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The Fabric of the Longer Repeated Passages in the

Odyssey

John C. Kohl, Jr.

Thomas More College

Merrimack, NH

INTRODUCTION

According to well-known legend, the shield and other arms which Hephaistos

crafts for Achilles at the behest of Thetis in the eighteenth book of the Iliad

were awarded to Odysseus after
Achilles'

death. A widely held interpretation of

the shield finds the two cities which Hephaistos fashions upon its face (Iliad

XVIII 490-540) as heralding the shield's two bearers, Achilles and Odysseus;

we find represented thereon the two cities, Troy and Ithaca, respectively, with

which the two heroes are primarily associated and around which the actions of

the two tales, Iliad and Odyssey,
revolve.1

The associations of the beseiged city

on the shield with the seige of Ilium are direct enough, while the marriage

scene in the other city on the shield recalls the theme of marriage which per

vades the Odyssey, and the dispute over the blood of a fallen relative, also

depicted in that city, is the action with which the Odyssey concludes.

If the shield of Achilles is our guide and the interpretations given above are

germane, the significance of the parallels in the Odyssey is somewhat different

from that in the Iliad. Unlike the city under seige on
Achilles'

shield, where

Ares and Athena are prominent and Strife, Tumult, and Fate (Eris, Kudoimos,

and Kef) are active in the fray, no divinities are manifest in the other city of

peace and celebration. In the Iliad itself Zeus, the other Olympians, and minor

divinities figure constantly in the action, both aloft and on the battlefield
itself.2

One might say that the poet depicts two dramas, a human one unfolding on the

plain before Ilium and another, divine one, not simply restricted to the plain of

Troy. There is little sense of this in the Odyssey. Zeus himself is present in

councils only briefly in the first, fifth, and last books of the epic and in the

vengeful shipwreck of Odysseus in the twelfth. Indeed, it becomes apparent

from the first Olympian council that only when the order of the peaceful city,

Ithaca, is threatened, as it is being then threatened by the usurping suitors, do

the gods become involved at all. Hermes is dispatched as messenger by Zeus in

the fifth book and appears briefly to aid Odysseus with Circe in the tenth. Of

interpretation, Fall 1995, Vol. 23, No. 1



4 Interpretation

the remaining Olympians, only two emerge directly in the drama, Poseidon and

Athena: Poseidon in isolated acts of retribution throughout the wanderings of

Odysseus, and Athena as intermittent guide and counsellor first to Telemachos and

then to Odysseus. Finally, Achilles is a demigod with an aged mortal father,

Peleus, and immortal mother, Thetis, and through her has a direct link to and

claim upon the immortals. Odysseus, in contrast, is fully mortal with an aged,

mortal father, Laertes, and a deceased mother, Anticleia. Whatever links to and

claims upon the immortals Odysseus may have, they are not those of parentage.

Long repeated passages in the Odyssey, no less than in the Iliad, constitute a

distinct element in Homer's poetics, and they occur with about the same fre

quency in the former poem as in the latter. One hundred-thirteen such passages

have been identified in the
Odyssey.1

I have included in this collection three

variations where the two parallel passages would match up and agree, save for

one interpolated
line.4

In 22 of the 113 repeated passages in the Odyssey the

poet is speaking to us directly, and these comprise part of the narrative descrip
tion of the epic. The remaining 91 parallels are portions of dialogue, the

speeches of gods or men. While the proportion represented by diction is higher

here than the proportion such passages represent in the Iliad, the number of

dialogue passages that can be construed as
"messages"

where instructions

(usually from a god) are relayed verbatim to another (often a mortal) by an

intermediary, or instructions to a second person are described as carried out to

the letter is less than in the Iliad: only 9 here compared to 37 in the Iliad.
5

While the messages in the Odyssey are important, we can infer they do not in

themselves suffice to direct and carry the poem's action. This result perhaps

ought not to be unexpected: if the role of the gods in the action of the Odyssey
and their relation to Odysseus differ from their role in the action of the Iliad

and their relation to Achilles, then we might expect this to be reflected in

differences in the patterns of iteration and their significance in the two poems.

But what is that divine role and its relation in the Odyssey and how is it so

reflected? This study is to suggest some answers by turning the inquiry around,

that is to say, by using the repetitions of the Odyssey to point the way to an

interpretation of the divine action in the
poem.6

This much, at least, is clear from the general nature of the repetitions in the

Odyssey: most are found in the speeches of the poem. They constitute portions

of declarations, sometimes of one person again to another later on a different

occasion; sometimes of one to two different parties on separate occasions; at

times of two different speakers to the same person on different occasions; or

even of two different speakers to different parties on different occasions. All

combinations are found. In general also, the second occurrence (or third,

etc.) is more widely separated from the first in the text than was the case

with the repeated messages in the Iliad. If, indeed, style reflects substance,
then it should be possible to give an interpretation of this feature also. The

repeated dialogue and associated descriptive passages in the Odyssey have
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been collected into 24 stages, following the general chronology of Homer's

narrative, and they are examined with respect to the drama of the poem as a

whole.

STAGES OF THE POEM

A . The Fame of Odysseus

First Stage: Telemachos laments to the visitor Mentes (Athena in disguise):

if Odysseus had died "among his comrades or in the hands of his dear ones

when he had wound up the war, then all the Achaeans would have made a tomb

for him and he would also have gotten greatfame (kleos) /or his boy thereafter,

but now the harpies have snatched him up without
kleos."

So says later Eu-

maios, the swineherd, to his disguised master, Odysseus, in book xiv (i 238-

241 = xiv 368-371). Telemachos continues his lament to the stranger,

Mentes, in words he will put to another stranger in book xvi (again, the beggar,

Odysseus in disguise): "Because many of the best, who hold sway over the

islands, Dulichium, Same, and woody Zacynthos, and as many as command

throughout rocky Ithaca are wooing my mother and are consuming the house.

But she neither refuses a hateful marriage nor is she able to make an end to it;

but in eating they are wasting away my home; soon they will make an end to

me
also"

(i 245-251 = xvi 122-128).

The disguised Athena answers and advises Telemachos: "Go and learn of

yourfather, gone for a long time now, if any among mortals might tell you or if

you might hear from Zeus any rumor (ossa), which especially bears news

(kleos) to men. . . If on the one hand you might hear of the life and homecom

ing ofyour father, then, though being consumed with grief, you ought to bear

yourself up for another year; but, on the other hand, if you might hear of him

dead, no longer existing, then, having returned home to your dear fatherland,

heap up a grave for him and bury with honors many of his possessions, as

many as is seemly, and give your mother to another
man."

Athena's advice is

conveyed in as many words the next day to the Ithacans in assembly by Telem

achos (i 281-283 = ii 215-217; i 287-292 = ii 218-223), and he eventually

finds a ship and crew and departs on his mission.

Athena's arrival at the Ithacan palace is preceded by a description of her

binding on the golden, ambrosian sandals to carry her like the wind to Ithaca, a

description repeated for Hermes upon his dispatch to Ogygia and Calypso in

book v and also Hermes to Priam in the ultimate book of the Iliad (i 96-98 =

v 44-46 = XXIV 340-342). These three appearances might be said to consti

tute a setting in motion of men whose actions will resolve and complete their

respective tales. Athena's presence will result in
Telemachos'

temporary ab

sence from Ithaca; Hermes will get Odysseus released from his
nine-years'

stay
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with Calypso; and in the Iliad Hermes will guide Priam to the final ransoming

scene with Achilles.

Taken together, the three portions of repeated dialogue quoted above serve

to establish the theme of kleos or repute, the first of the major themes which

ran throughout the poem. Odysseus is a man who has lost his kleos, a fate

worse than losing his life, because
Odysseus'

family has now by extension lost

theirs. His wife is uncertain whether or not she is a widow and the son uncer

tain whether he is or is not master of the house. The situation compels its

resolution: Telemachos must leam the kleos of his father and must journey to

do so. In this respect, it is remarkable that we do not meet Odysseus himself

until the fifth book of the poem, or about one-sixth of the way through the

narrative, and indeed Odysseus is not named as such in the proem of the epic

until the twenty-first
line.7

All that has preceded, both in the first four books

and in the opening of the proem, turns upon his kleos and serves to emphasize

it through his absence, building, therefore, to his actual presence.

Second Stage: Penelope makes four public appearances before the suitors: in

book i (lured by the song of Phemius), in book xvi (alarmed by the report by
Medon of a plot against Telemachos), in book xviii (produced by Athena as an

allure to the suitors), and in book xxi (moved to announce the bow contest).

These appearances are all put in nearly the same terms (i 332-334
= xvi 414-

416 = xviii 208-210 = xxi 63-65; i 332-335 = xviii 208-211 = xxi 63-

66; i 331-335 xviii 207-211): Penelope stands by the doorway, her face

veiled, and (except in xvi) flanked by two attendants. In the first and last of

these four appearances she is dismissed by Telemachos as follows (i 356-364

= xxi 350-358):
"

'But proceeding to our home, attend to your own affairs,

the loom and the distaff, and bid your attendants go about their work, and the

word will be of concern to all the men and especially to me, whose rule is in

this
house.'

And, astonished, she went back into the house, because she set in

her mind the sage word ofher son. And, having mounted to her upper chamber

with the two attendant women, she then cried over Odysseus, her dear hus

band, until gleaming-eyed Athena cast sweet sleep upon her
eyelids."

Telem
achos'

dismissal of his mother bears affinities to that of Hector of Andromache

in Iliad VI (i 356-358 = xxi 350-352 = VI 490-492), where the last part is

changed in the Iliad to "war will be of concern to all the men, those who have

come to Ilium, and especially to
me."

