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Abstract
Republic V: The Argument of the Three Waves

In light of its history of interpretation, an interpretive essay on the fifth book of
Plato's Republic is advanced, on the premiss that existing views of the relation of
Book V to the rest of the dialogue are inadequate. The metaphor of the "three waves"
indicates more than a mere formal unity to the argument of Book V, since the logic of
the first two "waves" (Plato's celebrated proposals for a community of men and
women, and a community of wives and children) only becomes evident in light of their
dependence upon the logic of the third "wave" (the proposal for a philosopher-king).
The "three waves" constitute a single, unified argument, which discloses the
dependence of justice, as defined in terms of the state and individual in Book IV, upon

the idea of the good set forth in Book VI.
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Introduction

The vody of this thesis consists ¢f two parts: a critical survey of the
history of interpretation of Republic V, followed by an interpretive essay on the
same text. The critical survey suggests that there has been a general failure to
attend sufficiently to the philosophic status of Piato's ideal state. It is most
evident in considerations of Socrates' proposals for a communivty of men and
women, a community of wives and children and a philosopher-king. This
failure is seen to originate with and be sustained by the dogmatic, literal
acceptance of Aristotle's critique of Republic V in Politics Il. Focussing upon
Socrates' proposal for a community of wives and children, Aristoile condemns
Plato's state as an impracticable practical ideal, since it is contrary to the
institutions of oikogs and polis, both in principle and in pracice. The
interpretive essay which follows receives its impetus from the possibility of
understanding Aristotle's criique to suggest further that the obviouas
impracticability of Socrates' proposals demands a less literal, more philosophic
approach to the text. For, although Aristotle finds that "the scheme [of the
community of wives and children] taken literally, is impracticable", he also
admits that, "how we are to interpret it is nowhere precisely stated."”

It is the view of the critical survey that the history of interpretation of
Republic V embories various realizations of these two basic attitudes: on the
one hand, there has been what may be called the "traditionalist interpretation"
which, taking Socrates' proposals literally, regards Plato's state as an
impracticable practical ideal; on the other hand, the history also contains what
may be called "alternative interpretations”, which, in widely different ways,
interpret Plato's state as something other than a practical ideal. Of these latter,

the critical survey suggests that there are currently three positions of special
1

n T AT

PR

TR P
P N SIS ) M

¥

J— iy e
i A A B dtma TR o

< "
e i - A OI P A TR it

B eegm S G TR T R R R e A



e Y ot i enar 48 S ad & nthtns s

interesi: those of Allan Bloom, Hans-Georg Gadamer and J. N. Findlay. The
interpretation set forta in this work rejects Bloom's view that Book V is simply
"preposterous”, while admitting, the need to recognize the preposterous element
in it. It generally favours Gadamer's more concrete intepretation of Plato's state
as "paedogogical” over Findlay's more abstract view that it is an "imaginary
Pythagorean comraune hanging in the pure ether of hypothesis"; yet, it is most
often nearest in spirit and in matters of detail to Findlay's exegesis, than any
other view. It is, however, most directly from a consideration of the import of
Aristotle's critique, that the aliernative interpretation set forth in this thesis is
derived. The premiss of this exegesis is that Aristotle's critique refers to Plato's
own reminder that the ideal state is a hypothetical model or paradigm,
constituted in lexis, not for the purpose of its literal translation into praxis, but
solely for the purpose of a dialectical inquiry into the truth of justice (V, 472-
473).

This view is taken to be consistent with a cardinal proposition of Book V,
that lexis is nearer than praxis to aletheia, which serves as a guiding principle
tor the discussion of the possibility of transiating the ideal state from lexis into
praxis. In effect, this rrinciple corrects the argument to the true form of the
question: whether states which exist in praxis might not be converted to the
ideal state of lexis. Once this correction has been made, it may be then
proposed that such a conversion rests upon the possibiiity of a philosopher-king;
the argament for the philosopher-king discloses how this division between
praxis and lexis is only overcome in discovering their relation to aletheia.

The argument for a philosopher-king introduces the Platonic hypotheses of
the many, gide and the good, on which rests the logic of the division between the
sensible instantial realm of becoming and the intellgible eidetic realm of being.

The principal contention of the thesis is that the logic of the arguments by which



Socrates implements the communities of men and woemen and of wives and
children, implies these hypotheses, and the real purpose of these proposals is to
bring these liypotheses to light. Commentators of the late 19th century, taking
the traditional position that Plato's state was a practical ideal, were forced to
dissolve the state into its practical and iceal elements. This resolution of the
difficulty of regarding the state as a practical ideal is rejected in this
interpretation. The communities of men and women and of wives and children,
together with the proposal for a philosopher-king, are not interpreted as practical
measures here. It is not a matter of existing states confoiming to the ideal state
in some literal sense, as though the ideal state were literally a practical model;
rather, it is a matter of conforming to the ideal content of the ideal, i.e. to
approach the idea of justice which is imaged in the ideal state.

To regard the ideal state in any sense as a practical model for
instantiation in the realm of becoming is as erroneous as to regard a beautiful
staiue as a practical instantiation of beauty. The beautiful in the visibly beautiful
is not what is visible--even the visible harmonies and ratios of its composition;
rather, what is beautiful is the purely intelligible principle of harmony and ratio,
the essence of which is never instantiated, but only imaged in the isible. 'The
difficulty of holding to this principle is precisely what is expressed in the
allegory of the cave, which tells of a prisoner whose liberation involves a long
arduous ascent from the captivating appearance of reality which belongs to the
sensible, toward the invisible reality of the intelligible.

From the standpoint of these convictions, it is argued that the purpose of
these proposals set out in the argument of the "three waves" is to provide a
concrete content in which the practical necessity of attaining to a philosophic
standpoint may be disclosed. In other words, the purpose is to convert the

reader from:a practical to a philosophic viewpoint, which can only be undertaken



PR

z

-

P IV VO ONS SVD R  E T e Ry

from the side of the practical. In terms of the late 19th century commentators,
the practical is seen to have its ground in the ideal; against their tendency to
divide the practical and ideal, this interpretation refuses to the "practical" aspect
of the state any independence irom the "ideal" aspect, and contains their
distinction within this purely philosophic standpoint.

This conversion is through the logic of utilitarian arguments, which call into
question dogmatic assumptions about what is beautiful and just, true and good.
The question which introdi:ces the argument of the "three waves" is two-fold:
on the one hand, there appears to remain only the practical question of how this
ideal state may be translated froia lexis into praxis, from ideal theory into
sensible reality; on the other hand, through the course of the argument it is
discovered how there is still present in the argument the original question of the
dialogue--how there can be said to be a true justice in which the good of
individual and community are reconciled, which is the most complete form of the
question of the natu-e of human praxis. The ultimate resolution of hoth
difficulties lies in the disclosure of the dependence of the sensible and practical
realm of bzcoming upon the intelligible reality of the eidetic realm of being, which
is precisely to have attained to a philosophic or ideal view of the praciical and
sensible.

The logic of the first wave begins the ascent to this philosophic standpoint,
arriving at a point from which men and women are regarded as sharing a common
eidedc nature as rational, which is prior to their instantial, accidental sensible
difference as male and female. It is not the practical equality of men and women
which is of concern, except so far as to provide the concrete content in which
might be discerned the necessity and validity of an eidetic standpoint. Implicit in
the logic of the argument is that the principle of the state--the idea of justice--

transcends this primary form of natural difference. Where this insight has been



concretely established in the institution of the community of men and women, the
necessity of regarding such practical matters as the right r¢lation of men and
women in the human community is seen to depend upon a philosophic perception
of the truth of human nature, which is not available from a standpoint which is
ignorant of the logic of intelligible cause and sensibie condition, g¢idos and
instance. The concreta significance of this logic is seen in the establishment of
the idea that a rational virtue is the good to be sought in the practical life of
political community--men and women are to regard one another not in their
sensible difference as male and female, but in their rational identity as guardians
of the state.

The logic of the argument of the second wave discloses further the
concrete content of the life of reason, so far as this is attainable within the
practical realm of political life, as the cause of civic harmony, social concord and
individual happiness. In so doing, it completes the demonstration of the validity
of ihe eidetic standpoint undertaken in the first wave. By instituting the
community of wives and children, the priority of a transcendent gidos of justice to
the sensible conditions of human existence is established. The olikos is
assumed to be the most primary form of natural unity; it is shown instead to be a
rational form of unity. The foundation of the family is not the «xclusive
immediacy of blood-ties, but the mediating virtue of religious piety, whose
content is disclosed to be an ethical reason, capable of ordering the most natural
aspect of human life, the innate desire for sexual union, to an ethical end.

The logic of the argument cf the second wave discloses that the truly
effective principle operative at the level of natural difference and unity is an
universal principle of reason--the idea of justice. What appears is that the life of
the individual guardian participates, at the level of the sensible and practical, the

life of the state, the ideal content of justice, so far as this is present in the



political goed of honour or virtue. The life of the individual guardian and the
common life of the state are seen as possessing an eidetic identity in their
mutual participation of the iGeal content of justice.

It is precisely the eidetic life of the state and individual which is illustrated
in the succeeding discussion of the life of the state in times of war and peace, by
which Socrates completes the transition from the practical to the philosophic,
from the instantial to the eidetic standpoint. The logic of the third wave, as it
argues the necessity for political life to be governed by philosophic knowledge,
shows the dependence of the life of the political community upon the philosophic
life of the individual soul. The philosopher participates directly in the eidetic life
of the community of gide. The ideal content of justice is disclosed as finally
inseparable from the content of the good. The argument looks forward to the
ultimate disclosure of justice as the logos of the intelligible relation of all things
to the good, represented in the central images of the Republic: the sun, the line
and the cave. There, one comes to know the mutual dependence of political upon
philosophic life, and the philosophic upon the political--the community needs to
be ruled by the philosopher, and the philosopher is in need of the community,
which he can only participate in as a ruler.

The thesis concludes with a brief statement of its findings, setting these in
relation to other interpretations. It may be that some points of interpretation are
weak or wrong; nevertheless, Plato's state ought to be regarded, in whole and in
part, as a philosophic paradigm, constructed only with an eye to the dialectical
disclosure of the truth of justice, demonstrating the practical necessity of
converting to a philosophic standpoint, which i3 only possible where the Platonic
hypotheses of the many, gide and gocd come into view. As Aristotle teaches, it

is not practical in any literal sense.



A Ciritical Survey of the History of Interpretation of Republic vl

(i) Aristotle.
There are many dirficulties in the community of women. And the
principle on which Socrates rests the necessity of such an insitution
evidently is not established by his arguments. Further, as a means
to the end which he ascribes to the state, the scheme, taken literally,
is impracticable, and how we are to interpret it is nowhere precisely
stated. I am speaking of the supposition from which the argument
of Socrates proceeds, that it is best for the whole state to be as
unified as possible.2
The "posthumous life” of Plato's Republic falls beneath the long shadow of
Aristotle's critigue in Politics II, which targets the community of wives and
children in Republic V as the flawed cornerstone of Plato's ideal state. He
argues that such an institution is demonstrably impracticable as a mzans to its
proposed end of unifying the state, which is itself demonstrably undesirable.
His critique is well-aimed, since it is precisely upon demonstrating the
possibility and utility of the community of wives and children that Socrates rests
the possibility of the state.3 Whether Aristotle altogether hits the mark is the
aporia taken up 1n the further history of interpretation of Republic V; we simply
observe at the outset how his aim is clearly not amiss.

Generally instructive about Aristotle's critique are four points: (1) he
interprets the Platonic state of the Republic as a practical ideal; (2) the argument
for the community of wives and children is targeted as the crux of Plato's
arguraent, since it is taken to declare the principle ¢f the state; (3) this
institution (together with the abolition of private property) exemplifies the
impracticability of Plato's state as a practical ideal; (4) although Aristotle finds
that "the scheme [ of the community of wives and children], taken literally, is

impracticable”, he admits that, "how we are to interpret it is nowhere precisely
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stated." Despite, or, perhaps even in light of his own critique, Aristotle
concluded that the interpretation of the community of wives and children in
Republic V was problematic. From his conclusion, we may infer a more general
statement--that Plato's ideal state, taken literally as a practical ideal, is
impracticable; but, since how we are to interpret it is nowhere precisely stated,
its interpretation remains problematic.

Aristotle's critique is based upon his objection that Plato proceeds from a
false notion of unity. Plato is said to predicate unity out of "similars", whereas
"the elements out of which a unity is to be formed differ in kind."4 The
conception of unity as simple self-identity is illogical; the self-identical cannot be
the unity of anything. Unity presupposes, not uniformity, but the plurality of
difference in kind. The simple self-identity of the unit or "one" is the abstraction
of the identical in the numerically different, i.e., the "one" of many "ones". For
Aristotle, "unity" as understood by Plato is an empty abstraction of what is
identical in the same.>

The ground, then, of Aristotle's critique of the principle that unity is the
good of the state is his criticism of the Platonic concept of unity as self-identity
and as principle. For it is this view of unity which he takes to underlie Plato's
concept of state, family and individual as larger and smaller forias of unity, the
larger (state) being less of an unity than the smaller (individual). Unity is
conceived as this single principle of all three forms of unity, which may differ
quantitatively in number and qualitatively in degree, but are substantially
several instances of the self-identical eidos of unity itself. It is this logic which
Aristotle takes to underlie Plato's intention to seek for the state the unity of the

individual, by way of instituting the community of wives and children.”

. . . in tending to greater unity, from being a state, it [the state]
becomes a family, and from being a family, an individual; for the family



may be said to be more one than the state, and the individual than the
family. 8
It is also understood as the ground of the impracticability of the community of

wives and children as a means to the end of unity.

The life which they [the guardians] are to lead appears to be
quite impracticable. The error of Socrates must be attributed to the

false notion of unity from which he starts.9

From his own inquiry into the nature of the state in Politics I, Aristotle
concluded that the state is, like other forms of finite gusia, a syntheton or
"composite” whose irreducible elements are independent oikoi, which are
themselves ougiai, whose irreducible elements are individuals.10 Therefore,
Aristotle's objection is that Plato's concept of unity is contrary to the actual

nature of the state.

Unity there should be, voth of the family and of the state, but in somc¢
respects only. For there is a point at which a state may attain such a
degree of unity as to be no longer a state, or at which, without
actually ceasing to exist, it will become an inferior state, like harmony
passing into unison, or rhythm which has been reduced to a single

foot.11

The premiss that unity is the political good also contradicts the principle
which brings states --including Plato's state--into existence. The state is
generated out of the natural insufficency of individuals and its practical good is to
realize the condition of self-suffficiency. And it is just this practical end of self-
sufficiency which would be negated by the quest fo: unity. If unity is sought as
the practical good of the state, the state will destroy its own possibility of
existing within the conditions attendant upon human life. Although Aristotle
goes on to a detailed analysis of how the community of men and women would
fail as a means to this proposed end, its intention seems more as an illustration

of his primary objection, than a separate, more pragmatic consideration. The
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final word of Aristotle's critique is that the Platonic principle of unity is contrary
both to the natural origin and intelligible end of the Hellenic institutions of polis
and 0ikos.

Hence it is evident that a city is not by nature one in that sense
which some persons affirm; and that what is said to be the greatest
good of cities is in reality their destruction; but surely the good of
things must be that which preserves them. Again, from another point
of view, this extreme unification of the state is clearly not good; for a
family is more self-sufficing than an individual, and a city than a
family, and a city only comes int» being when the community is large
enough to be self-sufficing. If thea self-sufficiency is to be desired,

the lesser degree of unity is more desirable than the greater.12

Aristotle was, of course, Plato's own most astute critic and pupil, for which
reason alone his critique should be regarded as most instructive. His basic
criticism was that Plato's state was contrary to the very notion of the polis and
oikos as these institutions had been actualized in the history of Greek political
life. The community of wives and children is singled out as clearly illustrating
this contrariety, not only to the traditional practice of Greek states, but to the
very principles both of polis and oikos. How one is to understand Plato's state
of the Republic, Aristotle argues, depends on what sense one is to make of this
proposal for the community of wives and children.

But since this institution contradicts both practical experience in existent
states and ideal theory in its principle, how is one to understand that Plato
conceived it? How did Plato intend his own students to interpret the proposal
for the community of wives and children? It is as though Aristotle simply leaves
these questions to future students of the Repuyblic, krowing full well that these
are precisely the questions Plato has Socrates raise against the community of
wives and children as the very means of introducing it into the logos of the staie.

The conclusion reached in this work is that, one must draw from Aristotle

the inference that the whole business is intended to be problematic, that it

10
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belongs tc the dialectical nature of Plato's inquiry into the nature of justice to
present proposals whose most obvious purpose is to awaken a philosophic
reflection upon the underlieing principle both of polis and gikos. This principle is
discovered to be the Idea of the Good. Without knowledge of the Good, all
other knowledge is most impracticable and entirely useless, and even these
most fundamental institutions of human life, ojkos and polis, are without
meaning and value. Plato's interest, therefore, in the state must not be taken as
practical in some literal sense, but in a philosophic sense. His state is a
hypothetical ideal which exists in, and for the sake of, lexis. Itis a philosophic
state, one which emerges out of and exists for a dialectical reflection upon the
existence and meaning of the foundation of Hellenic life--Justice.

In this view, Aristotle's critique points back clearly to his master's own
teaching concerning the business of philosophy; if we wish to understand his
teacher's meaning, we must keep in mind always both the method and intention
of the inquiry. Perhaps Aristotle left to his own students to recall that the
quarry pursued in the Republic is justice, and that the way to it is dialectic.
There seems no other way to interpret the community of wives and children
properly except in light of such a design.13 Only where one is recalled by its
practical absurdity to the primary philosophical interest of the dialogue, may one
safely swim through the sea of arguments necessary to bring one to the shore
of reason. Yet, one finds most often in the posthumous life of the Republic, just

this tendency toward pragmatism, which is avoided by both Plato and Aristotle.

(ii) Middle Ages and Modernity
For the two millenia between Aristotle in the 4th century b.c. and Hegel in

the 19th century a.d., there is no substantial commentary upon the Republic ,
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which remains of interest to the contemporary study of Plato.14 (A commentary
by the 5th century Neo-Platonist, Proclus, has had little impact upon the life of
the Republic.) The Middle Ages in the Latin West is defined by the loss of the
Platonic corpus, save the Timaeus, with the closure of the Academy in 529 a.d.,
and its recovery through the Renaissance Academy of 14th century Florence.
A vague knowledge of the Republic passed into the Middle Ages indirectly,
mainly via a Latin Timaeus, Cicero's Somnium Scipionis, the writings of St.
Augustine, and Boethius' Consolation of Philosophy. The re-introduction of the
Republic to the Latin West from the Greek East in the 14th century was
preceded by the recovery of Aristotle's Politics in the 13th century. It was
Aristotle's critique which became tiie authority upon and chief source of
knowledge about the Repubiic for late Medieval Scholastics, beginning with
Albertus Magnus. 13

The Florentine Academy revived Plaio in a spirit of mystical enthusiasm,
consciously overthrowing Aristotle’s reign over antiquity in Medieval
Scholasticism.16 Nevertheless, Plato's state of the Republic could only be
apologetically defended against Christian objections (by Cardinal Bessarion in
the 14th century).17 A general interes: in Plato's state was generated by
Ficino in the late 15th ccmury;18 however his Neo-Platonic "symbolic
interpretations” (influenced by Proclus?) were rejected in the 16th century (by a
certain Muretus, who sought to illumine Ficino.)19 The 16th century fell under
the influence of Erasmus, who took an unfavourable view of Plato's state in his
Praise of Folly, as "an imaginary place".20 The verdict of Erasmus would lend
support to the Reformed view, expressed in Luther, that Plato's state was
"pure phantasy".21

However, religious and political strife in 16th century Reformation

England, together with the social upheaval of the emergent market economy, did



—

inspire Thomas More with a remarkable new interest in the Republic.22 Utopia
offers both a critique and reformed vision of Plato's ideal state; it proposes to
translate Plato's "myth in prose"” into a practical reality, and the keystone of this
"new republic” is none other than a reformed vision of Plato's communal society.
By the grace of Christian baptism, the "new republic” of More is re-generated
out of the death of the "old republic "of Plato.

The main philosophical movements of modernity in the 16th, 17th and 18th
centuries--rationalism and empiricism-- tended to neglect Plato. However,
Rousseau, in the revolutionary conditions of 18th century France, while rejecting
the Republic as a political treatise, held it in high esteem as a treatise on

education.23

(iii) Origins of Contemporary Scholarship in the 19th century.

Contemporary scholarship on the Republic has its origins in 19th century
Germany, with the rise of classical philology,24 which effected a revolution in
Platonic studies heralded by Schleiermacher's "general introduction" to his
translation of the Platonic corpus [1804-1862; Republic, 1828].25 On the basis
of this new science of literary-textual criticism, Schleiermacher introduced a
'systematic’ approach to the Platonic corpus, which involved a critical re-
evaluation of both the authenticity of individual works and their sequential
arrangement.

Schleiermacher maintains that the corpus of Plato's writings forms a
single systematic work written in a definite order upon a scientific
plan laid down in advance. The single dialogues form a coherent
sequence, of which each successive part presupposes the effect
which the previous one is intended to produce upon the reader. Their
content and form are indivisible. This natural sequence must be

established.26

Within this new science, there immediately appeared the 'Platonic question', of

13



prea NW%W
oo 4

N

o

— r(‘f.,,..m,‘ ey e ey et P

e e

T mm mm oy

A
Tt e

-

¥

N w L gy

AL /o SN2 L

. e S A I S S

'system’ or 'development’, as Hermann27 "tried to prove the gradual
development of Plato's philosophy by dividing his dialogues into three groups,
the Socratic, the dialectic and the constructive."28  The 'Platonic question'
remains the context of contemporary studies on Plato.

‘System' or 'development’ were, however, antithetical theses within a
single school.2? Philology was rejected by philosophy in Hegel's outright
rejection of Schleiermacher, and a rift was born between these two approaches

to the study of antiguity, which also remains. 30

. it is quite superfluoas for Fhilosophy, and belongs to the
hypercriticism of our times, to treat Plato from a literary point of view,
as Schliermacher does, critically examining whether one or another of
the minor dialogues is genuine or not. Regarding the more important
of the dialogues, we may mention that the testimony of the ancients
leaves not the slightest doubt. . . .

... We have to spez¥ in the first place, of the direct mode in which
Plato's philosophy has come down to us; it is found in those of his
writings which we possess; . . . . His philosophy is not, however,
properly speaking, presented there in systematic form, and to
construct it from such writings is difficuit, not so much from anything
in itself, as because this philosophy has been differently understood
in different periods of time; and, more than all, because it has been
much and roughly handled in modern times by those who have either
read into it their own crude notions, being unable to conceive the
spiritual spiritually, or have regarded as the essential and most
significant element in Plato's philosophy that which in reality does not
belong to Philosophy at all, but only to the mode of presentation; in
truth, however, it is only ignorance of Philosophy that renders it

difficult to grasp the philosophy of Plato.31
Even anti-Hegelians should appreciate Hegel's contribution to the contemporary
study of Plato in his introduction of a philosophic-historical perspective,
necessary to a scientific evaluation of antiquity.32
In Hegel's view, the community of wives and children must be understood

within a philosophic-historical context.

The want of subjectivity is really the want of the Greek moral idea . . .
By the exclusion of private property and of family life, by the
suspension of freedom in the choice of the class, i.e. by the exclusion

14



of all the determinations which relate to the principle of subjective
freedom, Plato believes he has barred the door to all the passions; he
knew very well that the ruin of Greek life proceeded frora this, that
individuals, as such, began to assert their aims, inclirations, and
interests, and made them dominate over the common mind. But since
this principle is necessary through the Christian religion--in which the
soul of the individual is an absolute end, and thus has entered into
the world as necessary in the Notion of the mind--it is seen that the
Platonic state-constitution cannot fulfill what the higher demands of a
moral organism require. Plato has not recognized the knowledge,
wishes, and resolutions of the individual, nor his self-reliance, and
has not succeeded in combining them with his Idea; but justice
demands its rights for this just as much as it requires the higher
resolution of the same, and its harmony with the universal. The
opposite to Plato's principle is the principle of the conscious free will
of individuals, which in later times was by Rousseau more especially
raised to prominence: the theory that the arbitrary choice of the

individual, the outward expression of the individual, is necessary.33

His critique, though proceéding from the modern standpoint, which presupposes
a rational subjectivity as the basis of a free personality, finds agreement with

Aristotle. They agree that the impracticability of Plato's state proceeds from an
abstract idea of unity as its principle, which is contrary to the concrete nature of

family and state.

These are the main features of the Platonic Republic, which has as its
essential the suppression of the principle of individuality; and it wouid
W\WMLWM
i i f lookin

at ;hmgg which gives importance to the individual, and thus in the
state, as also in actualized mind, looks on the rights of property, and
the protection of persons and their possessions, as the basis of
everything that is. Therein, however, lies the very limit of the
Platonic Idea--to emerge only as abstract idea. But, in fact, the true

Idea is nothing else than this, that every moment should perfectly
realize and embody itself, and make itself independent, while at the
same time, in its independence, it is for mind a thing sublated. In
conformity with this Idea, individuality must fully realize itself, must
have its sphere and domain in the state, and yet be resolved in it.

The el il is the family. that is. the family is f cal
unreasoning of the state; this element must, as such, be present.34

Hegel's agreement with Aristotle's critique of the Republic would effect the

15
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renewal of Aristotle's view that, taken literally, Plato's state is 2n impracticable
practical ideal. However, while Hegel approached the Republic in the same
philosophic spirit as did Aristotle, the divergent paths of philology and
philosophy in the 20th century, along with the rejection of Hegel, would mislead
many to often cite the authority of a more "literal minded" Aristotle, forgetful

that his critique rested upon the qualification, "taken literally".

(iv) Early Contemporary Scholarship in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.
The immediate task of Platonic scholars, after Hegel and Schleiermacher,

was to incorporate these two approaches of philology and philosophy, despite

their seif-proclaimed mutual exclusivity, into a single method of critic.'1 analysis.

Such a task was undertaken by the great commentators on :he Republic, whose
work was published at the turn of the century-- Zeller, Bosanquet, Nettieship,
Gomperz, Adam and Jowett. (Grote published a bit earlier, ignoring the
controversy.) Of these, especially Bosanquet, Nettleship and Adam
established a new criterion for Platonic studies, which has become standard--a
close analysis of the relation of dialogic form to dialectical content.

By 1920, a philological dissertation from the University of Chicago

proclaimed that,

The philosophic and structural unity of the Republic, attacked by
Hermann, Krohn, Pfleiderer, Rohde, and other German scholars has
been established beyond a doubt by the arguments of Hirmer, Zeller,

and Campbell.35
Properly speaking, it was not the "philosophic and structural unity of the
Republic" which had been substantiated by the outbreak of WWI, but the
integrity of its composition. The great commentaries published at the turn of
the century, while vigorously defending the unity of the Republic, only

guaranteed that the text would pass on as a single work of one weave. What
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would remain problematic in the 20th century was precisely this issue of the
"philosophic and structural unity” of the Repyblic. Lacking in their defence of its
unity was sufficient recognition of the aporetic character of Plato's dialectic
underlieing the problematic aspects of its dramatic design. Nevertheless, it was
the positive achievement of these scholars to establish the framework for further
discussion of the "philosophic and structural unity” of the Republic in the 20th
century, by their common agreement upon its structural design .

It has become standard to regard the Republic as commonly divided into
five parts, expresses in terms tending to preserve its traditional division into ten
books:

I--1I 367. Introductory prologue--historical setting for the ethical inquiry
into justice.

IT 368--1V. The State--definition of justice by way of the analogy of state
and soul, but primarily the "political" aspect of the ethical inquiry.

V--VII. The Ideas--the education of the philosopher-king, but primarily
the "metaphysical” aspect of the ethical inquiry into justice.

VIII--IX. The Soul--decline of ideal state and soul, concluding in the
comparison of just and unjust lives, but primarily the "pyschological" aspect of
the ethical inquiry.

X. Concluding epilogue--mythical account of the afteriife, sometimes read
as the "theological” aspect of the ethical inquiry.

The unity of the Republic was argued to reside in the way these separate
spheres of history, politics, metaphysics, psychology and theology were taken to
be inseparable parts of Plato's gthica] inquiry into the nature of justice.36

However, it should be noted how this common agreement upon thc basic
structural design of the dialogue tended to suppress, rather than explain, its

discontinuity in defence of its unity. It is a tendency especially evident in their
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expositions of the relation between II 368-IV and V-VII; specifically, in the
relation between the two main proposals of V. V, as a whole, belongs to VI-
VII; yet, in its parts, belongs also to II-IV. The argument for the community of
wives and children completes the political discussion of II-IV; the argument for a
philosopher-king begins the metaphysical discussion of VI-VII. Evident in the
defence of the compositional integrity of the Republi¢ .as how the argument of
the three waves in V was a focal point of tension between the elements of
structural design and philosophic unity; for this reason, V was the central focus
of the argument concerning the integrity of the Republi¢'s composition.

What is problematic about Republic V comes to light in the various
attempts by these early contemporary scholars ¢ Plato to reach a satisfactory
understanding of his state as a practical ideal. The common view is to
distinguish between practical and ideal; the practical governs the state in II-IV;
the ideal governs the state in V-VIL. But there are two opposed attitudes
within this common view: either to emphasize the practical of II-IV; or, to
emphasize the ideal of V-VII. Those who emphasize the practical tend to
emphasize the distinction between the practical and ideal, on the side of the
practical; those who emphasize the ideal tend to emphasize the unity of the
practical and ideal, on the side of the ideal. Extreme positions tend to dissolve
one side into the other.

Nevertheless, these late 19th century and early 20th century
commentators fall principally within a single position, that of seeking to
translate the Aristotelian view--as restored by Hegel--into terms amenable to
contemporary social, political, and philosophical currents, especially that of
utilitarian liberalism, as had been advocated by Mill, and what is often referred
to as "neo-Kantian" Idealism. One can hardly distinguish (even with respect to

interpretations of the Platonic gide) these differences, for what is characteristic

18



of the period is a pragmatic approach to idealism, which is easily read into a
practical idealism of the Republic, except in certain matters. One notes the
recurrent favourable assent toward Plato's community of men and women; it
contrasts sharply with the recurrent reproach of disgust cast upon the
community of wives and children.

The Aristotelian interpretation of Plato's state as an impracticable
practical ideal is affirmed by both Grote37 and Zeller,38 who both stress its
practicality. The community of wives and children is considered as a practical
institution, whose purpose is to secure the stability and unity of the state by
way of purging the individual guardian of private interests, grounded in the
family, which might oppose the common good of the state. As in the
Aristotelian view, when the institution is examined from within the logic of
Plato's argument, it is found a positive institution, which secures the unity of
state and individual in a common good; however, when it is examined from an
unPlatcnic Aristotelian standpoint, it is criticized as negative institution, which
deries the good of the individual in favour of that of the state. There is,
however, a tendency for Zeller to emphasise the former position, Grote the
fatter.

From the objective standpoint of "true morality” or justice, Zeller lays
emphasis upon the community of wives and children as a positive means of
purging the individual of a naturalism, which is a hindrance to the inculcation of
virtue.39

. . . the ultimate basis [of communism] lies in the fact that the whole
character of his system prevents the philosopher from seeing in the
sensual and individual side of human existence anything more than a
hindrance to true morality, and from regarding it as the means of

realising the idea.40

Grote, regarding the relation of state and individual from the subjective
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standpoint of the individual, stresses how the community of wives and children

negates the basis of personal moral responsibility.41

There is no point of the Platonic system in which individual choice is
more decidedly eliminated, and the intervention of the Rulers made

more constantly paramount than this, respecting the marriages . . . .
42

Grote and Zeller do not address the dialogic aspect of the Republic; like
Hegel, they treat Plato's argument as a whole. In the commentaries of
Bosanquet43 and Nettleship,44 the more problematic aspects of regarding the
Platonic state as a practical ideal come to light through their analysis of the
structural and philosophic design of the Republic.

In Bosanquet, the practical is distinctly set apart from the ideal; in
Nettleship, the practical is wholly taken up into the ideal. Bosanquet proposes
that II 368-IV constructs a practical "Hellenic" city; V-VII an ideal "Philosophic"
city.4> Nettleship proposes that the practical community of II 368-IV both
implies and demands the ideal foundation of V-VIL40 Both offer ambiguous
interpretations of the community of wives and children. On the one hand, the
community of wives and children is understood to complete the construction of
the practical state in II-IV as a practical measure taken to ensure political unity;
therefore, they exclude the proposal from the ideal community of V-VII, which
begins with the philosopher-king. On the other hand, when they address the
apparent impracticability of the community of wives and children, they tend to
associate it more closely with the ideal community of V-VIIL.

For Bosanquet, ihe proposal has the effect of dissolving the distinction

between the practical Hellenic city and the ideal Philosophic city:

It is noteworthy that the conditions which most distinctly remove the
Republic from the province of literal realization are first introduced by
Plato as the conditions of its possibility, i.¢., of its hypothetical
reality. This surely amounts to directing the interpreter neither to
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look for literal fulfillment nor again to lay the conception aside as ideal
in the sense of chimerical, but to expect the verification of its

essential points in proportion as the awakened intelligence--this is
the root condition insisted on--shall assume the control of human

affairs.47
For Nettleship, it has the effect of emphasising the practical aspect of the ideal
community. The ideal community of wives and children has the practical effect
of unifying a political ccmmunity.

The ideal community would be one which was literally and indeed a
community (koinonia), and every member of it would be absolutely a
partaker in it (koinonios); he weuld have nothing private (idion);
[Plato] would be content with doing certain external acts of a
common life, but would literally feel that he was one with other men.
In fixing upon this point, the community of wives, as deserving further
discussion, Plato is forcing himself to carry out his fundamental
principle in detail and to the fullest consequerices which, he thinks,

can be drawn from it.48

The ideal knowledge of the philosopher-king has the practical end of governing
an ideal political community.

... in Plato's mind is an idea that if society were governed by real
knowledge and if men saw clearly what their real interest is, they
would see that they could only live at their best by living a perfectly
common life. He finds in the constitution of human nature something
which makes common life possible to man; and this is the highest
thing in man, that which makes him human and that also in which he
partakes of' sz divine, the philosophic element. The more it
predominates the better; its complete predominance over the lower
elements in man would involve a perfectly common life, and,
conversely, perfect community would only be possible through its
complete predominance. . . . Thus communism and the soverignty of
philosophy, which together form the subject of this Book, appear
together to Plato as the ultimate consequences of the principle upon

which his ideal state is based.49
What is particularly unclear in Nettleship's account is whether the community of
wives and children and the philosopher-king are necessary to actualize an ideal
community, or to idealize an actual community. For, on the one hand, he speaks

of these as consequences of the principle of justice; on the other, as conditions of
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the realization of justice.50

Bosanquet and Nettleship express the contrary tendencies in the
interpretation of the Platonic state as a practical ideal. Other well-known
commentators, such as Jowett and Gomperz, really do not develop the position,
as much as bespeak a certain discomfort with it. For instance, while Jowett
tends to follow Bosanquet's thesis of the historical "Hellenic" city, he conclules
that Plato never intended a historical realization of his ideal state:"Nothing
actually existing in the world at all resembles Plato's ideal State; nor does he
himself imagine that such a State is possible.">1 The basis for this vicw is
found in Jowett's condemnation of the community of wives and children,
especially for its eugenic marriages.

The most important transaction of social life, he who is the idealist
philosopher converts into the most brutal. . . . . That the greatest of
ancient philosophers should in his regulations about marriage have
fallen into the error of separating body and mind, does indeed appear
surprising. Yet the wonder is not so much that Plato should have
entertained ideas of morality which to o' own age are revolting, but
that he should have contradicted himself to an extent which is hardly
credible, falling in an instant from the heaven of idealism into the
crudest animalism. Rejoicing in the newly found gift of reflection, he
appears to have thought out a subject about which he had better have
followed the enlightened feeling of his own age. The general

sentiment of Hellas was opposed to his monstrous fancy.52
In Jowett, the community of wives and children manifests the contradiction of the
practical and ideal elements in the Platonic state. Gomperz tends to follow

Nettleship, but fails to discover the same degree of unity in the Republic.

No doubt it was impossible to attain p-rfect smoothness and
continuity in the composition of a work whose purpose, apart from its
numerous subsidiary subjects, was to weld together into a single
whole three main themes whose internal connexion was but slight--
moral philosophy, political philosophy, and the philosophy of
history.53

J. Adam stated the problem and solution of the interpretation of Republic V
so far as it had been obtained by the dawn of the 20th century.

|30
138
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Consid¢ |- In its merely formal aspect, the portion of the Republic
contain 1 Books V-VII may be described as a digression

(Gvapvy spev wdbey Sebpo &feTpamipeba VIII 543 C). In reality,
these books fulfil the hopes held out in sundry parts of HI and IV . . .
and complete the picture of the perfect city and the perfect man by
giving us Plato's third or crowning effort--the Philosophic City and the
Plﬁ}osopher—King. .. . In the first two divisiors (V 451C-466D), the
dorpinating principle is still dvois or Nature. . . but from 474D
onwards the psychological standpoint is gradually superseded by the
metaphysical, until in Book VII the Idea of the Good becomes the
supreme inspiring force--at once the formal, the efficient, and the final

cause--of Plai's City.54
The division between Hellenic and Philosophic is Bosanquet, although the
emphasis upon the idealism underlieing the Hellenic city may be Nettleship,
since Adam would temper Bosanquet's emphasis upon V 470E--o0k ‘EX\nvis
éoTar;

Plato speaks hopefully, as if his perfect city were but one Greek city
among many--a living example to the brotherhood of Hellas. It may
be admitted that the city of II-IV has not a few claims to be called
Hellenic. But the 'third city' -- that of the philosopher-king-- is not
Hellenic, ncr even, in anv proper sense, an earthly city at all: it is an
ideal, an ensample in the heavens--&v odpavd wapdSerypa T4
Bouvhepévy dpav kai 6pdvTe eduTov kaTowkilerv (IX 592 B).55

Adam's view of the Platonic state is made clear when he addresses the
question "what is phusis?" in the Republic.

The City of II-IV is akata dvory oixkiobeica molis. Not organic
Nature, but the 'nature' of a mo\is or aggregate of moliTtaz, ie. {as
the unit in a city is the man) human nature, in other words, th¢ nature
of the human soul, which, according to Plato and Socrates, constitutes
a man's true and proper individuality. It is not however human nature

as it is, but as it ought to be, which is the foundation on which the
Platonic State is built; so that, although the doctrine of transcendent

Ideas is excluded from the first four books . . . Idealism at all events
is present.’6

All these 19th century commentators found common philosophic ground in liberal
doctrines of moral progress, which they commonly "discover” in Placo, especially

with respect to the content of the Ideal knowledge of the philosopher-king--as



though the actual content of these Ideas were somehow a matter of indifference
to the fact of their existence. A relative, subjective idealism of this sort is
clearly revealed in these authors, one to which the Reputlic is altogether

opposed.

The zhiding truth of Plato's suggestion is "that somehow or other the
best and deepest ideas about life and the world must be brought to
bear on the conduct of social and political administration if any real
progress is to take place in society" (Bosanquet). But it was a
paradox in the Athenian democracy, or so at least Plato, like
Socrates, thought: hence mo\d mapd 8déav pndriocTar 473E.

Barker reviews and summarizes contemporary scholarship on the
Republic and gives it the final form in which it was translated across the breach
of WWI into the remainder of the 20th century.57 He oifers some criticism of
Nettleship and Adam, and stands more to the side of Bosanquet; however, he

insists on only one state in the Republic.

Adam, in his edition of the Republic, foll-ws the view that a

distinction is to be drawn between the Greek or earthly city of Books

II-IV (which contain the first sketch of education and the suggestion

of communism), and the heavenly city, meant for humanity at large, of

Books V-VII, in which the suggestion of the rule of philosophers and

the second sketch of education occur. The view seems subjective.

The rule of philosophers, duly trained by science and pkilosophy, is an

essential part of Plato's first (and only) city, which always remains m
specifically Greek (cf. the preceding note [This passage(540 E) is |
important as showing that Plato has in mind some actual Greek city,

and the actual reform of that city. The passage, it should be noticed,

comes at the end of Book VII, after the description of those higher

studies which are to train the philosophc:r-kings.]).58
The Platonic State is a practical ideal, designed for practical political reform ,
though it might fall short of detailed zealisation--one of the least realisable, and
least acceptable reforms, is the community of wives and children. Barker is
simultaneously more practical about the practical aspect and more ideal about
the ideal aspect of Plato's State, than his predecessors; he understands the

community of wives and children as a most straightforward pragmatic
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consideration necessary both to inculcate civic virtue in the individual, and in
order to guarantee political unity in the state. Most often, Barker corrects and
emends preceding commentators from a Hegelian standpoint; of greater interest,
is how he supports Plato's defence against the primary objections of Aristotle--
as had Grote, Bosanquet and Adam--especially on Aristotle's critique of the
principle of unity. The question is whether Aristotle is understood by Barker
(and others) who posit that the Platonic state is not an abstract wnity but is
composed out of the irreducible elements of the three classes. Obviously,
Aristotle would not consider the three classes within the state as the kind of
elements out of which a state is composed by nature. What this defence of
Plato amounts to in these commentators is a tendency toward the kind of
pragmatic thinking which marks 19th century liberalism, and is represented
elsewhere in ideas of moral progress. In Barker, Plato's state becomes a
pragmatic practical ideal, a platform for political and social change of an

enlightened liberalism.

(v) Current State of Contemporary Scholarship in the 20th Century.

The current state of scholarship on Plato is most clearly characterized by
the fragmentation of contemporary studies. Foremost, is the separation
between the strictly philological interests of classicists, which attempt to
exclude philosophical bias, and more philosophical interests, which incorporate
the methods of philology into distinct philosophical approaches. Among these
latter, there are threc prominent figures: Leo Strauss in America, J. N. Findlay
in England and Hans-Georg Gadamer in Germany. These scholars have in
common a genuine philosophic interest in Plato, which arose for each (in quite
distinct ways) from philosophical positions worked out in relation to the collapse

of Idealism and the twin rise of Phenomeriology and Analytical Philosophy in the
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first half of the 20th century. With respect to the Republic, Findlay, a self-
proclaimed Platonist, is the strongest advocate for recognizing the significance
of Plato's "Unwritten Doctrines"; Gadamer, to a considerable degree influenced
by Heidegger, has most often drawn on the evidence of the 7th Letier. Strauss
stands somewhat apart, and has created something of his own school of
thought, which has produced its own translations and interpretations of the
Republic, Laws, and other dialogues. However, he appears to regard Politics Il
as a reliable critique.

These philosophic Platonic scholars offer "alternative interpretations” to
the "traditionalist” interpretation, which holds to Aristotle's Politics as an
authority over the Republic. For, while German Idealism (both Hegelian and
neo-Kantian) might be rejected in the 20th century, Hegel's restoration of
Aristotle's critique was preserved. The great majority of 20th century Platonic
scholars have accepted from the 19th century a literal interpretation of
Aristotle's view of the Republic as setting forth a practical ideal, which
(especially in a literal interpretation of its abolition of private property and

community of wives and children) is clearly impracticable.

(a) Continuance of Aristotle's critique: Traditionalist interpretation.

Except on minor poins of emphasis, the position summarized in Barker
has become a standard (basically Aristotelian) view of Plato's state in the
Republic as an impracticable practical ideal, which many post-WWI
commentators reiterate, though they might tend more toward Nettleship's
spiritualism or Bosanquet's Hellenism. Usually, they do not share the idealism
or utilitarian liberalism of the pre-WWI commentators, but neither are they so
strictly opposed to it either. Their continuity with the earlier school is based on

the separation of classical philology and philosophy, and a continuity within the



classical philological tradition. The following survey of opinions is designed to
show that, while the view developed amcng the pre-WWI commentators has
been citen challenged, it remains, sometimes with dogmatic insistency, the
common opinion in contemporary scholarship.59 (For sake of convenience, the
date of a particular publication or available translation will follow the scholar's
name.)

