurous spirit. With this spirit, those whom we
might have called ‘philosophers, scientists, historians,
or thinkers' by our standard have contributed to the
development and broadening of the scope of human knowledge
and experience. The more the scope of knowledge is
broadened, the more they realise that what they thought to
be nature, phusis, is just the norm or convention, nomos.

For instance, around the sixth century, Xenophanes of
Kolophon reacted ‘against the view of the gods which the

poets had made familiar' by denying the anthropomorphic

o

gods.6 What men understood to be the nature and image of

the gods were just the reflection of themselves. In the
Satires, Xenophanes says:

‘Homer and Hesiod have ascribed to the
gods all things that are a shame and
disgrace among mortals, stealings and
adulteries and deceivings of one
another. But mortals deem that the
gods are begotten as they are, and have
clothes 1like theirs, and voice and
form. Yes, and if oxen and horses or
lions had hands, and could paint with
their hands, and produce works of art,
as men do, horses would paint the forms
of the gods like horses, and oxen like
oxen, and make their bodies in the
image of their several kinds. The
Ethiopians make their gods black and
snub-nosed; the Thracians sgg theirs
have blue eyes and red hair.' 1

In the fifth century, the understanding of the
importance of the idea of nomos became more vivid in
Herodotus when he experienced those practices and behaviour

60 John Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, 4th edition, London,
1930, p. 112.

61 Xenophanes, Satires (11-16), in Burnet, ‘Early Greek
Philosophy', ibid.
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of other tribes which would never be permitted in his own.
With regard to what an anthropologist might call ‘cultural
diversity', Herodotus explains:

‘In view of all this, I have no doubt
whatever that Cambyses was completely
out of his mind; it is the only
possible explanation of his assault
upon, and mockery of, everything which
ancient law and custom have made sacred
in Egypt. For if anyone, no matter
who, were given the opportunity of
choosing from amongst all the nations
in the world the set of beliefs which
he thought best, he would inevitably,
after careful consideration of their
relative merits, choose that of his own
country. Everyone without exception
believes his own native customs, and
the religion he was brought up in, to
be the best; and that being so, it is
unlikely that anyone but a madman would
mock at such things. There is abundant
evidence that this is the universal
feeling about the ancient customs of
one's country.'62

Herodotus realised how important custom, nomos, is and
what it can do, as he said he agreed with Pindar's
statement regarding nomos as ‘king of all*.%3 He
expresses the view that whatever one understands to be a
universal truth or nature, phusis, of things is probably
merely a custom of one's country. To be sure, it does not
mean that Xenophanes and Herodotus believe that all things
are just set of beliefs or convention. For Xenophanes, the
gods or divinity do exist. But divine nature is not
understandable for men since it is ‘neither in form 1like

unto mortals nor in thought'.64

Although Herodotus showed
that men distinctly differ from one another with regard to

custom and physical appearance; men behave very

62 Herodotus, The Histories (Book III 37-38), p. 219.
63 Herodotus, The Histories (Book III 39), p. 220.

64 Xenophanes, Satires (23), in John Burnet, op. cit.
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differently, and some are believed to be even biologically
different as Herodotus himself believed though wrongly that
semen of the Indians and the Ethiopians ‘is not white like

65

other peoples, but black like their own skins'. Despite

differences among these tribes, he still regarded them as

® To be sure, this presupposes some idea or

human beings.®
preconception which he possessed concerning a common
characteristic of a being called man, that is to say, the
nature of man. But, whatever view of human nature he took,

unfortunately, he did not state it in his work.

To be sure, it seems that the more the Greek thinkers
in the sixth and fifth century realised that what they
thought was nature was convention, the more they were
determined to discover what nature was, and the harder they
found it to achieve that goal. Conceivably, it can be said
that this is a departure of an endless project of man's
will-power over nature or, in other words, divine power.
Also, at this point, it 1is understandable that the
situation gives birth to what is called the nomos-phusis
controversy in the fifth century.®’

Generally, the debate involves a number of different

65 Herodotus, The Histories (Book III 101,2), p. 246.

66 The difference between the Greeks and some Indian

tribe 1is quite distinct. As some Indians ate their
parents' corpses while this practice was impossible for the
Greeks. Despite this, Herodotus still respected them as
human beings. See Herodotus, The Histories (Book III 38),
p. 219.

67 G.E.R. Lloyd states that ‘(i)n Greece, one distinction

that was certainly drawn by the end of the fifth century,
at least, was that between what is "natural" (phusis) and
what is "customary" or "“conventional" (nomos)...'. Also
Kerferd remarks that ‘(i)t has long been recognised that
two terms, nomos and phusis, were of great importance in
much of the thinking and arguments in the second half of
the fifth century B.C.'. See G.E.R. Lloyd, Polarity and
Analogy: Two types of argumentation in early Greek Thought,
Bristol, 1966, p. 211; G.B. Kerferd, The Sophistic
Movement, op. cit., p. 111.



52

areas such as ethics, the origins of civilisation, the

origins of language etc.®8

With regard to the topic of
virtue 1in the nomos-phusis controversy, the sophists
espoused the idea contrary to that of the poets that
virtues or human excellences, arete, is not inherent in
human nature. In fact, man can acquire it <through
conventional education. Anyone regardless of his
background can become a kalos agathos by learning ‘the art
of success' from the sophists. Also, it has been suggested
that ‘success' should be understood in political terms.®°
Since with freedom in the political context of Athenian
democracy, through political power any citizen can achieve
fame, time, and glory, kleon which are what people regarded
as desirable. That confirms the interwoven relationship of
the rise of democratic thinking and the rise of the

sophistic humanism.

From above, it can be inferred that both complemented
each other and espoused at least the idea of equality of
man in social and political terms in conjunction with the
idea of the teachability of virtue. With regard to the
principle of equality, isonomia, Jean-Pierre Vernant states
‘' (t)he democratic current went further when it defined all
citizens, without regard to fortune or quality, as "equals"
having precisely the same rights to take part in all

70 In sum, democratic thinking

aspects of public life'.
pronounces that all citizens are equal into which the
sophistic humanism weaves the idea regarding virtue that

they are indiscriminately teachable.

The problem of virtue, arete, in the phusis-nomos

68 11o0yd, op. cit.

69 see c.J. Rowe, ‘Plato on the Sophists as Teachers of
Virtue', History of Political Thought, Vol. IV No.3
Winter 1983, pp. 409-410, 7n.

70 vernant, op. cit., p. 97.
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controversy in the fifth and fourth centuries can be said
to be attributable to the conflict between the traditional
Homeric values and the later values in the fifth century.
It is clear that those who had been regarded as wise men,
sophoi, in the fifth century ‘reflect the great debate
over the relation of phusis to nomos ("convention")',7?
It seems that this conflict can be generally understood to
be between the sophists who held the view that virtue is
teachable and the poets and others who contended that
virtue must be naturally endowed.’? In contradistinction
to Euripides' view on the origin of sophrosyne, one of the
most famous sophists Protagoras, who closely associated
with Pericles and had for sometime gained popularity from
the majority of the Athenian people, claimed that
sophrosyne is ‘a part of what he call(ed) politike
techne....not a gift of nature but is acquired and
therefore accessible to all'.”3 With regard to the
acquisition of virtue, the sophists insisted that men can
acquire virtue through education which the sophists claimed
to possess and also the ability to teach such human
excellences, paideuein anthropous eils areten; they set
themselves up as paideuseos kai aretes didaskaloi'.’*
But, for the poets, virtue which comes from nature can only
be inspired by divine power and of course 1like the
sophists' self-claimed quality purported themselves only to

possess such divine inspiration.?®

71 North, op. cit., p. 74.

72 1o be sure, apart from the poets, there were also
others such as soothsayer, prophet who argued for divine
power in this respect. See the Apology (22c) and Euthyphro
(3d-e).

73 North, op. cit., p. 87. See Protagoras (319a).

74 Rowe, op. cit., p. 399.

75 see the Apology (22c); Ion (533d-535a, 542a-b);
Euthyphro (3d-e); Cratylus (385e, 391c-d, 396d-e, 4074,

409d); also consider Cratylus, 425d-e in relation to Ion,
542a-b: ‘....unless you think we had better follow the
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VI

Hence, as a contextualist would argue, it can be said
that the question and answer with regard to Socrates and
the dialogues resulted from the social and political
context which has been described.’® The problem of virtue
derived from the conflict of the changing contexts bears
upon Socrates' mission. Possibly, his problems of virtue
should not have been related to the similar problems of men
in different contexts. Then his answer, if there is any,
probably should not be regarded as the right answer to the
questions posed in the twentieth century. In the same
respect, our proposition cannot be an answer, or at any
rate could not be the right answer, to Socrates' problems

which might have been answered otherwise.?”’

However, the
contextualist' s argument is infallible only if the
boundaries of contexts can be precisely delineated.
Against the sixth and fifth century Athenian social
and political background, a modern reader can probably
understand Socrates better than Socrates might have
understood himself, provided that he himself had never been

aware of such problems of virtue which originated from the

example of the tragic poets, who, when they are in a
dilemma, have recourse to the introduction of gods on
machines.'

76 cf. R.G. Collingwood, An Autobiography, Oxford, 1978,
p. 31: ‘I began by observing that you cannot find out what
a man means by simply studying his spoken or written
statements, even though he has spoken or written with
perfect command of language and perfectly truthful
intention. In order to find out his meaning you must also
know what the question was (a question in his own mind,
and presumed by him to be in yours) to which the thing he
has said or written was meant as an answer’'.

77T op. cit., pp. 31-32: ‘It must be understood that question
and answer, as I conceived them, were strictly correlative.
A proposition was not an answer, or at any rate could not
be the right answer, to any question which might have been
answered otherwise.'
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discrepancy between two or more value systems of his own
city, that is, Athens and her citizens. Different systems
of ideas or value systems are attributable to different
characters of men and to different histories. That is to
say, as Neal Wood points out that ‘since Plato, however,
we have labored under the delusion that the philosopher is
completely dispassionate', then his contextualistic
approach which he has taken to study John Locke, ‘seems to
be true of other philosophic greats beginning with
Socrates, every past thinker was a philosophic partisan and
a partisan philosopher, not a detached, disinterested, and

78

transcendent truth-seeker'’'. Necessarily, to understand

Socrates, one must take into account his social and

78 Neal Wood is one of the historians of ideas who argues
for scholarship of the contextualistic approach in the
study of social and political thought. His view and
position with regard to philosophy and philosophers
indicate that:

‘Philosophers, however, are far from
being neutral spectators of the "games"
of human life. As participants in that
life, the meaning of their philosophy
and its implications for action can
only be fully grasped by establishing
its links with the social context. Any
attempt to divorce philosophy from
social life, to 1lift it from its social
setting as if it were wholly
transhistorical , is an attempt to
transform it from a 1living human
creation into a sterile and scholastic
exercise. Thus, my social analysis of
Locke's Essay is in effect a case study
designed to show something of the
relationship between political and
philosophic commitment'.

See Neal Wood, The Politics of Locke's Philosophy: A Social
Study of An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Berkeley,
1983, pp. 3-4, and also his article, ‘The Social History of
Political Theory' in Political Theory, 6 (August 1978),
pp. 345-67. And cf. Richard Rorty, J.B.S. Schneewind and
Quentin Skinner (ed.), Philosophy in History: Essays on the
Historiography of philosophy, Cambridge, 1984,
‘Introduction', pp. 1-14.
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political background in relation to those of others in
society.

Socrates' concern for the problems of virtue
inevitably involves the problem of education, paideia.
Among others, the role of educator in Socrates' time is
eminently in the hands of the sophists and the poets.
Therefore, concerning the problem of education some of the
main figures in the dialogues are the sophists and the

9 The whole dialogues can be considered as

poets.’
Socrates!' mission. It is not only concerned with the
sophists and the poets but also all ‘the wise, or those who
know' what the good and virtue are. Those who know what
the good and virtue are must possess the knowledge of the
good and virtue. But there is confusion and disagreement
regarding what the good and virtue truly are, who really is

a wise man.

It is a serious concern for a serious man to know what
the good and virtue are and who is a wise man. But if a
man knows what the good and virtue are and what a wise man
is, then, he must possess the wisdom, the knowledge of the
good and becomes a wise man himself. Then the possession
of the wisdom is presumably regarded to be good and
excellent in itself. That is why Socrates kept asking such
questions, in order to search for the ultimate answer and
to make himself wise and better. Probably this is partly
the origin of the preconception that wisdom or knowledge is
the good and vice versa. From this aspect, Socrates can in
practice be deemed not so different from the sophists with
regard to his search for the good through 1learning,

79 Socrates discusses about the ideas of the sophists or
converses with the sophists in the Apology, the Lesser
Hippias, Gorgias, Protagoras, Euthydemus, Cratylus, the
Republic, Theaetetus, the Sophist, and the Greater Hippias.
Equally, the poets and the question of their knowledge are
dealt with in the Apology, Ion, Cratylus, Phaedrus, the
Symposium, and the Republic.
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paideia. But like the poets, he claims that what reminds
him of his self-ignorance and inspires him to search for
wisdom comes from the divine power of his daemonic voice.

In the dialogues, Socrates always brings the nomos-
phusis debate into his discussion of the problem of virtue.
The Cratylus clearly reflects Socrates' apprehension of the
situation with which these two popular beliefs play an
important role with regard to the theory of knowledge. One
of them can be said to be the alternative of the other.
Discussing the origin of names with Hermogenes and
Cratylus, Socrates first introduced Protagoras' theory of
man as the measure of all things. Right after the
refutation of Protagoras' theory, Socrates then had
recourse to Homer and the other poets as an alternative
authority to the sophistic theory.8° If one does not 1like
the way the sophist taught about names, then one ‘ought to
learn from Homer and the other poets'.8l Also, it is more
often than not that one refers to divine power as the
origin of his knowledge or ability when he could not find
any other justified explanation for his acquisition of such
knowledge.82

In all the dialogues, Socrates' cross-examination
concerning the origin of virtue centres around these two
main positions. Apart from the problem of the origin of
virtue, the crisis of the interpretation of the meaning of
virtue itself which occurs in the city of Athens with an
enclave of Homeric values and a rise of new system of
values, has come to light. From this, one can understand
why Socrates has to pose such questions to those particular
people.

80 pilato, cratylus, (385e-386a, 391c-d).
81 pilato, cratylus, (391c-e, 393c-394a).

82 Plato, Ion, (54le-542b).
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In the Charmides, Socrates' interlocutors are
Charmides and Critias. Charmides is a very handsome young
man who has been considered to excel his friends not only
in appearance but also in his virtue, that is, temperance,

sophrosyne 83, and critias is an experienced man, who
claimed that he knew perfectly well the meaning of
sophrosyne,84 With regard to courage, andreia, as a

virtue for young men, Socrates discusses this problem with
Laches and Nicias who are supposed to know better than
anyone else what courage is since both of them are eminent
Athenian generals.®> 1In the Lysis, Lysis and Menexenus
are very fond of each other. So Socrates examines the
nature of love and friendship, philia, with both of them
because they are in love with each other.8°

In the Euthyphro, Socrates met the prophet Euthyphro

who purported that his knowledge of the nature of piety,

87

eusebeia, surpassed everyone. Hippias, a renowned

sophist, has his reputation for teaching and orating
numerous subjects such as mathematics, astronomy, grammar,
poetry, music, and the history of the heroic age etc.88
Moreover, he boasted that he was able to impart virtue to

any young man.®?