In the Iliad war is contrasted with the

work of weaving as an active to a quiet activity. Here in the Odyssey it is the

word (muthos) contrasted to weaving, but, I suggest, not in the same way as

war to weaving but rather as a public ,
open declaration of the word as opposed

to a sequestered, private occupation.

Third Stage: Galvanized by the presence of Mentes, the young Telemachos

now turns with surprising authority to manage not only the affairs of his mother

but of the household at large, and first of all he turns with particular scorn upon
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the suitors. He warns them and again in the assembly on the following day
(i 374-380 = ii 139-145) "to get out ofmy chambers. Partake ofotherfeasts,

eating and drinking your own goods, and taking turns in your own homes. But

if it seems to you advantageous and better to destroy the livelihood of one man

without punishment, then rend them, and I will cry out to the ever-lasting gods

that Zeus might grant there arise works of vengeance. Then you ought to have

[preferred to have] perished without punishment in your own
homes."

Again in

the assembly Telemachos will make another similar declaration to the suitors,

one which he will repeat to them again later upon his return to Ithaca and the

palace: "But frequenting our house all their days, sacrificing bulls, sheep, and

fat goats, they banquet and idly drink sparkling wine, and much has been

finished. For there was not such a man as Odysseus to ward off bane from the
house"

(ii 55-59 = xvii 534-538).
Telemachos'

new authority both at the assembly here in the second book and

later at his return to Ithaca is signalled by his new appearance, manifest in the

way he is described as rising and clothing himself with robes, sword, and

sandals for the assembly, just as king Menelaos will do later on in Sparta (ii 1-

5 = iv 306-310), and he advances through the palace followed by his hounds

and enhanced in stature and appearance by Athena both before and after his

return (ii 11-13 = xvii 62-64). Authority is also apparent in the way he

responds to old
Aegyptius'

challenge in the assembly itself: Has he (Telem

achos, the caller of the assembly) heard something of an oncoming army or

does he raise some other public matter? Telemachos promptly denies these in as

many words (ii 30-32 = 42-44).

The portions of the two declarations quoted above are cries for divine retri

bution against violation of a household, that is, against the rales of hospitality
or xenia, which emerges here as the second major theme which pervades the

poem's drama. Odysseus as lord and defender of the house is absent, and only

the gods themselves, therefore, can directly defend it and exact the penalty.

The suitors are present in the house not merely because Odysseus is absent,

however, but because there is no news of him, no kleos. We have been led to

surmise (first stage) that had Odysseus died with full honors in the eyes of his

Argive comrades, the issues of succession, the disposition of his goods, and the

remarriage of his widow, Penelope, would have been settled by this time. But

they are not, and instead we have an agonizingly protracted period of uncer

tainty, of which the unscrupulous youths have boldly taken advantage. Their

acts now call for nemesis.

B. The Web of Penelope

Fourth Stage: Antinoos, chief among the suitors, retorts to Telemachos in

the assembly that Penelope has been full of promises to them for over three

years now, and "She has pondered this other trick in her mind: having stood a
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great loom in her chambers, she wove a garment, thin and very long. Then

straightaway she spoke among us: 'Young men, my suitors, since Odysseus has

died, let you, being pressed, wait for my marriage so that I might finish this

cloak, lest my weaving perish to the winds. This is a burial shroudfor the hero

Laertes, so that when the destructive allotment (moira) of death, which brings

long griefs, might have taken him down, no one in the land of the Achaean men

might take nemesis at me ifLaertes, having acquired much, would lie uncov

ered.'

Thus she spoke, and the manly spirit in us was persuaded. Here also she

used to weave on the great loom by day, but during the night, on the other

hand, she used to loosen the threads when she set the torches before. Thus for

three years she escaped notice by means of this trick, but when the fourth year

came and the seasons came on, then did someone among the women speak, one

who knew clearly, and we discovered her loosening the splendid loom. So she,

not wishing to marry, did finish the cloak by compulsion
(anangke)."

This tale

of weaving and trickery (the longest repeated passage in the Odyssey) is re

peated by Penelope herself to her disguised husband in book xix (ii 94-107 =

xix 139-152), changing the betrayal scene slightly and implicating more than

one servant woman as the tattler, and it is repeated again in the last book by the

psyche of the departed suitor, Amphimedon, to Agamemnon in Hades (ii 93-

110 = xxiv 128-142, 144-146).

The action of weaving raises here the third major theme which subsequent

episodes in the poem will further establish and on which the larger drama will

turn the theme of covering and concealment. The tale of the woven-unwoven

shroud itself is replete with associations throughout the Odyssey. To take one of

the more significant of these, if we regard the burial shroud as not simply for

Laertes but indeed for the house of Laertes, then its unfinished condition epito

mizes rather precisely the status of the kleos, the repute of the house as a

whole. As the strands are woven together by day into a finished garment, so the

tale moves to its completion and the kleos of the house of Laertes emerges. But

as the strands are unstrung at night, the process is reversed: kleos is lost and the

status of the house is uncertain, which is, in fact, the case in general during the

more than three years Penelope is beseiged by the suitors. There is no news of

Odysseus, the burial shroud remains incomplete, and Laertes remains alive, if

barely, on the outskirts of the city. Odysseus himself will leam of Laertes from his

mother, whom he will meet in Hades and who passed on before her time in

longing for Odysseus. She is named, significantly, Anticleia or
"antikleos."

Con

versely,
Odysseus'

perspicacious nurse, chief among the attendants to Penelope, is

named Eurycleia or "wide
kleos"

and is a woman whom we are told (i 432-433)

Laertes honored like a wife but never slept with, for he shunned the anger of

Anticleia. Thus the upbringing of Odysseus himself hangs in the balance between

his natural, biological mother ("antikleos") and his foster-mother nurse ("wide

kleos"). The name of his wife, Penelope, itself may have something to do with the

pene, a bobbin thread on the shuttle of the loom and (in the plural) its
web.8
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There are other associations of weaving with the tale as well. The fact that

histos means not only loom but also mast hence anything that
"stands"

or is

"stood
up"

calls to mind here the connection between loom and mast. The

shredded or furled sail and lowered mast in this context come to represent the

undoing or hiding of the fabric of kleos, and the spread sails and upright mast

the completing of this fabric and, by extension, the return of Odysseus over the

sea. Here we may wish also to compare Penelope's weaving of the shroud and

Helen's weaving of the tapestry of battle in the third book of the Iliad. Both

works represent their weavers, but in entirely different ways; that of Penelope

traces as a memorial the house of which she is still a part, while that of Helen

reflects her own glory in those of the heroes and their deeds brought forth upon

the plain before the city of Troy which holds her.

Penelope's trick succeeds because she is able to convince the suitors that a

partly woven garment is a perishable thing indeed. Their assent, one suspects,

is motivated not so much out of the respect for the burial rites to be accorded

Laertes but rather for the native impulse to see the completed work, just as

there is that elemental desire in all men to hear out the half-completed melody

or half-told tale. Hence, the weaving trick here presages the added irony that

the suitors become, oddly, partisans to their own destruction an observation

that will be taken up again later in this study.

Fifth Stage: In the assembly Mentor upbraids the other Ithacans, who do

nothing to stop the ravaging of
Odysseus'

home. Their inaction, he adds, con

stitutes not only an ingratitude to Odysseus and Laertes but indeed to benevo

lent rulers everywhere: "Let not any sceptred king still be progressively-minded

and kind and gentle and knowing what is fitting, but rather he ought to be ever

difficult and do impious deeds, since nobody remembers divine Odysseus, not

one among those he ruled as his people, and as his father was
gentle."

But

Mentor's attempt to whip up the indignation of the Ithacans against the suitors

fails. There are simply too many of the latter, and they are too strong for the

Ithacans. But when Athena puts the same complaint to the Olympians in the

fifth book, she succeeds (ii 230-234 = v 8-12). The suitors are not too nu

merous or too strong for the Olympians, but Zeus's decision in the matter is not

to intervene directly. Rather, Odysseus himself will be brought back to light

and his kleos fulfilled as the divine instrument to set the affairs of his house

straight.

C. The Entertainment of Telemachos

Sixth Stage: The arrival of Odysseus is marked, cleverly, by the departure of

his son, who is to go in search of him. This stratagem will not only distract the

suitors'

attention from any arriving strangers but gets the son out of danger
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from their reprisals.
Telemachos'

departure has to be made discreetly. He does

not want his mother to become distressed and raise a scene. He extracts from

Eurycleia a promise not to tell Penelope of his departure "before the eleventh

or twelfth day might come or before she has yearned and heard ofme having

started forth, so that in crying she might not assail her beautiful face Eury

cleia will later confess this promise in as many words (ii 374-376 = iv 747-

749) to her mistress herself after Penelope has learned of
Telemachos'

depar

ture and expedition from Medon.

Penelope is now, it appears, doubly bereft as a widow. She laments to her

women attendants and again later in a dream to Athena, who appears in her

sleep disguised as the image of her sister Ipthime (iv 724-726 iv 814-816)

"me who once before lost a good husband with the spirit of a lion, a husband

having excelled all the Danaans in all sorts of virtues, a good man whose

repute is wide throughout Hellas and the middle of
Argos."