A. E. Taylor (1927) argues, like Nettleship, that Plato's state has an

"otherworldly" ethical or spiritual end, since it has

all through for its central theme a question more intimate than that of
the best form of government or the most eugenic system of
propagation; its question is, How does a man atiain or forfeit eternal

salvation?60
Nevertheless, the community of wives and chiidren loses its idealism to the
pragmatic political function of "the elimination of the conflict between public duty
and personal interest."61

R. Chance (1928) expresses, with Jowett, a common indignation.

Plato's proposals for political regulation of the relations of the sexes
are even more startling . . . .What a nightmare of some eugenist and
co-educational Utopia! The verdict of posterity is almost unanimous
in condemning these proposals, in so far as they can be considered
seriously (and Plato, with Sparta in his mind, thought they were
practicable). Yet they cannot be dismissed as entirely absurd . . . 62

R. C. Lodge (1928) would restore an underlieing idealism to the conflict of
private and public spirit, seeing in the proposals of V,

a more rational and enlightened attitude which, in the spirit of service
and co-operation with the deepest forces in the universe, seeks to
utilize the opportunities which life brings so as to raise the whole of
human living gradually towards a higher, freer, and more ideal

level.63
Leon Robin (1928), an early promoter of the "unwritten doctrines" in Alistotle,

seems to follow Aristotle's critique closely.
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. . . the just state is that which achieves the greatest possible unity,
and . . . that result can only be obtained if the government is in the
hands of true philosophers. So Books V, VI, and VII, the keystone of
Plato's philosophy, are intimately connected with the subject [the
nature and effects of justice.]

. . . We know how Plato hoped to ensure this unity by a generalized,
strictly regulated communism. . . . In this way, the undivided family
seems to Plato realize the most beautiful unity in the service of the

general good and among those whose duty is to ensure it.64

C. Ritter (1933) would have liked to have defended Plato from the objection that,

The Platonic state violates human nature; its noblest impulses are
bound by the legislation of the state concerning artistic creation, and
above all by the abolition of the freedom of choice in the selection of a
wife and by the abolition of permanent marriage for the guardians.

But he finds such regulation a political necessity.

It necessarily follows from the fundamental principle that the
guardians may not possess any property. . . . since it alone can
remove the temptations of the soldiers, temptations inherent in the
possession of power. Otherwise they would misuse family life by
exploiting the helpless masses; they would form parties among
themselves by whose wrangling the whole state would be disrupted.

In Ritter's account, the usual assertion of an underlieing practical idealism
appears as a sort of deus ex machina from this inherent conflict of private and

public interest within the Platonic state.

The appeal to the celestial prototype indicates that Plato is not
presenting chimerical dreams, that knowledge of man's place in the
scheme of nature is to serve as the prerequisite for the state which

corresponds to human nature.63
P. Shorey (1933) re-presents the old argument for the compositional
integrity of V-VII as the "keystone of the arch in the completed structure”. He
does so without mention of the communal proposals of V--the connection
between II-IV and V-VII is found in the philosopher-king, with only a formal
connection to the community of wives and children, which is reckoned really as
part of the ideal state of II-IV.66

In F. H. Andersson (1934) appeared a more reflective attitude, which



might relate back to Aristotle's critique, in so far as he thought the community of
wives and children had an other than literal function; namely, to indicate their
principle by their obvious impracticability.

Socrates proposes for consideration an ordinance or two, in
order to throw into sharp relief certain aims of a good city. The
impracticability of these regulations and their incredible departure

from accepted practices will serve to accentuate their ends.67

G.M.A. Grube (1935), however, takes up the same element of impracticability,

again from wiihin the Platonic position, and restores its literal practical function.

Almost any reader of the Republic wiil feel that such a scheme is both
impracticable and undesirable; impracticable because of the unnatural
continence required, the faked ballot, the fact that physical
resemblances will betray the parental relation in most cases;
undesirable because it does violence to the deepest human emotions,
entirely ignores the love clement between the 'married pair', and
deprives the individual of the security of his family circle. Why then
did Plato desire it, even in his ideal state? . . . the chief reason is that
he realized that the family is the point at which private property and
all the evils that go with it are centered. . . .

... Truly, the philosopher . . . is the only true practioner of political
science. Harmony and community of interest can only be attained
among the guardians by destroying those two causes of self-interest,

private property and the family.68
M. B. Foster (1935) sought to restore from Hegel a more philosophical interest

to the question of Plato's failure to grasp the true nature of a state.

... acity which is the product of merely a philosophical speculation,
can possess no more than an ideal being. It must necessarily lack
reality; and it is the recognition of this consequence, thrust forcibly
upon him by Glaucon [V .47 1c], which induces Socrates to break off
abruptly from any further particularization of the constitution of the
ideal Polis,. . . . Plato surrenders the idea that his rulers can do more
than preserve a constitution already founded, accepts the
consequence that his Polis cannot be real. . . .

Almost every confusion in which Plato is involved may be
reduced to a failure to distingnish universal from ir:\\viduals. Thus he
identifies beauty with usefulness [V.457b], and fails to distinguish
the fine from the useful arts, because he does not see that beauty
depends upon perfection bf individual form, but usefulness upon
perfection of specific form; so that the perfection of a tool, for example,

29



is unlike that of a statue in that it depends upon the realization of an
essence common to all others of the same kind, not something unique
to itself as an individual. Thus again, he confuses the work of
eugenics with that of education because he does rot see that the end
of breeding is the production of a perfect specimen of a type, but that
of education the production of an individual excellence. And it may be
even suggested that the Platonic identification of philosophical
knowledge (Episteme) with love of the object known depends upon
his failure to recognize that while the proper object of philosophical

knowledge is universal, the object of love is individual 69
Unfortunately, philosophical speculations within the traditional position tend to
be met with some degree of silence, since the general continuity is more along
such strict philological lines as the summary analysis of Grube.

In the field of political theory, G. H. Sabine's textbook summary of the
Republic, published just before the outbreak of WWII (1937) would
acknowledge its debt to Barker's summary, which indicates the kind of dogmatic
slumber into which the analysis of the Republic had faller--although, it should be
mentioned that, among political thecrists, Plato became more of a political

theorist than a practical reformer.

To Plato when he wrote the Republic this determination to be
scientific implied that his theory must sketch an ideal state and not
merely describe an existing state. Though it may seem paradoxical,
it is literally true that the Republic pictures a utopia not because it is
a "romance", . . . but because Plato intended it to be the start of a
scientific attack upon the "idea of the good."” . . . Plato's state must be
a "state as such", a type or model of all states. No merely
descriptive account of existing states would serve his purpose, and
no merely utilitarian argument would vindicate the philosopher's right.
. .. This procedure accounts for the rather cavalier way in which Plato
treats of questions of practicability, . . . the question whether his ideal
state could be produced really was irrelevant. He was trying to show
what in principle a state must be; if the facts are not like the principle,
so much the worse for the facts.
. . . [Plato] carries out a line of thought relentlessly and with little
regard for difficulties that are manifest to feeling even when they are
not explicitly stated. The unity of the state is to be secured; property
and {)anﬁly stand in the way; therefore property and marriage must

7
go.

In 1941, F. M. Cornford published his popular translation of the Republic,



which seems to have initiated a new sort of structuring of the dialogue, which he
divided into large "parts” and smaller "chapters”. Obvious:v, this structural
design was intended to remove ihe popular reader as far as possible from the
traditional division of the Republic into ten "books", which had always been
known to be an invention of copyists, and not originating with the author. Other
popular translations of this century might either carry this principle of externally
structuring the dialogue according to its perceived inner logical structure; or,
they might well resist this development as imposing upon the original text a
design which reflected more the understanding of the translator than the author.
For example, Desmond Le=-and Raymond Larson would produce new
translations structured similar to Cornford; G. M. A. Grube and, especially, Alan
Bloom would resist this movement altogether, preferring the traditional division
into ten books as imposing less upon the text, and thus interfering less with the
reader's direct relation to Plato. The argument between the two approaches of
traditional and innovative design reflects something of the diversity which
begins to appear within the study of Plato after WWIIL.

Cornford simply caused the outer design of the dialogue to reflect the
common view of its internal logical structure, which had been developed in the
late 19th century; however, it brings sharply into focus the unresolved ambiguity
of the status of V-VII, and especially of the community of wives and children in
V, which remains present in these 20th century interpretations. According to
his divisions, the first two 'waves’ of V are really an "Appendix" to "Part II",
which covers the argument of II-1V, designed to provide an "interlude"--or, what
others would call a bit of comic relief-- before going on to "Part III", which begins
with the philosopher-king. |

Justice being now defined and admitted to be more profitable than
injustice, Socrates seems to have answered the challenge of Glaucon
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and Adeimantus. But Plato more than once hints that the argument
so far has been carried on at a superficial level. Virtue is, directly or
indirectly, dependent upon that wisdom the love of which is
'philosophy'; we have yet to leam what wisdom is and how it can be
attained. This will be the subject of Part III, which will also answer
the question whether the ideal state, however desirable, can be
realized on earth.

Meanwhile, the next three chapters form an interlude,
supplementing the institutions described above and only formally
connected by the metaphor of the three 'waves' with the account of

the philosophic statesman which follows in Part I11.71
The general design may be traditional, but the reduction of the first two
proposals of V to the status of "interlude" marks a clear departure in post-
WWII scholarship from the pre-WWI view that the community of wives and
children were the very foundation of Plato's ideal state. Whereas the early
contemporary view emphasised that the dramatic indications which set these
proposals outside the main argument were mere formalities, Cornford has
inverted the emphasis, so that the comnmunity of men and women and that of
wives and children are only formally connected with the main argument--as
though Plato's argument would have been better off without them.

It is not as though Cornford has departed from the basic position
developed between Hegel and Barker, which tends to recognize the validity of
Aristotle's critique; rather, it is a radical shift in emphasis away from Aristotle's
shadow, so as to put Plato in a more favourable light of his own. Thus, rather
than quote Aristotle's objections--as nearly every commentator mentioned here
would do--Cornford makes reference to Aristophanes' Ecclesiazusae, thereby

giving new life an old thesis that had been dismissed by Adam.

Before proceeding to the central paradox, the rule of the philosopher-
king, Socrates explains how the Guardians are to 'have wives and
children in common', as he hinted earlier (424A, p.115). The common
life of the Guardians, it now appears, involves that men and women
shall receive the same education and share equally in all public
duties: women with the right natural gifts are not to be debarred by
the difference of sex from fulfilling the highest functions. So when the
best Guardians are selected for training as Rulers, the choice may fall

[
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upon a woman. At Athens, where women lived in seclusion and took
no part in politics, this proposal would appear revolutionary. it is the
theme of one of Aristophanes' later comedies, Women in Parliament
(Ecclesiazusae), which shows that the question of women's rights
was in the air as early as 393 B.C. This topic is introduced as if it
were a digression. Socrates is interrupted as he starts upon a
description of the degenerate types of constitution and human

character, which is not resumed till Chapter XXIX.72

Cornford did not argue --as Alan Bloom would --for a historical connection
between Aristophanes’ comedy and Plato's dialogue, which Adam would not
allow; rather, it was simply a way of removing Plato's communal proposals as
far as possible from the grim struggles within 20th century political life fought
out on the fields of war during WWIL. To do so, it was clearly necessary to
disassociate Plato from the seriousness imported by Aristotle to these
proposals, and set thgm in a more congenial, playful context, far removed from
the battlegrounds of 20th cenury political life during WWIL By mere association
with Aristophanes, Plato could be more favourably viewed within the general
climate of freedom and enlightenment associated with intellectual life in Sth
centuryAthens, than if he were regarded as a participant in current ideological
struggles of the 20th century. (As mentioned above, but to be considered later,
this association of Plato with Aristophanes in Republic V would be given a
more serious consideration in America, by Bloom, which might not be unrelated
to that country's controversial involvement in the Vietnam War.)

The impact of WWII would cause some to seek to remove the Republic

from the realm of "realpolitik”, as is evidenced in the remark of A. Koyre (1945)

Notwithstanding whatever may be said on the subject, especially by
German critics, Plato is totally free from worship of the State, that
curse of modern thought, at least of a certain modern trend of thought.
What preoccupies Plato is not the State, but the man; not the city, as
such, but the just city, that is, a city in which a just man, a Socrates,

can live without fear of being condemned to banishment or to death.’3

Neverthleess, Koyre affirms the traditional view that Plato is concerned with
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constructing an ideal city, though he would emphasize (with Nettleship and
Gomperz) that it is "hence unreal, almost as unreal, basically, as the genesis of
a geometric figure". Still, it has the function to "help us understand its nature as
well as to discover the place and role of justice in the State."74 Within this
view, the communal life of the guardians regains both its traditional priority,
which it lost in Cornford, and pragmatic function of ensuring political stability
through the purgation of self-interest in the ruling class--"power should be
entrusted only to those who are free from all special, egotistical self-interests.
Otherwise, abuse and corruption will always and necessarily exist."73

G. C. Field (1949) wrote one of what becomes a diminishing number of
major works on Plato's thought, which sought to restore to the discussion of the
Republic the larger, ethical context, which the early commentators had agreed

upon as the unifying theme of the work.

The Republic, like all the dialogues, is written with a limited purpose.
And that purpose has been achieved when we have been shown the
ideal for the individual character, as we know it in this life, the ideal
organization of a community, and the right relation between the two.
But in the end Plato makes it clear that this is not the whole story.
Our understanding of individual and society alike is imperfect until we
have seen them in relation to the whole of reality, and understood

their purpose in the light of the ultimate purpose of all things.76
The pragmatic function of ensuring political stability is assigned to the
community of wives and children, although there is mention cof a philosophic
aspect to life in the ruling class, which would connect the community of wives
and children to the philosopher-king, and the practical state to the realm of

philosophic speculation.

In general, the whole scheme is aimed at the removal of any personal
rival claims either on the attention or loyalty of the guardians. They
must live wholly for the service of the community, and must have no
selfish or particular interests which could possibly set them against
either each other or the rest of their fellow-citizens.

There is, however, one interest . . . And that is the pursuit of
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truth for its own sake by philosophical thinking.
N. R. Murphy (1951) wrote one of an even fewer number of postWWI --let

alone postW'WII--commentaries on the Republic. However, it is limited to a
kind of philological interest in purging philosophical bias from contemporary
scholarship, which is an interest he shares with his predecessor, P. Shorey.

The prime object of this work is to try to get the interpretation of the
Republic on what seems to me to be the right lines. It is hard not to
think that views ascribed to Plato, whether they swing towards
Neoplatonism, or towards Aristotelianism, or towards Nineteenth-
century Idealism, have sometimes had little to do with the text and
would have been quite unfamiliar to Plato himself. Professor Shorey
has written an excellent work called What Plato Said, thus stating
his intention to give an exposition of Plato as contrasted with an
examination of the truth of his doctrine. But there is a prior question:
'what Plato said', as contrasted with what he is sometimes supposed
to have said; and it is with that question that I am chiefly concerned

here, i.e. with the mere paraphrase or precis of the Republic.”7
That Murphy attained his goal of "mere paraphrase” is somewhat doubtful.
Certainly, his comments upon V, which consider the details of the organization
of the guardians' manner of life as "irrelevant to the main issue", are more
interpretative than a mere precis would demand or allow--indeed, one could

argue that Murphy's precis seems to be more directly of Cornford's analysis than

of Plato's text.

There are cases where the political study is pursued beyond what the
analogy [of state and soul] requires, for example in the investigation
of marriage and the education of women in Book V. That is a political
or social problem and has noc obvious analogy in the relation between
the parts of the soul. But Plato expresses his sense that it is
irrelevant to the main issue by making Socrates reluctant to
undertake the main inquiry until he is prompted to do so by the
curiosity of Polemarchus and Adeimantus (449); this is not the only
occasion where Plato marks:and excuses a digression by ascribing it
to the initiative of one of the speakers other than Socrates.”8

Publishing a year after Murphy, K. Freeman (1952) echoes a more cold-
blooded literalism, assumed by Popper's attack on Plato (1950) and against

which Plato would be vigorously defended for the next two decades--that is, of
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the presence of racism in the practice of eugenics: "The famous Fifth Book lays
down rules for the production of a healthy and intelligent race", which she
believed Plato thought necessary to bring the ideal state into existence.’? By
1960, the "Popper controversy" --which we are leaving to a separate
consideration--was dying out, and future philological studies published over the
next thirty years, would tend to reiterate the traditional Arisiotelian view,
customarily emended and defended against Aristotle himself. The most
significant of these studies are several full commentaries on the Republic; but
worthy of mention are some lesser, general studies of Plato.80

W. Boyd (1964) reasserts, with dogmatic certainty, the practical intention
of the Republic, not as a political ideal to be realized in the world, but to inspire

and guide political reform.

We commonly think of the Platonic city as a Utopia, too ideal ever to
become real, and Plato himself when he despaired of its realization
gave warrant for this view by speaking of it as a pattern in the
heavens. But that does less than justice to the practical intention of
his proposals. It was not the dream state of a man who had given up
hope but a working plan made in an effort to show how the city-states

of Greece and Athens in particular might be made more stable.81
The community of wives and chiidren is thus assigned its familiar pragmatic
function of ensuring politcal stability, and thus as one of the conditions of the
realization of the ideal city--or ideal reform of existing cities.82
D. Kagan's (1965) dogmatic, general survey of Greek political theory,

acknowledges (like Sabine) its debt to Barker .

The Republic belongs to the genre of political writings which we call
Utopian . . . . It is not bound by practical considerations and is
therefore free to seek the ideal without compromise. It is. moreover,
a general approach to the entire question of society and not a treatise

on a limited special problem.83

Plato's communism is distinguished from modern versions--as had been done in
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nearly every treatment since Bosanquet, Nettleship, and Barker--and the
community of wives and children assigned its role of ensuring political stability
against the divisive influence of "family loyalties".84

J. Moreau (1967) emphasized the moral, more than political, function of
the community of wives and children. Rather than seeing it as simply the
corollary of the abolition of private property, it is seen more directly as
supporting the moral educative function of the state.

Tout le programme d' éducation décrit au livre III de la République a
pour but de former cette opinion droit; et le syst¢éme d' institutions
établi au livre V, I' abolition, dans la classe des gardiens, de la

famille et de la propriété, a pour but de la préserver.8d
Moreau finds in Plato an unSocratic, proto-Aristotelian doctrine of moral virtue--

where virtue can be inculcated by discipline rather than by scientific knowledge;

Ainsi, au-dessous de 1' education rationelle, qui implique la
connaissance du bien et qui ne s' accomplit que dans la réflexion
philosophique, il y a place pour une activité éducatrice qui fait usage
de la suggestion esthétique et de toutes les ressources de I' art pour
produire une opinion morale conforme au vrai, mais séparée de ses
raisons, un jugement droit et spontané concernant les valeurs, un

véritable sens morai.8

If Moreau's distinction is that between practical and ideal virtue, then it would
seem that V suffers here the usual division between the practical necessity of
the community of wives and children and the ideal knowledge of the philosopher-
king. (Of course, one may wish to raise the question of why a communal society
is necessary to preserve orthndoxy, and whether its principle does not offend
orthodoxy.)

There are short introductions to Plato like the ones by W. S. and M. L.
Sahakion (1977) and by R. M. Hare (1982). The Sahakion's are able to
dogmatically assert the purpose of the community of wives and children, as "to

eliminate the causes of political corruption."87 Hare may modestly observe
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that, "The Republic contains [Plato's] first full-scale design for an ideal state,
though it is concerned with much else besides, and is, on this as on other
questions, a bit sketchy and programmat:ic."88

There have been several significant translations--with introductions-- of
the Republic into English since that of Cornford, by: H. D. P. (Desmond) Lee
(1955; substantially revised for 2nd edition in 1974); Alan Bloom (1968); G. M.
A. (George) Grube (1974); R. Larson and E. Brann (1979). Bloom's edition,
which contains an "Interpretive ssay", will be considered later as a
"Straussian interpretation”. But, as mentioned above, like Grube, he presents
the Republic in its traditional division into ten bocks. Grube's edition, however,
offers a similar view of the structure of the dialogue as that of Cornford.
Corresponding to Cornford's assignment of the first part of V to an "Appendix"

to IV, Grube holds, with customary pragamatism, that

The fifth book is transitional. The first two-thirds deal with subjects
which have been omitted or but lightly touched upon in founding the
city, while the last third begins the description of the Platonic
philosopher, his wisdom and his methods, which continues through

the next two books.39

Lee's edition, and that of Larson and Brann, follow Cornford in presenting
the text to the reader by way of their own interpretive divisions. The edition by
Larson and Brann offers an innovative structure; Brann's introduction presents
an interpretive viewpoint which falls outside the traditionalist Aristotelian, and
so it will be discussed later.20  Whereas Cornford organized 40 "Chapters"
into 6 "Parts", Lee divides the text into 11 "Parts", subdividing each part into
smaller sections.?1 Cornford's divisions are a straightforward commentary on
the logical order of the text; Lee's divisions indicate "topic headings". For
instance, whereas Comford assigned the first part of V to an "Appendix" to 1V,

Lee simply makes it a separate division. As "Part VI: Women and the Family"



[V, 449 -470], it is set apart from both the preceding "Part V: Justice in State
and Individual" [IV, 427-end], and the subsequent "Part VII: The Philosopher
Ruler" [V, 471-VIL,520]. Nevertheless, to distinguish "Women and the Family"
from "Justice in-State and Individual" on the one hand, and, on the other, "The
Philosopher Ruler", is not éimply a topical division, but, in light of the history of
interpretation, a comment upon how the text is to be read. By his arrangement
of the text, Lee suggests that Plato's proposals for a communal society of
Guardians is a consideration significantly independent of what precedes--the
practical life of the state --and what follows--the ideal knowledge of the
philosopher-king.

Lee's edition includes a substantial introductory essay, "Translator's
Introduction”, which discusses the diversity of topics and underlieing unity of

purpose in the Republic , against expectations of a modern political treatise.

There is of course a good deal of discussion of social and political
matters; for example the discussion of contemporary forms of society
. .. which occupies most of Books VIII and IX (Part IX). And Parts II
[T 367-375], IV [III 412-1IV 426]and VI [V 449-470] deal largely
with political and social topics. But even in these parts of the book
Plato is more interested in principles than in details, and we find
moral considerations constantly coming in. And the rest of the work
is largely devoted to what we should regard as ethics (Parts I [I-II
366] and V {IV 427-end]), education . . . theory of knowledge . . .and
religion. . . . The Republic . . . was written in the years after the
founding of the Academy: the Academy's aim was to train
philosopher statesmen, and the Republic, as a statement of that aim,
was bound to deal at length with education.92 Plato had decided that
the world's ills would not be cured till philosophers ruled; the
education of philosophers therefore becomes the most important of
political activities. . . . For all these reasons,?3 the Republic was
bound to deal at length with education, and with the moral principles
underlieing the organization of society, as well as with the general
tines on which it should, ideally, be organized; which leaves little
room for more practical details, much as we should often like to have
them. We have therefore a book which is as much about ethics and

education and philosophy as about politics in the strict sense.94

Under the single topic heading “Society and Politics", Lee says that,
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"What Plato has to say on these topics can conveniently be considered under
three headings: the Class System, Property and the Family, and the
Philosopher Ruler."93 Here, then, "Women and the Family" and "The
Philosopher Ruler" (Parts VI and VII) are brought together with "Part IV:
Guardians and Auxiliaries” [IV,412-426], where the Guardians' way of life was
outlined. In this discussion, the proposals of V would seem to be united within
the practical life of the state, where the philosopher-king is regarded from a
practical rather than ideal standpoint--but, then, Lee has also spoken of "the
general lines on which [society] should, idealiy, be organized; which leaves little
room for more practical details", which suggests V is to be regarded from an
ideal standpoint. In other words, Lee's interpretation suffers the ambiguity
concerning V, which characterizes the traditionalist Aristotleian view. Indeed,
Lee's commentary on the communal society of the Guardians is governed, with
dogmatic literalism, by Aristotle's critique. So, when Lee cites Aristotle's
objection that Plato was unable "to distinguish between unity and uniformity”,
the principle of a philosophic critique is actually lost in a pragmatic

understanding of it.

[Plato] assumes that family affections and loyalties can only be a
source of weakness: that the good family man must be a worse
citizen. Family loyalties can, of course, be distracting. But the
assumption is an absurd one, though typical of Plato's love of
uniformity. He could not see that the greater loyalty draws strength
and force from the lesser which it contains, or that his attempt to
diffuse family and other loyalities and affections through the
community . . . could only lead, as Aristotle pointed out, to their
dilution and weakening. He was unable, as Aristotle again said, to

distinguish between unity and uniformity.96
Lee's also includes a "Final Assessment" of the Republi¢c, which
addresses the contemporary critique of Plato--especially by Popper and

Crossman (where Lee betrays a certain sympathy for the anti-Hegelian spirit of
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Popper's critique; Popper saw in Plato the source of Hegel, and in Hegel the

source of Hitler.) Lee's own "final assessment” is that
The Philcsopher Ruler is a mirage, a product of the kind of idealism
which asks too much of human nature and is then disappointed by
what it finds; but he does stand for a set of problems which are real,

and to which every society must find its answer.97

The commentaries by Cross and Woozley, Guthrie, White and Annas are
not the only in-depth studies on the Repuyblic in the last thirty years. They are
considered here by themselves for a couple of reasons: they generally intend to
represent the current state of philological interpretation of the Republic , rather
than new or alternative interpretations of philosophical bias; they have attained
the status of some authority, since they are now cited favourably in any "select"
bibliography on the Republic. A less favourable opinion might be that they tend
to reiterate, dogmatically, the traditional Aristotelian "literal" interpretation,
with the aim of bringing it up-to-date in relation to recent "issues”, which have
been debated in leading classical philological journals.

Cross and Woozly (1964) claimed to offer a "philosophical commentary"
on the Republic, but it is really quite unphilosophical, and completely within the
philological tradition. With respect to their interpretation of V, it is quite
disappointing to be offered no more than a mere paraphrase of the argument. At
best, they fulfilled the ambition of Shorey and Murphy to simply state "what

Plato said", apart from anything he might be "supposed to have said."

By the end of Book IV the ideal state has been constructed and
justice examined botk. in the state and in the individual soul. . . .
There now follow the three "waves"--a metaphor used by Plato at
457b to describe the three contentious points with which he is now
engaged and which the argument has to breast. . . . Plato's aim is to
secure unity in the state. In this latter connection, it is perhaps
sufficient to notice two points. First, the passage from 462a-466d
deserves the closest attention, since here we have the language of
organic theories of the state. . . . Secondly, Aristotle's criticisms in
the Politics, Book I1, Chapters 1-5, of this way of attempting to attain
unity should also be studied. . . . The second wave is followed by a
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digression on war (466d-471c) in which certain rules are laid down to
humanize the strife of Greek against Greek, and then (471c-474b)
Socrates faces the third and greatest wave, the question of the

practicability of the ideal state.98
Had Cross and Woozly themselves discussed the matters their commentary
indicates to be of importance, g.g. Aristotle's critique of Plato's concept of unity
as the good of th:e state, their work would have better filled what has obviously
become a real neeud--a truly "philosophical commentary"on the Repyblic.

W. K. C. Guthrie {1975) has published the (philologically) authoritative
edition of the history of Greek philosophy for the 20th century.99 The great
merit of his work is to have undertaken a modest assessment of contemporary
scholarship. Guthrie wisely observes the philological limitations of his history.
Indeed, what distinguishes it as a "20th century” history of Greek philosophy is
just this self-imposed limit of classical philology.

Guthrie devotes an entire section to a survey of the history of opinion on
the issue, "Is the Platonic City Intended as a Practical Possibility”, but he tends
to trust himself on this and other matters, to F. M. Cornford, who "was right to
say that Plato talkes human nature as it is and tries to construct a social order

that will make the best of it."100 Of the proposals in V, he adds,

This insistence on returning to discuss the why and how of a radical
social reform perhaps suggests that Plato did think of his staie as
within the realm of practical politics; but if so, he might have done

better to leave it in the air like other proposals. 101
What Guthrie was doing for the history of Greek philosophy, N. P. White
decided to accomplish for the Republic, and so published a 20th century
"companion” to the Republic, a kind of up-date of Bosanquet's 19th century
version. Again, 19th century philosophical idealism is replaced with 20th
century philological scholarship. Nevertheless, White's commentary is more

"philosophical” than that of Cross and Woozly. In comparison with the more



recent commentary of J. Annas (1981) it is much more focussed. Annas'
"Introduction” wears a familiar feature of late 20th century works of classical
philology, which often seek to replace particular philosophical bias with a kind of
empirical scholarly rectitude.

In his emphasis upon the "principle of the natural division of labour" as,
when applied to the city "precisely what Plato says justice is", White's
philosophical commentary bears some similarities to the thesis of M. B. Foster.
However, he stays within the common view of Republic V, and also with the
division between the practical state of II-IV and the ideality of V-VII; despite
his emphasis upon the underlieing seriousness of the proposals in V, the
community of men and women, and the community of wives and children, are of
secondary concern, final practical measures which depend upon philosophic

knowledge to be realised, and on whose realisation rests that of the state.

Having given an account of what justice is both in the city and in the
soul, and described what he takes to be a good city and a good man,
Plato feigns readiness at the beginning of Book V to consider cities
and men less just and less good. He eventually does precisely this in
Books VIII-IX, but in Books V-VII he occupies himself instead with a
further elaboration of his description of his city and its rulers. With
tongue in cheek he presents this part of the work as a digression, and
with tongue further in cheek he presents it as merely a response to
pressure from Socrates' interlocutors to explain his statement in
Book IV that the guardians will hold "wives and children in common".
In fact, however, BooksV-VII supply a foundation that has been
missing from Plato's description of his his city and its rulers in the
preceding books.

The basic fact is that Books V-VII lead up to and present a
discussion of the notion of the Good that is essential, according to
Plato, to a clear understanding of justice and its role. The obvious
connection between the Good and the earlier material on the city is
the use of the notion of goodness that Plato has, we have seen,
already made in his effort to identify justice. The city was said to be
good, like the corresponding sort of man who ruled in it, and justice
was one of the things that made them both good. But another
connection, not yet plain in Book IV, has to do with the motivation of
the rulers to rule the city as Plato says they must. In Books VI-VII it
emerges that this motivation is their effort to see that the Good is
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exemplified in the city, in a way that explains their efforts to adhere,
and to see that the city adheres, to the principle of the natural
division of labour, and likewise their efforts to keep the city cohesive
and stable.

Along with problems concerning the Good, Plato also treats
another problem in Books V-VII, the question whether it is possible
for a city such as he has described to be established on earth. . . [It]
is an effort to show that the principle of the natural division of labour
is true and has been correctly applied (472e-473b). . . . To show that
the establishment of the city is possible is to show that the kind of
unity advocated in Books II-IV can in fact be attained.

It is the third part of Plato's discussion in Books V-VII (his
response to the "third wave") that provides the most important
connection between his views on the Good and the construction of his
city. For he holds that, appearances not withstanding, the only way
in which his city could be established would be for philosophers to
become rulers, or rulers to become philosophers. . .. What a
knowledge of the Good must give to the rulers, accordingly, is an
understanding of how adherence to that principle, and the justice that
emerges from it, is truly good for the city and a virtue of it (505a-
b).102

With respect to her interpretation of Republic V, Annas follows Guthrie's
lead in submitting to Cornford's thesis, which is, for the most part, consistent

with the Aristotelian view of the 19th century.

. . . the conclusion of Book 4 gave an account of justice in the
individual, and that there Plato is concerned with human nature as it
is; he wants his proposed account to be such as plausibly to have
application in people's lives; whereas in Book §, in talking of the
state, he feels free to talk of idealized conditions where human nature
is likewise idealized. He is not interested in 'partial compliance
theory' or in adjusting actual difficulties and conflicts of interest.
Several times in Book 5 he makes clear that in discussing various
proposals he is simply skipping the matter of their practicability. He
assumes that what is for the best is possible, this being the ideal
state; and then considers all in one go the question of whether such a
state is feasible at all (at 471c ff.)

Plato's political proposals are often misunderstood through
being inflated. He is not trying to put forward a whole 'political
philosophy' dealing with all matters important for the relation of
individual and state. We have only a sketch of the ideally just city,
presented in an unsystematic way; the bitty passage from 412b-427d
gives us a basis for the account of the virtues, and the Book 5
passage (449a-471e) takes up only some of the points in it. Plato
says so little about the city except in so far as concerns its justice,
that we know virtually nothing about the citizens' way of life (a lack
that has been filled in by different scholars in very different ways). . . .
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Plato's ideally just state is not a full detailed picture of a Perfect City,
but an implementation of what would be needed, in his view, to make
existing cities just.

If we are cautious, and avoid the romantic and polemical
embellishments that often mark discussions of 'Plato's political
philosophy', the Republic can be seen to contain seminal (and very

controversial) opening moves in many important political debates.103
In this most recent commentary on the Republic, the traditional Aristotelian
view of the Republic , recovered from the 19th century, is established once again
near the end of the 20th century.

(b) Alternative Interpretations of Republic V.

After World War I, certain new possibilities of interpretation also began to
appear.104 These new possibilities of interpretation have arisen out of two
tendencies in 20th century scholarship: (1) the various ways philological

studies have been incorporated into, or separated from, contemporary

philosophical developments; (2) the replacement of Aristotle's Politics ,with
Plato's 7th Letter and the "Unwritten Doctrines" located in Aristotle's
Metaphysics, as keys to Plato's intention in composing the Republic. To some
degree, the motivation for replacing the Politics with the 7th Letter and

"Unwritten Doctrines" as interpretative keys to the Republic was increasing
discontent with the dogmatic, literal acceptance of Aristotle's critique.
However, this dogmatic literalism in the traditional view was more easily
converted into a controversial attack upon its principle. In this way was born
the "revolutionist” interpretation of Piato, which expressed itself in terms of
"20th century realism" versus "19th century idealism".

(a) "Revolutionist" Interpretation.

In 1937, it seemed to R. H. S.Crossman that,

Before the First World War, the Republic was often treated as the
'Ideal State' which Plato never intended to put into practice . . . .
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World war has changed all that. Plato's so-called 'idealism’ is now
seen for what it is--a grimly realistic estimate of the moral and

intellectual capacities of the masses . . . . Our modern objection to
Plato is that he is much too 'realistic' in his analysis of human
nature, 105

On the one hand, Crossman's "realistic” Plato is but the most extreme literal
and pragmatic interpretation of the practical ideal state. On the other hand,
what is truly "revolutionary” is the clear inversion of elements. For the
traditionalists, the practical element, however strongly ermphasised, is
understood as finally subordinate to and subsumed by the ideal element; in the

revolutionary view, the ideal is subordinate to and subsumed by the practical.

The Republic contains Plato's plan for the building of a perfect state in
which every citizen is really happy. . . . But if you are going to build a
perfect society, you can only do so by reconstructing existing
institutions; and so Plato was forced to ask himself what was wrong
with Athens. When he had discovered this, he could construct a city

free from the evils of Athenian society.m6

In this view, Plato becomes a secular saviour, who "imagines himself invested
with supreme power and asks how he would use it to save humanity from its
miseries". 107 However, one should not see the revolutionist as a me12
reactionary; there is a genuine interest in grasping the truth of Plato's teaching;
although, whether this spirit is not simply a dogmatism of another kind, would
be difficult to deny.

This revolutionist interpretation of Plato's intention is most clearty
evidenced in Crossman's account of the community of wives and children--where
one sees the familiar conversion of the Platonic state into a Medieval

monastery, converted instead into a modern technological state.

When Plato abolished marriage and the family he was not preaching a
doctrine of free love and easy morals. He was demanding a more
rigid self-control for his ruling class than the ordinary man can
achieve. His ideal was not unlike that of the monk or priest who
takes vows of celibacy and tries to sublimate his earthly emotions
and his human love into love of God and service to the community.
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But the Platonic ruler differs from the monk in two particulars.
Firstly, he considers the future: he sees that if none marries there
will be no children; . .. So Plato advocated not celibacy for his rulers,
but eugenics . . . . In the second place, Plato did not believe that
human love or physical passion were in themselves wicked as some
religious people are inclined to believe . . . if [human passion] was
treated as a passing pleasure, like a glass of good wine, Plato would
have found it wholescme: but if it meant falling in love with someone,
wanting to be with her always, missing her when she was away,
worrying whether she cared for you, and so on--then Plato would
have said it had become a distraction and must be forbidden to the
man whose work was ruling. Plato would have welcomed the

invention of contraceptives. . .. 108

Besides a healthy antidote to medievalising tendencies (e.g. Nettleship),the
revolutionist interpretation attempts, on this point, to identify an underlieing--as
opposed to merely formal or corollorary--connecticn between the abolition of
private property and the community of wives and children in Plato's
utilitarianism.

This brings us to Plato's second reason for forbidding marriage
and the family to his ruling class. Falling in love, he argued, and
wanting a 1amily are really expressions of the acquisitive instinct. He
had forbidden his ruling class any form of proverty whatsoever, and
so he argued that marriage and the family, which are really a sort of
property, must be forbidden to them too. The love of man for woman
is based on a longing for ownership and pride of possession . . ..

Plato thought this exclusive sense of property was an
inevitable accompaniment to marriage, and that for this reason
marriage was just as dangerous to the ruler as property. It would
corrupt his loyalty to the State and give him a private interest which
would distract him from his job. For Plato was a revolutionary; he
wanted his pupils to be men who could work miracles and change the
world: and he thought that the only people that really change the
world are the people who have no feeling for private property as such,
even wives and children. Four hundred and fifty years later Jesus

was to urge the same thing to His chosen apostles.109
A. D. Winspear (1940) continued the revolutionist interpretation, though
his claim that Plato was the first socialist seems more like socialist propaganda,

than historical observation.
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It is a great historical moment when a philosopher realizes that the
things which divide mankind are largely based on economics, or
possessions. . . . It is tremendously significant that for the first time
an analyst of society should see clearly and express firmly the idea
that social divisions are a result of private and individual property. . . .
It is, moreover, of great interest to observe that it was just this
aspect of Platonism which drew the heaviest fire of criticism from
Aristotle and others.110

However, Winspear seems more critically aware of Plato's underlieing id=alism,

which is where Plato falls short of socialist science.

The problem that Plato faced of putting forward a program in purely
political terms was not a simple one. The Republic, we ought by now
to be convinced, was not a monument of abstract thinking, but in a
very real sense a "tract for the times." ... At the stage of the
Republic he introverts the argument, as it were, and, in default of a
political manifesto, takes refuge in psychological analysis and

sociological typography.111
Neither Crossman nor Winspear would cause the furor of Karl Popper's (1950)

post-WWII interpretation of Plato as a totalitarian.

What did Plato mean by "justice"? I assert that in the Republic he
used the term "just" as a synonym for "that which is in the interest of
the best state." And what is in the interest of the best state? To
arrest all change, by the maintenance of a rigid class division and
class rule . . . . Plato's demand for justice leaves his political program
at the level of totalitarianism . . . .

. . . We know from Plato's sociological theories that the state,
once established, will continue to be stable as long as there is no
split in the unity of the master class. The bringing up of that class is,
therefore, the great preserving function of the sovereign, and a

function which must continue as long as the state exists.112
Plato had, of course, his defenders, and the whole controversy forms a distinct
chapter within contemporary Platonic scholarship. What is to be observed in it,
is both the absurdity which results from taking a literal interpretation of the
Republic to the extreme, as well as the need to recall certain poetic elements in
the dialogue, which suggest a less practical intention than social and political
reform.113  The "defenders" of Plato attempted to rescue the Republic from

this dogmatic literalism, equally present among the "traditionalists" and
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“revolutionists", by arguing for a more philosophic interpretation of an imaginary

utopia or poetic city. J. Wild (1953) stated precisely this new development.

The Republic is an imagined ideal community which in Plato's
conception demands the discovery of actual truths, especially
concerning the most important and basic matters of a moral and
philosophic nature. Crossman and Popper claim that there are no
such truths. Therefore they cannot distinguish between the claim to

possess such truth and undiluted dogmatism and tyranny.114

As R. S. Brumbaugh (1962) pointed out, there was need to recall that the
Republic was primarily a philosophical inquiry into the nature of justice.

Following the discussion of social classes and psychological
excellence, Socrates spends some time illustrating what he means
his ideal rulers to be .. .. the account is not a practical program but a
fascinating description of family and education in an imaginary
community of these guardians. It is primarily intended to show in
more detail what sort of rulers his abstract aristocrats are. They
must never put personal interest ahead of the welfare of the
community as a whole. . . . The way to insure that there will be no
conflicts of interest is to give the rulers no personal ties that could
interfere. This means no private property; it also means no private
families. Women and children will be held in common, so that the
rulers form a single family. To judge from later reactions of its
readers, one might think the main intention of the whole Republic was
to advocate such communism, rather than to define justice. . . . This
community, like the earlier discussion of society is really to define an

idea; it is not a program that is recommended for actual operation.115

Two more recent contributions to the "revolutionist” vs. "traditionalist"
debate are Barrow's defence of Plato's utilitarianism against the liberal-
democratic critique of Popper, Crossman and Bertrand Russell, and a Marxist
critique, inspired by Winspear, by Wood and Wood.

While Barrow (1975) suggests that "the importance of Plato, today, lies
in his principles and not in his detailed proposals”, the two are not always
distinguished in his account.116 For instance, on the one hand, the argument for

the state might be reduced generally to the view that, "Plato claims (ngt proves)



that a community constituted on the principle of relating a man's activity to his
needs is a justone, . . .. "117 On the other hand, the account of the "detailed
proposals" of V are not reduced to some such general principle, but retain the

usual pragmatic utility.

. . . The need to foster unity amongst the auxiliaries and rulers, and
the need to prevent them from acquiring acquisitive possessive
instincts, led to a decree that they should lead a communal life (416);
it follows as a matter of course that the same regulation will apply to
women who, on grounds of aptitude and ability, are being trained for
either of these two groups. To preserve the institution of marriage
amongst these groups would be to foster private interests and would
lead on occasion to disharmony (via jealousy, for instance).

Therefore, 'wives and children will be held in common' (457C).118
The critique by Wood and Wood (1978) declares its possibility on grounds
of its irrelevancy to classical studies, by its own philosophical bias. Obviously,
it is the product of the divorce of philosophy and philology, as well as philosophy

and political science.

This book has been written primarily from the standpoint of political
theory rather than as a work of classical scholarship. . . . as a study of
the founding texts in the long tradition of Western political thought,
and as a statement on the nature of political theory. Our view is that
the classics of political theory are fundamentally ideological, and that
to be understood and appreciated as fully as possible, they must be
much more closely and systematically related to their social contexts
than they often have been in the past. . . . A. D. Winspear's ground-
breaking studies have certainly helped to place Plato . . . in socio-

historical perspective. . . . 119
It is most interesting for its dependence upon a historical understanding of the
Greek polis as the rule against which the "Socratics" (including Plato and

Aristotle) are unfavourably measured.

If democracy is the essence, the 'final cause', of telos of the
polis, it is not in the works of Plato and Aristotle, or in the ideas of
Socrates which inspired them, that the nature of the polis is to be
found. On the contrary, their doctrines must be understood as a
negation of the polis.

... The essence, the telos, of the Socratic polis is aristocracy and



hierarchy, not democracy and equality; . . .

The Socratic polis, as described for example by Plato in the
Republic and concretely in the Laws, assumes the existence of a fully
developed civic community and the virtua). disappearance of tribal
institutions, even a weakening of kinship ties--to a greater extent
than even in the most advanced polis; but in Plato's polis the whole
elaborate civic apparatus is used to reinforce, not to weaken,
hierarchy, and to establish and enforce inequality and social
immobility more rigidly than the historical oligarchies could ever have
done. The Socratic polis . . . runs counter to the historical experience.
. .. [1It] is deliberately antithetical to the principles and values of the
polis . . . . [It] violates the historical reality of the polis and deprives
it of its significance in the evolution of human social organization.120

This thesis, applied to the Republic, argues that Plato is the "architiect of the
anti-polis".

