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Paideia, the title of this work, is not merely a symbolic name,
but the only exact designation of the actual historical subject
presented in it. Indeed it is a difficult thing to define; like other
broad comprehensive concepts (philosophy, for instance, or cul-
ture) it refuses to be confined within an abstract formula. Its
full content and meaning become clear to us only when we read
its history and follow its attempts to realize itself. By using a
Greek word for a Greek thing, I intend to imply that it is seen
with the eyes, not of modern men, but of the Greeks. It is im-
possible to avoid bringing in modern expressions like civilization,
culture, tradition, literature, or education. But none of them
really covers what the Greeks meant by paideia. Each of them is
confined to one aspect of it: they cannot take in the same field as
the Greek concept unless we employ them all together. Yet the
very essence of scholarship and scholarly activity is based on the
original unity of all these aspects—the unity which is expressed in
the Greek word, not the diversity emphasized and completed by
modern developments. The ancients were persuaded that educa-
tion and culture are not a formal art or an abstract theory,
distinct from the objective historical structure of a nation’s
spiritual life. They held them to be embodied in literature, which
is the real expression of all higher culture. That is how we
must interpret the definition of the cultured man given by
Phrynichus (s.v. gkdkoyog, p. 483 Rutherford):

Pudhoyos 6 v Abyous xal omovddiwv megl madelav.
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PREFACE

TEN YEARs after the writing of the first volume of this work,
the second is now published. A third volume will follow it imme-
diately. This preface introduces them both, especially since they
constitute together a separate unit within the entire work: for
both deal with the intellectual history of ancient Greece in the
fourth century B.C., the age of Plato, and therefore supplement
each other. These two volumes bring the history of the classical
period of Hellas to a close. It is tempting to plan a continuation
of the work through the later centuries of antiquity, since the
ideals of paideia established by the classical age played such a
dominant part in the further development and expansior of
Greco-Roman civilization. T shall give a brief outline of this
enlarged plan below. But, whether I shall be able to realize that
ideal or not, I am grateful to fate for giving me the opportunity
of bringing to completion my work on the greatest period of the
life of Grecce, which, after losing everything that is of this
world—state, power, liberty, and civic life in the classical sense
of the word—was still able to say with its last great poct,
Menander: ‘The possession which no one can take away from
man is paideia’. It was the same poet who wrote the words
chosen for the title-page of this volume: ‘Paideia is a haven for
all mankind’ (Monost. 2 and 312).

If we believe that the essence of history is the organic life of
individual nations, we must consider the fourth century as a
more advanced stage in the decline. not only of Greek political
power, but of the internal structure of Greek society. From that
point of view we should find it impossible to understand why
the period should be so important as to justify a treatment of
such length as this. But, in the history of culture, it is an age
of unique importance. Through the increasing gloom of political
disaster, there now appear, as if called into existence by the
needs of the age, the great geniuses of education, with their
classical systems of philosophy and political rhetoric. Their cul-
tural ideals, which outlived the independent political existence
of their nation, were transmitted to the other pcoples of an-
tiquity and their successors as the highest possible expression of
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X PREFACE

humanity. It is customary to study them in that supra-temporal
light, free from the thwarted and bitter struggles of their age
to attain political and spiritual self-preservation—the "struggles
which the Greeks characteristically interpreted as the effort to
determine the nature of true education and true culture.

However, I have endeavoured, from the beginning of this
work, to do something quite different: to explain the social
structure and function of Greek ideals of culture against their
historical backgroand. It is in that spirit that I have treated the
age of Plato in these two volumes; and if they have any worth
they will be particularly valuable for the understanding of
Plato’s philosophy. For he himself knew so well that his phi-
losophy arose in a particular climate of thought and held a
particular historical position in the whole development of the
Greek mind, that he always made his dialectic take the dramatic
form of a dialogue, and begin with an argument between repre-
sentatives of various types of contemporary opinion. On the
other hand, no great writer more clearly reveals the truth that
the only lasting element in history is the spirit, not merely
because his own thought survived for millennia, but because
early Greece survives in him. His philosophy is a reintegration
of the preceding stages of Hellenic culture. For Plato takes up,
deliberately and systematically, the various problems of the pre-
Platonic period, and works them out on a higher philosophical
level. In this sense the entire first volume (not only those sections
dealing with the pre-Socratic thinkers, but, even more, those on
the lawgivers and poets) should be taken as an introduction to
the study of Plato. Throughout this and the succeeding volume
it is assumed that their predecessor has already been read.

Again, an indirect light is cast on Plato (who must be the
culmination of any history of Greek paideia) by the contrast
between his work and character and those of other great figures
of the same era, usually studied as though they had no connexion
with philosophy. I have attempted to interpret the rivalry of
philosophical and anti-philosophical forces for the primacy of
culture in the fourth century as a single historical drama, which
cannot be broken up without impairing our understanding of
the whole and obscuring the position of this antithesis, which is
fundamental in the history of humanism down to the present
day.
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I have not taken the phrase ‘fourth century' in the strictly
chronological sense, Ilistorically, Socrates belongs to the cen-
tury before; but I have treated him here as the intellectual
turning-point at the beginning of the age of Plato. His real
influence began posthumously when the men of the fourth cen-
tury started disputing about his character and importance; and
everything we know of him (apart from Aristophanes’ carica-
ture) is a literary reflex of this influence on his younger con-
temporaries who rose to fame after his death. I was led to dis-
cuss medicine as a theory of the nature of man, in Volume III,
by considering its strong influence upon the structure of Socrates’
and Plato’s paideia. It was my original intention to carry my
second volume down to the period when Greek culture achieved
world domination (see the Preface to Volume I). This plan
has now been abandoned, in favour of a more complete analysis
of the two chief representatives of paideia in the fourth century:
philosophy and rhetoric, from which the two main forms of
humanism in later ages were to derive. The Hellenistic age will
therefore be treated in a separate book. Aristotle will be dis-
cussed with Theophrastus, Menander, and Epicurus, at the begin-
ning of the Hellenistic period, an era whose living roots go deep
into the fourth century. Like Socrates, he is a figure who marks
the transition between two epochs. And vet, with Aristotle, the
Master of those who know, the conception of paideia undergoes
a remarkable decrease in intensity, which makes it difficult to set
him beside Plato, the true philosopher of paideia. The problems
involved in the relation between culture and science, which are
characteristic of Hellenistic Alexandria, first come out clearly in
the school of Aristotle.

Along with the cultural disputes of the fourth century de-
scribed in these two volumes, and the impact of humane civiliza-
tion upon Rome, the transformation of Hellenistic Greek paideia
into Christian paideia is the greatest historical theme of this
work. If it depended wholly on the will of the writer, his studies
would end with a description of the vast historical process by
which Christianity was Hellenized and Hellenic civilization be-
came Christianized. It was Greek paideia which laid the ground-
work for the ardent, centuries-long competition between the
Greek spirit and the Christian religion, each trying to master
or assimilate the other, and for their final synthesis. As well as
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classical texts. That is why the actual character and quantity of
the literature preserved from the fourth century are important
for our purpose. Every book surviving from that era is discussed
in this work, in order to show how the idea of paideia is con-
sciously alive in them all, and dominates their form. The only
exception to this is forensic oratory. Although a great quantity
of it has survived, it is not separately treated here. That is not
because it has nothing to do with paideia: Isocrates and Plato
often say that Lysias and his colleagues claimed to be representa-
tives of higher education. It is because political oratory soon
overshadowed the work done by the teachers of juridical rhetoric.
It would be impractical and undesirable to treat both branches
of oratory at length, since the material is so copious; and really
Isocrates and Demosthenes are more impressive oratorical
figures than the men who wrote court-speeches.

The study of Plato forms a book of its own within the two
present volumes. He has been at the centre of my interest for
many years, and naturally my work on him played a decisive part
in my conception of the book. It was principally of Plato that I
was thinking nearly twenty years ago, when I tried to draw the
attention of scholars to that aspect of Greek history which the
Greeks called paideia. I then stated the point of view from which
I have here studied him, in a series of lectures entitled Platos
Stellung im Aufbau der griechischen Bildung (Berlin 1928);
and indeed earlier than that, in my essay Platos Staatsethik
(Berlin 1924), which is referred to in the text. My ideas have
been diffused by a large number of articles, monographs, and
dissertations on Plato published by my pupils, and have had
some influence beyond that immediate circle; but I have never
before set them down as a connected whole. Surveying the book
now that it is finished, I could wish there had been a chapter on
Plato’s Timaeus, to examine the relation between his conception
of the cosmos and the fundamental paideutic tendency of his
philosophy. Instead of describing the Academy a second time,
it will be enough to direct my readers to the chapter on it in my
Aristotle; and for Greek philosophical theology I have ventured
to refer to a book which is to be published in the near future.
My preliminary studies for the chapter on Greek medicine out-
grew the limits of this work, and were published as a separate
book (Diokles von Karystos). Similarly, my discussions of Isoc-
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rates and Demosthenes are based on monographs I have previ-
ously published.

The notes are here much more extensive than in the first vol-
ume of Paideia. It has been necessary to group them all together
at the end, which I regret for the sake of scholars who may use
the book. However, I have agreed, hoping that a larger public
will be encouraged to read it, and appreciating the risk which
my publishers have taken by producing a work of such dimen-
sions at this time. I must also thank them sincerely for the care
they have given to the format and printing of my book.

I am particularly grateful to my translator, Professor Gilbert
Highet of Columbia University, New York, who, although occu-
pied with more urgent duties in war service, has finished trans-
lating my German manuscript under considerable difficulties, and
has made it, not a translation, but a real English book. More-
over, he has contributed to it by checking and discussing every
disputable passage, as well as by helping to settle all sorts of
editorial problems. I wish to thank him publicly for his untiring
interest in this book throughout its three successive volumes, to
which he gave up several years of his own working life, and for
the inestimable service which he has rendered to the reception
of my work in the English-speaking world.  /

I also wish to thank my assistant, Dr. Helen A. Brown, for
helping me in making the index to Volume IL

WERNER JAEGER

Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts

July 1943.






TRANSLATOR'S NOTE

THis translation was made from Professor Jaeger's
manuscript, since the second and third volumes of his
work have not yet been published in Germany. It has
been discussed in detail with the author.

Excerpts from Greek books are occasionally ex-
panded or compressed, to correspond with the scale
of the quotation in the German manuscript. Where
there are several possible interpretations of a passage,
I have of course followed that chosen by Professor
Jaeger. However, I am responsible for such small
variations from custom as calling the @ilaxes of the
Republic ‘guards’ rather than ‘guardians’, which sounds
‘more legal than military.

References are usually to the Oxford Classical
Texts.

GiLBeRT HIGHET
Columbia University, New York
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I
THE FOURTH CENTURY

IN 404 B.C., after almost thirty years of war between the Greek
states, Athens fell. The most glorious century of Greek achieve-
'ment ended in the darkest tragedy known to history. The
Periclean empire had been the greatest political structure ever
built on Hellenic soil; indeed, it had for a time seemed to be
the destined home for Greek culture throughout all ages to come.
In the funeral speech over the dead Athenian soldiers, which
Thucydides wrote soon after the end of the war and put in
Pericles mouth, he still saw Athens as lit by the last beams of
that radiance. Through his words there still glows something
of the ardour of that brief but brilliant dream, well worthy of
the Athenian genius—the dream of building a state so skilfully
that it might keep strength and spirit in perpetual equipoise.
When he composed that speech, he already knew the paradoxical
truth which all his generation had to learn: that even the most
solid of earthly powers must vanish into air, and that only the
seemingly brittle splendour of the spirit can long endure. It
seemed as if the development of Athens had been suddenly re-
versed. She was thrown back a hundred years, to the epoch of
isolated city-states. The victory over Persia, in which she had
been the leader and the champion of the Greeks, had allowed
her to aspire to hegemony over them. Now, just before she could
secure it, it was snatched from her grasp.

The Greek world was convulsed by her disastrous fall. It left
a great gap among the Hellenic states, which it proved impossi-
ble to fill. The moral and political repercussions of the defeat
were felt as long as the state, as such, continued to have any
real existence and meaning for the Greeks. From the very first,
Greek civilization had been inseparably connected with the life
of the city-state; and the connexion was closest of atl in Athens.
Therefore the effects of the catastrophe were, inevitably, far
more than merely political. It shook all moral laws; it struck
at the roots of religion. If the disaster was to be repaired, the
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4 INTRODUCTION

process must start with religion and ethics. This realization
entered both the theorizing of philosophers and the day-to-day
life of the average man; because of it, the fourth century was an
age of constant endeavours at internal and external reconstruc-
tion. But the blow had struck so dee€p that, from this distance,
it seems doubtful from the very start whether the innate Greek
belief in the value of this world, their confidence that they could
bring ‘the best state’, ‘the best life’, into being here and now,
could ever have survived such an experience to be re-created in
its original purity and vigour. It was in that time of suffering
that the Greek spirit first began to turn inwards upon itself—as
it was to do more and more throughout the succeeding centuries.
But the men of that age, even Plato, still believed that their
task was a practical one. They had to change the world, this
world—even although they might not manage to do it com-
pletely at the moment. And (although in a rather different
sense) that is how even the practical statesmen now envisaged
their mission.

The specd of the external recovery made by the Athenian
state, and the vast amount of material and spiritual resources
which it called into play, were truly astounding. This supreme
crisis showed, more clearly than any other occasion in the history
of Athens, that her true strength—even as a state—was the
strength of the spirit. It was her spiritual culture which guided
her upwards on the path to recovery, which in the time of her
gravest need won back the hearts of the Greeks who had turned
away from her, and which proved to all Hellas that she had a
right to survive, even when she lacked the power to assert it.
Thereiore the intellectual movement which took place in Athens
during the first decades of the fourth century must occupy the
centre of our interest, even from the political point of view.
When Thucydides looked back to the greatest era of Athenian
power, under Pericles, and saw that the heart and soul of that
power was the spirit of man, he saw truly. Now, as ever—indeed
much more than ever—Athens was the cultural centre of Greece,
its paideusis. But all its energies were concentrated upon the
heavy task set by history to the new generation: the reconstruc-
tion of the state and of all life, upon a firm and lasting basis.

During the war, and even before its outbreak, changes in the
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structure of life had initiated this process, by which all the ener-
gies of the higher intellect were focused upon the state. It was
not only the new educational theories and experiments of the
sophists which pointed in that direction. Poets, orators, and his-
torians too were drawn, ever more irresistibly, into the general
current. At the end of the great war, the younger generation
had been schooled by the frightful experiences of its last decade
to throw all their strength into the task of the moment. If the
existing state gave them no worthy social or political work to
do, it was inevitable for their energies to seek some intellectual
outlet. We have already traced the growth in educational em-
phasis throughout the art and thought of the fifth century, as
far as the great History of Thucydides, which drew the appro-
priate moral from the political developments of the entire cen-
tury. The same current of ideas now flows into the great
stream _of reconstruction. The immediate political and social
crisis, with all the suffering it entailed, vastly increased the stress
on education, strengthened its importance, enriched its meaning.
Thus, the concept of paideia became the real expression of the
rising generation’s spiritual purpose. The fourth century is the
classical epoch in the history of paideia, if we take that to mean
the development of & conscious ideal of education and culture.
There was good reason for it to fall in that critical century. It
is that very awareness of its problems that distinguishes the
Greek spirit most clearly from other nations. It was simply be-
cause the Greeks were fully alive to every problem, every difh-
culty confronting them in the general intellectual and moral col-
lapse of the brilliant fifth century, that they were able to under-
stand the meaning of their own education and culture so clearly
as 'to become the teachers of all succeeding nations. Greece is
the school of the western world.

From an intellectual point of view, the fourth century is the
fulfilment of the promise, potential or half-realized, of the fifth
and earlier centuries. But under another aspect, it is an age of
tremendous revolution. The previous century had been dedicated
to the task of bringing democracy to perfection, of attaining the
ideal of self-government extended to all free citizens. Even
although the ideal was never fully realized, even although many
serious objections to its possibility in the world of practical poli-
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tics have beea raised, still, the world has it to thank for creating
the concept of a personality fully self-conscious and responsible
to itself. Even the reconstructed Athens of the fourth-century
could be built on only one possible foundation, equality under
law—isonomia. Although Athens had lost the spiritual nobility
of the age of Aeschylus, when it seemed not too bold for an
entire community to aspire to the first rank of culture. that
ideal of equality had by now become classical. The Athenian
state appeared to pay no attention to the fact that, despite huge
material superiority, her defeat had revealed weak spots in her
political structure. The real impression of the Spartan victory is
to be found not in Athenian politics, but in Athenian philesophy
and paideia. The intellectual conflict with the Spartan point of
view exercised Athens all through the fourth century, down to
her death as an independent democratic city-state. The problem
was not so much whether she should accept the fact of Sparta’s
victory, and change her laws and institutions to suit. Of course,
that was the reaction immediately after the defeat; but a year
after the war's end. the ‘Thirty Tyrants’ were expelled, and the
reaction swiftly stopped. But even when the democratic constitu-
tion was ‘restored’ and a general amnesty proclaimed, the prob-
lem was neither solved nor forgotten. It was simply shifted to
another sphere: away from that of practical politics to that of
intellectual effort for inward regeneration. People came to be-
lieve that Sparta was not so much a certain kind of constitution
as a certain type of educational system carried out with relent-
lessly consistent logic. Her strength lay in rigid discipline. But
democracy too, by its optimistic belief that men were capable of
ruling themselves, assumed that they should all be highly edu-
cated. This naturally suggested that education should be made
the fulcrum upon which (2s in Archimedes’ epigram) the world,
the political world, could be moved. This was not an ideal calcu-
lated to enthrall the masses; but that made it captivate the
imagination of the spiritual leaders all the more deeply. The
literature of the fourth century displays it in every possible
nuance: from ingenuous and uncritical admiration of the Spartan
principle of collective education, to complete rejection of that
principle, and its replacement by a newer and loftier ideal of
culture and of the relation between individual and community.
And there are others who preach neither the foreign ideals of
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the victorious foe, nor a philosophical Utopia of their own crea-
tion, but the past glories of their own Athens. Looking back-
ward, they strive to unmake history; yet often the splendid his-
torical past they admire and try to revive is merely the reflection
of their own political principles. Much of that is romantic anti-
quarian dreaming. But it undeniably contains a note of stern
realism—for it always starts from a trenchant criticism of the
present day and its inadequate ideals. And all these preachments
take the form of educational effort: that is, of paideia.

The men of the fourth century thought hard about the rela-
tion of state and individual, because they were trying to remake
the state, starting from a moral reformation in the individual
soul. But there was another reason too. It was that they had
come to understand how much the individual citizen's life is
affected by social and political factors—as was inevitable in
Greece,.which had always been a land of city-states. The attempt
to create a new type of education in order to make the state
stronger and better was inevitably bound to make them con-
scious of the reciprocal influence of individual and community
upon each other, They naturally came to think that Athenian
education, hitherto run on an entirely private system, was funda-
mentally wrong and ineffective, and should be replaced by com-
munal education. The state itself took no steps to answer this
claim; the philosophers took it up, and managed to get it uni-
versally accepted. Even the collapse of the city-state’s political
independence only illuminated its importance and its meaning
more clearly. Here, as so often in history, the knowledge which
might have saved came too late. Not till after the catastrophe
at Chaeronea did the Athenians gradually realize that their state
should be penetrated with the ideal of paideia, of a culture which
suited the Athenian spirit. The sole extant speech of the orator
and legislator Lycurgus (Against Leocrates) is a document of
that patriotic regeneration. He took up Demosthenes’ efforts
to re-educate the Athenian people, and tried to make them some-
thing more than mere improvisation, by proposing legal enact-
ments to systematize them. But this does not change the fact that
the great systems of paideia created during the fourth century,
although they grew up under the protection of freedom of
thought, were not intellectpally rooted in contemporary Athenian
democracy. The catastrophe of defeat and the spiritual difficulties



8 INTRODUCTION

of democracy did indeed give the initial impulse to those trains of
reasoning; but after they were set in motion, they could not be
confined within the limits set by tradition, and did not- restrict
themselves to defending tradition either. They went their own
way, and worked out their new ideal systems with perfect liberty.
Not only in religion and ethics, but in politics 2nd education too,
the Greek mind soared high above the here-and-now, and created
an independent spiritual world for itself. Its journey towards a
new paideia started with its realization that a newer and higher
ideal of state and society was necessary, but it ended with the
search for a new God. The paideia of the fourth century, after
it saw the kingdom of earth blown into dust, fixed its home in
the kingdom of heaven. ’

Even in the external development of literature we can see an
end, and 2 new beginning. The great poetic forms—tragedy and
comedy—moulded by the fifth century were indeed still utilized,
because they had the prestige of tradition: an astonishing num-
ber of respectable poets continued to write in them. But the
mighty inspiration of tragedy had vanished. Poetry now lost its
spiritual leadership. More and more, the public called for regu-
lar revivals of the masterpieces of last century, and finally they
were ordered by law. Partly, the great plays had become cultural
classics—they were learnt at school, and quoted as authorities in
speeches and treatises, like Homer and the early poets; and partly
—since it was acting which had come to dominate the stage—
they were used as valuable vehicles for modern actors to experi-
ment with, heedless of their form and content, and interested
only in the possibilities of histrionic effect. Comedy went stale.
Politics was no longer its main interest. It is too easy to forget
that even in the fourth century an enormous amount of poetry
(particularly comic poetry) was still being written. But all those
thousands of plays have disappeared. All the literature that has
been preserved is the work of the great prosaists—Plato,
Xenophon, Isocrates, Demosthenes, Aristotle, and a number of
lesser spirits. And yet this apparently arbitrary choice is just:
for the real creative work of the fourth century was done in
prose. Its intellectual superiority to poetry was so overpowering
that it finally blotted all trace of its rival out of history. It was

.only New Comedy, beginning in the second half of the fourth
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century with Menander and his fellow-artists, that had much
influence on men of that and later ages. That was the last type
of Greek poetry which was really addressed to a2 wide public—
not indeed to the polis, like its predecessors (Old Comedy and
Tragedy of the great age), but to ‘cultured’ society, whose life
and ideas are mirrored in it. Yet the real struggles of the age
appear, not in the sensitive and humane speeches, the civilized
converse of this decorous art, but in those far deeper explora-
tions of truth, the dialogues of the new philosophical prose-
poetry, in which Plato and his associates revealed to the outer
world the innermost meaning of Socrates’ search for the aim of
life. And the orations of Isocrates and Démosthenes allow us to
take part in the problems and sufferings of the Greek city-state,
in this, the final phase of its existence.

These new types of prose literature are more than reflections
of their authors’ personalities. They are the expression of great
and influential schools of philosophy and rhetoric, of violent po-
litical and ethical movements, the movements in which all the
enérgies of thinking men were concentrated. Even the form in
which these efforts find their outlet distinguishes the intellectual
life of the fourth century from that of the fiftth. Thinkers now
make systems, announce programmes, work for stated ends. Con-
temporary literature embodies the conflicts of all these schools
and doctrines. They are all still in their passionate youth: and
their general interest is vastly enhanced by the fact that their
problems grow directly out of the life of their time. The centre
of the entire struggle is paideia. In it all the various expressions
of contemporary thought—philosophy, rhetoric, and science—
find a higher unity. And they are joined by the practical subjects
—politics, economics, law, strategy, hunting, agriculture, travel,
and adventure—the special sciences like mathematics and medi-
cine, and the arts of sculpture, painting, and music. They all offer
their contribution to the problem which exercised all Greece at
that time. They are forces which claim to mould character, to
impart culture: and they prof€ss to explain the principles on
which their claim is based. This vital inner unity in the epoch
with which we are dealing cannot be grasped and explained in a
purely literary history of the type so common in recent years,
concerned with mere form, with the stylistic eidos or pattern.
- It is in the bitter but magnificently enthusiastic struggle to deter-
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mine the nature of true paideia that the real life of the period
finds its characteristic expression; and the literature of that time
is real only in so far as it shares in that struggle. Prose won its
victory over poetry through the alliance between the strong edu-
cational forces that had been increasingly important in early
Greek poetry, and the rational thought of this age, which was
now more and more concerned with the real problems of human
life. And at last the philosophic or protreptic element in litera-
ture cast off its poetic form entirely. It made itself a new form,
more suited to its needs, and able to compete with poetry on its
own ground—indeed, a new and higher type of poetry in itself.

The spiritual life of Greece was being concentrated within
limited schools or narrow intellectual societies. Thence, such
schools and societies gained a new cultural energy, and a richer,
fuller life of their own. But compare this with earlier ages.
Then, higher culture was the preserve of one class (e.g. the
ruling aristocracy), or was imparted to the entire nation in the
form of great poetry, through words and music, dance and
gesture. In this new era, the spirit was dangerously separated
from society, and suffered the fatal loss of its function as a
constructive force within the community. That loss always occurs
when poetry ceases to be the medium for intellectual creative
work, and for the definitive utterances of life; and when it gives
way to more strictly rational forms. Easy as it is to observe this
after it has happened, the process of change appears to be sub-
ject to fixed laws, and, once it is complete, cannot be reversed
at will. Consequently, the power of moulding the nation as a
whole, so richly possessed by poets in early times, did not in-
crease as awareness of the educational problem and the earnest-
ness of educational experiments increased. On the contrary, we
feel that as the more binding forces of life—religion, morality,
and ‘music’, which for the Greeks always included poetry—lost
their power, so the masses escaped from the formative influ-
ence of the spirit. Instead of drawing from the pure spring, they
contented themselves with cheap and flashy substitutes. The
standards and ideals to which every class in the nation once
paid allegiance were still announced, and that too with increased
rhetorical embellishment ; but less and less real attention was paid
to them. People enjoyed hearing about them, and could be en-
thralled for the moment; but few were moved from the heart
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by them, and for most people they were useless at the critical
moment. It is easy to say that the cultured classes ought to have
tried to bridge the gulf. The greatest man of his age, the thinker
whe saw the difficulty involved in building up society and the
state more clearly than any other, was Plato; and Plato in his
old age took up that challenge. He explained why he was unable
to give a universal gospel. Despite all the conflicts between the
philosophical culture he represented and the ideal of education
through politics maintained by his great opponent Isocrates,
there was in this respect no difference between them. Neverthe-
less the will to make the highest powers of the spirit contribute
to building up a new society was never more serious and more
conscious than in this age. But it was chiefly directed to solving
the problem of educating leaders and rulers of the people; and
only after that to discovering the method to be used by the
leaders in moulding the community.