The dream image

of Ipthime tells Penelope to take heart, because indeed Athena herself escorts

her husband; when questioned further in the dream by Penelope, however, the

image refuses to inform her of the whereabouts of her husband, whether he is

in Hades or somewhere in the lands of the living. Though we commonly asso

ciate the Odyssey with travel and with a man who "was very much driven
about,"

as the opening lines of the poem state, a different sort of geography

from the ordinary mapped kind seems to be at work here, namely, the geogra

phy of kleos or repute. The dimensions of this kleos are, as in the passage

above,
"wide"

or
"broad,"

more like the tapestry we find Helen weaving in the

third book of the Iliad than the long, thin, burial shroud of Penelope's work.

Where, then, is the figure of repute, whose fame and glory are being cele

brated, situated on this broad tapestry? That seems to depend as much on the

celebrant as on him who is being celebrated and, finally, depends on the fancy
and imagination of the former: Penelope's lament over her husband and the

disguised Athena's refusal of further news about him turns out to be, in fact, an

invitation to us to widen the repute of Odysseus and to complete the tale our

selves by weaving it into our own world.

Seventh Stage: "Wherefore I have come to your knees now, if you might

wish to tell of the sorry end of that man, if you have seen him anywhere with

your own eyes or if you have heard by word of another of him being struck

down. For above all did his mother beget him as a miserable one. Do not,

showing reverence or pity for me, soothe me but relate well to me what you

know. If once my good father Odysseus, having promised you some word or

deed, than fulfilled it in the land of the Trojans where you Achaeans suffered

miseries, I beseech you now recall these things to mindfor mx sake and tell me

Telemachos will put his inquiry to Nestor at Pylos in these words and

later in the same words to Menelaos at Sparta (iii 92-101 = iv 322-331).

What does Telemachos leam from the two Argive leaders and veteran com-
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patriots of Odysseus? Some particulars will be put forth below, but on the

whole we may answer this question by saying that little is learned of the where

abouts of Odysseus. In its stated objectives, therefore,
Telemachos'

trip is a

disappointment. But all the same, much is present before his eyes and ours.

When Telemachos first lands at Pylos, he finds a great sacrifice to Poseidon in

progress. This sets the theme of
Telemachos'

visit to both Pylos and to Sparta

thereafter: the rites of sacrifice and worship accorded the gods and the rites of

hospitality accorded strangers are prominent, in marked contrast to the disarray

largely prevailing back at Ithaca. Arrivals and departures; washing, sacrificing,
and feasting; the introductions and conclusions of speeches all of these are

cast into short, stock phrases or
"formulae,"

which are repeated to characterize

these moments. Their possible significance in general will be discussed later.

Those which are of particular importance here and may engage our attention are

the repeated passages pertaining to the entertainment of guests. Thus, the seat

ing and hand washing and table setting of the guest Telemachos at
Menelaos'

palace in Sparta is described in the same terms as that of Mentes (Athena) at
Odysseus'

house by Telemachos earlier in Ithaca (i 136-142 = iv 52-58).

And again, portions of
Mentes'

entertainment by Telemachos emerge subse

quently in the setting of the table before Odysseus at
Alcinoos'

palace and will

be repeated at Circe's house and still later on before him, disguised as a guest

in his own house, as well as before Telemachos in
Menelaos'

palace (i 136-

140 = vii 172-176 = x 368-372 = xvii 91-95 = xv 135-139). The bathing

with oils of Telemachos at Sparta is called to mind by the same passage applied

to
Telemachos'

guest, Theoclymenos, when they return to Ithaca (iv 48-50 =

xvii 87-89).
Telemachos'

dinner conversation with his fellow guest Peisistratos

at Sparta is evoked in that later between Telemachos and Eumaios (iv 67-69 =

xvi 54-56) in
Eumaios' hut.9

What Telemachos and we leam through these and

other repetitions, then, is that the institutions of hospitality and the entertain

ment of strangers are indeed widespread and well established as institutions.

Eighth Stage: In an intricate series of exchanges between the sea nymph,

Eidotheia, and Menelaos, becalmed with his crew in Egypt, and a series of

exchanges between Proteus, her father, and Menelaos shortly thereafter, the

Spartan king is able to leam something of the fate of Odysseus. Menelaos will

pass this news on to Telemachos. Menelaos reports that he took the reproach of

Eidotheia, "So now for a long time you are being detained on the island, nor

are you able to find any end to this, and the heart ofyour companions dimin

ishes"

(iv 373-374), and recasting it in the first person, "So now for a long

time I am being detained on the island, nor am I able to find any end to this,

and the heart ofmy companions
diminishes"

(iv 466-467), and joining it with

this question he had posed to her, "But tell me this, and the gods know all

things, who among the immortals is binding me and has bound me on my way

and return
home?"

(iv 379-381) put the whole to Proteus (iv 373-374, 379-
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381 = iv 466-470). In response to the statement and question, Proteus tells

Menelaos that Zeus and the other gods demand sacrifice from him, and that

upon this hinges his release from Egypt with good winds. In the course of this

answer Proteus also tells him of another Argive stranded in his attempt to return

home, namely Odysseus. Menelaos tells Telemachos that Proteus says he saw

Odysseus, tearful, "in the chambers of the nymph Calypso, who holds him by

necessity (anangke), and he is not able to arrive at his fatherland because there

are no ships with him nor companions at the oar, who should send him over the

broad back of the
sea."

Athena will report
Odysseus'

whereabouts in these

words to the other Olympians in the assembly in book v (iv 557-560
= v 14-17),

and Telemachos upon his return to Ithaca will deliver this divine bit of information

to his mother in book xvii (iv 557-560 = v 14-17 = xvii 143-146).

Thus in the course of narrating his own detention, Menelaos tells of that of

Odysseus. Odysseus is stranded. But, more than that, Odysseus is
"calypsoed,"

which we may take in association with the Greek kalupto to mean "she who

conceals, veils, shrouds, engulfs, covers,
etc."10

If we may be allowed a para

dox here, Odysseus, it seems, has the kleos of having no kleos an
"antikleos"

of dropping out of sight, of hiding. That he has been hiding has been divulged

to Menelaos and to Telemachos and to us by Proteus, who also conceals him

self by changing shapes after wrestling with Menelaos. This wrestling, in turn,

is remote; it took place some time ago in Egypt. As if to distance us further

from Odysseus, Menelaos prefaces his story with the lament and wish: "Oh

shame, those without might have much desired to bed down in the bed ofa man

of stout heart.
Jus* as a doe, having bedded down her new-born, milk-suckling

fawns in the thicket of a stout lion, then grazes the mountain vales and hollows

abounding in grass and then the lion comes upon the bed and sends an un

seemly end on the two of them, so will Odysseus send an unseemly end on

these. O Zeus, father, andAthena andApollo, would that Odysseus, being such

as he was then when in well-made Lesbos he stood up and wrestled with Phi-

lomeleides in a dispute and threw him down strongly and all the Achaeans were

pleased, be such a one now and mix it up with the suitors and all of them come

to a brief time on earth and a bitter marriage. Of the things you inquire and

beseech from me I will not speak beside the point, digressing, nor will I de

ceive. Of those things which the unerring old man of the sea told me I will hide

from you none of them nor will I conceal a word.
"

Telemachos will put the

same preface to Penelope upon his return in book xvii (iv 333-350 = xvii

124-141) and then tell the news of Calypso, as we have already observed

above. Both Eidotheia and Proteus, finished with Menelaos, then similarly dive

beneath the sea (iv 425-430 = iv 570-575) and leave the Spartan king with

much to ponder on the strand.

Ninth Stage: Nestor reminds Telemachos, as Athena had reminded Telem

achos earlier (i 299-302 = iii 197-200), of the tale of Agamemnon's son
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Orestes "when he slew his parricide, the crafty-minded Aegisthos. And you,

dear one for much do I see you fine and great are mighty, so that any one

of those coming in later times would speak well of
you."

Thus Telemachos is

placed as an avenging Orestes, capable of paying back those who would de

stroy his house. The old Argive leader then gives Telemachos the lesson of

Agamemnon's tale: "And let you, dear one, not wander for long far offfrom

home and abandon your goods with such overbearing men in your house, lest

they divide up and consume everything and you come to
naught."

This

Nestorian advice, which thus sets forth the fourth principal theme of the tale,

entrapment and betrayal, is repeated verbatim by Athena later to Telemachos in

book xv (iii 313-316 = xv 10-13), as she rouses him to return from Me
nelaos'

Spartan palace to Pylos and thence home to Ithaca. Between Telem
achos'

initial setting forth and visit to Pylos and Sparta and his return home the

poet has interpolated the adventures and homecoming of Odysseus. Three re

peated passages serve to link up
Telemachos'

visit in the first four books and

his later return in the fifteenth. First, Menelaos presents and re-presents his

guest with a most valued, gilt mixing bowl (iv 613-619 = xv 113-119); sec

ond,
Telemachos'

return journey overland from Sparta to Pylos mirrors that of

him going out (iii 486-493
= xv 184-191); third, his setting sail from Pylos to

Ithaca is described in the same words as his initial departure from Ithaca (ii

422-426 = xv 287-292). That there are indeed hostile men at home is the

warning Athena delivers to Odysseus, newly landed on Ithaca, and to Tele

machos himself at Sparta (xiii 426-428 = xv 30-32). There is an ambush set

by the suitors for
Odysseus'

son: "They making their way to kill him before he

has arrived at his fatherland; but I do not believe that will happen before the

earth will also hold some of the suitor men, who consume your
livelihood."

Telemachos'

unlikely and thus unexpected escape is reflected in the greeting

both Eumaios and Penelope give him (xvi 22-24 = xvii 40-42): "And, la

menting, addressed him winged words: 'You have come, Telemachos, sweet

light. I said I would not see you
again.'"

By the will of the gods Telemachos

evades the sort of homecoming given Agamemnon.