In the Greater Hippias, Socrates
requests him to tell about the beauty, kalon, since he

claimed he knows and can teach young men what noble or

83 plato, Charmides, (157d).

84 plato, Charmides, (162c-e).

85 Plato, Laches, (189c).

86 plato, Lysis, (2064, 207c).

87 Plato, Euthyphro, (4e-5a).

88 Plato, Greater Hippias,, (366c, 367d, 367e, 368b);
Lesser Minor, (285c, 282e, 283c, 284a-b, 285c, 286a, 287D,
291a); Protagoras, (318e).

89 plato, Greater Hippias,, (283c).
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beautiful pursuits are.©

Again, in the Lesser Hippias,
with regard to the topic of the hero in Homer's epics,
Socrates asked Hippias to explain to him why and in what
respect Achilles, the hero of the Iliad, is considered to

be finer and better than Odysseus of the Odyssey.91

Besides Hippias, Socrates also met Ion, the rhapsode,
who also professed his expertise in Homer. Ion told
Socrates that he understood every single topic in Homer

better than anyone.92

But none can compare with Gorgias
of Leontini and Protagoras of Abdera who attracted
Socrates' lengthy conversations. Gorgias, one of the most
influential of the sophists, teaches rhetoric, the art of
persuasion, which by virtue of its power can make other

people do anything for you.?3

Protagoras seems to be more
highly regarded than Gorgias, particularly at Athens. He
was Pericles' friend and had been appointed to draw up a
code of laws for Thurii, a new colony of Athens in 444 B.C.
In the Protagoras, its beginning scene is made to show how
special and popular Protagoras, ‘the wisest of Socrates!'

%4 He was

generation', is in the eyes of the Athenians.
regarded as one of the earliest and most successful of the
sophists. Moreover, he was strongly confident in his
sophistry and, unlike other sophists, never refrained from
calling himself a sophist. He even ascribed sophism to
Homer and other poets.®®>  Distinguishing himself from
other men of the same trade, he claimed that virtue was
teachable and the most important of all virtues that he

taught was the art of politics which consisted of ‘good

%0 plato, Greater Hippias,, (286a, 287b).
°l plato, Lesser Hippias, (363b, 364b).
%2 pjato, Ion, (530c, 536e).

?3 plato, Gorgias, (452e).

%4 Plato, Protagoras, (309a-311l1a).

95 Plato, Protagoras, (316c-317c).
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judgement in one's own affairs, showing how best to order
one's own home; and in the affairs of one's city, showing
how one may have most influence on public affairs both in

speech and in action'.?9®

In the Euthydemus, Socrates argued with Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus, the sophists from Chios, who claimed to teach
virtue 1‘in a pre-eminently excellent and speedy manner',
and that virtue is the art of disputation, eristikos.®’
Hermogenes and Cratylus disagree on the theory of name in
the Cratylus. They argue for their own positions which in
a sense represent as stated above the nomos-phusis
controversy and also the ideas of the prominent thinkers of
their time, namely, Parmenides and Heraclitus as regards to
the theory of names as the source of knowledge of

8 Socrates was asked to join the discussion.®?

things.?
In the Republic, Socrates and Cephalus started the fire of
debate on the meaning of justice, dikaiosyne, and then
passed it on to the others. Socrates said he respected
Cephalus because one can learn from an elderly man who had
experienced many things in 1ife.100 Also, 1in that
dialogue, Socrates discussed the problem of justice with
Polemarchus, Thrasymachus, Glaucon and Adeimantus. In the
Theaetetus, Socrates examined the problem of knowledge
itself with his resemblance, the young Theaetetus who had
been highly praised by his teacher, Theodorus for his
‘marvellously fine qualities'.10?! In this dialogue,
Socrates meticulously discussed Protagoras's theory of

knowledge, namely, man as the measure of all things. 1In

26 Plato, Protagoras, (318e).

%7 plato, Euthydemus, (271c-272b, 428d).

98 Plato, Cratylus, (402a-c, 440c-d, 428d).
99 Plato, Cratylus, (383a).

100 pjato, the Republic, (328d-e).

101 plato, Theaetetus, (1l44a-b).
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the Parmenides, Socrates had a chance to discuss the
doctrine of ideas and the doctrine of being with
Parmenides, the great Eleatic philosopher to whom such
doctrines belong. In search of the meaning of the sophist,
the statesman, and the philosopher, Socrates met the Elean
Stranger who, as a follower of Parmenides and Zeno, was

02

supposed to be a philosopher? to discuss with his

102 Plato, the Sophist, (216). When Theodorus told

Socrates that the Elean Stranger was a follower of
Parmenides and Zeno and he was a real philosopher. He was
likely to regard the Elean Stranger as a philosopher in the
same sense as Parmenides and Zeno. But the way the Elean
Stranger undertook and conducted his philosophical topic
and investigation was quite different from Parmenides. If
the Elean stranger is a philosopher, he must be a
philosopher of different kind, or probably not a
philosopher at all. Parmenides, 2Zeno, and the Elean
Stranger have been called philosopher who as the lover of
wisdom searches for knowledge and wisdom. Those who are
called philosopher are not necessarily philosophers. One
should not forget that it is Theodorus not Socrates who
assumed that the Elean stranger as a follower of the
philosopher, Parmenides and Zeno, was also a philosopher.
Stanley Rosen rightly comments that ‘(e)ven if we are to
take Theodorus's identification as valid, we still do not
know what it means to be a philosopher..(i)f we did, of
course, there would be no need to enter into conversations
on the nature of the sophist, and thus, of the philosopher
as well..(t)here is no reason to doubt Socrates' high
regard for Parmenides, but a companion of a philosopher is
not himself a philosopher, even assuming that we know what
a philosopher is' (Rosen, 1983, p. 62). While John G.
Gunnell suggests that the Elean Stranger is ‘Plato or true
philosopher described in the Theaetetus who moves like a
stranger in Athens' (Gunnell, 1968, p. 160). Against this,
Rosen argues that if what the Stranger was to say is just
a repetition of the Eleatic doctrine, and not of a doctrine
originated by the Stranger, then ‘(t)hose who regard the
Stranger as Plato's "mouthpiece," while at the same time
expressing confidence in Plato's scrupulous honesty, are
surely faced with a problem here: How can the Stranger be
Plato's as well as the Eleatic mouthpiece?...(i)f we say
that Plato is here indulging in dramatic license, what is
the exact extent of that license? How do we know the
contexts in which the license may be applied and in which
it is invalid?..(i)t seems to me fairly evident that the
Stranger's doctrines, as we are about to hear them, are not
attributable to any known Eleatic school... (i)t is equally
evident that we do not know, and cannot prove conclusively,
to what extent, or in what sense, the Stranger is a lightly
disguised Plato' (Rosen, opcit., p. 67). To be sure, the
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problem of identification actually exists. The chaotic
confusion of the terms sophist-sophistes, wise man-sophos,
and particularly philosopher-philosophos employed before
and after the time of Socrates and Plato, in the
transitional period of the sixth-fourth century is evident.
In the Protagoras 337d, Hippias who is generally understood
to be a sophist calls Protagoras, Prodicus, Socrates, and
himself wisest men, sophotatous. While Socrates and young
Hippocrates know exactly that Protagoras whom he is going
to meet is a sophist (Plato, Protagoras 312a). Of course
Socrates believes that he himself is not a sophist. The
sophists themselves have been easy, perhaps too much, to be
identified. But to distinguish a non-sophist from a
sophist is another matter. For instance, an ordinary
person, Callias' door-keeper, could not discriminate
between who is a sophist and who is not (Plato, Protagoras
314c-d). Those who are in the intellectual circle itself
perhaps could identify who 1is who. For instance,
Theodorus, who himself is a sophist in mathematics,
regarded Parmenides and Zeno as philosophers in the Sophist
216a. While talking to Socrates, Protagoras openly
regarded himself as a sophist and also was able to point
out others, past and present, who were the sophists despite
their disquises (Plato, Protagoras 316d-317b). At 152e in
the Theaetetus, conversing with Theaetetus, Socrates also
classifies Parmenides together with Protagoras, Heraclitus,
Empedocles, Epicharmus and Homer under the general name of
sophol or wise men. It is possible that Socrates when
talking to young Theaetetus might have been called
Parmenides and others by the term which is generally
employed by ordinary people to refer to those wise men whom
they could not distinguish between. To be sure, the term
sophist can refer to a wide variety of specialists. As in
G.E.R. Lloyd's study, the term sophist itself is originally
used non-pejoratively and even in Plato, too, when it
refers to other professions such as geometers, doctors,
sculptors, painters etc. And the sophists of professions
as such accept money for instruction which from this it is
often used as ‘the defining characteristic of a sophist!
(Lloyd, 1989, pp. 93-4ff). Lloyd does not entirely agree.
He argues that ‘(i)t is, rather, fee-taking for teaching
such subjects as "virtue" or excellence, arete, for which
Plato reserves his bitterest attacks. Then Lloyd concludes
that an odium of the term sophist in Plato's day ‘owed much
to Plato himself' (Lloyd, opcit., pp. 92, 94). Surely,
this kind of confusion and indecision with regard to the
use of the terms must be the problem for the Athenians.
Despite the actuality of the problem, the Athenian people
might not have taken it as seriously as Socrates or Plato
whose grave concern is the education and welfare of young
men. This is hardly a problem at all for the sophists
themselves whose main concern is to compete with one
another and gain fame and fortune. On the contrary, the
problem generates the atmosphere congenial to their
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profession (Kerferd, The Sophistic Movement, opcit., pp.
15-17; also, Havelock, The Liberal Temper in Greek
Politics, opcit.). To be sure, this kind of atmosphere and
democracy intertwine and complement one another. However,
it is so serious a problem that Plato should have composed
the trilogy of the Theaetetus, the Sophist, and the
Statesman in order to remind the reader of the existence of
this problem and to open a forum of discussion on it. It
can be also argued that those who think themselves as real
philosophers might be upset and badly affected by such a
situation and then need to justify and clarify their own
position against the sophists as, before Socrates and
Plato, Heraclitus criticised Pythagoras for claiming
himself as a philosopher, and Zeno is believed to have
written a book Against the Philosophers which is aimed at
Pythagoras (W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy,
Vol.I, Cambridge, 1987, pp. 417, 204). To that extent, to
discriminate between a philosopher and a sophist, Plato can
be understood to do that in the Sophist and perhaps in the
dialogues as a whole starting from the Apology. They might
be deemed as the apology of a philosopher. This is quite
plausible with regard to the confusion of the meaning
between the sophist and the philosopher. Then, what can
we say about the Statesman? Does it also imply that a real
philosopher must be simultaneously a true statesman, and to
defend his position as a true statesman, the author needs
a dialogue on the matter? That may be the reason that
another dialogue in which the Elean Stranger is expected to
discuss on the meaning of true philosopher is unnecessary
since after the Sophist and the Statesman the reader should
be able to point out what a sophist is and what a true
statesman is, and by that reason, he will be able to
identify a true philosopher and a true statesman, or, in
other words, a philosopher-king. Whether this hypothesis
is true or not, it depends on what role the Elean Stranger
is supposed to play in the Sophist and the Statesman. To
identify what the Elean Stranger is, Plato leaves it as
kind of riddle to be solved by the reader. However, at
this stage our concern is to argue that the Elean Stranger
is a wise man, sophos, because to say that the Elean
Stranger is a wise man is one thing, but to specify him as
a sophist or a philosopher is another matter which requires
a further discussion. What one can be certain here is that
among other things he should have been generally understood
to be a wise man. To judge what he is and to interpret
what he argues is our 1later concern. Here the point is
just that Socrates meets the Elean Stranger as a wise man
from whom he expected to learn something as he has stated
his mission in the Apology. See Stanley Rosen, Plato's
Sophist: The Drama of Original and Image, New Haven, 1983;
John G. Gunnell, Political Philosophy and Time: Plato and
the Origins of Political Vision, Chicago, 1987; G.E.R.
Lloyd, The Revolutions of Wisdom: Studies in the Claims and
Practice of Ancient Greek Science, Berkeley, 1987. As



64

look-alike, Theaetetus, and his namesake, young Socrates in
the Sophist and the Statesman.

Philebus represents the hedonistic interpretation of
the good in the Philebus in which Socrates discussed the
problem of the good with Protarchus, a protagonist of the
position. Finally, in the Laws, three elderly persons from
three cities, namely, the stranger from Athens, Clinias
from Crete, and Megillus from Sparta, discussed the nature
of the laws, nomoi. In Hellas, Crete and Sparta were
highly regarded on account of their laws and custons, 103
Clinias and Megillius who had been 1living all their 1life
under such admirable nomos were expected to be able to
relate what the good laws were. They claimed their own
laws originated from the divine lawgivers, that is, Zeus in
the case of Crete, and Apollo in the case of Sparta.lo4
Both polities were believed to be in Socrates! favourite

105

model of good government. The Athenian Stranger seems

to play the part of Socrates in the dialogue by examining

Clinias and Megillius.106

regards the argument that the Sophist and the Statesman
have been written as the answer to the problems, ‘Who is
the sophist? Who is the statesman? and Who is the
philosopher?', which are originated in the Apology, see
Mitchell H. Miller, Jr., The Philosopher in Plato's
Statesman, The Hague, 1980, pp. 1-3.