- The point of attack has shifted. This shift, which (in princi-
ple) began with the sophists, distinguished the new century from
its predecessor; and at the same time it marked the beginning
of a historical epoch. The new colleges and schools took their
origin from that new attitude to the problem. They were closed
societies, and that fact can be understood only from their origin,
which rendered it inevitable. Of course it is hard to say what
influence they could have exercised on the social and pelitical
life of Greece, if history had granted them a longer time to
make their endeavour. Their true effect turned out to be quite
different from that which they at first envisaged; for after the
final collapse of the independent Greek city-state, they created
western science and philosophy, and paved the way for the uni-
versal religion, Christianity. That is the real significance of the
fourth century for the world. Philosophy, science, and their con-
stant enemy, the formal power of rhetoric—these are the vehi-
cles through which the spiritual legacy of the Greeks was trans-
mitted to their contemporaries and successors in the East and
West, and to which, above all else, we owe its preservation.
They handed on that inheritance in the form and with the
principles which it got from the fourth-century effort to de-
termine the nature of paideia—that is, it was the epitome of
Greek culture and education, and Greece made its spiritual con-
quest of the world under that motto. From the point of view
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of the Greek nation, it might appear that the price they paid
for this title to universal glory was too great. And yet we must
remember that the Greek state did not die of its culture; phi-
losophy, science, and rhetoric were only the form in which what
was immortal in the Greek achievement could be handed on.
Thus, over all the development of the fourth century there lies
the tragic shadow of collapse; and yet there falls on it the
radiance of a providential wisdom, before whose face the earthly
destiny of the most gifted nation is only one day within the long
life of its historical achievement. '
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THE MEMORY OF SOCRATES
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SOCRATES is one of the imperishable figures who have become
symbolic. The real man, the citizen of Athens who was born
about 469 and executed in 399 B.C., shed most of his personality
as he entered history and became for all eternity a ‘representa-
tive man’. It was not really his life or his doctrine (so far as
he had any doctrine) which raised him to such eminence, so
much as the death he suffered for the conviction on which his
life was founded. In the later Christian era he was given the
crown of a pre-Christian martyr; and the great humanist of
the Reformation period, Erasmus of Rotterdam, boldly num-
bered him among his saints, and invoked him with ‘Sancte
Socrates, ora pro nobis!’ But that very prayer, although there
clings to it a reminiscence of the Church and the Middle Ages,
breathes the spirit of that new epoch which opened with the
Renaissance. In medieval times Socrates was scarcely more than
an illustrious name mentioned by Aristotle and Cicero. But with
the Renaissance his side of the balance suddenly rose, while that
of Aristotle, the prince of scholasticism, sank down. Socrates
became the leader of all modern enlightenment and modern
philosophy, the apostle of moral liberty, bound by no dogma,
fettered by no tradition, standing free on his own feet, listening
only to the inner voice of conscience—preaching the new religion
of this world, and a heaven to be found in this life by our own
spiritual strength, not through grace but through tireless striving
to perfect our own nature. Yet these phrases are inadequate to
express all that he has meant to the centuries since the close of
the Middle Ages. No new ethical or religious idca could be
born, no spiritual movement could develop, without appealing
to him. The rebirth of Socrates was brought about not simply
by a revival of scholarly interest, but by a genuine enthusiasm
for his mind and character as they were described in Greek
writings now rediscovered, especially in the books of Xenophon.

13 3
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However, nothing could be further from the truth than the
idea that, whereas the Middle Ages had made Aristotle the
basis of all Christian philosophy, all the efforts which were made
to found a new ‘religion of humanity’ under Socrates’ leader-
ship were in opposition to Christianity. On the contrary: the
pagan philosopher now helped to create 2 modern culture in
which the indestructible content of Jesus’ teaching was blended
with certain essential features taken from the Greek ideal of
humanity. This was brought about by the revolutionary new view
of life which now thrust its way to mastery—a view made up
of increasing confidence in human reason and increasing awe of
the newly discovered law of nature. Reason and Nature had been
the foundations of classical civilization. When Christianity de-
liberately sought to take over these principles and make them
part of itself, it was doing exactly what it had been doing since
the first centuries of its expansion. Every new epoch of Christian
development had, in its own way, challenged and conquered the
classical conceptions of man and God. In this unending process,
it was the role of Greek philosophy (with its vast power of re-
fined abstract reasoning) to offer an intellectual defence of
‘Reason’ and ‘Nature’ and their rights—in other words, to func-
tion as ‘rational theology’ or ‘natural theology'. After the
Reformation had made the first serious attempt to return to the
‘pure’ form of the Gospel, there followed, as an inevitable re-
action and compensation, the Socrates-cult of the age of enlight-
enment. This cult did not attempt to displace Christianity, but
to give it additional forces which seemed to the men of that
age indispensable. Even pietism—the revolt of pure Christian
feeling against a rational theology which had hardened into
lifelessness—appealed to Socrates’ name and believed him to be
a spiritual ally. Socrates was often compared to Christ. To-day,
we can see the real importance of a possible reconciliation,
brought about by Greek philosophy, between Christian religion
and ‘the natural man’, and we can judge how greatly such a
reconciliation would be helped by a picture of classical culture
that centred on the figure of Socrates.

Since the beginning of the modern era, he has had an enor-
mous influence as the pattern of an anima naturaliter Christiana.
But he paid dearly for his fame when Nietzsche renounced
Christianity and proclaimed the advent of the Superman. Soc-



THE MEMORY OF SOCRATES 148

rates appeared to be so long and closely linked to the dualistic
Christian ideal, by which each person was split into two separate
parts, body and soul, that he was bound to fall along with it.
At the same time, Nietzsche's hatred for him revived, in a new
guise, the old hatred of Erasmus’ humanism for the scholastic
notion that life and humanity could be reduced to a number of
abstract concepts. He held not Aristotle but Socrates to be the
real embodiment of the rigidly intellectual academic philosophy
which had kept the European mind in chains for more than half
a thousand years, and which he (a true pupil of Schopenhauer)
saw still at work in the theological type of thought represented
by the German Idealistic school.? He owed much of this concep-
tion of Socrates to the picture of the philosopher drawn by
Zeller, in his then epoch-making History of Greek Philosophy;
and that in its turn was influenced by Hegel's reconstruction of
the dialectic process in which the mind of western Europe had
developed by reconciling the conflict between classical and Chris-
tian ideals. Now a new humanism was proclaimed, which turned
to combat the prestige of this mighty tradition. It discovered
and canonized what it called ‘pre-Socratic’ Greek thought. Pre-
Socratic really meant pre-philosophical. For Nietzsche and his
followers, the thinkers of that archaic age blended with the great
poets and musicians of their time into a composite portrait en-
titled “The Tragic Age of Greece’.? In the tragic age and its
works, the Apollinian and Dionysian elements which Nietzsche
strove to unite were still miraculously conjoined. Body and soul
were still one. In that springtime, the glorious Hellenic harmony
(so weakly and poorly realized by the men of the afterworld)
was still a calm mirror-surface, hiding dangerous and unplumbed
depths beneath. But when Socrates brought about the victory
of the reasoning, the Apollinian element, he destroyed the ten-
sion in which it had counterweighed the irrational Dionysian
element, and thereby broke the harmony. He (declared
Nietzsche) took the tragic view of life held by archaic Greece
and made it ethical, made it intellectual, made it an academic
corpse.* All the idealizing, moralizing, and spiritualizing vapour
into which the energies of the later Greeks dissipated themselves
was spun out of Socrates’ brain. He had been considered by
Christian thought to be the utmost possible limit of ‘Nature’
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which could be tolerated; and now Nietzsche asserted that he
had really driven Nature out of Greek life and put the Unnatural
in its' place. Thus Socrates was deprived of the secure, if not
supreme, place which the nineteenth-century idealists had
assigned him in their historical picture, and was once more
drawn into the intellectual battles of the present. Once again he
became a symbol, as he had so often been in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries; but now he was a negative symbol, a
sign of corruption and defeat.

To be singled out for this great attack was, in a way, an
honour to Socrates; and it increased the intensity of the dispute
about his real importance. Whether Nietzsche's violently icono-
clastic judgment were true or not, it was still the first sign in
many vears that Socrates had not lost his strength and his
challenge. Superman felt him to be a dangerous threat to the
security of his own existence! We can hardly say that Nietzsche
drew a new picture of Socrates, In this age of acute historical
consciousness, drawing a new picture of a historical character
means something directly opposite to what Nietzsche did, in
detaching Socrates almost entirely from his age and his concrete
surroundings. But surely Socrates, far more than most great
figures, deserves to be judged within his own historical context—
Socrates, who was so absorbed in the task set him by his own
age that he did not deign to leave a single line of writing to
posterity. In his relentless war against the excessive rationaliza-
tion of modern life, Nietzsche had neither interest in nor sympa-
thy for the spiritual difficulties of Socrates’ time. Still, that crisis
(which we have described as ‘the crisis of the Athenian soul’)
was the moment in which history chose to place Socrates: des-
tiny made it the background of his life. But even if Socrates
is judged predominantly in relation to his place and time, there
are still many possibilities of misunderstanding him—as is clear
from the large number of portraits of Socrates which have
recently been given to the world. Uncertainty and eccentricity
of thought are commoncr in dealing with him than in any other
question in the whole history of classical thought. We must
therefore begin our discussion with the clementary facts.
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THE SOCRATIC PROBLEM

The most elementary fact we can grasp is not Socrates him-
self, because he wrote nothing, but a number of works by his
pupils, all written about the same time. It is impossible to say
definitely whether some of these were published during his life-
time, but it is. highly probable that they were not.® There are
obvious parallels, often pointed out, between the origins of the
Socratic literature and those of the earliest Christian tradition
about the life and teachings of Jesus. As with Jesus, it was only
after Socrates’ death that his influence on his pupils grew into
a definite picture of him. That overwhelming experience made a
deep and violent break in their lives. Apparently it was under
the impact of the catastrophe that they began to write down
what they knew of their master.® And then the portrait of Soc-
rates, which had hitherto been fluid and mutable, began to grow
rigid, and its features to be fixed for his contemporaries and for
posterity. Plato even makes him tell the jury, speaking in his own
defence, that his followers and friends will not leave the
Athenians in peace after his death, but will carry on his work
as a relentless ‘questioner and adviser.” The programme of the
Socratic movement is contained in these words, and its influence
was multiplied by the rapidly growing Socratic literature.® His
pupils determined that the unforgettable personality of the man,
whom earthly justice had killed in order to obliterate him and
his words from the memory of the Athenian people, should be
so immortalized that neither then nor thereafter could his warn-
ings ever grow faint in men’s ears. The moral disquietude which
had until then been confined to the small circle of his adherents
now spread until it affected the public at large. His thought
became, the focal point of all the literature and philosophy of
the new century, and the movement arising from it was, after
Athens’ temporal power collapsed, the mainstay of its world-
wide spiritual dominion,

From the remains of that literature which have come down
to us—Plato’s dialogues, Xenophon's dialogues, Xenophon’s
Memoirs of Socrates, and the fragments of the dialogues written
by Antisthenes and Aeschines of Sphettus—different as they are
in many respects, one thing is clear: the chief aim of his pupils
was to re-create the incomparable personality of the master who
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had transformed their lives. The dialogue and the biographical
memoir are new literary forms invented by the Socratic circle
to serve that purpose.” Both owe their existence to the convic-
tion of his pupils that Socrates’ intellectual and spiritual power
as a teacher could not be dissociated from his character as a
man. Difficult as it was to give a clear impression of his person-
ality to men who had never seen or met him, it was imperative
that the attempt be made. We can hardly overemphasize the
revolutionary daring of such an enterprise, from the Greek point
of view. The Greek’s way of looking at men and human charac-
ter was just as much governed by convention as his own private
and public life. We can see how Socrates might have been eulo-
gized in the manner dominant in the classical period, if we look
at another literary genre which was invented in the first half
of the fourth century—the encomium. This genre too was cre-
ated in order to express admiration for an outstanding indi-
vidual; but its only method of doing so was to assert that its
object possessed all the virtues appropriate to the ideal citizen
or the ideal ruler. The truth about Socrates could never have
been told in that way. And so, from the study of his character,
there arose for the first time the art of psychological description,
whose greatest master in antiquity was Plato. The literary por-
trait of Socrates is the only truly lifelike description of a great
and original personality created in classical Greece. Those who
created it meant neither to explore the recesses of the human
soul nor to engage in fine-drawn ethical investigations, but to
reproduce the impression of what we call personality—ralthough
they had neither the concept of personality nor words to express
it. Socrates’ example had changed the meaning of areté; and that
change is reflected in the inexhaustible interest that attaches,
then as now, to his character.

But his character was chiefly expressed in his influence over
others. It worked through the spoken word. He himself never
wrote anything down, since he held that the only important
thing was the relation between the word and the living man to
whom it was, at one particular moment, addressed. This was an
almost insuperable difficulty for anyone who wished to describe
him, especially since he used to converse in questions and an-
swers—a form which would not fit any of the traditional literary
patterns. That is true, even if we assume that some of his con-
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versations had been recorded and could therefore be recon-
structed with some accuracy, as is shown by the example of
Plato’s Phaedo. It was that difficulty which moved Plato to
create the dialogue-form, the form that was copied by the other
pupils of Socrates.’* But although we can come very close to
the personal character of Socrates, particularly through the
writings of Plato, his pupils differed so radically from one
another about the content of his conversations that they soon
came to open dispute and lasting enmity. In his early essays
Isocrates shows how this exhibition delighted malicious ob-
servers from outside the charmed circle, and how much easier
it made the task of the ‘opposition’ in turning the unenlightened
against the Socratics. A few years after Socrates died, the group
of his adherents broke up. Each of his disciples clung passion-
ately to his own idea of the master’s teaching, and there actually
arose a number of different Socratic schools. Hence the paradox
that, although we have far more historical tradition about Soc-
rates than about any other ancient philosopher, we still cannot
agree about his real significance. It is true that to-day, with
increased skill in historical understanding and psychological
interpretation, we seem to have firmer ground to stand on. But
the pupils of Socrates whose descriptions we read have so closely
_fused their own characters with his (simply because they could
not separate themselves from his effect on them) that it is doubt-
ful whether, after thousands of years, we can ever distil out of
that compound the pure Socratic essence.

The form of the Platonic dialogue was quite certainly cre-
ated by a historical fact—the fact that Socrates taught by ques-
tion and answer. He held that form of dialogue to be the origi-
nal pattern of philosophic thought, and the only way for two
people to reach an understanding on any subject. And the aim
of his life was to réach understanding with the people he talked
to. Plato, a born dramatist, had written tragedies before he met
Socrates. According to tradition, he burnt them after he felt
the impact of the great questioner’s personality. But when, after
Socrates’ death, Plato determined to keep his master alive, he
found that, in imitating the conversations of Socrates, he could
enlist his dramatic genius in the service of philosophy. Not only
the dialogue-form, however, owes its origin to Socrates. The
fact that certain highly characteristic paradoxical utterances
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occur agzin and again in the conversations of Plato’s Socrates,
and reappear in the Socratc writings of Xenophon. mzkes it
certain thar the content of Plaro’s dialogues does 1o some extent
stem from Socrares’ thought. The problem is how far they are
really Socratic. Xenophon's records agree with Plato only to a
small extent, and then leave us with the feeling that Xenophon
says too little, and Plato too much. Even Aristotle expressed the
view that most of the philosophy attributed by Plato to Soc-
rates was not his, but Plato’s doctrine. On that judgment he
based several assumptions whose value we shall examine later
{p. 23). He holds Plato’s dialogues to be a new artistic form.
midway between poetry and prose.’* That doubtless refers first
of all to the form, which is really that of an intellectual drama
in prose. But, considering Aristotle’s view of the freedom with
which Plato handled the historical Socrates, we must infer that
he considered the dialogues to be a mixture of poetry and prose
in content as well as in form: they blend W ahrheit und
Dichtung, Truth and Imagination.*

Naturally, any attempt to use the dialogues of Xenophon and
the other pupils of Socrates as historical sources is subject to
the same doubts and difficulties. The Apology of Xenophon
{often dismissed as spurious, but lately accepted as genuine once
more} is immediately suspect because of its obvious intention
to whitewash Socrates.® But his Memoirs of Socrates (the
Memorabilia) were long held to be historically reliable. If they
were, we should be immediately freed from all the uncertainty
which attends every step we make in discussing the dialogues.
But recent research has shown that the Memoirs too are heavy
with subjective colouring.** Xenophon knew and admired Soc-
rates as a2 young man, but was never one of his regular pupils.
He soon left him, to serve as a soldier of fortune in the cam-
paign undertaken by the rebellious Persian prince Cyrus against
his brother Artaxerxes. He never saw him again. His books
about him were mostly composed some decades later. The only
apparcntly carly one is the Defence—a vindication of Socrates
against a certain ‘indictment’.*® This ‘indictment’ was obviously
a literary fiction, and has been identified with a pamphlet pub-
lished between 400 and 390 by the sophist Polycrates. Lysias
and Isocrates certainly wrote replies to it, but we learn from
Xenophon's Memoirs that he took up the cudgels at the same
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time.*® It was evidently this Defence that first brought Xenophon
(already half-forgotten as a friend of Socrates) into the circle
of Socratic writers, although he was silent for many years after
writing it. He later attached it to the beginning of the Memoirs;
but its structural unity, its completeness, and its definite purpose
are enough to show that it was once a separate work.”

Its purpose, like that of the Memoirs themselves, is admit-
tedly to show that Socrates was in the highest degree a patriotic,
pious, and righteous citizen of the Athenian state, who sacri-
ficed to the gods, consulted soothsayers, helped his friends in
trouble, and always did his duty in public life. The only objec-
tion to this is that, if Socrates had been simply a Babbitt, he
would never have aroused the suspicion of his fellow-citizens,
far less have been condemned to death as dangerous to the state.
Recently, Xenophon's appraisal of Socrates has been made even
more difficult to accept, by scholars who have undertaken to
prove that he was writing so long after the events recorded,
and that he had so little talent for philosophical thought, that
he had to base his work on other books, particularly those of
Antisthenes. If true, this would be interesting: it would allow
us to reconstruct the work of a pupil of Socrates and opponent
of Plato who is as good as lost to us. But it would reduce
Xenophon's Socrates to a mere mouthpiece for Antisthenes’
moral disquisitions. No doubt the hypothesis has been pushed
too far; but such investigations keep us alive to the possibility
that Xenophon, despite, or even because of, his philosophical
naiveté, created a picture of Socrates which is in many features
quite as subjective as we believe Plato’s to have been.”

Such being the character of the evidence, is it possible to
escape the horns of this dilemma? Schleiermacher was the first
to express the full complexity of this historical problem in a
single condensed question. He too had reached the conviction
that we can trust neither Xenophon nor Plato exclusively, but
must, like skilful diplomats, play one party off against the other.
So he asked: ‘What can Socrates have been, in addition to all
Xenophon says he was, without contradicting the characteristic
qualities and rules of life that Xenophon definitely declares to
have been Socratic~—and what must he have been, to give Plato
the impulse and the justification to portray him as he does in
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the dialogues? ** Of course these words are not an Open
Sesame to the whole question. They merely define as accurately
as possible the doubtful sphere within which we must use as
much critical finesse as we can. They would certainly let us fall

lplessly back on our own subjective impressions, if there were
not another criterion to tell us how far we should follow each
source of evidence.

That criterion was long held to be provided by the remarks
of Aristotle on the subject. He appeared to be a disinterested
scholar and thinker, who had not such passionate personal inter-
est in proving who Socrates was and what he meant as had
Socrates’ immediate pupils, and who was still near enough him
in time to know more about him than was possible for any
modern.*” Aristotle’s historical statements about Socrates are all
the more valuable to us because they are confined to one: prob-
lem: the relation between Socrates and Plato’s doctrine of Ideas.
That was a central problem, much debated in Plato’s Academy;
and besides, in the twenty years that Aristotle spent there, he
must often have heard the question of the origin of that doctrine
discussed. Now, Plato’s dialogues present Socrates as the phi-
losopher who puts forward the doctrine of Ideas, and who defi-
nitely assumes that it is known to his pupils. Is Plato’s portrayal
of Socrates historically accurate in this matter, or is it not? The
question is fundamentally important if ‘we hope to reconstruct
the intellectual process which led from Socrates’ teaching to the
creation of Plato’s philosophy. Aristotle, who does not accept
the doctrine of Ideas—that universal concepts have an objective
existence distinct from the existence of the individual things per-
ceived by the senses—makes three important statements about
Plato’s relation to Socrates on this point.

(1) As a young student, Plato attended the lectures of the
Heraclitean Cratylus, who taught that everything flows and
nothing has a permanent existence. Then, when he met Socrates,
a new world opened up to him. Socrates confined himself en-
tirely to questions of morality, and tried to discover the eternal
essence of the Just, the Good, the Beautiful, etc. At first glance,
the idea that everything changes and the assumption that there
is a permanent truth seem to be mutually exclusive. But Cratylus
had so entirely convinced Plato that everything changes, that
his conviction could not be shaken even by the powerful impres-
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sion he received from Socrates’ determined search for a fixed
point in the ethical world. Platp therefore concluded that
Cratylus and Socrates were both right, because they were speak-
ing of two different worlds. Cratylus’ statement that everything
flows referred to the only world that he knew—the world of
sensible phenomena; and Plato continued even later to maintain
that the doctrine of eternal change was true for the world of
sense. But Socrates, in the search for the conceptual essence of
those predicates like:‘good’, ‘just’, ‘beautiful’, on which our
existence as moral beings is based, was looking towards a differ-
ent reality, which does not flow but truly ‘is’—because it remains
immutably and eternally the same.

(2) The universal concepts, to which Socrates had intro-
duced him, Plato now considered to compose the world of true
Being, which is remote from the world of eternal change. He
named these essences, which we can grasp only in thought, and
in'which the world of true Being consists, the Ideas. In this he
went beyond Socrates—who had neither spoker of Ideas nor
assumed that they were separate from the world of sense.

(3) According to Aristotle, Socrates can be justly and indis-
putably credited with two things: he defined the general con-
cepts, and he used the inductive method to discover them.*

If this account is correct, it makes it very much easier to dis-
tinguish the Socratic and the Platonic elements in the figure of
Socrates presented to us in Plato’s dialogues. Schleiermacher's
research-formula need not remain an unattainable ideal, but can
in some degree be put into practice. In those dialogues which
‘the research of the last century has shown to be Plato’s earliest
works, Socrates is really always asking about universals: what
is courage? what is piety? what is self-control? And even
Xenophon, in passing, expressly says that Socrates constantly
carried out enquiries of that nature and tried to define such
concepts.” There is then, it seems, a way of escape from our
dilemma: Plato or Xenophon? Socrates is the founder of the
philosophy of abstract concepts. That is how Zeller, carrying
out Schleiermacher’s method of investigation in his History of
Greek Philosophy, presents him.*® According to this conception,
Socrates was, so to speak, a modest preparatory stage before
Plato’s philosophy. He avoided Plato’s daring metaphysical ad-
ventures, and, by turning away from nature and confining him-
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self to ethical questions, showed that his real interest was in
finding a theoretical basis for a new practical rule of life.