. . . Plato's genius lies in his attempt to 'aristocratize' the polis and
politicize the aristocracy, to transform the notion of the polis in such a
way as to synthesize two essentially and historically antithetical
principles, the political and the aristocratic. . . . In [the Republic]
Plato systematically reconstructs the polis so that its very essence
becomes the subordination of the community to a ruling class that
personifies the values of the Athenian aristocracy. At the same time,
he formulates iite modern aristocratic code in such a way that it does
not entail rejection of the polis. . . . In the Republic he does not yet
{as later in the Laws] outline a complete transformation of the
economic and social infrastructure of the polis. Instead, he simply
imagines the superimposition of a new aristocratic ruling class upon
the existing social structure, and addresses himself primarily to the

problem of philosophically justifying its rule.121

(B) "7th Letter" Interpretation.
According to H-G. Gadamer,

. . . classicists in Germany came to emphasize the so-called political
Plate . . . [which] began with the Plato studies of Wilamowitz.
Wiiamowitz made his point of departure the political content of the
Seventh Letter, which by that time was again considered to be

authentic, and he was followed in his approach by many . .. .122
Certainly, non-German classical philologists knew the work of Wilamowitz and
his followers, who had replaced Aristotle's Politics with Plato's 7th Letter as the
interpretative key to the Republic.12% Nevertheless, the "Popper ys Plato"

51

mtgmeOa & ¢ G



[ORRY.- -.

St i en

debate in England and North America inspired a more widespread, sympathetic
interest among English Platonic scholars in the German school.124

The most significant representatives of this German school in the English-
speaking world are Paul Friedlander and H-G. Gadamer, whose works,
originating in the 1920's, have been undergoing translation (and revision) at
least since the 1960's. It is not just the precedence given to the 7th Letter,
which makes of these scholars a single school, but their interpretation of Plato
as a "political" philosopher. In his 1934 essay, later translated as "Plato and

the Poets”, Gadamer argued that

. . . Socrates erects a state in words, the possibility of which is given
only in philosophy. . ..

. . . Thus the exposition of this ideal state in the Republic
serves in educating the political human being, but the Republic is not
meant as a manual on educational methods and materials, and it does
not point out the goal of the educational process to the educator.

.. . Plato's critique of the poets is thus to be interpreted in
terms of the two faces which the Republic presents: on the one hand,
the strict utopian constitution of the state and, on the other, a
satirical criticism of existing states. The very immoderation of this
critique of the poets gives us tangible evidence of the purpose which
Plato has in mind. It is his aim to bring about the possible, i.e., the
actual, education of the political human being by providing a picture of
the impossible, i.e., an organized paideia whose unlimited capability
derives entirely from itself and in no way from a given ethos.

.. . Paideia for Plato . . . . is the shaping of an inner harmony in
the soul of a person, a harmony of the sharp and mild in him, of the
willful and the philosophical. . . . for Plato harmony means the tuning
of a dissonance which is inherent in man.

... And when communal property, communal living, communal
women and children are made the rule for the guardians and for all
education, musical and gymnastic, and when finally even the
begetting of proper new generations is to be determined by a number
calculated in some profound and mystic way (and when the decay of
the state is said to begin with a mistake in the calculation of the
calendar of wedlocks)--all this is_supposed to make one aware that
this educational state is not meant as a proposal for some actual new
ordering of man or the state. Instead it teaches us about human
existence itself and the basic impulses in the latter which makes it
poss.”le to establish a state: The state is possible only when the
difficult and delicate tuning, the aforementioned harmonization of the

schism in man, succeeds.125
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For Gadamer, then, Plato is "political” in the sense that he is an "educator” of
the political; the ideal state of the Republic is an "educational state”; the
communal life of the guardians is not governed by pragmatic political necessity,
but more universal educational reasons. The school of the 7th Letter
emphasizes that "political” for Plato is essentially "paideia”. In 1942, Gadamer
published an essay later translated as "Plate's Educational State", which argued
this underlieing thesis of "Plato and the Poets".

It is in his capacity as the true political educator that Plato writes his
Republic, and most certainly this can also be taken to mean that the
pedagogical state which he develops there refers as well to the
actual, living community where such education was being practiced in

the academy.126

R. F. Cushman (1958) shows the influence of this teaching on English
Platonic scholars.

Nineteenth-century Platonic interpretation was so under the spell of
Hegelian idealism that it gave disproportionate stress to the Platonic
theory of Forms. It tended to lose sight of the pressing human
situation in the light of which the rationale of Plato's metaphysics can
best be understood. . . . It is fitting, then, to draw attention to Plato's
own statement that he forsook politics for philosophy, not to find an
irrelevant retreat, but, through right education, to create a moral
climate from which better politics might come.

. .. It would be plainly absurd to deny that a main contention of the
Republic is this: No ruler can be trusted whose vision is not
"sighted" upon the eternal paradeigma of goodness and whose
primary affection is not centered upon the city whose home is the
ideal. In this we come closest to discovering the raison d' etre for
Plato's so-called ideal state. It is not that he expected its realization;
and, certainly, its envisionment is no invitation to world-flight. It is,
rather, that the vision of it and the love of it can alone assure goodwill
capable of disinterested administration of justice in the affairs of

men.127
A. Dies (1932) is representative of its influence upon French scholars.128 His
commentary on V is particularly enlightening.

Nous avons donc construit la cité et montré qu'en elle, aussi bien que

dans chacun de ses membres, la justice nditra du fait que leurs
parties composantes resteront chacune a leur place et joueront leur
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role propre. Mais, dans cetter appropriation des parties, garantie du
travail harmonieux de I'ensemble, a qui revient le rdle principal?
Evidemment 2 la partie dirigeante, a celle qui, voyant l'ensemble et
son but, tient orientée vers ce but sa propre action et celle des autres
parties. Quelle sera donc la condition fondamentale pour que se
réalise cette justice parfaite, sinon que la partie dirigeante ne cesse
de voir et de vouloir la fin générale, de la voir dans une clarté totale et
inamissible, de la vouloir et de s'y consacrer sans partage et sans
retour? Cette clart€ inamissible, c'est celle de la science: il faut donc
que nos gardiens cherchent et conquierent la science, il faut, en un
mot, qu'ils soient philosophes. A ce degré, voir, c'est vouloir, et
Fintuition claire fait I'action infallibile. Mais se consacrer sans
partage a la fin et, pour cela, monter sans arrét vers la vision totale,
réclame une volonté dégagée de toutes les entraves, purifiée de
toutes les attaches étrangéres: aussi, comme nous avons
précédemment enlevé a nos gardiens les passions et les soucis de la
vie matérielle, nous leur enléverons maintenant les passions et les
soucis de la famille. La communauté des femmes et des enfants est
la condition négative, la <<philosophie>> des gardiens est la

condition positive de réalisation de la justice parfaite. 129

Though they have different interpretations, both Dies and Gadamer see
Republic V as a unified whole, which begins a new division in the argument to
the end of VII. In Dies' divisions of the text, II-IV concern the definition of
justice; V-VII, the conditions for the realization of the just state; VII-IX,
injustice in the state and individual. Likewise, Gadamer sees V as answering
the question of the possibility of the just state. The "traditionalists" divided the
Republic in the middle of V: the community of wives and children concluded the
practical state; the philosopher-king begins the ideal state. The "political”
Platonists are really transferring the whole of V to the ideal state, where they
see the three waves as united by the single question of the possibility of the
just state, as defined in II-IV. It is a more satisfactory division of the text, since
it agrees with the dramatic structure of the work, whereas the traditional
division opposed logic and dramatic elements. One reason may be that the
"political”" Platonists are also of the opinion that the dramatic structure of the
dialogues are inviolable guides to an understanding of the meaning of the

argument.



Paul Friedlander (1928 Germany; 1960 America), like Gadamer, pays

close attention to the dramatic context of the dialectical movernent of the

dialogue--but, like Gomperz before him, the drama of the narrative seems to

overwhelm the logic of the argument, as is evident in his account of the "three

waves".

Three waves break in upon us, each one more powerful than the
other. With this pictorial metaphor, Plato raises the conversation to
its highest level. This level is reached--and on it everything that has
been said before will suddenly be transformed--when we come to the
core of the whole Republic, the incredible paradox that philosophers
be kings, and that the ideal state will not be realized unless they are
(473D). From then on, this new knowledge will stand at the center
and direct our view to the realm of true being.

To this realm, then, we are carried by the wave that threatened
to drown us. Precisely because this wave is so overwhelming, Plato
does not introduce it by itself, but as the third and last wave long
kept in the background. Two paradoxes precede it. These paradoxes
are not of the same overwhelming power, however, but of such a kind

that they might have been dealt with on the level we are leaving.130

It is disappointing for Friedlander to find only a formal unity to V, where

Gadamer and Dies had discovered a logical unity in the issue of possibility.

Still, because Friedlander recognizes the dramatic--or poetic--element, he is

also able to recognize the underlieing dialectical logic. Thus, while he may place

the first two waves with II-IV, he argues more for a philosophic than pragmatic

interpretation--a proper antidote to Popper.

These are paradoxical proposals, and Plato plays with them--
pour épater le bourgeois--by having the women exercise naked with
the men in the gymnasium and by elaborating on the institution of
communal marriage, with many amusing and even grotesque details.
Yet, he is deeply serious behind the jest. For here, as everywhere in
the Republic, it is not the institution that matters to him, but the
principle represented by it. In principle, the forces that iear the state
apart are the greatest evil and those that bind it together are the
greatest good, and the strongest bond is forged by a communion of
pleasure and pain (462AB). The more striking the paradox, the

clearer the principle.131

(y) "Straussian” Interpretation.
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Leo Sirauss created his own school, out of his rejection of the 20th divorce
between science and philosophy, particularly his rejection of the divorce of
political science from political philosophy. The Straussians share some common
ground with the school of the 7th Letter--especially in their attention to the
dialogic character of Plato's writings. However, Straussian interpretations are
usually recognizable more by agreed criteria, than explicit theses of
interpretation. Modern interpretators ought be as faithful to the spirit of the text
as translaiors to its letter. Ironically, given their platform, the Straussians have
been the most controversial amnong Platonic scholars since WWIIL. With respect
to the Republic, besides writings by Strauss himself, there is especially the
translation and interpretation of A. Bloom.

Strauss' most infleential publication on Plato was an entry in the History of
Political Philosophy, (1963) of which he was co-editor. A central thesis in
Strauss' view of the Republic is his understanding of the role assigned therein to
eros.

It seems that there is a tension between eros and the city and hence
between gros and justice: only through the depreciation of gros can
the city come into its own. Eros obeys its own laws, not the laws of
the city however good; in the goaod city, eros is simply subjected to
what the city requires. The good city requires that all love of one's
own--all spontaneous love of one's own parents, one's own children,
one's own friends and beloved--be sacrificed to the common love of
the common. As far as possible, the love of one's own must be
abolished except as it is love of the city as this particular city, as
one's own city. As far as possible, patriotism takes the place of ¢ros,
and patriotism has a closer kinship to spiritedness, eagerness to

fight, "waspishness," anger, and indignation than to eros.132
Bloom (1968) accepted this thesis,133 and built a controversial interpretation of
Republic V around it134-.one which resurrected the "Aristophanes’

Ecclesiazusae thesis, the historical likelihood of which Adam had long ago
disproved.135

56



57

Now Socrates proceeds to try to make public or common
everything that remains private. Full communism, from Socrates'
point of view the only form of just regime, requires not only the
abolition of private property but also the sharing of women and
children and the rule of philosophers. Women, family, and philosophy
are all of the domain of the erotic, which seems to be what is most
intransigently private. . . . The first two waves--the same way of life
for women as men and the community of wives and children--have
never existed in reality or in the thoughts of serious men; they are the
absurd conceits of a comic poet who only suggested them in order to
ridicule them. And the last wave, the rule of philosophers, is a total
innovation, beyond the wildest thoughts of that same comic poet who
had also ridiculed philosophy.

Book V is preposterous, and Socrates expects it to be ridiculed.
. .. As such it can only be understood as Socrates' response to his
most dangerous accuser, Aristotphanes, and his contest with him. In
the Ecclesiazusae Aristophanes had attacked the public in the name
of the private, and in the Clouds he had attacked philosophy in the
name of poetry. Here Socrates suggests that, if philosophy rules, the
political can triumph over the private life. . .. The Republic is the first
book of political philosophy, and attempts to show that philosophy
can shed light on human things as no other discipline can. Socrates is
the founder of the city in speech and, hence, of political philosophy. In
Book V he tries to show the superiority of the philosopher to the
comic poet in deed; he does so by producing a comedy which is more
fantastic, more innovative, more comic, and more profound than any

work of 1‘5‘ristophan<:s.136

Bloom offers the most radical of alternative interpretations, and one which
rests upon treating Plato principally as a poet--although, limited to V. Yet,
Bloom does not represent the furthest extreme of possibility in taking Plato's
proposals in V in some way other than literally. One might here mention
Randall (1970) (self-proclaimed protege of Woodbridgel37), who has argued
that "Plato is a philosopher because he is a poet." In Randall, philosophic sense
tends to be converted into poetic nonsense.

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

dramatic critique of the utopian spirit, of social idealism.138
If the problem with the "traditionalist" interpretation was the dogmatism of their
"literal-minded Aristotle”, here, one goes to the opposite extreme--where what
is said is no longer any guarantee to what is meant, and Socratic reason
becomes an unPlatonic slave to dramatic irony. One can see such
interpretations arising out of the ("anti-systematic") principles guiding David
Grene (1950), who cites Strauss, in a footnote to the following passage, as his
source ( Wilamowitz is alleged to have neglected to give "sufficient attention”

to V).

. .. it is quite absurd to treat the argument of the Republic in logical
terms . . . The dialogues are not treatises designed to teach the
reader by the rigor of logic; they are not exhaustive as Aristotle tried
to make his treatments of particular subject matters. They are rather
designed to make the reader understand imaginatively one point of
view and neglect others. He cannot learn Plato's doctrine from pieces
of the dialogue; he cannot learn the methods of Plato's philosophic
pedagogy. But he may be persuaded that one way of seeing politics

is truer than another.139

(8) Interpretation through "Unwritten Doctrines".

Alongside Gadamer and Strauss, then, there remains Findlay (1974), who
represents for the English-speaking world the third school in modern Platonic
scholarship--that which is grounded in the "Unwritten Doctrines".140

Findlay represents the general structure of the Republic as follows.

The Republic was very possibly written in sections at various times
and in progressively extended forms. Of its ten books, the first is an
ordinary logic-chopping Socratic discourse on Justice, quite possibly
published as such before the later books were written. Books II, III
and IV form a fairly self-sufficient unit and supplement to I: they deal
with the four cardinal virtues of Wisdom, Courage, Self-restraint, and
Justice. Books V, VI and VII belong together and work out Plato's
theory of the metapysical foundations of the world, knowledge and
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society: they are at many points nothing but a fine web of hints and
pictures, and clearly point to the Unwritten Doctrines with which
Aristotle and others have made us acquainted, and without which as
a background these books would be largely unintelligible. Books VIII
and IX are a study in Political Pathology . . . Book X sums up the

whale . . .. 141

In this view, the practical and political aspect of the Republic, emphasized by the

7th Letter and Straussian schools, is completely subordinate to an underlieing

mathematicizing concept of reality Plato learned from the Pythagoreans.

Plato is not . . . primarily interested in souls or states, but in the
divine patterns, the 'Numbers', that they instantiate, and which alone
can give them sense or substance. It is only if we ourselves can
think in this abstractedly structural manner that we can hope to see

the point of his extraordinary comparisons and provisions.142

It is thus a school of thought which most investigates the philosophical ground

of the concept of unity as principle in the Republic, to which Aristotle had drawn

attention.

Plato is best regarded as having constructed an imaginary
Pythagorean commune hanging in the pure ether of hypothesis, in
order to show how political life derives from the metaphysical
Ultimates of the universe, and how the same Unity which everywhere
disciplines variety into excellence and limit, and which expresses
itself in cosmic and individual Life, Soul and Mind, is also expressed
in the mutual regard that different individuals and groups of

individuals have for one another in an ordered social whole.143

One finds in Findlay's account both the most sound philosophic analysis of the

argument of the three waves of V, together with their formal dismissal from

serious consideration.

The way Socrates-Plato meets the first two waves does not merit
very great attention. . . . The main point [in overcoming the first
wave] is that it is eidetic insight which alone can decide whether or
not there is a genuine difference of eidos or phusis--the two are
deeply associated in the thought of Plato--in the difference between
men and women: procreative, grammatical and conventionally social
distinctions do nothing to decide the issue. And logic-chopping or
eristic is precisely the sort of reasoning that confounds genuine
distinctions of eidos or phusis with conventional, verbal or
contingently factual distinctions. . . . The second wave is the general
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strangeness of the plan to share wives and offspring: . . . But that
this strange form of contrived sharing maintained by deception is truly
desirable is argued on the ground that there is an equation between
unity and goodness: there can be no greater evil in a state than what
dirempts into many instead of making it one, and no greater good than
what binds it together and unifies it (462a, b). The community of
parents and children creates a wider community of joy and grief and a
more extended sense of what is one's own: it brings a group closer to
the condition of a single man, who overcomes bodily dispersion
through the unity of his soul, so that he is as a whole affected by each
pain or pleasure in each bodily part (462c, d). Just as a man suffers in

his finger, so will the commune suffere in each insured member.144
In a later summary, Findlay stressed the importance "in reading of all these

fantastic arrangements not to take them for a set of practical proposals".145

() Independent Interpretations

Crombie (1962), like Findlay, addresses V at a philosophical level, where the
communal proposals are seen as involving a relation between rational principle

and natural order.

The way in which the interlude [V-VII] contributes to the theme of
the dialogue is not made explicit by the parties to the conversation
(Plato is careful to make the Republic develop after the manner of a
natural conservation). One purpose of the interlude, as I believe, is
to suggest that there exists a rational order which is somehow
reproduced in whatever is ordrely in nature, and to indicate to us how
we can come to know this rational order. As we have seen, this
points needs to be made in order that the reader may be convinced
that the human soul is essentially a pure inteiligence. However the
way in which the interlude is constructed directs attention more
towards another contribution which it makes, which is the supremacy
of reason in the third of the senses distinguished above, that in which
the question how we ought to live depends in the end on
philosophical insight. The structure is something like this. It
becomes clear that Socrates’ criticisms of ordinary Greek life are
much more far-reaching than we have yet realised. In particular he
does not believe in marriage and the family. The drastic nature of his
proposals makes it necessary to ask how we really know what the
good for man is. We assume that justice, courage, and so on are
virtues and therefore goods, but he who proposes radical reforms

cannot rest on this assumption or tradition or common consent, 146
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Fehl (1962) reminds one of the argument of Neitleship, except he seems
more Augustinian, so to speak. The Republic is generally thought of as
concerning the "pilgrimage" of the soul to the divine; within this context, the
ideal city is the universal city of humanity, governed by reason. On the other

hand, the communal proposals of V are an afterthought.

We have now come to the threshold of a new society: the ideal
republic. This is a city that transcends the simply economic and the
sirnply nationalistic city. Primary education is adequate to the former
and secondary to the latter. But the true republic is something more.
It is the city of man, of all men, the kosmo-polis, the world city, the
Platonopolis, the ideal city of Plato's dream. For this new city, the
foundations are human nature itself--the ideal of what is possible in
terms of human nature. Its rulers must be more than police, more
than soldiers. The general is not enough. The ruler must be a
philosopher. . . .

. .. . Plato digresses! As Eve was an afterthought of Yahweh, so
women and the family are dealt with in a parenthesis in Plato's dream

of the ideal socicty.147
The Republic as translated by R.Larson, received from E. Brann (1979) an
innovative view of its structure; Brann's view is close to that of Gadamer, in its
emphasis upon education --but parts company where paideia is altogether

separated from politics:

The Republic indeed has a rather large and obvious architecture, a
symmetry which suggests too much to be a pattern for pattern's sake.
Let me set it out roughly by books:

1 and 10: The rewards of justice

2-5 and 8-9: The construction and corruption of the best city;

2 and 10: The critique of poetry;

6 and 7: The philosopher's function and education.

This arrangement may be imagined as a set of concentric circles with
the themes lying on a diameter through them. The major themes are
repeated going into the center and coming out, of course under a
different light . . . .

But what the concentric construction primarily effects is the
clear definition of a dialogic center, namely Books 6 and 7, in which
are contained the heights and the depths of the dialogue. ... In the
center of the Western tradition's first book on political theory, then,
politics is replaced by philosophy. . . . Perhaps then it is better to say
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that Socrates transforms a political question into an educational one. .

This transformation of politics into pedagogy is necessitated by
what might be termed the "founding paradox"” of the ideal city. For
suppose such a city has been constructed in argument, how is it to be
realized? It is under the pressure of this question from Glaucon that
Socrates gives the absurd, or at least not very common sensical,
answer already cited: Such a city can come about only if either
philosophers become kings or kings philosophers.

. . . . the point of the Republic is not a pelitical but a personal
founding, a self-constituting, which is accomplished both in and by the
dialogue. Socrates resolves, or rather, bypasses the founder's
paradox by founding, through conversation, right here and now an
educational community whose members are all the present and future
participants in the dialogue. The very development of this community
"in speech”, that is, the course of the argument itself, educates his
interlocutors "in deed". . . . The establishment of this dialogic
community and the conversion and reformation of its philosopher-
citizens is itself the Socratic accomplishment--not the preparation of
future philosopher kings, and the choice of of the obscure Glaucon as

chief interlocutor signiﬁe:s.148
Wolz (1981), like Brann, emphasizes the educational relation of the Republic to

the reader; like Randall, he finds an underlieing Socratic irony.

With the expansion of the state and the introduction of luxury,
the natural harmonious interaction of the citizens which was present
in the primitive state disappears and manmade safeguards against
conflicts must be established in the more sophisticated society. This
raises the problem of education, especially of the warrior class, on
whose competence the life of the state depends.

During the rest of the dialogue, Socrates speaks of training
which, when closely examined, aims not at justice but at efficiency
and safety. The citizens are carefully conditioned so as to remain
reliably obedient to their ruler, and the ruler is endowed with infallible
knowledge, which enables him "to shape the pattern of public and
private life into conformity with his vision of the ideal” (6. 500). The
state which emerges from the discussion not only falls short of the
ideal of justice, but reduces all except the rulers themselves to a
subhuman level, depriving them of their specifically human function of
coatributing significantly to the formation of their own lives. Thus,
submission to the wisest and best intentioned rulers, just as the
excessive adherence to a fixed rule of conduct, is found to be fatal to

morality and hence to manhood. 149
The communal proposals of V have the intended effect of drawing attention to

the impracticability of the ideal state, with the further design of directing the
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reader’s attention toward the underiieing dramatic element of "Socratic irony",
which suggests that the Republic is actually an existential tract against the very
idea of an ideal state in favour of an "authentic" individual.

What could induce the members of a community, the reader might
ask, to give their consent to a form of government which [especially
by the marriage regulations of V] robs them of their integrity as
human beings? What advantage could offset such a sacrifice?

... . we are dealing here not with a conviction of either Socrates or
Plato, but with an exercise of Socratic irony. Before the philosophers
can take control so that "the state and individuals will have rest from
trouble" (6.500), they must first be transhumanized and acquire an
unearthly wisdom, which in turn would make them fit only to rule over
an ideal realm and not the transient situations of the world which we
inhabit. So far from describing how the ideal city can come about,
Socrates seems to call attention to the impossible conditions which
would have to be satisfied, and thus warn the individual that he can
never hope to escape personal responsibility for his own welfare or

for that of the state.150

In his summary of the Republic, Wolz seems to forget how "Plato’s way of
simultaneously concealing and disclosing his thoughts, in order to induce and
direct the reflections of the reader, makes it all too easy for the interpreter to

read his own ideas into the dialogue."

The Republic is not interested in teaching a doctrine, either about
education or government or human knowledge and aspiration. At the
center of Plato's concern, however, there is always the free human
spirit. This spirit is as precious as it is fragile. It is threatened not
only by lack of education, but also by the wrong use of it, not only by
the despot bent on self-aggrandizement, but also by the benevolent
ruler willing to take his subjects’ responsibilities upon himself. If we
now return in thought to the beginning of the dialogue we find that we
have no answer to the question suggested by the opening scene:
How far should a man yield to the pressures and demands made upon
him by his friends, by society, the world at large, and perhaps even
the gods? Neither custom nor rule of law, nor man in authority, no
matter how wise and well-intentioned, can be wholly relied upon as
guides. But it may well be that this is the most significant lesson for
an individual to learn. For only if he has been made aware of the
futility of seeking security in a world essentially precarious and full of
risks, will he be inclined to throw away all crutches and at last stand
on his own feet. Only then is he ready for the supreme test, the
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choice of a way of life. And how can he be a genuine self, uniess he succeeds
in choosing his own life?150

One recognizes how, generally, in the accounts of the Republic, since the "ideological"
attacks on Plato, there is a strong interest to distinguish between "principle” and
"proposal"--in other words, to arrive at « more philosophically satisfactory account of the
"practical ideal" state of the Republic, than is obtainable in a more literal reading of the
dialogue, often ascribed to Aristotle. Such an interest is obvious in Rowe (15%4).

. .. we must distinguish here between [Plato's] political proposals as such, and
what those proposals are designed to achieve. There are many aspects of the
kind of state outline in the Republic which are quite monstrous: for example, its
extreme stratification, and the consequent loss of political freedom in the
ordinary sense; the virtual suppression of creative art and inquiry; the proposals
for the mating and breeding of citizens. But the broad aim, of securing a just
and virtuous society, is hardly in itself objectionable.151

Clay (1988) shows a similar concern.

This inner polity is the foundation of Kallipolis, and its development is perhaps
the overriding purpose of the Republic. Without the third wave of paradox that
Socrates confronts in Republic 5, and without the deep sense of pessimism
about the possibility of founding Kallipolis in anything but speech that this
wave bears with it, the project of the Repulbic would have been very different.
But the recognition of the antagonism between philosophy and society that
Socrates voices in Books 5-7, and finally at the end of 9, forces attention away
from society back to the individual. It is not true that "in the fields of politics,
the individual is to Plato the Evil One himself [Popper, Open Society, p. 104].
In the Republic, the growing pessimism over the possibility of a society
governed by philosophy is qualified by an emergent hope for the perfection of

the individual soul.152

(vi) Conclusion.

The view taken of the history of interpretation of Republic V in this critical survey is
that it develops out of Aristotle's critique in Politics IT basically two opposed lines of
interpretation: the "traditionalist" and the “alternative”. The survey suggests that both the
traditionalist acceptance and the alternative rejection of Aristole's critique as an interpretive

key to the Republic are inadequate. What is taken to be the true import of Aristotle's



critique forms the critical standpoint from which the history of interpretation of Republic V
has been surveyed.

Disagreements among the traditionalists substantiates what one might infer from
Aristotle: that the interpretation of V is problematic. What is problematic about V is the
interpretation of the community of wives and children. The problem becomes evident
within the context of the general view taken of the structure oi the dialogue, which divides
the argument between the practical state constituted in II to IV, and the ideal state of V to
VII. There is nearly universal agreement that Plato brings before us a practical ideal state;
however, in nearly every view, the practical and ideal elements are divided and, in some
instances, even opposed. The community of wives and children is the focal point of this
dissolution of the state into its elements: on the one hand, it is assigned to the practical
aspect of the state, and thus associated with the argument of I to IV; on the other hand, it is
assigned to the ideal aspect of the state, and thus associated with the argument of V to VII.
In nearly every account, it is recognized as the most impracticable ideal measure of a state
taken to be a practical ideal--the problem lies with this very determination of the state as a
practical ideal.

The conclusion drawn from this survey is that the problem orginates in the
traditionalist tendency toward a dogmatic and literal acceptance of Aristotle's critique of the
Republic in Politics I. They learn from Aristotle the impracticability of Plato's state taken
literally as a practical ideal; yet, they fail to recognize the alternative of interpreting it for
what Socrates is made to say it is--a philosophic paradigm which exists--part and whole--in
and for lexis, not praxis. Most of all, they pay insufficient attention to the theoretical basis
of Aristotle's critique--that Plato's concept of unity is contrary to the concept of gikos and
polis; thus, they misinterpret the significance of his critique that, taken literally, the ideal
state is also contrary to these institutions in practice. Aristotle does not simply condemn
Plato's state, but suggests the need to regard it more as a philosophic than practical model,

which would seem to encourage the alternative line of interpretation.
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Alternative interpretations, however, have appeared most directly as a rejection of the
traditionalist acceptance of Aristotle's critique as an interpretive key, with the result that
both schools of thought fail to realize Aristotle's directive to consider the dialogue within its
own philosophic terms. Many express a desire to seek out new interpretations of the
Republic; to some extent, the survey has attempted to measure these by a critical evaluation
of their proximity to what is taken to be the main hypotheses of the Platonic philosophy--
the many, gide and good. Few tend to stay within the logic of the dialogue; too many
obviously read into the argument the common biases of the day. The most interesting of
these address the dialogue dialogically--especially, within the context of the relation of
dialogue to reader; however, the most promising of a satisfactory account of the Republic
are those which address the dialogue philosophically from within a Platonic standpoint.

The one-sidedness of the most noteworthy alternative accounts of the dialogue--those
of Findlay, Gadamer and Bloom--are demonstrated by their mutual exclusion of each other.
Against Gadamer and Bloom, the weakness of Findlay's tendency to reduce the concrete
matter of the dialogue--the practical life of state and individual--to the abstract principles of
the "unwritten doctrines" is most evident; against Findlay, Gadamer's tendency to interpret
the dialogue from an existential standpoint becomes evident, as well as the limitation of
granting too much weight to the authority of the "seventh letter", so that the philosophic
content tends to become subject to an existential concern with political life--and in this
tendency, the Straussian position is not far away; Bloom represents the liability of
interpreting the dialogue almost on private grounds, where there is no other authority than
one's own ingenuity.

In general, the weakness of extant interpretations is the general failure to keep the
end of the argument in view: the thesis of the following interpretive essay is that the
Republic is concerned, above all, with the dialectical disclosure of how justice is the right

relation of all things to an ultimate principle of intelligible causality, the Platonic Good.
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An Interpretive Essay on Republic V

1. 449-451c3 Introductory Narrative: the new beginning.

The character of the narrative interlude at the beginning of Republic V is
aporetic: its purpose is to introduce a "new beginning" in the argument concerning the

nature of justice, which has so far been established as the principie of the ideal

(i) 449a-450c5 The gporia of the just politeia.
(a) 449a-b1 The just politeia as complete.

Republic V begins with Socrates' intention to complete the argument for justice
in the way outlined at the end of Book IV. On the assumption that the argument
concerning the nature of the constitution of the just politeia is now complete, he
begins by laying down as already established that the politeia of the state and its
analogous counterpart, the politeia of the individual, are agathe and orthe.

"Ayabny pév Tolvw W Towavmmy moAw Te kal moliTelav kal
Opbnv kaid, kal dvdpa TOv ToloiTOV"
449a1-2

The basic premiss on which the completion of the argument appears to depend
is that this politeia is a true definition of the idea of politeia, and is in this sense an
ideal politeia. It is assumed that the definition of justice in Book IV is a true definition
of what justice is.] The ideal politeia can now be used as a true measure of other
kinds of politeiai. By means of the analogy of state and soul, justice can be compared

to injustice, and it can finally be determined whether a just life is preferable to an

i Ljust life.
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The hypothesis which Socrates now sets out to prove, therefore, is that,
as measured by the ideal politeia, the other four basic kinds of politeiai are

degenerate forms of the ideal.

Kakds &¢ Tds dAas kal ﬁ{tapmuéms, elmep abrn Spbif, mepl T€
moAewy blowkrjoels kal mepl [Suwtdv Yuxfis Tpémov xaTaockeurjy,
év Térrapor movnplas elbeow oloas.

449a2-5

Socrates is about to explain the process of degeneration when he is interrupted.

Kal éyd pév fla ras égeliis épdv, dis pow épalvovro éacrar é
dAMjAwy petafalvev:
449a7-b1
The theory of constitutional decline is not resumed until Book VIII, which
suggests that the intervening books, V to VII, have to do with the relation
between the one ideal and the many degenerate forms of the state. The
underlying logic of the relation is here unknown. What V-VII bring to light is the

logic of the Platonic hypotheses of the Good, the eide and the many.

(b) 449b-450c5 The just politeia as incomplete.

That the interruption constitutes a major division in the argument is
suggested by the re-introduction of Polemarchus and Thrasymachus into the
narrative, who have been absent from the argument since the beginning of Bock
II. The origin of the interruption is a subversive whisper of discontent, which
leads to the arrest of Socrates' intention to complete the argument. This
"rebellion" originates with Polemarchus; its cause is championed by Adeimantus,
and supported by Thrasymachus and Glaucon.2

Ironically, Socrates is accused of sinning against philosophy. It seems to
his interlocutors that he has tried to gct away with cheating the argument

concerning the just politeia of an entire and essential division -- an explanation of



how the maxim "common are the possessions of friends" would apply to the
family in the community of guardians.
" Amoppaduuetv Tuiv Soxels, &¢n, xal eldos dAov ov TO
éAdyioTov éxkMémrew Tob Abyov lva un SLéAlps, kal Afoewv
olnfivar elmov avtd gavdws, ws dpa mepl ywawkdv Te kal
malbwv mavrl Sfiov, 8§ xkowd T@ PlAdwv &orar.
449c2-5
It is not the case that the principle koina ta philon estai does not seem applicable

to the possession of wives and children.

Oixodv Spbiss, égny, & ‘Abelpavre; Nal, 5 8’ s
449c6-7

What is unclear is how the principle koina ta philon estai would be "rightly"
applied to the possession of wives and children. One could imagine a number of

different ways of organizing a koinonia of wives and children. What is not clear is

the right way for it to be organized.
dAd TO Opbds ToDTO, dioTep TdAA@, Abyov Seltar Tis 6
Tpémos: Ths kowwvias: moAlol ydp Qv yévowvro.
449c7-8

They have been expectantly awaiting a more complete account of the koinonia of

wives and children since its proposal. For they believe the question of how the
koinonia of wives and children would be rightly or wrongly organized is not only

important, but essential to the logos of the ideal politeia.

uéya ydp 1 olbueba Pépewv kal SAov els mohtelay Spbis 1
un Gobds yryvéuevo.
449d4-6
The question of how the koinonia of wives and children should be

organized is raised not for its own sake, but as somehow essential to the logos of
the ideal state. The necessity of the koinonig of wives and children is not
questioned, but is the basis of the demand to hear an account of it. They are not
objecting to the koinonia of wives and children. They are objecting to completing

the argument for justice without the logos of the koinonia of wives and children.
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Both Glaucon and Thrasymachus support the objection (450a3-6).
Socrates argues, however, that the logos of the koinonia of wives and children
would require such an argument that it would be as though they were to start the
logos_of the just politeia all over again from the beginning. His comparison
suggests that the logos of the koinonia of wives and children would demand
nothing less than a "new beginning” in the argument conceming the logos of the
just or ideal politeia.

Olov, v 8’ éyd, elpydoaode émAaBbuevol pov. Boov Abyov
mdAw, domep éE dpxmis, kweite mepl Ths moAiTelas:
450a7-8
The completion of the logos of the just politeia was possible so long as the logos

of the koinonia of wives and children was simply assumed by it.

1 s 116n SieAnivdus Eywye éxaipov, dyamiv el Tis édool
Tabra drodefduevos s TéTE EppIibn.
450a9-10
The reason he attempted to simply pass over the matter earlier was to avoid the

"host of arguments” such a controversial proposal would be certain to stir up.

d viv juets mapakaloivres otk lore Soov éauov Adywv
émeyelpere: v Spav éyd mapiika TéTE, un mapdoyor moALy
SxAov.
450a10-b2
Socrates' apology fails to satisfy Thrasymachus, by whom he is reproached
for subjecting the free, inner necessity of reason to the external necessity of

expediency.3
TL 8; 1§ 8’ 8 & Bpagiuayos: ypvooyorjoovras olel Tovobe

viv evfdde dgixbai, dAA’ oV Adywv dxovoouévous;
450b3-4

Socrates agrees with Thrasymachus, but argues that reason itself necessitates

the observance of a "measure” in argument.

Nal, elmov, petplwv ye. 450b5
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Socrates' agreement is consistent with a cardinal principle of philosophic
discourse, which demands that an argument not be left incomplete, by way of
unexamined assumptions.# His disagreement, however, is consistent with his
account, in Book IV, of the aporia of completing an argument, when it comes
against the kind of endless contentious objections that are predicated of a
(eristic) position, which would, for instance, contest the very basis of rational
argument, such as the law of non-contradiction.5 The "measure" which would
determine whether to answer such objections is the difference between an
argument which necessarily reasons on the basis of certain principles, e.g., the
principles of reason, and an argument which reasons about those principles One
should proceed on a hypothetical basis to complete the former kind of argument,
or, at least take it to the point where it becomes necessary for its assumptions to
be examined. If the hypothetical ground of the argument is ever proven false, the
argument will be considered invalid.0

Given his anticipation of a multitude of arguments concerning the koinonia
of wives and children, it still seems best to Socrates to let the proposal go
anexamined. His argument against taking up the logos of the koinonia of wives
and children is that the argument for justice can be completed without it, so long
as they themselves agree to the proposal.

It is Glaucon who finally persuades Socrates to answer their objection.
For Glaucon argues from the same position as Socrates himself, that of a
philosophos.” He believes that the argument is at a point which necessitates
taking up the logos of the koinonia of wives and children. Therefore, it is subject
to the cardinal rule of philosophic discourse, that the argument be completed in the

examination of its assumptions.
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Mérpov 8¢ y’, édn, & Zkpartes, 6 adkwy, TooUTwy Adywy
droveww Sdos 6 Blos voiv Eyovoiv.
450b6-7

He now encourages Socrates not to tire in face of the "host of arguments”, but to

take up the argument for the koinonia of wives and children, at their request.

dMd 1 pév Nuérepov €a- ov 8¢ mepl dv épwrduev undauds

dmokduns 1} oo Soxel Siebudy,

450b7-8

His encouragement is striking in contrast to a parallel instance in Book IV. The
parallel is his response to Socrates’ argument that they not address the plurality
of contentious arguments which would question the necessary assumptions of
rational argument. He had encouraged Socrates not to tire himself by answering
them, but to proceed in the hypothetical manner he had proposed.8 The difference
in Glaucon's present attitude follows from their agreement that the argument has
come to a point where it is necessary to give an account of the logos of the

koinonia of wives and children.

The most complete form of the objection is now stated by Glaucon as well.
Adeimantus has already told us that they want to know about the tropos of the
koinonia of wives and children, the details of organization. Glaucon's formulation
of the objection emphasizes that the logos will involve giving an account of that
period in the life of the guardian, which lies between one's birth and formal

education in the state,

Tis 1) kowwvia Tols gvdabv fuiv maldwv Te mpL Kal
ywvawdy éorar kal Tpopis véwv &n Svtav, Ths év TG petaly

Xpbiw yiyvouévns yevéoeds Te kal maidelas, 1§ 61
émmovwrdrn Sokel elvat.
450c1-4

The nature of the objection appears to be practical. It seems essential to
the logos of the just politeia to determine whether and how a koinonia of wives
and children will work. The aporia of the logos of the just politeia appears to be a

question concerning its practicability.
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(i) 450c6-451c3 The aporia of the koinonja of wives and children.

The aporia of the logos of the koinonia of wives and children is that of a
certain, yet unspecified, skepticism (apistia) regarding, not only its possibility,
but also its ytility.

moMds ydp dmarias &xer € pdMov Tiv Eumpoobev v
SujAbouev. kal ydp os Swward Aéyetai, dmoTolt’ dv, kal el
én udAtora yévorro, ds dpiar’ dv eln Tavra, kal Tavmy
dmorjoeTat.
450c6-9
Unless the koinonia of wives and children can be proven to be possible and best,
its logos will be regarded as impractical, or, "idealistic" in the sense of "wishful
thinking".
80 8 kal &wvos Tis alrdv dmreofar, uiy elyn Soxf elvar 6
Abyos, d PlAe éraipe.
450d1-2
Glaucon understands the nature of this skepticism to be of a different sort

than the reason which demands the logos of the koinonia of wives and children.

He would straightway amend the aporia by liberating the logos of the koinonia of
wives and children from having to answer directly to it. He would contain the

argument, so far as possible, within some sort of rational limit.

Mnéév, 1} 8’ &8s, Skvel: obre ydp dyvdpoves olre dmarol
olre Sdovor ol dkovoduevol.
450d3-4

Glaucon's amendment does not contradict the reason for the demand of a logos. It
does not remove the demand that the practicality of the koinonia of wives and
children be shown. His amendment suggests that he distinguishes between an
ordinary skepticism grounded in Hellenic custom and tradition, a rational
skepticism, grounded in an enlightened attitude, which assumes a certain freedom
from custom and tradition, and a more radical (sophistic) skepticism which is

capable of opposing itself to both reason and custom. Glaucon seems to assume



that the logos need only justify itself in relation to an enlightened reason, and not
in relation to either unenlightened assumptions, or radical skepticismi.

Socrates refutes this amendment at a deeper level. The logos of the
koinonia of wives and children is of such a sort that it can make no allowances. It
is a dangerous argument, for it must proceed entirely hypothetically, altogether
without fixed assumpticns, yet it will involve a consideration of matters of

greatest importance.

év ydp gpovipols Te kal plAois mepl Tdv peyloTwy Te Kal
@ldwy TdAnOi eldéTa Aéyew doparés kal Bappaiéov,
dmoTrobvta 6¢ kal {nrotvra dua Tois Adyous moieiofatr, 8 &)
éyw 5pd,

450d10-451al

The measure of such an argument is the truth, not simply an enlightened reason,
which might easily accomodate its assumptions. Neither is it an unenlightened
tradition nor sophistic reason, either of which might easily subject it to ridicule.
Rather, the true ground of skepticism regarding the argument, is Socrates' own

skepticism of the capacity of human reason to determine the truth.?

doBepév Te kal opaiepdv, ol T yéAwTa SPAelv-marducov ydp
TOUTS Yye—dAAd un opaiels Tis dAnbelas ol uévov avrds dAAda
kal Tovs @lhovs owemomaoduevos keloouar mepl d Hxiora et

opdAMeotad.
451al-4

The real aporia which must be faced by the logos of the koinonia of wives

and children is the aporia of trespassing beyond the realm of assumptions. The
argument will move beyond the nomima of what is just, beautiful, and good,

toward the aletheia of what is just, beautiful, and good. And it can only do so by

calling the nomima into question. It is an argument which will call into question

the fundamental assumptions and principles of human institutions and society;
even of human life. Socrates prays to Adrasteia, punisher of proud words, lest he

unknowingly cffend the divinities of the just, the beautiful, and the good.
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mpookuwi 8¢ ‘ASpdoteiav, & Madkwy, xdpw ol péMw Aéyel
Anllw ydp olv EAarrov dudpmmua dxovolus Twis govéa
yevéatbal 1) dmatedva kaldv Te kal dyabiov kal Sikalwy

voulpwy mépt.
451a4-7

The introductory narrative concludes with Socrates’ metaphor of the male
drama and female drama. The metaphor suggests both the continuity of the logos
of the koinonia of wives and children with the Jogos of the ideal politeia, and also
that a "new beginning" is being made in the argument.

Aéyew 51, Egnyv éyd, xpry dvdmakw ad viv, d TéTe lows &Sel

épeliis Aéyew: Tdya 8¢ obrws dv dpbds é&yol, perd dvdpetov

Spdua mavrelds SuamepavBév TO ywaikelov al mepalvery,

dMws Te kal émeldry ov olrw mpoxalf.

451b9-c3

The metaphor of the male and female drama suggests that the relation of the
logos of koinonia wives and children to the logos of the just politeia is reasonably
explained by the dialectical method of proceeding on the basis of hypotheses.10
The logos of the koinonia of wives and childrern does not fall within the logos of
the just politeia, but addresses the basic assumptions on which the logos of the
just politeia as a whole rests.