103 Plato, the Republic, (544c); Laws, (631b, 683a).
104 Plato, Laws, (624a).
105 prato, crito, (52e-53a).

106 Many scholars suggest that the Athenian Stranger is

Plato or his mouthpiece. Theodor Gomperz argues that Plato
himself takes part in the colloquy behind the transparent
mask of the Athenian Stranger (Gomperz, 1969, pp. 229-230).
Ernest Barker seems to believe that the Athenian Stranger
is Plato's mouthpiece (Barker, 1947, pp. 339-340). A.E.
Taylor suggests that the Athenian Stranger might be Plato
himself (Taylor, 1978, p. 465). Also, Shorey has the same
opinion (Shorey, 1965, p. 310). W.K.C. Guthrie said that
the character of the Athenian Stranger is remarkably un-
Socratic. He also takes him as Plato's mouthpiece
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(Guthrie, 1978, pp. 323-324). Robert W. Hall regards the
Athenian Stranger as Plato's spokesman (Hall, 1981, p. 90).
A different view can be found in the other group of Plato
commentators who believe that the signification of the
characters in the Laws is intended to be symbolic. Werner
Jaeger perceives that Plato's choice of the characters in
the Laws is symbolic in order to join the Dorian and the
Athenians natures in a higher unity (Jaeger, 1986, p. 218).
David Grene's opinion does not differ from Jaeger as he
argues that when a Spartan, a Cretan, and an Athenian are
confronted with the task of constructing a system of laws
for a new state, a political question is to be raised
outside the drama (Grene, 1965, p. 158). Although older
men from three cities are also considered to be symbolic
figures, Eric Voegelin in regard to the myths of cosmic
cycles in the Statesman and the Timaeus regarded them to
reflect the end and the beginning of the course of the
Hellenic history (Voegelin, 1957, pp. 228-230). George
Klosko said as much the same as Jaeger when he writes ‘the
choice of interlocutors is, as always symbolic, as the
political principles espoused are based on combining
features from the Athenian and Doric (i.e. Spartan and
Cretan) polities' (Klosko, 1986, p. 198). Only Leo Strauss
comments that ‘the Athenian Stranger occupies the place
ordinarily occupied in the Platonic dialogues by Socrates'
(Strauss, 1972, p. 52). Strauss is convinced that the Laws
gvies an opportunity to the reader to see ‘what he
(Socrates) would have done in Crete after his arrival,'
since ‘we are entitled to infer that if Socrates had fled
(from Athens), he would have gone to Crete' (Strauss, 1988,
p- 33). Thomas L. Pangle follows Strauss and gives the
reason that in the Laws the reader is able to learn ‘what
Socrates would have said and done if his quest for self-
knowledge, and his friendships, had ever allowed him the
leisure to engage in giving advice to political reformers--
and if he had ever found himself in the appropriate
circumstances' (Pangle, 1980, pp. 378-379). Theodor
Gomperz, The Greek Thinkers, Vol. III, Plato, London, 1969;
Ernest Barker, Greek Politcal Theory: Plato and His
Predecessors, London, 1947; A.E. Taylor, Plato: The Man and
his Work, London, 1978; Paul Shorey, What Plato Said,
Chicago, 1965; W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek
Philosophy, Vol. V, Cambridge, 1978; Robert W. Hall, Plato,
London, 1981; Werner Jaeger, Paideia: The Ideals of Greek
Culture, Vol. III, The Conflict of Cultural Ideals in the
Age of Plato, New York and Oxford, 1986; Grene, Greek
Political Theory: The Image of Man in Thucydides and Plato,
op. cit.; Eric Voegelin, Plato, Baton Rouge, 1966; Klosko,
The Development of Plato's Political Theory, op. cit.; Leo
Strauss, ‘Plato: The Laws' 1in Leo Strauss and Joseph
Cropsey (ed.), History of Political Philosophy, Chicago and
London, 1972, What is Political Philosophy? and Other
Studies, Chicago, 1988; Thomas L. Pangle (trans.), The Laws
of Plato, Chicago and London, 1980.
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CHAPTER THREE

The Question of Self-Knowledge: Know Thyself

Clearly, Socrates' crucial target is those whom people
called ‘the wise'. The sophists claimed that under their
supervision, young men would become better and more
successful by learning virtues or human excellences from
their teaching. The possession of such knowledge of human
excellences is believed to enable its possessor to achieve
whatever he desires in his 1life.! The sophists are
convinced of their own art, techne, that it is the most
important of all regarding human excellences. But, which
one of them is actually the desirable virtue with regard to
the most happiest life of man, whether it be the art of
persuasion of Gorgias, or Protagoras' political art, or
Hippias' all-round skills, or Euthydemus' art of
disputation? And if it is really a kind of knowledge and
also teachable, why ‘our best and wisest citizens are

unable to impart this excellence of theirs to others'.?

1 see Plato, Laws, (686e-687c). That is to say, it

is political power. In particular, the new political
values in the context of Athenian democracy which have been
set forth by Gorgias, Protagoras, Euthydemus emphasise
rhetoric rather than the art of generalship as once
believed to be the highest quality in Homeric society. To
a certain extent, Socrates himself seems to be endorsing
the changing characteristics of the values when he
appropriated the sixth century Hesiod's myth of the races
that the heroic race (of the fifth century) is wise and
clever orators and dialectician, being ‘able to ask
question'. Therefore, the heroic race ‘proves to be a race
of orators and sophists'. Cf. Plato, Cratylus, (3984d).

2 Plato, Protagoras, (319e-320a). Here, Socrates refers
to Pericles' unsuccessful training of his young son. Also,
at the Laches 179c-d, Lysimachus and Melesias are highly
concerned with their son's education. Though their fathers
are renowed for their noble deeds, but they do not know how
and what to educate their own children. See the Meno,
(93c-94e).
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Against this, Socrates asks whether virtue is really
teachable.? Possibly, virtue is no knowledge and not
teachable. Furthermore, it could have been what the poets
took for granted that virtue is a quality inherent in human
nature; but it is not human nature in general. Virtue is
inherited through a lineage of one's family like physical
characteristics. If one follows the way the poets
understood the nature of man, he must believe that *‘(a)
king's son will probably be a king, a good man's good, a
handsome man's handsome and so forth; the offspring of each

4 But those who are

class will be of the same class'.
familiar with Homer cannot overlook a fallacy of this
poetic stance. In the case of Hector and his son Astyanax,
a king's son does not become a king. However, there was
also a case that a king's son becomes a king. The poets!'
idea of human nature 1is fallible. It can only be
contingent on chance, tuche. As regards Socrates' response
to this idea of inherent virtue of man, at the Republic
502a-b, arguing for the possibility of the philosopher-
king, he asks:

‘Will anyone contend that there is no
chance, tuchoien, that the offspring of
kings and rulers should be born with
the philosophic nature?'®

From this, it can be said that Socrates shares a
similar view with that of the poets, since he seems to
argue that the offspring of kings or rulers should have
possessed the quality or virtue which enabled its ancestors
to be what they were. Moreover, the philosophic quality is
said to be endowed by nature. However, following a

3 Plato, Protagoras, (319b-320b); Meno, (70a).

4 This is what Socrates claims to be a poetic theory of
the correctness of names which belongs to Homer. Plato,
Cratylus, (393c-394a).

5> plato, the Republic, (502a).
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possibility of a birth of philosophic-kingly nature,
Socrates then puts further:

‘And can anyone prove that if so born
they must necessarily be corrupted? The
difficulty of their salvation we too
concede; but that in all the course of
time not one of all could be saved,
will anyone maintain that?'®

Apparently, this passage implies the emphasis of the
influence of nurture over the nature of man. Good nature

7  Human nature alone is

can be corrupted by bad nurture.
not self-sufficient. It needs a good and suitable care to
develop itself towards perfection. Oon the one hand,
Socrates leaves the matter to nature, phusis, and luck or
chance, tuche, for a man to be endowed with virtue. On the
other, he seems also to call for a right nurture or
education, paideia. It is not a work of Nature but human
design. This design can be largely implemented through
laws and convention, nomos. In the Laws, the Athenian
Stranger states that there are three principal forces which
control human affairs, namely, chances and accidents of all
kinds, tuchai de kai symphorai, God and art, techne. The
point in concern for the Athenian Stranger is that like the
art of the pilot, the physician, or the general, human life
would be better with the art of life co-operating with the

other two factors.®

Hence, with regard to the manner of
his search for virtue, Socrates' position is neither
sophistic nor poetic. It seems to be an in-between
position. As it has been observed by Barrie A. Wilson that
with regard to the intellectual battle of the time,
Socrates' position is quite perplexing whether he is taking

‘a stand...between the new humanism (expressed in the

6 pPlato, the Republic, (502a-b).

7 Plato, the Republic, (4904, 491e-492a, 500d4); Laws,
(7474).

8 Plato, Laws, (70%9a-c).



69

thinking of atomists, Protagoras, and the new art and
medicine) versus the old Olympian religion with its rites
and rituals,' or ‘he is striking out in a different
direction, sure to anger both sides in this debate'.®

The ambiguity of his position is illuminated in the
Meno. Particularly concerning the problem of teachability
of virtue, the discussion in the dialogue results in an
ambiguous character. At the first stage, Socrates proposed
what Pindar and other poets said about virtue and other
things which implied that virtue cannot be learnt or sought
but only recalled by nature.l® Also what Socrates arrived
at in the first half of the dialogue is his proof to Meno
that the learning of the truth of all things is really a

matter of recollection, anamnesis.l?!

Anyhow, concerning
virtue itself, it has been proved to be wisdom, phronesis,
if it is really good, agathoi. But if virtue is wisdom,
then, it must be knowledge, episteme, since there is
nothing good that has not been embraced by knowledge.12
It is at this second stage that Socrates transposed the

nature of virtue to the sophist's position.

If virtue is knowledge, then, ‘good men cannot be good

9 Wilson, Hermeneutical Studies: Dilthey,Sophocles and
Plato, op. cit., p. 120.

10 prlato, Meno, (81d).
11 plato, Meno, 82a-86b).

12 plato, Meno, (89a, 874d).
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by nature'.13

To be good, a man must be educated.
Therefore, what is inferred at this stage contradicts the
earlier result. Virtue is now proved to be knowledge and

therefore teachable.l?

But this hypothesis could not go
further. It is stuck when it seems that there never exist
such teachers of virtue.l® If it cannot be taught, then,
it is not to be regarded as knowledge.l® Then the
position of the argument reverts to what Socrates has taken
before, that is, that of soothsayers and prophets and all

of the poetic stance.l?

If ‘virtue is found to be neither natural nor taught,'
and it seems that no one can explain how one can get
virtue, then, Socrates concludes that it must be ‘imparted
to us by a divine dispensation without understanding in
those who receive it,' as the Spartans rightly praised a

good man by calling him a divine person.18

The problem
still remains. The contradiction exists though with regard
to the earlier premiss that virtue is good and the good is
always embraced by knowledge. Unless virtue by divine
dispensation is not good, the contradiction still remains.
But virtue cannot be virtue if it is not good. Then what
really is virtue? Hence it is necessary to return to the
fundamental problem before asking in what way virtue comes
to mankind, namely, the quest for the meaning of virtue.
In this respect, the argument has come full circle as it

happens in most of the dialogues.

The virtue that Socrates intends to investigate is the

13 Plato, Meno, (89b).
14 Plato, Meno, (89c).
15 plato, Meno, (89e-94d).
16 plato, Meno, (99a).
17 Plato, Meno, (99d).

18 Plato, Meno, (99e, 994d).
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virtue of man qua man regardless of sex, age and social
status. It seems that Socrates attempts to search for the
virtue that goes beyond its context, whether it be Homeric
or of Socrates' time.l® After 1listening to Meno's
enumeration of the virtue of a man, a woman, a young and an
elderly, Socrates said:

‘Well now, there is this that I want
you to tell me, Meno: what do you call
the quality by which they do not
differ, but are all alike?...Is it only
in the case of virtue, do you think
Meno, that one can say there is one
kind belonging to a man, another to a
woman, and so on with the rest, or is
it just the same, too, in the case of
health and size and strength? Do you
consider that there is one health...Or,
wherever we find health, is it of the
same character universally, in a man or
in anyone else?'20

Following this in the Meno, temperance and justice are
supposedly presented as virtues necessary to anyone's
success in managing anything.?2l To be sure, after
Socrates' examination, it appears to Meno that other
virtues such as courage, wisdom etc. are indispensable as

well.?22

Each of them is just a part of virtue. What
Socrates wants is to search for virtue that ‘runs through
them all' since he is looking for virtue qua virtue of man
qua man. It is proved to be quite an enigmatic task. Each

virtue can sometimes complement and sometimes conflict with

19 Nussbaum suggests that Plato searches for goodness
without fragility through techne. Nussbaum, The Fragility
of Goodness: Luck and Ethics 1in Greek Tragedy and
Philosophy, op. cit., pp. 83-233.

20 plato, Meno, (72c, 724).

21 Plato, Meno, (73a-c).

22 Plato, Meno, (73d-e).
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another.?23

Moreover, it contradicts itself as the meaning
of each virtue is differently interpreted by different
people. It cannot even be flawlessly defined by any single

interpretation.

For example, with regard to the search for the meaning
of sophrosyne, whether it is natural or taught, both
Charmides, a young man who is believed to have a good
nature, and Critias, a man of experience, could not answer
Socrates without ambiguity what sophrosyne is. From the
discussion in the Charmides, sophrosyne might have been
understood to be a kind of quietness ; but cleverness is a
quickness of the soul not a quietness. Since quiet life
will not be more temperate than the unquiet, therefore,
sophrosyne, cannot be quietness , because quietness is
good and not good. But as a virtue, sophrosyne has to be
always good. Then sophrosyne might be modesty. But
according to the great poet, Homer, modesty is not good for
a needy man. This statement has been quoted by Socrates
again in his discussion on courage in the Laches, 20la-b.

Therefore, sophrosyne cannot be modesty since it
effects sometimes a good result and sometimes bad. It has
been generally understood that doing our own business is
temperance. But in a well-ordered state, a person should
not weave and scour his own coat, and make his own shoes,
and his own flask and scraper, and so on. Then it cannot
be sophrosyne. A good citizen of Athens must attend the
assembly and care for public affairs. However, one might
argue that the meaning of sophrosyne must be understood in
the sense that only doing good and honourable things of
one's own business is to be taken into account. But the
good is found to be too loose a terminology. A temperate
man can be ignorant of his sophrosyne. He cannot be sure

23 cf. chapter Twelve, the task of the statesman or the
philosopher-king is to weave together and harmonise these
virtues.
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of the result of his action whether it is good or bad to
himself and others. His work might be good in its nature.
But its consequence is uncertain. Though his intention
might be good. Then a man can be temperate or wise but
does not know himself. Hence, self-knowledge has to be the
essence of sophrosyne. Accordingly, sophrosyne should be
‘Know thyself'. If so, it must be a kind of knowledge,
episteme. It differs from other knowledge in that its
concerned object 1is itself. Sophrosyne alone is an
episteme of other and episteme of itself. Given its
existence, the question is ‘what good can this knowledge do
to us?! In the end, the argument has been led round a
circle with regard to the problem of the good.

In the Laches, Socrates said that the art of fighting

4  gince Homer, it

is generally supposed to be courage.2
has been actually regarded as one of the virtues. But
people like Laches and Nicias who are the genrerals are
themselves at a 1loss to give Socrates the meaning of
courage. What Socrates wants to know about courage is not
just what has been exercised in the battle field. He needs
to arrive at a general understanding of courage which
embraces all kinds of business i.e. politics, disease,
poverty etc. Such courage is supposed to be not only
something against pain or fear, but also mighty to contend

against desires and pleasures.?®

Accordingly, it is
sensible to say that courage is a sort of endurance of the
soul. However, not every kind of endurance is courage ,

since as a virtue, courage must be a very notable quality.
Endurance of the soul can be either wise or foolish. The
foolish one is evil and hurtful. Only the wise one is good
and noble. Hence courage must be wise endurance of the
soul. But what is the wise endurance? The person who is

deemed to have such wise endurance should be he who knows

24 pjato, Laches, (1904).

25 plato, Laches, (191d).
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how to be safe and profitable in his activities 1i.e.
spending money in a way that he will acquire more in the
end. Since one who has knowledge or skill of anything in
which he is engaging is not so courageous as the other who
lacks it. But this kind of endurance can yield an
undesirable consequence ; it might be a foolish endurance.

To continue the discussion, Socrates lets courage be
defined as wise endurance. If so, courage must be a kind
of wisdom, sophia. Should it be a kind of wisdom it could
have been the knowledge of that which inspires fear or
confidence in war, or in anything. The doctor knows what
is to be dreaded in diseases. But no one calls him by that
a brave man. So this definition must be further explained.
It is not only to tell what is healthy and what is diseased
but to tell whether health itself is to be dreaded by
anyone rather than sickness, and in some case, to decide
whether some sick men should never arise from their beds
whilst some others are better to live. Precisely, courage
is the knowledge of what is to be dreaded and what is to be
dared. However, this knowledge seems to belong to some god
rather than human beings.