For many years this was accepted as the final solution of the
problem. It was based on the great authorlty of Aristotle, and
buttressed by sound scientific method. But it could not be per-
manently satisfactory, because it made Socrates into a thin and
unconvincing figure, and his conceptual philosophy into a mere
triviality. That was the abstract academic figure whom Nietzsche
so savagely attacked. There were many whose belief that Soc-
rates was a figure of world-shaking importance couid not be
destroyed by Nietzsche; and they simply lost their faith in Aris-
totle’s reliability. Was, he really perfectly disinterested about the
origin of the doctrine of Ideas which he so violently opposed?
Was he himself not mistaken in his account of the historical
facts? Was he not governed, especially in his ideas about the
history of philosophy, by his own philosophical preconceptions ?
Surely it was quite understandable that he should pass by Plato
.and go back to Socrates, and make Socrates more moderate—i.e.
more Aristotelian? But did he really know any more about him
than what he thought he could discover from Plato’s dialogues?
With these and similar questions modern research into the teach-
ing of Socrates began.** Once more scholars had to abandon the
firm ground on which they had built; and nothing proves the
uncertainty of the question to-day more clearly than the polar
differences between the various portraits of Socrates which have
been worked out since. A good example is provided by the two
most impressive and most scholarly modern attempts to find
the historical Socrates—the great book on him by the Berlin
philosopher, Heinrich Maier, and the work done by the Scottish
school which is represented by the philologist J. Burnet and
the philosopher A. E. Taylor.*

Both parties begin by dismissing Aristotle’s evidence. Both
consider Socrates to be one of the greatest men who ever lived.
The dispute between them can be reduced to one question—was
Socrates really a philosopher, or was he not? They agree that
he was not, if the earlier view of him was right in describing
him as merely a subsidiary figure standing at the entrance to
Plato’s mighty philosophical edifice. But they “differ widely in
their reasoning beyond this. According to Maier, the greatness
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of Socrates cannot possibly be measured by judging him simply
as a theoretical philosopher. What he did was to create a new
attitude towards life, which formed the climax of a long and
painful ascent towards human freedom, and which can never
be transcended by any other. The gospe! he preached was the
self-mastery and self-sufficiency of the moral character. Thus
he was the antitype of Christ. and of the oriental religion of
redemption. The struggle between these two principles, these
two gospels, is even now only beginning. Not Socrates, but
Plato, founded philosophical idealism, created logic, discovered
the abstract universal. Plato was a wholly different and inde-
pendent person, not to be compared with Socrates: he was a
systematic thinker, a constructor of theories. In his dialogues
he used the freedom of the artist to attribute his theories to
Socrates. It is only in his early works that he gives a picture
of Socrates as he actually was.*

'The Scottish scholars also hold that Plato is the only pupil
of Socrates who could really give a sympathetic picture of his
master—but they think that he did so in afl his Socratic dia-
logues. Xenophon, for them, is the Philistine par excellence, who
does not understand anything of Socrates’ real significance. But
he realized his own limitations, and therefore undertook merely
to write supplements to other men’s books about Socrates.
Wherever he touches a real philosophical problem, he turns
away, and contents himself with a brief hint to show the reader
that Socrates was much greater than he can depict him. Accord-
ing to this view, the great mistake in current thought about
Socrates is to belicve that Plato did not intend to describe him
as he really was, but meant to show him to be the creator
of Plato’s own Ideas, although he had nothing to do with them.
Plato was not a man who could thus palter in a double sense.
Some have made an artificial distinction between the early Plato
and the later Plato, and have assumed that only the ‘early
Plato’ wanted to depict Socrates’ self, while the ‘later Plato’
used his master as a mask for his own gradually developing
philosophy. This, according to the Scottish school, is inherently
improbable. Besides, Plato’s early dialogues presuppose the doc-
trine of his later and more constructive works (e.g. Phaedo and
The Republic). The real truth is that, as soon as Plato stopped
setting forth Socrates’ teaching and began to expound his own
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doctrines instead, he stopped using Socrates as the leading figure
in his dialogues, and, with perfect cansistency, used other per-
sons, sometimes anonymous, to express them. Socrates was just
what Plato says he was—the man who created the doctrine of
Ideas, the theory of pre-existence and reminiscence, the creed
of immortality, and the ideal state. In a word, he was the father
of European metaphysics.*

These are the two extreme views of the question. In one,
Socrates is not a philosopher at all, but an ethical inspiration, a
hero of the moral life. In the other, he is the creator of specu-
lative philosophy, which Plato personifies in him. The meaning of
this dichotomy is simply that the old division which, apparently
immediately after Socrates’ death, split his disciples into oppos-
ing schools, has reappeared, and once again each school is cre-
ating its own Socrates. There are, as before, two main parties.
Antisthenes denied that it was possible to know anything, and
the centre of his doctrine was ‘Socratic strength’, the inflexible
moral will. Plato on the other hand held that Socrates’ pretence
of knowing nothing was merely a stage on the way to discover-
ing a deeper, more unshakable knowledge of values already
latent in the soul. Each of these two interpreters once more steps
forward to claim that his own Socrates is the true Socrates, with
all his thought brought to completion. It cannot be merely a
coincidence that the same two contradicting views should have
appeared after Socrates’ death and reappeared in our own day.
Nor can we explain its reappearance by the fact that our evi-
dence stems from one or the other of these parties. No:
Socrates’ own personality must have contained the duality which
makes him intelligible to both of them at once. It is from that
point of view that we must attempt to transcend the inadequacy
of both views—for they are inadequate, although in a sense
each of them is factually and historically justified. Although
both Maier on the one hand and Burnet and Taylor on the other
approach the problem on historical principles, their own ways
of thinking have coloured their interpretation of the facts. Each
party has felt it impossible to accept a Socrates who had reached
no decision about ‘problems which they themselves felt to be de-
cisive. The historian must therefore infer that Socrates’ own
personality united the contradictions which even then or soon
after his death fell apart. That makes him more interesting, and
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sected. 0.1 thz other hand, we must not forget how many fathers
asked his acdvice on th education of their sons. His conversa-
tion with bis own zdolescent son Lamprocles, whe had com-
plained of his motner Nanthippe's bad temper, shows how far
he was from condemning anvene ocut of hand or from rebeliing
‘against ail usage i his Impatience with the natural ways. and
even the weaknesses, of pareats. ™ He n\o ains to Chaerecntes.
who capnot get on with :
tion between brothers is
the animals stow, we ar
to develop it into something vaiu-:.ble. we need mow:.eige ‘and
understanding, just 25 we Jdo to make the proper use of a2 harse.
This knowledge is nothing new or compiicated. Anyone who
wants to be well rreated by others must begin by treating them
well. The princinle s the same in friendship as in enmity.™™
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At this’ pcm_t we must examine Socrates’ idea of friendship.
It is mot merely 2 theory. but has its roots in the Socratic way
.of Life: for in that, ohilosophy and intellectual efort are indis-
solubly connected to friendly association with one’s fellow-men.
Our sources unanimousiv emn}*aszze that point and atiribute to
Socrates a grear namber of new and profound idess zhout the
relation of man t0 man. Iz Plate, the Socratic concept of philia,
affection. is raised o the metaphysical p'arze in vars, Pm-edms,
and The Symposium, Later we must examine the theories Plato
builds on it: meznwhile we must set against it Xenophoa's evie
dence, whick gives the problem of fnerdshw just 2s much im-
portance ir another wav.

A good friend is a possession of grear val lue throughout one's
life. Bat the worth of friends varies as much as the worth of
slaves. Anyone who understands that wili ask himself how
much he mezans to his “riends, and do h' best to raise his value
to them.™ This new estimate of the value of friendship is symp-
tomatic of the war-vears. It rose throughout the war, zad pro-
duced 2 whefe literature of friendship in the post-Socratic
schools of philasophy. We can find the praise of friendship in
early Greek poetry too. af course. In Homer it is comndeshxp
in war; in Theognls' aristocratic educational eode it is mutmal
protection in the dangers r)f sublic life and during political up-
_heavals.* This point is stressed by Socrates too. He advises
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of spiritual crisis. Periclean Athens, mistress of a mighty empire,
was flooded with influences of many different kinds and origins;
and, despite her brilliant expertness in every sphere of art and
practical life, she was about to lose her spiritual foothold. In.
toxicated by the exuberance of her own verbosity, she had in the
briefest of moments talked all traditional values out of existence.
And then Socrates came forward, to be the Solon of the moral
world. For it was from the moral world that state and society,
were being undermined, and through it they must be saved. For
the second time in Greek history it was the Attic spirit which
summoned the centripetal forces of the Greek soul to combat
the centrifugal—Dby setting up a firm moral order to counter-
balance that creation of Ionian thought, the philosophical cos-
mos of warring natgral forces. Solon had discovered the natural
laws of the social and political community. Socrates now ex-
plored the moral cosmos in the human soul.

His youth fell into the era of rapid expansion after the great
victory over Persia, an era marked abroad by the creation of
the Periclean empire and at home by the introduction of com-
plete democracy. The statement of Pericles in the funeral speech,
that in Athens no merit or talent was refused an opportunity to
display itself,®® is proved by the example of Socrates. Neither
his descent, nor his rank, nor even his appearance, predestined
him to gather around him many of the sons of the Athenian
aristocracy who looked forward to careers as statesmen, or to
belong, as he did, to the cream of Attic society, the kaloi ka-
gathoi. The earliest traditions speak of him, about the age of
thirty, as an adherent of Anaxagoras’ pupil Archelaus. The
tragic poet Ion of Chios, in his travel-diary, recorded meeting
Socrates in his company on the island of Samos.*® Ion, who
knew Athens well and was a friend of Sophocles and Cimon,
adds that Archelaus belonged to Cimon’s circle. He must, then,
have introduced Socrates as a young man to Cimon.*® We can-
not tell whether his political views were affected by this contact
with the great nobleman who had conquered Persia and headed
the pro-Spartan conservative party in Athens.

In the prime of his life, he saw Athenian power rise to its
height, and the greatest glories of classical Attic poetry and art
created; he was received in the home of Pericles and Aspasia;
among his pupils were politicians of brilliant and doubtful repu-
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tation, such as Alcibiades and Critias. At that time, the Athenian
state was straining every nerve to maintain the dominance it had
won in Greece, and it demanded great sacrifices of its citizens.
Socrates was several times distinguished for gallantry in battle.
At his trial, this was emphasized in order to offset his political
deficiencies.** Although a great lover of the common people,**
he was admittedly a poor democrat. He could not admire the
zealous political activity of the Athenians in the assembly and
the law-courts.®> He made only one political appearance in his
lifetime. He was serving as chairman of the assembly at which
the admirals who had won the victory of Arginusae were (with-
out legal precedent) condemned to death en bloc, because they
had been prevented by bad weather from picking up the sur-
vivors of wrecked Athenian ships. Socrates, alone among the
prytaneis, refused to put the proposal to the vote, because it
was against the law.*® Later, that might be interpreted as a
patriotic act; but it was undeniable that Socrates held the demo-
cratic principle of majority-rule to be fundamentally wrong, and
held, instead, that the state should be governed by the wisest
and ablest men.* It is an easy inference that he came to this
conclusion during the Peloponnesian war, when the Athenian
democracy was growing more degenerate every year. He had
grown up surrounded by the spirit of the Persian victory, and
he had seen the rise of the Athenian empire. The contrast must
have been too sharp not to create all kinds of critical doubts in
his mind.*® These views brought him the sympathy of many of
his fellow-citizens who had oligarchic leanings, and later, at
his trial, their friendship was cast up to him. The masses did
not understand that Socrates’ independent attitude was abso-
lutely different from that of ambitious conspirators like Alcibia-
des and Critias, and that it had an intellectual basis which was
far broader than the sphere of politics. But it is important to
understand that in Athens at that time even the man who stood
apart from political action was thereby taking up a political atti-
tude, and that state problems decisively influenced the thought
and action of every single citizen, without exception.

Socrates grew up in the period which saw the first philoso-
phers and the first philosophical activities in Athens. Even with-
out the tradition about his relation to Archelaus, we should have

4
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to assume that, as a contemporary of Euripides and Pericles,
he made an early acquaintance with the natural philosophy of
Anaxagoras and Diogenes of Apollonia. We need not doubt that
the account of his own development he gives in Plato’s Phaedo
is historically: accurate **—at least when he speaks of his early
interest in the physics of Anaxagoras. In Plato’s Apology, he
expressly denies having any special knowledge in that field;®
but, like every cultured Athenian, he had read Anaxagoras’
book, which (as he says in the same passage) could be bought
for a drachma from the book-pedlars in the orchestra at the
theatre.® Xenophon reports- that, even later, he used to go
through the works of ‘the sages of old'—i.e. the poets and phi-
losophers—with his young friends in his own house, in order to
extract important passages from them.* So far, then, Aristopha-
nes, when he describes ‘Socrates as expounding Diogenes’ physi-
cal theories about a Vortex creating the cosmos and Air being
the basic principle of all existence, is perhaps not so wide of
the truth as most people think. But how far did he incorporate
these scientific doctrines into his own thought ? '
In the Phaedo he says that he expected great things when he
took up Anaxagoras’ book.* Somebody had given it to him, and
had led him to expect he would find in it what he was looking
for. That means that, even beforehand, he had been sceptical
about the physicists’ scientific explanations of the universe.
Anaxagoras too disappointed him, although the beginning of the
'book had excited his hopes. There, Anaxagoras said something
to the effect that Mind was the principle which built up the
cosmos; yet as the book went on he made no further use of this
explanation, but, like all the other physicists, referred every-
thing to mechanical causes. Socrates had expected him to explain
how things happened, and to show that they happened in that
way ‘because that was best’. That is, he thought that the rule
of nature must be directed to a useful end. According to the
account in Phaedo Socrates moved on from this criticism of the
natural philosophers to reach the doctrine of Ideas; and yet,
according to Aristotle’s very convincing statement, the doctrine
of Ideas cannot be attributed to the real Socrates at all. Doubt-
less Plato felt he was justified in making Socrates expound the
doctrine that the Ideas are the ultimate causes of all phenomena,
because he himself had gradually reached it through Socrates’



SOCRATES THE TEACHER 31

investigations into the nature of the Good which is in all things.
" Socrates also investigated nature in order to find an answer
to his question. In Xenophon’s Memoirs he holds conversations
about the purpose which governs the structure of the universe,
and tries to discover all that is good and purposeful in nature,
so as to prove the existence of a constructive spiritual principle
in the world.®* What he says about the technical perfection of
the organs of the hyman body seems to come from a work on
natural philosophy by Diogenes of Apollonia.®? Socrates could
scarcely claim that the separate proofs he adduces were original:
so that is no objection to our considering this conversation to
be historically genuine in all essentials. If it contains borrowings,
they are particularly characteristic of Socrates’ way of think-
ing. In Diogenes’ book he found what, in Plato’s Phaedo, he
says he was looking for —namely, the principle of Anaxagoras
applied to the myriads of individual phenomena in nature. But
still this conversation does not make him a natural philosopher:
it only shows the point of view from which he approached cos-
mology. It was natural for a Greek to try to find in the cosmos
the principle which he held to be the basis of order in human life,
and to derive it from the cosmos. We have already pointed that
out several times, and now find it proved once more in the case
of Socrates.* Thus, his criticism of the natural philosophers in-
directly proves that, from the very beginning, his interest was
directed to problems of morality and religion. There was really
no period in his life devoted to natural philosophy, for science
“could not answer the question which was in his heart, and on
‘which everything else depended. Therefore, he left it alone. The
unerring directness with which he always moved towards his
goal is the sign of his greatness.

His lack of interest in natural philosophy has often been
emphasized by Plato, by Aristotle, and many others since. But
there is another aspect of that fact which is easily overlooked.
Xenophon's description of his attempts to trace a purpose in
the universe shows that his approach to nature was the very
reverse of that followed by the early scientists. It was anthropo-
centric. His deductions all started with man and the structure of
the human body. If the facts he cited were really taken from
Diogenes’ book, then that helps to confirm the point—for
Diogenes was not only a natural philosopher, but a famous
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doctor; and therefore in his system (as in those of some others
of the later physicists, for instance Empedocles) human physi-
ology occupied a far greater place than in any of the older, pre-
Socratic natural systems. This was bound to stimulate Socrates’
interest and to suggest novel problems to him. And now we
can see that, as well as his obvious negative attitude towards
contemporary natural science, he had a positive attitude, which
is often overlooked. We should not forget that natural science
then included not only cosmology and ‘meteorology’, which we,
usually think covered the whole field, but also the art of medi-
cine, which was just then entering (both in theory and in prac-
tice) upon the great expansion described in the next volume.
Even a doctor like the author of the contemporary work On
ancient medicine held medical science to be the only part of
natural science that was based on real experience and exact
knowledge. He believed that the natural philosophers.and their
hypotheses could teach him nothing, but had much to learn from
him.* This anthropocentric attitude was characteristic of the age
of later Attic tragedy and of the sophists. It was connected—as
Herodotus and Thucydides show—with the empirical approach
manifested in the emancipation of medicine from the cosmo-
logical hypotheses of the natural philosophers.

Medical science, then, is the most striking parallel to Socrates’
rejection of the high-flown speculations of the cosmologists. It
shows the same sober determination to examine the facts of
human life.*® Like it, Socrates found that human nature, which is
the part of the world best known to us, was the firmest basis for
his analysis of reality and his clue to understanding it. As Cicero
says, he brought philosophy down from heaven into the cities
and homes of men.*” That means, as we now see, not only that
he changed its interest and the objects of its study, but also
that he worked out a more rigid conception of knowledge (if
indeed there is such a thing as knowledge). What the old phi-
losophers had called knowledge was really philosophical hypoth-
eses about the universe—which, for Socrates, means cloud-
capped fantasy, gorgeous nonsense.** Whenever he expresses
respect for its lofty wisdom, unattainable to him, he is speaking
ironically.* He himself (as Aristotle correctly observed) always
proceeded by induction; % and his method is akin to that of the
matter-of-fact empiricist in medicine, His ideal of knowledge
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was téyv, which was best exemplified in the art of healing, espe-
cially because that art had a practical aim in view.® At that time
there was no such thing as exact science. Contemporary natural
philosophy was all that was inexact. Therefore there was no
philosophical empiricism either. In the ancient world, the princi-
ple that experience is the basis of all exact knowledge of reality
was insisted upon by medicine, and by medicine alone. That is
why medical science held a higher, more philosophical rank in
the intellectual world then than it does now. Also, it was medical
science which passed that idea on to the philosophy of our own
age. Modern philosophical empiricism is the child, not of Greek
philosophy, but of Greek medicine.

We must always remember Socrates’ respect for medicine,
which was one of the greatest intellectual forces of his day, if
we are to understand his place in ancient philosophy and his
anthropocentric attitude. His use of medical examples is notably
frequent. And he did not use them at random: he used them be-
cause they fitted the pattern of his thinking; in fact they suited
his view of his own personality, his ethos, his whole life. He
was really a doctor. Xenophon actually says he thought quite
as much about his friends’ physical health as their spiritual wel-
fare.® But he was mainly a doctor of the soul. The way in which
he reasons about the physical structure of man, in his proof
that the universe has a purpose, shows plainly that his teleology
. is closely connected with his empirical, quasi-medical outlook.
It is only to be understood in connexion with the teleological
conception of man and nature which was being openly acknowl-
edged, for the first time, in medical science, and thenceforward
grew more and more definite until it found final philosophical
expression in Aristotle’s biological view of the universe. Socra-
tes’ search for the nature of the Good, of course, was the mani-
festation of an interest which was entirely his own, and which
he had learnt from no one else. An earnest natural philosopher
of his time must have judged it to be the enquiry of a mere
.dilettante, to which the pure physicist’s heroic scepticism could
find no answer. But that dilettante’s question was a creative one;
and it is important for us to realize, by comparison with the
medical books of ‘Hippccrates’ and Diogenes, that it formulated
the most profound doubts of all that epoch.
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We do not know how old Socrates was when he began, in
Athens, the work in which his pupils’ dialogues show him as
engaged. Plato places some of his conversations in the first years
of the Peloponnesian war—in Charmides, for example, Socrates
has just returned from the hard campaign of Potidaea. At that
time he was nearly forty; but doubtless he had begun to teach
some time before that. Plato believed that the living context
of his conversations was extremely important—so much so that
he described it again and again with the most delightful detail.
Socrates did not talk in the timeless abstract world of the lecturé-
hall. He belonged to the busy life of the Athenian athletic school,
the gymnasium, where he was soon a regular and.indispensable
visitor like the trainer and the doctor.”® Of course those who
took part in those conversations of his which were famous
throughout Athens did not necessarily stand about in the ath-
lete's usual Spartan nakedness, although they may often have
done so. But it was not by mere chance that the dramatic dvels
of thought on which Socrates spent his life took place in the
gymnasium. There was a profound symbolic resemblance be-
tween Socrates’ conversations and the act of stripping to be
examined by the doctor or trainer before entering the ring for
a contest. Plato makes Socrates himself draw this parallel sev-
eral times.®® The Athenian of those days was more at home 'in
the gymnasium than between the narrow four walls of the house
where he slept and ate. There, in the clear light of the Greek
sky, young and old daily assembled to keep their bodies fit.** The
intervals of rest were taken up with conversation. No doubt it
was often mere gossip; and yet the most famous philosophical
schools in the world—the Academy and the Lyceum—bear the
names of well-known Athenian athletic grounds. Anyone who
had something of general interest to say which could not
properly be said in the assembly or the law-court went and said
it to his friends and acquaintances in the gymnasium. It was
always exciting to see whom one would meet there. For a change,
one could visit any one of many such institutions, private or
public.® An habitué like Socrates, who was interested in people
as such, knew everyone on the ground; and no new face (espe-
cxally among the young men) could appear without his noting
it and asking whose it was. As a keen observer of the young,
he was unequalled. He was the great authority on human nature.
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His sharp questioning was the touchstone by which every talent
and every latent power could be tested; and the most distin-
guished citizens asked his advice on the upbringing of their sons.

Only the symposium, with the weight of tradition behind it,
could equal the intellectual vitality of the gymnasium. Therefore
Plato and Xenophon depict Socrates’ conversations as taking
place in both these milieux.*® All the other situations they men-
tion are more or less casual—Aspasia’s salon, for instance, or
the shops in the marketplace where people gathered to chat, or
the home of a rich patron of philosophy during a famous
sophist’s visit. The gymnasia were the most important meeting-
place of all, because people attended them regularly. They were
not simply training-grounds for the body: by encouraging the
contact of mind with mind they generated an intellectual heat

-which made them the most receptive soil for any new thought

or enthusiasm. They were the place of leisure and relaxation:
no special interest could survive very long there, and business
could not be carried on in such surroundings. Therefore their
frequenters were all the more ready to discuss the general prob-
lems of life. And they were not interested in the subject alone,
but also in the intellectual subtlety and elasticity with which it
was discussed. There came into being a sort of intellectual gym-
nastics, .which was soon quite as elaborate and quite as much
admired as the training of the body. It was early recognized to
be what physical training had long been considered, a form of
paideia. The ‘dialectic’ of Socrates was a perfectly individual
and native type of exercise, the extreme opposite to the sophistic
educational method which grew up at the same time. The
sophists were wandering teachers of foreign origin, haloed with
the bright light of fame, adored by a circle of devoted pupils.
They taught for money. They gave instruction in special arts or
branches of knowledge, and addressed a chosen public—the
culture-hungry sons of the propertied class. Their long and
showy lectures were delivered in private houses or improvised
lecture-halls. Socrates, on the other hand, was a simple Athenian,
whom everyone knew. His effects were hardly perceptible: he
would start a conversation, spontaneously and apparently pur-
poselessly, on any question which happened to come up. He did
not teach, and had no pupils—at least so he said. He had only
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friends, or companions. Young men were fascinated by the
sharpness of his edged mind which nothing could withstand. He
was for them an ever new and truly Attic drama: they listened
with minds enraptured, they enthusiastically applauded his tri-
umphs, and they tried to imitate him by examining human nature
in the same way in their own homes and among their own
friends. The best young minds of Athens were drawn to Soc-
rates, and, once they had approached, his magnetic personal
charm never let them free again. Anyone who tried to treat him
with haughty indifference or cold reserve, anyone who took ex-
ception to the pedantic form of his questions or the deliberate
triviality of his examples, soon had to get off his high horse
and stand humbly on the ground.

It is not easy to find a single description which will explain
this strange and complex person. With loving care and elaborate
detail, Plato depicts all his characteristic ways; but seems, by
doing so, to hint that Socrates could not be defined—he must
be known. On the other hand, it is easy to understand why the
severe historians of philosophy dismiss all these features in
Plato’s picture of Socrates as mere poetic decoration. It all
seems to lie beneath the high level of abstract thought on which
philosophers ought to move and have their being. It is only an
indirect way of describing Socrates’ intellectual power, by dra-
matically showing its more than intellectual effect upon living
men. Yet, unless we realize to the full Socrates’ concern for the
welfare of the actual individual to whom he is speaking, we can-
not understand what he is saying. Although the philosopher may
consider that relationship unessential in the abstract, academic
sense, Plato shows that for Socrates it was-essential. And that
is enough to make us suspect that we are always in danger of
seeing him through the medium which we call philosophy. True,
Socrates himself describes his ‘activity’ (medymo—characteristic
word) as ‘philosophy’ and ‘philosophizing’. In Plato’s Apology
he assures the jury that he will never give it up as long as he
lives and breathes.”” But we must not think that he means what
philosophy became in later centuries after a long process of de-
velopment—a method of abstract thought, or a body of doctrine
consisting of theoretical statements, which can easily be consid-
ered in detachment from the man who created it. The whole
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of Socratic literature, with one voice, denies that Socrates’ doc-
trine can be detached from his individual self.

What then is that ‘philosophy’ of which Plato holds Socrates
to be the model, and to which Socrates professes his adherence
in his own defence-speech? Plato explains its nature in many
dialogues. He comes to lay more and more emphasis on the
results of the enquiries undertaken by Socrates and his' inter-
locutors; but he must have felt that, in doing so, he was still
true to the essence of the Socratic spirit. He meant each dia-
logue to prove its fertility anew. But, since it is hard for us
to fix the point at which his Socrates becomes more Plato than
Socrates, we must try to define ‘philosophy’ on the basis of his
most precise and simple statements. There are quite a number
of them. In the Apology, still horrified at the colossal wrong
done to Socrates and hoping to win other disciples for his master,
he described the essence and the meaning of his work in the
shortest and plainest form. The speech is too artfully con-
structed to be merely a revised version of the actual speech
which Socrates made, extempore, in court; * still, it is amazingly
true to Socrates’ real life and character. It begins by correcting
and disavowing the caricature of Socrates which had been cre-
ated by the comic poets and by public opinion; and then there
follows a thrilling profession of faith in philosophy, which Plato
meant to be a parallel and companion-piece to Euripides’ famous
profession of loyalty to the Muses.® But Socrates makes his
avowal in the face of imminent death. The power which he
serves can not only beautify our life and alleviate our sufferings,
it can conquer the world. Immediately after this protest, ‘I shall
never give up philosophy’, there follows a typical example of
his method of speaking and teaching. To understand its content,
we must begin with its form—as exemplified in this and many
other passages of Plato’s work.

He reduces the true Socratic method to two main devices:
exhortation (protreptikos) and examination (elenchos). Both
are couched in the form of questions. The question-form is a
descendant of the oldest type of parainesis, or encouragement,
which we can trace back through tragedy to the epic. In the intro-
ductory conversation of Plato's Protagoras we can.see both
these Socratic devices in juxtaposition once more.* That dia-
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logue, which contrasts Socrates with the great Protagoras, pa-
rades before us every variety of the set forms in which the
sophists used to teach: myth, proof by argument, explanation
of a poem, enquiry by question-and-answer. But Socrates’ own
peculiar methods of speech are depicted just as humorously and
vividly, in all their bizarre pedantry and ironic modesty. Both
in the Apology and in Protagoras Plato shows us that the two
basic devices of Socrates’ talk—exhortation and examination—
are fundamentally akin to each other. Actually, they are just
different stages of one spiritual process. This can be proved by
the Apology, where Socrates describes his method as follows: *

‘I shall never give up philosophizing and urging you and
making my point clear to everyone I meet, saying what I always
say: “My good sir, you are an Athenian, a citizen of the city
which is greatest and most noted for its wisdom and power;
are you not then ashamed to be worrying about your money
and how to increase it, and about your reputation, and about
your honour, instead of worrying about the knowledge of-good
and truth and how to improve your soul?” And if anyone con-
tradicts me and says that he does worry about his soul, I shall
not let him off at once and go away, but question him and exam-
ine him and refute him; and, if I think that he does not possess
virtue, but simply says he does, I shall reproach him for under-
estimating what is most valuable, and prizing what is unim-
portant. I shall do this to everyone I meet, young and old,
stranger and citizen—but particularly to you citizens of Athens,
because you are nearer me in blood. For this, you must realize,
is God’s command to me; and I think that no greater good has
ever happened to you than this my service to God. For all that
I do is go round and persuade young and old among you not
to give so much of your attention to your bodies and your
money as to the perfection of your souls.’