The first part of the narrative introduces the demand for a Jogos of the
koinonia of wives and children as presenting an aporig to the logos of the just
politeia. That the logos of the politeia is "good and right" has not been
questioned. That is, it has not been questioned with respect to lexis. The second
part of the narrative indicates that the ]ogos of the politeia does appear to be
questioned with regard to praxis, insofar as it appears to depend upon the
practicability of the koinonia of wives and children. The aporia would therefore
apply also to the questicn concerning the good of justice. Justice has been
defined, and proven to be the fundamental principle of politeia; as such, it must be

regarded as a necessary good of human life. The question of practicality,

however, raises the aporia of whether justice, so defined in Jexis, can be obtained
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in praxis. What is the good of justice if it can only be realized in lgxis and not in
praxis? But Socrates' formulation of the aporia has taken the objection one great
step further. The whole question of the translation of the politeia from lgxis into
praxis invoives uncovering the relation of justice in lexis to justice in aletheia.
The narrative suggests that the "new beginning" in the argument is one of
moving from justice as it appears in the realm of human institutions, toward
justice as it appears in the realm of the divine; from the realm of "true opinion", of

what is agathe and orthe, to the realm of aletheia.
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I1. 451¢c4-457b6 The First Wave.

(i) 451c4-452a9 The proposal for the koinonia of men and women.
Socrates introduces the female drama by laying down that the domestic life
of the guardians must be in accordance with their political function, for which they

have been fitted by nature and education.

AvBpdiros ydp Pior xal mabevbelow ws Nuels SujAdouev, kat’
éuny 86kav o éor’ dAAn dpdn malbwv Te kal ywawdv ktiols
Te xal xpela 1§ xar’ éxelvmyv T dounw lodow, fvmep TO
mpdToV Wputioauev:
451c4-7
Their political function has required that they live in a koinonia, rather than in
private households. The koinonia of the guardians has been required by justice.

The guardians were instituted in the staie at the beginning as a community, like a

herd or flock. Their domestic life is to be in accordance with their communat life.

énexeiprioauev 8¢ mov ds dyéins ¢udaxas Tols dvdpas
xabordvar 79 Abyw. Nal. ‘Axodovbduev Tolvww kal Tiv
yéveow kal Tpognw mapamAnolay dmodibévres, kal oxomduev €l

nulv mpémel 1 ol.
451¢7-d2
On the basis of the original analogy between the guardians and guard-
dogs, Socrates proposes the koinonia of men and women in the guardian class. It
abolishes the traditional basis of division betveen the political realm of the polis,
as the prinicipal interest of the male polites, and the domestic realm of the oikos
as the principal interest of the female polites. Women will not be separated from
men for the domestic duty of bearing and rearing children. Instead, men and

women will share the office of guardian.

Tds OnAelas Tiv Puddkwy kvwdy woéTepa ouuguAdTTey oldueba
Setv dmep dv ol dppeves guAdrTwol xal owbnpevew kal Td\a
Kkowjj mpdTrew, 1§ Tds ueév olkoypetv évbov ds déwdrouvs bld
TOV TAV akvAdkwy Téov Te kal Tpogiy, Tols b¢ movelv Te kal
ndoav émuéietav éyew mepl Td moluna;

451d4-9
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Glaucon agrees that the natural division of maie and female would not constitute a
basis of division in the guardian class. Sexual difference is not taken to
constitute an essential difference in human nature. It is reduced to a difference of

physical strength, external to the inner nature of a guardian.

Kowfjj, épn, mdvra- wAiy ws dobeveorépais ypdueba, Tols 5¢
ws loyypotépois.
451e1-2
If women are to share the office of guardian, they must receive the education of a

guardian.

El dpa tais ywaiflv énl Tabrd ypnedueba kal Tols dvSpdot,
Tavra kal S.baktéov avrds.
451e6-7

The education of women is the means of instituting the koinonia of men

and women in the guardian class, which is the first step towards securing the
koinonia phulakon, on which depends the unity of the political community as a

whole.

(ii) 452a10-456¢3 The possibility of the koinonia of men and women.

The proposal that women be educated to serve a political function must be

defended against the accusation that it will offend the nomima of the just,

beautiful, and good. The logos of the koinonia of men and women must overcome
this offence by establishing its possibility and utility. The first part of the logos
(452a10-456c¢3) is an elenchus which refutes three objections against the

possibility of the koinonia of men and women:

(a) 452a-¢3 - that it is against custom: para to ethos;
(b) 452e4-454¢3 - that it is against reason: antilogos;
(c) 454¢4-456¢3 - that it is against nature: para phusin.
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These three objections embody three separate positions. The objection para to
ethos embodies the unreflective dogmatism of traditional morality; the objection
antilogos embodies the radical skepticism of sophistry; the objection para phusin

embodies the philosophic reason of dialectic.

(a) 452a-e3 The objection para to ethos.
The objection para to ethos questions the possibility of translating the

koinonia of men and women from lexis into praxis.

Tows 81, elmov, mapa 16 é&bos z,yeri‘a dv galvorro moda mepl

Ta viv Aeydueva, el mpdfetar ) Myerau.
452a7-8
Socrates begins his elenchus by citing what, kata to ethos, would be most

ridiculous about the koinonia of men and women. Obviously, it would be women
exercising in the gymnasium naked alongside men; not only the young, but the old
as well.

Tt, v 8’ éyd, yedobrator avriv Spds; 1 Sfda &1 &
yyumds Tds yvwaikas év Tals malialoTtpais yuuvalouéas petad
TV dvdpdv, ov pubwov tds véas, dAAa kal 16n Tds

mpeapuTépas,
452a10-b2
The spectacle of old women in the gymnasium is compared to the burlesque of old
men whose fondness for frequenting the gymnasium compels them to expose their
aged and wrinkled bodies to the ridicule of society. These aged philogumnastikoi

are gelaioi because the mere sight of them exercising in the gymnasium is

aesthetically unpleasant (me hedeis ten opsin), especially in contrast to the

beauty of young athletes.

domep Tols yépovras év Tols yyuvaolos, 8tav puool kal un
néets T Sy Suws duroywurvacraow; Ny Tov Ala, Egn-
yedoltov ydp dv, ds ye év TG mapeardTi, gaveln.

452b2-5
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The extreme terms of contrast set out by this burlesque spectacle of naked
old women exercising alongside young male athletes seems obvious ground for
rejecting a koinonia of men and women. It is just the obvious in its simple
immediacy that Socrates seeks to destabilize, the first step toward which has
aiready been taken. There are now not one but two instances of ridicule: the one
based on (a reaction to) the difference of sex, the other based on (a reaction to)
the difference of age. The point is subtle but sure: the basis of the objection para
1o ethos is not the difference of the male and female simply, for that is but one
occasior for ridicule; the ugliness of the aged beside the beauty of youth is
another, and more universal. What gives rise to ridicule is what is present in both
instances: the pleasant and unpleasant.

The ground of this comic laughter is not the immediacy of phusis, but the

intermediacy of aisthesis. Phusis would be the ground of an objective ethos. This

laughter lies not, as its immediacy suggests, in the obviousness of the objects of
ridicule, but has its hidden origin within the subjects who laugh at them. What is

concealed in the unreflective standpoint of to _ethos is the subjective element of

relativity which belongs to the realm of the aesthetic. To unearth the presence of
this subjective relativity in the immediacy of appearances is to initiate the
destabilization of the certainty which is expressed by this comic laughter at the
burlesque spectacle imagined in the gymanasium of men and women, young and
old, beautiful and ugly, pleasant and unpleasant. Only by exposing the origin or

ground of to ethos will it be possible to overthrow the customary division of men

and women institutionalized in the division of family and state.
The establishment of a koinonia of men and women would be a "great

revolution".

Oikodv, v 6° éyd, émelmep dpurioauev Aéyew, ol gopnréov Td
Ty yapiévrwv oxdupara, doa kal ola dv elmoev els Ty
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452b6-c2

At the level of the gthos itself, and not its aesthetic origin, what is gelajos is this
apparent contradiction of women acting like men, and the aged acting like youth in
a situation where the natural differences of male and female, youth and age, have
been made obvious by the custom of exercising naked. It is just because in the
gymnasium natural difference is obvious rather than concealed that is gelaios.
But it is gelaios not kata phusin, but kata ethos, an gthos which Socrates defines
as a Hellenic meral aesthetic (452c6).

The customary view would find the sight of women exercising naked
gelaios - because it is so gbviously aischros. Not only is it so obvious because
they are naked, but also because they are in contrast with yonng male gymnasts
who are customarily viewed as kaloi. It is a moral aesthetic that informs the
standpoint of to ethos: what is aesthetically kaios is agathos; what is
aesthetically aischros is kakos.

If one side of the objection para to ethos is the superficiality of judgement
whose basis is appearance and -ustom rather than the objective reality of nature,
the other side is the possibility that this comic subjectivity which is free to laugh
might have some objective basis of its own which is independent of the natural,
and by which it is rather able to determine the natural. What is the basis of
beauty and ugliness? - it is not the natural distinctions of youth and age, or male
and female, since a young woman may be more beautiful than an old man. What
is the hidden cause of this comic laughter that arises from the measure of {o
ethos? It lies neither simply on the side of given nature nor on the side of reason,

but underlies the unreflective relition of the two sides.
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Socrates iakes up the origin of the present custom of male athletes
stripping to exercise in the gymnasium. His account is a paradigm instructive in
the nature of ethos, habituzi, unreflective custom; more generally, it is a paradigm
instructive in the essentially rational character of the Hellenic ethical order.

Socrates recalls how, not long ago, the sight (horasthai) of men naked
seemed (edokei) to the Greeks both "shameful" and "ridiculous” - as even now it
seems so to the barbaroi.

oV moAis xpbvos éE ol tols “EAnow é8dkel aloypd elval kal
yedola dmep viv Tois moAdols Tdv PapBdpwy, yuuvols dvépas
dpdofa,
452¢6-8
Customs - unlike nature - change; they vary from place to place, and the custom of
men exercising was actually taken up by the Athenians from Spartans, who took
it up from the Cretans with whom the custom originated. And so, too, was this
custom the object of ridicule at the point of its introduction, since it went against
the established ways and customs, upon which are based the unflective doxa of
the many.
kal 8te Npyovro Ty yywaolwv mpdTor puév Kpites, émetta
AaxeSaruébviol, ey Tots Tére dotelots mdvra TabTa kwuwdelv.
452c8-d1
So, to begin with, the custom of men exercising naked is not an innate

property of the male animal, it is not an gthos kata phusin. Rather, it is ethos

kata logon, an ethos of a rational animal. Once it became clear to the Greek mind
that it was more rational to exercise naked than clad, they gave up the doxa which
identified the civilized with clothing as against the unclad savage, and accepted
this new custom for themselves. Their reasoned acceptance of the ethos as
agathon kata logon, caused them to give up their more primitive view that it was
kakon because it was alogon and kata phusin, and therefore barbaron; this reason

overcame their doxa that it was gelaion and established among the Greeks the

r—
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current doxa that this gthos is ariston. The habituation of the passions in the

human community in accordance with that doxa finally overcame in them,at the
level of aisthesis, the unsophisticated reaction to the mere sight of men exercising
naked as aischros, as they were converted to the current, enlightened aesthetic

view that it is kalos.

AN’ émedn) oluar ypauévors dueivov 10 dmobteobar Tob
ovykaAvnrew mdvra Td Tolabra égdvn, kal TO ev Tols
Opbaruols 61 yerolov éfeppim Umo ToD év Tols Adyois
umgybévros dplorouv-
452d3-6
The origin of gthos lies within the reason of man to determine for himself, not in
the giveness of the natural order. Logos is the ground of gthosg, ethos is the
sround of aisthesis,

The division Socrates draws between the Greeks and barbarians is
between the civilized view of man as a rational animal who is free to determine
his own manners and customs according to rational principle, or what he believes
is right and just, best or good, and the barbarian who is not capable of this rational
freedom, who has not set apart what is human from what is natural, but lives ever
in an immediate relation to the natural, and knows ro free independence of it.
Those who adopt an unreflective attitude toward their customs aud beliefs, whe
do not seek an understanding of their ground, fall back into a state not far removed
from barbarism. They are prone once morc to confuse what is according to logos
and what is according to phusis since they assume their connection without
knowing their difference. That is the nature of the aporia which is generally being
addressed in these arguments of Books V to VII, and this may most generally be
said to be the need to make the philosophical distinction between being and

becoming, or nature and reason. Their confusion is barbaric; their clarification is

the basis of civilization. The concealed confusion of reason and nature in o ethos
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must be stripped away through the clarification of what is according to reason and
what is according to nature. This enlightenment is the activity of philosophy which
has for its ground a rational confidence in the primacy of the intelligible good as

the measure of human activity both in thought and in feeling.

kal Tobro évelfato, 8n pudraios & yeroiov dMo 11 Hyelta
TO Kkakdy, kal 6 yehwtomolely émyelpdv mpods dAAnv Twa
v droPAémwy ds yedolov 1§ Ty Tob digpovds Te Kxal karod,
kal xaiob ad omovbd{er mpds dAMov Twd oxomdy omnoduevos 1
TOV TOD dyabob.
452d6-e2
Whether there is a rational ground to the objection of para to ethos
depends upon the question of human nature, which is taken up in the course of the
next two objections. What is laid down is the principle assumption upon which
the argument advances, yiz., that the measure of ¢thos and opinions generally is
the good as known by reason, and not the good assumed in habitual custom which
may or may not be rational or ortha doxa. This assumption is the principle of the
dialectical investigation of the ngmima of the just, beautiful, and good; or,

generally, the relation of human activity to divine principles.

(b) 452e4-454e3 The objection antilogos.

The objection pgza 10 ¢thos, which was grounded in the confusion of the
human and the natural, is now followed by an enquiry into the nature of phusis
anthropine. The logos of the koinonia of men and women seeks to establish that,
prior to the natural division of male and female, there is an underlying humanity, a
rational nature peculiar to the human animal, which is commion to both sexes.

The question of the rationality of the koinonia of men and women depends
upon the question of whether the nature of the female is substantially different
from the nature of the male. It is necessary to determine whether, or to what

degree, women are able to share in the work of men. The principal assumption in
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this argument is the correspondence of praxis and phusis: that a particular kind of
human activity is proper to a corresponding particular kind of natre. Whether the
koinonia of men and women is kata logon, then, depends upon whether it is kata

phusin. The question of possibility 3 to be answered zt the level of determining
the nature of anthropine phusis.

"Ap 'olv ot mpdTov pév Todro mepl alTwy dvouoloynTéov, el
dwartd 1 of, mérepov Swamy) dvois 1) dvfparim 1) Bdeta TH

~

Tob dppevos yévous xowwmzaan els dmavra Td épya 1§ oS’ els
€

&, 1 €ls md uév Sla te, els 8¢ 1d of,
452e4-453a3
Socrates proposes that the best way of proceeding would be through the
dialectic of an agon logon, setting against their own Jogos for the koinonia of men

and women, a heigros logos which raises against it the objection that their logos
would be antilogos.
Boei olv, Jv 8° éyd, tucis mpos Tuds alrols Omép TEv
dMav dudiafnmiiowuey, tva un éppa Ta Tob étépov Adyov
moALopkTiTaL;
453a7-9
Alraough the agon logon of logos and heteros logos is employed dialectically, it is
a device which suggests that the ground of the aporia is the opposition of sophisiic
to dialectic.11
The fundamental principle of their own logos - that upon which they had
founded the state - had been that each citizen ought pursue that activity which

corresponded to one's own given nature. The justification of the logos of the just

state is that it is kata phusin.

Aéywuev 61 Imép abrav dm " Zdkpatés Te kal avkwy,
ovdév et tuiv dMovs dudiopnretv: avrol ydp év doxij Tis
karowkloews, v gxllete moAw, duoloyeite betv katd ¢voly
éaorov éva T avTol mpdrTEw.

453b2-5

The objection antilogos addresses the question whether the koinonia of

men and women would be logically consistent with the logos of the just politeia.



It raises the aporia that the principle of political unity, koina ta philon, is opposed
to the principle of political differentiation, to ta hautou praitein. The koironia of
men and women is argued to be impossible on the basis that it contradicts the
principle of justice on which the logos of the just politeia rests.
It is obvious that difference in gender is a primary form of natural

difference.

“Eorw olv émws ob mdumoAv Siadéper ywr) dvdpds iy

pvow;

453b7-8

Therefore, a ditferent activity ought be assigned to men and women according to

their difference in gender.

"Otwodv dAio kal &pyov éxatépw mpooikel mpoodTdTTEWY TO KaTd

v abrod gvow;
453b10-c1

Since che political identity of men and women would appear to contradict

their natural difference, the heteros logos accuses the logos of koinonia of the

hamartina of self-contraciction or antilogos. It would be contrary to the logos of
the just politeia to institute a koinonia of men and women, according to the
principle of justice.

"Ilds olv oly duaprdvere vwi kal tdvavria Hiv abrois

Myete pdoxovres al Tods dvbpas xal Tds ywaikas betv Td

atrd npdrrew, mAeloTov kexwplouévy ¢dow Exovrasy

453c3-5
It was this kind of an aporia that Socrates sought to escape when he first

introduced the proposzl for a koinonia of wives and children (453c10-d3). That is,

the kind of difficulty which questions the basic assumption of the logos of the just
politeia that different natures ought perform different works. The aporia is the
possibility of a contradiction in its logos. The politeia depends upon the koinonia

of the g.ardiens, which depends upon the koinonia of wives and children, of which

the koinonia of men and women is part. Yet the principle of politeia appears
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opposcd to the principle of koinonia. The politeia appears to be grounded in the
logos of the natural order, to hold together in virtae of a principle of natural justice
where different natures have different functions. There appears t¢ b€ a
contradiction between a principle of justice grounded in natural necessity, and a
principle of justice grounded in political necessity. The nature of the opposition is
the apparent contrariety natural difference and rational unity, the order of nature
and that of reason. The unity of the koinonia of men and women kata logon,
appears contrary to the division of the politeia kata phusin. The logos Jf the
politeia is threatened to be destroyed through the apparent contrariety of nature
and reason.

The significance of the argument with respect to the logos of politeia is to
show how natural justice is really grounded in a rational principle, which is shown
where nature is seen to be determined by the ideas known to reason. In other
words, the logos of natural justice kata phusin is demonstrated to be a form of
rational justice kata logon, where the natural order is perceived to be grounded in
the order and structure of gide.

Socrates indicates the magnitude of the difficulty, against which they must
advance an apologia for the koinoniai of the female drama, by use of poetic
metaphor. It is as thougzh one had to overcome as enormous and dangerous a
barrier as swimming across the open sea; yet, there is a remarkable philosophic
calm in his reflection that, whether at sea or in a pool, one must swim all the

same.

dMa ) &8’ é&xerr dvre Tis els xoAwuPribpav pkpdy éuméon
dvre €ls 10 pésiorov medayos péoov, Buws ye vel ovbev
fyTTov.

453d5-7

Socrates complements this poetic suggestion of an impossible human task with a

poetic suggestion of anticipating divine assistance, perhaps in the form of divine
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inspiration, which would rescue their proposal from the sea of argument like the
dolphin which rescued Arion.

Oixody kal Wuiv vevoréov kal mewparéov ogleabar éx Tob

Abyov, Tfroi deAgpivd Twa éAmlilovrdas Huds UmolaBetv dv i

Twa dnv dmopov cwmnplav.

453d9-11
These poetic images of human difficulty and divine assistance suggest that further
progress in the argument depends upon overcoming the contrariety of reason and
nature by discovering their relation to a divine principle of unity.
As though suddeniy graced with Apollonian insight, Socrates divines that

they have been swept asea by the great power of the sophistic art of eristic.

H yewala, v 8’ éyd, & MNadiwy, 1 Stvaus s

dvridoynis Téxvns.

454a1-2

Their present aporia is due to having fallen into eristic, which confounds the
discernment of objective ideas with the subjectivity of language. They have lost
the firm ground of their logos by being swent away in the tidal flux of words and
meanings, the sea of language which is the realm of the eristic art of contention.
They have failed to practice the dialectical method of drawing distinctions

according to eidetic differences.

Sokobiol poi els admy xal dkovtes molol éumimrew kal

olaeabar olx épllev dAd Saléyeofai, Sid 1O pn Stwacbar kar

" €lbn SLaipodyievor TO: Aeyduevov émoxomely, dAa kat’ aiTod
70 Svoua Sukew Tob Aexbévros Tiw évavriwow, épbl, ol
Suaéxty mpds dAArfAovs ypduevol.
’ 454a4-9
Glaucon does not recognize how they entered intc an eristic position
(454a7-8). This is because the logos of the ideal politeia has not clarified the
basis of the dialectic reason on which it proceeded. Socrates' intention in raising

the aporia of the objection antilogos becomes clear. By defining the contradiction

as belongiig to a sophistic position, he has brought before those present the need
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to understand how the principle of justice is not grounded in the immediacy of
natural necessity, but in the intelligibility of ideas.

As Socrates has already indicated, what they have failed and now need to
recognize is how contrary sensible qualities are united in an underlying, rational
eidos.

e, . ar" atrd 4 Gomsa 70D Aextboron Ty

évavriwow,
454a4-6

That male and fem:..c are contrary qualities of the sensible individual, of which the
individual is the subject, and not to which one is subject, is the distinction which
needs to be made. Human nature is to be distinguished from male and female, as
uniting male and female, and not rather as subject to their contrariety. The eristic
position makes no distinction between the qualities of a subject, and the subject
to which the qualities belong. This is because the erist does not recognize the
relation of sensible and ideal in the sensible individual.

Eristic does not recognize that there are different gide of natural

contrariety, of natural sameness and difference:

To pn v avmv ¢gdow 81t ov TV avrdv Sei
émmbeyudTawuy TVY)Ydvew mdwv dvbpelws Te kal épLoTikds
katd 10 Sroua Sidkouev,
454b2-6
The distinction in the kinds of natural difference and identity, discerned by
dialectic, is the distinction between sensible contraries and the rational gidos in

which they are united.

émeoxeducda 6¢ ovd’ bmoiv T elbos T ThHs éTépas Te Kal

Ths abrijs ¢doecws «al mpos Tl Tetvov dpilbueba ToTe, Sre Td

émmbdetuara dAy pvoer dMa, T 6¢ avTj Td aira
dmeblboucv.
454b6-7
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Socrates explains the difference between sensible and eidetic difference by
use of two examples. The first example is of a hairy and a bald cobbler, which
illustrates the nature of non-eidetic natural differeace. The second example is of
two doctors, and a doctor and an architect, which illustrates the nature of eicetic
identity and difference.

In the first example of the cobblers, one is able to distinguish between the
essential, eidetic identity of the cobblers qua cobbler, and their accidental
contrariety qua hairy and bald. One distinguishes the rational universal or eidos
of cobbler as constituting the 2ssential nature of the sensible individual, and the
contrary sensible qualities of hairness and baldness as conditions of his sensible
nature. Although one cobbler might be nairy, another bald, the contrariety of
these qualities is accidental to their rational identity qua cobbler. Sensible
qualities do not determine the being or nature of a sensible individual, but are the
conditions of his being. They &re not an instance of a determinate or eidetic
difference of human nature. The relation of sensible attributes to the inner rational
nature of humanity is not determinate «f the inner or true nature of the sensible
individual; rather, their relation is determined by the inner reason of the soul.

Sensible attributes are categorized according to their utility in relation to the
rational activity of the soul. Some are conditions of the operation of a rational
intelligience in sensible externality, others are not. With respect to the cobbler,

hairiness or baldness are not conditions of the rational art of cobbling.

"Apa xat’ dA\o m, elmov éyd, yeloiov, 1ff 8m TéTE 0V WdVTWS
v avTiiv kal T étépav Pvow éngbéucba, dIA’ éxetvo TO
€léos Tiis dMoidoews Te kal duoidoews udvov épurdTroucy,
TO Mpds avtd Tetwov Td émTnbelpara;
454c5-d
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In the second example, two doctors are said to have the same nature (phusis), in
virtue of their eidetic identity qua doctor. On the other hkand, the doctor and

architect would be said to have different natures on the basis of eidetic difference.

olov latpicdv pév kal latpucdv Ty abmyy dooww Exewv

éAéyouev: 1 olx oler; Eywye. ‘latpucdv 8¢ kal TexTovudv
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454d5-d4
Socrates concludes that it remains to determine whether scaual difference

is an essential condition of some particular techne or epitedeuma of the state
according to which male and female should be assigned different activities (454d5-
7). It is obvious that the sexes differ in respect of the natural procreation of
children, the female bearing, the male begetting, and that this is therefore an
essential coudition of the sensible nature of humanity (454d7-e1). But this
difference in itself is irrelevant to the political order, as much as hairiness and
baldness to a doctor or architect. Therefore, if the sexes differ only in their
respective roles in reproduction, male and female guardians ought be assigned the

same activities by the state (454el-3).

(c) 454e6-456c3 The objection para phusin.

The significance of the Jogos of the koinonia of men and women is to be
found in its introduction of the eidetic foundation of dialectic. The argument which
refutes the objection antilogos clarifies the ground of dialectic or a philosuphical
reason to be the discernment of the eidetic structure of reality. The ideas have
been discernible to a dialectical reason as determinate of sensible nature. The
direction of the argument becomes even more clear in the refutation of the
objection para phusin, where the dialectical logic of the division and relation of
sensible condition and rational cause is employed to sort out of the sensible

individual, a composite nature composed of the rational soui as the essential



nature of humanity, and a sensible body 2s the condition of human existence in the
sensible, and as the instrurcent of a free or self-determinate intelligence, the
ground of whick is the knowledge of the independence of reason from nature.

Addressing the position of the heteros logos , Socrates asks whether
there is any art or activity required by the constitution of the state for which the
nawre of a man and woman are not the same but different (454€6-455a3). The
question is formed in a way that makes the rational capacity for a techne or
political gpitedeuma the measure of the relevancy of sexual difference. The
argumeni is free to proceed directly on the dialectical ground established in
refuting the eristic position (455a5-b2).

Socrates seeks a definition of what is meant in saying that one does or

does not have a naiural aptitude or innate capacity for something in particular.

oV pév edguii mpbs T dwat, TOv 8¢ dui
455b4-5.

He begins by establishing that instances demonstrative of euphues and aphues
are those of learning (manthanein). That one is naturally suited for some art or
activity is demonstrated by an ability to learn it easily; that one is not so disposed
is proven by a difficulty in learning it (455b5-6). The one who is guphues in some
respect, having been taught a little, can learn alot more about it on his own; the
one who is aphues in this same respect, after much instruction and practice cannot
even preserve for himself what he has been taught (455b6-8).

So far Socrates has established that natural capacity is primarily
intellectual, that the good of human nature is with respect to the rational capacity
for knowledge, the measure of the knower is that which is known. He turns now
to the other side of human nature, the bodily or sensible side, and defines the
euphues and aphues by the capacity of their bodies in some respect to be good or

bad servants of their intellect.
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455b9-ci

Thus, through the logic of the relation of rational cause and sensible condition laid
down in meeting the objection antilogos, Sccrates concludes that they have
odtained a satisfactory definition of guphues, which is essentially a definition of

the sensible or bodily side of human nature: that it is a "servant of the mind".

dp’ dMa drra éorlv ) taira, ols TV elpui mpds éxaoTa
kal TOv un dpifov; Obels, B 8’ &, dA\Ma ¢ijoeL.
455c1-3

Human nature is defined as this union of rational soul and sensible body,
in which relation the rational powers and purposes of mind is the measure of the A
sensible powers of body, as master of a servant. The ensouled body is an
instrument of the embodied soul; the body has no purpose or end independent of
that required and commanded of it by mind. The purpose of the body is to be an
effective instrument of the rational soul's pursuit of knowledge. This notion of the
unity of body and soul is consequent upon the previous analysis of human nature
in terms of the logical relation of a causal reason and sensible condition as
discovered in the activity of the technai.

Socrates proposes that in all human pursuits men excel women (455c4-6),
and easily secures agreement that those domestic arts in which women excel
are an inconsequential exeraption to their argument (455¢6-d5). The only true
measure of human nature is the state, and with respect to the activities that
constitute the state, there is none found which a man or woman perform gua male
or female. Rather, the "natures" (hai phuseis) which perform these activities are
dispersed alike to both "creatures” (zoon), so that it is by a common essential
(and rational) nature (kata phusin) that both men and worsen share in these

activities together. There is no eidetic difference made in this essential human
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nature by sexual division, but only a accidcrial distinction with regard to the

degree of physical superiority men have to women in strength. o
Ovdév dpa éatly, & PlAe, émmibevua Tav woAw BloikolvTwy
ywaikds 6Tt ywrj, o’ dvbpds 86Tt dvifp, dAR duolws
Sieomapuévar al @voets év dugotv Totv (wow, kal wdvTwy ey
uetéyer ywn émmbevudrav Kkard ¢vow, mdviwy ¢ dwvfp, émi
mdow 8¢ daBevéarepov yuw) dvbpis.

455d6-e2
On the other hand, there has been establisheci an eidetic difference

between this essential human nature that is rational and the sensible nature of

sexual difference in humanity that is equally essential to the human animal, but

not to the political animal. #iuman nature, anthropine phusis, is present in the

human zoon as reason is present in human activity. The rational nature of

humanity is its essential cause; the sensible nature of humanity is its necessary

condition. The most necessary of sensible conditions is sexual differentiation;

nevertheless, it remains the condition of humanity, not its cause,

Human nature appears in Socrates’ argument as this rational power of the

soul, wherein lies the capacity of humanity for rational activity which

distinguishes it from other creatures, which is so far known as the activity that

constitutes the state. Sexual difference, copulation, and reproduction belong to all

200i, and in this respect the humza differs not from the beast. It is in virtue of this

capacity for partaking of the rational life of a political community that humanity

differs from other creatures. Political life essentially requires a rational nature, a

nature capable, moreover, not only of technai, but also educable in moral virtue,

the aretai. That the rational nature required by the state is more than that

capable of productive activity, and is rather principally a moral rationality, is

already implicit in Socrates' argument, but is made explicit in his conclusion.

Having shown sensible nature to be conditional to the human animal in

which a rational nature common to both sexes is essential or definitive, Socrates
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finishes his logos for the institution of a koinonia of men and women by finally
defeating the objection that it is para phusin. His argument lays down that
women share with men the same divisions .of an embodied rational nature. They
may be "by nature" suited to study medicine, or mousike; or be naturally
amousos. Their nature might suit them to study gumnastike, or, the art of war,
polemike; or, they might be naturally apolemos or not philogumnastike. So far,
Socrates has moved through the various arts and activities detailed in his account
of the education of the guardians.

Socrates now turns from discovering in women the ideal classification of
human "natures” that are manifest in the various activities that constitute the
education of the guardians, and looks at how women possess the "natures” of the
soul which are manifest in these activities; and are, together, the constituent
elements of the phusis of a guardian: a nature which is both spirited and
philosophic, and capable of the concrete integration of reason and will obtained in

complete moral virtue.

T( 8; @Aboogds Te kal pioboogos; «kal Ouuoeldifs, 1) &'
dOyuos;
456a4-5
Socrates concludes that some women are naturally suited to be guardians,

some not, having or not having the phusis of a guardian, also, the nature of a
female guardian is the very same as that originally described as belonging to the
male guardian (456a4-6). Therefore, that the essential nature of men and women
is one and the same, save for an accidental difference in strength, is proven with
respect to their common nature as guardians of the state:

Kal ywawids dpa kal dvépds 1 avm) ¢gvois els guraxiy

wéAews, mAnw Soa dodeveorépa 1 loyvpotépa éoTiv.
456a10-11
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It is considered demonstrated that in virtue of an essential nature,
humanity is unified as sharing a single common rationality; and, that the sensible
division of male and female, although a necessary condition of the human animal,
is no more than an accidental difference of physical strength with regard to the
sensible conditions and ideal causes necessary to the technai and gpitedeumata
that constitute the state. There is then no ground for objecting to a koinonia of
men and women who are guardians, since in respect of their essential nature, they
are the same. Therefore, the females who have the nature of a guardian should be
elected to share the life and office of the male guardians, since they share already

the same essential nature,

Kal ywaikes dpa al Toiairar Tols ToloUTOlS dvSpdoiy
éxiexTéar owolkely Te kal oyugurdrrewy, émelmep elolv ikaval

kal Evyyevels avrols 1mv ddowv.
456b1-3

The reason for proposing a common life and fur.ction in the state is nothing less
fundamental than the founding principle of the state, and their whole logos, that
the same natures ought pursue the same activities and receive the same

education, and different natures different activities.

Ta 8’ émmmbeduata oV Td avrd dmoboréa Tais avTais
guocow; Ta abrd. °Hikouev dpa els td mpdrepa mepidepduevot,
kal Ouohoyoduev un mapd ¢vow elvar Tals T@v durdkwy
ywalfl povouchy Te kal yvuvaotwy dmrodibvar.

456b5-10
The proposal for instituting a koinonia of men and women in the guardian
class of the state is passed as it finally answers all the objections that might be
brought against it: that it is against custom, but custom is rightly determined by
reason; that it is agzinst reason, but reason must be grounded in a true

knowledge of natuie; finally, that it is against nature, but human nature is
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essentially rational, Therefore, the possibility of a koinonia of men and women is
established on the ground that it is in accord with right custom, right reason, and
right nature; on the contrary, the prevalent division of society into political and

non-political according to difference in sex rather than rational nature is perverse.
Ol dpa dbvatd ye ovd¢ elyals Suoia évouobetoducy,
émelmep xatd Pvow étlbepev TOv vduov: dAAd Td viv mapa

Taivra yivéueva mapd ¢vow pdlov, ws &owe, ylyverat.
456b12-c2

(iii) 456c4-457a5 The utility of the koinonia of men and women.

In demonstrating that a koinonia of men and women is in accord with both
logos politikos and phusis anthropine, Socrates has removed the objectior~
against its possibility. Now he offers a proof that it is not only possible, but best,

to demonstrate its utility. This proof, which shows his proposal as resting

ultimately on the political good, concludes the logos for the koinonia of men and
women.

On the one hand, since male and female guardians have the same nature,
they should receive the same education; on the other hand, there is an essential
difference in natures between guardians and cobblers, which the state must
recognize. It is a difference which is measurable by the standard of political good:
the education of the guardian makes him a better citizen than the cobbler. It is
agreed that the guardians, both male and female, are the best citizens of the

state.

Tav dMwv moAltdy ovy obroi dpieror; IToAv ye. T &6¢; al

ywvaikes Tdv ywaik@dv oy abrar éogovral PéATioTal;
456d12-e4

And further agreed that it belongs to the good of the state to produce within itself

the best men and women.
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456¢6-7
Therefore, given that this political end or good is accomplished through the
education of the guardians in mousike and gumnastike, the proposal for a
koinonia of men and women in the guardian class is the best possible institution
for the state for the purpose of obtaining the political good of producing in itself the

best possible citizers. On these grounds, the koinonia of men and women is writ

into the constitution.

OU uévov dpa b:vatdy, d\Ad kal dpioTov méAer vduiuov

étllepev.
457a3-4

(iv) 457a6-b6 The principle of the kcinonia of men and women.

Socrates' proof has an epilogue in which e principle of the koinonia of
men and women is stated. He returns to the objection para to ethos which mocked
his proposal for a koinonia as obviously absurd. It has become explicit how the
institution of a koinonia of men and women is in possession of an explicitly
rational foundation. It is beyond the standpoint cf the unreﬂecfive reason of
ethos, the habitual reason of custom which is ignorant of the distinction between
the rational and sensible natures of the human animal. But, supposing only that
liberation, there is the danger of falling into the reflective, pugilistic abuse of
reason in a self-serving sophistic which destroys the unity of the rational and
natural aspects of human nature by grounding human reason in a natural
individualism. Through this koinonia of men and women, it is intended that the

guardians be habituated in the gthos of an institution whose ground is a

dialectical reason which sets them beyond the sophistic collapse of rational

determinations into a supposed natural indeterminacy. As the epilogue of the first
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wave makes clear, there is to be assumed present in the guardians , and to be
encouraged by this institution, a heroic moral virtue, essentially and radically a
rational virtue, and thus as much the possession of a heroic_rationality (but not a
pure philosophical reason.) This heroic virtue is represented by Socrates in the
image that the men and women of the guardian class will no longer require

clothing, since they will be clad in virtue:

Amobutéov 81) Tals Tdv Puldkwv ywaibly, émelmep dpeTiv

a1l lpatiov dudiéoovral, Kkal Kowwvnréov moAéuov Te kal THs

dMns dvdaxis Tis mepl Ty mOAw, kal otx dAa mpaxTéov:
457a6-9

The man who laughs at women exercising naked in the gymnasium only
proves his incapacity for a reason which can discern the distinction of sensible and
rational natures in humanity, and to recognize which is cause and which condition,
which master and which servant. He proves himself ignorant of the nature of
human praxis, its assumption of human rationality as its governing principle. The
man who laughs at this proposal which is founded upon that knowledge is a man

who knows not what he does:

ot8év olbev, ds Eowcev, ép’ & yedd 008’ 8 T mpdrTeL.
457b3

Socrates had answered the objection para to ethos by laying down that
the raeasure of humanity must be the rational good. In accordance with the
measure of reason, his proposal is proven kalos; the established custom is

aischros:

kd\Miara ydp 81) Todre kal Aéyetar kal AeAeféral, &t TO pév

ddéhpov kaldy, 16 8¢ Prafepdv aloypdv. Havrdmaor pév oly.
457b4-6

The three waves are the successive steps by which Socrates uncovers the

good of the state. At the end of this first wave, it is established that the good of
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the state is to educate its citizens, male and female, to a rational freedom and
virtue which is the foundation of a true humanity. Individuals will regard
themselves as essentially rational creatures whose sensuous nature must serve
and be governed by rational virtue. Men and women are to regard one another not
in their sensible difference, but in their common rationality. The male and female
guardians are to regard one another““in the very light by which the state regards
them. They are to be habituated, by their life and education together in the state,
to regard each other as citizens of the state rather than as naturzl individua's. The
good of the state is not to satisfy the sensuous will, but lies in the purgation of
that sensuousness. This then is so far defined as the good of the state: to
produce citizens capable of a rational virtue and freedom which is essentially
heroic, and capable of ruling their sensible nature. The good of the state is to
educate individuals in their essential rationality, that humanity is essentially

rational.
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II. 457b7-466d5 The Second Wave.

The argument of the first wave has established that the logos of justice
transcends natural difference; the argument of the second wave will establish
that the logos of justice transcends natural unity.

The argument of the second wave addresses more directly the aporia of
how politicai order is to have an inner unity and stabilty in face of the demand that
the rulers sacrifice their own private interests, especially as these are taken up
into the realm of the oikos. The most obvious consequence of a communal
domestic life would be the abolition of the exclusive basis of a private ancestral
cult. This difficulty is never addressed in the argument explicitly, partly because
of the "noble lie" in Book I'V, which would identify the natural origin of the
guardians with the birth of the city. But it is addressed implicitly in the arguments
which provide the transition from the second wave to the third. On the basis of
the argument of the second wave, there is established in the place of the familial
ancestral cult, a civic cult of the guardians. What is addressed, then, in the
second wave is more than merely the question of the abolition of natural goods.
It involves most directly an enquiry into the spiritual basis of human life.
Philosophy here treads -or trespasses- the hallowed ground of religion and
tragedy; it enters directly into relation with the nomima of the beautiful, the just

and the good.

A. 457b7- 461e5 The Proposal for a Koinonia of Wives and Children.

At the point where his proposal for a koinonia of men and women is

accepted, Socrates introduces the structural metaphor of the three waves, which
had been foreshadowed in the earlier metaphor of swimming in the sea of

argument.
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457b7-c2

The metaphor of the three wa§/cs is employed to connect the foregoing argument

for the koinonia of men and women with the following argument for the koinonia of

wives and children.

émetar véuos kal Tols éumpoobev Tois dAois
457¢7-8

Socrates warns that the first wave of opposition will seem small ir comparison
with the second wave (457c3-8). The reason for Socrates' warning is given in the
new details he adds to his proposal for a community of wives and children. They
introduce its purpose by stating for the first time the immediate benefits a

common family for the guardian community is intended to obtain.

Tds yvwaixas Tavras Tov dvlpdv Tolrwy wdvTwv mdoas elval
Kowds, L8la 8¢ unbevi uneulay oworketv,
Kowvols, kal pire yovéa Exyovov elbévar Tov alrob urre

matba yovéa.
457c10-d3

The terms of division within the proposal are koine and idia. The communal family
will establish to koinon and abolish to idion as the basis of the family. Wives will
be com.non in order to prevent the private union of individuals in marriages;
children will be common in order to prevent the private union within families
between parents and children. The obvious political good of common wives and
children is to prevent the division of the political community into private
households in which the singular unity of a common political good would be
divided by the internecine multiplicity and particularity of domestic oikoi.

If the koinonia of wives and children is a matter of even greater magnitude
than the koinonia of men and women, Glaucon greets it with even greater disbelief

(meizon pro apistian) in its possibility and utility (457d4-5). Ostensibly because
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he has just given those political benefits he intends to obtain by this koinonia,
Socrates replies that it is surely self-evident that the koinonia of wives and
children would be the greatest good (megiston agathon). But Glaucon, looking
to the abolition of the private oikos which that political good demands, is
unmoved: it is as necessary to demonstrate the utility or good of this community
of wives and children as it is to demonstrate its possibility.

Socrates' claim that the good of the community of wives and children is
self-evident is a likely use of girongia, the purpose being to compel Glaucon to
admit openly that he does not know the principle which causes Socrates to
propose these koinoniai of the female drama. In this way the present aporia of the
argument is defined. "You speak”, Socrates laments, "of a conspiracy of
argurents” (logon sustasin - 457¢2).

The conclusion of the first wave was that, in the realm of human praxis, the
possibility of accomplishing some end depends principally upon seeing its utility.
On this basis, the second wave can begin by dividing utility and possibility. The
second wave will demonstrate the utility or good of a common family; the third
wave will demonstrate its feasibility. In order to demonstrate the good of the
community of wives and children, Socrates asks to be permitted the leisure of idle
speculation, something akin to the useless, unproductive and therefore
impracticable activity of daydreamers (hoi argoi ten dianoian). Such activity, he

admits readily, makes the idle, non-productive mind but more idle:

dpyov kal dMws Yuxv én dpoyerépav molotvTes
458a7-bl

Socrates' point is clear enough: so long as the argument for the ideal stai.
remains within the division of utility and possibility, it is no more than a
daydream. But the possibility of realizing a common family depends principally

upon recognizing its utility. Therefore, Socrates requests a kind of "philosophic"



license to imagine how the rulers (archontes) would actually arrange this
community of wives and children in order that its rational good may be made
obvious, manifesting the good of human life which yet remains obscure to all

save Socrates himself.

60 oty kal alrds ualbaxifouar, xal éxciva pév émbuyud

dvafalréoba, xal Dorepov émoxéfacbal, {j Swartd, viv 8¢ ds
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eln npaybévra 1 Te méAel kal Tois @vAabiv.

458b1-b6
The argument of the second wave moves between these two fixed points:

it begins with the koinopja of wives and children as a kind of daydream,; its
conclusion is at the point where such a politeia which is grounded in this koinonia
is described as a paradeigma. In that conclusion, the division of utility and
possibility is overcome. The ideal state is real in its pure ideality.12 The
argument of the second wave, taking up the argument from the first wave, where
the gide are disclosed to underly and order sensible reality, moves toward the
standpoint where the gide are disclosed as existing in pure ideality. At that point,
philosophy transcends the realm of religious myth and poetic image to the vision

of the truth of the beautiful, just, and good. The political life of the state is seen to

depend upon the philosophic life of reason.

(i) 458b9-d7 The necessity of the koinonia of wives and children.

The necessity of the koinonia of women and children is the necessity for
political koinonia, which depends upon the unity of the ruling class, or koinonia
phulakon. The koinonia of guardians requires that the primary division within the
phulakai, between the gpikourgi who must accept orders and the archontes who

must give them, be preserved as the condition of unity in the ruling class.