Return to the definition of courage as the knowledge
of what is to be dreaded and what is to be dared. It can
be argued that wild beasts and other animals can be
included under the title of courage if they possess such
knowledge as well. But the fearless and thoughtless and
the courageous are not the same thing. Following this,
courage must also be the prudent acts. Also, it can be
inferred from above that courage is wisdom, temperance,
justice etc. And what is to be dreaded must be future
evils, and what to be dared must be future goods. This
knowledge must have comprehension of the same things,
whether or not it is in future, past or present. The
argument is returned to the beginning again as it arrives
at the meaning that courage is wisdom, temperance, justice
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etc. which are virtue as a whole. And courage is
eventually a kind of knowledge concerning all goods and
evils at every stage.

II

Similarly, with regard to the discussion on the
problem of traditional virtues, all ‘those who know' whom
Socrates conversed with have been confused by Socratic
investigation. Mostly, the arguments put forward have gone
round in a circle, always defeated by self-contradiction,
and ended up with same problem they started with, namely
the ontological problem of the good and the virtue. Also,
apart from the traditional virtues such as courage, wisdomn,
justice, temperance, piety, new kinds of virtue which the
sophists purported have been investigated. The new virtue
is publicly pronounced to be the kind of skills or art
which can be taught. Generally speaking, these new virtues
can be encapsulated under the same title of the art of
rhetoric and politics. Gorgias and Protagoras are the
protagonists of this new theory. Nevertheless, it is
evident that the same problem is still unanswerable.

In the Gorgias, Gorgias claims that his art of
rhetoric dealt with the greatest of human affairs and the

best.2® Since anyone who possesses this ability can make

7

other people do anything for him.2 In other words, his

art renders its ©possessor the power of governing

d.28

mankin Gorgias said that those who learn his art will

26 pilato, Gorgias, (4514).
27 plato, Gorgias, (452e).

28 plato, Meno, (73c).
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become like himself, that is, the rhetorician. If the art
of rhetoric is virtue, it must be good and just. Those who
possess the good and the just must be good and Jjust

himself.?2°

But as it happened to other arts, there are
those who wrongly used the art of rhetoric. Then Gorgias
is made to contradict himself. First, since he stated that
he was not responsible for his students' wrong use of the
art. At the same time, he argued that his art dealt with
the greatest good and he can make his students become good
and just. Secondly, the art of rhetoric cannot be virtue
for man since it is incoherent for a child or a slave to
possess the power of ruling. Socrates refutes Gorgias and
his supporters' view of the good and proves that the art of
rhetoric like politics is base and is not an art but just
a habit of producing a kind of gratification and

pleasure.3°

Protagoras' theory is that virtue is teachable and the
virtue he can impart is the art of politics. According to
his theory, man is endowed by nature with political virtue,
politikes aretes, which is comprised of particular parts
such as justice, courage, temperance, and piety. This
civic virtue enables man to ‘band themselves together and
secure their 1lives by founding cities'.3! Although men
believed that everybody partook of the virtue, he did not
regard it as natural or spontaneous, ‘but as something
taught and acquired after careful preparation by those who

32

acquire it'. HHe supports his argument by stating the

fact that the Athenians did punish or sanction the wrong-

29 plato, Gorgias, (460a-b).

30 Plato, Gorgias, (462c-d, 463d). From 463d onwards,
Socrates undertakes to refute Gorgias' hedonistic view of
the good and proves that to suffer wrong is better than to
do wrong.

31 Plato, Protagoras, (322b).

L Plato, Protagoras, (324c).



77

doers not for the sake of their crimes but for the
prevention of any wrong-doing in the future. It is because
the Athenians shared the view that virtue is procured and
taught. Protagoras points to the fact of the process of
socialisation of the society from early childhood till the
last day of one's life. Punishment for any trangression
beyond the boundaries of laws is a correction, euthunai,
for man. He argued that society will do otherwise if it
has no belief in the teachability of virtue. And the body
of the polis itself or everyone in the society is a teacher
of virtue to the extent of his powers since every man is
endowed with such nature. Furthermore, the reason why many
sons of good fathers turned out so meanly lies in the fact
that society did not make enough zealous and ungrudging
effort to instruct each other. If the society does so
well, the good will not be more likely than the bad to have
sons who are good. Everyone will all be good. However,
those who have been regarded as the most unjust person in
the society will be more just than those who have never
been reared or educated among human laws and society. For
this reason, the society needs someone who excels others in
showing the way to virtue to assist people to become good.
Socrates said he is convinced by Protagoras' speech that
there is human treatment by which the good is made good.

However, he poses the same question which he does in
other dialogues that whether Protagoras deemed that virtue
is a single thing and the qualities such as 3justice,
temperance and so on were parts of it. Protagoras answered
that those qualities are like the parts of the whole face
not the parts of gold. And it 1is possible that some
partake of justice but not of wisdom which means that
someone could be brave but unjust and some just but unwise.
Socrates uses the same reasoning in making knowledge
indispensable to all good gqualities i.e. temperance,
wisdom. What is good must be embraced by what is opposite
to folly or ignorance, namely, knowledge. Meanwhile,



78

Protagoras argued that each quality differs from one
another. The discussion has been led to the point that
wisdom, justice, temperance, and holiness are one thing.
If a person partakes of one quality of virtue, it means
that he has partaken of virtue as a whole. Possessing such
civic virtue in perfection by nature, a man needs no
education. Protagoras could not agree to this because it
would damage his theory that man has some part of virtue
which can be complemented by his teaching. But in denying
the unity of virtue, Protagoras commits altogether to the
negation of the idea that virtue is knowledge, which in
fact makes virtue unteachable. In silence, he admitted the
fallacy of his argument in the end of the dialogue.
Strangely, resulting from Socrates' cross-examination, his
position and that of Protagoras interchanges in the end of
the dialogue.

Even when Socrates himself has to meticulously discuss
the problem of justice in the Republic, it is well known
that the dialogue ends itself at the ambiguous position in
which Socrates' defence of his definition of justice is too
problematic to render any straigthforward conclusion.
Also, the discussion on the problem of the good itself as
being conversed in the Philebus returns to its starting

point after the lengthy discussion.33

In sum, it can be argued that in most of the

discussions in the dialogues Socrates makes things

34 35

ambiguous. The argument always comes full circle.

33 plato, Philebus, (66d-e).

34 such dialogues are the Charmides, the Laches, the
Lysis, the Euthyphro, the Lesser Hippias, the Major
Hippias, the Ion, the Gorgias, the Protagoras, the Meno,
the Cratylus, the Republic, the Parmenides.

35 Apart from what have been stated, one can find this
situation in most of the dialogues, for instance, see the
Laws, (688b); Lysis, (213c); Philebus, (19a).
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Socrates cross-examines and defeats his respondents by
‘making weaker arguments appear to be stronger'.36 Also
his position is obscure. It seems to incessantly oscillate
between the polarity of the arguments. Mainly, it is
between the sophists and the poets. In other words, it
moves between the realm of man and the realm of the gods.
Virtually, he attacks both positions which belong to those
whom people mostly and generally regarded as ‘those who

know'.
IT
Socrates defeats and debunks ‘those who know'. His
force of interrogation, elenchus, brings them to an
impasse. The dialogues portray different kinds of

characters of man with regard to their reactions to what
they have been brought into.37 BAmong other things, there
is one thing in common in their experience. The effect of
Socratic elenchus or Socratic docta ignorantia in disguise
has been described as the flat torpedo sea-fish or the
Daedalus which bewitches and benumbs anyone who experiences
it.38

To be sure, it is probable that someone might argue

36 Plato, Apology, (18b-c).

37 The dramatic element of the dialogues is essential in
which each character such as Charmides, Critias,
Thrasymachus, Anytus, Crito, Meno, Cephalus, Polemarchus,
Phaedrus, Adeimantus, Glaucon etc. has his personality and
has different kinds of response to Socratic elenchus. See
also Michael C. Stokes, Plato's Socratic Conversations:
Drama and Dialectic in Three Dialogues, London, 1986,
‘Introduction: Platonic questions', pp. 1-35.

38 Plato, Meno, (80a); Euthyphro, (11d).
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for a close affinity of Socrates and Euthydemus. However,
in spite of its resemblance to Euthydemus' art of
refutation, eristike, which conveys the meaning ‘contest,
fond of wrangling or arguing’', Socratic elenchus
essentially differs from it. One of the functions of the
Euthydemus, is to clarify this matter. The reader cannot
help telling himself that what he experiences from the
exhibition of Euthydemus' art of refutation is immensely
reminiscent of Socratic elenchus. Plato lets the reader
know Euthydemus' intention in practising his art.3? It is
aimed at winning the argument and displaying its power.
Also, the reader has been openly and generally informed
that Socratic elenchus originated in his ignorance and his
search for wisdom. Perhaps, it is Socratic irony. But we
know that the sophists aim at gaining fame and glory to
which Socrates is not attracted. Therefore, Socrates must
aim at something different from that of the sophists which
indeed distinguishes Socratic elenchus from the sophist's
eristic. Eristic is just a little game ‘because if one
learned many such things or even all of them, one would be
no nearer knowing what the things really are, but would be
able to play with people because of the different sense of
the words, tripping them up and turning them upside down,
just as someone pulls a stool away when someone else is
going to sit down, and then people roar with joy when they

40

see him lying on his back’'. Therefore, Socrates raises

the question that what good the art of refutation brings
about:

‘Find it, my good fellow, No, we were
in a most ridiculous state; 1like
children who run after crested larks,
we kept on believing each moment we
were just going to catch this or that
one of the knowledges, while they as

3% plato has Dionysodorus inform Socrates of what
Euthydemus' intent is. See Plato, Euthydemus, (275d-276e).

40 Plato, Euthydemus, (278b-c).
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often slipped from our grasps. What
need to tell you the story at length?
When we reached the kingly art, and
were examining it to see if we had here
what provides and produces happiness,
at this point we were involved in a
labyrinth: when we supposed we had
arrived at the end, we twisted about
again and found ourselves practically
at the beginning of our search, and
just as sorely in want as when we first
started on it.'#

In appearance, it 1is difficult to differentiate
Socratic elenchus from Euthydemus's eristic. The
difference lies in the intention of the master of the art.
And the possession of the knowledge of how to use the art
and what good the art can make is the decisive factor in
distinguishing Socrates from Euthydemus. As one would
never ‘get advantage from all other knowledge, whether of
money-making or medicine or any other that knows how to
make things, without knowing how to use the thing made'.4%2
Similarly, the art of refutation can be made useful only
when its practitioner knows how to use it. How did

Socrates use his elenchus?

Socratic ignorance reduces his audience to perplexity
and also makes them similar to itself, that is, being
ignorant.43 Socratic elenchus compels them to acknowledge
the inadequacy of their knowledge. They are forced to
submit to something which 1is beyond their putative

4l plato, Euthydemus, (291b-c). See also the Republic,
(453d): ‘What a grand thing, Glaucon,' said Socrates, ‘is
the power of the art of contradiction!...many appear to me
to fall into it even against their wills, and to suppose
that they are not wrangling but arguing, owing to their
inability to apply the proper divisions and distinctions to
the subject wunder condsideration...They pursue purely
verbal oppositions, practising eristic, not dialectic on
one another.'

42 Plato, Euthydemus, (289b).

43 Plato, Meno, (80a).
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knowledge. What is more important is that it seriously
affects their self-understanding or self-interpretation.
Their previous self-images are proved to be fictitious.
Apart from having been perplexed about the truth of the
things concerned, they become puzzled about the being of
their own selves when they just found out that they happen
to be not what they understood themselves to be, that is,
not being wise but ignorant. This effect is shame,
aischune. It is a feeling which one has when one thinks of
himself as being deteriorated. To feel ashamed is to be or
to do what one would not like to be or to do. If everyone
desires good as it has been generally stipulated in the

44

dialogues. Then one feels ashamed when one does or

becomes what is opposite to what he regarded as good.

Regarding the meaning of shame, in one of the scenes
in the Phaedrus, Socrates has to wrap up his head while he
renders a speech in praise of a non-lover to Phaedrus since
it will be shameful or embarassing, aischune, for him for
two reasons: first, to give such a blasphemous speech that
denigrated the divine power of love of Aphrodite and Eros;
second, to render a more beautiful, wiser, and better

5 He is ashamed

speech than he is normally capable to do.*
to be what he himself is not. He satirised those who are

not what themselves really are but think they are.

44 plato, Euthydemus, (278e): ‘Do all we human beings

wish to prosper? Or is this question one of the absurdities
I was afraid of just now? For I suppose it is stupid
merely to ask such things, since every man must wish to
prosper.' See also Plato, Protagoras, (358b); Philebus,
(20d), Meno, (77c), Gorgias, (468).

45 Plato, Phaedrus, 237a. However, Socrates' irony has

to be taken into consideration in order to interpret this
dramatic situation. Claiming his ignorance as usual
(235d), Socrates ironically replies to Phaedrus that the
speech he is to give is not his own but it belongs to
someone else whom he forgot because of his stupidity.
Therefore, if the speech happens to be better or
blasphemous, Socrates is not to be praised or blamed. As
it is well known of his irony that he never intends to be
either sacrilegious or wise.
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Socratic elenchus is intended to induce shame. With regard
to this, Robert E. Cushman, in the end of his book, has
summarily emphasised the signification of elenchus in
Socratic method by evoking the original meaning of the
term:

‘The primary meaning of the verb
elegcho seems to have been "put to
shame". In Plato's usage the original
meaning is retained, but discourse, or

cross~questioning, becomes the
instrument for inducing shame. If the
elenchos "confutes," it does so by

convicting of error through putting
respondents to shame--shame over
contradiction among their own confessed
opinions. We have endeavoured to show
that the genius of dialectic lies in
its power, first, to win acknowledgment
of self-contradiction, then to procure
consent to the "leading," not merely of
the argument, but to deep-lying and
obscured convictions. Thus, in the
case of Polus and Gorgias, Socrates'
fundamental aim was to arouse from
slumber true opinions which each
feigned to disavow but really believed
(Gorgias, 474b, 482b-c). His purpose
was to exhume truth buried under
rationalisaton so that men would
acknowledge it, if for no other reason
than "for very shame" (Republic, 50le;
Gorgias, 508b). Because the elenchos
has the power, of revealing a man's
disagreement with himself....'%46

A man's disagreement with himself is possible if only
the other self within him emerges. 1In the situation, a man
feels frustrated since he 1is 1like being in-between two
selves. The self that he used to be unconsciously proud of
has crumbled whilst the other which newly emerges is

46 Robert S. Cushman, Therapeia: Plato's Conception of
Philosophy, Westport, 1958, pp. 308-309. Consider also the
Laws, 647a: ‘And often we fear reputation, when we think we
shall gain a bad repute for doing or saying something base;
and this fear we (like everybody else), I imagine, call
shame.'
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shamefully incapable, aischros, kakos. Nobody can relate
the experience under Socratic influence better than
Alcibiades in his praise of Socrates in the encomium of
love in the Symposium. As it is generally understood that
Alcibiades was highly renowed not only for his tremendous
brillance but also his physical beauty. The Athenians
considered nobody to have a better and more promising
future than he. Alcibiades was the most remarkable young
man in terms of qualities or virtues. However, under the

spell of Socrates, he confesses:

‘For when I hear him I am worse than
any wild fanatic; I find my heart
leaping and my tears gushing for that
the sound of his speech, and I see
great numbers of other people having
the same experience....the influence of
our Marsyas here has often thrown me
into such a state that I thought my
life not worth living that you can call
untrue. Even now I am still conscious
that if I consented to lend him my ear,
I could not resist him, but would have
the same feeling again. For he compels
me to admit that, sorely deficient as
I am, I neglect myself while I attend
to the affairs of Athens. ..And there
is one experience I have in presence of
this man alone, such as nobody would
expect in me,---to be made to feel
ashamed, aischunesthai, by anyone; he
alone can make me feel it.'%?