Socrates says that he ‘philosophizes’. Obviously, he does not
mean by this that he engages in abstract thought, but that he
exhorts and teaches. One of the methods he uses is Socratic
examination and refutation of all sham knowledge and artificial
excellence (areté). That examination is only one part of the
whole process as he describes it, although it usually seems to be
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the most original aspect of it. But before we investigate the
character of this dialectical ‘examination of men’—which is gen-
erally considered the essence of Socratic philosophy, because it
contains more of the theoretic element than the rest—we must
look a little more closely at Socrates’ introductory speech of
admonition. When he compares the existence of the business
man, always panting to make money, with his own higher ideal,
his comparison turns on the care or attention which men give
to the goods they prize most highly. Instead of care for money-
making, Socrates advises care for one's soul (Yuyxiic depaneia).
This idea appears at the beginning of his speech, and recurs at
the end.” But there is nothing to prove that the soul is more
important than the body or external goods. That is assumed
to be obvious, although in practice men do not behave as if it
were. For us, there is nothing remarkable in that, at least in
theory; in fact, it seems rather a commonplace. But was it so
obvious ‘for the Greeks of that age as it is for us, who are the
heirs of two thousand years of Christian tradition? Socrates
makes the same point in his discussion with the young man
in Protagoras. There too he begins by saying that his young
friend’s soul is in danger.®® The theme of the soul’s danger in
this connexion is typical of Socrates, and always leads to his
summons to take care of the soul. He speaks like a doctor—only
his patient is not the physical man but the spiritual being. There
is an extraordinarily large number of passages in the writings
of his pupils where the care of the soul is described by Socrates
as the highest interest of man. Here we can penetrate to the
very. heart of his view of his own duty and mission: he felt
that it was educational, and that the work of education was the
service of God.™ It can be properly described as a religious duty,
because it is the duty of ‘caring for the soul’.” For, in Socrates’
view, the soul is the divine in man. Socrates defines the care of
the soul more closely as the care of the knowledge of values
and of truth, phronésis and alétheia.® The soul is no less sharply
distinguished from the body than it is from external goods. This
.implies a Socratic hierarchy of values, and with it a new, clearly
graduated theory of goods, which places spiritual goods highest,
physical goods below them, and external goods like property and
power in the lowest place.

There is a huge gulf between this scale of values, set forth
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by Socrates with such confidence in its obviousness, and the popu-
lar Greek one, well expressed in the fine old drinking-song: '

Health is best for mortal men,

Next best is being fair to see,
Blameless wealth is next again,

Last, youth and friends and revelry.

Socrates’ thought has added something new—the inner world.
The areté of which he speaks is the excellence of the soul.

But what is the soul, which he calls psyché? 1f we approach
the question from the philological side first, it is striking that,
both in Plato and in the other Socratics, Socrates always uses
the word soul with exceptional emphasis, a passionate, a be-
seeching urgency. No Greek before him ever said it in that tone.
We can feel that this is the first appearance in the Western
world of what we now, in certain connexions, call the soul—
although modern psychologists do not consider it to be a ‘real
substance’. Because of the intellectual contexts in which the
meaning of the word has developed, we always hear ethical or
religious overtones in the word soul. Like his ‘service of God’
and ‘care of the soul’, it sounds Christian. But it first acquired
that lofty meaning in the protreptic preaching of Socrates. Let
us not ask meanwhile how far the Socratic conception of the
soul influenced Christianity in its various phases, either directly
or through the medium of later philosophies, and how closely
it coincides with the Christian idea of soul. What we must do
here is to realize what an epoch-making conception it was, in
the spiritual history of Greece.

If we consult Rohde's great book Psyche, we shall find that
Socrates appears to have no importance in the development of
the Greek spirit. Rohde passes over him altogether.*® That was
partly due to the prejudice against Socrates as a ‘rationalist’
which he shared with Nietzsche from his youth up, but even
more to the special way in which he approached his subject.
Despite himself, his attitude was still Christian, so that he
treated the cult of the dead and the belief in immortality as
the focal point of his vast and comprehensive history of the soul
in all its aspects. We can admit at once that Socrates made no
essential contribution to either of these realms of thought. But
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it is remarkable that Rohde never notices where, and when, and
through whom the word psyché, soul, acquired the particular
character which made it truly representative of all the values
implicit in the intellectual and moral personality of Western
man. As soon as it is clearly stated that this first happened in
Socrates’ educational speeches of exhortation, it is impossible
for it to be doubted. The scholars of the Scottish school have
already emphasized this point. Their work was entirely uninflu-
enced by Rohde’s book. Burnet has a fine essay in which he
traces the development of the conception of soul through the
whole spiritual history of Greece. He shows that neither the
"Homeric and epic eidolon, the shade in Hades, nor the air-soul
of the Ionic philosophers, nor the soul-daemon of Orphic belief,
nor the psyché of Attic tragedy can explain the new meaning
given to the word by Socrates.* I myself early reached the same
conclusion by analysing the form of Socrates’ speeches, as I have
done above. It is hardly possible to understand the pattern of
the Socratic exhortation without feeling the peculiar spiritual
emotion which attends Socrates’ use of the word soul. His pro-
treptic speeches are the germ out of which grew the diatribe
(the stump-sermon delivered by the travelling Cynic and Stoic
preachers of the Hellenistic age), and in its turn the diatribe
influenced the structure of the Christian sermon.” But the point
is not only that a literary form was continuously handed on
through various ages and uses. Scholars have often worked out
the details of its transmission from that point of view, by tracing
how separate themes from the protreptic speech were taken
over and adapted by its successors. But the basis of all these
three types of speech is this creed: ‘What shall it profit a man,
if he gain the whole world, and lose his own soul?’ In his W esen
des Christentums Harnack rightly described this belief in the
infinite value of the individual soul as one of the pillars of the
religion of Jesus.™ But before that it had been a pillar of
Socrates’ ‘philosophy’ and Socrates’ educational thought. Socra-
tes preaches and proselytizes. He comes ‘to save the soul’.”

We must pause for a little here, before we can go any further
in explaining, as clearly and simply as possible, the fundamentals
of Socrates’ conception of his mission. We must reach some
critical estimate of the facts, because they directly affect our
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own lives. Was Socrates’ teaching a Greek forerunner of Chris-
tianity? Or did he, rather. introdoce 2 strange Oriental spirit
into Gretek thought, which, through the mighty educational
power of Greek philosophy, worked enormous changes in the
istory of the world, and moved towards a union of the West
with the Fast? [s there not a2nother example of the same trend
in the Orphic movement, which can be traced in many different
wavs, in Greek religion from the sixth century on? That creed
separated the soul from the body: it held that the human spirit
was a fallen daemon housed in the prison of the body, whence,
after death, it would wander through a long series of incarna-
tions until it returned at last to its home in heaven. And yet,
though many consider Orphism to be Oriental or *Mediter-
ranean’, its origin is obscure; and none of its eschatological and
demonological beliefs appear in Socrates’ conception of the
soul. It was Plato who introduced them into his mythical embel-
lishments of the Socratic soul and its destiny. The doctrine of
immortality set forth in Plato’s Phaedo and the doctrine of pre-
existence which appears in Meno have both been attributed to
Socrates,”™ but these two complementary ideas are clearly Pla-
tonic in origin. Probably Socrates’ real opinion about the im-
mortality of the soul is correctly set forth in the Apology—
where, confronting imminent death, he leaves it doubtful what
happens to the soul afterwards.”™ That suits his dry, critical,
undogmatic mentality better than the arguments for immortality
advanced in Phaedo: although it is natural that a man who
thought so nobly of the soul should have pondered much on the
probiem even if he could not solve it.” In any case, he did not
believe that the solution was all-important. For the same reason,
he never made any assertions about the exact kind of reality to
be attributed to the soul. He did not think (as Plato did) that
it-was an independent ‘substance’, because he did not state clearly
whether it could be separated from the body or not. To serve
it was to serve God, since he held that it was the mind and the
moral reason. That was why it was the holiest thing in the
world—not because it was a guilt-laden daemon-visitor from
a far-off heavenly region.
Therefore there is no escape from the conclusion. All the re-
markable traits in Socrates’ teaching which seem to have the
charm of Christian feeling are actually Hellenic in origin. They
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stem from Greek philosophy; and only those who completely
misconceive its character can refuse to believe that they do. The
- Greek spirit reached its highest religious development, not in
the cults of the gods around which the history of Greek religion
is usually written, but chiefly in philosophy, assisted by the Greek
gift for constructing systematic theories of the universe. Phi-
losophy is indeed a relatively late stage of consciousness, and it
is preceded by the myth. But no one who has grasped the
structural connexions of human thought can believe that Socrates
was any exception to the law of organic development that gov-
erned the history of Greek philosophy. Analogies and prelimi-
nary stages to his teaching can be pointed out in the Dionysian
and Orphic cults; but that is not because his characteristic ideas
and remarks were copied from sects which can be coolly dis-
missed as unGreek or warmly admired as Oriental. Socrates
was a hard, plain thinker: it would have been ruinous for him
to admit the influence of orgiastic cults which appealed to the
irrational elements in the soul. The truth rather is that these
sects or cults are the only forms of old popular religion among
the Greeks which really look like the beginning of an individual
type of faith or seem to have a correspondingly individual way
of life and form of propaganda.” In philosophy, the realm of
the thinking mind, parallel forms either arise independently out
of analogous spiritual situations, or else are due to the borrow-
ing of words and phrases from current religious clichés, which
are used as metaphors in the language of philosophy, and are
thereby debased.”

An exceptionally large number of these religious-sounding ex-
pressions in Socrates’ talk arose from the analogy of his work
with that of a doctor. That is what gives its specifically Greek
colouring to his view of the soul. His attitude that man’s spiritual
existence was part of his ‘nature’ was produced partly by
habits of thought centuries old and partly by the fundamental
structure of the Greek mind. And here at last we meet the real
difference between the Socratic philosophy and the Christian
soul. The only way to understand the soul of which Socrates
speaks is to take it together with the body as two different sides
of one human nature. In his thought, there is no opposition be-
tween psychical and physical man; the old conception of physis
which stems from natural philosophy now takes in the spirit too,
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and thereby is essentially changed. Socrates cannot telieve that
man has a monopoly of spirit.” If there is a place for spirit
anywhere in nature, as the existence of man's phronésis shows
that there is, then nature must in principle be capable of spiritual
powers. But just as, because of the coexistence of body and soul
as different parts of the same human nature, man’s physical
nature is spiritualized, so the soul in its turn assumes a surprising
new reality: it becomes a physis in its own right. In the eyes of
Socrates, the soul seems no less plastic than the body, and there-
fore capable of receiving form and order. Like the body, it is
part of the cosmos. In fact, it is a cosmos in itself; although no
Greek could doubt that the principle manifested in the order
of these different realms was essentially one and the same.
Therefore the analogy of soul and body must extend to what the
Greek calls areté, The qualities which usually came under the
name of aretal, ‘excellences’ or ‘virtues’, in the Greek polis—
courage, prudence, justice, piety—are excellences of the soul just
as health, strength, and beauty are excellences of the body. That
is, they are the appropriate powers of particular parts of the
soul or their co-operation cultivated to the highest pitch of
which man’s nature is capable. The cosmic nature of physical and
spiritual virtue is simply the ‘symmetry of the parts’ on whose
co-operation both soul and body depend. With this in mind, we
can see how Socrates’ conception of ‘the good’ differs from the
corresponding conception in modern ethics. Most untranslatable
of all concepts, it very readily produces misunderstandings. We
can grasp its Greek meaning as soon as we think of it not as
‘good’ but as ‘good for one’ *: for that makes plain its relation
to the man who possesses it, and for whom it is good. The Good
is, in Socrates' eyes, that which we ought to will or do for its
own sake. No doubt. But it is likewise the Useful, the Beneficent,
and hence also the Enjoyable and Happiness-bringing—because
it helps man’s nature to fulfil itself.

Once we accept this, it becomes obvious that morality is the
expression of human nature rightly understood and trained by
knowledge. It is differentiated from simple animal existence by
the fact that man has 2 mind and soul, without which he could
not have an ethical code. But to train the soul in obedience to

* ‘Goods’, which in English means valuable property, has the same sense of
value and utility.
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that code is simply to follow the path natural for man, by
doing which he reaches harmony with the nature of the universe
-—or, in Greek terms, attains perfect happiness, cudaimonia.
Socrates was profoundly convinced that man’s moral existence
harmonizes with the natural order of the-world. and in that
conviction he was in full and unqualified agreement with the
Greek feeling of every epoch. What is new in his thought is his
belief that man cannot reach this harmony with Being through
the cultivation and satisfaction of his own senses and his bodily
nature (however confined it may be by social prohibitions and
duties), but only through complete mastery over himself in ac-
cordance with the law he finds by searching his own soul. By thus
asserting that man must strive to master the realm which is most
wholly his own—the soul—Socrates added to his characteristic
Greek eudaemonism a new power to resist external nature and
destiny in their increasingly dangerous threats against human
liberty. Goethe asked what would be the purpose of all the won-
drous show of suns and planets in the cosmos, if it did not make
possible the happiness of one human being. And Socrates would,
on his own assumptions, certainly not have called that question
‘wicked—as it has been called by modern critics, in this age
when reality and morality are no longer at one. The ‘rationalist’
Socrates found no difficulty in harmonizing his ethical eudai-
monia with the facts of reality, although we are now crushed by
their impact, since we are morally discordant with them. Nothing
shows that better than the cheerfulness with which, on that last
day, he drained the cup of poison.

Socrates declared the soul to be the source of the highest
values in human life. Thereby he produced that emphasis on the
inner life which characterizes the later stages of Greek civiliza-
tion. Virtue and happiness now became qualitics of the spirit.
In making this change, Socrates was fully awarc of its implica-
tions. He even claimed that the art of painting should be domi-
nated by the spirit. Painters, he said, should not only imitate
the beauty of the body but also express the character of the soul
(Grompeiofar 1o tHs Poxfis #Pog). In his conversation with the
great painter Parrhasius, recorded by Xenophon,™ this idea
is put forward as quite new; and Parrhasius says he is doubtful
whether painting can ever enter the world of the invisible and
unsymmetrical. Xenophon describes the interview as if Socrates’

5
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body that the soul likewise needs special ‘treatment’ both in sick-
ness and in health? Ilis discovery of the soul does not mean
its separation from the body, as is so often mistakenly averred,
but its domination over the body. However, one cannot take care
of one’s soul properly unless one's body itself is healthy. Juve-
nal's prayer, mens sana in corpore sano, is spoken in the true
Socratic spirit. Socrates himself neither neglected his own body
.nor praised those who neglected theirs.*® He taught his friends
to keep their bodies fit by hardening them, and held claborate
discussions with them about proper diet. He opposed overeating
because it hindered the care of the soul. His own life was run
on a regimen of Spartan simplicity. Later we must discuss the
moral rule of physical askésis, and study the meaning to be
attached to that Socratic idea.

Both Plato and Xenophon give the most probable explanation
of Socrates’ effectiveness as a teacher—that it was due to his
complete’ unlikeness to the sophists. They were the recognized
virtuosi, something quite new in the art of teaching. Socrates
always seems to be watching them and rivalling them, correcting
what he judges to be their mistakes. Although he has a higher
aim in view, he starts from their level. Their paideia was a
mixed product, made up of elements of very various origins.
Its purpose was the training of the mind; but they could not
agree what was the knowledge that trained the mind best. Each
of them had his own specialty, and naturally believed it to be
the best suited for mental training. Socrates did not deny that
the things they taught were valuable. But his summons to care
for the soul implied a standard by which to judge their subjects,
and certain limitations to them.** Some of the sophists held that
the doctrines of natural philosophy were good educational ma-
terial. The old natural philosophers themselves had never sug-
gested this, although they felt that, in a higher sense of the
word, they were really teachers. It was a new problem to decide
whether the young cquld be educated by scientific study. As we
have seen, it was not because Socrates did not understand the
physicists’ problems that his interest in natural philosophy was
small, but rather because the questions he asked were not the
same as theirs. If he dissuaded others from elaborate research
into cosmological problems, it was because he believed their
intellectual energies would be better employed on thinking about
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‘human things'.** Besides, the ordinary Greeks held cosmic
matters to be daemonic, beyond the powers of mortals to under-
stand. Socrates shared this feeling, which even appears at the
beginning of Aristotle’s Metaphysics.® He had similar reserva-
tions about the mathematical and astronomical studies practised
by the more realistically minded sophists like Hippias of Elis.
He himself had been a very keen student of these subjects, and
held that a certain knowledge of them was indispensable; but
he believed very firmly that it should not go too far.** This
information we get from Xenophon, who has been accused
of utilitarianism and a one-sided devotion to practical subjects.
Unflattering contrasts have been drawn between his Socrates and
the Socrates of Plato, who says in The Republic that mathe-
matics is the only real way to philosophy.®* But the latter view
was influenced by Plato’s own intellectual development, which
made him a dialectician, interested in the theory of knowledge;
whereas, in the work of his old age—The Laws—where he is
discussing not higher but elementary education, he takes the
same attitude as Xenophon’s Socrates.®® Thus Socrates’ special
interest in ‘human things’ provides a standard of choice among
the subjects which had hitherto been held to constitute culture.
The question ‘How far should we study X? implies greater
questions: ‘What is the good of X?' and ‘What is the purpose
of life?” Until those questions are answeted, education is im-
possible.

So, once again, the ethical factor returns to the focus of
interest, from which it had been thrust by the sophistic educa-
tional movement. That movement had arisen from the ruling
classes’ need for higher education and from the new importance
attached to intellectual ability.*” The sophists had a clear prac-
tical aim in view—to train statesmen and political leaders; and,
in an age which worshipped success, the clarity of their aim had
assisted that shift in emphasis from ethics to intellect. Now
Socrates had re-established the necessary connexion between
moral and intellectual culture. But he did not try to counter
the sophists’ political education with an unpolitical ideal, con-
sisting of pure character-building. The aim of education could
not be altered: in a Greek city-state it was bound to be always
the same. Plato and Xenophon agree in stating that Socrates
taught politics.*® If he had not, how could he have clashed with
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the state? Why was he condemned? The culmination of the
‘human things’ on which he concentrated was, for Greek fecling,
the welfare of the community, on which the lifc ot the indi-
vidual depended.® A Socrares whose teaching was not ‘political’
would have found no pupils in the Athens of his dav. What was
new in him was that he held the heact of human life. ot com-
munal life too. to be the moral characier. But that was not what
made Alcibiades and Critias go to him aud become his pupils.
Driven by the ambition to play a leading role in the sute, thev
hoped that he would show them how to satisiy it™ That was
exactly what Socrates was accused of doing; and NXenophon tries
to excuse him by pleading that the use they later made o1 their
political training ran counter to Socrates’ puiposes in teaching
them.” In any case, they were astounded when thev came to
know him better and found him to be a great man, who strove
with the whole passion of his soul to find and possess ‘the
good’.*?

But what kind of political education did he give? We canuot
really ascribe to him the Utopian state-thcory he expounds in
Plato's Republic, for it is entirely dependent on the Platonic
doctrine of Ideas. Nor is it probable that, when he was tcach-
ing, he did as he docs in Plato’s Gorgias: where he claims to be
the only real statesman of his time, and says that, compared
with his work, the efforts of all the professional politicians, aim-
ing as they do at mere external power, are empty nonsense.*®
These emotional overtones were added afterwards by Plato, in
his attack on the whole political tendency which had led o Soc-
rates’ condemnation. But the crux of the problem is this: why
did Socrates himself take no part in political life, but give others
a political education? ** Xenophon gives us a finc survey of the
large number of subjects he covered in his political discussions—
although we must utilize Plato’s Socratic dialogues on the nature
of areté in order to understand their deeper significance. Xeno-
phon informs us that Socrates went into all sorts of problems
of political technique with his pupils: the differences between
various types of constitution,” the origin of laws and political
institutions,® the aim of the statesman’s activity, the best prepa-
ration for the statesman’s career,” the value of political con-
cord,” the ideal of obedience to law as the highest civic virtue.”
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He discussed not only the administration of the polis but that of
the home, the owxla. Politics and ‘economics’ (oikonomika =
housekeeping) were always closely connected in Greek minds.
Like the sophists (who often treated these topics) he frequently
started with passages from the poets, particularly Homer, using
them as texts on which to develop examples, or by which to
illustrate political ideas. In those days, a man who knew and
taught Homer well was called 'Opfoov &nawvérng, because he
taught by picking out certain passages of the poet for praise.”
Socrates was accused of anti-democratic tendencies in his choice.®
We have already mentioned his criticism of the system of elec-
tion by lot which mechanized the selection of officials, and of
the democratic principle that the majority is always right.*°
However, his criticism was not a party affair. The best proof
of this is the unforgettable scene at the beginning of the
Memorabilia. During the rule of the Thirty, Socrates is sum-
moned to the government offices by his former pupil Critias,
now the supreme ruler of Athens, and is ordered to stop teach-
ing, with a concealed threat of death if he disobeys: and this
although his particular activity did not fall under the general
interdict on rhetorical teaching which was cited as a pretext.*
The rulers of the city obviously knew that he would tell the
truth about their misdoings just as ruthlessly as he had about
the extravagances of mob-rule.

Our authorities agree that Socrates talked freely about mili-
tary matters, so far as they touched questions of politics and
ethics. We cannot really determine how far their evidence corre-
sponds to the historical facts; but it is not at all unlike the his-
torical Socrates to give detailed explanations of the best laws of
war and the best military training for citizens, as Plato makes
him do in The Republic’® In Plato’s Laches two influential
Athenians ask him for advice whether they should have their
sons trained in the newest combat technique, and two famous
Athenian generals, Nicias and Laches, are anxious to hear his
opinion. The conversation soon rises to a higher plane, and
changes to a philosophical discussion of the nature of courage.
Xenophon gives a number of his discourses on the education of
the future general.’® That branch of political education was
specially important in Athens, because there was no official mili-
tary school, and the citizens elected to the generalship were
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often very badly trained for their duties. Private tutors ap-
peared (obviously as a product of the long war) and professed
to teach strategy. Socrates’ standard of technical competence
was pitched too high to let him give instruction on matters in
which he had no special knowledge. In such cases we often see
him trying to discover the right teachet for prospective pupils
who have come to him. For instance, he sent a student to
Dionysodorus, a wandering professor of military affairs who
had just arrived in Athens.** Subsequently, he criticized Dionyso-
dorus severely when he heard that he had only given the young
man instruction in tactics, without explaining how he was to use
‘his skill, and that he had explained how to post the good and
bad soldiers, without explaining who was good and who was
bad. Another time, he picked up Homer's formal description
of Agamemnon, ‘shepherd of the people’, and based on it a dis-
course about the true virtues of a leader. In this too he attacked
the idea that generalship was a purely external skill, a2 mere
matter of professional technique. For instance, he asked a newly
posted cavalry officer whether he thought it was part of his duty
to improve the horses of his troop; and if so, whether he should
improve the men too; and if so, whether he should improve
himself also—because the soldiers would follow the best man
most willingly.™® Significantly enough, being an Athenian, he
attached great importance to the general’s powers of oratory—
and in that the generals’ speeches in Thucydides and Xenophon
support him.**® By comparing the good general to the good
economist and administrator, he is enabled to reduce both excel-
lences to one principle, and call them qualities necessary to the
good leader.’” . .