Tenth Stage: Athena's warning of the ambush to Odysseus and to Telem

achos, a warning which takes the form of a prediction (see above), comes

after the prediction which Zeus makes for the homecoming of Odysseus and

which frames the actions of Odysseus himself in the poem. In the assembly of

the gods (book v) Zeus decrees to Hermes, prior to sending him on his mission

to Calypso for
Odysseus'

release, that Odysseus will reach the Phaeaceans,

"who will honor him at heart like a god and who will send him in a ship to his

dear fatherland, they having given him much bronze and gold and clothing in

heaps, as much as not ever would Odysseus have lifted from Troy if he had

come home unharmed with dominion over a portion of the (v 36-40).

Parts of this decree will surface later, part to Penelope in book xxiii when
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Odysseus explains to Penelope how he came home (v 36-38 = xxiii
339-

341), and part back to Zeus himself when Poseidon complains in book xiii to

the father of gods and men about the deed of the Phaeaceans (v 38-40 - xiii

136-138): "And they, leading him sleeping in a swift ship upon the sea, placed

him down in Ithaca and gave him unspeakably great gifts, bronze and gold and

woven clothing in
heaps."

Odysseus will later (book xvi) produce this explana

tion (xiii 134-136 = xvi 229-231) to Telemachos for his presence back on

Ithaca.

Zeus will grant Poseidon actions of vengeance upon the Phaeaceans, actions

that are not entirely unexpected. Alkinoos had earlier told Odysseus and later

tells his own people as these actions are about to be fulfilled: "Nausithous, who

used to say that Poseidon will drive us because we are the unharmed escorts of

all. He once said that a well-built ship returning from escort on the misty sea

will be shattered and a great wall will cover us round in our city. So the old

man used to say; and those things the god will wrap
up"

(viii 565-570 = xiii

173-178).

Why at this point does Poseidon decide to take vengeance on the Phaea

ceans? The specific reason Poseidon is angry is told to the Phaeaceans by
Odysseus himself: Odysseus has blinded the one-eyed, giant son of Poseidon,

the Cyclops Polyphemus. Nausithous,
Alkinoos'

father, is also a son of Po

seidon, and the Phaeaceans are gifted sailors with miraculous ships. By giving

Odysseus not only safety and entertainment on their island but escorting him

back to Ithaca, the Phaeaceans have more than fulfilled the dictates of hospi

tality; they have also affronted their
"grandfather"

Poseidon and their

"cousins,"

the Cyclopes. Although hospitality is important, kinship and the

respect due it also count for something. An opposition is set up between the

two institutions, xenia on the one hand, and kinship, suggeneia, on the other.

This is an opposition faced at the conclusion of the poem as well, with, how

ever, a much different result (see the twenty-third stage below).

D . The Seclusion ofOdysseus

Eleventh Stage: Poseidon's anger and consequent actions are thus rooted in

the activities and ultimately in the character of Odysseus himself and not sim

ply in the workings of events and circumstances on Scheria. We gain a glimpse

into this character, I think, in the following passage describing the Ithacan

leader's first night on that island. Odysseus, now released by Zeus from a

forced seven-year seclusion on the island of Ogygia with the nymph Calypso,
has rafted himself out to sea. After he sailed for seventeen days, Poseidon

spotted the lone sailor, raised a furious storm, and wrecked the raft. After a

harrowing experience in which he nearly drowns, followed by three days adrift
in heavy seas, Odysseus has clambered ashore, naked, on the island of Scheria
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and, full of weariness, seeks a place to sleep. Homer tells us: "And then he

came upon a pair of shrubs grown out of the same root, the one of thorn and

the other of olive. And the watery strength of blowing winds hadn't blown

through them, nor had the shining sun hit them with its beams, nor had a storm

traversed straight through, so dense they grew interlaced with one
another"

(v

476-480). Beneath this naturally fabricated canopy Odysseus will slumber, like

a smoldering firebrand, the poet says.

Now later on in book xix Odysseus is back on Ithaca. Though disguised

convincingly as a wandering beggar by Athena, he has been accorded hospi

tality by Penelope, including the customary treat of a bath, which, as it turns

out, his old nurse, Eurycleia, is giving him. Here in a famous scene the nurse

recognizes the stranger by a scar on his thigh and is practically strangled by
him into keeping the discovery

secret."

This leads to a digression, an account

by the poet of how Odysseus got the scar in the first place as a youth in a hunt

on Mount Parnassus. "[Here a great boar lay in a dense lair.] And the watery
strength of blowing winds hadn't blown through them, nor had the shining sun

hit them with its beams, nor had a storm traversed straight through, so dense it

was, and there was a great pile of
leaves."

From this cover the wild boar

charges, gashing the hunter in the thigh, while the hunter strikes the boar dead

with a spear through its shoulder. The repetition (v 478-480 = xix 440-442)
thus serves to link up the naked survivor on the island of Scheria with the

youthful hunter on Mount Parnassus.

What is the significance of this linkage? Let us recall that Homer tells us

that the hunt is part of a visit by the boy to his uncle, Autolycos ("lone wolf),

who, we are also informed, is a notorious thief, trickster, and ready student of

the stratagems of Hermes. Just prior to the hunt the boy was given the name

"Odysseus"

by his uncle, a name which means variously "man of
anger,"

"man

of
woe,"

"man of
pain."12

The scarring by the boar, then, might be said by

analogy to constitute part of the boy's pagan
"baptism,"

part of his achieving a

name and an identity before gods and men, or, as the ancients would have it,

the foundation of his kleos, his reputation and fame. Certainly in book xix

Eurycleia recognizes the old wound; it is the means by which Odysseus will

also shortly identify himself to Eumaios and Philoetius, his swineherd and cow

herd compatriots (xxi 217-220); and Eurycleia later advances it in book xxiii

(xxiii 70-77) as evidence in her attempt to convince the reluctant Penelope that

the stranger really is Odysseus, previously in disguise. It will also figure in
Odysseus'

identification to his father (xxiv 331-335). But let us return to our

newly arrived hero, who lies naked in the leaves on Scheria, covered by a

green fabric of woven, intertwined branches. At first it would seem that Posei

don in his anger and vengeance against Odysseus has indeed been successful in

depriving the man of everything, of completely denuding him. But there re

mains the scar. It is the one distinctive, ineradicable element left to him, a

persistent reminder to its bearer of who he is. Recollection of the circumstances
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of the scars origin is equally important here as an emblem of his mode of

existence. The boar reminds Odysseus not only of a leafy refuge but of am

bush, not only of a defensive, passive strategy of seclusion (the olive) but of an

offensive, active strategy of attack (the thom). The two modes together consti

tute the distinctive habitus of Odysseus, of which the scar is the sign.

But what of the name
"Odysseus"

itself, whose manifold significations re

flect the polymorphic style of its bearer? "Man of
pain"

is evident in the

wound, of which its impression, the scar, remains, and pain will emerge in his

adventures. But there is also a "man of
anger,"

not only in the vengeance

which we see taken by him on those who are destroying his house and wooing

his wife, but also anger against Odysseus himself. There is something not very

likeable in someone who holds himself in reserve beneath the screen and bursts

forth like a flame in moves of deception. A proper name serves as a link

between the inner habitus and outward appearance of its bearer. In the case of

this Odysseus, however, his name would serve to betray the very mode of

existence which that name represents: to name Odysseus is to defeat him.

Hence, the name
"Odysseus"

must be hidden by its bearer, forestalled in its

declaration, effaced in favor of an indefinite, common
"somebody"

(tis), or

replaced in favor of another name, a pseudonym and a false identity.

When Odysseus awakens from his slumber that first night on Scheria, he

will exclaim: "Oh my! To what land ofmortals have I come? Are they insolent

and wild and unjust or are they stranger-loving and god-fearing in their

nous?"

He will also exclaim this upon awakening back on Ithaca itself (vi 1 19-

121 = xiii 200-202). These repeated utterances serve to establish the polarities

in which this polytropic man of many devices will act. As we have already

learned from Zeus (see previous stage), Odysseus will encounter the Phaea

ceans, decidedly a stranger-loving and god-fearing people, mled by a king,
Alkinous ("mighty reason"), and queen, Arete ("prayed for"). They will return

him to Ithaca, where he will encounter the suitors, insolent, wild, and unjust,

presided over by Eurymachos ("wide-fighter") and Antinous ("anti-reason").

The drama of the Odyssey is largely that of how this self-marked man identifies

himself in these two, very opposite companies.

Twelfth Stage: This much, at least, is also clear. Both Nausicaa and Athena

advise Odysseus (vi 313-315 = vii 75-77) that his first identity, that before

the Phaeaceans and particularly before Queen Arete is prerequisite to his

second, that before the suitors, his family, and fellow Ithacans. "If she might

hold you dearly in her mind and in her spirit, then there is hope for you to see

your dear ones and to arrive at your well-made home and your fatherland.
"

Odysseus must convince Arete, who has veto power over his trip. This is later

pointed up by the fact that Athena beautifies Odysseus before his appearance

before the Phaeaceans in the same manner that she will later beautify him prior

to his final revelation to Penelope (vi 230-235 = xxiii 157-162) and that the
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black ship the Phaeaceans draw down to the sea, provision, and moor, an

engine of destruction ready to take Odysseus home, repeats the description of

the ship the suitors have equipped to ambush Telemachos (iv 780-783, 785 =

viii 51-55).

Thirteenth Stage: "/ was borne for nine days and on that tenth dark night

the gods drew me near the island ofOgygia where fair-tressed Calypso dwells,

terrible god, who having taken me. . .