112
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458b8-c2

Above the grchon is the pomothetes, the author of the constitution of the ideal
state. The archop will legislate and exercise his authority in accordance with the
intention of the constitution established by the nomothetes. The role of the
nomothetes is not of immediate concern here, but it has a certain significance to
the argument insofar as it indicates that the unity of the ruling class of guardians
depends upon a knowledge beyond that which belongs to the archontes as they
have been so far educated. The knowledge and power of the nomothetes, whom
Socrates identifies here with themselves, are later seen to belong to a
philosopher-king.

Td pév alrols melbouévors Tols Vuols, Td 8¢ kal

prouévovs, 8oa dv éxelvols émrpéuuev. Ewds, Egn. 20

uév tolvww, v 8° éyd, O vouobéms atrols

458¢2-5
This unity of the diverse orders within the ruling class is the condition of
the political good: the archontes must legislate, and their gpikouroi must faithfully
execute their commands, an activity which must be carried out within the
strictures of the constitution, to which the archontes must be faithful. The
condition of preserving justice in the state is that the spirited element obey the
laws laid down by the rational element in accordance with its essential
constitution. If there is to be a right order in the community, then the spirited
element must act as ally to the rational element, the gpikouroi must carry out the
commands of the archontes.
The male and female guardians are to be united in accordance with their

common nature as rational (homophueis). Since an identical rational nature and

political function is the basis of their social unity, as opposed to natural

i



differences, the same commonality should be expressed in a completely common
life, including houses, meals, and relationships, in which natural individuality, to
idion, is abolished in favour of to koinon.

Tols dvbpas éféiebas olitw xal Tds ywaikas éxAétas

rapabiceis kad’ Soov olov Te buoguels: ol 8¢ dre olklas Te

kal fvooinia kowad Exovres, lolg 8¢ olberds oldév ToloiTo
KeKTniLéVOU,
458c5-d1

The political necessity of koinonja for the rulers is already known from the
argument of Book IV. The proposal for a completely common life of both male and
female guardians is a result of the combination of the arguments for the abolition
of private property and for the institution of a koinonia of men and women. The
necessity for a koinonia of wives and children is more directly a result of the the
aporia of a natural individualism originating in erotic necessity.

The koinonia of wives and children is first proposed as the means of
overcoming the apparent, immediate contrariety of eros and justice. Eros is
introduced into the argument as a natural principle of unity opposed to justice as
rational principle of unity. Eros is regarded as the principle of o idion; justice is
the principle of to koinon.

Socrates takes up the argument from where it left off, where men and
women exercise together in the gymnasium, naked, as is just and good according
to custom, reason, and nature. But that argument now appears as one-sided.
Granted that men and women will now regard each other as identical in their
rational activity as guirdians of the state, there falls outside of that how they will
regard each other nawrally, not according to the necessity of reason, but according
to the necessity of eros. It is obvious that, by necessity of their sensible nature,
such common activities would awaken in individuals the innate natural desire for

sexual union.
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458d1-3

Socrates' term, hupo anagkes .. . _tes emphutou, signifies that this sexual
desire in individuals is a form of necessity that is innate to human nature. The

first wave has laid down that what ought to govern human activity is a rational

‘good. Socrates has argued that sexual difference is not determinate of that good.

Erosis a natqral principle which recognizes the sexual difference that political
justice does not recognize, The immiedizacy of eros in the form of sexual desire is
introduced into the argument as the origin of division in the state, compelling the
guardians to act, nc: 2ccording to the reason of a common pdliti‘c 2 good, but
according to an in;vard natural necessity that has for its end the private good of
sexual union among individuals.

Glacuon's reply is an objection which indicates the terms of division in the
aporia Socrates raises: what rﬁoves in the guardians in their desire for sexual
union is not the abstract reason of geometry, but the concreteness of erotic
necessity, the immediacy of which, coming from within rather than from without, is
likely to overcome them.13

7 olx dvayxald oo Soxd Aéyew; OU yewuetpikals ve, 1§ 8’
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Aeav.
458d3-6

(ii) 458d7-e5 The principle of the koinonia of wives and children.

In the argument which establishes the necessity of a koinonia of wives and
children eros appears in a two-fold relation. On the one side is the relation of eros
to justice, which is signified by the contrén'ety of erotic and mathematical

necessity. On this side, eros appears as a concrete principle of natural unity,

g
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against justice as a unifying principle of abstract reason. On the other side, eros
appears in relation to piety, and in this relation it is eros which appears to be
abstract. In relation to piety, eros appears as the unifying principle of an abstract
individuality which is without relation to an ethical end. Eros is the origin of
political lawlessness and religfous impiety.

The burlesque element of the first wave reappears as we are free to
imagine the gdafdians throw themselves into a sexual orgy. Such a spectacle of
licentiousness will not to be permitted. Socrates' argument that it would be
unjust for the rulers to permi.t the warriors to engage lawlessly in sexual activity,
however, is not based on the immediate necessity to prevent disorder in the
gymnasium. —Instead, he argues that this immediate form of natural freedom

would be unjust because it would be "sacﬁlegious in the city of the blessed".

drdxTws pév plyvvaovar dAijlois 1§ dAo OTiodv mowetv olTe
Sowov év edbaiudvwy méAer ovr’ édoovowv ol dpyovres. OU

yap Slxaiov, &dn.
458d7-e2

The ground of the objection is primarily religious, and secondarily political.
Injustice is a consequence of impiety. His argument grounds justice in holiness,
human law in divine authority. He argues that sexual license would be "unholy in
the city of the blessed". The political injustice of sexual license is that it would
constitute religious impiety against the state. The polis is to be regarded primarily
as a religious institution, whose laws (nomei) embody not only the authority of
human convention, but are consecrated with the authority of divine law. Asa
sacred institutioﬁ, the polis confers upon the legislative class of archons a divine
authority which transcends b~th the immediacy of natural necessity and the

political necessity of subordinating private desire to public welfare. It is upon
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such an authority that Socrates proposes that they legislate laws instituting

sacred marriages, hieroi_gamoi.

Afjdov 61) 8Tt yduovs TO perd Tobro moirjoouev lepols els
Stvauy 8 T pdhora: elev 8’ dv lepol ol dgehpudTaror.
Havrdmaoy pév odv.

' 459¢3-5

The principle of the koinonia of wives and children lies in this identification

of sanctity and utility:
elev 8 dv lepol ol dgehudraror.

The koinonia of wives and children is justified on religious grounds. Piety and
justice are united in the identity of sanctity and utility. The nature of this equation
is made more explicit in the argument for the utility of the koinonia of wives and
children. Here, Socrates simply sets it forth as an uncontested hypothesis.

The identity of sanctity and utility, however, has an early precedent in the
argument. The principle of the purgation of the poets was the identity of the
divine with the good.14 But the identity of sanctity and utility can also be
regarded as a further development of the principle of the koinonia of men and
women, which equated the beautiful with the good.13 At this point, the koinonia
of wives and children begins to call directly into question traditional assumptions
concerning the nature of the divine principles of beauty, justice, and good.
Philosophy here treads directly on the ground of religion.

The principle of the koinonia of wives and children is not a natural unity per
se, for that is reduced to a material cause of unity. Its principle is the identification
of the sacred with the rational good. Plato's argument for a communal family
supposes throughout that the family has its ground in religious piety; that the
cause of familial unity is religious virtue, not natural affection. It is on this basis
that he proposes the koinonia of wives and childrzn: the basis of the hieroi gamoi,

in which eros is governed and sanctified by piety, as interpreted by justice. It is



in the equation of justice and piety, where they are seen to have the same ethical
content, to originate from the same principle in which the useful, or human good,
and sacred, or divine good, are one, that the political unity of the state is

established.

(iii) 459-46164 The organization of the keinonia of wives and children.

The trophe of the koinonia of wives and children involves four principal
laws:

(a) Eugenic procreation.

(b) Publ;c adoption of children.

(c) Exposure of undesirable offspring.

kd) Prohibitions of intercourse.
The interest of these laws is in their determination of the relation of reason and
nature in the family. Nature is reduced to a sensible condition of the family;
reason is the formal cause. Sexual desire is subordinated to political utility
through the mediation of religious piety, which is common to both sides. The
division of natural necessity and political necessity is overcome in an utilitarian
relation to divine authority. The family, as organized through the koinonia of
wives and children, is constituted of this unity of eros, piety and justice.

Straightway, however, there is added to this combination of natural,
religious, and political elements, a fourth element: time -- honour. Honour has a
crucial place in the argument. The love of honour, philotimon, is taken to be the
proper object of eros for the spirited soul of the guardian. If, on the one hand, eros
in the form of sexual desire is completely subordinated to political reason, eros in
the form of philotimon is promoted by it. From the standpoint of obtaining the
good of the state, the argument can be characterized thus: through the

subordination of sexual desire by piety, and the promotion of ambition by justice,
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the erotic elements of the guardians scul are utilized for the sake of achieving the

desired end of koinonia.16 From the standpoint of obtaining the good of the

individual, however, the argument can be seen as providing an answer to the
question, what is the (political) good proper to the guardian? The answer is the
(political) good of honour.17 Through the koinonia of wives and children, there is
intended the reconciliation of the subjectivity of personal ambition and the
objectivity of public honour. In honour, the subjectivity of eros, and the objectivity
of logos, are to a certain degree reconciled on the side of the individual. Honour
mediates between, and is the unity of, the justice of the individuat and the justice
of the state. To a large extent, the argument for the koinonia of wives and
children is concerned with the purgation of thumos of an undesirable naturalism,
and with its purification in a desirable rationality. Through tne purification of

thumos, there is intended the reconciliation of the good of state and individual,

where these meet in the personal ambition for, and the public conferring of,

honour.

(a) 459-460b6 Eugenic procreation.

Socrates, asking how the most beneficial marriages might be brought
about, recalls that Glaucon has in his house a great number of dogs and birds that
are used for hunting, and asks whether there is not a certain method by which he
breeds and rears them. He ascertains that the practice employed in order to
breed a race of thoroughbreds among any kind of animal is to breed in their prime
the best as often as possible with the best. To prevent the Gegeneration of the
race, the worse should be bred as least often as possible with the worse.

Glaucon agrees that any other method would be absurd (atopon).

119
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Granted that the same principle of nature applies to the human species of
animal, Socrates raises the difficulty that it would not, hawever, be as easy to
practice, requiring the very best rulers to do so.

ds dpa ogpddpa Tuiv St dipwv elvar Tav dpydvrwy, elmep kal
mepl 1O TGy dvfpdmwy yévos woavTtws Exet.
459b10-c1

The practice of eugenic breeding will require once more the medical art of

deception. 18

Ilpds 108, v 8° éyw ouypd 1@ Yeldel kal T dmdTy
Kbvvelel Hutv Serjoewv ypiobar Tols dpyovras ém’ dwgellg
T@v dpyouévwy. Epauev 8¢ mov év gapudkov e€lder mdvra Ta

Towaira ypriowa elvat.
459c8-d2

The difficulty lies not with the natural immediacy of sexual desire, but with the
element peculiar to the human soul of philotimon. It is the spirited, rather than
appetitive, form of eros, that is the main concern.

Socrates argues that the practice of eugenic breeding and exposure of
undesirabizs offspring must be carried on without the knowledge of the auxilary
class of guardians, if dissension is to be avoided.

A€t pév, elmov, éx Tdv duooynuévwy Tols dplaTovs
Tals dploTais ovyylyveoba. ws mAewordkis, Tods 5¢
gaviordTovs Tals gavdotdrus Tovavtiov, Kal Tdv [eév Td
éicyova Tpégew, Tav 8¢ utf, el péMer 16 moluvov 6Tt
dxpératov elvai, kal Tabra wdvra yyvdueva Aavbdveiv miny

avrols Tols dpyovras, €l al 1 dyén Tdv dvidkwr ST

pdAiora dotaoclaoros éarai.
459d7-e3

Specially devised lots are proposed to determine who unites with whom, so that
the outcome can be secretly manipulated tc ensure the desirable unions of the

best women and men, and to prevent the unions of ihv worse. In this way, those
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deprived of sexual activity will blame their bad luck on chance, and not the
rulers.19
Kxfjpor &1f mwves olpat mounréor xouyol, dore Tov gadrov
éxetvov alnidofar ép’ éxdorns owéplews TOMY dAAa un Tols

dpyovtas.
460a8-10

The need for the archontes to deceive the gpikourei through the
manipulation of the democratic device of lots to prevent gtasis in the class of
guardians testifies to the capacity of eros, in an immediate relation to philotimon,
to generate a lawless individualism among the lower class of guardians thai is
potentially destructive of the common political good. What is to be avoided is the
affront to personal honour that an open process of selection, which divides the
epikouroi into better and worse, would inevitably inspire. On the other hand,
philotimon is to be utilized by justice as a means of bringing about desirable
unions. The young men who display political and military virtue are to be

honoured with the licence for more frequent sacred marriages.

Kal Tois dyafois yé mov Tdv vwv év moAéuw 17 dArodL
mov yépa Sotéov kel dfAa dAa Te kal defoveorépa 1) éfovola
TS TAv ywalk@dv ovykouutioews, va kal dua perd mpoddoecws
as mAeloror TAY maldwv éx Tdv ToloUTwy omelpwyTad.

460b1-5

Erotike anagke and philotimon are to i)e brought into a right relation to each other.
Sexual pleasure is to be sought not primarily for its own sake, but for the sake of
honour. On the one hand, the spirited pursuit of honour is divided from its
immediate association with the sexual pursuit of pleasure; on the other, they are
united through the mediation of an objective reason which determines the
naturally pleasarit by the rational good of utility. In this way the potential
lawlessness of natural eros is hoped to be overcome, and a greater bond between

guardian and state to be forged. The natural eros of sexual desire is given a



rational foundation and purpose through its mediated relation to the spirited eros
of philotimon. Eros, as the combination of both forms, is made an ally of reason.
The guardians are seen to be moved here principally by a desire for
honour, rather than for the family. The device of manipulated lots is to prevent a
sense of injury to one's honour; the 'practice of honoring the warrior's virtue with
marriage subordinates eros as sexual desire ic‘eros as philotimon. On the one
side, eros is considered only as secking sexual pleasure; on the other side, it is
identified with the desire for honour. Neither form of eros, sexual desire or the
love of honour, is seen to have its end in the family. Neither form of eros, then, is
regarded as the principle of the family. Eros is abstracied from its relation to the
family. The direction of the argument in this aspect is toward the view that the
communal family is the true form of the family, as opposed to the private oikos,
which is taken to be the result of the natural individualism in which sexual desire

and personal amibition are undivided by a mediating reason.

(b) 460b7-c7 Exposure c;f uﬁdesirable offspring.

The proposal for eugenic procreation reduces natural necessity to a
material condition of the communal family. The next proposal, for the exposure of
undesirable offspring, in principle negates nature altogether as a principle of the
family. The natural in itself, as determinate of the family, is regarded as nothing;
it is only as useful, as sanctified by atility, that the natural becomes something,
that it receives a determinant reality. The natﬁral individual, gua natural, is
regarded as a non-entity without the sanctification of the state.

These sacred marriages are to be consecrated with proscribed religious
ceremony and ritual (heortai tines ... kai thusiai), and celebrated with hymns
(humnoi) specially composed by the poets for the occasion; their number is to be

limited only by a concern to maintain a stable population (459¢5-460a6).
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Defective and undesirable offspring of the inferior guardians will be exposed; the
desired offspring of the superior guradians will be raised by nurses in a s¢gkos ina
separate part of the city (460c1-5). Glaucon agrees that these measures are

necessary to guard the purity of the breed:

Elmep uélei, én, kagbapdv 10 yévos Tiv gurdkwy &oeathal.
460c6-7

(c) 460c8-d8 Public adoption of children.
Mothers are permitted to nurse the young until their milk has been

exhausted, but with care taken to prevent them from recognizing their own

children:

Otkodv kal Tpogis obror émucAjoovrar Tds Te unrépas ém
TOV onkov dyovres dtav omapydo, wdoav unyaviny

unxavduevor dmws undepia T avrrns alotioera
460c8-d1

The abstraction of the children from these marriages is a strong image of
the abstraction of eros from its natural end in marriage and family. Natural eros
as a principle of familial unity, that is accomplished through the private union of
husband, wife and children, is negated by justice. Instead, the begetting of
children becomes the public duty of begetting and bearing offspring for the state.

TikTew T méAet . . . yewdv T moAel.
460e4-7

Natural eros is thu: made the servant of justice. The good of natural eros lies
not in the good of the natural individual, but in the good of the state. The family is
not to be regarded as a private institution which secures the good of the natural
individual, but as a public institution which secures the good of the state. Justice

is thus taken to be the good of eros considered as a principle of natural unity. The

e
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good of eros, considered as the principle of the family regarded as a natural form of

unity, is the good determined by justice, the good of political unity.

(d) 460d8-461e4 Prohibitions against intercourse.

The state will limit the period during which fertile men and women are to
beget children within the public hieroi gamoi to the prime age for child-bearing
(460e1-461a2). These restrictions are to be lifted once citizens have passed
beyond the child-bearing age, except those to prevent incest (461b9-c7).
Guardians who transgress the laws of the hieroi gamoi are to be pronounced

guilty of impiety and injustice.

olire Saiov olre blkaitov ¢rjoouev T0 dudpTnua
461a4-5

Illegal offspring will be condemned as contrary to ratural law, human law, and

divine law.20
vébov ydp kal dvéyyvov kal dviepov grjoouev abrov maiba T

méler xabordvat.
461b6-7

Natural law determines the metrios chronos for child-bearing to the

dkur) oduaros Te kal @gpovijoews.
461a2

Human law determines the restriction of child-bearing to the service of the

common good .

Olxoiv édvte mpedBiTepos ToUTwy édvre vedTepos Tav €ls T0

kolvov yewrjoewv dymrat,
461a3-4

Sacred law determines the restriction of child-rearing to what is most beneficient

to the city of the blessed. ,
léperar kal lepels xal olumaca 1) méhis éE dyabdv duelvouvs kal

¢t ddeluwy deehipurépovs del Tols éxybvovs ylyveobai,
461a7-bl
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Two of the measures by which the koinonia of women and children is
established are traditional customs of the Hellenic family: the practice of
exposure, (though controversial in the fifth century) and the prohibition against
incest. These customs suggest in themselves that the family was not
traditionally conceived as principally a natural unity, but as an ethical unity which
had a religious ground. Exposure suggests that natural relations are 1icining in
themselves; that the natural individual is nothing in itself. The prohibition against
incest suggests that natural relations were given their reality by being invested
with divine significance.

The exposure of children negates the assumption of the natural individual
as something in its own right. The child's substantiality is given to it through its
association with the family. The child has no status in the human community, or
in the ethical order of the cosmos as determined by the gods, until it is accepted
into the family. By nature alone, one is nothing. The family is not grounded in
eros. The family is not a natural unity; rather, it is the institution in which the
natural is substantiated.

The prohibition against incest is not taken to be grounded in nature; incest
is not looked upon primarily as a crime against nature. It is not eros which
prohibits incest. Rather, eros must be governed by hosiotes. Eros without
hosiotes is what produces incest. For the end which eros seeks is natural unity,
the unity of the natural individual. If eros were the principal cause of the family,
the family would destroy itself through incest, that is, through the impulse toward
immediate self-unification that originates in eros. The family originates out of the
correction and government of eros by hosiotes.

Hosiotes recognizes incest to be abhorrent to the gods. Incest is not
thought of principally as an unnatural act, but as the greatest act of impiety and

sacrilege. It is primarily an act contrary to divine law, not natural law. Plato's



argument in the Laws against homosexuality is that it is contrary to nature. The
argument against incest in the Laws is the same as his argument in the

Republic: that it is contrary to divine ordinance.

B. 461e5-466d5 The Utility of the Koinonia of Wives and Children.

The argument which demonstrates the utility of the koinonia of wives and
children is one which defines the good of the state, and the good which the
individual is to seek in the state. In short, it defines the nature of the (human)
good so far as this is disclosed and is obtainable in the life of political community.
This good is said to be unity: the unification of the state, the unification of the
individual, and the unification of state and individual.

The good of unity is demonstrated in large part through the purgation of
the assumption that the natural good of the individual is the good of endless
pleasure and an endless leisure in which to enjoy it, and that as such is simply
opposed to the political good of the state. The good of {0 idion is defined as not
opposed to the good of to koinon. They are taken to be reconciled in the spirited
good of honour, which embodies both the good of th, .aws, and that of the
individual guardian.

(i) 461e6-462¢3 The political good as unity.
Socrates declares that the outline of the koinonia of wives and children to

be complete. He now proposes a logos to demonstrate that it is good and just.
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Socrates' logos is that the megiston kakon of the state would be whatever
dissolved its identity as a state back into its constituent elements; its megiston

agathon would be whatever unified its elements into its identity as a state.

"Exouev olv 11 peifov xaxdv méleL 1§ éxeivo 8 dv avmiy
Swaon@ kal moufj modAds dvri uds; 1 peilov dyafov Tob & dv
oudfj Te kal mouff play; Olx &youev.

462a9-b3

The state is unified through the koinonia of pleasure and pain.

Oxobv 1) 18oviis Te katd AUms koiwvawvia owdet, dtav 8T
pdhiora ndytes ol moAiTal TV avTdv yiyvowuévwy Te kal
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uév oy, &pn.

462b4-7

The state is divided by the individualization of pleasure and pain.
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462b8-cl

The cause of disunity is private individuality.

TAp’ olv éx Tobde TO TOLOWSe YiyveTai, STav un dua
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462c3-6

The cause of unity is corporate unanimity.
Ev frun 61 mérer mAelaror éml 1O avro kard Tavta TobTO
Aéyovor 10 éuov kal T otk éudv, avmm dpiora SiokelTal;

IIoAV ye.
462c7-10

The ideal unity of the state is analogous to the unity of the individual.

Kal finis &) éyyvrara évos dvpdmov éxei;
463cl1
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The unity of the state is its corporate identity, which is analogous to the
corporate identity of the individual, whe consists of both a plurality of bodily parts
and a soul. Whenever any individual part of the body experiences a sensation, it
is felt by the individual as a whole. In this account of the relation of the sensitive
limb to the.soul, the seat of sensation is reason; the sensitive, animate nature of
the body originates out of th rational, animating power of the soul. It is the
power of the living soul which animates the bodily parts and draws them into

relation to itself.

olov 8rav mov tudv 8dxTvAdés Tov mAnyf, mhdoa 1) kowwvia %
kard TO odua mpds THW Yuxnv Terauévn els plav ovwraiv
v TOU dpyovros év airfj Jobeté Te kal mdoa dua
owniAynocev uémpovs movijoavtos 8An, kal ovrtw 81 Aéyouev
ént 6 dvBpwmos TOv SdkTvAov dAyel.
462¢10-d3
The corporate unity of the individual consists of different parts that can be
distinguished from each other as the constituent elements of its corporate
identity. What unifies the constituent parts of the body with one another is not
any one part of the body itself. The body is not by itself a corporate unity: the
individual is not the external union of body and a soul. He is one with himself: ho
anthropos. The body is unified only through its participation in the self-identity of
ho anthropos in which body and soul are united. The cause of the identity of the
individual is the inner unity and identity of the soul as that ruling and unifying
element which all the parts of the individual are dependent upon. The corporate
unity of the body exists through the relation of the bodily parts to the identity of
the soui, which is present in each part as the principle of this relation.
The conclusion to be draw from the analogy is that the identity of the

ideal state is analogous to the self-identity of the individual composite of body and

soul.
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The plurality of diverse individuals would be drawn into the universal identity of
the state as a single unity, where every part would participate in the corporate
unity of the whole, and the corporate identity of the whole be present in every

part.

Evés 61 oluar mdcyovros Tdv moATdv éTiodv 1§ dyafov 1
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462d8-e3

Socrates' logos that the principle of the state is unity is central to the
argument, not only of the second wave, or the three waves taken together, but, as
Aristotle pointed out, to the argument of the Republic as a whole. Unity is the
principium and summum bonum of the state, without which the state would not be
what it is. The state is a form of unity; unity defines what the state is. The
political good of justice is unity.

Plato's argument is not that the state depends upon the unity of the family,
which would be to argue that political unity rests upon natural unity. A closer
examination of the account of the koinonia of pleasure and pain in terms of the
unity of the individual reveals that precisely the opposite is true: that natural unity
depends upon the unity of rcason, the unity of a logos which belongs to a ruling
principle. It is a most important consideration insofar as criticism of Plato's ideal
state has so much centered upon the koinonia of wives and children, with the
understanding that it is a natural form of unity, i.e. an unity based on natural
affections identified with the (falsified) kinship of blood-ties and marriage-ties.

The essential point of Socrates' account of the unity of the sensible
individual is that it is constituted out of the unity of the soul with itself. His

account demands that one distinguish between the soul as universally present in
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all parts of the body, and as retaining its own inner identity as separate from the

body. This is the distinction between soul as part of

mdoa 1) xowwvia 1) katd TO gdua mpos THW YuxTy
and soul distinguished as

o dpywv év avTj.
That which characterizes the unity of the individual (ho anthropos),

TeTauévn els plav owrabw,
is the logos of the relation between these two sides. Soul is seen as
distinguished and as united with itself as both life and thought; soul as living is
seen to be have its origin in soul as thinking. The essence of the life of the soul,
the true life of the soul, is as a thinking being. The unified life of the sensible
individual is the logos which belongs to the soul as logos.

Body and soul are distinguished in the individual as the unified and the
unifying, the organized and the organizing; the soul is further distinguished as
self-unifying, self-organizing. The body is a diverse plurality of mutually external
parts which is dependent upon the soul for its organization and unity. The soul is
the unifying element in the soul-body composite. It is capable of this unification
so far as it is capable, on the one side, of being universally present throughout
the diverse plurality of bodily parts, even while on the other side, it remains in a
self-identical relation to itself.

The inner self-identity of the soul is expressed through the external
appearance of unity in the body. What reveals the soul's inner self-identity is
just the unity and organization which is visibly present in the sensible individual
and cannot be attributed to its bodily nature. The soul is capable of organizing
and unifying the body only if the soul possesses a relation to an inner self-

identity. The unity and organization which the soul gives to the body is derived
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from the unity which the soul as universally present throughout the body has with
itself as separate from the body in its inner self-identity.
The unity expressed sensibly in the koinonia of pleasure and pain is an

expression of the unity of the inner identity of soul with itself. The koinonia of

pleasure and pain can be said to express the natural unity of the body, the unity of
sensible parts with one another. Every part of the body is united with every other
part, so that the corporate unity of the body remains undivided by the division of

pleasure and pain. If any one bodily member feels pain or pleasure, the sensation

is shared by all the other members of the body.

mdoa dua ocvwndynoev uémpovs movifoavros 8An

However, the natural unity of the body exists not in virtue of the body, but
in virtue of the universal presence of sensitive soul in the body which incorporates
each bodily member into in the self-identity of the individual. Pleasure and pain,
which represent the division of nature, are overcome in this unity. The pain in one
finger, which appears to divide it from the rest of the body as not in pain, is not
really perceived in the finger. It is neither the finger which perceives pain, nor the

whole of bodily members, but the human being who suffers pain in the finger.

kal oUrw &1 Aéyouev 8t 6 dvlpwmos TOv SdkTvAov dAyel.

Socrates' account of the logos of the self-identity of ho anthropos in
relation to his composite nature as body and soul is intended to establish that
natural unity is derived from a rational principle. Tke soul unifies the body, not the
body the soul. As the unifying principle, soul both transcends and comprehends
the natural unity of the body. Nature is governed by a reason which organizes
and unifies sensible elements into the logos of a mia suntaxis. It is the logos of

the participation of the sensible particular in the unversal idea.
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As the soul orders tﬁc body and gives it its unity, so must the state order
and unify its individual citizens. The koinonia of women and children will be
justified if it can be shown to effect a natural unity in the state analogous to the
koinonia of pleasure and pain in the sensible individual, that is, a natural unity
which is derived through the government of the ruling principle in the state.

The connection between the unity of the individual and that of the state is
more than analogous. It is only in light of the understanding that the natural unity
of the sensible individual is derived from a rational principle, that its unity
consists of a logos, is it possible to understand how the state is able to overcome
the natural independence of its citizenry in the family. The state can order and
unify the phulakes because of the presence of the same ruling principle in both
state and individual, which is the source of unity in each. If the logos of the
identity of anthropos and polis were other than identical, the contariety of justice
and eros, of common political good and natural individuality, could not be
overcome. The comprehension of the dependence of the natural upon a rational
principle is the basis on which the state obtains its unity. The state possesses
its unity in virtue of its universal reason which both transcends and comprehends
the natural life of its citizens as derived from the rational principle of unity that
orders and unifies the state: justice.

The argument has comprehended that the sensible particular, the natural
individual, is not simply what it ig, but is what it is through its relation to the self-
identity of the rational universal. Justice is the political form of this same relation.
Justice is the logos which relates the independence of eros to the good. Eros is
analogous to the pleasure or pain experienced in the individual member. Piety is
the mediation between justice and eros. Piety is the ruling principle of the family,
and is analogous to the universal presence of the soul in the body of the sensible

indivdual. It is the awareness present in each member of the dependence of its
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identity upon the the self-identity of the ruling principle. Justice is the ruling
principle, the good of the state and individual alike. The logic of the rest of the
argument of the secord wave is that of unifying the state through the
comprehension, and ordering of natural divisions into an unity derived from and

held to the rational good.

(ii) 462e4-466d5 The good of the koinonia of wives and children.

Having demonstrated the good of justice to be unity, the argument now
demonstrates how that good is realized through the koinonia of wives and
children (462e4-7). The good of justice is realized in three forms of unity:
harmony in the state (462e4-464a); friendship among the guardians(464b-465d1);
happiness in the individual guardian (465d2-466d5). The koinonia of wives and

children is demonstrated to be the chief means of realizing the good of the state,
next to the constitution of the state itself (464a8-b7). Properly speaking, the
koinonia of wives and children is the sunaitia, the condition without which justice
would be ineffective as the aitia of unity. It is the sense of the argument that

piety is the necessary condition of the realization of the good of justice.

(a) 463-464a Harmony: the good of political unity.
(a) 463a-bS The logos of political unity.

The way in which political reason converts a human community from a
natural association into a political order is by dividing the community into a ruling

class of archontes and a ruled demos.

T( olv; é&om uév mov kal év tals dMats méAeawv dpyovrés
Te kal Sijuos, éori b¢ kal év TavTy; 3a12
463al-
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Through the reciprocity of the ruling and ruled, all members of the community are
converted into politai.

TloAlTas pév &) mdvres olro. dAAfAovs vpogepoi)az;
463a

Politeia exists to the degree that there is universal participation of all politai in
the political reason by which the community governs itself as a whole. The good
of the state is unity. It is for the sake of unity that the community is divided into
the ruling and the ruled. Unity is the rational grche of the logos of politeia. The
polis exists in and through the unity of political reason.

The political good of unity is destroyed in the destruction of reciprocity
between ruling and ruled. The opposite extremes of political order, beyond which
the unity of the state is destroyed, are despotism and democracy. The majority of

existing politeiai are said to be despotic; others are democratic.

AMd mpos 7@ moAltas 7L O év Tails dMais Siuos Tols

dpyovras mpooayopedel; Ev pév rais molMatls Seomdétas, év 8¢

Tals Snuokpatoyuévais avrod Tolvoua Tobro, dpyovras.
463a6-9

Democracy is the limit to which political unity can be exposed to the lack of
division between ruling and ruled; despotism is the limit to which political unity

can be exposed to the division between ruling and ruled.

Ol 8’ év rals dMais dpyovres Tols Sifuous; Aovdovs, &dn.
463b4-5

Where the state is divided between the extremes of the absolute rule of despotai
over the absolute subjection of douloi , there is the least degree of reciprocity

between archontes and demos, and the least degree of self-government in the

community as a whole. Universal participation of the politai in self-government
exists in its most limited and abstract form, where the interests of ruler and ruled
are most external to one another. In the despotic association of master and slave,

political unity is nearly lost in the extreme externality of one part of the state to
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the other. The unity of the state, which lies in the common interest of the
community in self-government, is wholly external to the self-interests of the parts
of which the state is composed.

Against these extremes, the ideal state preserves the integrity of both the
division of the political community into ruling and ruled, and its unity in the
universal participation of all politai in the common interest of self-government. It
is the most complete conversion of the human community from a natural
association into a political order, since there is the most complete form of

reciprocity between the ruling and ruled.

Tl 8’ 6 év 1) nfuetépa Sfuos; mpds T4 moAlTas T( Tols
dexowds' ¢now elvar; Zwripds Te xal émkodpovs, én. TL 8’
ovro. TOV Sijuov; MioGoSéTas Te kal Tpodéas.

463a10-b3

Political reason ideally divides the state with regard to the division of
economic interests in the community from political-military interests. The ruled
regard their rulers as their "saviours and helpers"; the rulers regard the ruled as
their "wage-payers and nurses”". Each side regards the other as belonging to
themselves; the ruling and ruled see the interests particular to each part as
completed through its relation to the other part. Through the reciprocity of the
economic and political-military interests, the unity of the politiai is comprehensive
of their division into archontes and demos. As against the abstract externality of
unity in the despotic and democratic extremes of political order, the unity of the

ideal state is concrete.

(B) 463b6-c2 The origin of stasis.
The unity of the state resides principally in the ruling class. The rulers in the
extremes of political community rule only for the sake of ruling. They are

abstractly united in the indetcrminacy of their rule as sunarchontes.
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463b6-7

Sunarchontes is without reference to anything outside the inicrest of the rulers in
ruling. It expresses the externality of indifference which ruling for its own sake
has toward the ruled, and the good of ruling. The unity of the state is subordinate
to the good of ruling for its own sake.

The proper end of ruling is the unity of the state. The rulers in the ideal
state rule for the sake of the community as a whole. Their rule is determined by
the common good of unity. It is primarily as guardians of the political good that
they are united as sumphulakes.

TL 8’ ol Huérepo; Zuvugvrakas.
463b8-9

Sumphulakes expresses the concrete unity cf the ruling classs in its reference to
the ruled. Their unity is grounded in the unity of the whole community, through
the reciprocity of mutual benefit between archontes and demos. The
sumphulakes are united in what distinguishes them from the demos: their
knowledge of how the division of ruler and ruled is derived from the unity of the
state. They are united in the identification of the good of ruling with the good of
the state as a whole.

As the unity of a state derives principally from the unity of the ruling class,

so is the ruling class its principal source of stasis. The origin of stasis in the

state is through the naturalism that remains unpurged from the ruling class in the
conversion of the human community from a natural association into a political
order. The natural is least purged in the political extremes of despotism and
democracy which fail to ground the division of ruler and ruled in the separation of
the private and natural interests of individuals from the public reason of

government. This separation constitutes the division between economic and
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political-military life in the ideal state. This division is the basis of the reciprocity
between the archontes as soteriai and_epikouroi and the demos as misthodotai
and tropheai. The freedom of the sumphulakes from natural necessity, obtained
through the labour of the demos, secures their unadulterated service to the
common good of all politai.

The abstract political unity of the sunarchontes, their identity with one
another as archontes, is not equal to their difference as natural individuals. The
sunarchontes are divided from each other by the natural identity of the individual

within his own family.

Exets olv elmelv 1dv dpydvrwv 1dv év Tals dMats méAeowy,
el Tls Twa &ye. mpooeLTely TAV owapydvTwy TOV Lév s
olketov, TOv 6’ ws dAoTpLov;

463b10-12

In the ruling class of the gynarchonies, the family constitutes a natural unity
which distinguishes between oikeios and allotrios, between "belonging to one's
own" and "belonging to another”.21 The family is a closed circle. It distinguishes
between those who are within and those who are outside the family circle of
marriage and blood-ties. The allotrios, however, refers not only to that which
does not belong to the family, but also that to which the family does not belong.
The natural unity of the family is the ground of the natural individualism of self-
possession. The individual claims there is that which belongs to him, and that to

which he does not belong.

Otkoiv Tov pév olkelov ws éavrod vouller Te kal Myer Tov
8’ dAMdmpov ds oty éavrou;
463bl4-cl
In the ruling class of the sunarchontes, the family is the ground of a natural
individualism which asserts against the common political unity of all politai a

realm of private interests which is not only self-inclusive but also self-exclusive

The family not only excludes others, but excludes itself from others. The family
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insists upon its natural independence from the state. In relation to the natural life
of the family, the individual claims that he belongs to himself rather than to the
state.

The family appears in the ruling class of sunarchontes as a natural unity.
Its principle is eros. Where eros is taken to be the unifying principle of the family,
the family is taken to be primarily a natural unity. Eros is the principle of natural
individualism. Where the family is taken to originate in eros, the individual is not
so much taken to belong to the family, as the family is taken to belong the
individual. In the ruling class of sunarchontes, the individual does not exist for the
sake of the family, but the family for the sake of the individual.

() 463c3-e2 The purgation of stasis.
The unity of the ruling class of sumphulakes is not divided by natural

exclusivesness of the family. All are members of the koinonia of women and

children, they are all members of the same family.

Tl 8¢ ol mapa ool ¢vdakes; €df’ doris avrdv éxor dv Tdv
ouugvrdiwy vouloar Twad 1§ mpogelmely ds dAASTpLOY;
Ovbauds, éfn.

463c3-5

It seems that all fall within the natural unity of the family, all are united by the

unity of eros. All are gikeigi, none are allotrioi.
mavtl ydp ¢ Qv évrvyydvy, 1 ds dSeAddd 1} dis ddeAdf 1 dis
n

matpl 1§ ws untpl 7§’ vel 1§ Gvyatpl § ToiTwy éxydvois
npoydvois voutel évrvyydvew.
463c5-7

But the unity of the koinonia of women and children is not really grounded

in eros. The basis of the koinonia of women and children is not eros. The
members of the koinonia are not members through the natural relations of blood-

ties. By nature, the children are not the same offspring of the same parents. The
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natural relation of parent and child has been carefully concealed: it has been

purged from the family. Its purgation is the principal condition of the koinonia of

women and children. No one knows who their natural parents and children are. If
the family is determined by the natural unity of eros, the sumphulakes are only

members of the same family in name.

dAL’ én kal T66e elmé: mbérepov avrols Td ovbuara pdvov
olkela vopofenoels . . .;
463c8-9

If eros were the principle of unity in the koinonia of women and children,
there could be no urity. If eros were the primary principle of unity in the natural
family, there could not be a koinonia of women and children. It would be a family
only in name; it would be a sophistic family, contrary to nature, contrary to the
family as a natural unity. The argument would be absurd.

However, to begin with, the family is not simply a natural unity, but an
ethical unity. Its unity lies principally in the ethical relations between the
members of the household. The unity of the family is grounded in its gthos, not
eros. Eros is not the ground of the gthos of the family; it is grounded in the gthos
of the family. The relations between the members of the family are not simply
natural, but ethical. The natural relations are invested with ethical significance.
The members of the family are only nominally a family if their relation is reduced
to natural unity. The family consists in the substantiation of natural ties through a
rational ethos, a rational virtue which governs the natural relations, and through

which the natural individuality of its members are elevated into an ethical unity.

méTepov avrols Td dvduata udvov olkela vopobetijoets, 1} xal
Tds mpdfels mdoas kard Td dvbouara mpdrrewy, mepl TE TOUS
rapépas, Soa viuos mepl matepas albods Te mépL kal
kndeuovias xal Tob imikoov Setv elvat 1'6%11 yogéwu,

463c9-d
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The koinonia of women and children purges the family of the tendency to
confuse its ethical unity with its natural unity. It purges the family of its
assumption that it is primarily a natural unity; it clarifies that the family is
essentially an ethical unity, an unity grounded in religious piety, in divine
ordinance. Hosiotes recognizes the family as a rational institution constituted out
of ethical virtue, justice. The gthos of justice is grounded in piety, a divine

reason, the reason of divine law.

1} pfte mpds Bedv urfre mpos dvlpdmwy avtd duewov Eoecogbal,

n

ais‘ﬂoﬁ‘re dowa obire Slkaia mpdTTovTos dv, el d\Ma mpdrro. 1
Taira;
463d3-6

The pious relation which the family has to the universal justice of a divine
order is one in which its individual members are to regard themseives as the
possession of the gods, and the family as a whole as the form of mediation
between the human and divine. The particularity of human interests are given up
to the universal reason of the divine order.

The principal demand of the gods is the surrender of the natural
independence of the human, in the recognition that his life as a natural individual
is dependent upon the hidden purposes of the divine. The rational virtue required
of family members is grounded in the religious obligation of the human to the
divine. The family is constituted out of the unifying reason of a justice which is
grounded in hosiotes.

The justice and piety of the family is not private; the religious virtue of the
private household brings it into relation to the universal order of the gods, which
is the common ground of every family. Through this relation of the particular
family to the universal order of the gods, there is a relation of one family to
another. The religious piety of the family incorporates it into an universal

religious community in which all families are included. Divine justice includes
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family justice within social justice. Family justice involves a relation to the whole
community. The natural individual, who offends the gods through an offence

against the family, offends the religious community of families.

uiite mpos Bedv ufte mpods dvlpdmwy altd ducwov écecbal, ds
olire Sowa olire Slkara mpdrrovros dv, dAa mpdrrol 1j Tabra;
463d3-6

Hosiotes not gros, then, is the true ground of all practical ethical relations
that constitute the ethos of the family. The koinonia of women and children is
purged of eros; its ethos has a pure relation to hosiotes. The members of the
koinonia of women and children, therefore, are not members in name only, but
oikeioi in the truest sense. The koinonia of women and children is the purest form

of the family. That the koinonia of women and children would constitute a true

family, not one in name only, therefore, would be recognized and supported by the

whole (religious - humnesousin) community of politai.

atral oo 7 dMa. gijpa é{" dndvTev TOV TOALTEY Uuvijoovow
euHus‘ mepl T Ty maldwv dra xal mepl n'arépwu olﬁ'
gzrro;g Tis dmodnvy, kal mepl Tav dAwy ovyyeviy; AvTaL
on
463d6-¢l
It would not be the koinonia of women and children, then, that would be absurd,
but that family which would be merely natural. It is the notion that the family is

principally a natural unity, whose principle is gros, and whose end is the

satisfaction of the natural individual, that is absurd, that is a family in name only.

yedolov ydp dv €ln el dvev &pywv olketa dvbuata Sla Tav
oToudTwy pbvov Gbéyyowvro.
463e1-2

(8) 463e3-6 The rational unity of koinonia.
The purification of the family that takes place in the koinonia of women and
children, the purgation of eros by hosiotes, purifies the ruling class of
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sumphulakes of the natural individualism that infects the ruling class of
sunarchontes. The contrariety of "mine" and "not mine" is comprehended within

the rational universal "mine" of the koinonia of the sumphulakes.

Iagdv dpa morewv pudAiora év avr oyumwvijoovow évds
Twos 1 €0 1) xaxds mpdTrovros 8 vwwdr éAéyouev TO prua, TO
8n 10 éudv €l mpdrret f§ 8T TO udv Kakds.

463e3-5

The universal "mine" spoken by each and every individual produces the

natural unity of the koinonia of pleasure and pain.

Ouwxodv perd TOUTOU TOD deyardg Te kal priuatos épauev
owakolovlely Tds Te 1bovas kal Tds Avmas kowvij;
464al1-2

The sumphulakes are united through ihe rational virtue of the family ethos. The
family ethos constitutes a koinonia whose unity is prior to the individuals of
which it is composed. Through the unity of the family, the sumphulakes are united
in the universal good of their koinonia as a whole: they are united in the universal
oikeioi. The good of the whole is universally present in every individual. There is
no allotrigs. All externality between individuals has been purged in their common

identity with one another as oikeioi.