One of these conversations leaves general themes behind and
passes over to discuss more topical matters. This is his talk with
the younger Pericles, on whose military skill he placed high
hopes during the later years of the Peloponnesian war.**® That
was a period of incessant decline for the power of Athens; and
Socrates, whose youth had been passed in the Athenian expan-
sion after the Persian wars, now looked nostalgically back on
the years of vanished greatness. He drew an ideal picture of the
old virtue (doxoia doerdi), as fair and ominous as any of those
by Isocrates and Demosthenes.*™ Is that picture nothing more
than a reflex of the historical philosophy so often expounded in
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their speeches (after all, the work in which Xenophon inserts it
was written late in his life), or do its comparisons between the
degenerate present and the victories of the past really go back
to ideas expressed by Socrates towards the end of his life? We
must admit that Xenophon's description of the historical back-
ground is strongly rerainiscent of the period when he was writing
the Memoirs. Socrates’ conversation with the younger Pericles
is full of topical significance for Xenophon. Still, that does not
prove that Socrates never expressed such ideas. A considerable
time before Isocrates wrote his idealizations of the past, Plato’s
Menexenns made Socrates eulogize the areté and paideia of
earlier generations, in a speech on the dead Athenian warriors
which he claims to have heard fiom Aspasia, and which contains
many of these same ideas.® To counter the hopeless pessimism
expressed, not unnaturally, by Pericles’ son, Xenophon's Socra-
tes calls on the Spartan element in Athenian national .spirit.**°
He does nct believe that his country, torn by discord though it
is, can be sick to death. He points out that Athenians are capable
of accepting severe discipline in choirs, in gymnastic contests, and
in the navy; and suggests that the authority still possessed by
the Areopagus is a sign of hope for the future, although the
discipline of the army is corrupt and its generalship vague and
aimless. One generation later, the restoration of the authority
of the Areopagus is an essential point in Isocrates’ plan for re-
generating the dangerously radical democracy; and Socrates’
remark that the discipline of the chorus should be a pattern for
the discipline of the army recurs in the first of Demosthenes’
Philippics.*** If Socrates really expressed these or similar ideas,
then the opposition to the progressive degeneration of liberalism

in the state might well have one of its roots in the Socratic
circle.**

The problem of educating leaders for the state (which
Xenophon puts in the foreground) is the subject of a long dis-
cussion between Socrates and Aristippus of Cyrene—who was
later to become the chief advocate of hedonism.*** It is an amus-
ing glimpse of the intellectual opposition between Socrates and
his pupil, which must have been very early apparent. The basic
assumption made by Socrates is that all education must be politi-
cal. It must train men to be either rulers or subjects. The dis-
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us to understand the real significance of this transference of
political ideals to the soul is to recallect how, in the age of the
sophists, the external authority of law broke down. The result
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when Socrates was striving to solve the problem of morality,
there appeared a new word in the Attic dialect: Zyxgdreia, which
means moral self-control, moderation, and steadfastness. Soc-
rates’ pupils Xenophon and Plato began to use it about the same
period, and they used it frequently. In addition, Isocrates, who
is strongly influenced by Socratic thought, had it now and then.
The conclusion is inevitable, that this new concept originated
in the ethical thinking of Socrates.® The word derives from the
adjective Eyrxgatic, used of anyone having power or authority
over anything. But the noun is found only in the meaning of
moral self-mastery, and does not appear before this period;
therefore it was obviously created to express the new concept,
and did not exist beforechand as a purely legal term. Enkrateia
is not any particular virtue, but (in Xenophon's words **) ‘the
foundation of all virtues’: for it means the emancipation of
reason from the tyranny of man’s animal nature, and the estab-
lishment of the legitimate mastery of the spirit over the pas-
sions.®* Since Socrates held the spiritual element in man to be
the real self, we can translate the word enkrateia, without read-
ing more into it than is actually there, by ‘self-control’, which
is its direct descendant in our own language. The word contains
the germ of Plato’s Republic and of the idea on which The
Republic is founded—the idea that justice is man’s harmonious
agreement with the law within his own soul.**®

The Socratic principle of self-control implies a new freedom.
It is noteworthy that the ideal of freedom, which has dominated
modern thought since the French Revolution, was far less impor-
tant in classical Greece, although of course the Greeks were well
acquainted with it. The chief thing Greek democracy tried to
secure was civic and legal equality, 16 loov. ‘Freedom’ was a con-
cept with too many meanings to be useful in securing equality.
It could mean the independence of an individual, or the whole
state, or the nation. Of course they spoke of a free polity, or
called the citizens of such a state free, to show that they were
not slaves. But the primary meaning of ‘free’ (#hetdsgog) is ‘not
a slave’ (dollog). It does not have the all-embracing, indefinite
ethical and metaphysical content of the modern idea of freedom,
which has been penetrated and enriched by all the art, poetry,
and philosophy of the nineteenth century.’** .Our ideal of free-
dom originated in the philosophy of natural rights. It led every-
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this; ** Plato does not make so much of it; but it is impossible
to doubt that Socrates actually preached it. 'I'he Cynic school
of moralists developed it after Socrates’ death, and made ab-
stemiousness the distinguishing mark of the true philosopher.
But Plato and Aristotle bring it in too, in their description of
the philosopher’s perfect happiness.’*® The wise man, in his
independence of the external world, re-creates, on the spiritual
plane, a quality of the mythical heroes of old. The greatest of
them, in Greek eyes, was the warrior Heracles with his labours
(névor}, and the heroic quality was self-help. It began with the
hero’s power to ‘make his hands keep his head’ against enemies,
monsters, and dangers of all kinds, and to come out victorious.**
Now this quality becomes a spiritual one. It can be attained only
by a man who conforms his wishes and endeavours to those
things which are within his power to obtain. Only the wise man,
who has tamed the wild desires in his own heart, is truly self-
sufficient. He is nearest to God: for God needs nothing.

Socrates expounds this ‘Cynic’ ideal with full knowledge of its
implications, in his conversations with the sophist Antiphon—
who was trying to shake the loyalty of Socrates’ pupils by joking
about his poverty.”*® But Socrates does not seem to have carried
it to the same individualistic extremes as the Cynics did after
him. His autarky does not, like theirs, imply non-citizenship, the
severance of all human ties, and indifference to all external
things. Socrates still belongs to the polis. Therefore, he includes
under ‘political life’ every kind of community: he thinks of
man as part of a family, with his place in a circle of relatives
and friends—the natural smaller societies without which man
could not exist. Thereby he extends the ideal of harmony from
the realm of political life (for which it was first worked out)
to that of the family, and proves the necessity of co-operation
in family and state by the analogy of the organs of the body—
the hand, the foot, and others, none of which could exist in
isolation.*** And yet he was accused of undermining the authority
of the family by his teaching. The charge shows that his influ-
ence on young people could sometimes be a great danger to old-
fashioned family life.** He was in quest of a firm standard for
human conduct, which could not be supplied even by rigid adher-
ence to parental authority at a time when all traditions were col-
lapsing. In his discussions, current prejudices were coolly dis-
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- sected. On the other hand, we muct not forget how many fathers
_asked his advice on the education of their sons. His conversa-
‘tion with his own adolescent son Lamprocles, who had com-
“plained of his mother Xanthippe's bad temper, shows how far
he was from condemning anyone out of hand or from rebelling
“against all usage in his impatience with the natural ways, and
even the weaknesses, of parents.'*s He explains to Chaerecrates,
.who cannot get on with his brother Chaerephon, that the rela-
_tion between brothers is a sort of friendship, and that, as even
the animals show, we are naturally disposed to it.*** In order
to develop it into something valuable, we need knowledge and
understanding, just as we do to make the proper use of a horse.
This knowledge is nothing new or complicated. Anyone who
wants to be well treated by others must begin by treating them
well. The principle is the same in friendship as in enmity.**

At this’ point we must examine Socrates’ idea of friendship.
+It is not merely a theory, but has its roots in the Socratic way
.of life: for in that, philosophy and intellectual effort are indis-
solubly connected to friendly association with one's fellow-men.
Our sources unanimously emphasize that point and attribute to
Socrates a great number of new and profound ideas about the
relation of man to man. In Plato, the Socratic concept of philia,
affection, is raised to the metaphysical plane in Lysis, Phaedrus,
and The Symposium. Later we must examine the theories Plato
builds on it; meanwhile we must set against it Xenophon’s evi-
dence, which gives the problem of friendship just as much im-
portance in another way.

A good friend is a possession of great value throughout one's
life.” But the worth of friends varies as much as the worth of
slaves. Anyone who understands that will ask himself how
myuch he means to his friends, and do his best to raise his value
to them.**® This new estimate of the value of friendship is symp-
tomatic of the war-years. It rose throughout the war, and pro-
.duced a whole literature of friendship in the post-Socratic

- schools of philosophy. We can find the praise of friendship in
“early Greek poetry too, of course. In Homer it is comradeship
*in war; in Theognis’ aristocratic educational code it is mutual
protection in the dangers of public life and during political up-
heavals.®® This point is stressed by Socrates too. He advises
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Crito to find a friend who Will be like a watchdog to guard
him.?*® The lonely man was frightfully insecure in that time when
increasing political disharmony and sycophancy were undermin-
ing the firm basis of society 2hd of all human relationships, even
the family. But what gave Socrates mastery of the hew art of
friendship was his realization that all true friendships are
founded, not on external usefulness, but on spiritual value. True,
experience shows that there is often no friendship or good will
between good men with high ideals, but oppositions much more
violent than those which divide worthless people.’® It is thor-
oughly disheartening to realize that fact. Men are naturally
predisposed to friendship as much as to enmity. They need one
another, and co-operate for mutual benefit; they have the gift
of sympathy; they do kindnesses and feel gratitude. But also
they strive to attain the same ends, and therefore compete with
one another, whether their aims are noble things or simply
pleasures; they are separated by differences of opinion; strife
and anger lead to war; desire for greater possessions makes
them hostile to each other; envy breeds hate. And yet friend-
ship slips through all these hindrances and binds good men to-
gether——so that they prefer its spiritual worth to gold or honour,
and ungrudgingly allow their friends to dispose of their property
and their services, just as they enjoy the possessions and services
of their friends. Why should a man's efforts to attain lofty
political ends, honour in his own city, or distinction in its service,
keep him from being friendly instead of inimical to another
man who thinks in the same way?

The first necessity in friendship is to perfect one's own charac-
ter. Then, one must have the gift of the ‘lover’ (which Socrates
ironically says he possesses)—of the man who needs others and
secks them out, who has received from nature and developed
to an art the ability of pleasing those who please him.**® Such
a man is not like Homer’s Scylla, who grasps at men at once, 50
that even far away they take flight. He is like the Sirens, who
lured men from a distance with their magical singing. Socrates
puts his own genius for friendship at the service of his friends,
in case they need his mediation in winning friends. He holds
friendship to be not only the chain that binds every political
association, but the real form of every productive connexion
between men, That is why he does not speak of his ‘pupils’ (as
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the sophists do) but of his ‘friends’.’® This Socratic expression
later entered the regular language of the great philosephical
schools, the Academy and the Lyceum, 2nd survived as an aca-
demic cliche.”* But for Socrares it was no oliché, He always saw
his associates, not as pupils, but 1s compiete personalities; and
the task of improving the voung. which the sophists professed
to perform, was for him (although he despised the sophists’
self-exaltation) the deeper meaning of all his friendly associa-
tion with others.

It is an amazing paradox that this supremely great teacher
avoided calling his own work paideia, although evervonc re-
garded him as its most perfect embodiment. Of course the weord
could not be permanently shelved: Plato and Xenophon use it
incessantly to describe Socrates’ activities and his philosophy.
But he -himself thought that contemporary educatioral theory
and ‘practice had made the word too heavy for him to use*®
It either claimed too much or meant too little. Therefore, when
he was accused of corrupting the young, he explained that he
had never claimed to be trying to teach them **—meaning, to
subject them to the professional training given by the sophists.
Socrates was not a ‘teacher’, but he was constantly ‘in quest' of a
true teacher without ever finding one. What he always found
was a capable specialist, who could be recommended in this or
that field ; *** but he could not find a teacher, in the full sense of
the word. A real teacher is a rare bird. True, everyone claims
to be assisting in great works of paideia: poetry, the sciences,
the arts, the law, the state, the sophists, rhetors, and philoso-
phers, and even every honest Athenian citizen who helps to main-
tain Jaw and order in the city imagines he is doing his best to
improve the young."® Sccrates does not believe that he himself
uriderstands that art. He is only surprised that he is the only
man who is corrupting the young. He measures the great pre-
tensions of others by a new conception of paideia, which makes
him doubt their validity; but he feels himself that he too is be-
neath his own ideal. And so it becomes apparent, behind all this
genuine Socratic irony, that Socrates has a far higher idea of
the real teacher’s task and its difficulty than any of his con-
temporaries. .

His ironic attitude to his own_teaching helps to explain the
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apparent paradox that he both maintains the necessity of paideia
and rejects the most carnest cfforts of others to produce it.'*
Socrates’ educational love, his erds, falls chiefly on exceptional
young men, who are fit for the highest intellectual and moral
culture, for areté. Their quick intelligence, their good memory,
and their eagerness to learn call for paideia. Socrates is con-
vinced that such men cannot attain all they want to and at the
same time make others happy unless they are properly edu-
cated.’® There are some who despise knowledge and rely on
their own talents. To these, he explains that they are exactly
the ones who most need schooling—just as the best horses and
dogs, who naturally have the finest breed and temper, must be
sternly controlled and disciplined, while, if untrained and un-
disciplined, they become worse than all others. Gifted natures
need insight and critical judgment more than ordinary ones, if
they are to achieve something suited to their abilities.*® As for
the rich man who thinks he can look down on culturé, Socrates
opens his eyes too, and shows him how useless is wealth em-
ployed without judgment, and for bad ends.*®

But he is just as cutting about the cultural snobbery of those
who proudly believe they are elevated above their contempo-
raries by their literary knowledge and intellectual interests, and
are already certain of winning the greatest successes in political
life. Euthydemus, that blasé youth, is a rather charming repre-
sentative of this type.’™ Socrates’ criticisms of his general cul-
ture find a chink in his highly polished armour: for, although
he seems to have books on every possible special field, from
poetry to medicine, mathematics to architecture, still he has one
gap in his shelves. There is no guide to political virtue there.
And for a young Athenian political virtue is the natural goal
of any general intellectual education. Is it, then, the only art in
which a self-taught man can speak with authority,' though in
medicine he would be called a quack? Can a man get confidence
from everyone in the art of statesmanship, not by pointing to
his teacher and his previous performances, but by proving that
he knows nothing ? Socrates convinces Euthydemus that the call-
ing he is preparing for is a kingly one,*®® and that no one can
succeed in it without being just. In the same way as he inspires
uncultured people to do something to improve themselves, so
now he awakens the culture-snob to the fact that he lacks the
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one essential—knowledge. Euthydemus is drawn into a cross-
examination about the nature of justice and injustice, which
shows him_that he really understands neither of them. And now,
instead of book-learning, he is shown another way to reach
political virtue, which begins with the recognition of his own
ignorance, and with self-knowledge—namely, with the knowl-
edge of his own powers.

Our evidence puts it beyond a doubt that this was the genuine
Socratic procedure, and that the aim of his educational passion
was this same political virtue. The meaning of political virtue is
shown most clearly in Plato’s early Socratic dialogues. To-day
these works are usually called by the name Aristotle gives them
—he calls them the ethical dialogues.’® But nowadays that name
casily leads to misunderstandings. We do not think that ‘ethical’
implies sharing in the life of the community—which was its natu-
ral meaning for Aristotle;* in fact we often think that the
essence of ethics is its separation from politics. This separation
of the inner life of each individual from the community is not
merely an abstraction made by modern philosophers. It is deeply
rooted in our thought and ways of life. It is created by the
centuries-old double standard of the modern ‘Christian’ world—
which recognizes the severe claims of the Gospel on the indi-
vidual's moral life, but judges the actions of the state by other,
‘natural’ standards. Not only does this dissociate two elements.
which were unified in the life of the Greek polis, but it changes
the very meaning of ethics and of politics. This fact, more than
anything else, renders it dificult for us to understand Greece:
for it makes us just as liable to misapprehension when we say
that the virtues Socrates discusses are ‘political’, as when we
speak of ‘ethical’ dialogues. When we say that the Greek’s whole
life and morality was ‘political’ in the sense meant by Socrates
and Aristotle, we mean something very different from the mod-
ern technical conception of politics and the state. We can realize
that, if we only think of the difference between the abstract-
sounding modern term ‘state’ (from the late Latin status) and
“the concrete Greek word ‘polis’, which vividly calls up before
our minds the living whole of the human community and the
individual lives organically connected with it and with each
other. Now, it is in that classical sense that Plato's Socratic dia-
logues on piety, justice, courage, and prudence are investigations

6
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of the nature of ‘political’ virtue. As we have already shown,
the typical number four, in the fourfold canon of what are
usually called the Platonic cardinal virtues, shows that the canon
is a survival of the ideals of civic virtue current in the early
Greek polis, because we find it mentioned as early as Aeschylus,**

Plato’s dialogues reveal an aspect of Socrates’ work which in
Xenophon is almost entirely hidden by his activity in encourag-
ing and admonishing others. That is the elenchos, his cross-
examination and refutation of his interlocutor. However, as
Plato’s description of the regular patterns of Socrates’ speech
shows (p. 38), this examination is the necessary complement
to the exhortation: it loosens the ground in preparation for the
seced, by showing the examinee that his knowledge is only
imaginary.

These cross-examinations always run along the same lines.
They are repeated attempts to find the general concept under-
lving a particular name descriptive of a moral standard, such as
‘courage’ or ‘justice’. The form of the question (What is
‘courage’?) seems to show that the aim of the investigation is to
find a definition. Aristotle expressly says that the definition of
concepts was an achievement of Socrates,**” and so does Xeno-
phon.*® If true, this would add an important new feature to the
picture we have so far worked out: it would make Socrates the in-
ventor of logic. On this was based the old view that -he was the
founder of the philosophy of concepts. But recently, Maier, con-
testing the evidence of Aristotle and Xenophon, has endeavoured
to prove that it was simply derived from Plato’s dialogues, and
that Plato was simply expounding his own doctrine.*® According
to this thesis, Plato found the outlines of a new conception of
knowledge in Socrates, and from them developed logic and the
abstract concept; Socrates was only an-exhorter, a prophet of
moral independence. However, there are quite as many difficul-
ties in the way of accepting this view as in believing its opposite,
that Socrates taught the theory of Ideas.'® That Aristotle’s and
Xenophon's evidence is only taken from Plato's dialogues cannot
be proved and is not probable.’® Qur evidence is unanimous in
presenting Socrates as the invincible master of the art of dialec-
tic—conversation in question-and-answer form-—although Xeno-
phon makes less of that art than of his protreptic activity, What
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the purpose and the meaning of these attempts to define con-
cepts might be is another question; but there can be no doubt
that Socrates made them. We must grant that if we took the
traditional view that he was simply a philosopher of abstrac-
tions, we could not understand why his pupil Antisthenes devoted
himself entirely to ethics and moral exhortation. But, on the
other hand, if we limit his teaching to the ‘gospel of the moral
will', we cannot understand the origin of Plato’s theory of Ideas,
and the fact that Plato connects it closely with Socrates’ ‘philoso-
phizing’. There is only one escape from this dilemma. We must
acknowledge that the form in which Socrates attacks the ethical
problem was not simply a prophetic message, an overwhelming
moral preachment; but that some of the energy of his adjura-
tions to ‘take care of the soul’ went into an endeavour to dis-
cover the nature of morality by the power of the logos.

The purpose of the Socratic dialogue is, by discussion with
other men on a subject which is of incomparable interest to all
concerned—namely, the highest values in human life—to reach
an agreement which must be recognized as valid by everyone.
In order to reach this result, Socrates always starts with what
is admitted, either by his interlocutor, or by people in general.
This admission is used as the ‘hypothesis’, the foundation. Then
the discussion works out what follows from the hypothesis, and
tests those findings by other facts which we know to be estab-
lished. Therefore an essential factor in the dialectic advance is
the discovery of the contradictions which confront us when we
base arguments on certain definite statements. These contradic-
tions compel us to re-examine the correctness of the judgments
we had laid down as true, and sometimes to revise them or aban-
don them. The aim of all this process is to bring separate phe-
nomena in the realm of moral standards under one supreme
general standard. But in his investigations Socrates does not
start by looking for this ‘Good in itself’. He starts with some
‘virtue’ denoted by the name of a particular moral quality—for
instance, the quality we call bravery or justice. Thus, in Laches,
there are 2 number of attempts to find out what ‘courage’ is;
but the statements made about it must be dropped, one after
another, because each of them describes the nature of courage
too narrowly or too broadly. Socrates’ discussion of justice with
Euthydemus in Xenophon's Memoirs follows the same lines.'™
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This, then, is really the method of the historical Socrates. The
word ‘method’ is not adequate to express the ethical meaning
of the procedure. But it is a Socratic word, and is an appropriate
description of the great cross-examiner’s approach, which was
natural enough to him but had been polished into an art. Exter-
nally it might easily be confused with a very dangerous cultural
skill which was developed to the rank of an art about the same
time—skill in winning disputations. And there are in Socrates’
conversations many triumphs of argument, which remind us of
the catch-arguments so beloved by the ‘eristics’. We must net
underestimate the pure love of verbal competition in his dia-
lectic. Plato has given a lifelike representation of it, and we can
see why rivals or contemporaries (like Isocrates) who did not
belong to the Socratic school could simply call the Socratics pro-
fessional arguers.*®® That shows how strongly others were con-
scious of the argumentative side in Socrates’ method. But still,
with all their enjoyment of the fun of this new intellectual gym-
nastics, with all their sporting enthusiasm for Socrates’ sure and
supple grasp, Plato's dialogues are dominated by a deep serious-
ness and a whole-hearted concentration on the real object which
is at stake in the game.

The Socratic dialogue is not the practice of some new art of
logical definition on ethical problems. It is only the pédodog, the
‘way’ taken by the logos to reach right action. None of Plato's
Socratic dialogues results in the discovery of a real definition for
the moral concept it has been examining—in fact, it was long
believed that they ended without any result at all. But they did
reach a result, although we cannot detect it until we take several
dialogues together and so work out what is typical in them all.
All these attempts to define the nature of a specific virtue end in
the conclusion that it must be a kind of knowledge. Socrates does
not care so much for the distinction between the several virtues
—namely, the definition of each one—as for the common ele-
ment they all share, namely, ‘virtue in itself’. From the beginning
of each talk, the tacit expectation or presumption that this will
be a sort of knowledge seems to haunt the discussion: for what
would be the use of expending all this mental energy on solving
an ethical problem unless the questioner hoped to get nearer in
practice to his goal, the attainment of good? Nevertheless, this
belief held by Socrates is opposed to the opinion which has been



SOCRATES THE TEACHER 65

current throughout the history of morals. Most people have
always thought that, too often, a man sees perfectly well what he
ought to do, and yet decides to do what is wrong.!** That we call
moral weakness.**® The more compellingly Socrates’ arguments
seem to show that areté must ultimately be knowledge, and the
more eagerly his dialectic investigations are pursued with that
fair prize in view, the more paradoxical this way of reaching
results must seem to the dubious onlooker.

In these conversations we see the Greek faith in and love for
knowledge, raised to its highest power. After the mind has com-
pelled the various parts of the external world to arrange them-
selves in an ordered structure, it attempts the even bolder task of
bringing the dislocated life of man under the rule of reason.
Aristotle, who still held this bold faith in the architectonic
powers of the mind, thought as he looked backwards that Soc-
rates’ ‘virtue is knowledge’ was an intellectual exaggeration; and
‘he tried to bring it into the proper proportion by emphasizing
the importance of taming the passions in moral education.’®®
But Socrates’ assertion was not meant to be the revelation of a
psychological truth. Anyone who tries to extract from his para-
dox the positive meaning that we are working out will easily
recognize that he disliked what had until then been called knowl-
edge, and had been proved to be devoid of moral force. The
knowledge of good which he reaches, starting from all the sepa-
rate human virtues, is not an intellectual operation, but (as Plato
recognized) the now conscious expression of something existing
in the spirit of man. It is rooted in the depths of the soul, at a
level where to be penetrated by knowledge and to possess the
object known are not two different states but essentially one and
the same. Plato’s philosophy is an effort to descend to those
new depths in the Socratic conception of knowledge and to draw
out all that is in them.'® For Socrates, it is no contradiction
of the statement ‘virtue is knowledge’ to say that in the experi-
ence of most men knowing good is not the same as doing it.
That experience merely shows that real knowledge is rare. Socra-
tes does not boast of possessing it himself. But by proving that
men who think they have knowledge really know nothing, he
prepares the way for a conception of knowledge which corre-
sponds to his postulate and really is the profoundest force in
the human soul. For him, that truth (the existence of that knowl-
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edge) is unconditionally established, because as soon as we ana-
lyse it by our assumptions we find that it lies at the basis of all
ethical thought and action. But for his pupils ‘virtue is knowl-
edge’' is not simply a paradox, as at first it seemed; it is the
description of one of the highest potentialities in human nature,
which was once realized in Socrates, and which therefore exists.

The knowledge of good, to which the discussion of the sepa-
rate virtues always leads, is something more comprehensive than
courage or justice or any single areté. It is ‘virtue in itself’, vari-
ously manifested in each separate virtue. But here we run into
a new psychological paradox. If courage, for example, is the
knowledge of good with special reference to those things which
are really to be feared or not to be feared, then the single
virtue of courage obviously assumes the knowledge of virtue as a
whole.'*® Therefore it must be indissolubly connected with the
other virtues, justice, prudence, and piety; and it is either identi-
cal or extremely similar to them. But in our moral experience
there is no commoner observation than that an individual can
be distinguished by the greatest personal courage, and yet be
extremely unjust, intemperate, or godless; while another man
can be thoroughly temperate. and just without being brave.'®
So, even if we go so far as to admit that the several virtues
are ‘parts’ of one comprehensive Virtue, we can hardly concede
to Socrates that this Virtue is wholly effective and present in
each of its parts. At most, we might think of the virtues as parts
of a face, which has, let us say, fine eyes and an ugly nose.
Nevertheless, on this point Socrates is quite as unyielding as in
his conviction that virtue is knowledge. True virtue is one and
indivisible.” A man cannot have one part of it without the
others. The brave man who is intemperate, imprudent, or un-
just may be a good soldier in the field, but he is not brave against
himself and his real enemies, his own tyrannous desires. The
pious man who faithfully performs his duties to the gods, but
is unjust to his fellow-men and intemperate in his hatred and
fanaticism, cannot possess true piety.’*”* The generals Nicias and
Laches are surprised when Socrates expounds the nature of true
courage to them, and see that they have never really thought
it out, realized it in its full greatness, far less embodied it in
themselves. And the severe pietist Euthyphro finds himself
stripped and naked in all the humiliation of his self-righteous
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and vindictive piety. What people call virtue in the traditional
sense is revealed as a mere aggregate of the products of various
one-sided types of training—one whose elements stand in irve-
concilable ethical contradiction to one another. Socrates is pious
and brave, just and temperate, all in one person. His life is both
a battle and the service of God. He does not neglect his ritual
duties to the gods: and that is why he can show thc man who
is pious in that external way alone that there is a higher kind
of piety than his. He has fought with distinction in all his coun-
try’s campaigns: and that is why he can argue against the highest
commanders of the Athenian armed forces that there arc other
victories than those won sword in hand. So then, Plato distin.
guishes between the vulgar man-in-the-street virtue and higher
philosophical perfection.” He sees Socrates as a moral super-
man. But he would express that by saying that Socrates alonc
possesses ‘true’ virtue.