" Odysseus'

Phaeacean story is framed,
so to speak, by the shipwreck and his eventual arrival at Ogygia, the event with

which he begins his tale in his private audience to the king and queen and with

which he concludes his tale later in the Phaeacean assembly (vii 253-255 = xii

447-449). Odysseus has just explained in his audience to the king and queen

"when Zeus, having confined me in the middle of the wine-dark sea, cleaved

my swift ship with a white thunderbolt. Here all the rest of my good compan

ions
died."

This pitiable scene had previously been described in nearly the

same terms by Calypso to Hermes (v 131-133 = vii 249-251), and there

Calypso is hoping to raise sympathy with Hermes (and Zeus) for herself and for

the hopeless plight of the shipwrecked man whom she rescued and with whom

she wants to continue living. Here, it seems, Odysseus is trying discreetly to

raise sympathy with the Phaeacean king and queen for his own survival and

continued fortune.

In the general Phaeacean assembly that tone of suffering and its attendant

pity is manifest in
Odysseus'

lament after hearing the two songs of Troy sung

by the minstrel Demodocos (viii 93-97 = viii 532-536): "Here then, pouring

a libation of tears he [Odysseus] escaped the notice of all the others, and

Alkinoos alone considered him and marked him in his nous; and sitting near

him, he heard him sighing deeply. And quickly he [Alkinoos] spoke among the

oar-loving Phaeaceans: 'Hear now, leaders and counsellors of the Phaea

ceans. . . We will hear no more of Troy on Scheria, either from Odysseus,

Demodocos, or the others. The city-sacking man of wrath from Ilium has been

replaced by the homeward-returning man of woe, bound for Ithaca. The details

of this transformation are worked out in the tale which Odysseus must sing of

himself before the Phaeaceans. This is his odyssey proper, the tale of his wan

derings, structured in twelve episodes (or thirteen, if we include the Phaeacean

adventure) which shift back and forth between hostile encounters and peaceful

receptions: thus from the Ciconians (hostile) to the Lotus Eaters (peaceful) to

the Cyclopes (hostile) to Aeolus (peaceful) to the Laestrygonians (hostile) to

Circe (peaceful, with
Hermes'

aid) to the Sirens and Scylla (hostile) to Helios

(peaceful) to Charybdis (hostile) to Calypso (peaceful) and thence to the Phaea

ceans (peaceful). Of the peaceful episodes, only two, Aeolus and the Phaea

ceans, are happily governed kingdoms, and here Odysseus is properly received

as a guest and sent on his way back to Ithaca, failing the first time when he is

thwarted by his suspicious and jealous shipmates (the release of the bag of
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winds of Aeolus), but succeeding the second time (the Phaeacean escort). In

the remainder of the peaceful sojourns, Odysseus runs the risk of being trapped

and in the hostile encounters, of course, the risk of being killed. Thus, spy

missions to both the Lotus Eaters and Laestrygonians (ix 88-90 = x 100-102)

fail to return or to return intact but for entirely different reasons, namely amne

sia, a sort of death of soul, in the first case, and actual, physical death in the

second. It is not surprising, therefore, that the wary Ithacan spy, Eurylochos,

suspecting such a trap on Circe's island, Aeaea, holds his ground and reports

her trap to Odysseus (x 230-232 = x 256-258) and that
Odysseus'

final glimpse

of the veiled Circe, with whom he lived for a month, repeats his final glimpse of

Calypso, with whom he lived seven years (v 230-232 = x 543-545).

Fourteenth Stage: "And cloud-gatherer Zeus urged the wind Boreas upon

the ships in an awful tempest and covered land and sea alike with clouds, and

night roused down from the
heavens."

The eleven episodes leading up to Ca

lypso are framed, so to speak, by the storm of Zeus, which follows the raid and

sack of the city of the Ciconians by Odysseus and his comrades (first episode)

and the second storm which follows the killing of the cattle of Helios in the

ninth episode (ix 67-69 = xii 313-315). These are the only two episodes in

which the Ithacans themselves initiate aggression against their hosts, and Zeus

sends sea storms in retribution. Together with the Laestrygonian adventure

(fifth episode), these three encounters result in the loss of all of the companions

with whom and the things with which Odysseus set out from Troy. After the

Ciconians and Laestrygonians, where the majority of the Ithacans are lost, Odys

seus and his remnant grieve mightily for two days (ix 74-76 = x 142-144).

In the case of the Helios episode, which effectively completes the loss of
Odysseus'

shipmates, Odysseus himself has been warned, first by Teiresias and

then by Circe (xi 110-114 = xii 137-141) of the dire consequences of killing
the cattle. But the warning went unheeded. Odysseus alone will survive to give

this vivid description to the Phaeaceans and repeat it later to Eumaios on Ithaca

in explanation of how he arrived at the sea-girt island (xii 403-406 = xiv 301

304; xii 415-419 = xiv 305-308): "But when we left the island and not any

other land was manifest to us but only the heavens and sea, the son ofCronos

stood a dark blue cloud over the hollow ship, and the sea was shrouded in mist

under it. . . . And all at once Zeus thundered and cast his thunderbolt into the

ship, and the entire ship, stricken by
Zeus'

thunderbolt, was spun round and

filled with sulfur, and all my companions fell from the vessel and like sea crows

were borne about the black ship on the waves, and the god took away their

return
home."

Fifteenth Stage: "Thus the whole day long up to the sinking sun we sit

feasting on unspeakably great meat and sweet wine, and when the sun sank and

went into darkness, we laid ourselves down to sleep at the breakers of the sea.
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And when early-born, rosy-fingered dawn appeared, then I bade my compan

ions to go up and loosen the stern moorings. And quickly they entered the ship

and sat at the oarlocks and seated, struck the sea in succession with their oars.

Thence we sailed further on, grieved at
heart"

(ix 556-558, ix 562-565).

There are numerous short, repeated passages of about eighteen feet or so in
Odysseus'

tale to the Phaeaceans which describe embarkations, landings, or

feastings, such as that above, where Odysseus and his party, having escaped

Polyphemus and his neighboring Cyclopes, feast on the adjacent "Goat
Island,"

and the next day Odysseus bids them to the oars and they depart. These re

peated passages can be viewed as the counterpart here to the repeated rites of

hospitality during
Telemachos'

journey (see seventh stage). The feasting por

tion of the passage above is repeated in the feast upon arrival at Circe's island

(ix 556-560 = x 183-187) and is further incorporated into two other important

feasts, namely, that at which the Ithacans decide to petition Circe to leave the

island, and that just prior to their final departure from Aeaea (ix 556-558 = x

183-185 = x 476-478 = xii 29-31; x 475-479 = xii 28-32). The departure

passage above is also intricately related to other repetitions in the Odyssean

adventure: the last three lines also describe the departure from the Lotus Eaters

(ix 563-565 = ix 103-105), while the first three the departure from Goat

Island for the Cyclopes and their final leave of Circe (ix 562-564 = ix 178

180 = xii 145-147). Here Circe sends them a following wind, making further

rowing unnecessary, as she also did when they set out from her for Hades (xi

6-10 = xii 148-152).
13 Odysseus'

initial landfall on Goat Island anticipates his

landfall on Aeaea after returning from Hades (ix 150-152 = xii 6-8), and the

landfall on the land of the Lotus Eaters anticipates his second arrival on Aeolus

(ix 85-87 = x 56-58). With the exception of this last parallel and one other

reference to departure from the Lotus Eaters, all of the other repeated passages

focus on the Cyclopes and Circe adventures, providing an epochal punctuation

around these episodes, and revealing thereby something of their similar struc

ture. The Cyclopes sequence begins with a landing on Goat Island, an expedi

tion led by Odysseus to "Cyclopes
Island"

(both islands, significantly, are

never named in the poem itself), an underground encounter, escape, return to

Goat Island, and
departure.14

The Circe sequence, apart from those portions

dealing with Circe herself, also begins with a landfall on Aeaea, an expedition

to an underground place, Cimmerean Hades, return to Aeaea, and departure.

This formal similarity leads us to inquire further into the interrelation of these

two central episodes, Cyclopes and Hades, in
Odysseus'

tale.

Sixteenth Stage: Altogether Odysseus and his companions spend three days

trapped in
Polyphemus'

cave with the giant and his goats, and the giant canni

balizes two men each day for his supper. Here is a portion of
Odysseus'

de

scription to the Phaeaceans for the second day: "[And then he rekindled the fire

and milked the goodly flocks] all according to moira and set the new-born
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under each female, and when in toiling he had advanced these works, then

again seizing two men he made ready
supper''

(ix 308-311). This must have

buried itself in
Odysseus'

mind, because he repeats this to the Phaeaceans for

the third day (ix 309-311 = ix 342-344): "[And sitting he milked the ewes

and bleating goats] all fittingly and set the new-born under each female, and

when in toiling he had advanced these works, then again seizing two men he

made ready
supper."