With regard to shame and its effect of self-
contradiction, Cushman comments that Socratic elenchus
makes Alcibiades confess his ‘profound "shame" and
confronts him with the question "whether he could continue

48

in his divided existence'. Socrates has been compared

to a mythical Marsyas, a guardian deity who is also

47 plato, the Symposium, (215e-216c). Cf. Cicero,
Disputations, (III. xxxii.77 - xxxiii.79). See also David
Grene, Greek Political Theory, op. cit., pp. 103-104.

48 cushman, op. cit., p. 194.
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musical. In the same manner that his daemonic voice, his
personal guardian deity, forbids him to do or to think in
a certain way, Socrates drew his interlocutors back from
the slumber of their illiberal self-understanding of the
good. They could no longer be assured of what they thought
to be virtuous and good.

With his philosophical discourse as a Marsyasic
musical gift, he <casts spell on them. With his
interrogation, Socrates brings the respondents with him
through the journey of thought. Starting with the state of
ignorance of Socrates and the state of knowing of his
respondents, the dialectic discussion comes round a circle,
arriving at the point of beginning. But what is called the
point of beginning is not the same point where they
started. It is not a return. It is an arrival. They

49 Those who used to

arrive at the state of ignorance.
think they knew something realise that they do not know or
could not take for granted their knowledge. It is a point
of beginning of another journey of thought which the
travellers would depart again with a different kind of
presupposition and also a different kind of question. The
emergence of a new presupposition is intertwined with the

emergence of a new question.

IIT

As stated above, Socratic elenchus is not aimed at
merely refuting his respondents. It is not the art of

49 Julia Annas states in her introduction of the

Republic that the Socrates interrogation shakes one's
complacency and leaves a void which is all too plausibly
filled by scepticism. See Julia Annas, An Introduction to
Plato's Republic, Oxford, 1985, p. 21.
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disputation 1like Euthydemus' eristic which is aimed at
victory rather than truth. Socratic elenchus is dialectic
method. It is conducted in regard to the search for the
nature of the things in question. It is understood that
Socrates regards the dialectician as ‘a man who can take
account of the essential nature of each thing'.50
Dialectic is ‘asking and answering dquestions with the
highest degree of understanding' which by its procedure
‘proceeds by the destruction of assumptions to the very

51 pjalectic corresponds to the method

first principles'.
of investigation that Plato states in the Seventh Epistle
that the nature of the first principle can be acquired by
the way of up and down asking and questioning on the
subject. 52 Therefore, in his investigation, one of
Socrates' intentions 1is to evoke a return to the
examination of the account of the essential nature of
things, ‘to give great care and great attention to the
beginning of any undertaking, to see whether one's

foundation is right or not'.>3

Since the first principle of a thing renders itself a

firm base.54

That is why prior to the question of the
teachability of virtue, the nature of virtue or its being
itself has to be investigated.®® The virtue in concern is
human excellence. Furthermore, it is not subject to any

particular person. It is the virtue of man qua man.

This is the reason why he has been regarded as the
first who directs the philosophical examination towards the

50 plato, the Republic, (534b).

51 plato, the Republic, (534d, 533c).
52 plato, Seventh Epistle, (343d-344a)
53 plato, Cratylus, (436d-e).

54 plato, the Republic, (511b).

55 plato, Meno, (100b); Protagoras, (361d).
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problem of human life. According to Socratic dialectic
method, the notion of the good cannot be separated from the
notion of the self. When the notion of the good has been
challenged, it also affects the notion of the self to which
it has emerged from and pertained. It is inevitable that
the question of the good is dialectically 1led to the
question of the self. As regards the effect of the
dialectic of Socratic investigation, Edward G. Ballard
comments that ‘Socrates suggested that "one will come to
know himself by investigating the relations among notions
such as knowledge, virtue, pleasure, the good" 1,56 To
this point, Helen North as well agreed that with regard to
the problem of the origin of virtue is involved in at least
two aspects of this debate: first, ‘whether it comes from
nature or education,' which inevitably links itself to ‘the
equally fundamental question of what human nature is really

like when it is revealed by suffering or ill treatment'.>’?

It can be inferred that Socratic elenchus in the form
of dialectic investigation effects shame to his repondents
in order to lead them to self-examination. In other words,
Socrates' search for the knowledge of the good necessarily
presupposes the search for self-knowledge. The search for
self-knowledge emerges only from the emerging uncertainty
of the notion of one's self.’® The previous self which
claimed the knowledge of the good is succeeded by the self

59

which confesses its ignorance. From this, a new

56 Edqward G. Ballard, Socratic Ignorance: An Essay on
Platonic Self-knowledge, The Hague, 1965, p. 48.

57 North, Sophrosyne, op. cit., pp. 74-75.

58 A further discussion of this point can be found in
Chapter Ten.

59 perek Parfit has argued for the fallibity or self-

defeating of the Self-interest Theory. However, this
thesis argues that the human self exists in its own right.
The care of the self is quite essential. But the nature of
the self is found in metaxy. Only the dialectic self which
is derived from the logic of metaxy can render a prudent
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presupposition now arises with the search not yet for the
good but first for self-knowledge. In this way, other
kinds of knowledge must come after self-knowledge. Since
that whether those other knowledges are proved to be
wholesome or not depends on the knowledge of the self to
which they pertain. Socrates in the Phaedrus expresses his
overriding concern for the understanding of self-knowledge.
When asked whether he believed in the myth of Boreas and
Oreithyia, he replies that although he heard also of the
rational or scientific explanation of the incident, he has
no leisure for that kind of thing. He states that reason
that since ‘I am not yet able, as the Delphic inscription
has it, to know myself; so it seems to me ridiculous, when
I do not yet know that, to investigate irrelevant
things'.80

As we know, what can be drawn from Socrates!'
discussion is that he aimed at a general concept of virtue
rather than a virtue. Of course, this presupposes a
general concept of man. In the discussion on the problem
of the abstract idea of the one and the particular many
with Parmenides in the dialogue of his namesake, Socrates
remarked that he would be amazed ‘if anyone could show in
the abstract ideas, which are intellectual conceptions,
this same multifarious and perplexing entanglement which

61

you described in visible objects’'. Of course, as

regards the Eleatic doctrine, Parmenides and Zeno praised

care of the self. I argue that as regards Parfit's thesis,
in order to arrive at its so-called non-religious ethics,
one has to start from or take his momentarily existential
self as a point of departure. In other words, he has to
start from his self-love, desires, or the care of his self-
interest. As it can be put in Platonic statement at the
Republic, 511b: ‘Taking one's right opinion as a
springboard in search for the good'. See Derek Parfit,
Reasons and Persons, Oxford, 1984.

60 Plato, Phaedrus, (229b-230a).

61 Plato, Parmenides, (129a-130a).
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Socrates for his argument in quest of such abstract ideas.
Parmenides asked Socrates again whether he really believed
that there were such things. Socrates replied that ‘I have
been very much troubled, Parmenides, to decide whether
there are ideas of such things, or not'.%2 It seems that
Socrates was in pursuit of such conception although he was
yet indecisive whether there existed such abstract ideas of
man or other things. Also, Socrates had not yet abandoned
Heraclitus' theory of motion and not-being, that |is,

everything is in flux. In essence, he discussed the
strength and weakness of both theories of Parmenides and
Heraclitus.®3

The debate between these two positions is
inconclusive. The Cratylus conceivably represents the
debate between Parmenidean and Heraclitean accounts of the
origin of names. The discussion comes a full circle as
usual. But it seems that Socrates left to Cratylus and
Hermogenes, and perhaps the reader, to continue further
discussion on their own and to decide themselves whether

either theory was true, %4

Similarly, the Parmenides
inconclusively ends itself in the condition that ‘if the
one is not, nothing is' and ‘whether the one is or is not,
the one and the others in relation to themselves and to
each other all in every way are and are not and appear and

65

do not appear'. However, we know that Socrates said

62 plato, Parmenides, (130b-c).

63 pilato, Cratylus. Hermogenes seems to represent
Heraclitean view whilst Cratylus takes a Parmenidean
position.

64 At the Cratylus, 440c-d, Socrates concludes the
discussion that with regard to Heraclitean position:
‘Perhaps, Cratylus, this theory is true, but perhaps is
not. Therefore you must consider courageously and
thoroughly and not accept anything carelessly..'

65 plato, Parmenides, (166c).
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that he often dreams that there are such absolute ideas. %%

The search for self-knowledge situates itselfin such a
bewildering state. It incites wonder which caused

Theaetetus dizziness.®’

In the Meno, wonder, thaumazein,
as the effect of the Socratic elenchus or the torpedo's
shock reduces a person who experiences it ‘to the
perplexity of realising that he did not know, and had left
a craving to know'.®%8 It is the only beginning of

philosophy, a sign of being a philosopher.®°

IV

The situation mentioned above is a starting point to
which Socrates guides his audience. It is a right or true
opinion, orthe doxa, which is not inferior to knowledge.
A right opinion as well as knolwedge could guide a man to
the good.’® Although one is ignorant of what he is going
to search for, it does not mean that if he does not know
what he is searching he would not be able to recognise it
if he has found it. Since he ‘who does not know about any
matters, whatever they be, may have true opinions, aletheis
doxai, on such matters, about which he knows nothing?'7l
As the only alternative to knowledge, a right opinion
emanates from what

66 Plato, Cratylus, (439c).
67 plato, Theaetetus, (155c).

68 pjato, Meno, (84c). Cf. Diotima's speech in the
Symposium, 207d.

69 plato, Theaetetus, (155d).
70 plato, Meno, (98b).

71 plato, Meno, (85c).
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‘the reason itself lays hold of by the
power of dialectics, treating its
assumptions not as absolute beginnings
but literally as hypotheses,
underpinnings, footholds, and
springboards so to speak, to enable it
to rise to that which requires no
assumption and is the starting-point of
all...'’?

Socrates!' mission is to go about the city to cross-
examine people, especially those who know. In his mission,
he makes others become like himself, namely, ignorant and
wondering about their own self-knowledge. Then the
embarkation on the search for self-knowledge results from
Socratic encounter. Meno said to Socrates that his
ignorance has made others become ignorant like himself. 1In
making others like himself reminds one of what Socrates
said to Meno at the end of the same dialogue that ‘...if
through all this discussion our queries and statements have
been correct, virtue, arete, is found to be neither
natural, phusei, nor taught, didakton, but is imparted to
us by a divine dispensation, theia moira, without
understanding in those who receive it, unless there should
be somebody among the statesman, toioutos ton politikon
andron, capable of making a statesman of another'.”3
Also, consider further in the Gorgias, in his debate with
Callicles on the meaning of justice and the true statesman,
Socrates remarks that ‘I think I am one of the few, not to
say the only one in Athens who attempts the true art of
statesmanship, and the only man of the present time who
manages affairs of state, alethos politike techne kai

prattein ta politika monos ton nun'.’%

72 plato, the Republic, (511b); See also the Meno, 99c
where Socrates said ‘And if not by knowledge, as the only
alternative it must have been by good opinion.'!

73 plato, Meno, 99e.

74 plato, Gorgias, (521d).
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Moreover, insofar as the above discussion is
concerned, what emerges as the effect of Socratic elenchus
is a right opinion. Again, Socrates at the end of the Meno
informs the reader that ‘the statesman perhaps concerns
himself only with good opinion, eudoxia de to loipon
gignetai,' since it is the only means which statesmen
employ for their direction of states...'’® Apparently, it
seems that the mission of Socrates is political. In doing
so, Socrates practices the art of statesmanship, politike
techne.

Hence, it can be concluded here that to make one feel
ashamed of oneself and to perplex him about his own self in
order to search out oneself is to practice the art of
politics or statesmanship. This illuminates the statements
often made elsewhere in the dialogues that politics is the
affair which concerns itself mostly with the self or the
soul.’® From this, Socrates' mission is more
comprehensible. It helps one understand his statement in
the Apology in a meaningful way particularly when he says:

‘For know that the god commands me to
do this, and I believe that no greater
good ever came to pass in the city than
my service to the god. For I go about
doing nothing else than urging vyou,
young and old, not to care for your
persons or your property more than for
the perfection of your souls, chrematon
proteron mede outo sphodra os tes
psuches, or even so much; and I tell
you that virtue, arete, does not come
from money, but from virtue comes money
and all other good things to man, both
to the individual and to the state,'

and, in the Euthyphro,

75 plato, Meno, (99c).

76 plato, Gorgias, (464b). 1In the Statesman, its

argument confirms that the object in concern of the
statesman is man. This is explained in Chapter Four. See
also, the Laws, 650b.
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‘' (f)or the Athenians, I fancy, are not
much concerned, if they think a man is
clever, provided he does not impart his
clever notions to others; but when they
think he makes others to be 1like
himself, they are angry with him..'77

No one is wiser than Socrates. He knows something
which others do not bother to know, that is, that the
unexamined life is not worth living.’® That is the reason
why he is a gadfly for Athens and her people. Also, from
this, Alcibiades' regarding Socrates to be Marsyas comes to
light. Marsyas is regarded as a guardian deity. Likewise,
Socrates is a divine gift in a form of a gadfly to the
city. Marsyas was musical because he was a musician.
Likewise, Socrates is musical in regard to |his
philosophical discourse. Marsyas challenges Apollo to a
contest in music. But Socrates challenges the slumber of
the Athenian people. In conclusion, the search for self-
knowledge 1is now understood as an aim of Socratic
‘political' mission. Significantly, the findings of our
discussion evolves itself into the following discussion
incident to the study of the concept of man in the
dialogues, namely, the examination of the knowledge of the
statesman.

77T plato, Apology, (30a); Euthyphro, (3c).

78 plato, Apology, (38a).
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CHAPTER FOUR

Man and Animals

The Statesman is concerned with the search for the
nature of statesman, politicus. It is a sequel of the
Sophist in which the search for the sophist has been
launched. The Stranger1 who undertook the leading role in
conducting the discussion, as he did before in the Sophist,
cross-examined the young Socrates, who, in this dialogue
had his turn after Theaetetus to give answers. The Stranger
carried on the investigation in a dialectic manner, namely,
making division in two classes in equal proportion. After
they had arrived at the art of statesmanship as a
commanding art, they continued to discuss the kind of
object the art of statesmanship would be concerned. To be
sure, at this point, it is surprising that such a 1long
discussion was needed in order to point out what the object

2 It is evident that chief concern of

of the statesman is.
the art of statesmanship could not have been anything else

but man.

Actually, the Stranger was aware of this point.3
He knew ab initio that there were two ways to achieve what

1 John Gunnell suggested that the Stranger represents
Plato himself. John Gunnell, Political Philosophy and
Time: Plato and the Origins of Political Vision, op. cit.,
p.160.

2 fThis is the point where diaeresis begins. The
diaeresis takes place in order to meticulously treat the
art of statesmanship. See Harvey Ronald Scodel, Diaeresis
and Myth in Plato's Statesman, Gottingen, 1987.

3 rbid., p. 71.
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their discussion was aimed at, namely the shorter or the
longer ways.