Otkodv udAiora Tob avrod kowwwvijoovaw Tty ol moAitai, 6
81) éudv dvoudoovow; TovuTov 8¢ KowwvolvTes oliTw 61 Avmms
Te kal nNdovils pdMora xowwviay Efovow;

464a4-6

The cause (aitia) of unity in the koinonia of_sumphulakes, besides the

principle cause of the constitution, is the koinonia of women and children. The

koinonia of wives and children is the condition without which justice would be

ineffective as a principle of unity.

Ap’ olv TovTwy altla mpds T§ dAy xaraordoel 1) THV

ywaikiv Te kal malbwy xowwvia Tols ¢vdabiy;
464a8-9
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The argument has been purged of the assumption that the family as a
natural unity is the good upon which the staie rests; that is, that the good of the
state is to serve the natural and private interests of the individual. The conclusion
to be drawn from the argument at this point is that the family, not the natural
family as oikos, but the rational family as koinonia, in which the family has been
purged of its naturalism, is the sunaitia of the ideal cr just politeia. The unity of
the state has been shown to require, as a necessary condition to itself, the unity
of the communal family, in which the relation of the life of the individual to his
proper end has been purified. Justice, as the aitia of unity, requires piety as its
sunaitia.

Piety has appeared as the universal ground of human virtue. It is the
ground of family virtue, which in turn is presupposed by civic virtue. Family piety
is the condition of political justice. But the inner content of piety has not yet been
shown; rather, one sees piety only as imaged externally in the justice of familial
relations. What is known of piety is that it is a religious awareness that one's life
is not one's own; that human life is the possession of the gods. This is to say that
human life is determined by a divine principle.

In another way, of couise, piety can also be seen to presuppose justice.
That justice is the ground also of piety, is clear insofar as the education of the
guardians began with instruction in the poets' representation of the gods, and
these as reformed on the basis of the same principle as is the basis of the
koinonia of wives and children, the identity of sanctity and utility, of the divine and
the good. The purgation of the poets, one might say, was the first true act of
justice, that is of human legislation. The institution of the koinonia of wives and
children is a further act of legislation. Piety is to be acquired first through the
koinonia of wives and children, and then through the education of the state. The

ethical content of piety is principally that by which the soul of the to idion is
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informed by the principles and life of to koinon. Piety involves the identification of

to idion with to koinon.

(b) 464b-465b11 Friendship: the good of social unity.

The unity of the state depends upon the unity of the ruling class of
guardians, who are not divided according to a political reason, being members of
the same political class. The source of division among the guardians is rather the
potential division between to idion and to koinon, as that relates especially to the
principle motive force in their character or soul: philotimon, the love of honour
which is properly the eros of the spirited element. Such a division is seen to be
grounded in a natural individualism which lays claim to what is one's own: the
private posession of goods, wives, and children, i.e. the oikos. The good of the
koinonia of wives and children is 4s a means of purging division within the ruling

class through the purgation of to idion, the private. The ambitious temperament of

the guardians is grounded in to koinon. The source of civic strife, which occupies
the law courts with civic suits of one individual against another, is thus to be
eliminated; the unity of friendship, wiiere the good of one is identified with the

good of another as one's own, is to establish a harmonious peace.

(@) 464b-e3 The abolition of to idion.

The unity of the just state lies in the unity of the ruling epikouroi and the
ruled tropheai; the unity of the ruling and ruled depends principally upon the unity
of the ruling class of sumphulakes. Just as the corporate unity of the body in its
parts depends upon the self-identity of the soul. The unity desired in the state,

and required by it, is the unity of the self-integrated individual.



ot b ol

it e ik oot e 0 fan v b bt [

AAa unw yéyw'réu ye mdAel avro wo,\oyﬁaa,ueu dyabov,
dmewcd{ovres €l olkovuévmy mohw owpat. mpos pépos airov
Avmns Te mép kal 1dovis ds Exet.
464b1-3
The unity of the sumphulakes depends upon the unity of the koinonia of wives and
children. So far as the political unity of the state as a whole depends upon the

familial unity of the ruling class, the koinonia of wives and children is seen to be a

cause of the greatest good of the state.

Tob peyfcrrou dpa dyaﬂou T moAeL altia Tutv mépavrar 1)
kowwvla Tols émkolpols Tdv Te malbwv kal Tdv ywaikiv.
464b5-6
The political reason of justice converts the human community into a
political unity through the purgation of naturalism. Justice divides the community

into a class of rulers whose interest in ruling is to be divided from the realm of

private interests that belong to the ruled demoi. Justice grounds the division of

ruling and ruled in the division of a private realm of economic interests from the
realm of unadulterated service to the public good. The unity of the politiai is

effected through the reciprocity of soterai te kai epikouroi and misthodotai te kai

tropheai. The principle measure which justice takes to ensure this division is the

abolition of private property in the ruling class.22

Epapev ydp mov olte olilas Tobros lblas Selv elvar ofre yiv

olite TL KkTHiua, dAAa@ mapd Tdv dMwv Tpogryv Aaufdvovras,
pobby Tis ¢udakiis, kowijj mdvras dvarloxew, el pélrowey
SvTws Pvdakes €lvat.
464b8-c3
Private property has its ground in the adulterated gthog of the "natural”
family of the gikos ho idios. It is the essential condition of the natural
independence of the private household from the political order.
However, the family is not a natural unity, but an ethical unity whose
unifying gthos consists in the universal presence of rational virtue in all its

members. The rational unity of family requires the purgation of natural
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individualism. The oikos ho koinos requires the abolition of an independent idios;

idios is identified with oikeios. The purification of the family completes the

purification of the state; the unity of the family unifies the state.

Ap’ olv oly, Smep Aéyw, Td Te mpislev elpnuéva kal Ta viv
Aeybueva én pdldov dmepydletar avrols dAnfols gidakas,
kal moiel un Saondv Ty wOAw TO éudv dvoud{ovras un T
avrd dAL’ dMov dMo, Tov pév els Ty éavrod olxlav
Excovra 8Tt dv ShvmTar ywpls Tdv dAMwy kTijoacbat, TOv 6¢
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l8las, dAL’ évl S6ypar. Tob olxelov mépt émi T avro
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néovis elvai;
464c5-d5

The abolition of the private household effectively purges the ruling class in
the state of civic gtasis. There is no longer a conflict of a plurality of independent
private goods since the privaie is reduced to the body; all else is held in common.
There is no ground for legal disputes in which the individual seeks through the
authority of the law, that is, in the justice of the political community as a whole, to
assert the claim of his household against that of another. To koinon is established

through the abolition of to idion.

Slxat Te Kkal éyxAipara mpds dAAfAovs olk olymoerar éf avriv
ws émos elmety Sid 10 unbév léiov éiriiobar mAnw TO odua, Td
8’ dAka kowd;

464d7-9

Through the oikos ho koinos, the phulakes possess an unity in which they

enjoy a harmonious peace which transcends civic strife. The unfying reason of
the oikos ho koinos transcends the finitude of private property, and blood-ties. An
universal family is established in a pure relation to its principle, which transcends

the natural.

86ev 81} Umrdmye. TovTois doracidoTols elvai, Soa ye bia
xenudrwv 17 malbwv kal ovyyeviv xiow dvBpwrot
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(B) 464¢e4 -465b11 The purgation of thumos.

It is taken that the guardians are purged of stasis that originates from the
division between ¢ros and dikaios, gikos and polis. The unity of the koinonia of
wives and children elevates them beyond the natural particularity of property and
private families. Socrates turns now away from the origin of stasis that is present
in the pursuit of pleasure and leisure, the good sought in the natural unity of the
private household. It is taken that the thumos of the guradians is purged of its
relation to gros as a principle of natural individualism. What he turns to is the
nature of thumos itself, and the division that lies in its own object, honour.23

What is left that is private among the guardians is their bodies. It is just
the private relation of the guradian to his own body that is taken to be a final
ground of natural individualism.24 There is assumed present in the guardians a
selfish ambition which takes the form that arises from their spirited nature. Just
as the innate necessity of gros will impel the guardians toward sexual union, so
will the thumos of the epikouros-phulax, his high-spirited, war-like nature, compel
him toward contests with the others.

The ruling class of gpikouroi and archontes is subject to division. The
epikouros, as distinct from the archon, will identify with the particular natural
attributes which he possesses, especially his strength. In this tendency there is
this final danger to the unity of the ruling class that originates in the privacy of the
body: that the gpikouroi will not distinguish between the reason which is the
cause of their virtue, and the strength which is its natural condition. They will
identify themselves as the strong, and seek to assert their identity against that of
the others. Each in his particularity will seek to assert himself as universal. The
epikouros will seek an immediate form of self-unity in the individuality of the

strongest. The danger is that the universality of honour will be made subject to



the particularity of strength. This danger exists because honour is not itself a
pure universal. It is throngh the logic of such ambition that military coups

overthrow both democratic and despotic forms government.

qu Z'dp old¢ Palwy ye 008’ alxlas bikar Swcalws dv elev év
avTols
464¢e4-5

The law-suits that Socrates now speaks of as arising from bodily assault
would stem from this tendency among the gpikouroj to assert their natural
individuality as warriors, in which the universality of honour is confused with the
particularity of their own ambition to possess it, and the cause of their virtue is
confused with its condition. For in their youthfulness, the spirited nature of their
ambition, their thumos. has not been stabilized in relation to its obiect, honour.
Thus they confuse honour with that form of natural individualism which is peculiar
to themselves, viz. primarily a form of universal recognition of their individual
virtue which they assume to possess through natural attributes. In truth, honour
is not to be understood primarily as the universal recognition of the individual, but
rather the individual's recognition of the universal. This is the division latent in
honour that is to be overcome, and it is this division between the ways in which
tne individual relates to the universal that distinguishes between the epikouroi
and the archontes. The youthful gpikouroi seek to make the universal their own,
identifying the universal with their own particularity. The elder archontes
recognize that their individuality depends on the universal. They identify their
particularity with the universal. The difference is the dependence of personal
honour upon the universal good of the state.

In Socrates' argument, there is no need to distinguish between the
assaulted and the assaulter, which dikai would demand. All quarrels between the

youthful gpikouroi are to be regarded as contests of strength and courage.

I S A Tt i AN s A P M o

RS EE TR 2T

FIE P A

"~ REETEY R oy

ZEm e UOMRET T YOR S R SR

o



w\“‘: L k2

S e ey g 4

vt i

“ "

e ey S ot et W e bt B i e o™ 2 4

Bl pév ydp fAikas dutveobal kaAdv kal Slkaibv mov
grioouev, dvdyxny owudtwy émucielg TiOévTES.
464e5-6

For it is recognized that what is moving in the soul of the youthful gpikouroi is the
desire for honour. The desire for the universal recognition of the individual, which
moves the youths is the immediate appearance of the desire for honour in youthful
ambition. Ambition takes this form because its true object is not separated out
from its appearance in particular forms. At this level, ambition is nearly the same

thing as natural passion. Thumos is little more than wrath, the avengance of

one's honour.
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465a1-3
What the youths confuse, the elders hold clearly: that the universal

recognition of the individual, which moves the youths and is the immediate
appearance of the desire for honour in youthful ambition, that this depends upon
and is finally to be seen to have for its true form the individual's recognition of the

universal, and of his dependence upon it.

IpecBurépw pny mdvrwv dpyewv Te kal kodd{eww mpooteTdfeTa.
465a5-6

The unifying reason of the koinonia of wives and children overcomes the natural
contrariety of weak and strong, young and old. The universal reason of justice and
piety not only transcends natural contrariety, but comprehends it within its logos.
The ethical virtue of the phuiakes not only transcends the limits of natural
contrariety, but unites natural contraries in the logos of the oikos ho koinos.

In their natural particularity as young and old, the young and the old seem
to be independent of one another; that is, they have nothing in common, there is
no relation between them. But as weak and strong, there appears a natural

contrariety between them; they are related as contraries. The strong asserts its
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identity over and against the weak, by which the identity of the weak is also
revealed. In this relation, the young would rule the old.

In their rational community, the more virtuous elder rules over the less
virtuous youth, and thus stabilizes the relation of the youth to the universal
reason of the comraunity. The strength and vitality of the youth is united to his
virtue in the protection of the old. Natural contrariety is reduced to a condition of
rational reciprocity. The virtue of the elder and that of the youth are completed

through one another.
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The objective reason of religious virtue overcomes the natural contrariety of weak
and strong which is the basis of natural contrariety between the old and young.
oluar 8’ o0v6¢ dMws driyudoer: lkavd ydp Td PivAare
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465a10-b3
The religious virtue of the phulakes transcends the natural contrariety between

the strong youth and the weak elder. A harmony is established between them

through the logos of their koinonia which recognizes the priority of rational virtue

to natural strength. The strong youth and the weak elder are united in the
universal reason of their virtue as phulakes. The conflict of their natural

contrariety is stabilized within the unity of mutual dependence.

Ilavrayq 6n éx Tdv véuwy elpvmy mpds dMijdovs ol dvdpes
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465b5-7

The purgation of naturalism from thumos is taken to be complete in the

reciprocity of archontes and epikouroi. Their division of command and obedience
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is seen to be the ground of unity; or rather, that unity is ground of their division.
Honour is completely present in the vnity of the two sides: the subjectivity of a
natural ambition which has for its object the universal recognition of the individual,
and the objectivity of ambition which has for its object the individual's recognition
of the universal. (Although one must keep in-mind the limited grasp of the
universal that is present in honour. For ev‘en in this complete relation, the
universal is grasped only as unifying particulars, as their logos. The
transcendent self-identity of the universal as 'pure gidos is not comprehended.
This divison is that between the ruling class as a whole and the philosopher-king,
whose pure ambition has the inconsequence of not wanting to rule.)

The unity of an universal reason in the ruling class, to which the ruling
class stand in a pure relation, purged of naturalism, and which transcends and
comprehends the natural, is thus taken to unify the state. The unity of the state

transcends its own divisions.
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465b8-10

(c) 465b12-466d5 Happiness: the good of the individual.

(@) 465b12-d1 To idion as the cause of unhappiness.

The result of the purgation of naturalism, to idion is the liberation of the
rational individual from the obvious hardships and evils that are associated with
the natural life of the household. The natural good of family and property are
viewed as a source of unfreedom, where tﬂe individual is caught in the
contingency of life, subject to the claim of necessity. Wealth and poverty are
viewed together as sources of individual unfreedom and unhappiness, where one

is subject to the extremes of dishonour. The natural life of the private household
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is not a source of freedom and happiness, but imprisonment within all the

conditions that attend an embodied existence, all the petty and worrisome

particularities of life in which one is unfree, and thus a life of misery and endless

strife.
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465b12-d1

(8) 465d2-¢3 Honour as the political good.

The abolition of the private household, the purgation of natural

individualism, is seen to be the means of liberation from endless strife; the

koinonia of wives and children to be the cause of a life of peacful harmony

transcending the external limitation of natural necessity. It is in the life unified by

an universal reason that one obtains true leisure and pleasure. For what one

enjoys is the stability of the universal, where the particular has its true ground.

Such a life, in which the individual is grounded in an universal reason, is nearest

to the life enjoyed by the gods themselves on Olympus. It is that life which is

celebrated and participated in the great religious festival of the Olympia, where

athletes strive for honour in the Olympian games.25 For this is the true content

of heroic virtue, the fullest participation in the life of divine reason as is possible

for those confined to an earthly existence. The victory the guardians shall win for

the state, and the honour they shall win for ther selves, is thus even greater than

the victory of those in the contests at the religious festival of the Olympia.
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The victories of the olyumpionikaj are those of particular individuals; the victory of
the guardians is universal, for theirs is the universal victory of the unity and self-
identity of rational law over the particularity, division and strife that originates in
natura! necessity. The true content of the particular Olympian victeries, the
reality of which they are an instance or image, is the universal victory of a free
human reason over the necessity of nature that is won for the state by the
guardians. In such a victory, man stands nearest to the gods; the honour the

guardians shall recieve is nearest to the honour the gods receive from mortals.
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5d5-e3

(y) 465e4 -466b3 The unity of the individual.

The objections raised at the beginning of Book IV against the life
prescribed for the guardians have been ans;vered. (465e4 - 466a6) The individual
stands in an undivided relation to his own good as rational where he now stands
in a pure undivided relation to the good of the state. The universality of rational
law is equal to the universality of honour. The good of individual, family, and
state, are identical, for they have thei'r identity in the good of an universal reason
that is the single principle of unity in all three forms. Their unity is the unity of
justice. Justice is the identical content of family, state, and individual. The cause

of individual freedom and happiness is the universal reason of justice. The laws of
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the state are proven just, for they are shown to' possess the inner self-identity of
an universal logos.

It is in his participation of the life of an universal reason, in his identity
with justicc as the unifying principle of life, that the guardian is free and happy, or
in an unity with himself. His freedom consists in his transcendence of the natural
and particular, in his participation in the self-identity of the universal which unifies
and orders all particularity. The honour he receives as a consequence of his
honouring the laws and preserving the honour of the laws, is a good beyond that
of the economic order in the state. The division of the ruling and ruled, the
division of the political and economic interests of the state, is the division of the
universal and particular. It is the reason of the universal, the rational law, which
both transcends and brings unity to particulars. True freedom and happiness, true
leisure and pleasure, lies in the unity of the universal. For to the universal
belongs the self-identity of the particular as a part of the whole. The guardian
possesses a true individuality in virtue of his capacity to participate in the
universal reason by which all particularity within the state is ordered and unified
in relation to the self-identity of justice. He possesses a true freedom in the life of
obedience to reason, in his capacity for a rational individuality. Human freedom is

the possession of the rational soul, the true life of the soul is the life of reason.
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466a8-b2

(6) 466b4-d5 The limitation of the political good.
The cause of unfreedom and misery is the assumption that the universal
and particular are not united in a logos that belongs to the universal. Natural

individualism, which views the universal as an abstraction from the particular, or
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which does not know their division at all, is the life of unhappiness. Because the
inner self-identity of the universal is not purely apprehended in law and honour,
the guardians are recognized as still possessing a tendency to mistake the image
of happiness for true happiness, the natural life of leisure and pleasure that one
has in the city of pigs in a way, for the leisure and pleasure that is truly present in
the life of reason, in which mistake the image is then a false image for it mis-
represents itself as the true and not as an image of the true. This tendency to
mistake the image for the reality of which it is only an image, Socrates had noted
as especially the characteristic of children, who yet lack an education in reason. It
was the principle by which the poetic images of heroism and divinity were purged.

Thus, it is described here as "childish".
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466b5-c3

The limitation of the political good, which with respect to the good of the
individual takes the form of honour, is to be seen in the possibility of the guardian
falling away from the universality of tg koinon, back into the particularity of to
idion. The limitation of the good to be obtained from life in the justice of political
community is further illuminated in the next section of the argument, which forms
the transition between the argument of the second wave, and that of the third.
The highest form of good which the ideal polis offers to the individual is
sanctification through the public worship of heroes in a civic cult. The
immortalization of the guardian by the state shall be seen to a very clear
illustration of the limit of happiness, or self-unification, that is to be obtained

through practical or political life.
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What has already come into view, however, is how the life of the ideal
state, as enjoyed by the guardians, is a higher life than that of the city of pigs.
The natural life of pleasure and leisure that has been associated with the life of
the family, which was represented in the city of pigs, is now known to be only an
image of the true pleasure and leisure that is to be found in the city of reason. The
natural image of happiness has been purged of its false content, the content of
naturalism, and purified in its true inner reason which has now become explicit
aad conscious. The koinonia of women and children is justified, not simply as a
means of securing the good of the state, but as securing the good of the individual.

The koinonia of women and children justifies itself.
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IV. 466d6-471c3 Transition from the Second to the Third Wave.

The argument of the second wave, insofar as it is taken to argue for the
utility of the koinonia of women and children is complete. What follows, from
466d6 -471c3 is a transition from the conclusion of the second wave to the
question of the possibility of the state in the third wave. The transition takes
place through a discussion of the state at war, in which the principal interest at
that level is to demonstrate how the unity of the state transcends all division,
both stasis and polemos. In this sense, it is really a discussion of the state at
peace, within itself, and with other states.

The discussion of war falls easily into an external, bi-partite division,
between 466d6-469b4 and 469b5-471c3. The first part deals with how the unity of
the state overcomes the possibility of stasis which might arise in war between
the individual and the state, in the conflict of glory and death. The second part
deals with the unity of the state with other states, in which polemos is reduced to
war with the barbarians. The discussion as a whole treats of three principal
subjects: the honouring of living heroes, the honouring of dead heroes, and the
possibility of philhellenic peace. What it brings before the reader is a vision of the
ideal state as an universal city, which contains all forms of difference within itself.
Such a view of the state is nearly that which sees it as a paradeigma. As the
universal city, the ideal state is shown to possess the unity of an universal
reason which transcends and comprehends all forms of particularity within itself.

The discussion of war discloses the unity of two further forms of koinoniai
that the politai of the just state participate: the koinonia of the living and the dead
(466d6 - 469¢6), and the koinonia poleon (469¢7 - 471c3). The transitional
character of this section of the argument is seen in how these forms of koinoniai
fall between the koinonia of the state and the koinonia of ideas. In these koinoniai,

there is a participation of the koinonia phulakon in more universal forms of unity



than the koinonia poleos, and througi them, the participation of the state as a
whole. The third wave briags the state in relation to the pure universal form of
koinonia: the koinonia eidon. There, if not before, it is clear how the more

universal forms of koinoniai transcend lesser forms.

(i) 466d6-469b4 Koinonia of the living and dead.

That the discussion of war is transitional between the koinonia of women
aud children and the necessity of a philosopher-king is indicated by Socrates in
Plato's usual fashion of first introducing a new subject, and then delaying its
discussion. In this way he indicates the significance of the discussion which is
actually about to take place. The argument of Books V to VII was thus
introduced in relation to the intention to set the just state along other forms of
polities to indicate that the intervening argument was necessary to that
comparison. In the same way again, the discussion of the koinonia of women and
children was deferred to the discussion of the koinonia men and women.

Here, he suggests they are ready to undertake the question of whether the
koinonia of women and children is possible, its utility having been demonstrated.
(466d6-9) It is assumed that this demonstration will demonstrate the feasibility
of the just state. What is not yet known is that the question of its possibility
depends on whether it is possible that a philosopher can be king. But he then
raises the issue of how the state will conduct itself in war, in an ironical way that

recalls how he raised the issue of the utility of the kyinonia of women and

children: by declaring it is no doubt obvious, and thereby suggesting it would not
be what one might suppose. (466e1-3) What is to be disclosed in the discussion
of warfare is thus indicated to be the connection between the possibility of the
Just state and that of the philosopher-king. What the discussion does is purge the

assumption that the just state is one among others. It is disclosed to be an
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universal state, which refers back to the initial intention at the beginning of Book
V to compare the just to the unjust. The discussion of warfare thus brings one to
the argument of the third wave which begins with the surprising hypothesis that

the whole question of the feasibility of the just state has no bearing on its reality.
Where the state has been disclosed to be universal in its reason, one is prepared

for the hypothesis that its reality lies in its eidetic universality as paradeigma.

(a) 466e4-467¢ Koinonia of young and old.
The unexpected proposal is that children should go to war. The internal

unity of the city is displayed in the march of the entire koinonia of guardians to the

battle-front, male and female, young and old.
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466e4-6
Just as the rational unity of the state transcends the natural divisions of male and
female, so does it transcend the division of young and old. The children are
regarded in their rational identity as members of the guardian class, as future
warriors. They are to acquire a knowledge of the techne of warfare. Nor are they
to play an entirely passive role. They are already regarded as having a active role
in the full life of the community. As assistants, they shall participate in all the
business of warfare, as well as attending upon their common parents. The image

is one of a koinonia of young and old, of a common self-identity which transcends

natural difference in age.

npos & T Géa, Siaxoveiv kal UmmpeTelv mdvre Td TEpl TOV
moAeuov, kal Bepamevewv matépas Te kal untépas.
467al-2
The identity of the guardian transcends the natura! difference of young and

old, for one is is primarily determined by what one knows. It is the rational
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content of tiie soul that is determinant of the identity of the individual. (The
difference in their rational capacity for different kinds of knowledge is what
distinguishes the guardians and artisans--467a3-9. On the other hand, both
classes share in a common rationality. The rational life of the soul is universally
present in the rational divisions within the state.) The soul is to be regarded in
its self-identity as rational, as prior to the natural contrariety of youth and age.
Young and old are united in the Jogos of the rational life of the state and
soul; their contrariety as the natural extremes of human life, short of birth and
death, are brought together as extremes in the self-identity of the rational life of
the rational soul as a "becoming”. The young stand in relation to the old, not in
their difference in age, but in their common identity as rational warriors, in which
relation the contrariety of youth and age is disclosed as relative extremes in
knowing. Thus those appointed to take charge of them will be "generals" whose

age and experience fit them to the role of educators, paidagogoi.
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467d5-7
The young and old are brought together in a koinonia of knowing, through
which the rational life of the institution transcends the natural termination of the
life of the individual. The life of the state is constantly renewed in a cycle of
intellectual becoming, which transcends the natural division of life and death. The
universal reason of justice in the state transcends the natural life of the individual,
which is subject to the contraries of birth and death.
The way in which the state regards the natural life of its individual
members is the way in which sensible individuals are regarded as menibers of

species. The children are regarded in their natural individuality only as members

of the species, as offspring.
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The dependence of the continued life of the state upon the continuation of
generations of endless individual guardians necessitate precautions be taken for
the young lest a disastrous loss in war should destroy the continued line of
guardians, and the universal reason of the swate be destroyed through the
destruction of the nature cycle of generations. (It is significant that this concern
to protect the children from danger does not arise out of an expectation of parental

objection based upon natural affection. Natural affections have been transcended.)

klvBuvos 8¢, & Zukpares, ob ouikpds odaleiawy, ola 8 év
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467b2-4
Nevertheless, since the life of the state lies principally in the continuation of its
rational life, to which the continuation of the natural life of individuals is a

condition, this danger must be met.
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467b5-6

(b) 468a-468c9 Honouring of heros.

The argument for the proposal that children should go to war has set forth,
in a radical form, the demand that the natural life of the individual be sacrificed to
the life of the state. The proposal is a dramatic introduction to the question of
how the unity of the state overcomes the division which the natural individual
faces in the extremes of life and death. If the state is regarded as simply
analogous to a natural gidos, there remains the apparent division between the
immortality of the state, and the mortality of the sensible individual, which the

individual experiences as the conflict between honour and death.
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Those who display cowardice in battle will be thrown out of the guardian
class, and sent down to live with the artisans. (468a5-7) They have revealed
their incapacity to participate fully in the universal life of justice in the state that is
participated by the ruling class. Cowardice reveals that the ambitious desire for
the universal recognition of the individual is not grounded in the true recognition of
the universal by the individual. Their desertion of the universal for the sake of
preserving their own sensible particularity reveals they do not have a true view of
their relation to the universal, or of its content. The artisan class are those who
are incapable of transcending their own particular interests as sensible
individuals, and view the universal only as unifying particular interests. They are
unable to comprehend how the universal transcends particularity in any form.

Those who are captured alive by the enemy are to be made a gift to the
enemy. (468a9-10) They are looked upon as having deserted the state, and so
are deserted by the state. Their desertion of the universal has been complete
and they are left in their own particularity. Theirs is a greater act of cowardice, if
it be that, than those who merely desert their posts. There is no distinction
drawn between those who might be captured unwillingly, and those who might
willingly surrender. They did not fight for the state to the death, but allowed
themselves to become subject to the will of the enemy. The apparent underlying
thought seems to be that no life other than the life of the just state should be
considered preferable to death. What is also present is the notion of the
independence of the universal from the particular. The good of the state is not to
be made subject to the good of the individual; the good of the individual lies in the
good of the state. Thus, there is no provision made to retrieve prisoners of war.

The honour awarded to those who display heroic virtue in battle is the
universal recognition of the individual by the state. Heroic virtue displays a

willingness to die for the sake of the common good. The hero shows that he is
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ready to sacrifice his own life as a sensible individual for the universal life of the
state. The heroic individual is recognized as transcending his own natural
particularity and as embodying the universal life of the city. The visible form of his
recognition is to be universally crowned by all his comrades, and then the children.
(468b2-5) The nobility of this gesture is to be coupled with the more vulgar
reward of universal affection, against which Socrates perhaps anticipates some

objection.20
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Glaucon, however, seems eager to add that, while on campaign, the hero should
be permitted an universal license to embrace whomever he or she pleases,
whether the object of this affection be willing or unwilling.27 (468b12-c4) His
intention is to vnite the ethical good of honour with the natural passion of gros.
Socrates affirms the proposal by recalling the objective reason of the utilitarian
law that limits private natural affections to the desired public end of eugenic
gamoi. (468c5-8) The importance of this final remark is that it indicates the object
of the hero's affection will be another hero, since the hieroi gamoi will be the union
of the best (male) with the best (female).

The proposal is best treated principally as a philosophic image, that is, in
terms of its philosophic content. What is being recognized in both forms of
universal recognition, being crowned by all and embraced by all, is how heroic
virtue partakes of the universal reason of the just state, that the life of the
individual has this universal content. The unity of the crown and the embrace is
an image of the true content of eros: the love of the universal. The heroic
individual is then seen to be free to embrace all and to be embraced by all because

his virtue embraces and is embraced by the universal reason by which ali politiai
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are embraced, and which all ought to embrace. In his heroic virtue, the life of the
individual embodies the life of the state. He does not simply participate the
immortality of the institution, but possesses it. As one who is embraced, he is
one who is participated. He has obtained the life of the universal; he is both
participant and participated.

The other side of this relation is what is disclosed about the nature of the
universal life of the state: that it not only transcends the particular, but embodies
the true content of the particular. The hero is loved by all because of his universal
virtue. His freedom to love whomever he desires has in it the freedom of the
state to send children to war, to demote the cowardly, and to desert the captured.
This unqualifed affirmation of the passions in the heroic individual has on the other
side the unqualified negation of the passions in those who are the object of his
passion. He is to be embraced because he ought to be embraced; the object of
eros ought to be virtue. The beautiful is the good. The relation which the hero
has to the others is that of the universal to the particular, of both transcending
partcularity and comprehending it. The crown and the embrace signify the two-
sides of this relation. The life of the hero is the life of the city; the life of the city is

the life of its heroes.

(c) 468c10-469b4 Divinization of heros.

The state is the city of the blessed; justice has the same content as piety.
The life of the state is the life of universal reason, which transcends the life of the
particular individual; the individual's participation in the state partakes of the
immortality of the institution. The glory of heroes transcends even their death.
They embody the life of the city, the life of reason which transcends the limitations
of natural necessity, even the extremes of life and death. The state has an eidetic

life, and the hero not only participates this eidetic life, but his own life becomes
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eidetic. The life of the hero has an universality which the other politiai participate.
The hero is both a particular participant in the universal reason of the state and an
universal life which is itself participated by others. Those who most fully
participate in the life of the city are those who are most capable of transcending
the limits of their sensuous, contingent nature. Their life is beyond that of human
mortality; they participate most fully the immortal life of the state. Like the
heroes of Homer, the heros of the just state are to receive the religious honours of
sacrifices and hymns that are offered as well to the gods; their virtue is to be

honoured as divine.
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The highest honour the hero is to receive is this recognition of the divine
character of his virtue, that it transcends and rules over his sensuous nature.
That through his virtue, the hero transcends the limits set upon mortals, for he
participates in the life of the gods, the life of an universal reason which sets him
beyond the sensible world of life and death. The hero is one who lives according
to a good which transcends his own life and his own death. In his heroic
identification with the state, the individual transcends and comprehends the limits
of his own natural finitude.

The natural division of life and death is thus to be regarded as acccidental
to the true immortal nature of the hero. The heros of the just state will be taken
to join the immortal heros of Hesiod's "golden race" (tou chrusou genou), the
heros that protect the city-states of Greece. Théir heroic virtue shall transfigure
them into immortal guardians of the state. Hesiod on this point is to be believed:

the heroic dead will become state-divinities.28
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The funerary for the guardians shall be designed by the gods for it is to be such as
to recognize that their death is the moment in which their humanity is transfigured
into divinity.
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It is the universal life of the state which is displayed in the heroic virtue of the
guardians to be a divine life. This will be recognized by the instituiton of continual
worship of the dead. Public ancestral cults of the dead are to be established, not

only those who die in battle, but 2ll whose lives display heroic virtue shall be

recognized as transcending the limits of mortality.
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What is revealed to the other politai through these ultimate honours of heroic
virtue is that the life of the state is a life which takes cne beyond the limits of the
sensible world. The life which transcends the limits of the sensible and
contingent is divine; it is the life of the gods. The life of the state is a life which
participates in the life of the gods. The public cult of the heros, their worship as
state-divinites, replaces the ancestral cult of the family.29 The ancestral cult of
the family is done away with in the class of guardians for there is no longer any

need for it.
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(ii) 469b5 -471c3 Koinonia poleon: the universal city.
The koinonia of the living and the dead carries the argument into the
koinonia poleon. The city of reason is recognized as the universal city. The
koinonia of the living and the dead overcomes the division of life and death; it also
purges the individual of the final characteristics of a natural particularity. All men
are identical as rational animals. The universal reason of humanity even
overcomes the particularity of the political animal, of belonging to a particular
polis.
What divides Greece is the natural divisions of racial tribes, which were
institutionalized into political differences. All Greece is to be umnited in their
identity as rational animals. They are to be united against the irrationality of the
barbarians. The purgation of naturalism extends to the relation of the just state to :
other states. It would be contrary to the rational freedom of the just state to
enslave those states who share the freedom of reaason. No Greek state should
reduce another to slavery; no Greek should be made a slave. The relation of slave
and master is that between the irrational and rational man. The distinction _
between them is rational, for they are distinguished as possessing or not \\
possessing a rational character. If reason is spoken as natural to humanity, then
this distinction can be spoken of as natural, or not contrary to nature. But it is not
a natural distinction in the sense that natural differences should be its basis. The
difference between these two ways of speaking of what is natural is the difference
between the accidental natural characteristics that differentiate sensiu:
individuals, and the essential chracteristic of reason or a lack of reason. All of
humanity is united in its reason. Greeks are those who live according to their
essential rational nature, who govern themselves by reason. Barbarians are

those who live according to the natural accidents of human nature.



Neither Greek nor barbarian is to be refused burial. Nor shall any corpse
be stripped or in any way defiled. The universal reason of justice which contains
within it the division of life and death recognizes this division to be that between
body and soul. Tt is the soul, not the body, which is the life of a man. In the
koinonig of body and soul, the body is external to the inner identity of the soul.
The rational soul is the life of the individual. The body dies because it is
accidental to that life. The argument has come to the point where the soul is
completely distinguished from the body. Death is the point where the soul
divests itself from the body. Death reveals the distinction between the essential
cause of human life, the rational life of the soul, and the accidental condition of life,
the body. The body is nothing more than the mortal instrument of the immortal
soul. The one who does not know this essential distinction in human nature does
not possess a free rational nature. He does not know the free nature of the soul
in its rational life. He is unfree (aneleutheros), the barbarian who lives within the
unfreedom of the sensible and contingent (philochrematos). He is comparable to
an irrational animal, like a dog; or to a woman who regards death (e.g. of a loved
one in battle) only as the loss of the sensible individual (failing to apprehend how
it confers an immortal glory).30
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The principle which unifies the state unifies all men in their common
humanity as possessing the freedom and divinity of a rational nature. The

principle which unifies the state is the unity of an universal reason which is the
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essential nature of humanity. The Greeks are those who worship the gods of
reason and order, the gods of the polis. All those who participate in the universal
life of reason, of justice, are united in a single universal koinonia of friendship.

They share the divine the life of reason.
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All the evils which attend upon the naturalism of racial and national particularity
that are the chief causes of war are to be abolished from the community of Greeks,
on the ground of their friendship in the reason of justice (471a - 471c).

The life of reason transcends all forms of natural division: the difference of
sex, family, race, age, and even life and death. The unity of the reason in the state
and in the soul transcends the sensible divisions of the natural and particular.
The good for man is so far known as that freedom and unity which transcends and
unites differences. The true citizen is the citizen of the universal state of reason.
In the koinonia of reason, all are united in their identical rational nature. The
determinations of nature of male and female, parent and child, young and old,
weak and strong, living and dead, Athenian and Spartan are all transcended.

Justice transcends all that is given and determinate in humanity. There is
no otherness that falls outside justice to limit its universal nature. Its self-
identity appears in its complete universality. The logos of justice is universal. It
is not the particular principle of the state as against the family or individual; it is
not the principle of a particular race or state as against another. It is not the
principle of thought as against life. It is not the unifying principle of the soul as
against the body. What falls outside justice is what is incapable of participating

the principle of unity. The body, the barabarian, the non-ideal cities, the artisans,
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the coward, the young, do not fall complete outside justice, but are unable to fully
participate in it. They are comprehended by that which they do not comprehend.
What the two waves have overcome is the assumption that there belongs
to the natural order a principle of difference and unity which stands opposed to the
rational distinctions and unity of justice. Justice has been shown to be the
universal principle of unity, the single principle of all forms of unity. Itis the
universal reason of justice which is recognized in the koinonia poleon as
coraprehending the whole of humanity in its capacity to participate in the universal

life of reason.
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V. 471c4-480 The Third Wave.

The argument of the third wave extends from this point in Book V, through
the whole of Books VI and VII. The argument begins in Book V with a
preliminary discussion in which Socrates gains assent to the intention of the
argument (471c4-473b4); then, the hypothesis is set forth that the just state is
only possible if its ruled by a philosopher-king (473b5-474c6). The argument
reaches a certain conclusion by the end of Book V with the definition of what is
meant by a philosophos, and how he is to be distinguished from a philodoxos
(474¢7-480). The argument which defines the philosopher brings to light the
epistemological distinction between knowledge and opinion in relation to the
ontological distinction between being and becoming. The sensible is distinguished
from the intelligible, the particular from the universal, nature from reason. Book
VI takes up the argument from this point by stating that it is already obvious that
philosophic knowledge should be the ground of political life. The question of the
utility of philosophy is really a question of the utility of the philosopher (484). The
dialectical force of the third wave thus compels one to ride out its entire course, a
statement which can be said as well of the whole dialogue.

The koinonia of the living and the dead, in which the life of the state and of
the individual were completed through each other, rested upon poetic images of
the death of heroes: the mythology of Homer and Hesiod; the content of the
dramas of the Dionysia. The universal life of the city is an image of the life of the
universal which is the true object desired by the soul. Its life is eidetic, but it is
not the life of the gidos. The immortality of the state and its heroes is an image of
the immortal life of the soul, of reason. The principle of the state, justice, has
come into view as a rational gidos, but only as this appears as an unifying
principle of the divided and sensible. Justice is the unity of state and individual, it

is the unity of life and death. But it is an unity known only in terms of diversity.
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Justice is known and not known; the eidos is seen and not seen. The nature of

that reason by which the state is ordered and is completed in the life of the
guardians has not yet come into view, it is known only in the life of the srate. The
eros of the philosopher transcends the life of the state, it seeks an unity which
transcends diversity altogether. Its object is the self-identity of the universal in
itself. The life of the state is the life of participation in the universal, where there
remains the division of participant and participated. The universal life of the state
participates in the universal of justice, but it contains a diversity which does not
belong to justice. The argument of the two waves brings one to the point where
the universal as a separate gidos can be brought into view; where the eros of the
philosopher can be brought into view; where the state as paradeigma can be
brought into view. What would keep the reality imaged in the state hidden from
view has been purged. What is desirable is no longer taken to be that which is

sensible and particular. The desirability of the philosophic eros, of being over

becoming, gidos over image, paradeigma over polis can be assented to because

the desirability of the universal life of reason has already been established.

A. 471c4-474c6 The Proposal for a Philosopher-King.
(i) 471c4-473b4 The possibility of the ideal state.
(a) 471c4-472b2 The question of possibility.

The third wave is introduced by Glacuon's ready agreement that the utility
and necessity of the koinonia of women and children in the just state has been
sufficiently demonstrated. He is impatient that they should turn finally to the
outstanding question: whether the just state is possible, and how it should come
into being.
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As at the beginning of Book V, the readiness of Socrates' interlocuiors to
enter into a further stage of the argument is matched by his own reluctance. The
possibility of realizing the just state in praxis involves the third and greatest
wave of paradox (paradoxon-- 472a). Like the koinonia of men and women, and
the koinonia of women and children, it requires a Jogos that must overthrow a
traditional assumption or custom, i.e. doxa. Glaucon is undaunted by Socrates'
warning, and reminds him that he shall remain their captive (cf. 450a) until he has
demonstrated how the just state is to be realized. Glaucon's zeal suggests a
certain confidence that Socrates will indeed show them how the just state can be
realized. He has already met their own objections to the koinonia of women and
children, on which the possiblility of the state seemed to depend. The theory of
the just state appears to be complete; what remains is to see how one might put

theory iato action. He agrees they possess the just state in lexis; how can it be

realized in praxis?
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The force of the demand that the just state be shown possible lies in the
assumption that justice is embodied in the life of the city. Justice has been
identified with the life of the state. The reality of justice is embodied in just laws
and just mei, the virtue of the state and individual. The vision of justice at this
point in the argument is the visior: of an universal justice embodied in the life of
the universal city. The difficulty is that justice is thus known only as the universal

which orders and unifies the sensible and particular; it is not known in its own
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separate identity as chorismos. Justice is not known apart from that in which it

appears.

(b) 472b3-473b4 The just politeia as a paradeigma.

Glaucon has demanded that the argument, which has shown that justice is
the good in lexis, be completed by showing that justice can be realized in praxis.
It has come to the point where Socrates must declare whether and how the just
state is possible. Socrates' answer is that first they must agree on what they
mean by possible.?’1

Socrates' immediate answer to this demand that the state be proven
possible is to recall them to the original intention of their argument, which was to
discover whether ther, was a true justice which was the good of state and
individual alike. Whether justice was the good deperded upon discovering the

nature of justice in itself.
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The most important part of Socrates' argument is the statement that follows--

dA\’ éav etpawpcy olov éori Sukaiooivn.
--"but should they discover what sort of thing justice is". The rest of his argument
depends altogether on this statement: that although they have constituted a just
state and a just man in lexis, they have not yet discovered what justice is in itself.

Should they discover what jusiice is, they must not expect zue justice to

be perfectly embodied in the life of the individual. There is this difference between
the ideal of justice, the reality of justice, and the possibility of its realization in the

world. The just man will be he who most nearly approximates the ideal of justice,
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the one who most fully partakes or participates (metechein) the ideal. Possibility

must be distingushed from reality.
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The purpose of their inquiry into the nature of justice was to discover a

paradeigma, a model or measure of justice.
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472c4-5
What they were looking for, then, in constituting the just man was a

paradeigma of justice by which they could determine whether justice was the good
of the individual. The paradeigma is the measure by which they are to judge
justice and injustice as it appears in praxis. The good and evil of justice and
injustice which they are seeking to discover in the paradigm of the most perfectly

just and unjust men is the measure of living individuals.
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The measure of the paradeigma is not the reality of praxis. The
paradeigma of justice is comparable to the idealized portrait of beauty which the
zographos paints in the form of the most beautiful man. The measure of the truth

of its beauty is not whether it conforms to the beauty of sensible individuals.
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This example of the painter must be set alongside the same example at
the beginning of Book VI. Here, one has the painter creating the paradeigma of
beauty in the form of a most beautiful man. The paradeigma is not itself modelled
on an invisible ideal of beauty, nor on a visible beauty. In Book V], the painter
seems to paint a portrait looking at a visible mdgigma.32 This is the usual
way the the painter is employed as a metaphorical type of the creator, as copying
a visible reality, where the painting is less real than the model. But as used here,
the painter creates the paradeigma, he does not copy it. He is the inspired artist
of the Phaedrys. The basic Platonic criticism of mousike or poetry in its most
general sense, is that it mistakes the image for the reality of which it is the image.
This criticism is suppressed here in favour of establishing the superiority of the
paradeigmatic to the sensible particular individual. Yet it is still present in the
underlying criticism of lexis. The way in which the superiority in truth and reality
of lexis to praxis is established is by reference to the inferiority of lgxis to
aletheia.