The contrast in these two passages between the giant's

care of his flocks, on the one hand, and his raw cannibalism, on the other, is

marked; Polyphemus ("much talked-about") is not wild, but he is not human

either, rather a deformed being whose signal deformation consists in his single

eye. This incongruity in
Polyphemus'

activities is noted by Odysseus, who

repeats to the Phaeaceans not only the horrors of the loss of two of his compan

ions but also the suckling and care of the animals as well. The latter may very

well, in fact, furnish Odysseus in the end the plan of escape from the cave: to

tie his men in a
"suckling"'

position beneath the bellies of the giant's rams and

to escape himself in a similar manner when the flocks are released from the

cave. But what sort of a man would come up with such a notion in the first

place, given the dire straits in which he finds himself? To perceive and hold in

mind not only the devouring of his men but also to take note at the same time

of the milking and suckling of the flocks preceding this devouring would re

quire one with the capacity for a detachment from the immediate, compelling

acts of cannibalism in order to see and take detailed observance of the wider

field.15

This Odyssean capacity for detachment is illustrated further by the second

couplet of repetitions in the Cyclopes episode. Polyphemos, now blinded by
Odysseus and angered at his escape and that of his companions from the cave,

casts two large rocks at the fleeing ship, bearing the Ithacans away from the

island and back to Goat Island. The first rock: "And it hit a little in front of the

dark blue-bowed ship and missed arriving at the tip of the ship, and the sea

washed up over the down-plunging
rock"

(ix 482-484). After an exchange of

words between Polyphemos and Odysseus, to which we shall return momen

tarily, the giant launches the second rock: "And it hit a little behind the dark

blue-bowed ship and missed arriving at the tip of the ship, and the sea washed

up over the down-plunging
rock"

(ix 539-541). The first rock misses too far,
but the resulting splash drives the ship back inland; the second rock misses too

near, and the resulting splash forces the ship farther out to sea.16

Both rocks,

the second counterproductive to the first, miss. Although Polyphemos has the

correct direction of the ship, doubtless from hearing the splash of its oars, he

cannot get the correct range because of his blindness. Therefore the rocks over

shoot or undershoot the vessel. The giant cannot perceive depth, a limitation

not only produced by his blindness but inherent in his Cyclopean, one-eyed

nature itself a lack of stereoscopic vision.

It is this lack of depth perception, enlarged to its mental dimensions, that is
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particularly at issue here, however. Polyphemos will greet Odysseus and com

panions with the same challenge Nestor will greet
Odysseus'

son, Telemachos

at Pylos (iii 71-74 = ix 252-255): "Strangers, who are you? Whence do you

sail on watery ways? On some business have you wandered here or idly over

the sea, like pirates, who, having put their psyches at risk, wander and bear

evil to
foreigners?"

But unlike Nestor, who entertains Telemachos as an hon

ored guest, Polyphemos is unimpressed with
Odysseus'

truthful answer and

begins the destruction of his visitors. In fact, it does not really matter whether

the Ithacans are pirates or not. The giant lacks the vision to frame the question

properly and to probe its truth: better, then, to treat all strangers as hostile,

whether Zeus approves of this or not.

It is this same lack of vision that allows Odysseus to play his famous "no
man"

trick on Polyphemos and his fellow Cyclopean neighbors. What Poly
phemos takes to be a proper name,

"Noman,"

when Odysseus tells him "No-

man is his
adversary,"

his Cyclopes neighbors take as a common noun in the

generic statement, "No man is his
adversary."

Hence, they do not hasten to

Polyphemos'

aid, and the Ithacans make good their
escape.17

But the Ithacan

leader, now out at sea and having evaded the first rock, cannot resist a boast

reminiscent of those on the battlefield at Troy: "Say that Odysseus, sacker of

cities, son of Laertes, and having his home in Ithaca, blinded
you"

(ix 504-

505). This boast prompts the second rock, and although it too misses its target,

Polyphemos through prayer to his father, Poseidon, still seems to have the last

word. Poseidon, in vengeance, will now indeed do everything in his power to

insure that Odysseus does, in fact, become the "no
man"

he claimed to be

before Polyphemos. Odysseus will become a man apparently lost at sea and

vanished without a trace.

Seventeenth Stage: "Dig a trench as much as a cubit long here and there

and about it pour an offering to all the corpses, an offering first with mixed

honey, then with sweet wine, and thirdly with water, and upon this sprinkle

white barley. And supplicate the many powerless heads of the corpses, and

when you arrive back on Ithaca, sacrifice a barren heifer, that which is best in

your chambers, and fill a pyre with goods, and in addition to all this sacrifice

to Teiresias alone an all-black sheep, a distinguished one in your flocks. And

when you beseech the renowned throngs of the corpses. . . . Having flayed the

flocks, now down upon the ground, slit their throats with the pitiless bronze,

burn [the bodies] down, and pray to the gods, to mighty Hades and to dread

Persephone. Drawing your sword by your thigh, sit and do not allow the pow

erless heads of the corpses to come near the blood before learning from Tei

resias."

This portion of the instructions Circe gives Odysseus is repeated by

Odysseus himself almost verbatim as he describes to the Phaeaceans how he

carried her directions out (x 517-526
= xi 25-34; x 532-537 = xi 45-50).

The rites of entrance to the world of the dead are thus performed; a link is
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established between the two worlds. Just as in the rites of hospitality it is

openly recognized that the guest is both in his host's house but yet not of this

host's house, so here too Odysseus sojourns as a guest both in yet not of the

house of Hades. As if to emphasize this ambiguous situation, Odysseus now

first meets in Hades his hapless shipmate Elpenor, who describes to Odysseus

his death as the poet had previously described it taking place in the land of the

living (x 558-560 = xi 63-65) and who asks for the rites of burial when

Odysseus returns so that
Elpenor'

s psyche may properly enter Hades.
Odysseus'

specific and primary mission to Hades is to hear the words of the

blind seer, Teiresias, who, Circe tells us, alone of all the psyches in the under

world has been granted intellect (nous) and a steadfast mind (phrenes) by Per

sephone. Teiresias, then, unlike the other psyches there, who speak only of

their past and know nothing of what has happened since their departure from

the land of the living unless informed by a newcomer has understanding of

the present and of the future. Teiresias alone of the souls Odysseus meets can

advise him. The seer first warns Odysseus not to harm the cattle of Helios, a

warning that Circe will later repeat upon the Ithacan's return (xi 1 10-1 14 = xii

137-141): if these animals are harmed, Odysseus will indeed return late to his

home, alone, in a foreign ship and to a house full of woes thus fulfilling
Poseidon's ill wishes for him (cf. ix 532-535). Next Teiresias tells Odysseus

that he will take vengeance on the wooers and then gives him instructions

concerning the journey with the oar: "Having seized the well-fitted oar, go until

you have arrived at those men who do not know the sea nor eat saltedfood nor

know the red-cheeked ships nor the well-fitted oars that turn out to be their

wings. I shall tell you a clear and manifest sign, and it will not escape your

notice: when some wayfarer, joining up with you, says that you have a winnow

ing fan upon your stately shoulder, then, having stuck the well-fitted oar in the

ground, and having performed fine sacrifices to Poseidon a ram, a bull, and

a boar, a mounter of sows go back home andperform sacred public sacrifices

to the gods who hold the broad heavens indeed to all of them one after an

other. And then a gentle death will come to you far offfrom the sea, a death

that might kill you distressed by sleek old age. And your people about you will

be rich. These things I say to you
unerringly"

(xi 121-137). Odysseus will

later repeat these instructions in the same words to Penelope after their reunion

on Ithaca (xi 121-137 = xxiii 268-284). In effect, Odysseus will have to

journey to an area remote from the sea and make an empty sailor's grave. In so

doing he will, in fact, carry out the funeral rites for outis, for "no
man,"

and

join to these the propitiatory rites to Poseidon, and then later on rites to all the

Olympians individually. It is by these ceremonies that Odysseus may hope to

depart the land of anonymity and recover his kleos.

Eighteenth Stage: "Thus he spoke, and my spirit was broken, and seated in

the sands I wept, and my heart no longer wished to live and see the light of the
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sun."

The heartbroken response Menelaos tells Telemachos when he learned of

his brother's death is repeated by Odysseus when he leams from Circe that he

must visit Hades (iv 538-541 = x 496-499) and may, perhaps, herald

Agamemnon's appearance to Odysseus in the underworld. Odysseus asks

Agamemnon's psyche there (xi 399-401): "Did Poseidon subdue you in your

ships, he having roused the unenviable breath of grievous winds, or did ill-

fitting men do you harm on the dry land [when you were cutting offfor your

selves cattle and beautiful flocks of sheep or were fighting over a city and

women?]"

The psyche of Agamemnon, who will later appear similarly to the

suitors as to Odysseus (xi 387-389 - xxiv 20-22) and put the same question

above to the psyche of Amphimedon, one of the slain suitors (xi 399-403 =

xxiv 109-113), will reply to Odysseus in kind (xi 399-401 = xi 406-408):

"Poseidon has not subdued me in my ships, he having roused the unenviable

breath ofgrievous winds, nor did ill-fitting men do me harm on the dry land.
"

Agamemnon will explain to Odysseus the treachery of his wife, Clytemnestra,

in conspiracy with her suitor, Aegisthus, who killed him as he returned home

unknowingly "as one kills an ox at the
stall"

(xi 411). "And the psyche of
Peleus'

son, Achilles, came upon [Odysseus] and that ofPatrochs and that of

blameless Antilochos and that ofAjax, who was the best of the other Danaans

in body and looks after the blameless son of
Peleus."

The souls of the Argive

heroes at Troy will similarly encounter the souls of the slain wooers at the end

of the Odyssey as they encountered Odysseus here in the eleventh book (xi

467-470 = xxiv 15-18), but, unlike
Odysseus'

earlier visit, these Argive

heroes will have nothing to say to the new arrivals in Hades.

If the themes told by Teiresias in the underworld have their center of refer

ence in the observance of the rites of the household, then the themes introduced

by Agamemnon there have a corresponding center in the violation of such rites.