If we examine Socratic paideia in Xenophon's description,
which we used to get a first general survey of its rich content,!”
we shall find that it seems to consist of a string of separate
practical questions about human life. If we examine it as pre-
sented by Plato, the underlying unity of thesc questions at once
becomes evident—in fact, we finally recognize that Socrates’
knowledge, or phronésis, has only one objcct it is knowledge
of the good. But if all wisdom culminates in one knowledge, to
which we are inevitably brought back by every attempt at closely
deﬁmng any single human good, there must be an essential kin-
ship between the object of that knowledge and the inmost nature
of human effort and will. As soon as we recognizc that kinshig,
we can realize how deeply Socrates’ assertion that virtue is
knowledge is rooted in his whole view of life and humanity, He
himself of course did not establish a complete philosophical sys-
tem of human nature. It was Plato who did that; but Plato be-
lieved it was already present in the thought of Socrates, All that
was needed to prove that was to work out what followed from
one of Socrates’ favourite statements. A complete metaphysical
system was latent, not only in his ‘virtue is knowledge’ and
‘virtue is indivisible’, but in his three words ‘nobody errs
wiﬂingiy’."‘

That sentence is the sharpest and boldest expression of the
paradox of Socrates’ educational wisdom. At the same time it
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explains the direction in which all his energy is expended. The
experience of individuals and of society, recorded in legal codes
and the philosophy of jurisprudence, makes a ready distinction
between voluntary and involuntary acts or misdeeds; thereby it
appears to prove that the opposite of Socrates’ statement is cor-
rect.}™ That distinction too is based on the element of knowledge
in human activity: it passes quite a different judgment on wrongs
done knowingly and wrongs done unknowingly. But the Socratic
idea implies that there can be no wrongdoing with knowledge,
for if there were, there would be voluntary wrongdoing. The
only way to resolve the contradiction between this view and the
long prevalent conception of guilt and error is to do as we did
with the Socratic paradox of knowledge—to infer that he is
using a different conception of will from the usual juristic and
moral one. The two views lie on two different levels. Why can
Socrates not accept any distinction between wrongdoing with and
without knowledge? Because wrongdoing is an evil and justice
a good, and it lies in the nature of good that it should be willed
by everyone who recognizes it to be good. Now the human will
becomes the centre of dispute. All the catastrophes caused by
infatuated will and desire in Greek myth and tragedy seem to
argue conclusively against Socrates’ statement. All the more
firmly does he emphasize it, and thereby at the same time he
exposes the tragic view of life, and shows that it is a superficial
view. He holds it to be a contradiction in itself to say that the
will can knowingly will what is bad. This assumes that human
will has a purpose: not to annihilate and injure itself, but to
preserve itself and build itself up. It is reasonable in itself, be-
cause it is directed towards the good. This is not refuted by the
countless examples of infatuated misdoing which cause human
misery. Plato makes Socrates distinguish sharply between desire
and will. Real will exists only when based on true knowledge of
the good at which it is directed. Mere desire is an effort aimed
towards apparent goods.”™ Where the will is conceived of as
having this deep positive purpose, it is naturally based on knowl-
edge; and to obtain this knowledge, if it is possible to do so,
means human perfection. *

Ever since Socrates framed the concept, we have been talking
.of men’s decisions, and of the aim of human life and action.*™
The aim of life is what the will naturally wills—good. The
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metaphor aim assumes the pre-existence of another, the way,
which is much older in Greek thought and has a separate his-
tory.™ But there were many different ‘ways’, before the way
could be found which led to the Socratic end.'The good was
.imaged, now as the End on which all the ways of human effort
converged (the telos or telenté),'™ now as the Aim (skopos) **°
on which the shooter directed his arrow, and which he might
" hit or miss, In these images, life took on another appearance. It
. became movement towards a consciously willed stopping-place
or climax, or the act of aiming at an object. It became inner
unity, it took on form, it set up a tension. Man now began to
live in constant watchfulness, ‘looking towards the target’, as
Plato often says. It was Plato who worked out in abstract theory
and concrete image all these consequences of the Socratic con-
“ception of life, and embodied them in his portrait of Socrates,
so that it .is hard to draw an exact line of demarcation between
him and Socrates. However, the thesis that nobody errs willingly
presupposes that the will is directed to the Good as its telos, and
since not only Plato but the other Socratics too have that idea,
it is clearly Socrates’ own. What Plato did was to objectify in
philosophy and art the new attitude to life created by Socrates.
He classified men, according to the telos each strove to attain,
under various types of life, and extended this idea to take in all
realms of existence. In Plato Socrates began a rich development
which attained its climax in Aristotle’s ‘biological’ philosophy of
life.
" However important these consequences may be for the history
of philosophy, it is Socrates’ idea of the aim of life which marks
the decisive point in the history of paideia. Tt threw a new light
on the purpose and duty of il education. Education is not the
cultivation of certain abilities; it is not the communication of
certain branches of knowledge—at least all that is significant
only as a means and a stage in the process of education. The real
-essence of education is that it enables men to reach the true aim
of their lives. It is thus identical with the Socratic effort to attain
phronésis, knowledge of the good. This effort cannot be re-
stricted to the few years of what is called higher education.
“Either it takes a whole lifetime to reach its aim, or its aim
can never be reached. Therefore the concept of paideia is essen-
tially altered; and education, in the Socratic sense, becomes the
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effort to form -one's life along lines which are philosophically
understood, and to direct it so as to fulfil the intellectual and
moral definition of man: In this sense, man was born for paideia.
It is his only real possession. All the Socratics agree on this point.
Therefore it must have come into the world through Socrates,
though he himself said he did not know how to teach. Numerous
judgments could be quoted to prove that through the changes
initiated by Socrates the concept and the meaning of paideia took
on a broader and deeper spiritual significance and that its value
for man was raised to the highest point. It will be enough to
cite a remark made by the philosopher Stilpo, 2 prominent mem-
ber of the Socratic school founded in Megara by Euclid. After
the sack of Megara, Demetrius Poliorcetes wished to show
Stilpo special favour by compensating him for the loot of his
house: so he commanded him to render an account of all the
property he had lost.*® Stilpo wittily replied, ‘No one, carried off
my paideia.’ This epigram was a new version, revised to fit
the time, of a famous maxim by one of the seven wise men,
Bias of Priene, which is still current in its Latin form: omnia
mea mecum porto, ‘all that is mine I carry with me'. For the
follower of Socrates, paideia became the sum-total of ‘all that
was his'—his inner life, his spiritual being, his culture. In the
struggle of man to retain his soul’s liberty in a world full of
threatening elemental forces, paideia became the unshakable
nucleus of resistance.

But Socrates did not take his stand outside the wreckage of
his homeland, as did the philosophers of the early Hellenistic
age. He remained within an intelligent and (until shortly before
his death) a powerful state. The harder it fought against a
world of foes for its existence, during the last decades of Soc-
rates’ life, the more important his educational work became to it.
He wished to guide his fellow-citizens to ‘political virtue’, and
to show them a new way to recognize its true nature. Although,
outwardly, he lived in a period when the state was breaking up,
he lived spiritually in the traditional era of earlier Greece, when
the polis was the springhead of all the highest goods and values
in life—Plato’s Crito, very movingly, makes that clear.®® But
while he still believed in the political purpose of human life,
he could not, because the spiritual authority of the state’s law
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had been so gravely impaired, share the faith of any of the great
old believers in Law, Solon, for instance, qr Aeschylus. The sort
of political education he wanted to give presupposed, as its first
condition, the re-establishment of the inward moral authority
of the polis. True, he does not seem, like Plato, to have be-
"lieved in principle that the contemporary state was too ill to be
cured. He was not, in spirit, a citizen of an ideal state made by
himself, but through and through a citizen of Athens. And yet
it was from him above all that Plato reccived the conviction that
the recovery of the state could not be effected simply by the re-
establishment of its outer authority, but must begin in the con-
science of each man (as we should put it) or (the Greek phrase)
in the soul itself. It is only from that inner source of truth that,
-purified by the examination of the logos, the real standard which
is incontestably binding for all can be derived.

Therefore it was in Socrates' eyes entirely unimportant
whether or not the man who helped others to know this stand-
ard was Socrates or not. Often and oftcn he drives this point
home. ‘It is not I, Socrates, but the logos that says this. You
can contradict me, but you cannot contradict it.” Still, philuso-
phy was potentially at war with the state as soon as it turned
away from the study of nature to look at ‘human things’, namely
the problems of the state and of areté, and professed to set
up standards for them. That was the moment when it gave up
the heritage of Thales, and became the heir of Solon. Plato
realized the necessity of this conflict between the state which
has the authority and the philosopher without ofice who is
searching for the norm of conduct; and he tried to abolish it by
making the philosophers the rulers in his ideal state. But Socra-
tes was not living in an ideal state. All his life he remained a
plain citizen in a democracy, where everyone else had just as
much right as he had to talk about the highest problems of
public welfare. Therefore he explained that he himself was
obeying a special command from God." But the guardians of
the state felt that this eccentric Athenian's self-chosen role
merely disguised the rebellion of an intellectually superior per-
son against the things that seemed right and good to the ma-
jority: therefore it was a threat to the state’s security. The state
wishes to be, alone and unchanged, the foundation of everything
else. It seems to need no other basis to support it. It cannot bear
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to have a moral standard set up with the claim to be absolute,
and it sees in such a standard nothing but the attempt of a pre-
sumptuous individual to make himself judge of the community’s
actions. No less a one than Hegel denied that subjective reason
had the right to criticize the morality of the state, which (he de-
clared) is itself the fountainhead and the concrete reason for
the existence of all morality on earth. That is a thoroughly
classical idea, and teaches us how to understand the ‘opposition
of the Athenian state to Socrates. From that point of view Soc-
rates was simply a revolutionary fanatic. But no less classical is
the attitude of Socrates himself—who prefers the state as it
should be (or rather, as it was) to the state as it is, and says
so in order to bring it back to harmony with itself and its true
nature. From this side, it is the decident state which is the real
renegade, and Socrates is not just the voice of ‘subjective reason’
but the servant of God,** the only man who stands on firm
ground while all others totter and fall.

His pupils took various attitudes to his conflict with the state,
which is best known to us from Plato’s Apology. The least satis-
factory to us is Xenophon, because he does not see the principles
at stake. Himself banished from his country for aristocratic ten-
dencies, he strove to show that Socrates was condemned and
executed only because his views on preserving the state were
quite misunderstood. In other words, the whole thing was just
an unfortunate accident.”® Among those who did recognize the
profound historical necessity of Socrates’ death, many took the
view we have already seen represented by Aristippus in his dis-
cussion with Socrates of the nature of true paideia.’®® He held
that it was the inevitable conflict between the spiritually free
individual and the community with its inevitable tyranny. There
is no escape from that conflict so long as one lives as the citizen
of a political community, he said; and men of his type withdrew
from life, because they did not feel the call to martyrdom, but
wanted only to remain unobserved and ensure themselves some
enjoyment of life or intellectual leisure. They lived in foreign
countries as resident aliens, so as to be free of all civic duties,
and built themselves an ivory tower on this unsteady founda-
tion.*" It is easier to understand that behaviour if one realizes
that historical conditions were not the same for them as for
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Socrates. In the .fpeiogy Socrates himself, exhorting his fellow-
citizens to arcté, begins his address with ‘You, citizens of the
city which is greatest and most famous for its wisdom'; and that
is an important guide to his motives in making the exhortation.!*
By inserting it, Plato intends to characterize Socrates’ own posi-
tion indirectly. But could Aristippus have felt the same emotion
when he thought of his own birthplace, the rich African colonial
city of Cyrene?

Only Plate had enough Athenian feeling and enough ‘palitical’
feeling to understand Socrates fully. In Gorgias he shows the
preliminary stages of the tragedy. There we see how it came
about that it was not the conscienceless rhetors and sophists
from abroad. training their pupils te exploit the state and to
have profitable careers as cavaliers of fortune, but the Athenian
burgher, filled with deep anxiety for his state and with the sense
of responsibility for its future, who suffered the fate of being
put away as intolerable to his own countrv.*® His criticism of
the degenerate state was bound to look like opposition to it,
although his purpose was to reconstruct it. The representative
leaders of the miserable Athens of his day felt themselves to be
under indictment—although Socrates found excuses for the em-
barrassment in which he placed them. and declared that the des-
perate state of his city was only the crisis of a long wasting
disease.”® He preferred to look for the germ of the infection
back in the era which the prevalent historical view presented as
days of splendour and power. But that harsh judgment only
strengthened the impact of his negative criticism.” We cannot
hope to separate the fine gradations in which Socrates' part of
this view passes into Plato’s, and no subjective judgment can
carry conviction. But, whether Socrates held it or not, this at
least is undeniable—Plato’s will to rebuild the state (which pro-
duced his greatest works) was formed by his experience of the
tragic conflict with the contemporary state into which Socrates
was drawn by his educational mission to reform the world. Plato
never says that Socrates should have behaved in any other way.
He never says that the jury could have been wiser or better.
It was inevitable for both sides to be what they were, and fate
took its unalterable course. The conclusion Plato drew was that
the state must be reformed so that the real man could live in it.
The historian can only judge that the time had come when the
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condusions are considerably more importaut than appeamed at
the ume of the discovery,

Wilamowits himself was trring to Jdescribe not Plato’s phi
losophy, bur his life. Accordingly. he toek Plato’s own state
ments in the seventh Letter about how he went wo Sudilv to
attempt to convert the tyrant of Syracuse, and about his own
political development, principally as autoMographical data.
Plato’s moving description of his own repeated eadeay ours to
play an active part in politics not onh made effective seenes tor
his biographer to describe. in contrast ta the cdostered quiet ot
the Academy. but revesled the troubled psichologicat backe
£Zround of his career. It was now apparent that his contempla-
tive life was not a gentle retirement. but was imposed by the
tragic opposition of destiny to a natural ruler born out of his
time. His various attempts to become an active statesman were,
it appeared, unhappy episodes in a life of pure reasoning,
which he tried again and again to achieve political tulfiiment for
certain ethical ideals of his philosophy. But once we realize that
the man who, in the seventh Letter, speaks of his own spiritual
development and the aims of his life, and whose attitude ta his
own philosophy is determined by his carcer, is the true Plato,
we are bound to revise our whole conception of the significance
of his philosophy. It is impossible to separatc his life from his
work. If it is true of any thinker, it is true of Plato that his
entire philosophy is the expression of his life, and that his lifc
is his philosophy. His two greatest books are The Republic and
The Laws. That means that he did not think of politics as the
occupation of a few periods in his career when he was trying (o
turn thought into action; he thought of it as the framework of
his entire spiritual life, the principal and comprehensive object
of his whole thought. After long years of constant endeavour
to understand the true nature of his philosaphy, | had tinally
reached this view of it, without having given the Letters any
real consideration—because I had always shared the current
prejudice against their authenticity, It was not only Wilamo-
witz’s brilliant personality, and the powerful reasons he adduced,
that converted me to believe the autobiographical data in the
seventh Letter were genuine, but, even more, the fact that the
description of his own character and career which Plato himself
gives in that Letter corresponded in every particular to the in-
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terpretation of them which I myself had independently reached
by the detailed analysis of all his dialogues.

It is of course impossible for us here to analyse every one of
his books in such detail. Still, it is necessary to describe how his
teaching about the true character-of areté and paideia was philo-
sophically built up, stage by stage, in one dialogue after another.
The reader himself must understand what a dominating position
Plato himself assigned to that problem in his intellectual world,
what kind of roots it grew from, and what form it took upon
the soil of his philosophy. Therefore it is necessary to follow the
progress of his thought from its origin to its culmination in his
two main works, The Republic and The Laws. We may take the
smaller dialogues together as a group; but the greater works,
Protagoras, Gorgias, Meno, The Symposium, and Phaedrus,
which contain Plato’s essential ideas about education, must be
treated independently from this point of view. Naturally The
Republic and The Laws will be the real core of our exposition.
Throughout, our aim is to take the picture of Plato which
emerges from these books, and set it in its right place in the
history of Greek thought. We are to consider his philosophy as
one of the triumphs of a culture (a paideia) which by his time
had become historically and philosophically conscious. We shall
therefore not treat it as a detached system of philosophical ¢on-
cepts, but try to show (more completely than is usually done)
the organic function it has within the general movement of
Greek thought and the development of Greek tradition. The
details of its technical equipment will therefore concern us less
than the formative outlines of the problems with which history
itself challenged Plato’s thought, and on which his works took
shape. If this means that the real emphasis will be placed on the
‘political! character of his philosophy, then the meaning of
‘politics’ in this connection is determined by the entire history
of paideia—and particularly by what we have said in the pre-
vious chapter about Socrates and his influence as a ‘statesman’.
The history of paideia, considered as the genetic morphology of
the ideal relation between the individual and the polis, is the
indispensable philosophical background for the understanding of
Plato. All human effort to reach the truth is ultimately justified
for Plato, not (as for the great natural philosophers of the era
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before Socrates) by the urge to solve the riddle of the world,
bat by the necessity of knowledge in maintaining and shaping
human life. His aim was to bring the true society into being as
the proper milieu for the achievement of the highest virtue pos-
sible to man. He was a reformer inspired by the educational
spirit of Socrates, whose aim was not onlv to see the true nature
of things, but to do good. His entire work as a writer culmi-
nated in two great educational systems—The Republic and The
Laws; and similarly his thought always centred on the problem
of the philosophical assumptions underlying all education, and
was aware of its own lofty claim to be the highest power in
moulding the human soul.

Thus Plato put on the mantle of Socrates. He inherited his
master’s leadership in the great debate in which philosophy criti-
cized the educational forces of his age and the historical tradi-
tion ¢! his nation: sophistic and rhetoric, legislation and the
state, mathematics and astronomy, gymnastics and medicine,
poetry and music. Socrates had said that knowledge of the good
was man's goal and his standard. Plato now sought to find the
way tq this goal, by asking what was the nature of knowledge.
Having passed through the purifying fire of Socratic ‘ignorance’,
he felt capable of pressing on to that knowledge of absolute
values to which Socrates had aspired, and thereby restoring the
lost unity of knowledge and life. Plato’s ‘philosophy’ sprang
from Socrates’ gulocogeiv. Its position in the history of Greek
thought is defined by the fact that it is paideia, and that it is
aimed at finding a large-scale solution to the problem of educat-
ing human beings. From another point of view, its position
in the history of Greek paideia is defined by the fact that it
points to philosophy and knowledge as the highest form of edu-
cation and culture. It takes the traditional problem, how 2 better
type of man is to be educated, and sets out to answer it by build-
ing up a new pattern of reality and value. This new code takes
the place of the former foundation of all culture—religion. Or
rather it is itself a new religion. Thar is its essential difference
from a scientific system like that of Democritus, which is the
complete antithesis, in the history of knowledge, to Plato's phi-
losophy, and which historians of philosophy rightly compare
with it as being one of the truly original creations of the Greek
mind. And yet Greek natural philosophy—whose originators in
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proof against any influence moving him to do wrong?* Here
again Protagoras is ashamed to side with the majority—this
time from a sort of cultural snobbery. And actually, who should
assent to Socrates’ high estimate of the power of knowledge in
life, if not a sophist, the most zealous upholder of culture? *

Socrates now quotes the objection which ‘most men’ would
make to Protagoras and him. Many people, they would say,
know ‘what is best’ but are unwilling to do it although they are
able to. If asked why, these people would answer that they ‘gave
way to pleasire’ (or ‘to pain’').®® Anyone who is convinced that
knowledge of the good entails the power to do good must make
a satisfactory answer to this universal objection, and Socrates
and Protagoras must expect to be asked for an explanation of
what people call ‘giving way to pleasure’.”® Protagoras now
begins to guess that, having assented to Socrates’ high estimate
of knowledge as a moral force, he may have to make some un-
expected admissions. He feels that his opinion is ultimately the
same as that of ‘most men', who think there is 2 long way be-
tween knowing good and doing it. But it is too late, he has
agreed with Socrates; and besides, he finds that the part he has
chosen harmonizes with his opinion of himself as an intellectual,
far above the profane mob. Still, he does not want to go any
further with the problem, and waves it loftily away. ‘Why
should we enquire into the opinions of the mob,’ he asks,*” ‘who
say anything that comes into their heads? However, Socrates
insists that it is the duty of the champions of knowledge and its
value in conduct to put up an explanation that will satisfy the
man in the street: for he believes that the right answer to this
question is decisively important in defining the relation between
courage and the other parts of virtue. Protagoras is forced to
yield, and allows Socrates to represent him, as it were, in arguing
with ‘most men’ and their views. This means that Socrates puts
forward his own opinion and that of the majority in turn, and
carries the whole weight of the dialogue, while Protagoras has
an easier task, and merely listens.®

Socrates- begins his dialogue with the multitude by pointing
out that when they say ‘give way to pleasure’ they mean the
psychical process of being drawn to fulfil a sensual desire, al-
though knowing it is wrong. For example, one chooses momen-
tary pleasure instead of continence, although it is going to cause
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trouble later. Socrates cross-examines them to find out why they
call this kind of pleasure ultimately harmful.®® He compels them
to admit that they do so simply because it ends in greater pain.™
In other words, the aim or end {tékog), with reference to which
they distinguish one pleasure from another, is simply pleasure.™
When they call bitter things good or sweet things bad, they mean
that the bitter things will end by giving pleasure, and the sweets
by giving pain. If so, then ‘giving way to pleasure’ really means
making an error of judgment, and choosing the smaller pleasure
instead of the larger, because the smaller one is closer at hand.”
Socrates exemplifies this by the image of a man who has to make
a decision, holding a pair of scales and weighing pleasure against
pleasure, pain against pain, and pleasure against pain.” He ex-
plains the meaning of the image by two other quantitative com-
parisons. If the safety of our life depended on choosing lengths
and avoiding shortnesses, the essential thing would be to dis-
cover an art of measurement to.keep us from mistaking the short
length for the long one, and to banish the deceits of appearance
from our lives. Without such an art, our choice would waver
and wander, often misled by appearances, and we should often
repent of our choice. But the art of mensuration would abolish
the cause of mistakes and save our lives.” Again, if our welfare
depended on making the right choice between odd and even in
the mathematical sense, then arithmetic would be the art on
which human life should be based.” Since, therefore, most people
think the final standard of human life is to get a favourable
balance of pleasure, it is important to avoid the deceptions
caused by distance, which so often mislead us in making our
choice, by finding an art of measurement to help us to distinguish
appearance from reality.” What that art and knowledge is (says
Socrates) we shall enquire at some other time; but that it is
knowledge that gives the standard of our conduct has now been
sufficiently demonstrated, which proves the opinion upheld by
Protagoras and myself.” You asked us (he says to the multi-
tude) what we thought was the nature of the psychical process
you call ‘giving way to pleasure’. If we had immediately an-
swered ‘ignorance’, you would have laughed at us. But now it is
perfectly clear that the nature of that process is nothing but
‘the greatest ignorance’.”™

Having answered the multitude in this way, Socrates now
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turns, in Protagoras’ name and his own, to the sophists who are
present. They say they are fully convinced. Socrates gets them
to admit, in so many words, that what is pleasant is good, and
that that is the standard for human purpose and behaviour.”
Protagoras too, reassured by this general agreement, assents,
and makes no objection to the thesis, although he had begun by
distrusting it.® So all the great educators gathered in Callias’
house end by finding themselves reduced to the level of hoi polloi,
with whose opinions Socrates had started. He has them all in the
trap. The attentive reader has not failed to notice that he him-
self has never admitted the hedonist principle; he has only said
it is the view of ‘most people’ and is the logical basis of their
thought. But he leaves this point on one side, so as to character-
ize, indirectly, the sophists as teachers. Without pause he goes
on to use the admission which he has elicited from them. For if
(as most people believe) pleasure is the standard of all that
men will and do, it is clear that no one knowingly chooses that
which is less good—i.e. less pleasant; and what is thought to be
a moral weakness in the man who ‘gives way to pleasure’ is
really a weakness of reasoning.®® No one voluntarily aims at
what he thinks to be evil.® Thus Socrates has brought the
sophists to assent to his notorious paradox that no one errs
willingly,® and he does not care at all whether they attach the
same meaning to err as he does. For as soon as they admit that,
it is easy for him to answer the question about the relation of
courage and wisdom, which had been left open, and to add the
last link to his chain of proof that virtue is one and indivisible.
His thesis had been that courage and wisdom are identical. Pro-
tagoras had admitted that all the other virtues were more or less
closely akin to one another. The only exception he made was
courage, and he said that punctured Socrates’ whole argument:
for there were completely impious, unjust, incontinent, and un-
learned men who were still extraordinarily brave. He had de-
fined brave men as men who were bold in face of dangers that
others feared.®® If we define fear as expectation of evil,*® Pro-
tagoras (who has just said that courage is readiness to advance
towards frightful things) contradicts the admission just made
by everyone, that no one advances towards something which he
knows to be evil."” According to this last admission, brave men
must be the same as cowards, in so far as they do not willingly
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advance towards something they think is frightful.® The differ-
ence between them really is what they fear: the brave man is
afraid of disgrace, the coward (because he is ignorant) fears
death.®” Here at last the deep meaning of Socrates’ conception
of knowledge emerges, now that we can see these contradictions
face to face. It is knowledge of the true standard which inevi-
tably dictates our choice and determines our will. And so courage
is identical with wisdom. Courage is knowing what to fear and
what not to fear.*

In Plato’s smaller dialogues we saw the dialectic movement of
Socrates’ thought start forward again and again, but never reach
its goal. Here for the first time we see it finish its course. The
words in which he here formulates his result explain the purpose
of the earlier dialogues. He says, ‘The only reason I ask all
these questions is to find out about virtue, and learn what it
really is. If that could be discovered, I know it would clear up
the question you and I have been talking about for so long, you
asserting, and I denying, that virtue could be taught.’ ** Actually,
the question about the nature of virtue must be settled before
anyone can discuss whether or not it can be taught. But the
result Socrates has reached—that virtue is knowledge, and that
even courage fits into that definition—is not only the logical pre-
liminary to any discussion of the subsequent question; it alone
seems to make the teaching of virtue possible. Thus at the end
of the dialogue the two speakers have changed places. Socrates,
who thought virtue could not be taught, is now endeavouring
to prove that virtue in all its forms is knowledge. And Protago-
ras, who explained that it could be taught, is striving to prove
that it is certainly not knowledge—which, if true, would make
it difficult to teach.”” The drama ends with Socrates’ astonish-
ment at this remarkable contradiction; but for Plato this aston-
ishment is clearly the origin of all true philosophy,”* and the
reader closes the book with the realization that Socrates’ creed,
that virtue goes back to the knowledge of true values,® is to
become the foundation-stone of all education.