The Stranger first directed the discussion in the
longer way which ‘is more in accord with what we said a
while ago about the need of making the division as nearly
in the middle as we can,' that is to say, the dialectic

4 Although the audience can easily conceive what

division.
the final division was going to be since the statesman's
chief concern must be man. However, the point of departure
began with the most general and simple, but irrefutable, of
all facts that ‘of the whole class, some have life and
others have no life.'® Of course, the part of the living
objects had been chosen as being related to the statesman's
art. The Stranger went on dividing the living beings into
the breeding and nurture of ‘a single animal and the common
care of creature in droves,' and let the young Socrates
consider which group the statesman should supervise. Of
course, the statesman had more resemblance to a man who
tended a herd of cattle or a drove of horses.® Then the
Stranger proposed to call the art of caring for the many
living creatures ‘the art of tending a herd or something
like community management'.’ The young Socrates did not
oppose this. The Stranger said he was very pleased with
the young Socrates' consent and he also stated further that
if the young man could preserve this impartial attitude
towards names, he would turn out richer in wisdom when he

8 Furthermore, the Stranger further asked him

was older.
whether he could see that the art of herding was twofold.
Bearing in mind all the time that the subject in question

was a human being, the young Socrates did not hesitate to

4 Plato, Statesman, (261b).
s Plato, Statesman, (261b).
6 Plato, Statesman, (261d).

7 Ibid.

o}

Plato, Statesman, (261le).
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answer at that moment that ‘one kind is the care of man,
the other that of beasts'.?

Although the Stranger praised the young Socrates'
willingness and courage in giving that answer, he pointed
out that the young man had made a mistake in dividing
things in the following way. The Stranger explained his
method that since when a class is divided into its
subdivisions, each subdivision must necessarily also be a
portion of the total class of which it is declared a
subdivision; but a portion is not necessarily a true

10 That the class of man was a

subdivision of a class.
single small part of the many larger ones of the herds of
living beings had been set off by the young Socrates
against all the important sections which he had left out.
The cause of error originated in the desperate hurry and
the presupposition wrongly fixed only on man as the whole
class against other living beings. As the Stranger said to
the young Socrates ‘vou hurried the discussion along,
because you saw that it was leading towards man,..you
removed a part and then thought that the remainder was one
class because you were able to call them all by the same

111

name of beasts. The Stranger also gave another example

of a wrong division that most Greeks made. That is to say,
instead of dividing the human race into male and female,

‘they separated the Hellenic race from
all the rest as one, and to all the
other races, which are countless to one
another, they give the single name
barbarian, because of this single name,
they think it is a single species.'1?

° Plato, Statesman, (262a).
10 Plato, Statesman, (263b).
11 plato, Statesman, (262b, 263c).

12 Plato, Statesman, (262d4).
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In fact, the division of man into male and female is more
accurate in the same way that numbers can be divided into
odd and even numbers. Also, this method of division
presupposes the Stranger's idea. To separate so soon the
class of man from the other species of animals is rather

13 since other animals capable of thought

anthropocentric
such as the crane or any other like creatures would give

names in the same way as the young Socrates did:

‘It might in its pride of self oppose
crane to all other animals, and group
the rest, men included, under one head,
calling them by one name, which might
very well be that of beasts.'14

Here, the young Socrates adapted his method of division
with reference to names, since the Stranger had once warned
him not to be too much restricted by the principle of names
if he intended to attain the truth of the matter.

IT

Thus the Stranger urged his interlocutor to adhere to
the longer path of division because ‘it is safer to proceed
by cutting through the middle, and in that way one is more
likely to find classes, this makes all the difference in
the conduct of research.'!® The Stranger then continued
by dividing of all animals into tame and wild.1® of
course, with men as the object in mind, he chose to start
with the tame animals. Then the herds of tame animals then

13 gcodel argued that this discrimination reflects the
egocentricity of the Greeks and perhaps of human beings
themselves. See Scodel, op. cit., p. 52.

14 Plato, Statesman, (263d).

15 pilato, Statesman, (262b).

16 Plato, Statesman, (263e).
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were again divided into land-herding and aquatic-herding.
Instead of the latter, the art of land-herding surely
belongs to the art of statesmanship. Once again, it had
been subdivided into the tending of flying and walking
animals. The statesmanship must be sought in connection
with walking animals. At this stage, the Stranger
disclosed that there were two paths heading the same
direction: the longer and the quicker. Then he allowed the
young Socrates to choose whichever of the two he wanted,
since they had nearly arrived at the final stage, whereas
it had been difficult to go by the shorter way at the
beginning or at the middle of the search as the young
Socrates had attempted to do. The young Socrates said
absurdly that he wanted to carry on using both ways. This
point can be explained. He understood that the search
needed a right way of division, whilst he himself was
rather hasty and knew what the final answer must be. The
Stranger replied that the divisions could be only be made
one at a time. Then the longer way was taken up again this
time as the first of two choices given to the young

Socrates. 17

The tame walking animals had been divided into the

ones with horns and the hornless.l8

With regard to man,
the art of statesmanship must concern the tame hornless
walking animals. Then the Stranger made a further
division; the mixing and non-mixing breed.!® The mixing
breed consisted of animals such as horses and asses.
Certainly, it had to be the non-mixing breed that was under
the care of the statesman. Up to this point, the

conclusion of the discussion was that the statesman should

17 see Scodel's comments on this point, op. cit., pp. 62-3.
18 Plato, Statesman, (265b).
19 Compare this to the argument concerning the theory of

names 1in the Cratylus, 394a-b that the offspring of a
species must be named after its parents.
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care for the tame gregarious non-mixing breeding animals.
Before reaching the proposed object, namely man, the final
division was more peculiar than the previous ones. The
Stranger asked for the authority on geometry in making this
last division, since both his interlocutors, the young
Socrates and Theaetetus, were students of geometry. This
ultimate separation was intricately made in terms of
geometrical construction. To be sure, the Stranger had in
mind the division between the two-footed and the four-
footed animals. Although he should have proposed right
away as he did before, nevertheless, he created an intrigue
in his division by resorting to geometrical knowledge. He
said that it could be divided ‘by the diameter,..and again
by the diameter of the square of the diameter.'?% At
‘ first, the young Socrates could not understand what this
technical division was about; then the Stranger asked him:
‘Is the nature which our human race possesses related to
walking in any other way than as the diameter which is the
square root of two feet?121 Indeed, man is a two-footed
animal. And the nature of the remaining species is the
diameter of the square of the side of the square root of
two feet, which is the square root of four feet.

Why did the Stranger need to have recourse to the
analogy of the square root of two and four feet in his
dividing man from animals??? The clue was in the next
passage when the Stranger said that a famous joke had

20 plato, Statesman, (266a-b). This is the well-known
enigmatic passage in the Statesman. It has been long
argued

and remains controversial. See Malcolm Brown, ‘Plato on
doubling the Cube: Politicus 266AB, in Plato, Time and
Education: Essays in Honor of Robert S. Brumbaugh, Brian P.
Hendley (ed.), New York and London, 1989, pp. 43-60.

21 Plato, Statesman, (266b).

22 1t is possible that this is a kind of riddle which was

commonly practised or played in the fifth and fourth
centuries. See Lloyd, The Revolution of Wisdom., op. cit.,
p. 280.
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arisen from the division that ‘our human race shares the
same lot and runs in the same heat as the most excellent
and at the same time most easy-going race of creatures. '23
Along the line of these divisions, man also has his share
in all larger parts of 1living beings, from the largest
class of animals, walking-flying, tame-wild, single-
collective. The Stranger seemed to use this geometrical
division in half-jest and half-earnest which means that
sometimes it can be taken seriously and sometimes not.
Regarding this as a playful element in the author of the
dialogue, many scholars believe that the geometric analogy

4 It can be

signals the similarity between man and pigs.?2
also true that this might be a tease to Theodorus, the
geometrician, and his disciples, the young Socrates and
Theaetetus; for the Stranger seemed to pretend to resort to
geometrical knowledge in order to reach the final division.
To be sure, that final division did not seem to be
difficult at all. Geometrical knowledge seemed to be rather
redundant. It should have been used just to tease the

25

geometricians. However, if the final division was not

23 Plato, Statesman, (266cC).

24 gee J.B. Skemp, Plato's Statesman: A Translation of the
Politicus of Plato with introductory essays and footnotes,
London, 1961, p. 139; Scodel, op. cit., pp. 65-6; G.R.F.
Ferrari, Listening to the Cicadas: A Study of Plato's
Phaedrus, Cambridge, 1990, p.19.

25 Jacob Klein argued that the reader could not ignore

the fact that ‘the stranger does two things while
performing this last division, [h]e is immensely playful in
referring to the geometrical skills of Young Socrates and
Theaetetus (glancing smilingly at Theodorus, perhaps) by
identifying the walking power of human beings with the
diagonal of a square of two feet and the walking power of
the four-footed tame and gregarious animals, namely, pigs,
with the diagonal four feet..' However, Klein leads his
argument to the point that the geometrical skills indicated
that the art of statesmanship exists in all 1levels no
matter it is King Odysseus or the swineherd Eumaeus. His
interpretation is however compatible to what is argued in
this thesis. See Jacob Klein, Plato's Trilogy, Theaetetus,
the Sophist, and the Statesman, Chicago and London, 1977,
pp. 152-3.
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as easy as it appeared to be, the introduction of
geometrical knowledge into this final stage must be taken
more seriously than many people would have thought. When
geometry has to be taken seriously, no one can do it better
than a geometrician. If Theodorus and those young
geometricians failed to understand the reason for having
recourse to geometrical knowledge in the final division,
then the Stranger's teasing would mean a serious
humiliation to them as regards their claimed authority on
geometry.

IIT

The correlation of the square root of two feet and
four feet is quite significant. One square foot which is
a square having its sides all equal to the length of one
foot, has its diagonal of the square root of two feet.
That square can possibly by its potential in terms of
geometrical power generate another square on its diagonal,
which results in having its diagonal of the square root of
four feet. This means that despite the final separation of
man and the rest of animals, man still has an inherent
nature of the potential animality.Z2° The human-animal
bond is indissoluble with regard to the geometrical

27

dynamic. Moreover, this potential has an enormous

26 This point will be discussed further with regard to
the concept of metaxy of human nature. Cf. the Republic,
(Book VI 511id-e).

27 The ancient Greeks had no specific term for square

root. In stead, they used dunamis' to convey the same
meaning. In general, dunamis means power, might, strength
which associate with body or outward influence. Also, it
has been used to connote ‘any natural gift that may be
improved, and may be used for good or 1ill' and ‘a
capability of existing or acting, virtual existence or
action, as opposite to actual'. As Paul Shorey remarked
that from the study of its history, the mean of dunamis is
various ‘from potentiality to active power discriminated'.
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impact. If man as a two-footed animal has the inherent
nature of a four-footed one, then the demarcation 1line
between man and animal would never be clear. If this
reasoning is reversed, then man and four-footed animals
then still belong to the undivided class of tame gregarious
animals. That is why the Stranger said, following his
final division, that the ‘human race shares the same lot
and runs the same heat as the most excellent and at the
same time most easy-going race of creatures.' There exists
in human beings both nobleness and base. Therefore, ‘it
is not unreasonable that they arrive last, who are the

slowest. '28

The use of geometrical skills helps to
explain this peculiar condition, something which normal

language cannot do.?°

By making a division in this way, man is regarded as
a part of the whole class of living beings.3?° considered
from this point of view, the anthropocentric self-deception
and pride become less intense. As the Stranger said that
the discussion in making the division in the Statesman
‘have shown more clearly the truth of that which we said
yesterday in our search for the sophist.'3l The dialectic
method of argument ‘pays no more heed to the noble than to

See Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, A Greek-English
Lexicon, ninth edition, 1989; Plato, The Republic,
translated by Paul Shorey., Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1969,
(Book V 477c).

28 Plato, Statesman, (266c).

29 consider the Republic, (Book VII 527b): ‘Their language
[geometry] is most ludicrous..for they speak as if they
were doing something and as if all their words were
directed towards action,...whereas in fact the real object
of the entire study is pure knowledge,' and also ‘That it
is the knowledge of that which always is and not of a
something which at some time comes into being and passed
away'.

30 gee the Gorgias, 516b-c.

31 plato, Sophist, (227b).
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the ignoble, and no less to the small than to the great,
but always goes on its own way to the most perfect
truth. '32 However, there is a limit which has been stated
in the Republic. The knowledge of geometry is one of those
that the philosophic nature requires in order to be able to
contemplate the essence of beings. But it is not suitable
for understanding the genesis or becoming.33® Geometry is
intended to be used to understand the being of man not his
becoming. This means that one cannot apply geometric
reasoning to understand the genesis of mankind, since its
logic possibly entails that mankind used to be what it is
not at the moment, and is also becoming something which
will be totally different from what he is now. In other
words, mankind is in motion and flux. We might have been
evolved from beasts and might be becoming something else
other than man.

With regard to this philosophic interpretation of
geometric application, it seems that despite his renowned
title of geometrician, Theodorus could not comprehend this

seemingly playful riddle; neither could his disciples.34

Following this, the Stranger illustrated the other,
shorter way to reach the final stage. Before the Stranger

32 gee the Statesman, 266d and the Sophist, 227b.

33 plato, the Republic, (Book VII 526e-527b). At 526e, it
runs as follows: 1‘Then if it compels the soul to
contemplate essence, it is suitable; if genesis, it is
not.' With regard to somewhat similar point, Michael Davis
also argued that ‘Platonic philosophy is for the sake of
recognition, not prediction; it 1is eidetic and not
genetic.' See Michael Davis, Ancient Tragedy and the
Origins of Modern Science, Carbondale and Edwardsville,
1988, p. 157.

34 Mitchell H. Miller, Jr. points out that without
philosophical review of geometric assumption, Theodorus and
the young Socrates could never understand this meaningful
final division. Miller, Jr., The Philosopher in Plato's
Statesman, op. cit., p. 4.
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pointed out to the young Socrates these two approaches
towards the same direction, the result of the division had
been the walking animals. Now, he just divided them right
away into biped and quadruped. However, the human race had
not yet come to the fore since it still fell into the same
division as the feathered animals. It required another
division between the featherless and the feathered biped

classes. Then, at last, the same conclusion has been

reached i.e., that the object of the statesman's concern is
35

man.

Though leading in the same direction, namely man, it
does not mean, as the Stranger stated in advance, that both
paths do not make a difference in the conduct of research.
Regarding the shorter way of division, the walking animals
were divided into biped and quadruped. It actually needed
one more division before it could arrive at human beings.
If, at this stage, in the shorter way, the Stranger used
the same analogy as he did at the final division in the
longer path, namely the diagonal of the squafe root of two
and four feet, to divide the walking animals, then the
result would be that the class of the feathered and
featherless walking animals which includes such diverse
animals as chicken and man. Also, if the same explanation
concerning the dynamic of the two-footed animals towards
the four-footed ones is to be applied to this class, then
it is not only man but also chickens that possess this
special potentiality. However, the Stranger who conducted
the examination in both paths, could follow the shorter way
only after his longer and significantly more meaningful
method had been satisfactorily accomplished.