Although the words of the blind seer are
Odysseus'

primary object in his visit

to Hades, those of the slain Mycenaean king emerge as no less important. The

polarity between the godly and hospitable, on the one hand, and the ungodly

and wild, on the other (see eleventh stage), while no less operative, is some

times not an easy one to discern; apparent friends may be enemies. Odysseus is

told, in effect, that he must be alert to the possibility of the most malicious

treachery and dissimulation, that of spouse against spouse. The example of

Agamemnon and Clytemnestra is decisive in determining how Odysseus will

reenter his own household.

In order to set this homecoming in a still wider context, the four principal

thematic strands thus far indicated in the tale may be set forth, as Odysseus and

his escorts leave Scheria for Ithaca: first of all, kleos, especially that of Odys

seus, its vanishing and the attempt to recover it, as here in the first, second,

sixth, eighth, and
seventeenth stages, above; in the second place, xenia and its

violation by the suitors and by Odysseus and his shipmates, as here in the third,

fifth, seventh, tenth, thirteenth, and fourteenth stages; in the third place,
weav-
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ing and concealment by Penelope and by Odysseus, as in the fourth, eleventh,

twelfth, and sixteenth stages; in the fourth and last place, entrapment and be

trayal, especially in the story of Agamemnon and Clytemnestra in the ninth and

eighteenth stages. We shall see how these four themes, together with a fifth,

introduced next, are interwoven by Zeus and Athena in
Odysseus'

homecoming.

E. The Roots of Ithaca

Nineteenth Stage: As the ship bearing the sleeping Odysseus nears its Itha-

can landfall, the poet describes the harbor wherein the ship will land. "And at

the head of the harbor there is a long-leafed olive tree and near it a pleasant,

misty grotto, which the naiads among the nymphs call
sacred."

Athena will

shortly repeat these words to Odysseus, who is in disbelief that he is actually

home and suspicious of a trap (xiii 102-104 = xiii 346-348). Grotto and olive

tree are emblematic of the place. Catching sight of these, Odysseus is con

vinced and offers prayers of thanksgiving to the naiads. Their grotto will be

sanctuary for the gifts the Phaeaceans have given him, and its image leads both

Odysseus and us to thoughts of refuge and security which only a homecoming
can bring. The olive, rooted as it is in its singular presence at the head of the

harbor, furnishes us with that sense of definitive and unique presence we sense

when we actually are home. The events on Ithaca will compel us to return to

the olive and these thoughts later on.

Twentieth Stage: "And exceedingly does she remain with enduring heart in

your chambers, and ever do woes night and day cause her to waste away,

shedding
tears."

Anticleia tells Odysseus in Hades these words, referring to the

constant lament and grief of his wife, Penelope, over his absence, and Eu

maios, having spied out Ithaca for the recently returned Telemachos, will re

peat them later in book xvi (xi 181-183 = xvi 37-39). Penelope herselfmakes

four repeated professions of her sorrowful longing for her husband and her

dilemma at Ithaca; in all four instances one of the hearers is the disguised

Odysseus himself. First, in the fireside audience in book xix: "Mounting up to

my upper chamber, I will lie upon the bed which is built for me as a bed of

wailing, ever wet with my tears from the day when Odysseus went with the sons

ofAtreus to
Ilium."

She had previously also declared this to Telemachos after

questioning him upon his return about news of Odysseus (xvii 101-103 = xix

594-596). Second, to the compliments of the disguised guest in book xxiii, as

to those of the suitor Eurymachos earlier (xviii 250-256 = xix 123-129):

"Him then circumspect Penelope answered: 'Eurymachos [stranger], my virtue

in looks and form the immortals destroyed when the Argives went up to Ilium

and after them went my husband Odysseus. If he in coming should attend my

life, so much the greater and more beautiful should be my kleos, but now I



The Longer Repeated Passages in the Odyssey 25

ache, for such evils has the daimon put upon
me.'"

Third, of these evils she

tells the stranger in their fireside chat that she is faced with the choice whether

she should "show reverence for the bed ofher mate and the talk of the land, or

whether she should follow now one of the Achaeans, whoever as a man woos

her the best in her chambers and furnishes her the
most."

Telemachos had

pondered this alternative earlier with Eumaios as the two sat in the swineherd's

hut (xvi 75-77 = xix 527-529). Fourth, in response to the stranger's oath that

Odysseus will come at the waning of the old month and at the rising of the

new, an oath he had previously sworn to Eumaios in book xiv (xiv 159-162 =

xix 304-307), Penelope replies: "Oh would that this word, stranger, be

wrapped up. Accordingly you should soon know much affection and many gifts

from me, so that someone meeting you would call you
blessed."

Penelope had

uttered this earlier on hearing
Theoclymenos'

prophecy that Odysseus is al

ready on Ithaca (xvii 162-165 = xix 308-311), as had Telemachos exclaimed

it still earlier at
Theoclymenos'

interpretation of the omen of hawk and dove on

Pylos (xv 536-538 = xvii 163-165 = xix 309-311).

After telling the stranger of dreaming of a similar apparition, that of an eagle

(husband) devouring geese (suitors), a dream she believes came forth from the

false gate of ivory rather than the true gate of hom, Penelope announces to her

disguised husband and later to the assembled wooers the contest of the bow

(xix 577-581 = xxi 75-79): "He who might most easily stretch the bow in his

palms and shoot through all twelve axes, him I ought to follow, leaving my

wedded house, much beautiful, a fulfillment of life. I believe I shall remember

it even then in my
dreams."

Note here that Penelope really sets forth two

challenges in this contest: not only a test of strength but also a test of skill. The

suitors will not meet even the first of these tests. One by one they fail to stretch

the bow and set the string. One by one each contestant sets down the bow again

and leans it against the door jamb and returns to his seat (xxi 136-139 = xxi

163-166).
18
And so the contest at once resolves the dilemma of her remarriage,

responds to the mystery of the whereabouts of Odysseus on the island, and

answers her dream: Penelope will award her disguised husband the engine of

destruction for the suitors. Indeed, it will pass through their very hands to

Odysseus, who will not fail to meet the twofold challenge. Between the gates

of hom of the bow true bane will come for them, as for the geese in the talons

and beak of the eagle of Penelope's
dream.19

Twenty-first Stage: "And one ought to live off of these things yet unto the

tenth generation, so many of the treasures of the lord lay in his chambers. He

said that Odysseus went to Dodona to hear the counsel ofZeusfrom the divine,

lofty-leaved oak concerning how he ought to return home to the rich land of

Ithaca, whether openly or in secret, he being absent now a long
time."

Despite

the evidence (above) of the faithfulness and trustworthiness of Penelope, Odys

seus continues in his disguise to his wife. He tells her that Odysseus, ship-
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wrecked and deprived of his shipmates by a storm raised by Zeus near Thrinicia

over their slaughter of the cattle of Helios, was honored like a god by the

Phaeaceans and is now gathering still more wealth among the Thesprotians. In

part of this tale he lifts a passage from a tale he told previously to Eumaios

about the whereabouts of Odysseus (xiv 325-330 = xix 294-299): Odysseus

is getting counsel from Zeus whether he should return openly, like Agamem

non, or in secret as he did when he penetrated the walls of Troy in the belly of

a wooden horse. The stranger will continue this tale to Penelope as follows:

"And he [King Pheidon of the Thesprotians] swore to me, pouring a libation in

his home, that he drew down the ship and the mates are ready who will send

him to his dear fatherland. But he sent me away earlier, because a ship of the

Thesprotian men going to Dulchium of much wheat chanced upon
us."

Thus

the stranger tells Penelope that he narrowly missed meeting Odysseus in words

again borrowed from that told earlier to Eumaios (xiv 331-335 = xix 288-

292).
20
Despite not having met Odysseus in person, the beggar-stranger seems

to know a great deal about him, and both Penelope and the stranger agree that

the stranger himself looks much like Odysseus. Both Eumaios and Penelope

thus leam that Odysseus has the option of returning openly or hidden. The

latter course of action, as we know, has already been given to Odysseus. Zeus

and Poseidon, by depriving Odysseus of his Ithacan shipmates and by rendering
him an anonymous "no

man"

on the high seas, have given him the perfect

cover to slip back into Ithaca unnoticed and incognito. The two gods, together

with Athena, have given him, so to speak, the power of making himself invisi

ble. It is through the visible actions of others provoked by this invisible man

that certain matters are rendered visible to us, the hearers of the tale, who are

also situated in a privileged, invisible position. These matters thus brought to

light may be said to constitute the lesson of the story.

The fireside audience with the beggar-stranger concludes. "And having gone

up to the upper chamber with her attendant women, she then cried over Odys

seus, her dear husband, until gleaming-eyed Athena cast sweet sleep upon her
eyelids."

So will she also conclude her final appearance to the suitors after

announcing the bow contest and being dismissed from the hall by Telemachos

(xix 602-604 = xxi 356-358).

Twenty-second Stage: "[I should wish] to have died than ever to have seen

these unseemly deeds here and them striking guest-strangers and dragging
slave-women and women in an unseemly manner through the beautiful

house."

Odysseus, while yet in disguise to his son, tells him these sentiments, and later

Telemachos rebukes the suitor Ctesippus in the presence of his comrades and

repeats these words to them (xvi 107-109 = xx 317-319). It is clear here and

in other passages that the suitors will only quit the house of Laertes by force

and, in fact, that they must be
killed.21

But we have also been informed that

there are 108 of these wooers plus a dozen or so accomplices and attendants
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recruited from
Odysseus'

own who are their partisans a far greater number

than the four protagonists (plus Eurycleia) who will face
them.22

Here then we

have a situation corollary to that in
Polyphemos'

cave: there a mighty giant

faced numerous weaklings; here numerous suitors, mighty in their collective

power, face a few, weak in numbers.