In Protagoras Plato remains faithful to his Socratic princi-
ple of giving no dogmatic instruction. Instead, he enlists our
sympathy for his problem, and makes it our own, by gradually
building up knowledge in our minds under Socrates’ guidance.



SOPHISTIC OR SOCRATIC PAIDEIA? 123

This dialogue itself might interest us deeply enough in the prob-
lem. But when, from the point reached at the conclusion, we
look back over the enquiries into special virtues conducted in
Plato’s earlier dialogues, we can see that he assumes his readers
will persevere with the same resolution and single-mindedness
as he himself expends on dealing with the same problem in book
after book, constantly opening up new perspectives into its
depths. At the end of Protagoras, we are relieved by recognizing
that, as we climb higher and higher, we have seen more and more
of the structure and plan of the surrounding landscape. Reading
the earlier dialogues on separate virtues, we had to guess, rather
than know, that all these isolated enquiries were running towards
the same central point of juncture, though all upon the same
level. But at the end of Protagoras we are surprised to look
down, and see that all those paths led to the summit on which
we are standing—the recognition that all virtues are the same
in nature, and that their nature is based on the knowledge of true
values. All our earlier efforts to reach this conclusion take shape
and meaning from the fact, now at last recognized, that they
are all directed towards the problem of education.

Paideia first became an acknowledged problem in the age of
the sophists. Under the stress of life and of intellectual develop-
ment (which always affect each other) it moved to the centre
of public interest. A ‘higher culture’ grew up, with its own repre-
sentatives, the sophists, whose profession was ‘to teach virtue'.*
But now it is evident that, despite all their hard thinking about
educational method and styles of teaching, and despite the be-
wildering multiplicity of subjects embraced in their higher cul-
ture, none of them really understood the assumptions on which
his profession was based. Socrates did not claim to teach men,
as Protagoras did—a point which our sources constantly empha-
size.” But we are all convinced from the very outset (like all
his pupils) that he is the true teacher needed by the men of his
age: and the feeling is not created by some difference of method,
or by the mysterious power of personality, but chiefly by the fact
that, by referring the moral problem to the problem of knowl-
edge, he has for the first time given teaching the fundamental
assumption which the sophists failed to see. They had maintained
that the culture of the mind was of supreme importance; but
they could not justify that claim by mere worldly success. The
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men of that age were groping in darkness. What they needed
was to recognize one supreme standard, which was binding on
all alike because it expressed the innermost nature of man, and
on which education could attack its highest task, the moulding
of men to the pattern of true areté. All the skill and knowledge
of the sophists could never lead to areté—the only thing that
could was the deeper ‘knowledge’ about which Socrates so con-
stantly enquired.

Just as the dialectic movement of the earlier dialogues comes
to rest only in Protagoras, when Socrates’ question about the
nature of virtue is linked to the problem of education, so Pro-
tagoras itself leads on to new problems. It formulates them
without answering them, and thus points onwards to later books.
Socrates believes that virtue cannot be taught, and he does not
profess to teach men. Yet Plato hints that this is merely an ironic
screen for his deep awareness of the difficulties of that task.
Really he is much closer to solving it than the sophists. All that
is necessary is that the questions he sees should be thought out,
and Plato suggests that that can be done. One of them, which
urgently requires discussion, is whether virtue can be taught—
for Socrates’ proof that virtue is knowledge seems to have
brought it near its solution.”” But now it is necessary to investi-
gate the true nature of what Socrates calls knowledge, for it is
evidently not what the sophists and hoi polloi think it is.”” This
investigation we find in Meno, and to a certain extent in Gorgias.
But Proiagoras contains several other references to future dis-
cussions of the problems it raises. Such, in particular, is the ques-
tion of the good life (b Cijv). Socrates mentions it in Protagoras,
not for its own sake, but as a means to demonstrate the impor-
tance of knowledge for right conduct, by assuming the truth of
the popular view that pleasure is the good. He makes it clear
to the mob that, granting the correctness of that standard, they
would need an art of measurement in order to make the correct
choice and select the greater pleasure in preference to the less:
so that even in that case knowledge is indispensable for the
attainment of the good life. Thereby he reaches the end of his
argument for the time being. Yet we cannot help asking whether
this identification of the good with pleasure (which he makes
the sophists, and some modern scholars, swallow without pro-
test) is really his own view or not.”® After the problem of the
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end of life (véhog) has once been raised, it cannot fall back into
oblivion again. We feel that in the careless ease with which he
speaks in Protagoras he has been fooling the sophist, and per-
haps us too; we want him to talk seriously to us on this serious
question. That he does in Gorgias, which is the twin of Protago-
ras, and in its deep gravity forms the necessary complement to
the other’s nonchalant gaiety.

I0
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GORGIAS
THE EDUCATOR AS STATESMAN

THE first step towards understanding the relation between Pro-
tagoras and Gorgias is to escape from a very common error.
Plato’s dialogues are often called works of poetic imagination,
and some have misinterpreted that description of them. They
have been taken to be like Goethe's works—a series of confes-
sions in which the author relieved the pressure of personal expe-
rience and private emotion upon his soul. Accordingly, since
Protagoras is cheerful and Gorgias gloomy, scholars have de-
cided that Protagoras is early and Gorgias later in Plato’s life.?
Protagoras has even been described as his first work, written
before Socrates’ death, and Gorgias has been explained by the
embittering effect of that catastrophe on his mind. To do this is
to misapprehend the thoroughly objective character of the
Platonic dialogue. It cannot possibly be interpreted through the
formula borrowed from modern lyric poetry, ‘emotion recol-
lected in tranquillity’.? True, the whole dialogue-form owes its
inception to one mighty experience—the experience of Socrates'
personality. But that explanation cannot be extended to separate
works, so as to interpret each of them as the expression of a new
situation in Plato’s life and a new grouping of his emotions.
That is debarred by the character of the experience on which
the dialogue-form is based—its dependence on the personality
of someone else makes it objective, not subjective. Of course
Plato’s own life and emotions do colour his dialogues to some
extent, so as to influence the way in which he depicts Socrates.
But if Gorgias is serious, it is not because it is the expression of
a temporary state of gloom; and we need not assume that it was
written near Socrates’ death because of its splendid pathos, any
more than we should use the same assumption to account for
the funereal tones of Phaedo, which the same scholars place
rather far away from Socrates’ death and quite close to the
cheerful Symposium. To put Protagoras at the very beginning
126
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of Plato’s career is impossible for anyone who has followed our
interpretation so far as to be convinced that it puts together
and sums up on a higher plane the questions raised in the smaller
Socratic dialogues, which belong to Plato’s earliest period, and
that, according to Plato’s regular procedure, they are to be
explained through illumination cast backwards from it. We shall
later show that this mistakenly early dating of Protagoras,
which tears it loose from its closest partner, Gorgias, has con-
tributed to the misunderstanding of its philosophical meaning.

The parallelism between Gorgias and Protagoras is obvious.
Gorgias of Leontini, who created rhetoric in the form which
set the tone for the last thirty years of the fifth century,® is for
Plato the embodiment of that art, as Protagoras is the embodi-
ment of sophistry. Like Protagoras, Gorgias shows us the out-
ward side of Socrates’ teaching. The smaller dialogues showed
his influence on his pupils and friends, but here we see him at
grips with the intellectual giants of his day. The sophistic move-
ment was a purely educational phenomenon, whereas rhetoric
was the new culture as it affected the state in practice. In classi-
cal times, rhetor was still the correct name for the statesman—
who, in a democracy, must be an orator first and foremost.
Gorgias’ aim was to train rhetors in that sense of the word.
Socrates now challenges that intention, and develops his chal-
lenge into a discussion of the nature of rhetoric—as he does in
Protagoras with education. But here the discussion takes a rather
different trend. Gorgias does not make a long speech justifying
his profession, like Protagoras, because there is not so much
to say in its defence from a theoretical point of view. Obviously
be cannot define his oratory except by its influence. The attempt
to define it by its content, a method possible with other disci-
plines that use words as their medium, cannot succeed: because
rhetoric is nothing but the art of words and language, aimed at
persuading audiences through rhetorical form.

In Protagoras Socrates said he did not believe political virtue
could be taught, because it was not a regular art with experts
specializing in it.* But what he thinks is the chief fault both in
the political education offered by the sophists and in rhetoric®
seems to Gorgias to be its chief recommendation. He holds it is
a proof of the greatness of his art, that it can make mere words
determine great events in the most important sphere of life—
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and injustice to someone who did not know it.»® Of course this
makes him contradict what he had said about the prevalent mis-
use of rhetoric.® But he is delivered from the dilemma by the
interposition of his pupil Polus.

Polus represents the younger generation. He is not ashamed
to admit what everyone knows, that rhetoric is absolutely in-
different to questions of morality. He tells Socrates, as forcibly
as need be, that it is poor taste to embarrass a distinguished
old master like this. According to this young realist, rhetoric
tacitly assumes that what society calls its moral code is a con-
vention and a sham. Of course people must pay lip-service to
it, but in serious matters it need not keep anyone from making
unscrupulous use of the power given by rhetoric.*” This contrast
between the half-ashamed love of power shown by the conven-
tional older generation which had invented rhetoric, and the
cynical amoralism of the younger, is a splendid example of
Plato’s art of displaying a spiritual type by developing all its
characteristic forms, stage after stage. As the typical orator
develops three main types in a dialectic of three stages, so the
drama of Gorgias falls into three acts: as each new type enters,
the intensity of the drama grows, and its significance deepens.
First, Gorgias; then his pupil Polus; and then the third, the
logically perfect type of the ‘rhetorical man’, the practical poli-
tician Callicles,*® who frankly maintains that the highest moral
law is the right of the stronger. The three types form a climax,
in which the true nature of rhetoric displays itself more and
more clearly at every stage. What differentiates them is their
attitude to power: but although they differ, it is still power,
tacitly or openly, admired in theory or sought in practice, which
is the real ‘object’ of their art.

In the second part of Gorgias, Socrates’ criticism attacks the
claim of rhetoric to be a techné.® Our word art does not ade-
quately reproduce the sense of the Greek word. Like art, techné
emphasizes practical use. But art for us implies individual crea-
tion subject to no rule, whereas techné has the sense of well-
established knowledge and ability, which we associate with tech-
nique or profession. The Greeks used techné far more widely
than we use ar¢: they used it for any profession based on special
knowledge—not only painting and sculpture, architecture and
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music, but just as much, or even more, niedicine, strategy, or
helmsmanship. The word thus connutes the practice of a voca-
tion or profession based not merely on routine experience but on
general rules and fixed knowiedge; and so it is not far from
theory—the sense which it often has in Plato’s and Aristotle s
philosophical terminology, especially when contrasted with plain
experience. Oun the other hand, techné difiers from theoria
(‘pure knowledge') by being always connected with practice.®

So, when Socrates asks Polus what rhetoric is, he is clearly
asking whether ic has the right to be called a techne. From
Protagoras we know that this is the ideal of knowledge whick
Plato’s Socrates has in mind as he searches for the norms of
humen conduct. For there he said that the good life could not
be achieved without ‘a techné of measurement’, and, by purtting
that art in sharp contrast to Protagoras’ political teaching, he
implied that the latter had none of the rigorous character of a
techné.” And there are others of Plato’s Socratic dialoguer
which show that the techné was the ideal on which Socrares
believed knowledge should be modelled. It is easy to see whv,
if we remember that the ultimate aim of all Plato’s search for
exact knowledge was a practical aim, namely, the science of the
state.” According to the context, the word rechné in Plaro cax
be replaced by the word epistémé, to emphasize the fact thart this
political science is based on a complete theoretical understanding
of reality. In this case Plaro is postulating a new science of
politics, and explains what it is by contrasting it with the political
rhetoric of his day: the word techné was the obvious one to
choose in order to stress the resemblances and differences be-
tween the two.

Socrates declares that rhetoric is not 2 techné at all. He defines
it as a knack acquired by experience—the knack of producing
charm and giving pleasure. Therefore, it is very like cookery.
which is also the knack of producing charm and giving pleas-
ure.* Socrates explains to the astonished Polus and Gorgias that
the two chings are branches of the same business. Cookery too
is not an art but a knack. The humour of all this reaches its
height when Socrates lays down that the leading principle of
these apparently so different activities is flazzery, and goes on to
divide that important genus into a system of four species. There
are, he asserts, four species of flattery, each with a different
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object: cookery, rhetoric, make-up (or ‘cosmetic’), and sophis-
try.* The mutual relations of these four types of flattery sud-
denly become clear at the moment when Socrates describes politi-
cal rhetoric as a copy of a true art, which is part of the real art
of the state.” It appears that the three other kinds of flattery
are likewise copies of true and necessary arts. As the life of man
is divisible into the life of the soul and that of the body, so each
of them needs a special art to take care of it. The soul is to be
cared for by politics. That surprising correlation throws a bright
light on Plato’s ultimate aim, the art of the state, and the
entirely new meaning he attaches to it. The corresponding art of
caring for the body has no name, Both arts—the care of the
body and the care of the soul—are divided into two species:
one is the care of the healthy soul and healthy body, the other
the care of the sick soul and sick body. The branch of politics
which cares for the healthy soul is legislatian, while the sick
soul is cared for by the practice of justice. Care of healthy
bodies is gymnastic training, and care for sick bodies is medicine.
All four of these arts serve the welfare and health of the body
and the soul.”” There are four copies corresponding to them.
Legislation is copied by sophistry, justice by rhetoric, gymnastics
by cosmetics, and medicine by cookery. These do not serve the
best in man, but merely try to please him. So they work simply
on experience, not as the real arts do, on established principles
and with full knowledge of what is good for human nature.®®
The position of rhetoric is therefore fixed. It is for the human
soul what cookery is for the body. This comparison of the copies
and the true arts demonstrates that rhetoric is not a techné.”
The essential characteristics of a techné are, first, that it is
knowledge based on understanding of the real nature of its
object; second, that it is therefore able to explain its procedure;
and third, that it serves the good of its object.*® None of these
characteristics appears in political oratory.

After the paradox of Socrates’ dialectic has revealed all its
amusing side, it turns to show its serious aspect. It is not one of
those intellectual fireworks that blaze up bravely and then go
dismally out. Of course Socrates knows the stimulating psycho-
logical effect of making a statement which is unexpected and runs
counter to ordinary experience: it excites one's interlocutor and
leads to a spirited denial. But the true reason for his love of
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paradoxes lies deeper. They are meant to induce philosophical
reflection.®® To compare rhetoric with cookery—to dethrone the
queen of contemporary politics and make her a contemptible
scullion—does not change the facts of the case. But it gives a
shock to his readers’ estimate of the facts, a shock which extends
until it affects all their ideas. His comparison is not made from
the wish to injure. It is really and truly seen with all the vision-
ary power of those eyes for which the ordering of things was
far different from their appearance to the multitude’s eye of
sense. It is as if a chasm opened between appearance and reality:
all human things have suddenly taken on a new value. Just as
make-up relates to the healthy beauty of a body developed by
gymnastic training, so the political culture taught by the sophists
relates to the teaching of the true lawgiver. Just as the sauces
and confectionery of a blue-ribbon chef stand to the health-
giving rules and prescriptions of the doctor, so stands rhetoric,
which tries to make wrong into right, to the activity of the true
judge and statesman.®® This makes the art of politics something
poles apart from what the world calls politics. And so, even
here in Gorgias, the kind of state-building and law-giving which
Plato undertakes in his two greatest books is proclaimed as his
conception of the great positive aspect of Socrates’ work of
‘caring for the soul' ® We cannot yet see the shattering results
of this new idea, but it is evident that the signs by which we
recognize it point to a complete transformation of the current
philosophy of life. And indeed, in a passage later in Gorgias,
Callicles describes Socrates’ transvaluation of values as ‘a revo-
lution in our whole life’ and condemns it.** The ideas which
Socrates develops in his conversation with Polus provoke Cal-
licles’ passionate outbreak at the beginning of the third part of
the book.

The strongest and most obvious objection made by Polus to
Socrates’ low estimate of rhetoric is that rhetoric actually does
exercise a huge influence in politics.®* The urge to obtain power
is an impulse rooted too deeply in human nature to be disre-
garded. If power is a great thing, the faculty by which we obtain
it is extremely important. So the problem whether rhetoric does
or does not entail an exact knowledge of values, which seems
to be a purely esoteric question of method, involves far wider
decisions. It compels us to take up a definite attitude to the ques-
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tion of the nature and value of power. Polus’ attitude to it is
that of the man in the street. Just as in Protagoras, Plato is
trying to show that sophists and rhetors have refined and elabo-
rated the technical methods of educating and influencing people,
but have terribly primitive ideas of the purpose to which they
are to be put.® According to Plato, one’s idea of this purpose
depends on what one thinks of human nature. The greatest
rhetoricians assume in practice that it is wholly sensual. Their
highest hope is to be able to handle their fellow-men exactly as
they wish. Although their political careers lie mostly in democ-
racies, their ideal is to be like the despot who wields unlimited
power over the property and lives of his subjects.*” Even the
lowest citizen has something of this power-lust in him, and is
secretly full of admiration for the man who raises himself to the
pinnacle of power.*® Archilochus’ philosophical carpenter, who
says with his hand on his heart, ‘I yearn not for the tyrant's
power,’ is obviously the great exception that proves the rule.®
When Solon had completed his work as a legislator, he returned
his absolute power to the hands of the people; and in his self-
defence he says that not only his fellow-nobles, but even the
people, sighing for freedom, thought he was stupid, and could
not understand why he had not made himself a tyrant.*® Polus
is the same: he will not believe that Socrates does not envy
the tyrant’s power.®* The last card he has to play is to ask
whether Socrates does not think the King of Persia is happy.
When Socrates answers ‘I am not sure, for [ do not know how
much paideia and justice he has’, Polus can only ask uncompre-
hendingly, “Why, does all happiness depend on these things?’ **

In this comparison between two diametrically opposite phi-
losophies of life, the two concepts of paideia and power are
sharply contrasted: and with good reason. Apparently they have
little to do with each other. But (as the passage shows) Plato
takes them to be opposing conceptions of human happiness—
which means, of human nature. We have to choose between the
philosophy of power and the philosophy of culture. This passage
is particularly well suited to explain what Plato means by
paideia. It is not merely a stage in a man’s development, where
he trains a certain number of his faculties; ** its meaning is ex-
tended to connote the perfection of his character, in accordance
with his nature. The philosophy of power is the doctrine of
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force. It sees war and conquest everywhere in life, and believes
that that sanctions the use of force. It can have no meaning
except through the seizure of the greatest possible power*
The philosophy of culture or education asserts that man has a
different aim: kalokagathia. Plato defines it as the opposite of
injustice and wickedness—it is therefore essentially a matter of
ethics.** But he does not hold that it goes against man’s nature
to be trained to kalokagathia. Only it implies a different con-
ception of human nature, which Socrates develops in detail. And
now the foundations of his criticism of rhetoric come to light.
As he conceives it, the real meaning of human nature is not
power, but culture: paideia.

If we were to describe the philosophy of power as ‘naturalism’
(an obvious enough thing to do, from the Christian stand-
point **), Plato would say we were doing it too much honour.
It was impossible for the Greek philosopher to think of opposing
nature, which was the highest norm and standard. But even if
we say that, according to the higher Greek conception of human
nature, the task of education was not to subdue nature but to
ennoble it, that interpretation does not cover Plato’s meaning.
He did not think of nature (as the sophistic teachers did) as
raw material out of which education was to form a work of
art;*" he thought it was the highest areté, which is only incom-
pletely manifested in individual man.*®* Again, his attitude to
power is not simply to condemn it as bad in itself. Here too his
dialectic takes the conception which is under scrutiny, and treats
it as a positive value, and transforms it. By ‘power’ Polus under-
stands the ability of the orator or tyrant to do what he wants in
his state.*® Socrates starts by granting that power must be a
real good if we are to pursue it; but he says that doing what
one wants, be one orator or tyrant, is not a good, because it is
without reason.®® That is, he distinguishes true will from arbi-
trary desire. The man who does what he wants is running after
a sham good which he desires. But the only thing he can will
is a true good. For in desire he can always be deceived about the
value of the thing desired; but no one can knowingly will what is
bad and injurious. Socrates goes on to distinguish the end from
the means.” In acting, we do not will what we are doing, we
will the thing for whose sake we are acting. And that thing is
what is naturally good and healthy, not what is bad and injuri-
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ous. The most drastic ways in which the tyrant shows his power
—execution, banishment, confiscation of property—cannot be his
end, only the means to it; and he cannot genuinely will them,
because they are not good but injurious. Therefore anyone who
executes, banishes, and confiscates as he likes, is not doing what
he wills, but only what seems desirable to him. Therefore, since
power is a good for the man who possesses it, the tyrant does
not possess any real power.”™ No, he is really unhappy, for
perfect happiness consists in the perfection of human nature and
its proper value.

Still more unhappy is the unjust man if he is not punished
for his injustice.”* For injustice is a sickness of the soul, as
justice is its health. Penal justice, which brings the evildoer to
account, bears the same relation to legislation as medical care
of a sick man does to the regimen of a healthy one—so runs
Plato’s medical conception of ethics. Punishment is a cure, and
not (as the old Greek notion of legality had it) retribution.®®
The only real evil is injustice. But it affects the soul only of the
man who does it, not of him who suffers it.** If the reason for
striving to get power is ‘to protect oneself against injustice’,
Socrates counters with the idea (quite unheard-of in Greece)
that it is less evil to be wronged than to do wrong.

The defgﬁ"g}“Pa}us, represents the defeat of Gorgias. He
started p to defend Gorgias, and he put his case more out-
spokenly than Gorgias would have thought pcrmissible. We have
no space here to go over all the stages of Plato’s dialectic; we
can merely sketch the outlines of the argument which Socrates
puts forward with so much intellectual agility and moral fervour.
Even during his conversation with Polus, he makes the point
which Plato wants ¢o impress on the reader as an essential
feature in the young man’s character: he is well trained in
rhetoric, but quite ignorant of dialectic.”® This makes Socrates’
art appear as the highest\form of paideia. Although it could
conquer the listening multitafie by numbing their minds, rhetoric
cannot face the concentrated'\attack of dialectic. Not only does
it lack logical precision and skijlled, methodical tactics; its great-
est defect is that there is no oljective knowledge, no firm phi-
losophy and view of life behind iXs words—it is inspired not by
an ethical code but simply by ambitiign, unscrupulousness, and the
lust for success.
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However, it cannot be held to have suffered a final defeat till
it has been defended by a stronger champion. A victory over him
would really convince us of its annihilation. This champion now
advances. He is Callicles, a fully trained orator, who has also
some philosophical culture and practical experience of politics.
His calibre as a personality is also more impressive than that of
the two academic rhetoricians, the teacher and the pupil. He
enters the dispute to beat down Socrates’ niggling arguments.
His predecessors had only defended their ground; he counter-
attacks. He tries to elude or tear open the net of dialectical
proofs thrown over him by Socrates, in case he is caught in it
himself. He starts off at once with a long speech, in which he
feels himself a master.”® His quality is not intellectual subtlety
so much as energy. After watching with horror the speed and
skill with which Socrates thrusts one paralyzing paradox after
another through his opponents’ guard (paradoxes which Cal-
licles himself thinks are merely eristic tricks), he abandons his
role as a spectator and advances to crush Socrates with one ful-
minating stroke.

To the compelling spiritual conviction with which Socrates has
morally crippled the defenders of rhetoric, Callicles does not
oppose mere argumentation, as the school-rhetors Gorgias and
Polus had done. He is a man of the world. He takgs into con-
sideration the whole of his opponent’s personality. He secs what
the others did not sce, that Socrates’ strength lies in the firm
and incontrovertible spiritual attitude which he embodies. Soc-
rates has spent his whole life in building the spiritual fortress
from which he now makes his forays and his attacks in safety.
But although that is a logical advantage, Callicles thinks it will
really prove to be a disadvantage as soon as his apparently con-
sistent thinking is brought up against experience and reality.
Socrates has avoided reality all his life. His fortress is a brittle
ivory tower, to which he has withdrawn in order to whisper
to a2 few admiring youths,” and to ;6vork at the weaving of that
network of dreams in which he tries to entrap the whole world.
But it rips apart as soon as it is pulled into the light and gripped
with a firm hand. Plato, in attacKing the great power of rhetoric,
well understands that he has sot only to conquer the professors
who teach it; he has to ogppose the realism which was deep-
rooted in the Athenian chdracter, and which detested the exag-
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gerations and extravagances of the new culture.™ Rhetoric itself
was part of that culture. but it had become acclimatized much
more quickly than the theoretical elements represented by so-
phistic teaching and by Socrates himself, and was now a part of
the routine of political life. The entrance of Callicles shows that
rhetoric could now count on the support of all politicians and
all citizens who held that Athens' real danger was the growing
unreality of higher culture. Euripides had made the conflict be-
tween the man of action and the man of thought into a tragic
problem in his dntiope. Callicles quotes a number of lines from
the drama in his speech,” thereby acknowledging the tragic
character of the conflict between him and Socrates. He takes
the side of Euripides’ Zethus, the man of deeds. who summons
his brother Amphion, the Muses’ friend, away from his laziness
and his dreams to a life of energy and action.