35 plato, Statesman, (266e).
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Iv

According to the use of the square root at 266a-b in
the Statesman, its implication of the tie between human
beings and animals is intriguing. With his potentiality,
dunamis, it can be said that man simultaneously shares and
yet does not share a common characteristic with animals.
However, in the Theaetetus, with regard to knowledge and
sensations, Socrates pointed out a nature which is shared
by man and animals. It is understood that by nature, from
the moment of birth, man and animals have sensory
perception through sensory organs.36 It is a kind of
bodily experience that they partake of. Therefore, should
there be any difference between them in terms of that
experience, and should the difference between them be
counted only on physical terms, then the difference must be
understood in terms of degree, not in kind.

In the dialogues, the essence of all living beings

does not lie in the body. Their essence originates with

7

psyche.? This basic view of psyche in relation to the

36 plato, Theaetetus, (186c) .

37 the Phaedo, 105c; the Timaeus, 34c; the Laws, Book X,

892a, 892b, 985c, 896d, 899c, Book XII, 95%9a, 967b, 967d;
the Epinimis, 988d. Cf. the Republic, Book III, 403d: ‘I
do not believe that a sound body by its excellence makes
the soul good, but on the contrary that a good soul by its
virtue renders the body the best that is possible.'
However, Adkins propounds some problems of inconsistency
regarding the use of the term psyche in the dialogues. As
in the Apology, Socrates is said to be quite agnostic about
life after death whilst his eschatology is evident in the
later dialogues. With regard to this point, I understand
that Adkins' interpretation of the dialogues seems to be of
what E.N. Tigerstedt called ‘genetic approach'. This kind
of interpretation inevitably leads Adkins to take Plato's
fully developed view of the psyche as its culmination in
his eschatology. Moreover, as a man 1in the age of
scientific reason, Adkins does not have a stomach for the
use of myth in conjunction with logos as Plato practised
the interplay of mythos and logos in his earnest-playful
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body has been regarded to be a general one among the

Greeks.38

In the Phaedrus, Socrates stated in his palinode that
‘every body which derives motion from without is without

genre of writing. Plato always has his Socrates be aware
of this incredulity of the tales or myth he was going to
employ. Also, Socrates, before he was about to relate that
kind of story, always gave his excuse that the tales were
not his own but came from some other sources such as divine
inspiration, the Muses, and wise men or women. His excuse
is that myth is used for the sake of the good purpose. For
instance, in the Gorgias, 527a, he said that the old wife's
tale of the afterlife should be acceptable so long as there
is no better explanation than this with regard to the good
life. What should be noticed is that in the Gorgias,
Socrates stated his pretext for the introduction of the
tale or such a mythical speech whilst the dialogue itself
concerns the examination of rhetoric or the art of
persuasive discourse. Also, to be sure, in the Phaedrus
229b~e, Socrates reiterated his agnostic position when he
was asked whether he believed in the existence of the
monsters or nymphs, or he rather accepted the scientific
explanation from those sophists and natural philosophers.
As it has been shown, neither would be in his concern
unless it helps him to understand himself, namely, it helps
him to achieve self-knowledge. Moreover, according to
Adkins'logic of interpretation , Plato's position must be
‘either this or that' with regard to given opposing
arguments. Apart from this, in the Crito, 47e, Adkins
found that Socrates was not as accustomed to the use of the
term psyche as he had in Xenophon's Memorabilia which he
believes that its author should have acquired the
linguistic usage direct from Socrates himself. This could
be a sound problem for anyone who tries to figure out a
historical Socrates from Plato's Socrates. See Adkins,
From the Many to the One, op. cit.; E.N. Tigersted,
Interpreting Plato, Uppsala, 1977.

38 see E. Rohde, Psyche: The Cult of Souls and the Belief
in Immortality among the Greeks, W.B. Hillis (trans.),
eighth edition, New York and London, 1966: David B. Claus,
Toward the Soul: An Inquiry into the Meaning of ‘psuche!’
before Plato, New Haven and London, 1981; Adkins, From the
Many to the One, op. cit. Adkins remarks that the view
that psyche is the essence of life, mankind and animals,
had been firmly held by people from all walks of life since
the time of Homer. It can be said that ‘doctors, nature-
philosopher, ordinary Greeks..be one Pythagoras, atomist or
man in the street' shared this view. [Adkins, op. cit., pp.
128-9, 14)
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psyche, but that which has its motion within itself has
psyche'.3® To be sure, for the Greeks the presence of
psyche was ascribed not only to mankind and animals but

also plants.40

In the dialogues, with regard to psyche,
the concern for human psyche dominates the concern for the
psyche of animals or plants. However, there are many
passages in the dialogues which discuss animal

behaviour.4!

The only reason one can think of should lie
in what has been discussed in the Statesman namely that
‘our human race shares the same lot and runs in the same
heat as the most excellent and at the same time most easy-
going race of creatures'. Thus, it can be argued that by
virtue of the use of the square root in locating the place
of human beings among other living beings, any knowledge of
animal behaviour conducive to the understanding of human
nature must be taken into account.%?

The difference between man and animals is mentioned
three times in three different dialogues: the Phaedrus, the
Cratylus, and the Laws.%3 In the Phaedrus, particularly
in one of the passages in the palinode, the discussion
about psyche plays a preliminary role with regard to the
understanding of human nature. It is at this point that
the knowledge of human psyche distinguishes man from
animals. Indeed, with regard to human psyche, man has
distanced himself from animals. The distance between man
and animals constitutes an illumination of the position in

39 Plato, Phaedrus, (245c, 245e).
40 Agkins, From the Many to the One, op. cit., p. 128.

4l Tt is evident in the Republic, the Statesman, and the
Laws.

42 As Paul Shorey stated in his commentary on the

Republic with regard to the discussion about animal
behaviour that ‘[flJor the use of analogies drawn from
animals..Plato is only pretending to deduce his conclusions
from his imagery'. Paul Shorey, the Republic of Plato, Vol.
I, op. cit., p. 433ff.

43 Plato, Phaedrus, 249b; Cratylus, 399c, the Laws, 653e.
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nature where each of them belongs. The human position can
be measured in relation to the position of the animals.

According to the understanding of man in relation to
animals, it is said that ‘a human psyche may pass into the
life of a beast, and a soul which was once human, may pass

144 The characteristics of

again from a beast into a man.
human psyche lie in its experience of truth. With this
distinctiveness, a demarcation line between man and animals
comes to light: ‘For the soul which has never seen the
truth can never pass into human form. '4° To be sure,
another passage which is pertinent to this point appears in
the Cratylus. The Cratylus is thematic in the
investigation of the theories of names. Undoubtedly, the
Cratylus contains, among other things, the passage with
regard to the name of man, anthropos. However, the passage
in question is quite enigmatic with regard to its context.
To make this point comprehensible, it is necessary to
meticulously examine the nature of the context in question.

Prior to his account of the name of man--anthropos--
Socrates made an excuse for the source of his knowledge of
the etymological development of these names. He said that

46

it was derived from divine inspiration. It was because

he had spent all that morning with Euthyphro before he met

44 Plato, Phaedrus, (249b).
45 rbid.

46 with regard to the position of Socrates in the
Cratylus, Friedrich Schleiermacher remarks ‘[t]he Cratylus
has at all time given much trouble to the good and sturdy
friends of Plato' as regards both playful and serious
elements of Plato/Socrates. See Friedrich Schleiermacher,
Introductions to the Dialogues of Plato, translated by
William Dobson, New York, 1973, p. 228.
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Hermogenes and Cratylus. He claimed that divine
inspiration caused by Euthyphro's speech drove him to
eloquence, and cleverness. Moreover, if he was careless,
before the day was over, he would become wiser than he
ought to be.%’ The name Euthyphro mentioned in the
Cratylus should be connected to Euthyphro, the character in

the dialogue of its namesake.%®

In the Euthyphro, Euthyphro is said to be a
soothsayer. He claimed that he possessed knowledge of

divine law.%°

In the Cratylus, his superhuman wisdom is
said to be caused in turn by divine inspiration.3® 1In
effect, it is a chain of divine inspiration, a Euripides'
magnet or Heraclea stone.>? Actually, under divine
inspiration, Socrates should have been out of his mind when

giving a speech of any kind.

Socrates' condition under divine madness reminds the
reader of what he himself first stated in the Apology that
‘what the poets composed they composed not by wisdom but by
nature and because they were inspired, like the prophets

47 plato, cratylus, (396c, 399a).

48 gomeone gives a hypothesis that Euthyphro mentioned in

the Cratylus should be the same person in the dialogue
bearing his name. H.N. Fowler suggests: ‘[o]f Euthyphro
nothing further is known. He might be identical with the
Euthyphro who appears in the Cratylus as a philologian
addicted to fanciful etymologies.' Also, with regard to
the fact that both dialogues were written by the same
author, there should not be any reason to deny a possible
connection between the mention of Euthyphro in a dialogue
and the actual character in another. Plato, Phaedrus,
translated by H.N. Fowler, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1977,

p. 4.
49 Plato, Euthyphro, (3e, 4e).
50 Plato, Cratylus, (396e, 399a).

51 see the Ion, 533d.
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and givers of oracles'.?>?

Particularly, this criticism
has been elaborated in the Ion. In that dialogue, Ion's
expertise on Homeric epics was revealed during his
discussion with Socrates. Ion, who was boastful about his
poetic art purported that he was the best rhapsode on
Homer. But it has been shown that he did not understand
what he recited since he seemed to have ‘taken away his
mind' and been ‘not in his sense'.®3 Without this divine
possession, he ‘is powerless to incite a verse or chant an

oracle'.%

Of course, he never thought before that he
himself did not really understand the subject on which he
claimed to be an expert. At the end of the dialogue, given
the choice between ‘dishonest and divine', he abandoned his
boastful claim of being an artist, technikos, and did not
hesitate to choose to call his knowledge divine.3® He did
not hesitate to be regarded as a person who had lost his
senses and did not actually understand what he was doing or
performing. Moreover, he regarded this position as being
far nobler than being an artist. It seemed to be better
for him to be possessed by an external force, namely divine
power, than to confess that he himself had been claimed to
possess what he did not actually possess and had been
purported to know what he did not actually know. In other

words, he preferred self-deception to self-knowledge.

With regard to a similar situation, Socrates differs
from Ion in the Cratylus. He ostensibly confessed that the
speech he was about to give was inspired by divine power.
Unlike Ion, he must have had something in his mind as
regards his setting up the scene. The reason is that in
the case of divine madness like that of Ion, his impressive

52 plato, Apology, (22c).
53 Plato, Ion, (534a-c).
54 plato, Ion, (534b).

55 Plato, Ion, (542a).
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speech had not originated from his own knowledge but from
divine power. Then, of course, he is not responsible for
what he has not done consciously and intentionally. Also,
he could not understand why the speech had to be made in
that way. When he was questioned, he could not answer what
he really meant to say. Moreover, it is unlikely that he
who himself disowns his professional art can impart to
others what he does not possess. So, it seems that he just
let babbling sounds flow from his mouth.°® However, for
a person like Socrates, who is said to always express his
own awareness of divine influence, it renders the opposite
effect, since no one under divine madness as such would be
able to remind other people mindfully. Throughout the
conversation, Socrates kept telling Hermogenes about the
parts of his speeches which were or were not from human but

7

divine knowledge.?’ Hence, he should be fully responsible

for all what he said.

At the beginning of his discourse about names, the
names of sophists, that is Protagoras and Euthydemus, were
introduced. Protogoras' theory that ‘man is the measure of
all things' and Euthydemus' ‘all things belong equally to
all men at the same time and perpetually' were brought in
order to conceptualise Hermogenes' hypothesis of theory of

names. 8

Despite the compatibility of the sophists!
theories and Hermogenes' hypothesis, they were however

abandoned because they contradicted Hermogenes' basic

56 cf. the Charmides, 162e:‘..because he who does not
understand the meaning of the meaning of the definition of
temperance himself then thinks that the author likewise did
not understand the meaning of his own words'. In the
Charmides, Critias was described by Socrates ‘just as a
poet might quarrel with an actor who spoiled his poems in
reciting them'.

57 plato, cratylus, (392b, 396d-e, 397c, 399a, 40la, 407c-e,
409d, 410e, 411b, 413d, 415a, 415e-416a, 418a, 4204, 420e).

58 plato, cratylus, (384d, 385e).
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conviction. 39

For Hermogenes could not deny that he
himself firmly believed that very few good men existed
whilst the bad were many.®%° Then, concerning the
investigation of the correctness of names, the Protagorean
method of investigation was again proposed by Socrates.
However, Hermogenes refused to accept it since he rejected
the teaching of Protagoras.61 Notably, to replace the
sophist, Socrates then suggested the poets, Homer in

62

particular. Homer was regarded as the greatest poet of

all, who was believed to have given his work ‘great and
wonderful information about the correctness of names'.®3
From this, Socrates stated that it was more appropriate for
him and his interlocutors to be concerned only with the
names given by human beings®?; especially since Hermogenes
preferred the poet's authority to the sophists', that is he
preferred Homer to Protagoras. With regard to the
investigation of names, there were two kinds of name in
Homer, namely of the same things one called by the gods and
the other called by men. Strangely, Socrates started with
a scene of the war between the gods which he regarded as an

example of name-giving:

‘the river in Troyland which had the

59 Plato, Cratylus, (386e).

60 pjato, cratylus, (389a-390e, 391b).

61 Plato, Cratylus, (391c).

62 The sources of knowledge in the Cratylus can be said

to be thematic in the physis-nomos controversy. The
sophistic movement is regarded to be the origin of Greek
humanism whose source of knowledge is claimed to be derived
from art, techne, and knowledge or virtues can be taught.
The poets represent the opposite idea that knowledge or
wisdom is divine and endowed naturally not to everyone and
it cannot be transferred. 1In the Cratylus, Protagoras and
Euthydemus represent the former, and Homer and Hesiod the
latter.

63 plato, cratylus, (391d).

64 Plato, Cratylus, (392b).
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single combat with Hephaestus [the
god of fire], whom the gods call
Xanthus, but men call Scamander'. %%

The gods-given names were said by Socrates to be ‘too high
for us to understand’'. Only those of men could be
understood. Socrates specifically started with the names
Scamander and Astyanax as the names given by human beings.
It was the name of the same person who was the son of
Hector and Andromache. For ‘it is more within human power
to investigate' and to understand what kind of correctness
a name-giver ascribed to the object.®® In distancing
human beings from what is beyond human knowledge and then
being restricted to what really belongs to the mortals, it
just drops a hint that man should know himself as regards

his place in the universe.®7

Accordingly, what had been discussed were the names of

the human characters in Homer. %8

However, the course was
changed when Socrates came to names of Atreus, Pelops, and
Tantalus. %° It is from this point on that Socrates
becomes involved with the names of the gods which were
supposed to be beyond human understanding. Not the god-
given names but the names of the gods themselves had been
brought into the discussion.’9 So it seems that the
discussion appeared to be so arbitrary that the speaker was
led to concern himself with the gods. On the other hand,

as it will be revealed below, it was intentional since,

65 plato, cratylus, (391e).

66 plato, cratylus, (392b, 40la, 425c).

67 ¢f. ‘Know thyself as know his place as a mortal' in
Eliza Gregory Wilkins, Know thyself in Greek and Latin
Literature, New York and London, 1979.

68 pjato, Cratylus, (392c-395d).