The paradeigma which they have created in speech then is no less an
accurate portrait of the just man, than is the artist's picture an account of the
beautiful man. The proof that their argument is true, that it is a true account of
justice and injustice, does not depend on showing that their parageigma, which
they have created in words, of the just man and just state conforms to the reality

of praxis. It is not any less true or real if it is or is not possible in praxis.
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Their atterpt to show whether and how the paradeigma of the just state
and just man might be possible, that is, might be realized in praxis, must not be
understood as an attempt to prove that the paradeigma is or is not a true account
of the just man and just state. (472e6-9) The question of possibility is not a
question of reality. To show whether the just state is possible to realize in praxis
is not a matter of proving that the paradeigma in lexis is real. Lexis is nearer to
the truth than praxis; the reality of praxis depends upon the reality of lexis. Lexis
is the measure of praxis. Truth is the measure of lexis. Truth and reality

transcend lexis, and give the paradeigma its reality; the truth of the paradeigma,

of the definition of the universal in thought depends on its approximation to the

true reality of the universal itself.
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The truth and reality of the paradeigma does not rest on possiblity; rather,
the reality of what is possible is to be measured by the reality of the paradeigma
in its relation to truth. They will be satisfied then if they can show how the

nearest approximation to the paradeigma can be realized in praxis.
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Socrates' argument defines the just politeia as a paradeigma of politeia. It
is the universal form of politeia, of which zll other existing polities are
participants. It makes no difference whether the just politeia exists in the form of
an "actual" constitution, since that is nothing other than the participation of the

human community in the "actuality” of the paradeigmatic or universal politeia.

Other forms of polity would only be the degenerate forms of the ideal.



178

(ii) 473eb5-474c6 The philosopher-king.

The question of the possibility of the paradeigma has been purged of any
assumption that this is a question of its reality or truth. The question of
possibility depends rather on the conversion of existing politeiai, those which are

kakai kai hemartemenai, to the true polity.33 The question is what prevents

these poleis from participating in the reality of the true politeia, and what would

convert them. In this respect it is a question of praxis, not lexis.
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Practicality guides us to look for the least, single change or fewest number of

changes that wouid convert these bad forms of polity to the true form.
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What we are seeking to discover is the principal cause in existent polities that
deprives of them of their participation in the true and universal just politeia. The
practical has an inherent theoretical interest. To convert these unjust polities to
just polities, we must discover whether there is a single underlying cause of
privation of justice in them, which can be purged. We are looking for the universal
cause of injustice in all unjust forms of government. There is a single change that
would effect a conversion from injustice to justice in existent polities. It is not a
small change, nor an easy one to bring about, but it is possible.
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It is the greatcst of the three waves, the greatest paradox of all. One

which i¢ surely to be ridiculed even more than the proposals that women be
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guardians, or that families be common. It will go against the force of accepted
doxa, and will be branded adoxia, for it goes beyond the limit of what custom
holds to be noble and reputable. What is required transcends doxa, and cannot be
known by doxa.34

Edv pr, v 8° éyd, elul 8 1¢ peyloty mpooprd{ouev rxiuat.
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473c6-8
The universal cause of injustice is that philosophers are not kings. The

cause of justice is the philosopher-king. Existent polities are unjust because in
them the political power of their rulers is not grounded in the wisdom of
philosophy. The conversion of the unjust polities to just polities requires, on the
one hand, that in them political rule be united with philosophic wisdom, and, on
the other hand , that the "many natures" who pursue either of these activities
apart from the other, are of necessity excluded from them. It is the creation of a
philosopher-king which is the necessary cause, along with the purgation of

pursuing philosophy or politics apart from each other as its necessary condition,

which is the means of translating the just politeia from lexis into praxis.

Eav un, v 8’ éyd, fi ol iAdoogor PaciAcvowoy év Tais
méheaw 1§ ol Paoidils Te viv Aeyduevor kal SwdoTal
drrooogriowor yvnolws Te kal lkavis, kal ToiTo els TavTov
oyumnéoy, Stvauls Te moAiTiky) kal ¢iroogodla, TEv &¢ viv
mropevouévwy yupls é@’ éxdtepov al molMal gdoeis éf dvdykns
droxAelagfdow, odx éoTi kakdv mabAa, o PlAe Mhalkwy, Tals
woAear, Sokd 8’ ovdé T@ dvfpwmivy yéver, otde aimm 1)
moltela pij mote mpérepov @ufj Te €ls 10 Swatdv kal ¢us
NAlov 16y, v viv Adyw SieAnAdbauev.

473c11-¢2

The philosophos-basiieus is para doxan because it is difficult to see how the good
of the individual and of the state depends upon the unity of philosophical reason

and political ability.
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473e3-5

Socrates' argument has three principal premises: (1) the universal cause
of injustice in existent polities is the separation of philosophy and politics; (2) the
universal cause of justice in existent polities would be the union of philosophy and
politics; (3) the principal difficulty which opposes the conversion of unjust forms of
polity to the just form of polity is ignorance of the dependence of the good of
practical life, both public and private, upen philosophy. As the course of the
argument in Book V will show, what is not known is how justice depends upon
the good.

Significantly, not only will Socrates' proposal be received by the present
state of opinion with ridicule, but it will be rejected with violent hostility. (473e6-
474a4) It seems that Socrates could become a martyr of justice, if he is unable to
give an apology (amungin t0i logoi) for the philosopher-king. In the existent state
of things, "ths many natures" (hai pollai phuseis) who practise politics and
philosophy consider their professions as, not only mutually exclusive, but
mutually opposed to being brought together. The necessary defence of the
philosopher-king lies in distinguishing between these "many natures" and the
nature of the philosopher. The true philosophic nature is one which knows the
unity of political life and philosophy. The philosopher-king alone is the true

philosopher and the true politician; the "many natures" are false philosophers and

false politicians, pretenders to the throne.

dvaykatov odv por Sokel, €l uélouév my éxdetfeadar obs
Aéyels, Oloploaclar mpos ailrols Tous dihogdgovs Tivas
Aéyovtes Toduduev gdvar Setv dpyewv, lva S.adiidwy yevouévwy
Suvnral Tis duvveobal, évbeukviuevos 8Tt Tols pév mpootikel
gvoer dnreabal Te drAoooglas Nyeuovevety T év wlAel, TOlS
8’ dMois prjte dmreabar dicodovbely Te TG Tyyouuéve.
474b4-c3
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B. 474c7-480 The Definition of the Philosophos.

The remainder of the argument of Book V is now concerned with defining
the philosopher. First, the philosophic nature must be distinguished from those of
the many other natures, particularly those which unknowingly pretend to be
philosophic. This distinction is brought out in terms of recognizing what
distinguishes philosophic eros from other forms of eros. It is essential to the
significance of the argument of the three waves to consider the logos concerning
eros to the previous consideration of eros in the second wave. The movement of
the argument which defines the philosopher is the familiar Platonic dialectical
ascent "ab exterioribus ad interiora, ab inferioribus ad superiora”. The argument
moves from the consideration of the outward and visible activity of a philosophic
nature to the inward activity of the soul, from the epistemological activity of
knowing, to the psychological faculty of mind which knows, and finally to the

ontclogical reality of its object.

(i) 474c7-475¢2 Philosophic eros.

The nature of the philosopher is distinguished from the natures of the
"many" in respect of his eros, the fundamental desire by which he is moved in
relation to the nature of its object by which it is defined. It is necessary first to
determine the nature of eros, which is to be done by citing instances of eros in the

different kinds of erotikoi. Socrates' intention is to disclose that eros is

fundamentally the universal desire for the universal. The various kinds and
degrees of eros are united in their origin: the primary desire of the soul for self-
identity, i.e. unity with itself, which it seeks through unity with the pure universal

form of unity.
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(a) 474¢7-475b11 The nature of eros.

The universal and definitive characteristic of eros is that it is an universal
form of desire. One should properly call one a lover of scmething only if one loves
something as a whole, as opposed to loving one part of it but not another. One is

a lover if one's love is universal, and not particular.

Avapujoxew olv oe, fv 6° éyd, § péuvmoar &t bv v
dauey PuAciv T, el gavijvar avrdy, édv Opbis Aéyntatr, ol TO
pév grotvra éxelvoy, 10 8¢ uif, dAAd mdv orépyovra;
474c8-11
Citing a host of examples, Socrates considers two sets of grotikoi: the
first set consists of the philopais or gner erotikos (of whom Glaucon is used as an
unwilling exampie), and the philotimos; the second set consists of the
philotheamonon and the philosophos. There is also mention of other grotikoi: the
philooinos and philositos should be associated with the first set. The
philotheamonon is inclusive of philekooi other than the festival goers: the
mathetes who lacks a philosophic spirit either because of his youth or nature, the
philotechnos and the praktikos. The division between the two sets is obvious:
the first deals with forms of eros that are appetitive and spirited; the second with
rational or intellectual forms of eros. Generally, however, the philopais and
philotimos are included within the philotheamonon, and so the main division is
that between tive philotheamonon and the pbjjgsgmgs.35
The consideration of the nature of eros here brings before us the
connection between the first two waves and the third. In the treatment of the
family and of honour in the second wave, the eros of sexual desire and the love of
honour were purged of the naturalism which corrupts the philopais, philotimos,
and the philotheamonon.
The philopais has a corrupt love of a false image of the desirable, the
philotimos has a corrupt love of a false image of honour, the philotheamonon has
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a corrupt love of a false image of wisdom. They enjoy a false pleasure, honour,
and wisdom, by which their souls are corrupted. Having fallen away from the true
forms of good, they have sunken into corrupted forms. The cause of their
corruption is their respective intoxications with the images of sensual beauty,
honour, and wisdom, which they mistake for the reality of beauty, honour, and
wisdom. They are ruled by forms of eros which are divorced from logos, by a
reason which can measure the sensible by the reality of the ideal. Because they
cannot distinguish gidos and image, they cannot distinguish between true and
false instantations of the gide of the beautiful, just, and good in the realm of the
desirable, honourable, and wise. Their confusion of image and reality makes them
comparable to drunkards. They are instances of corruption comparable to the

Tols PLAolvous ol Td avTd Taita wolobvras Opds; TmdvTa

olvov éml wdoms mpopdocws domalouévous:;

475a5-7

The intoxication of the philopais with youth leads him to see sensual beauty

where sensual beauty is not present. Every youth is beautiful, no matter how

ugly they actually are. The truly undesirable appear desirable.

kal évi Myw mdoas mpogdoels mpodaocl{eaté Te kal mdoas
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474e5-475a2
The intoxication of the philotimos with honour leads him to seek the highest he
can obtain, no matter how low degree of honour that might be. If he cannot become
a general, he will become a captain; if he cannot obtain a position in society
where he will be honoured by the most honourable, he will seek honour from the
least honourable.

Kal unv ¢rroriuovs ve, ds éyduat, kabopds &ti, dv ui
oTpatyyioa. Stvwvral, TpiTTVapyoboly, KQv uin Umd uewldvwv
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475a9-b2
The lovers of honour and those of youth are comparable to the lover of wine in that
they mistake a finite good for the whole or universal good. They treat a particular
good as though it were universal, because they do not know the distinction
between the universal and the particular.

The true object of eros is the universal good. The eros of the philopais and
the philotimos are corrupt forms of eros in which the universal is sought in the
form of the particular. The finite goods of pleasure and honour are not known in
their dependence upon the infinite good, but are sought independently of their
relation to the good. What is finite is pursued as though infinite. There is no limit
to the eros of the philopais and philotimos. There is a lack of reason which would
separate the universal of beauty and virtue from the particular forms of its
instantiations. The corrupt forms of eros are states of intoxication, drunken
desires which do not clearly discern their true object. There is a lack of sober
judgement which would distinguish between the beautiful and ugly among youths,
the noble and ignoble among society. The ideal universal is known and sought as
it appears in the sensible and particular as an abstract universal. Essentially
the corruption of eros stems from an ignorance which abstracts finite goods from
the good itself and pursues them as the good because the dependence of the

sensible and finite upon the ideal and infinite is not known.

(b) 475b5- 476¢3 The nature of philosophic eros.
(a) 475b4- e2 The eros of the philotheamonon.
The universal is known and desired as apprehended abstractly in the

multiplicity and diversity of its particular instan:es. However, even in the finite
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and particular, eros appears as the desire for the universal, as the desire of the

whole.36
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één.
475b4-7
The kinds of grotikoj are thus distinguished in accordance with the
universal they pursue. The philosopher is is characterized by the universal
nature of his eros for wisdom. He pursues wisdom in all its particular forms, he

desires wisdom universally, not one part but not another.

Otkodv kal Tov ¢LAéoogov coglas ¢ricouey émbuuntiv elvai,
oV Tis pév, Ths 8’ ob, dAAa mdoms;
475b8-9

The eros of the philosopher is no different from that of the philotimos and
the philopais in so far as his desire for knowledge is universal. The true

philosophic spirit pursues learning with the same limitless appetite.

Tov b¢ 61 etyepds ébekovra mavrds pabfuatos yelveobar kal
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8’ év Elxy ¢rioouev dLAdoogov:
475c6-8

However, as Glaucon notes, in respect of the mere love of learning, the

philosopher cannot be distinguished from the philotheamones. In that respect,
they are equally philekooi.

IloAMol dpa kal dTomor éoovral oou TolobTol. ol Te ydp
dLAobeduoves mdvres &uolye Sokodor Tw kaTauavbdveww
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elow ds y’ év dirooidols Tidéval .y
475d1-

Like the philosopher, the philotheamones are interested in listening to arguments.

But while they love to be so entertained, they would not be entertained by
serious discourse. For them, learning is a form of entertainment, like the

Dionysia, not a pursuit of wisdom.
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475d4-8

The philotheamones are not true philosophoi. They bear a likeness to

philosophers, just as images bear a likness to that of which they are the image.
They are really pretenders to philosophy, just as an image pretends to reality.
This is the truth of the philoteamongs: in their love of learning to resemtle the
reality they do not possess for themselves. They iove the image they believe is

real, not the reality that is truly knowable.

Obbauds, €lmov, dAL’ Suolovs pév girooddors.
475e2

(B) 475e3-476e3 The eros of the philosophos.
The difference between the philotheamones and the philosopher is that the

philosopher is a lover of the spectacle of truth.

Tols Tis dAnbelas, édn, drrobeducvas.
475e4

The philosophos is distinguished from the philotheamonon by the nature of
the object of his eros, the truth as opposed to the image of truth, not simply by the
character of his eros, the universal dceire to learn. This distinction discriminates
between the one true or pure form of eros and the many corrupt forms of eros,
including those of the philopais and the philotimos. Although their eros has really
for its object the beautiful and the noble, these are not pursued in their eidetic
truth where the beautiful and noble are known as apprehensions of the good in the
finite and sensible. This is what characterizes the false lovers of wisdom as well.
The philotheamones are not true lovers of wisdom because they do not recognize
the distinction between (true) knowledge and the appearance of knowledge.

They are lovers of images.

-



How the philotheamones include as well the philopais and the philotimos
comes to light when one reflects on the epistemological character of their erotic
objects. The lover of beauty or pleasure seeks the good or universal at the level
of aisthesis; the lover of honour seeks the good or universal at the level of doxa.
The realm in which their object exists is the sensib'e and particular realm of
becoming. The lover of wisdom seeks the good at the level of episteme; the realm
of being or unchanging reality. His object is the pure universal, not its divided
apearance in a particular instance or image.

The argument which defines the object of philosophic eros begins with the
admission to the presence of distinct, contrary qualities among sensible
particulars: the beautiful and ugly, the just and unjust, the good and bad. Because
they are contraries, thev must each be one thing itself: these contrary qualities
are to be regarded as gide.

EnciSi éomwv évavriov kaiov alayped, Svo abre elvar. IIds 6’
ol; Oiwodv émeibr) 8bo, kal év éxdrepmov; Kal ToDTO. Kal
wepl O Swkalov kal délkov xal dyaBob kal kakob kal mdvrwy
TV elbdyv mépL 6 avros Adyos, avto pév év éaotov elvat,
475e9-476a6
The single self-identity of an gidos, by virtue of its association with other gide, as
well as with actions and :znsible bodies, appears in the realm of the sensible and
contingent in the form of a multiplicity and diversity of appearances
Tf] 8¢ Tdv mpdfewv kal owuatwy kal dAjAwy kowwvia
mavTayol gavraldueva mold dalveobar éxaorov.
476a6-7
This division between the self-identical gidos and the multiplicity and diversity of

its appearances in the sensible and contingent realm of particular instances, is the

basis of the division between the philotheamones and the philosophos.

Tavry Tolvwy, v 8’ éyd, Biaipd, ywpls pév obs vwdny Eeyes
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476a9-b2

The inclusion of the philotechnoi and; praktikoi with the philotheamones
makes clear how the whole pursuit the good in the active life of the polis is
subject to the criticism of the philotheamongs. The whole life of the state in its
economic, military, and political orders are to be found within the class of
philotheamones. The life of the state is the life of the philotheamones, the life
which participates the paradeigmatic justice of poliieia.

The philotheamones are distinguished by the rational-aesthetic object of
their eros. They love the mulitiple and diverse instances of beauty that are the
appearance of the gidos of beauty in the sensible and particular, but :heir nature is
incapable of going beyond these appearances to the apprehension of the gidos of
beauty itself. They love the images of the gidos because they are incapable of the

reality of the gidos.

Ol uév mou, v 8’ éyd, diifkoor kal dirobeduoves Tds Te
Kkaids ¢wvds domd{evrar kal xpdas kal oyruara kal wdvra Ta
éx TAy TowoUTwy Snuiovpyolueva, avtod 8¢ Tob kaiod
dévatos avtdv 1) Sudvora Ty ¢uvow I8ty Te kal domdoaotal.
476b4-8
It belongs io the nature of the philosopher, who are few as opposed to the
many philotheamones (the "many natures" who pursue philosophy or politics
separately, which were spoken of earlier?), to behold the eidetic reality of beauty,
to apprehend the reality of the eide. It is the nature of his eros to seek the

universal in its pure self-identity as eidos.

Ol 8¢ &1 ém’ avrd 10 kaAdv Swarol lévar Te kal Spdv kab’
airo dpa ol omdvor dv eley;
476b10-11

The nature of the philotheamones is that of the prisoners in the cave,

described in Book VII. He not only takes the sensible and particular as the real,

but denies the reality of the universal. Because he is convinced of the reality of

i



the sensible, and of the unreality of the gidos. he is incapable of conversion to a
philosophic standpoint. Such a state is like that of a dream, where one is caught

in an illusory reality one takes to be real.

O olv xaid uév mpdyuara voullwy, alrd 8¢ kdMos pijre
voullwy pijre, dv mis Nyfrar éml Ty ywdow airoi, Suvduevos
&meabat, Svap 1} Umap Sokel ool (ijy; oxdbmer €.
476¢c2-4
The soul of the philotheamono) is imprisoned by his own conviction that the
images of reality are themselves the reality of which they are the image. He is
his own prisoner; his life has the illusory reality of a dream out of which he refuses

to be awakened.

76 Svepdtrewy dpa ob T68¢ éotly, édvre év Umww Tis édvT’
éypnyopds 10 Suody dA’ avto Hyfrtar elvar ¢ éowxev;
476¢5-7
The life of the philosopher has the reality of the gide. His life is grounded

in his knowledge of the distinction between the self-identity of the universal and

the sensible particular as having its reslity as a participant in the eidos. The
philotheamones mistakes participants for the participated because he does not
know the reality of the gidos as separate from its instantions. The philosopher
does not live in this confusion, the confusion of reality and image, the confusion of

a dream. His life partakes of the clarity and reality of the eide.

0 Tdvavtia ToUTwy Tyyoluewds Té T avTd kaiov kal Suwvduevos
xkabopdv kal avre Kal T3 éxelvov pueréyovra, kal olUre Ta
petTéyovra aird olre avrd Td peréyovra rfyyvoruevos, Umap 1
Svap al xal olros Sowel cou {Tv; Kal udia, é¢n, tmap.
476c9-d4

The metaphorical distinction between the state of dreaming and that of being
awake is in fact the difference between knowing ans! opining, knowledge and

opinion.
Oxodv 7ovTov uév Ty Sidvolav ds yLyvdoxovros ywduny dv
bpbis gatuey e‘[lvat, ToD 8¢ 86fav s Sofdlovros;
47645-6
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The translation of dreaming and waking into knowing and opining makes
the transition from the argument of defining the nature (phusis) of the philosopher
in terms of philosophic eros to his definition in terms of philosophic nous. The
eros of the philosopker, the true form of eros, whick i5 what is primarily moving in
the lesser forms of eros in the philopais, philotimos, asid the philotheamones, is
the pure rational desire of the soul for po..2ssion of the pure universal. The eros
of the soul is principally and purely the desire of its fundamentally rational nature
to know. The appetitive, spirited, and rational-aesthetic forms of eros are the
divisions of eros that correspond to the divisions of the soul as embodied.

What is represented by the metaphor of the philosopher as alone existing
in a conscious state is the philosophic state of the soul as self-consciousness of
its own inner identity as rational. Eros is primarily the eros of the rational nature
of the soul. It is the rational desire of the soul for the rational universal or gidos
which is universally present in the appetitive, spirited, and rational-aesthetic
desires for universal pleasure, honour, and beauty, which are the divided forms of
the good as it appears, and is apprehended and desired by the divided soul, in the
realm of becoming. The being or reality of pleasure, honour, and beauty is

derived (rom the good.

(ii) 476d8 - 480 Philoscphi~ nous.

The argument which defines philosophic nous is set out in the form of a
dialectical argument between the philosophic standpoint and that of the
philotheamones.37 The argument arises out of the need to convince the
philothcamones that what he takes to be knowledge is only opinion. It is in fact
an argument which most clearly shows the connection of the second and third
waves, how the the third wave has arisen, not directly out of the argument as one

has it by the end of Book IV, but as it has been developed by the first two waves
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to the point where the third v:ave is able to take up the argument by defining the
politeia of the just state as a paradeigma.

The argument shonld be understood as estaolishing the reason why a
philosopher must be king. The guardians of the just state are philptheamones,
just as the politeia is a paradeigma, the truth as rcpresented in lexis. The need to
convince the philotheamones of the truth of their position embodies the need to
show the necessity of a philosopher-king. What is incomplete about the complete

polity is its need to be grounded in a higher knowledge than belongs to the active

life of the state. The difficulty of convincing the philothezmones of his need of
philosophic knowledge is the difficulty of showing the dependence of the active life

of the polis upon the coniemplative life of the philosopher.

Tt olv édv Huiv yakemalvy olros, 8v gauev Sofdlev dAd’ ob

viyvdorewy, Kal duglofnmi s otk dAndi Aéyouev;
476d8-9

There is something inherently wrong with the position of the
philotheamones. They must be made aware that in their present state of

ignorance, their life is an unhealthy one.

Ekouév T mapauvdeiobar abrov kal melbewv Tpéua,
émkpumrduevor &Ti oly Uyavivel;
476e1-2
The metaphor hugianinei suggests that the philotheamones are in a state

of delerium. Such a delerium is also possible in the just state. What is in danger
is the life of the soul, that it would mistake images of the good for the good. The
life of the just state is not its:If sufficient to prevent this error. Although there is
a true opinion of justice in it, this is is not sufficient. The guardians are liable to
the confusinn of the philo;hgiamgngs; they are apt to mistake what is not just for
what is just, since the justice embodied in the laws of the politeia are not known

to have their ground in the gidos of justice. The guardians hold to the justice of
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their laws by conviction; the laws are themselves belong to the realm of ta ton
pollor: polla nomima kalou (479d3-4) that are the object of the eros of the
philotheamonys.

The argument by which philosophic nous is defined has a clear logical
structure:  (a) epistemological definition (476e4-477b) -- the distinction Seiween
knowledge and opinion as forms of thought; (b) psychological definition (477¢-
478d ) -- the distinction beiween knowing and opining as faculties of soul; (b)
ontologiczl definition (478¢-479d2) -- the distinction between the being of the eide
and the becoming of the participants as objects of thought.

The argument has the form of a kind of dialectical ascent from the activity
of knowing, inward to the soul as what knows, and upward to the being of the eide
which are the objects of thought. The logical structure evolves from the
dependence of thinking upon the soul as what thinks, to the dependence of the
soul as what thinks upon the being of the eide. The conclusion proves his thesis
that it is the distinction between the eidos and its participant that underlies the

distinction between the philosopher and the philotheamones.

(a) 476e4-477b Epistemological definition of philosophic nous.

The intention of the argument is to show that what the philotheamon
assumes to be knowledge is really just opinion. Allowing the philotheamonon
that he may know something, it is a question of what it is that he knows. If he

knows something, he must know something that is.

6 nyvdokwy yyvdoker Tl 1) 0U8éy; . . . ‘Amokpwoiuat, égn,
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476e7-477al

The premiss of the epistemological argument is that knowing corresponds

10 being, in such a way that knowing depends "pon and is determined by being.
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This premiss depends upon agreement to the primary principle of logic, the
fundamental assumption of reason, of the absolute ontological contrariety of being
and not-being. Granted the distinction between being and not-being, and the
correspondential dependence of knowing on being, the argument reaches a point of
agreement by which they can define whether the philotheamonon, knows, and
what is the nature of his knowledgs.

"dq%e\

Wy What is known, is; what is not, is not known. What is absolutely

knowable, absolutely is; what absolutely is not, is absolutely not knowable.

Txavis olv Toiro éyvuev, kdv el micovayf oxomoiuev, 8mi 0
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dyweorov; Travdrata.

477a2-5

If something existed in such a way as both to be and not be, it would be
that which existed in a state between (metaxu) absolute being and absolute not-
being.

el & 81 T ofrws éxel ds €elval e xal un elva, ou uetalv
dv xéotto TOU elhikpwids dvros kal Tob a# nb‘a;m dvros;
MeTafv.
477a6-8
The epistemological state that would correspond to this ontological state must be
that which is between (metaxuy ti) knowing and not-knowing, since knowing
(gnosis) is with respect to being, and not-knowing (agnosia) is with respect to
not-being. (477a9-b2) Opinion (doxa) is a faculty or power (dunamis) which is
different from that of scientific knowledge (episteme). (477b3-9) Episteme is the
form of knowing which has being for its object.
Olxodv émarijun pév ém 14 Svm réduxe yvivar ds éom 76
i 477b10-11
Socrates does not proceed straigl/),cway to the conclusion that opinion must

be the epistemological state between science and ignorance which has for its
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object the ontoiogical reality of that which is between being and not being. The
epistemological argument has led to the assumption of a psychological distinction
between that which opines and that which knows, which must be proven. The
psychological distinction between the faculty of opinion and rhat of science is
based on the assumpticn of an ontological object of thcught which lies between
being and not -being.

The way the argument proceeds is to first establish that there is a
psychological faculty of opinion which is different from that of knowledge, and on
that basis to determine that it must have for its ontological object that which
exists between being and not-being. The argument depends on ascertaining the
objectivity of ontological reality, but this it can only do by proceeding from the side

of the activity and nature of the soul.

(b) 477¢ - 478d Psychological definition of philosophic nous.
The epistemological argument has established the epistemological reality

of doxa and episteme. The psychological argument seeks to establish the

psychological reality of the dunameis of soul which perf(rm these activities of
knowing and opining. Both of these arguments depend upon proving the objective
reality of ontological objects which are the object of knowing and opining,
knowledge and opinion. The primary assumption of the argument which defines
philosophic nous in contradistinction to the dianoia of the philotheamones is that
knowing is dependent upon being. Thus it is the primary assumption of the
argument which the argument seeks to prove. The method is dialectical. The first
hypothesis to be agreed upon is the apparent epistemological phenonomena of
opinion and knowledge. The truth of this hypothesis depends upon ascertaining
the objective reality of knowledge and opinion. Proof of their objective reality

depends upon ascertaining the reality of the psychological dunameis that perform



the functions of knowing and opining. The reality of these' psychological dunameis
is deduced from the first hypothesis that there epistemological activities of
knowing and opining, on the basis of the second hypothesis that distinct
epistemological activities are performed by distinct psychelogical faculties. 38

The logic of the psychoiogical argument is as followz:

(a) 477c1-5. Dunameis are, by definition, the sort of thing by virtue of
which we are capable of what we are capable, e.g. we see with the power or

faculty of sight, hear with our hearing, etc.

Prioouev Suvduets elvar yévos T Tav Svrwy, als 61 kal tuels
dwdueba d Swdueba
) 477c1-2

(B) 477¢c6-d6. These psychological pawers are themselves without the
qualities by which we distinguish their objects; they can only be identified and
distinguished in relation to the identity of and difference between their respective
kinds of objects. [ E.g. Sight is known to be sight and different from hearing
because we can identify the visible which we see and are awarc of its difference
from the audible which we hear.]

(y) 477d7-478a2. The conclusion of the enistemological argument was
that episteme and doxa are both kinds of ¢unameis. Episteme is the most
powerful (erromenestate) dunamis; doxa is the dunamis by which we are able to
form opinions (doxazein). That they are not the same kind of dunamis is clear:

episteme is incapable of error; doxa is not incapable of error.

IIds ydp dv, épn, 10 ye dvaudpmmTov 76 ur dvauapmite
Tabrév Tis vobv Exwv Tibeln; Kakds, fv 6° éyd, kal Shrov
orv Etepov émoriuns 86fa SuoroyetTar Huiv.
477e4 - 478a2
(6) 478a3-b5 Since episteme and doxa are different kinds of psychological
dunameis, they must have different kinds of ontological objects. The ontological

object of episteme is being; it is the capacity to know the nature of that which is.

195
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478a6

Since the knowable i3 being, the opinable must be something other than being.
Oixody el 10 bv ywwordy, ddo 1 dv Sofaotdr 1§ 1O bv eln;
Ao 478b3-5

(€) 478b6-c9 If it is not possibl: to say that the object of opinion is being,

neither is it possible to say that it is not-being. What is not is not knowable. The

unknowable is relative to not-knowing, or ignorance.39 Not-knowing is related to

not-being. VWhat is unknowable is what is not. Since there is a psychelogical

power capable of forming opinions, opinion must have an object, but the ¢jpinable

can be neither being nor not-being. Opinion is neither knowledge nor nescience.

Oix dpa Ov obdé¢ urn) dv Sofdler; OV ydp. Obre dpa dyvoia

olire yvdots 86fa dv eln; Ul éowev.

478¢c6-9
(¢) 478¢c10-41 Logically, knowing and not-knowing are absolute

epistemologicai-psychological extremes relative to the absolute ontological
extremes of being and not-being. Opinion ‘cannot be outside” (ektos touton) the
extremes of knowing or not-knowing, but must "lie within" them (entos d'
amphoin keitai). It cannot be more lucid than knowing, but darker; it cannot be
more obscure than not-knowing, but brighter. Doxa is the dunamis "between”

knowing and not-knowing.

Merafd dpa dv eln Tolrour 86ta.
478d1

(n) 478d2-12 The "being" of the opinionable is the relative being of the
"between", which is relative to the absolutes of being and not-being, the
knowable and not-knowable. The opinionable must be that which both is and is
not. Opinion is the dunamis that is "between" the dunamis of gpisteme, and the

state of agnoia; opining is a knowing and not-knowing.



Olwoiv Epajicv év Tols mpbadev, el T daveln olov dua &v Te
kal un) 8v, 70 Tolobroy perald reiobar Tov eli:xpwis dvros
Te #al Tod mdvTws un Ovros, kal olre ém v obre
dyvoav ér’ avrg éoeafal, dMd 10 perafll av gavév dyvolas
xal émoriuns; Upbide. Niv 6¢ ye mépavrar perald Tolrow
8 &) xaiotuev 86fav; IHpavrer. '

478d5-12

(c) 478e-479d2 Ontological definition of philosophic nous.

The argument now depends upon 2scertaining the ontological reality of the
objects of episteme and doxa. With this argument, the transition from the
argument of Book V to the argument as it is to be.taken up in Books VI and VII is
comploied. The transition is made through establishing the separate rcalms of
being and becoming. The logic of the ontological argument is as follows.

(a) 478e7-479a5 The position of the philotheamones is that it is the
diverse plurality of sensible particulars which is real or has being; the rational
universal is an abstraction in thought which is without ontological reality. There

are only beautiful, just, and good things; there is no ontological idea of beauty,

justice, or good whose being or reality is eternal and unchanging.

aird uév kaAov kal l6éav Tivd avrob kdAhovs undeulay
Nyettar del pév xard tavra woalrws éyovoav, moAid 6¢ Ta
kald voullei, éxetvos 6 Prrofeduwv xal obdaufi dvexduevos dv
Tis é&v 10 Kkaddv ¢ elvar xal Slxaiov kal T oiTw.
479al1-5
This is the primary assumption of opinion: the implicit denial of the ontological
reality of the gide. Because he does not believe in the reality of the ideas, he is
convinced of the reality of the sensible.

(B) 479a6-b2 What must be admitied is the division in the sensible
particular of being and not-being. The many particular instances which appear to
be beautiful and noble , just, or pious, also appear to be ugly and ignoble, unjust,
and impious.40

TV oM@y Kkaddv pav T éorw 6 ok alaypov davijoetat, Kal

TV Swalwy, 8 otx ddicov; kol Tav Sotldv, 6 otk dvéolov;
479a6-8
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There is no panicular individuzl, whether person or thing, which cannot be
shown to be contrary to what it appears to be. They cannot be defined by one

single opinion, v/ithout predicating the contrary.41 =

Olx, dM’ dvdyxn, &fn, xal xaAd nmws avrd kal aloypd
davijvai, kal doa dia éowtds. —
479b1-2

() 479b3-8 The predication of contraries is as true of quantitative
predicates as it is of qualitative predicates. The double can appear as the half,

the great to be the small, the heavy to be the light.

Tt 8¢ Td moMd &imAdowa; 7NTTOV T fulgea i SumAdowa
dalverar; OUbév. Kal peydda 61 xal oukpd xal xobpa kal
Bapéa pii T pdov @ dv ¢riowuey, Taira mpogpntijoeTar 7
Tdvavria; Ok, dAX’ del, édn, éaoTov dudorépwy éferal.
479b3-c8

The relativity of the quantitative examples underscores the relativity
implicit in the qualitative examples. Their significance might be that of suggesting
what Aristotle called Plato's Indeterminate Dyad. The being of the particular
individual is relative, not absolute. The qualitiatve examples suggest that the
beautiful grow ugly, the just become unjust, the pious become impious, by the loss
of their quality through temporal change either in their own nature or it their
circumstances (e.g. a change in the laws or in religious belief). The quantitative
examples suggests that what underlies qualititative change is the relative nature
of the being of particulars. What appears to beautiful, just, or pious in comparison
to one less beautiful, just, or pious, would appear to be ugly, unjusi, and impious
to one more beautiful, just, or pious. The qualitative examples suggest that the
particular possesses and not does possess the being of the universal; the
quantitative examples suggest that the particular possesses the being of the

universal only relatively.
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The quantitative examples bring the arguinent closer to the notion of
“becoming” as process between being and not-being as taking place wsithin the
indeterminacy of the greater and the less. In the later development of Plato's
doctrine of the Forms, it is the indeterminacy of the greater and the less which
underlies the appearance of being in becoming. The being of becoming is relative.

(8) 479b9-c5 It is inherent to the nature of "the many" that whaiever
something can be said to be, it can as well be said not to be. Neither its being nor
its not-being can be affirmed or denied.

ITéTepov odv éomi pudlov f§ otk éorv éaorov Tdv moAdy
Tobro 8 dv Tis @7 avTo E?Vat;
479b9-10
It is the relative being of particulars that is the object of ordinary riddles, as well
as sophistic arguments which can always show something to be as well its
contrary. Because the objects of opinion are the divided nature of "the many", the

sophist can exercise his art of refutation, antilogikes.

kal ydp Tabra émaudotepllew, obr’ elvar vire un elva
ovdéy altdv Swatdv maylws vofioal, olre dugdrepa olte
oUbeTepOV.
479c3-5
(€) 479¢6-d2 The conclusion of the ontological argument is that it is the
sensible many which belong to the realm of that which is between being and not-
being.
Exets olv avrols, fw 8’ éyd, &n xpron, B mou Gricets
kadl Gow Ths perafv ololas Te xal Tou un) elva;
47926-7
That which is and is not real, but an image of reality, is the realm of the objects of
the philotheamones. The many belong to the realm of shadews, between the
absolute light of being, truth, and reality, and the absolute darkness of not-being.

Their reality is the shadowy realm of appearances, the appearance of being, truth,

and reality.42
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AAnbéorara, &pn.
479c6-d2
(d) 479d3-480 Conclusion of the definition of the philosophos.

Opinions about the opinable (doxasta) share the same divided nature as
their objects. Furthermore, the realm of opinables includes, not only sensible
particulars, e.g., trees, horses, etc., but opinions themselves as well. In
particular, the opinable includes opinions (those of the philotheamones) about
justice, beauty, and other gide that appear in the realm of becoming in the form of
opinion.

Hiprixauev dpa ws é&okev, 6T 1@ Tdv moAAdv moAAd wiuua
katob Te mépL kal T@v dMwv petalv mov kvAWSelTaL Toi Te
un Svros kal tob dvros eldikpiviss. . . Ilpowpoloyrjoauev 5¢
ve, €l TL TolobTov gaveln, SofaoTdv avTo dAA’ ov yvwoToy
Setv Myeabai, Tf perald Swduer 10 petald mhavnTov
GAtoxduevo.

479d3-9

Those who apprehend only the apparent reality of the many in ignorance of
the self-identical being of the eide of which they many are appearances, and who
are incapable of this philosophical dialectic which leads from appearances to
reality, opinion to knowledge, such persons (philotheamones) have only opinions
about appearances. What is more, since they have no knowledge of the reality of

the eide which are the reality of the opinable, they do not even know the nature of

the opinable.

Tols dpa moMd kadd Gewpévovs, avro 5é 10 kaAov ui)
opdvras und’ die ém’ avto dyovn Suvauevovs émedfai, kal
moAad Slkaia, alrd 8¢ 16 Slkaiov ur, kal mdvra olrw, Sofdlev
gﬁaoyeu dravra, wyvdoxkew 8¢ v Sofdlovolr oldév. 'Avdyim,
en.

479¢1-6

The knowable are the purely intelligible gide; knowledge belongs only to
those who contemplate the unchanging, self-identical being of the gide.



Knowledge is not to be had by looking to the opinable, but only to the knowable.
There is no knowledge of the opinable, only knowledge of the knowable gide.

Tl 8¢ ad rods abrd &aora Oewuévovs kal del kard Taivrd
doatrws Svra; dp’ ov yyvdoxew dA\’ ov Sofdlew;
Avdyin, égn.
479¢7-9
The nature of the philosophoi is to be lovers of the intelligible, eternal and
unchanging reality of the self-identical being of the gide. It is the pure universal
which is the object of their eros. In this essential respect, of what they desire and
what they know, are they to be distinguished from those whose object is opinion.
Otwodv kal domdleobal Te xal ¢iAelv TovTOUS UPéV TabTa
grioouev ép’ ols yvdors éomwy, éxelvous & é¢° ols 86&a;
479¢10-480a2
The philotheamones are really philodoxoi. The character or nature of the eros of
the philodoxoi is that, not only do they love the changing and divided images of
the gide as their object, but they are gpposed to the conception of the gide. They
are not able to suffer, endure, or bear up to (anechesthai) the reality of the gidg.43

pwuds Te kal xpéas xadds kal td Towabra épauev TovToUS
PLActy Te kal bedofal, alrd 8¢ TO kaAdv old’ dvéxeobar dis TL

dv
480a2-4
However, there would nearly seem to be the same kind of opposition oi
the part of the philosopher to the notion that he should in any way desire or opine
about the images of reality that are embraced by the philodoxi. The philosophos
is singularly defined, as against the initial definition as a lover of learning, the
uninformed eros of a rational nature, by the love of being, and especially to

possess this pure eros, as distinguished from the eros of the philodoxoi.

Tols avro dpa &aorov 10 6v domalouévovs ¢Lroodgovs diA’
o girobééovs kAnTéov;
480a11-12
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This definition of the philotheamones is obsiously neither flattering, nor
easily recognizable by them. However, the definition, along with its implicit
judgement, is irrefutable. The opposition of the philodoxoi to the philosophos is

silenced by the law of truth, against which it is not just to be opposed.

TG ydp dAnfel yaiemalvew ov Géuts.
480a9-10

C. Republic VI: The Necessity of the Philosopher-King.

The argument of Republic VI is introduced by way of articulating the
conclusion to which the argument of the three waves has come in Republic V. The
conclusion is that the just politeia, the paradeigma of justice, requires that a
philosopher rule, since the laws of a politieia are not by themselves sufficient to
maintain a stable order in the human community. This conclusion is the outcome of
the argument for the philosopher-king which began with the dogma that praxis

depends upon lexis, lexis depends upon aletheia, Truth and rezlity are known

oaly to the philosopher. The argument of Republic VI uncovers that this is to
know that the political good, whose limit is honour, is not a sufficient end to
human life as essentially rational. The true, ultimate, and finally the only good
which is the object of the rational soul is the absolute good. (502-506) The
ordering of a diverse plurality of goods to a common good by political justice,
depends finally upon know:ng the dependence of these many goods, which are the
content of the active life of the individual and human community, upon the absolute
good, which is the object of the contemplative life of the philosopher. There is not,
for Plato, a true praxis. The life of praxis is the life of the philotheamones, which
falls short of truth and reality. The only true form of practical activity is

contemplation.44
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(i) 484 Philosophy is the ground of politeia.

Republic VI begins by referring to the continuity of the argument of the
three waves with the argument of the Republic as a whole. Plato has Socrates
remind us that the argument which has distinguished between the philosophers
and philodoxoi is a stage in the journey toward answering the original question of

the difference between the life of justice and the life of injustice:

néAovr katdfedtar vl Sagéper Blos Slkaios dblkov.
484a7-b1

The reminder also suggests what the argument of Republic VI is to show: that
the definition of justice and injustice, and the comparision of the just and unjust
life in Republic IV was not at all a suificient account.43

The next question to be asked, then, is whether the philosopher, who
steadily gazes upon the eternal and changing, or his semblance, the
philotheamories, who wanders about in the errant realm «{ the multiple and
diverse, ought to rule in the state.

émebn @LAdoogor uév ol Tob del xata Talra doavrws Eyovros

Suvduevor égdmrecbar, ol 8¢ ury dAL’ év moMdois kal mavrolws
loyovow mAavduevor o0 duréoogol, moTépous én) Sel mlAews

fyeudvas elvai;
484b3-7
The cuterion of the rulers is that they must be those who are most able to
guard the laws (that constitute the fixed politeia of the just state) and the
pursuits of society (as distinguished, ordered, and governed by the laws). In
other words, the rulers must be those most able to unite the form and content of

the polis, the reason of the politeia together with the life of its politai.

Onérepor dv, v 6’ éyd, buvarol galvavrar guAdfar véuovs
Te kal émmmbetuara wéAewv, TolTous Kkabiordvar diAakas.
484b9-10
The unity of politeia and politai, of the reason of justice that is embodied in

the laws of the state, and the lives of the individuals which it orders and governs,
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is to be found only with reference to the eternal ideas which the laws of the just
state, the paradeigma of justice, embody or image. The division of lexis and
praxis is only to be overcomc in relation to aletheia. The ruler of the just state is
comparable to an artist who makes his image by copying his model. So must the
ruler of the just state possess for himself, in his own soul, the paradeigma of the
eide, if he is to be able to bring about the paradeigma of justice, that is a just
politicia, in the world. He must possess the aletheia of the eidos of justice, if he
is to realize the paradeigma of justice in lexis in the realm of praxis.

The philodoxoi, those who desire and possess only the polla nomima,40
are nothing ~ther than biind to reality, and ignorant of the ideal justice by virtue of
which laws are just. Without a knowledge of what justice itself is, the philodoxos
cannot be entructed with the guardianship of the laws of the paradeigma, or with

the responsiblility of legislating new laws that are just.