Plato makes Callicles the flesh-and-blood embodiment of the
widespread opposition to philosophy. Socrates hints that on some
previous occasion he has heard him with some well-known
Athenian politicians discussing how far the new philosophical
culture should be carried®® The same problem appears in
Pericles’ funeral speech, where he praises Athens for its love of
culture, but sets limits to that love, so as to satisfy the opposi-
tion, which held that Athens was politically endangered by. her
excessive intellectualism.®” The problem had been raised by the
appearance of the sophists. It was now brought up again, against
Socrates, all the more urgently because it was growing clear that
he affected the young men's attitude to politics far more directly
than the sophists with all their political theories. In Plato’s own
lifetime this realistic reaction against the morality of Socratic
philosophy was represented by Isocrates and his cultural ideal: it
led him to found a school of his own.®* But nonc of the opposi-
tion ever put their case so forcibly as Plato himself. He must
have immersed himself deeply in their thought, to express it
with such convincing vividness, such overwhelmirg force as he
does through Callicles. He had obviously heard that kind of
criticism from his early youth, on the lips of his closest relatives
and friends. Many have suggested that Callicles is only a mask
for some real historical personage in the Athenian aristocracy.
It is quite possible; and psychologically it is even probable.*
But it is enough to note that Plato had a sort of affection for the



13% PLATY'S ‘corcuas’

opporery whow be fought with sah pasdonete avengy, and
warked frang s mmimmﬂ B consplanely before strilidng it

domn. Peritagps we beee mon ghver enough ub:@ugﬁn tw the pos-
by war o Bde own ﬁmrm'rw Plato had so moudh of tﬂLfm: =
mudy will so power as po fad, 2nd fight, peot of himsdf m Cal-
Gigles, Tr does s eppeay elsembrere in his mmzmg:s, Berzmse v
I ‘bww* dezp bementh the fomdations of the Repubfis” Bo
i e lead by matwre | *mm wily 2 second Socraves, the reel Somrarss
ol Rardh i e bad such an overwhelming offect en Rm 2
e fad. His “rm,mﬁbmﬂ purtrairs of the gresy wg:i’afm, o i s:rs',.
and advermurers show guite wmmsnebasly that he posesssed, in
s omw sozil 20 their powers, with their mﬂummf zaﬁmngm
and dheir renninle dangers; but they had been ramed by Socrares.
and, like his poetic impudse, hed bowed 1o amd mimgled with ke
Secratic spirt, to form a higher wnity within his worlks.
Callisles is the frsy defender of rhetoric 1o coumter Sorrates

moral atteck om it with the gmww zad emergy of -m fage,
The &" wre hie takes .r::u omoe ?.gmrun the zrgument abowr theton
2¢ 20 inetnwment of the will 1o power, which Socraizs, 5y his
dizlestic re-interpretation of ‘power’, bad changed imte an ethicsl
rgumens in his favour™ Callides does mot follow Polasy in
safvely asswming thay sveryone nzturaily tries to ga:.. PO,
Hc TP 10 Zive the Wil to power a deeper foundatiorn. He
deriwes It From nature fell, which the f‘ree.zs alwrays felt con-
tained 20 stzndards of human condact.™ He stars with the well-
kagws wrnwh '-M-Zﬂru':.ﬂ&';’ﬁ berween conventional or legsl esiice
and natural ,n ustice® He attacks Secrztes for using both these
concepts and interchanging them when necessary, so zs to make
bis oppuncsts contradict themselves. According to Calicles,
everything which is 2 greater evil is naturally disgraceful: there-
fore 1o be wron sged is naturally djsgracefui although it ts Jegally
disgracefut 1o do wrong., He says that it is unmanly and slavish
6 be wronged, for the slave cannot defend himself against
wrong. Self-defence 1s for Callicles the criterion of a true man,
and i z sort of ethical justification of the will to power, for it
carries primitive conditions down to the present day.” But
whereas the strong man naturally uses his strength to gain his
w.ll, law rreates artificial conditions which hinder him in the free
exercise of his powers. Laws have been made by the weak—that
is, by the majority. They hand out praise and blame to suit them-




THE EDUCATOR AS STATESMAN 139

selves. By official laws and conventional morality they pursue a
policy of systematic intimidation against the strong men who
naturally want to have more than the weak; and they describe
that will to power, pleonexia, as wrong and disgraceful. The
ideal of equality is the ideal of the masses, who hate one man
to have more than another.® By appealing to examples from
nature and history, Callicles shows it is a natural law for the
stronger to use his strength against the weaker.”” The law of
mankind puts the strong man in chains, by catching him young
like a lion-cub, by bewitching and enchanting him with culture
and education, by enslaving him to the ideals that have been
devised for the advantage of the weak. But when a really strong
man appears, he tramples down all the letters and fetters of
the unnatural law, and suddenly the justice of Nature blazes
forth. Callicles goes on to quote Pindar’s words about nomos,
king of all, mortal and immortal, who justifies violence with a
high hand—like Heracles who stole the cattle of Geryon and
proved that the property of the weak is naturally the prey of the
strong. (Callicles takes Pindar’s nomos to mean the same as his
own ‘law of Nature'.™)

In this social theory based on the struggle for existence, edu-
cation plays a minor role. Socrates had put up the philosophy
of culture to oppose the philosophy of power. For him, paideia
was the criterion of human happiness, which consisted in the
kalokagathia of the just man.™ But Callicles treats education
only as a system for deceiving and hoodwinking stronger natures
so as to maintain the rule of the weak. Moulding (w\drrew)
begins in earliest youth, as it does in taming wild animals. In so
far as that moulding is moral, the strong man can only wish to
cast it off when he awakes to realize how unnatural it is.” But
that happens rarely, rarely. In spite of his hatred for law and
education, these two allies in the service of the organized weak-
lings, Callicles is still quite tolerant, not to say generous, to phi-
losophy. He thinks there is something attractive about it, if
taken in moderation. But beyond that it spoils people.” He is
evidently thinking of the sophistic education which he himself
has had, and of the methodical training of the intellect which
it offered; he does not regret the time he spent on it. But any-
one who studies philosophy after a certain age, even if he is
highly gifted, becomes soft and unmanly. He does not know
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the laws of his own country. He does not know what to say
in private or public life. e does not know the pleasures and
desires which people have. In a word, he is inexperienced. When-
ever he enters on any business, private or public, he looks ridicu-
lous; and so he runs away and shuts himself up in his studies,
where he feels at home.™ All this goes to show that it is good
for young men to spend some time on philosophy for the sake
of culture (paideia), but beyond that this ‘liberal study’ becomes
illiberal, enslaving and unnerving the whole character.”™ Now
Callicles has expressed the direct contrast to Plato’s high con-
ception of paideia as filling the whole of man’s life, by saying
that it is merely a stage occupying a few years of one’s education
in youth. But whenever paideia becomes philosophy, it is bound
to have the tendency of which he accuses philosophy—it claims
to dominate the whole life of man.™

Callicles ends his speech with a personal appeal to Socrates to
give up philosophy because immoderate study of it is spoiling
his great intellectual talents. With this appeal he mingles a
scarcely concealed threat of state sanctions against him. What
good would his philosophy of suffering wrong do him if someone
arrested him and took him to prison, accusing him of crimes he
had not committed? He could easily be saddled with a capital
charge, ‘without being able to help himself'. He could be struck
in the face with impunity.” The allusion to Socrates’ execution
long after this scene gives terrible force to these harshly realistic
words.

Socrates replies that he is glad to have found an opponent
who says what he thinks. If he manages to make Callicles con-
tradict himself, no one will be able to object that (like Polus
and Gorgias) he did not dare to say what he thought. And he is
kindly disposed too, as his warning shows. And, thirdly, he is
well educated, ‘as many Athenians would say’.” For these three
reasons his defence of rhetoric must be considered the complete
and final one. The bitter irony of this approval of Callicles’ ora-
tion, within the dramatic structure of the whole dialogue, shows
that Plato intends, after his impending defeat, to make Socrates
appear as the image of true frankness, true kindness, and true
paideia.

Callicles’ view of human nature, on which his doctrine of the
right of the stronger is based, depends upon identifying the good
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with the pleasant. That is not particularly emphasized in his
own argument, but Socrates recognizes that it is its real primary
assumption, and proves this dialectically. But other upholders
of the same doctrine could be adduced to say the same thing, for
it was one of their regular arguments. In his Truth the sophist
Antiphon makes the same distinction between what is naturally
just and what is legally just; and he says the mark of natural
justice is that it is the same as what gives men pleasure.™ The
same criterion appears in Thucydides, in the Melian dialogue,
where he makes the Athenians expound the doctrine that Might
is Right.® It is not clear at first what Callicles means by ‘the
stronger’, but Socrates induces him to define the phrase more
closely. He offers several definitions, and is forced to abandon
them one after another. At last he settles on one. ‘The stronger’
means the man who is politically cleverer and bolder, whose soul
has not been softened: therefore mastery belongs to him.®
The question on which Socrates and Callicles at last take issue
is whether this born ruler must rule himself too.*” It was part
of the Greck idea of the tyrant and despot that he could give
free rein to his maddest desires, without having to conceal them
in terror, like the slavish mob. His freedom is to be what man
‘really is’. Socrates asserts that the true ruler must first learn
to rule himself; and Callicles, clearly in opposition to bourgeois
morality, declares that his ideal is to be free to do what he
wants. Socrates praises him ironically for this ‘not ignoble free-
dom of speech’.®®

By now the discussion has once more reached the point at
which we have found ourselves before: it was in Protagoras,
when Socrates, discussing the best life, asked the sophists
whether there could be any other criterion for it than pleasure.®
But the delicately humorous atmosphere of that conversation has
given place, in Gorgias, to the fate-laden gloom of tragedy. The
exaggerated vanity of the sophists was harmlessly comic, and
could be treated lightly; the brutally menacing tone of Callicles
shows the seriousness of the situation here, and the irreconcil-
able spiritual enmity between the protagonists of each side. In
Protagoras Socrates was teasing his opponents, with the sham
earnestness of a conjurer, deliberately concealing the distance
between his audience and himself. Here he reveals and points
to the universe-wide gulf that lies between him and hedonism.

II
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He actually brings in religious imagery and symbols—the first
hint that, behind the infinitely subtle dialectic distinctions in
which his moral principles are concealed, there is a metaphysical
transformation of the whole of life. “Who knows,’ he asks with
Euripides, ‘if life here be not really death, and death in turn be
life?’ ** And he reminds his hearers of the Orphic i imagery which
called the unintelligent ‘the uninitiate’, which made a sieve the
symbol of the soul of the insatiable lover of pleasure, and taught
that in the next world he was punished by pouring water for
ever into a leaky cask. Callicles despises a life without pleasure,
calling it ‘living like a stone’.*® But neither here nor later in
Plato’s Philebus does Socrates uphold the ideal of a life devoid
of all emotion. Just as he does there, he demands that pleasures
should be divided into good and bad. By a close analysis of the
pleasures and sufferings involved in thirst and its satisfaction,
he makes Callicles admit that good is not the same as pleasure
and bad not the same as pain, and that he himself makes moral
distinctions between good and bad pleasures.®” As a pendant to
this he works out the idea that will depends on choice, and that
what we always choose in willing is the good.*

Modern students of Plato have often pointed out that this
definition of the telos is very different from the hedonistic defini-
tion of it in Protagoras; and have based their whole conception
of Plato’s development on this difference, assuming that he did
not reach those lofty moral heights on which he stands in
" Phacedo, at any time before he wrote Gorgias.“ Both in Phaedo
and in Gorgias we find an inclination to asceticism and a tendency
to think of death as a positive moral good.*® The implication is
that Protagaras is one of Plato’s earliest works because it agrees
with ‘most people’ in treating the good as identical with pleas-
ure.™ It is hard to imagine a more complete misunderstanding
of the meaning of Plato’s reasoning in Protagoras. Socrates is
trying to prove to the sophists that, even if he assumes that the
vulgar are correct in thinking that what is pleasant is always
good, his thesis (so difficult for common sense to accept) that
knowledge is essential for right conduct can be proved with
perfect ease.”” The only essential thing is always to choose the
greater pleasure instead of the less, and not to make mistakes
in calculation by thinking the nearer pleasure bigger than it is.
To do this, one must have ‘an art of measurement’, although
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in Protagoras Socrates says he will not discuss it in any detail.”®
-He has proved what he wanted; and besides that, while the
sophists all agree, as if under a spell, to everything he says, he
has exposed the full inadequacy of their moral beliefs. For it is
surely obvious that in that scene Socrates tries to show the
reader, not once but again and again, with suspicious pertinacity,
that the identification of good with pleasure is not his own view
but the view of the mob. He explains that, if they were asked,
they could give no other motive for their conduct than pleasure
and pain; and he cheerfully invites them to name any other telos
they can think of. But, he adds in obvious triumph, they cannot
think of any other.* The notion that when Plato in Phaedo *
scornfully rejects this conception of human conduct, calling it 2
barter-business carried on with pleasures of various sizes, he is
deriding himself, cannot be taken seriously. On the other hand,
the ‘art of measurement’, which is the guise assumed in Protago-
ras by the desirable knowledge of true standards, is not merely
a joke. We need only take good as the standard instead of
pleasure—for Plato in Philebus, and Aristotle under Plato’s
influence in his youthful work The Statesman, describe good as
the most exact of all standards. The measurement referred to
is not quantitative but qualitative. And that is what distinguished
Plato from the multitude with its lower scale of values. This
telos is announced in Gorgias, and assumed in Protagoras. From
the very earliest of Plato’s works, the small Socratic dialogues,
it lies behind his search for areté, in the form of the knowledge
of good; and as Gorgias unmistakably teaches, the good is ‘that
through whose presence the good are good’;® that is, it is the
Idea, the ultimate shape of every good thing.”

This conversation with Callicles has led to a result diametri-
cally opposite to the point from which it started—the doctrine
of the right of the stronger. If pleasure and pain are not the
standard for our conduct, then rhetoric must relinquish the
supremacy over the most important branches of life which the
rhetoricians had said it enjoyed,” and along with it all other
types of flattery, which have as their goal only the pleasure, not
the good, of man.”® The most important duty in life is evidently
to determine which pleasures are good and which are bad—and
that, as even Callicles laconically admits when Socrates asks
him, is not ‘in everybody’s line’.?®® This is a succinct statement
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of a principle fundameéntal to Plato’s ethical and educational
doctrine. He does not advise men to trust their own moral senti-
ment as the supreme judge. He declares there must be a science,
a techné, whose findings the individual must follow.*** The con-
versation has turned back to its beginnings. Socrates’ initial ques-
tion whether rhetoric was a science or not now reveals its full
meaning. There are two contrasting types of life, two bioi.
One of them is built upon the flattering quasi-arts—really not
arts at all but copies of arts. We may call it, after one of its
main species of flattery, the rhetorical ideal of life. Its purpose
is to create pleasure and win approval. The other, its opponent,
is the philosophical life. It is based on knowledge of human
nature and of what is best for it: so it is a real techné, and it
really cares for man, for the body as well as the soul.*® Its
therapy benefits not only the individual but the community too.
Correspondingly, there is a flattery for the individual and
another for the multitude. As examples of the latter, Plato men-
tions diflerent types of poetry and music: flute-playing, choral
and dithyrambic poetry, tragedy. All of these aim at pleasure
alone; if rhythm, metre, and melody are subtracted from them,
the remainder is nothing but demegoria, mob-oratory.’® Later
in Greek history this idea, that poetry was a part of eloquence,
was universally accepted. This is its earliest appearance, but
here it is meant disparagingly. Plato’s radical criticism of poetry
as an educational force, which is so essential to his philosophy,
is announced here for the first time. It finds its real place in
The Republic and The Laws; for it belongs to the general sys-
tem of Plato’s paideia, which is laid out in detail in those works.
It is of the same type as his attack on sophistry and rhetoric
in Protagoras and Gorgias. The public which the poet addresses
oratorically is not the male citizen-body; it is a mixture of chil-
dren, women, and men, slaves and free alike. But even the
higher type of rhetoric, addressed to free men, is no better
than the type we call poetry: for it too is aimed, not at good,
but at pleasing the multitude, without asking whether it makes
them better or worse.**

Callicles takes this opportunity, and makes his last attempt to
defend the spiritual values of rhetoric. He admits that Socrates’
destructive criticisms are true df contemporary political speakers,
in order to clevate the oratory of great Athenian statesmen of
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the past into a model of truly educational art. {Thereby he
tacitly accepts Socrates’ standard for their valuation.) ** Surely
their very names—Themistocles, Cimon, Miltiades, Pericles—
ought to silence all opposition. But Plato condemns them all
without the flicker of an eyelash. If a statesman is great because
he understands how to satisfy his own desires and those of the
multitude, then they deserve the praise lavished on them by
history. But if the statesman’s real task is to give his work a
definite form, an eidos, in the greatest possible perfection, to
orient himself with reference to it—as the painter, the architect,
and shipbuilder, and other craftsmen must do—and to reduce the
parts composing the whole to an intelligible order so that every
one fits every other, then those men were mere bunglers. As
every work of art has its proper form and order, on wnose
realization its perfection depends, and as the human body has
its own cosmos, called health, so there is a cosmos and an order
in the soul too. We call it law. It depends on justice and self-
control, and what" we describe as virtues. The true statesman
and orator will have his eyes on it when he is choosing his words
and doing his actions and giving his gifts." He will always be
watching to see that justice comes into the souls of his fellow-
citizens while injustice leaves them, that prudence and modera-
tion grow in them while incontinence leaves them, and that every
virtue grows in them while wickedness departs. The doctor does
not glut a sick body with lots of sweet food. and drink that do
it no good; and the true statesman strongly disciplines the sick
soul and does not indulge its fancies.

By this time Callicles is in an apathy. He scarcely seems to
hear what Socrates says, although he is powerless to contradict
him.**® He cannot escape from Socrates’ logical reasoning, but
in his heart he is not convinced—indeed he says so later, and
Plato adds ‘as happens with most people’.® After silencing him,
Socrates goes on with his reasoning, and follows it out to the
very end by answering his own questions. In a short survey of
the results already reached, he points out that all thinking about
right conduct must be founded on the idea that the pleasant is
not the same as the good and healthy. Therefore one should
do what is pleasant only for the sake of the good, and not the
other way about. A man, like anything else, is good because there
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is an areté, an excellence or virtue, in him.**® Areté or excellence
in a utensil, a body, a soul, or a living being, does not come
about by chance, but only by right order and deliberate art.
Everything becomes good when its own peculiar type of order,
its cosmos, becomes supreme and is realized in it.*** Before Plato
the word cosmos had not been used to mean an orderly system
within the soul; but the kindred adjective kosmios had signified
modest, disciplined, orderly behaviour. Solon’s law dealt with
eukosmia in the citizen's behaviour, especially in that of the
young. In harmony with all that, Plato now declares that the
self-controlled and disciplined soul is a ‘good’ soul.*** (Remem-
ber that the Greek for ‘good’ [dye8éc] does not have merely the
narrow ethical sense we give it, but is the adjective correspond-
ing to the noun areté, and so means ‘excellent’ in any way. From
that point of view ethics is only a special case of the effort made
by all things to achieve perfection.) Socrates shows that every
other type of virtue (piety, courage, and justice) naturally co-
exists with true sophrosyné.”*® In fact, he is bringing in here the
theme discussed in the little dialogues and Protagoras—the
unity of virtue.!** What the Greeks called eudaimonia, perfect
happiness, depends (he says) on excellence in this way; and
when they called being happy ‘doing well' (&b modrtewv) he de-
clares they spoke more wisely than they knew, for being happy
depends entirely upon doing well.**

To reach this areté and escape its opposite must be the fixed
aim of our lives. All the energies of the individual and the state
should be devoted to reaching that aim, and not to the satisfac-
tion of desires.*® The latter can lead only to the life of a robber;
and the man who lives like that is hateful to men and gods,
because no community is possible on such a basis, and where
there is no community there can be no friendship. But wise men
tell us that heaven and earth and gods and men are held together
by community and friendship and orderliness and moderation
and justice, and that is why the universe is called the Order,
the Cosmos.**’ It is not pleonexis, the greed for more, that is
powerful among gods and men; it is geometric proportion. But
Callicles does not care about geometry! *** Thus, what seemed
to be a paradox, that it is less bad to be wronged than to do
wrong, is perfectly true. The real orator and statesman must be
just and possess knowledge of justice. The greatest disgrace is
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not being unable to ‘help oneself’ against wrong and violence
from outside, as Callicles asserts,”® but being unable to help
oneself against the severest possible injury, the injury one’s soul
suffers when injustice takes possession of it.!** To escape suffer-
ing that injury, one needs not only good will, but ability and
power (8lvomg). As the politician and orator strives to gain
external power, to protect himself against suffering wrong, so
Socrates says we must learn to protect ourselves against the
danger of doing wrong. That protection can be given only by
knowledge and the understanding of the good, ‘the political
techné’: for since no one does wrong willingly, everything de-
pends upon that techné.**

If it were only a matter of protection against suffering wrong,
it would be enough to support the constitution which was in force
at the time.*** But when the country is ruled by a cruel tyrant with
no paideia, he will be afraid of anyone who is a better man than
he is.**® So he can never become that man’s friend; and he will
despise anyone who is worse than himself. Thus the only friend
left to him is the man whose character resembles his own, who
praises and blames the same things, and who is ready to be
ordered about by him. That man will become very powerful, and
ho one will wrong him with impunity.** Therefore ambitious
young men in that country will conclude that the only way to get
on is to copy the despot as closely as possible, and to admire
and dislike the same things as he does.**® But although this safe-
guards them against suffering wrong, it does not protect them
against doing wrong. And so, by copying the tyrant, they will
have the greatest evil in their souls, which will be corrupted and
deformed by their imitation of him.**® Of course there is the
danger against which Callicles warned Socrates, that the tyrant
will kill anyone who does not copy him. But Socrates does not
fear that, because he has learnt that life is not the greatest
possible good.**" Still, he advises Callicles, who does not want to
take kis lonely path, to give up the code of Might which he
flaunts to his friends, and copy the standards and the whims of
his master, the Athenian demos—not only externally, but by
growing as like him in his soul as he can manage: anything
else is dangerous.® Suddenly Callicles, who had warned Socrates
of the dangers of crossing those in power, is seen to be in the
very.same position himself. They are both faced with the same
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problem: how to behave to the ‘tyrant’ of their country who
demands unconditional respect for his wishes—namely, the
Athenian demos. Socrates has shown that he knows the conse-
quences of his courage, and is ready to accept them for the
sake of benefiting his fatherland. He, the representative of
‘virtue', is the true hero. The other, Callicles, who upholds the
mastery of the stronger, is really the coward, making himself
a glib and supple imitation so as to become a ruler.

At this point Socrates very opportunely reminds his hearers
of the fundamental distinction he made at the outset, between
two methods of treating the body and soul: one directed to pro-
ducing pleasure, the other to doing good; one flattering the
lower side of man's nature, the other fighting against it.'*
Callicles and Socrates, it is now apparent, are the complete em-
bodiments of those two methods. One is the flatterer, the other
the fighter. We must choose. We cannot wish the state to have
the deceitful sham arts, but rather the severe therapy of truth,
that makes the citizens as good as possible. Neither the posses-
sion of riches nor the increase of power is worth anything to
the man whose mind is not trained to real kalokagathia.'®® The
philosophical_educator who leads the state towards it is the
state’s only real benefactor, as Socrates observes, with a side-
glance towards the statesmen whose services are publicly recog-
nized in laudatory resolutions and immortalized in inscrip-
tions.** The attempt to raise the citizens to that stage must
begin with the choice of political leaders. Since Socrates’ political
science is a techné, this choice is to be made by a regular exami-
nation.”® If, he says, we were being examined for the post of
state-architect, we should be tested to reveal whether we under-
stood our profession, and who had been our teacher, and
whether we had designed any buildings that would recommend
us. It would be the same if we were candidates for a post
as medical officer.® So, if politics is a true art, the future
statesman must be tested to reveal what he has done in that
department. Since it is the art of making men better, Socrates
asks Callicles (as the only politician present) whom he has made
better in private life, before he entered politics.®® And then, after
this half-joking question, he turns to examine the most famous
statesmen of Athenian history, Pericles, Cimon, Miltiades, and
Themistocles. Pericles, he says, made the Athenians lazy, cow-
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ardly, talkative, and avaricious by introducing the dole-system.
When he took them over from his predecessors, they were rela-
tively tame, but (as his own impeachment proved) he made
them savage. They sent Cimon and Themistocles into exile; they
voted to throw Miltiades into the barathron, the traitor's gulf.
All those men were like drivers who handle obedient teams so
badly that they are thrown out of the chariot.’®

A statesman, in Socrates’ sense of the word, has never yet
existed.”®® The famous Athenian statesmen were only servants,
not teachers, of their country.” They made themselves subservi-
ent to the weaknesses in human nature, and tried to use them,
instead of changing them by persuasion and compulsion. They
were not trainers and doctors, but confectioners, who filled the
body of the nation with fat and relaxed its once strong muscles.
Of course the consequences of that gluttony cannot be seen till
much later. Meanwhile we praise the men who served us the
sweet dishes, and say they made the state great, without seeing
that it is bloated and shaky because of what they did to it.**
For without self-control and justice, they filled it with harbours
and dockyards and fortifications and tributes and such rubbish.
But when the attack of the disease comes, people will not turn
upon the really guilty men, but on those who are ruling the coun-
try at the moment, although they are only accessories.'®® Still, it
will be useless to call the people ungrateful when it overthrows
and persecutes its leaders. The sophists foolishly do the same:
they profess to educate men in virtue and then complain because
their pupils wrong them by refusing to pay the fees.”® There is
no real difference between the sophist and the orator; in fact,
the orator, who despises the sophist, is really as far beneath
him as the judge is beneath the lawgiver, and the doctor beneath
the trainer. A rhetor or a sophist who blames the people he has
‘educated’ is really accusing himself and his method of educa-
tion.*

Therefore if Socrates is to choose between the two methods
of treating men—serving the Athenian people by flattery, or
fighting them to make them better—he can choose only the
second, and that although he knows the mortal danger he is
running.**' Anyone who accuses him will be a bad man. And it
would not be strange if he were put to death. He expects that
that will be the result of his teaching, for, as he says, ‘I believe