69 Plato, Cratylus, (395b-c).

70 Plato, Cratylus, (395e-396cC).
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after this, the discussion once again descended from divine
to human names. However, at this stage, it seems that the
speaker unknowingly concerned himself with the examination
of the names of the gods. Also, his speech about the gods
appears to be very eloquent and impressive. Of course, as
it had been chosen earlier by Hermogenes, the eloguent and
beautiful speech had a poetic effect, that is the effect of
divine madness. Socrates' speech fascinated and impressed
his interlocutors, as if the whole situation of this
engagement and eloquent discourse on the story of the gods

71

had been inspired by divine power. Being well aware of

this situation, Socrates told Hermogenes:

‘I am convinced that the inspiration
came to me from Euthyphro the
Prospaltian. For I was with him and
listening to him a long time early this
morning. So he must have been
inspired, and he not only filled my
ears but took possession of my soul
with his superhuman wisdom. So I think
this is our duty: we ought to-day to
make use of this wisdom and finish the
investigation of names, but to-morrow,
if the rest of you agree, we will
conjure it away and purify ourselves,
when we have found some one, whether
priest or sophist, who is skilled in
that kind of purifying.'’?

In contradistinction to Ion, Socrates never boasted
that he possessed the art of interpretation, techne, or
that he was an expert on Homer, as Ion regarded himself to
be.”3 In contradistinction to Socrates, Ion, at his
impasse, switched to claim divine madness at the end of the
dialogue since he could not accept that he was dishonest
having purported to possess virtue concerning his authority

71 Plato, Cratylus, (395d).
72 plato, cratylus, (396d-e).

73 plato, Ion, (530c~d, 539e, 541b).
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on the divine poet, Homer. Had he accepted that he knew
something he actually did not know, it would have saved him
from the self-deception that he pretended to be wiser than
he actually was. However, Ion preferred not to appear
ignorant than to be ignorant but honest with himself. For
he was unable to accept his ignorance. When one applies
this situation to Socrates, Socrates is said to have
claimed ignorance. Thus, in this regard, it might be true
that Socrates really is ignorant as he claimed himself to
be. On the other hand, it might be possible that his self-
claimed ignorance is just playful or ironical.

Following this, Socrates made a strange remark about
divine influence; at that moment he thought he had had a
clever thought, and, if he was not careful, before the end
of the day he would likely be wiser than he himself ought
to be. With regard to this point, if divine power could
make him wiser than he was, he should have preferred to be
careless otherwise it would not be able to make him wiser.
There is a point to be noticed in that statement. Socrates
said that divine power would make him wiser than he ‘ought
to be'. This just implies that he preferred to be what he
was. Otherwise he would not emphasise ‘ought to be', eti
temeron sophoteros tou deontos genesthai. To be sure, he
had stated earlier that he must have a purge or
purification the day after. But, as he said, he might
become wiser if he was not careful on the day the
conversation took place. Of course, if he really did not
want to become wiser than he ought to be, he should have
been purified before the end of the day. If there really
was a need for such purification of divine power. As it
appeared later, it was unnecessary. Divine influence

deserted Socrates not a long while after.”4

Accordingly,
it is evident that Socrates had not become wiser than he

ought to be. 1In fact, being unable to solve the problem of

74 Plato, Cratylus, (4094d).
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names, that divinely inspired Socrates is said at times to
turn himself to resort to the power of human knowledge.
That is, he turned to his own contrivance.’® At this
point, some scholars argued that Socrates even ridiculed
the power of divine madness as a source of wisdom for human
beings.76 Perhaps the whole discourse was his own
contrivance. Without any purification taken, the fact that
Socrates was able to remain what he was, namely, not wiser
than he ought to be, 1lies in his self-knowledge and
carefulness. However, since he was well aware of his
ironic claim of divine possession on that day, therefore,
he must have a particular message. Also, if there was to
be any purification at all, it must be done with his own
skills or knowledge. However, if there was any divine
power at all, it must be the daemonic voice which he always
referred to. The daemonic voice urged him to ‘know
himself',

With regard to divine inspiration, Socrates and Ion
had different attitudes. Ion thought that it was far

77 socrates, under his excuse

nobler to be called divine.
of divine possession, thought of having his soul purified

of such divine power: ‘but tomorrow, if the rest of you

agree, we will conjure it away and purify, katharoumethai,
ourselves'. Also, a priest or sophist had been summoned to
purify the soul. Usually, a priest, ieres, who was
believed to have special communication with the gods,
should of course be expected to be capable of conjuring

75 Plato, Cratylus, (4094, 416a).

76 gchleiermacher said that Socrates regarded ‘this
species of wisdom [divine power] as an inspiration

quite foreign to him,' and it was abrogated when he ‘educed
a similar sense out of opposite words,..and appealed in one
place to barbarian origin or the destructive effects of
time, and subsequently declared this himself to be excuse
of one who would avoid giving any regular account'. See
Schleiermacher, op. cit., p. 232.

7 Plato, Ion, (542b).
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divine possession.

Also, a request for a sophist has a significant
implication. Sophists were understood to derive their
knowledge from teachable skills, techne, not divine power.
It is human knowledge which sophists purported to be able

to impart to their students.’8

In asking for a sophist,
Socrates should have meant that the speech inspired by
divine power could be replaced or conjured away by its
opposite power, that is human skills or knowledge, if there
is really a sophist ‘who is skilled in that kind of

purifying' as regards the investigation of names.

Indeed, after that, against a diviner such as the
inspired poets, the name of Anaxagoras was brought into
their discussion on three significant occasions in order to
give an account of some names which became problematic79;
and it should have been quite well known to the Greeks in
Socrates' time that Anaxagoras, with special regard to his
natural philosophy of the sun and the moon, was regarded as
an atheist and 1later had been sentenced for blasphemy
against the gods of Athens. Nevertheless, as regards
Socrates' calling for the sophist, one should not forget
that he had just stopped resorting to one of sophistic
authority, that is, Protagoras.

VI

78 As it has been clearly shown in the Protagoras.
Protagoras argued for teachability of virtue. After
listening to Protagoaras' speech, Socrates ironically said
‘I used formerly to think that there was no human treatment
by which the good were made good, but now I am convinced
that there is'. See the Protagoras, 3204-328d, 328e, also
Cf. the treatment of similar subject-matter in the Meno.

79 plato, Cratylus, (400a, 409a-b, 413c).



118

In the Protagoras, it is said that Protagoras proudly
announced that he was a sophist. He claimed that others
were afraid to be called sophists because of their fear of
the prejudice against the title.®® pProtagoras regarded
sophistry as an ancient art which famous wise men in
various subjects had practised for a long time, for example
Homer, Hesiod, Simonides in poetry, Orpheus, Musaeus in
mystic rites and soothsaying, Agathocles and Pythocleides

8l_—-put his own skills were quite extraordinary

in music
compared with those of others. He claimed to excel others
in ‘the gift of assisting people to become good and

82 He taught men to be better.83 Precisely

true'.
speaking, he taught them to be good citizens, agathous
politas, by imparting virtue or the art of politics,
politiken technen, to them.®¥ Moreover, he assured his
customers that every drachma they paid him could be

guaranteed to produce a successful and excellent result.85

It is generally understood that Socrates was not
convinced by such sophistic claims. In fact, he stood up
against sophistry.8 Hence, it can be inferred that

80 Plato, Protagoras, (317b).

81 plato, Protagoras, (316d-e).

82 plato, Protagoras, (328b).

83 Plato, Protagoras, (317b).

84 Plato, Protagoras, (317b, 318e, 328a-b).
85 Plato, Protagoras, (328b).

86 1o be sure, Socrates did not oppose all those whom

Protagoras regarded as one of the sophists. It seems that
for Socrates some professional sophists were legitimate to
charge fee. As from his discussion on ‘Sophia and the
Sophistic Debate' G.E.R. Lloyd argued that ‘the acceptance
of money for instruction hardly provides a satisfactory
criterion'. [Lloyd, The Revolutions of Wisdom, op. cit., p
93ff.] The historical evidence Lloyd referred to comes
from the Protagoras 311b. There, Socrates seemed to be
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Socrates did not actually intend to have the sophist
purify divine possession. 1In truth, he symbolically used
sophistic humanism at that particular moment to counteract
the effect of divine madness from which the poet claimed
his knowledge to have originated; and this counteraction

concordant with the convention that some professionals such
as doctors or sculptors should earn money from their
wisdom, skills or craftsmanship as in the case of
Hippocrates, Polyclitus, or Pheidias. [See Protagoras,
311b] ‘Acceptance of money for instruction in such technai
as medicine or sculpture,' said Lloyd, ‘was a well-
established and uncontroversial practice.!' [Lloyd, op.
cit., p.92] Thus Socrates' anti-sophism does not fall in
the criterion of charging fee. If one studied with
Hippocrates or Polyclitus or Homer, certainly, he was
likely to become a doctor or a sculptor or a poet. There
is nothing wrong with that. But when Socrates asked young
Hippocrates what he would become after studying with
Protagoras who purported to teach virtue in the art of
politics. The answer was he would become a sophist.

Perhaps, this implies that it requires one to be a
sophist in order to be a good citizen, kalos kai agathos.
Of course, if to be a sophist, one is required to attain a
true wisdom, then, it should be quite plausible. But it is
not acceptable if one becomes good and wise only by paying
money for the instruction of virtue and the good, arete,
agathon. [Cf. Alcibiades I, 119a: ‘as I can tell you that
Pythodorus son of Isolochus, and Callias, son of Calliades,
became wise through that of Zeno; each of them has paid
Zeno a hundred minae, and has become both wise, sophos, and
distinguished.] Then the point of criticism with regard to
sophistry is rather that ‘fee-taking for teaching such
subjects as "virtue" or excellence, arete'. [Lloyd, op.
cit., p. 92ff.] At this point, someone might argue that
there is a problem of values caused by the overlap between
the use of the terms arete and agathon employed in Homeric
society and that of the fifth century and after. [See
Adkins, Merit and Responsibility, op. cit.] However, if
there really exist such a problem, it is not inaccurate to
follow Lloyd's study that ‘not the only the verb
sophizesthai originally used non-pejoratively...but the
same is true of the noun sophistes.' [Lloyd, op. cit., p.
93] But he argued that ‘it is to the author of the
dialogues that the odium of the term sophist, by which
Protagoras is made to concede that most people of his
profession did not risk to call themselves, owned much’'.
[Lloyd, op. cit., p. 94ff.] Indeed, before meeting
Protagoras, Socrates 1is said to have warned young
Hippocrates by describing the sophist as ‘really a sort of
merchant or dealer'. [See Protagoras, 313c-e.]
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between the two is vice versa. To be sure, he was against
both the sophist and the poet.8’

Socrates ostensibly and symbolically resorted to
sophistic humanism in order to descend from the divine tide
to a human level. In the human realm, human wisdom came
into play. Seemingly, it is a kind of sophistry the
sophist practised; but, in depth, it is not. It must be
that ‘human wisdom', in which Socrates said he had
confidence. In the meantime, to be sure, elsewhere
Socrates has been said to have alluded to his ‘daemonic

voice' as his guidance.88

87 In the Protagoras, it is not only the sophists

who were mainly attacked by Socrates but also the poets.
As well as the sophists, Socrates criticised the lack of
responsibility of the poets with regard to their reference
to divine inspiration that ‘one cannot question on the
sense of what they say; when they are adduced in discussion
we are generally told by some that the poetry thought so
and so, and by others, something different, and they go on
arguing about a matter which they are powerless to
determine'. [Protagoras, 347e-348a] Divine inspiration is
just a self-effacing means. Socrates urged his
interlocutors to search for his own position with reference
to his own self-conscious, that is, ‘it is the sort of
person that I think you and I ought rather to imitate:
putting the poets aside, 1let us hold our discussion
together in our own persons, making trial of the truth and
of ourselves.' [Ibid.]

88 see the Apology, 30e, 31d; Euthyphro, 3b. From the

Apology, 30e, 31d, he claimed a posteriori that since he
believed in spiritual activities therefore he believed in
spirits or daemons: ‘If I believe in spiritual beings, it
is quite inevitable that I believe also in spirits.' [the
Apology, 27c¢] To be sure, his line of reasoning is based
on the premise that ‘there is no human being who believes
that there are things pertaining to human beings, but no
human beings.' [the Apology, 27b] It is fascinating that
Socrates in defence of his theism had to give the
underpinning premise stipulating the existence of human
being as the basis of the existence of the gods. The
interplay between man and the gods plays an important role
in the dialogues. 1In reverse, if Socrates did not believe
in spiritual activities, that is, he denied the existence
of the gods, then, his atheism entails the non-existence of
human beings as well. Essentially, according to Socrates,
the belief in the existence of man and the belief in
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From above, it <can be inferred that Socrates'
discourse of names was intentional and well-planned.®® 1t
was planned to move his interlocutors and the reader up and
down between the two ends of the continuum, that is,
between divine and human. It is evident from the beginning
of the Cratylus that the discussion started by having
recourse to the sophist and then shifted to the divine
authority of the poet, namely from Protagoras, Euthydemus,
Anaxagoras to Homer and Hesiod. Protagoras can be regarded
as a symbol of the power of humanism whilst Homer

represents divine power.%°

Meanwhile, the whole
discussion of the names in regard to a poetic method of
investigation, though initially mentioning first the names
of the god of fire, Hephaestus, and the god of water,
Xanthus or Scamander, is said to depart formally from the
names given by men, that is, Scamandrius and Astyanax.
Then, it oscillates up and down between the divine and
human realms. Finally, it seems to stop intriguingly where
it started, but in a different form. That 1is, it
terminates at the terms pur and udor which were the human
versions of fire and water in contradistinction to the
beginning, which departed with Hephaestus and Scamander,

91

the names of the gods of fire and water. Of course, the

meaning of this transition should be significant.

Moreover, if the reader is careless enough, he would
easily fail to notice some very important points with

spirits appears to be mutually inclusive.

89 This point has been argued before by Schleiermacher.
See Schleiermacher, op. cit., p. 232.

%0 7o be sure, Heraclitus was also mentioned. But he

was not used to counterbalance divine power of the poets.
On the contrary, it is said that Homer, Hesiod, and Orpheus
in regard to the names of the essence of things and the
lineage of the gods ‘agree with each other and all tend
toward the doctrine of Heraclitus'. [Cratylus, 401d-402c]

91 Plato, Cratylus, (392a-4094d).
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regard to these names: Hephaestus, Xanthus or Scamander,
and Astyanax or Scamandrius. Socrates might have chosen
these names under double divine possession, that is under
the influence of Euthyphro's divinely inspired speech. If
so, he should not be able to give the reason for his own
action or speech; but that is not the case. What Socrates
did is ironical. He knew very well what he did. To be
sure, there can be various grounds for his choice of the
names. The names Astyanax or Scamandrius might have been
chosen because they both are the names of the same person,
and, perhaps, Scamandrius 1is related to Scamander.
Scamander was chosen because it had two names, one of
divine origin and other of human. Hephaestus might be
chosen because of no other good reason than that it
happened to be in the same passage when Homer narrated the
names of Xanthus.

The better and resourceful context for understanding
Socrates can be found if the reader is not forgetful of the
context that is correlative to the speech of his in
question. In regard to the names of the gods, as he
claimed that he took the poet as his guide and also later
he was possessed by Eythyphro's divine speech. Then we
should turn to the Euthyphro in order to find any possible
related clue to explain why Socrates chose those names.
First, Hephaestus was chosen from the context in which he
was in battle with Xanthus. Moreover, the context of the
war between Hephaestus and Xanthus was just a sub-context
in its greater one in Homer's Ili<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>