H olv Soxodal v TUPAdy Siagépewv ol T@ vt Tob Svros
éxdoTov éorepnuévol Tis ywioews, kal unbév évapyes év T
Yuxi Exovres mapdSeiyua, undé dwduevor domep ypadis els
TO dAnbéoratov amoBAémovtes Kkdkeloe del dvagépovtés Te kal
Bsduevor s olov Te dxpBéorata, obtw 61 xal Td évbdde
voupa kaiav te mépl kal Siklwv kal dyabdv Tlleobal Te, éav
bép TiBeobar, kal Ta kelueva gurdrrovres awlew;

484c6-d3
1t is agreed that it would be best that philosophers should rule in virtue of
their knowledge of the ideal paradeigma, the paradeigma of being. It is no longer
a question of whether a king should be a philosopher. The dependence of the life
of the polis upon philosophic knowledge has been sufficently demonstrated. The

question with which the argument of Book VI properly begins is whether it is

possible that a philosopher could be a king.

"ATomov uevrdy, &pn, €ln dMous alpeiobar, el ye TdMa ui)
éMelmowvro: TobTw Yydp avrd axebov T TG peylotw dv

TpoéxoLEV.
pe. 484d8-10



(i) 502-506b3 The argument of the "three waves".

The argument with which Book VI begins is recalled later on in the book
(502-506), at the point where the necessity for the philosopher-king to possess a
knowledge of the good is to be established. For the purposes of this thesis,
which seeks to establish both the logical continuity and, more importantly, the
logical development of the argument of the "three waves" in Republic V in relation
to the argument as it stands at the end of Republic IV, that section has direct
significance. For there, it is made perfectly clear that the philodoxoi are not only
those who live in existent states, but comprehends as well the guardians of the
just state as it stands, not at the end of Book IV, but at the beginning of the third

wave in Book V.

(a) 502-503 The unity of the argument of the three waves.

By the beginning of 502, ihe possibility of a philosopher becoming king has
been established (502a). It is also agreed that this, the third wave, is the final
difficulty to be met by way of proving that the ideal state is best and possible. The
question to be addressed is that of the education of the philcsopher (502d). At
this point, Socrates recalls the whole argument of the three waves, as a single
argument addressing the question of the utility and possibility of the just state.
He does thiis by way of reference to where he first mentioned the community of
wives and children, and the appointment of rulers in Book IV, and sought to avoid
discussing it because he knew the "absolutely true" to be "odious and difficult"
(502d). Since the proposal for the community of wives and children has been
dealt with, there remains only the question of the education of the rulers, which
must be dealt with all over again.

His argument begins by recollecting the means by which the guardians are

to be selected from among the multitude and tested for "purity" (Books II to IV),
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and how they are to be honoured in life and death (Book V) (503a). These means,
however, are still insufficient for the education and election of the philosophoi-
archontes. The ways in Book V by which they distinguished the nature of the
philosopher from that of the philotheamones must also be applied. The blend of
philosophic and spirited elements in their soul must be such as to enable them to
pursue the highest and most diffficult program of studies (503). It is in their
capacity for the hig!.er form of education that the philosopher-kings are
distinguished from the rest of the guardians. They alone are fit to become

archontes.

(b) 504-506b3 The principle of the argument of the three waves.
What is lacking in the paradeigmatic polity, as defined at the beginning of

the third wave, is the recognition of the dependence of politeia and politai, upon a ,
knowledge of how there is justice only when there is a just ordering of all ends or
goods to a final and absolute good which alone is the cause of good in all lesser
forms of good. What is not known, then, is the relation of justice to the good.47 j
Socrates' argument, at this point, establishes the limit or insufficency of the S
political good of justice and honour to be the principle of the state. This limit is
the limit of politeia properly speaking.

It has already been established that the knowledge required by the just
politeia lies properly beyond itself; it is the knowledge of the philosopher who
transcends the active life of the polis, to gaze up the eternal gide (500-501). The
division of the good of the state and that of the individual is only overcome in
relation to the good. It is only when justice is known to have its ground in the
good that the good of the state and that of the individual can be truly reconciled. It
is only with respect to the good that they are unified. So far as the philosopher

must be compelled by some form of necessity to rule, rather than to contemplate



the eternal order, it is clear that the unification of this division of state and
individual in the active life of the polis, lies beyond the polis, i.e., it can not be

realized within political life.

(a) 504 Justice apart from the good.

The account of the virtues in Book IV was really a hypothetical account,
which no longer suffices the argument. The only true measure in an argument
which considers the ethical content of life is the measure of perfection. The only
form of knowledge of virtue is the gpisteme of the being of virtue. (504a-c) The
virtues, as they were discovered in the life of the just state, are an inadequate
account of virtue. There is o greater education in virtue than the lower class of
guardians are able to undertake, that is proper only to the naturs of a philosopher-
king.

ToD peylorod Te kal udAiora mpoorkovTos
504d2
There is something greater than the justice they discovered in the just politeia
and just politai.
Ov ydp Tatra, é¢n, uéyora, dAA’ énu T peifov Sikatooivns

1€ Kkal dv SujAbouev; Kal peilov, fv 8’ éyd,
504d4-6

(@ 505a-e3 The good beyond justice.
The ultimate object (and thus the principle) of all knowledge is the
knowledge of the idea of the good. It is only by reference to the good that one can

know the good of what is just, and the good of anything at all.

émel 8Tv ye 1) Tob dyaboi [6éa péyiarov udbnua, molddkis
drifkoas ) 61 kal Slkaita kal Tdf\l/\a

aeéhua ylyverau.
505a2-4

npooypnodueva ypfowua kal
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Apart from a knowledge of the good, it is impossible to utilize the good of
any particular. All possessions (including the possession of virtues, and even of
justice), and all forms of knowledge, apart from knowing their dependence upon
the good, are of no worth.

el 8¢ un louev, dvev 8¢ tavrns el 8n pdhiora rd\a
émoraluela, olod’ &ri odbév Yuiv Spelos, domep ovd’ el
keTjuebd T dvev Tob dyabobd. 1§ olet T mwAdov elvar mdcav
krijow éxtiioba, un pévrow dyabhfy; 7 mdvra TdAMa ¢poveiv
dvev Tob dyabod, kaldv 8¢ kal dyalov unbév dpovelv;
505a6-b3

The nature of the good has been much disputed. The "many" (especially
as led by the sophists) have taken the good to be the immediate and sensible
good of pleasure, hedone. The "more refined" have taken the good to be the

rational good of wisdom, phronesis.

AMa unv kal 165¢ ye olofa, 8r Tols pév moAdols 18ovr)
Soxel elvar 10 dyafdy, Tols 8¢ Kkouyworépols Ppdrmots.
505b5-6

Both are one-sided accounts of the good. The former limits the good to the
sensuous particular; the latter has it in the form of an abstract universal. Both
accounts can be controverted. There are both good and bad sensible pleasures;
pleasure by itself cannot be the good. (505¢6-11) Those who say the good is
phronesis, can give no definite account of it, and are compelled to admit they mean
that it is a knowledge of the good, which begs the question of what the good is.
(505b8-c5)

Socrates' argument recalls the argument concerning the nature of eros, and
especially of philosophic eros. Just as there were three principal kinds of eros
other than philosophic eros, so is there three kinds of good other than the idea of
the good. Pleasure and wisdom, especially as sought by the philotheamones, are

appetitive and rational forms of the good. The third form, is justice or honour. The

limitation of honour as the good sought by the gpikouros-phulax appears to be



emphasized in the argument, which is still governed by the need to establish the
dependence of the just politeia upon philosophic knowledge.

The division of the good in honour is specifically that between the (false)
appearance of justice, which is possible in the realm of praxis and doxa, and the
reality of justice as an gidos. The pursuit ¢f justice and honour, without regard to
their relation to the good, is often the jntentional pursuit of their mere appearance,
without their reality. (E.g. in the form of flattery, notoriety, or simply "fame" for its
own sake. As had been noted in the discussion of the eros of the philotimon,
honour is desired even from the unhonourable.) To appear honourable and just is
often more desirable to the many, than to be honourabie and just.

It was this very division in justice, as it appeared in the lives of states and
individuals, in the realm of experience or praxis, that had originally given rise to

their enquiry into nature and good of justice.

T68e oU pavepdy, ds Slkara pév xal kald molol Qv Erowvro
Td Sokobvra, kdv €l un eln SQuws Tabra mpdrrew Kkal

kexTiiodal kal Sokely,
505d5-7
Those whose eros is for the good (especially the philosophers, but all who
seek virtue or goodness for its own sake), however, are unanimous in their
pursuit of nothing short than the reality or being of the good itself. None who
pursue the good seek the appearance of the good; unlike those who seek honour,
none wish to simply appear good, but desire to be good, to possess the good
which js good.

dyafd 8¢ ovbevl éTi dpxel Td Soxobvia xTdoBai, dAida Ta dvTa
(mrobow, Ty 8¢ 86fav évraiba 118y mds dryudlel;
505d7-9
The nature of the good can be described so far as it is known as the object
of desire, from the side of the subjectivity of the eros which seeks it as its object.

As known subjectively, it is known to be the single and primary motive principle
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of the soul. It is the eros for the good which underlies all other forms of eros; it is
the good itself which is sought in all the multiplicity and diversity of goods. It is
the primary and universal desire of the soul which has the primary, universal, and

absolute good as its object.

0 &1 budker pev dmaoa Yuxr) kal Tovrov &vexa mdyra mpdrrel,
505d11-=1

It is the absolute and universal good which is the principle of good in any
particular form of good. It is this good which is dimly sought by every soul, in an

intuitive grasp of its object, but in virtual ignorance of its nature or reality.

dmopavrevopévn T elvai, dmopodoa 6¢ kal otk éyovoa Aafetv
lkavds 1 moT’ éotiv ovd¢ mlorer yprioacfar povipw olg kal
mepl TdMa,

505e1-3

Because the soul does not have a clear grasp of the nature of the good which, by
its own nature, it seeks, it is unable to have any stable relation to it, either in
thought or in action. The lack of knowledge concerning the good is the cause of

instability in the nominros concerning its nature: the division of opinions and

beliefs concerning which have just been shown to be inadequate. There can be no
stable belief concerning the good unless the nomimos is grounded in a sufficient
knowledge of its nature.

It is this dispossession of the good which is the cause of the
dispossession of good in all potential, particular forms of ‘good, whose good can

only be effectively realized when brought into relation to their principle.

8id TobTo 8¢ dmotvyydvel xal Tiv dawv €l 1L Spedos Ty,
505¢3-4

(y) 505e3-506b3 The unity of justice and the good.
Given the absolute necessity of a sufficent knowledge of the good itself in

order that the good of any particular good might be effectively realized, it is clearly

210



necessary that the archontes, who govern and order all forms of activity in the
polis, must not be ignorant of this knowledge.

wepl 61y 10 Toloirov kal TocoUTOV ofTW Pder Selv
éoxotdioba. kal éxelvovs Tods BeAtloTouvs év T mlAer, ols

ndvra éyxeiproduey;
505e4-506a2

The unity or good of the just state, which had rested upon the good of
honour and justice prior to the argument which has proposed and established the
necessity of the philosopher-king, is now seen to rest ultimately upon the
knowlege of the good. Justice depends upon the good; the good of justice is only
known and only realized when it is known and realized in relation to the good.

Oluat yoiw, elmov, Slkad Te kal kald dyvovueva 8my moré

dyabd éaTw, ob moAoi Tivos dfiov ¢udaka xextiobar dv
éavrdy TOv TODTO dyvoivra: pavrtelouar 8¢ unbéva avra

mpbTepov ywioeobar lxavds.
506a4-7

Where the political good is grounded in the good, and the ruling class is ruled by a
knowledge of the good, and where justice is grounded in the good, the just politeia
is complete: it is just.

Otkoiv Tjulv 1) moliTela TeAéws kexoourjoeTal, édv 6 ToloiTos

avmiv émaxonfi ¢vAa&, & TovTwy émorhuwy; Avdykn, .

506a9-b2

The good of justice is the idea tou agathou. The question, to which the argument

of the "three waves" has led, now is: what is the idea tou agathou?

d\a oV 81, & ZKkpates, mbTepov émamiuny TO dyabdv ¢ijs
elvat, § Hdovify, 1 dMo T mapd TaiTa;
506b2-¢
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Endnotes: "Interpretive Essay”
11V 443d-444.

2Both Polemarchus and Thrasymachus are re-introduced in much the same way as
they were in Book I. In both places, it is Polemarchus who plays the role of
'interrupting’ Socrates, by threatening, in a friendly way, to forcibly hold him captive if
he is unwilling to comply with his wishes. Thrasymachus re-plays his role of a
practioner of eristic.

3His reproach recalls Socrates' own comparison of the search for justice to the search
for gold, in Book I (336e4-9). The point of the comparison was to assure
Thrasymachus that the argume; . ‘vould not move on the basis of unexamined
assumptions. Thrasymachus hau ‘ieaped’ into the argument about justice like a 'wild
beast', ferociously attacking Socrates for practicing eristic (336b-d). Adam, who has
argued that Thrasymachus is now reconciled to Socrates, misses the parallel, which
indicates irreconciliation. The "host of arguments” Socrates musi meet are soon
shown to originate, at least in part, in the assumptions of the eristic art of antilogike
(454a1-2).

4Such a principle is often the conclusion of the early or "Socratic" dialogues, which are
so named because it is takru that the conclusion of Socratic elenchus iz the knowledge
of ignorance, which is alsc 2 starting point for an philosophic educatio... Republic T
is argued to have been originally the Thrasymachus on this basis. Its conclusion is a
sufficent example of the position from which Socrates here agrees with Thrasymachus.

51V 436b-437a.

61V 437a.

TGlaucon's principle, that the only measure of philosophic discourse is "the whole of
life", suggests he has the sort of philosophic spirit required of a philosopher in Book
VI. The difference between Glacuon's attitude and that of Thrasymachus is the
difference between the legal erist and the philosopher described in the Theaetetus
(172).

8

My rolvww dmokduys, é¢n, dArd oxdmct.
43548

9Both the difference and the relation between "pure" Socratic skepticism and a
Platonic-Socratic skepticism is well-illustrated when one sets this passage against
the conclusion to which Socrates comes in the Apology with respect to the limitation
of human knowledge.

101n speaking about Plato's dialectic, one must always contend with the controversey
regarding the difficulty of speaking of dialectic, on the one hand, as the strict science
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outlined in Book VII, and on the other as the art employed by Socrates in, at least, the
middle Platonic dialogues. In view of the controversey, it seems best to use the term
"dialectical method" to describe Socrates' method of argument since the beginning of
Book 11, as distinct from both Socratic elenchus and dialectical science.

11The agon logon were contests made popular by the sophists among the intellectual
circles of the Athenian aristocracy in the fifth century. In Protagoras, Plato has
Protagoras boast that his fame has been the result of winning many such contests

(335a).
12472h3-473b4.

13The argument, as it is formulated in relation to Glaucon's objection, which opposes
an abstract mathematical reason to the concreteness of erotic necessity, in particular,
calls into question Findlay's description of the ideal polity as "an imaginary
Pythagorean commune". It is in relation to the Republic's consideration of eros that
the opposition between the positions of Findlay and Strauss is most clearly
illuminated.

1411 379b-c8. E.g.

Otwoiv dyafos & ye Oeds T@ Ovmt Te kal Aektéov olrw;

379b1
On the basis of this principle, Socrates argues that the divine can be only the cause

of good, not of evil. The argument is noteworthy here also for its consideration of the
good and beneficial: ophelimon to agathon (379b11). The absolute divine good (to
agathon) is said to be the cause of all relative human goods (ta_ophelimata):

Ol dpa wdvrwv ye alTiov 10 dyaBdy, dAd Tdv pév €l éydvrwy

alTiov, Tdv 6¢ xaxwv dvaltiov
379b15-16.

15452d6-¢2.

16philotimon is one of the "three forces" employed in the Laws to subordinate eros as
sexual desire to justice. Laws, 841.

177he primacy of philotimon as the moving principle in the spirited soul, as that form of
eros which is peculiar to the guardian, as opposed to sexual desire as peculiar to the
artisan, the appetitive soul, is a point on which Strauss' interpretation of the argument
is called into question. In his account, erotic desire as sexual is silenced in favour of a
philosophic eros. (The City and Man, pp. 110-113.) But the whole argument for the
koinonia of wives and children supposes that philotimon is the primary form of erotic
desire in the spirited part (to_thumoeideis) of the state.

18The comparison of deception to the purgative use of drugs was made in Book IT 382,
where Socrates distinguished between to toi onti pseudos and to 3en tois logois
pseudos, the real lic and the verbal lie. The real lie is ignorance in the soul of the



SR k.

deceived concerning reality, of which the verbal lie is only an image, a mixture of the
true and false, the real and unreal. The verbal lie, which does not necessarily
contradict truth and reality, since its object is not necessarily truth and reality, but the
realm of appearance and opinion, can be employed to a good end both against enemies
and for the sake of those friends who are driven by madress or thoughtlessness to
commit some wrong. Such uses of verbal lies are compared to the medical use of
drugs for averting evil:
TOTE dmotpomijs éveka ws ¢dpuaxoy xpﬁcgtg;u ylyverat;
c9-10

The deception to be practiced in the second wave appears to be a continuation of
the "noble lie" (IIT 414b8 ff.), which was to persuade the guardians that their
education was really a period in which they were begotten within the earth, and were
born of the land of the city. They were to believe that they were an autocthonous
race, bred of different metals, a natural distinction which corsesponded to their rational
capacity for virtue. The necessity of the noble lie was io prevent the natural bonds
between parent and offspring from taking precedence over the rational distinctions in
virtue. The truth of the noble lie was that the citizens were, regarded as rational
souls, really the children of the state by whom and for whom they were reared and
educated. The lie was to deny the reality of their natural parentage. The noble lie
was necessary because of the tendency of men to regard natural unity as primary,
rather than the unity of political class and state of character. The noble lie is kind of
true image for those who mistake image for truth. Since they tend to regard the natural
as real, the real is presented in the form of the natural, and the misleading literal truth
of the natural is purged. The divisions of character and office are presented as natural
divisions innate to the soul.

191 ike most points in this part of the argument, the effectiveness of the proposal
appears highly questionable. But if one accepts the credibility of the "noble lie", this
part of the argument can hardly be objected to as incredible. However, Plato's
emphasis is upon the principles involved, rather than their practicality.

20see Adam's note on anegguon, p.302 (461b11): "unauthorized,' because the child of
an irregular union. An anegguon gamos is a marriage without an eggune or contract
between the parents of the betrothing parties”.

211 iddell and Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon.

22This division was secured through the "noble lie" which brings the argument of
Book III to a conclusion. There is a purgation of the demoi in the laws of Book IV, but
it does not extend to the family.

23Cf. J. Doull, "Christian Origins of Contemporary Institutions: Part I", Dionysius, 6,
1982, p. 121, ". .. human desire has an endlessness which must receive its limit from
the rational soul. This same endiessness is found in the active, aggressive temper of
the ruling class, in the ambiguous mixture of ambition and service to the common good
which not even so extreme a measure as the abolition of private households is
sufficent to eradicate.”" Doull has betore him the necessity by which the second wave
leads into the third. "To discover an end in which private and public good are



undivided it is necessary to turn to the universal, to the ideas and finally to . . . the
good itself . . .. The question whether there is a true justice which is the good alike of
the individual and of a community living according to a rational law has its answer thus
in a principle beyond both."

248trauss appears to assume that in the reduction of the private to the body the
purgation of the private is complete. In other words, that the privacy of the body is of
no account and that it marks the term of the abolition of private good. But it is finally
in relation to the body that Socrates concludes the purgation of individualism, and the
identity of "political" with "natural" justice that is the effective cause of the three

waves. The City and Man, pp. 114 ff.)

25The passage which Crombie points out in Laws VII 804 is indicative of how Plato
viewed human life in its purest form as a kind of divine play: "the noblest feature of
man is that he is God's plaything, whom it therefore behoves to live his life playing as
nobly as he may". The games were regarded as an end in themselves, and thus, since
Homer, represented for the Greeks the nearest mortals could come to a divine
enjoyment. Through the free activity of the games, there was thought to be the
closest possible relation to the gods theinselves, who were understood to have a
great interest in the games. The games were thus part of the great religious festivals
in Greece, which celebrated the participation of humanity in divine freedom. Burkert
notes that the Homeric association of the games with the burial of the dead survives
in the later panhellenic festivals. Such an association is evidence that the games were
not "not a profane festival". GR, p.106. These aspects of the Olympia, panhellenism
and the funerary for dead heroes, must be potentially significant in Socrates' likening of
the guardians to the olyumpionikai. They are the subject of the transition from the
second to the third wave. There is one other interesting feature about these religious
festivals, which the Greeks referred to as"the fulsome banquet of the gods", that
Burkert describes. "The natural and straighforward (gic) aim of a festival is feasting -
eating and drinking. In Greek sacral practice this element is always present. The
meal in the sanctuary may be marked as extraordinary when, in contrast to normal
civilization, the ancient way of life is imitated: a bed of twigs, stibas, takes the place
of seats or banqueting couches, and the house is replaced hy an imgrovised hut, skene
- misleadingly translated as tent." GR, p.107. The similitude of the sacred feast to the
fi..:t in the city of pigs is so utterly striking, that one must wonder if Plato did not
have it there in mind. The comparison of the guardians to the victors at such festivals
does in fact mark the restoration of unity in the human community through a justice
which is grounded in religious piety. The state is united as a religious community; the
unity of justice lies in the participation of the human in the reason of the divine.

26Adam interprets Socrates as speaking "with playful irony, for Glauco is an aner
erotikos (474 D). A vein of irony runs through all this passage . . . ; but it is not
wholly ironical.” Rep. n. 468B 13, p. 318. Adam gives the proposal a pragmatic
justification, which is inferior to that by Socrates himself, and is no better than
Shorey's pragmatic revulsion.

2’/Shore:y seems to react as Plato thinks a literal-thinking reader might: "The

215



deplorable facetiousness of the following [yiz. Glaucon's addition] recalls the vulgarity
of Xenophon's guard-house conversations. It is almost the only passage in Plato that
one would wish to blot." Rep., n.d, p. 489. The ridiculousness of the extreme
pragmatism into which Shorey and Adam fall serves once more to point us toward a
more reflective interpretation of the comic vulgarity which has often surfaced in Book
V. Plato has already given us the rule of thumb for interpreting such passages, which
is to treat them more seriously as philojophic images than pragmatic political
proposals. The question of how "seriously" we ought to take Plato, in a pragmatic and
empirical sense, is often unanswerable, as Aristotle pointed out about the Republic
long ago. However, we are ever so often exhorted by Plato to take seriously the
philosohic content of his arguments, to grasp the principle. If we do this, we shall
avoid what is perhaps the greater error: to reduce his images to mere instances of
hedong, bits of meaningless "comic relief” meant to offset the laborious gravity of
dramatic dialogue. The arguments about poetry in Books II and X should have
provided a sufficient guide against such a trespass upon Plato's use of philosophic
images.

28The place of the divinization of the heroes in the ideal state is true to Hellenic
custom. A recent article by P. Atherton notes that, "Dead heroes kep: watch over
[the city], manifesting themselves to encourage the citizens at moments of stress and
crisis, as Theseus did at the battle of Marathon." "The City in Ancient Religious
Experience", Classical Mediterranean Spiritpality, ed. A. H. Armstrong, Crossroad:
New York, 1986, p318. Thus article is quite useful in providing an account of the Greek
polis as "a religious as well as a civic association”, in light of which Plato's community
of wives and children appears less radical, where it is recognized as principally a
religious rather than natural institution.

29 Plato takes to the extreme what was already a tendency present in the historical
life of Hellenic institutions. According to Burkert,
The rise of the hero cult under the influence of epic poetry has its
significance and its function in the evolution of the Greek polis; the
prominence given to specific individual graves goes hand in hand with
the suppression of the customary cult of the dead. The exravagant
expenditure, which is still evinced by the late Geometric vases,
decreases and is then limited by law; the funeral games for noble lords
are replaced by the institutionalized agones of the sanctuaries, in
honour of a hero nominated for the purpose. Accordingly, the
importance of the individual family declines in favour of events which
involve everyone present in the area.” GR, p. 204.
Burkert goes on to make the point that, "The hero cult, in fact, is not an ancestor cult
at all; its concern is with effective presence, not with the chain of blood across
generations, even though founding ancestors might naturally receive heroic honours."
Burkert places the hero cult .nidway between the family cult of the dead, and the
worship of the gods. "The hero cult, like the cult of the dead, is conceived as the
cthonic counterpart to the worship of the gods . . . . An important di{ference between
the hero cult and the cult of the gods is that a hero is always confined to a specific
locality: he acts in the vicinity of his grave for his family, group, or city. . . Above all,
heroes assist their tribe, city, or country in battle . . . . The gods are remote, the
heroes are near at hand. GR, pp. 205-7.
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30Cf, a comment by D. K. House on Phaedo 60a: "Phaedo begins his account of the
dialogue by remarking on how those present felt during their final meeting with
Jocrates. Xanthippe, naturally, knew only pain because the death of Socrates for her
/as the loss of a husband and father to her children. Her relation was to the mortal
,ocrates and not to the philosopher." "A Commentary on Plaio's Phaedo", Dionysius,
J, 1981, p.42,

31tis at this point, where it is assumed that all that remains of the argument is to
show how the state is possible, how it is to be realized in praxis, that it has become
necessary to distinguish between possibility and reality, and between the nature of
lexis and praxis. The divison biought out in the first two waves was that between
utility and possibility; the division which is brought before them at the beginning of the
third wave is that between possibility and rezlity.

322;2. VI, 484c. This interpretation is onc which takes that passage as only referring
to the painter in passing, as do Shorey and Adam. Burnet reproduces the clause in
which the reference occurs thus:
. . . kal unbév évapyés &v T Yuxni éxovres mapdbeiyua, unde
Suduevol domep ypadiis e€ls 10 dAn@oTaTov dmoBAémovtes kdkeloe
del dvagépovrés . . .
Shorey translates,
". . . those who have no vivid pattern in their souls and so cannot, as
painters look to their models, fix their eyes on the absolute truth, and
always with reference to that ideal . . . ."

33v449a.

3411 this context, adoxia seems to suggest strongly the root meaning of its parts a -
doxa: that which does not fall within the realm of doxa. The specific doxa which
regards philosophers as useless in practical matters seems to result from the way
episteme transcends doxa per se. The para - doxical reason of all three waves is here
revealed to be ultimately beyond the limit of doxa. It seems reasonable to read adoxia
here as implying the division between philoscphic gpisteme and political doxa. So
read, adoxia suggests that what is required to convert the unjust polities to the just is
the knowledg. which transcends the limits of doxa, and cannot be justified by doxa.
Admittedly, this suggestion, which I make on grounds of its context, is subject to
philological considerations. For the present purpose, I have considered adoxia (ill
repute [also = paradoxos, unexpected]) in relation to_adoxastos (not matter of
opinion) and antidoxazo (contrary to opinion), as cited, respectively, in Liddell tt
at Phaedo 84c [citations from Sophocles, Aristophanes, and Aristotle]; Phaedrus &4a;
Theaetetus 170d. Adoxia would still be translated here by its common meaning of
"ill repute”, but as suggesting the meaning of adoxastos in context of the argument.
The philosopher-king will not be received easily because gpisteme transcends doxa,
rather than being simply outside or contrary to it.

331n the same way, the Republic consistently divides the soul into three parts, the
appetitive, spirited, and rational, but draws a more general and fundamental division
which separates the inner self-identity of the soul as purely rational from the diversity



whick attends its embodiment. The primary division is that between the soul and the
body. The division between the philotheamonon and the philgsophos will be seen to
rest on the division in the nature of the objects of eros. The division of thought and
reality in the fifth book is that between knowledge and opinion, truth and image, being
and becoming. This is the primary division set out in the analogy of the line in
Republic VI, where it is developed into further sub-divisions.

36ct. Bury's remark on Aristophanes’ account of eros: "it is with the development of
the sex-problem that we arrive at the heart of this comedy in miniature,-- the definition

of Eros as 'the craving for wholeness' (tou liolou epithumia -193E)." Symp. p.xxx.

3TThis argument has a certain affirity with the quarrel between philosophy and poetry
in Republic X. The positions and the argument is essentially the same, and with a
similar interest.

38 At the end of the second hypothesis, the argument is still purely hypothetical, for if
there is no real object of a faculty and its function, then it cannot be said to-exist. The
third argument, then, sets out to prove the third and final hypothesis that there is that
which is, that which is not, and, principally, that which is between being and not-being:
becoming. It is with the establishment of the realm of beceming as participating in
being and not-being that or. arrives at the Platonic standpoint. To establish the
distinction between the nature of becoming and the nature of being is what is desired
by the argument of the third wav: in the fifth book. From the standpoint of this
distinction, the nature of the dependence of the just city upon the gidos of justice is
established; the necessity of a philosopher-king is proven.

391 have deferred translating agnoia into its latin-mediated english equivalent,
ignorance, until this point, where the argument has clearly established the difference
between doxa and agnoia. Our use of igporance is more often used to mean "lack of
knowledge" in a relative sense that can easily mean "false opinion", than it is to mean
"not-knowing" in an absolute sense. While it is precisely this same notion as
ordinarily understood by agnoia which Socrates seeks to correct, I believe his
argument is more visibly presented in the obvious contariety of agnosia and gnosis,
than in the english equivalents of ignorance and knowledge. However, while I have
considered this method preferable, it is not really necessary. The argument clearly
establishes that what one must mean by agnoia or ignorance is the state of not-
knowing relative to the unknowability of what is not.

40"The many" here obviously refers to the whole realm of particular instances e.g.
inanimate objects, works of art, laws, states, and living irdividuals. The class
includes, then, also "the many" who are none other than the philotheamones, who only
appear to be just, noble, and pious. See n.3, on 479c, for how Shorey seems to confirm
this suggestion is present.

4IShorey's note on this passage seems to be correct in interpreting the argument in
terms of logical contradiction at the level of opinion: "Plato consciously uses mere
logic to lend the emphasis and dignity of absolute metaphysics to his distinction
between the two types of mind, which is for all practical purposes his main point here.
If you cannot correctly define the beautiful, all your imperfect definitions will be refuted
by showing that they sometimes describe what is ugly." Loeb I, p. 530.

[
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42Shorey finds that the suggestion implicit in 479a, that the many instantiations of

justice, beauty, piety and their contraries, also hinted at "the many" philotheamones,

is here made explicit. .
"A further thought is developed here, suggested in 479 A, B. Just as
the many particular horses, trees or tables shift and change, and are and
are not in comparison with the unchanging idea of each, so the many
opinions of the multitude about justice and the good and the beautiful
and other moral conceptions change, and both are and are not in
comparison with the unalterable ideas of justice and beauty, which the
philosopher more nearly apprehends. " Logb, I, p.532.

43 Anechesthai, "hold oneself up" is particularly suggestive here in its connotation of
elevation and ascent. Unlike the philosopher, the lover of opinion cannot bear to
forsake the "earthly" images for the sake of the "heavenly” forms. They cannot
"ascend" to the "heavenly" because of their inordinate love of the "earthly”. The
whole passage foreshadows the allegory of the cave in Book VI, where the
philosopher must compel the prisoners at the bottom of the cave to turn away from the
shadows of reality, and to make the long ascent of dialectic toward the "sunlit" realm
of forms above. So, too, does the passage foreshadow the paradox in Book VII, that
the philosopher is opposed to living and ruling in this land of shadows.

44Ct. Douil's general remark on Plato's political thought: "Ethical and political
questions for Aristotle as for Plato are about the form of that limited human good
which stays short of the deepest conflict of good and evil. Plato . .. had not discovered
how this finite human realm could have a certain separation and independence from its
absolute foundation, how there could be present in it an actual human freedom which
was all the same limited." COCLI, pp.126-7.

45Cf. Adam's note: "From the standpoint of Books VI and VII it is impossible to say

what ‘just life' means unless we know the idea tou agathou etc. (see 506 A): hence
polla ta loipa dielthein." N.484 AS, Rep., 2, pp.1-2.
46Cf. 479d3-5.

47TDoull's comment, cited earlier, is most applicable here. "To discover an end in
which private and public good are undivided it is necessary to turn to the universal, to
the ideas and finally to an object--the good itself--on which hangs all division of the
ideas and their difference from the thinking soul. The question whether there is a true
justice which is the good alike of the individual and of a community living according to
a rational law has its answer thus in a principle beyond both." COCLI, p. 121.



Conclusion

In general, the principle concern of the interpretive essay has been to
demonstrate the validity of a more philosophic approach to the text, which interprets
the proposals set forth in V, both in their details and as a whole, as representative
and paradigmatic rather than literal and practical. Its concern is not so much with
whether this interpretation is correct on every point, as it is to have convinced the
reader that such an approach is viable. The interpretive method is consistent with the
interpretation of the text, which understands the purpose of the argument of V to be
the conversion of the reader from a literal and practical to a philosophical standpoint.

Simply, then, it is has been argued that one must read the Repyblic ultimately
in light of the standpoint established by the dialogue; o2 must come to interpret the
"practical" aspects as leading toward the philosophical standpoint from which they are
rightly viewed. Other interpetations, both traditional and alternative, in various ways
and to different degrees have fallen short of this standpoint. My thesis shall conclude
with the following summation of its findings, along with a statement of where they

stand in relation to the principal, rival interpretations of the dialogue.

Introductory Narrative: the new beginning.

My interpretation agrees with what has become a nearly universal view of the
structure of the dialogue, established by the 19th century commentators, where V is
seen to mark a "new beginning" in the argumcnt‘. However, as pointed out in the
historical survey, how one ougiit to interpet this "new beginning" is precisely the point
of controversey. Barker, for instance, rejected Adam's distinction between the earthly
city of II-IV and thc heavenly city of V-VII, a thesis generally held by all 19th century
commentators. Barker argued that "Plato has in mind some actual Greek city, and the
actual reform of that city." Nevertheless, a firm point of agreement was that the

community of wives and children and the philosopher-king were the practical
}
!
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foundation and ideal crown of the Platonic state. In 1940, Cornford separated these
proposals, and divided the dialogue in the middle of V; the proposal for a philosopher-
king introduced the new division; the remainder of V, the first "two waves", was
reduced to an "interlude™, supplementing the argument of II-{V. Since World War II,
Bloom has argued the very thesis which had led to the 19th cexiiury debate: that the
community of wives and children was irrelevant to the main topic and Lee renders it a
special topic. Against this later 20th century tendency to reject the traditional
consensus that the community of wives and children was integral to the Platonic state,
the most recent and complete accounts of the Republic by White and Annas have
tended to re-affirm the integrity of the community of wives and children as a corner
stone of the ideallstate. |

This interpretation likewise re-affirms the integrity of the community of wives
and children, but on other grounds than those mentioned. The whole of V is held to
constitute a transition in the argument from the account of justice in terms cf the state
and individual in II-IV to the account of the good in VI-VIL. The introductory narrative
has been interpreted as introducing a "new beginning" by way of presenting the aporia
of the possibility of realizing the ideal state constructed in lexis in praxis. The details
of the narrative are intcrpréted as suggesting that what seems a wholly practical
concern with the community of wives and children really has a thoroughly theoretical

or philosophic purpose, which is to bring the reader from the practical standpoint of IV
to the philosophic standpoint of VI.

1st Wave: Koinonja of Men and Women.

It was Grote who first interpreted the proposal for a koinonia of men and women,
in light of Mill's utilitarian condemnation of the subjugation of women, as an
enlightened concern for the equality of women. Until most recent times, this

intepretation has been as standard as it has been popular. One can find in Annas
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sufficient reference to a more critical view of Plato's supposed femininism. In my view,
Plato is least of all concerned with practical social reform; his intent is, as Findlay
notes, to bring the reader from a practical to an eidetic standpoint. Such a conversion
requires a consciousness of the dependence of the sensible upon the ideal, which is to
acquire a new perception also of human nature and of the principles which govern
human activity. The argument of the first wave destroys the certainty of the
unreflective standpoint of custom, yet refutes as well the skeptical confidence of the
erist. In place of dogmatism and skepticism, it lays down the principle of a dizlectical
reason: the distinction of sensible condition and intelligible cause, whereby it may
come into view that human nature is not determined by such a primary sensible
condition as sexual differentation, and that human activity is not determined either by
sensible nature nor unreasoned custom. Rather, human nature appears as rational
and self-determinate--it is the good known to reason which is to determine what is
human.

This interpretation establishes that the argument of the first wave has a greater
formal structure than has been recognized, and that it is concerned chiefly with the
destruction of the dogmatic and skeptic standpoints in favour of the philosophic
standpoint of dialectic. With this conversion accomplished, the first step has been
taken toward the philosophic viewpoint which knows how to regard the life of states

and individuals in light of an ultimate principle of causality--the Good.

2nd Wave: Koinonig of Wives and Children.

Against the common view that the purpose of the koinopia of wives and children
is concerned to establish a natural unity in blood-ties of kindship, which Aristotle
rightly criticised as self-contradictory, I argue that such was never Plato's intent.
Aristotle's critique is based upon his own view of what constitutes the family and

state; from an Aristotelian standpoint, Plato's proposals make no sense. Clearly,

9
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Aristotle does not accept the view of the family which Plato has Socrates set forth.
Plato's whole purpose is for Socrates to bring into view precisely that the family is not
a natural unity, that it has not its ground in the immediacy of blood-ties and sexual
relations. Instead, the family is discovered to have its ground in the religious virtue of
piety, wherein the individual surrsnders any assumed natural independence to the
ethical life of the family. In this view of the family, familal piety is shown to have the
same ethical reason as civic justice.

The cornerstone of this view is the interpretation given of the illustration of
political unity in terms of the natural individual. Whereas the example of the man who
suffers pain in his finger as a whole is commonly interpreted as an illustration of how
the state is to be united by the natural feelings of kinship, it is precisely such a view
which I have rejected. Instead, it seems evident that the example illustrates clearly
how such a "natural” unity rests upon the intelligence of the individual, and thus
demonstrates how the natural is dependent upon a rational principle for its unifying
principle.

The argument of the first two waves taken together are interpreted as having
demonstrated the inadequacy of an unphilosophical standpoint, which is associated
with the practical standpoint of experience, or the ordinary life of individuals within the
institutions of ojkos and polis. The ground of these institutions has been exposed to
be a principle of reason--justice--which both transcends and determines the most
primary determinations of the natural. The reader is tal);en to have been converted to
the philosophical standpoint which recognizes huaman physis and praxis to be
determined rightly by an intelligent apprehension of the good so far as its knowable to

reason.

Transition: TthUnivcrsal City.

Whereas the next section of the argument, a discussion of the city at peace and

i
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at war, is universally interpreted as another digression, I have interpreted the details
of this discussion as representative of the concept of how the city, thus purged of
those assumptions destroyed by the argaments of the first two waves, now appears
as the truly universal city of reason. Where some commentators, notably Shorey,
have been sorely disappointed by the idea that victorious heroes should be granted
sexual license, I have interpreted the image of the crown and the embrace as emblems
of the eidetic identity of the life of the state and individual. It seems most reasonable
that Plato would use the city as an image of the life of the gide to complete the
transition to the philosophic standpoint where the life of the gide, the koinonia eidon,
is directly apprehended by the gros and nous of the philosopher king.

3rd Wave: Philosopher-King.

It is not the intention of my interpretation to offer any new view of the argument
of the third wave. It does, however, call attention to the implication of the censure of
the standpoint of the "lover of spectacle" as embracing the life of the state and as
demonstrating the limitation of the good so far as it can be known within the life of
praxis. Here, the limitation of pleasure and honour is clearly exposed, along with the
necessity of bringing the good itself into view as the only true object of the soul. This
interpretation does emphasize, however, that the argvment of the third wave is not at
all concerned with the translation of the ideal city of Jexis into praxis, but it is precisely
the correction of this view, the original impetus in the argument of Book V, which
forms the introduction to the proposal of a philosopher-king. Thus, the argument is
understood as an kind of "ascent” from lexis to gletheia--to the hypothesis of the
good--rather than as a "descent" from Jgxis to praxis--the movement of Books VIII
and IX, which finally discuss the decline of the state, mentioned at the outset of Book
V. With the argument of the philosopher-king, the philosophical standpoint which

knows of the need to measure the content of human life, human nature and human



activity, in light of the good, is attained.

Where this interpretation of the third wave differs from others is once more in its
insistence that Plato is least of ali concerned with the question of how to realize the
ideal state in the world; rather, his ccacern is wholly with the conversion of his reader
to the need to take up the life of the philosophy. This view is nearest to Gadamer,
although differing from his view that Plato's concern is to educate future philosopher-
kings, since it is argued that the third wave, and the Republic generally, is really about
the need to attain to a philosophic standpoint--what practical consequences might
follow are really outside the interest of the dialogue. Certainly, at least, this
intepretation demands that the Platonic state be nowhere interpreted as a practical
ideal in any literal sense; it exists in the realm of thought for the sake of an eidetic or
philosophic reflection upon the dependence of human life upon a perception of the
ultimate good to be sought in it. The Republic has in common with such other middle
dialogues as Phaedo and Symposium the intent to establish the hypotheses of the
many, eide and good as an philosophic account of how the world of experience stands

in relation to the Socratic good.
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Appendix: Women in Ancient Greece

The thesis has comitted itself to certain statements concerning the position of
women in ancient Greece, which ought to be further illumined. In particular, the thesis
has assumed the position stated by Sara Pomeroy that, "The effect of urbanization
upon women was to have their activities moved indoors, and to make their labor less
visible and hence less valued." (Goddesses, Whores, Wives. and Slaves, Shocken
Books, 1975, p.71.) It should be noted that this effect was noted with reference to 5th
century Athenian as opposed to Spartan society. Generally, the thesis holds that it
was a panhellenic custom for a division of labour, between the gikos and polis, to be
drawn along lines of male and female. There were no female citizens, strictly
speaking; wives and children of ancient greece were citizens only indirectly, as
members of the gikos, and thus represented by the male head of the gikos in political
life. Simply, if a citizen were one whose minimal function was to vote in a popular
assembly, this franchise was not extended to womer.. Strictly speaking, women in
ancient greece were excluded from political life. Plato's arguments concerning
koinoniai of men and women, and of wives and children, assumes especially the
distinction between male and female as political and non-political, which he sets out to
overthrow as false grounds for human community.

On the other hand, Plato's argument seeks further to demonstrate the hellenic
position, stated later by Aristotle, that the difference between barbarian and Greek is
that the barabarian knows not the difference between women and slaves. That the
0ikos rests upon a religious virtue whose ethical content assumes the-rationality of
women is a chief tenet of Plato's argument for a community of wives and children.

It is the view of the present author that the work of Pomeroy provides the most

interesting discussion of this subject. Lacey offers a prosaic account, which proceeds

from Aristotle's definition of the gikos in his Politics (The Family in Classical Greece,

[



Comell U. P., 1968). R.Just (Women in Athenian Law and Life, Routledge,1989) and
R. Sealey (Women aud Law in Classical Greece, U. of North Carolina Press, 1990)

provide most recent discussions of the subject of women in Athenian law, both of
which provide ample evidence of the nearly complete exclusion of Athenian women
from direct participation in the legal system due to their restriction to the oikos. It
should be noted, however, that political life is not precisely the same as soical life. So
it may be said that Gomme's earlier dispute with what he regarded as the simplistic
view that Athenian women "were powerless in law, scarcely stirred from the rooms in
which they were locked, and were systematically treated with contempt”, has been
supported by more recent evaluations of the position of women in Athens (Essays in

Greek History and Literature, Books for Libraries Press, 1967, p.91). A useful brief

critical survey of more recent literature is that of Gillian Clark, in the series, Greece
and Rome New Surveys in the Classics, entitled, Women in the Ancient World
(O.U.P. 1989). A useful text of primary sources in translation is Women's Life in
Greece and Rome (John Hopkins, 1982) by Lefkowitz and Fant. The author would like
to thank his examiner, F. Schroeder, for drawing attention to the need for this
Appendix, and for providing a bibliography on the subject, inclusive of the above

works, in conjunciion with his colleague, A. J. Marshall.
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