But the question is not if
Odysseus'

group will vanquish these foes but how.

Although greatly outnumbered, our protagonists will succeed because the

suitors are not successful in penetrating
Odysseus'

disguise. This failure is part

and parcel of the sort of men the suitors are. They are repeatedly introduced as

dancing, sporting types; so do we find them back on Ithaca while Telemachos

is away at Pylos and Sparta: "The suitors, on the other hand, delighted them

selves before the chambers of Odysseus with quoits and the casting ofjavelins

on the wrought floor, where they had just as much hubris as
before."

And so

do we find them described again (iv 625-627 = xvii 167-169) on the next to

last day of their frolic in the Ithacan palace. And they convene for their penulti

mate and ultimate evening festivities, "set down their cloaks on couches and

thrones and slaughtered great sheep and fat goats and slew fatted pigs and a

heifer of the
field"

(xvii 179-181 = xx 249-251). Finally, on the eve of

Telemachos'

call to assembly and again on the eve of their own destruction

"having turned themselves to dance and desirable song, they delighted them

selves and awaited the coming of evening. And dark evening came upon them

delighting
themselves"

(i 421-423 = xviii 304-306). The suitors as a group

are totally unaware of the dark events being shaped for them.

Furthermore, there are numerous challenges to Odysseus to identify himself

throughout the adventure. The challenge that Telemachos puts to Athena, dis

guised as Mentes, in book i "Who and whence are you among men? Where is

your city and parents? Upon what sort of ship did you arrive here? How did

the sailors lead you to Ithaca? Who do they boast to be? For I do not believe

you came here on
foot"

is later put by Eumaios to the newly arrived Odys

seus, disguised as a beggar (i 170-173 = xiv 187-190). In abbreviated form,

Telemachos will question Eumaios about the new arrival and, after Odysseus

has revealed himself to his son, Telemachos will question his father directly:

"Upon what sort of ship did you arrive here? How did the sailors lead you to

Ithaca? Who do they boast to be? For I do not believe you came here on
foot"

(i 171-173 = xiv 188-190 = xvi 57-59 = xvi 222-224). No such questions,

however, greet the disguised Odysseus from the suitors and their partisans.

As far as the suitors and their allies are concerned, Odysseus is what he

appears to be, a lowly beggar, a nonentity, a "no
man."

He is not asked his

name nor his parents nor his past nor his manner of arrival on Ithaca. Unlike

his appearances before the members of his own family and household, Odys

seus is not constrained to fabricate an identity for them, but, as if to point up

their lack of curiosity, he volunteers one in their presence to his principal an

tagonist, the wooer Antinoos, and later to the goatherd Melanthius, who is
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aiding and abetting the suitors (xvii 419-424 = xix 75-80): "For I also once

dwelt among rich men in a rich house and often used to give the wanderer,

whosoever he might be and ofwhatsoever need he might come. Indeed, there

were many slaves and much else by which men live well and are called rich.

But Zeus, son ofCronos, drained me of this for so he
wished."

And Odysseus

continues to Antinoos in the same words a portion of his Cretan tale told earlier

to Eumaios (xiv 258-272 = xvii 427-442): that as a wealthy Cretan and for

mer comrade of Idomeneus at Troy, he later came to rain during his return

from Ilium in an abortive city-sacking expedition in Egypt. This story and the

subsequent episodes told of the wanderings of the Cretan fail to excite the

interest of Antinoos, however; the stranger in his eyes is still a beggar, and

Antinoos takes offense, flings a footstool at him, a footstool which lacks suffi

cient force to do any damage, however, much less make the beggar reel from

its
impact.23

While it is then suggested by one unidentified suitor (xvii 482-

487) that the beggar-stranger might be a god in disguise, this possibility is

dismissed out of hand (xvii 488). At another point (xviii 124-150) Odysseus

resumes to the suitor Amphinomos with the moral: man is feeble and fortune

fickle. But this tale too fails to impress. Later, Eurymachos, another chief

suitor, observes a certain radiance about the beggar (xviii 351-355) but mocks

it, taunts the stranger as a lazy good-for-nothing as did Melanthius earlier (xvii

226-228 = xviii 362-364), and, when challenged by the stranger, berates him

for his boldness as Melantho,
Melanthius'

sister, did earlier (xviii 330-333 =

xviii 390-393) and throws another footstool. This one Odysseus ducks, and it

hits a wine server in the hand, knocking server, jug, and wine to the floor. The

stranger becomes the active object of derision among the group as a whole.

Although it is twice suggested in the same words by different suitors, Am

phinomos and Damastor (xviii 414-417 = xx 322-325) that "Friends, no one

ought to make difficulties by appealing with wrangling words against a just one

speaking. Neither strike the stranger nor any other among the slaves who are

in the home of divine
Odysseus,"

these warnings too are of no avail.

In contrast, the behavior of the
"Odysseans"

in the household is marked by
acts of hospitality to the stranger, most notably, as we have seen, by that of

Penelope herself, but also in small gestures, such as
Eumaios'

promise, "Yet

when the dear son of Odysseus might come, he himself will give you a cloak,

tunic, and robes, and he will send you where your heart and spirit bid.
"

This

offer is given twice, after the tale of the stranger in book xiv and a second time

just before
Telemachos'

arrival in book xv (xiv 515-517 = xv 337-339).

Again, in the company of the suitors Telemachos spies his disguised father at

the door, gives two loaves of bread into the hands of Eumaios, and orders the

swineherd, "bearing these, give them to the stranger and bid him, going about

all the wooers, to beg. Shame is no good companion for a man in
want."

Eumaios relays both the loaves and the message to the guest: "Telemachos

gives these to you, stranger, and bids you going about all the wooers, to beg.
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Shame is no good companion for a man in
want"

(xvii 345-347 = xvii
350-

352).24

In
Odysseus'

arrival on Ithaca and the subsequent two days of the assembly

we thus have woven together four of the major thematic strands that have de

veloped and pervaded the earlier portion of the tale: kleos and its vanishing;

xenia and its violation; weaving, covering, and hiddenness; disloyalty and be

trayal. Odysseus is the exemplar of the first and third of these two themes,

kleos and hiddenness. The suitors and their allies in
Odysseus'

household bear

witness to the second and the fourth, xenia and disloyalty. The interweaving of

the four as dramatized before us constitutes this lesson: despite the rags, Odys
seus'

woven covering, and the stories that he fabricates about his past, the

suitors are unwilling to probe the depth of the man to reveal the kleos of Odys

seus. This stands in marked contrast to Penelope, Telemachos, and Eumaios,

who all ask the stranger who he is. The unwillingness of the suitors reveals an

incapacity of which we have been made aware earlier, namely, that they have

the same sort of Cyclopean mind that Polyphemos demonstrates a lack of

depth, a superficiality, epitomized here by their game playing. This incapacity
is linked to the impropriety of the suitors as hosts for the stranger, on the one

hand, and as guests of the stranger, on the other hand; in the case of their

servant-allies, it traces to their disloyalty and betrayal of the household. This

stands again in marked contrast to Penelope, Telemachos, and Eumaios, who

offer acts of hospitality and retain their proper stations in the household. All

four themes, repute, hospitality, hiddenness, and disloyalty, thus associate here

and entwine, so to speak, about a common root. Just as Odysseus will complete

the Cyclopean condition by blinding Polyphemos, so too, here Athena finally
drives the suitors witless: "roused unquenchable laughter and turned their

minds aside, and now they laughed with alien lips and ate bloody flesh and

their eyes were filled with tears and their spirits were bent on
wailing"

(xx

345-349).

On the acts of insolence of the wooers, the poet tells us twice, once on each

day of
Odysseus'

encounter with these men (xviii 346-348 xx 284-286):

"But Athena would not allow the manly suitors to hold themselves back at all

from grievous outrage, in order that still more would the ache enter the heart

of Odysseus, son of
Laertes."

The lesson which Athena is manifestly teaching

Odysseus here is not lost on the hearers and witnesses of the drama, and it

culminates within the story itself in the declaration of the cowherd Philoetios,

who rails against the suitors to the disguised stranger:
"

'You would know what

sort of power is mine and my hands back it
up.'

And thus also did Eumaios

pray to all the gods that ready-minded Odysseus would return to his
home."

The two servants, Philoetios and Eumaios, are moved to make these declara

tions and acts twice (xx 237-239
= xxi 202-204), once before and once after

the suitors are roused to madness by Athena. After the second declaration, the

stranger reveals himself as Odysseus and gains two ready recruits to his cause.
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Twenty-third Stage: "... Yet you are to exhort the suitors with soft words

when they, yearning, might question you: 'I have placed them [the weapons]

down away from the smoke, since they no longer seemed such as they were

when Odysseus left for Troy but were marred insofar as the breath of fire

reached them. Furthermore, the son of Cronos also set in my mind this: lest

you, having gotten drunk and having stirred up some dispute among your

selves, might come to grief and act shamefully toward one another both in the

feast and in wooing; for the iron itself draws a man to
it.' "

Odysseus gives

these instructions to Telemachos twice (xvi 286-294 = xix 5-13) concerning

the stratagem to remove the weapons hung on the walls of his chambers safely

out of the
suitors'

sight and use: the weapons need cleaning and the suitors

might injure themselves with them. The trap is thus set, and it closes when

Odysseus relays the order to Eumaios, who repeats it to Eurycleia (xxi 236-

239 = xxi 382-385) "to bar the close-fitting doors of the chamber, and if

anyone might hear the moan or noise ofmen within our bulwark, she is not to

advance but remain there in silence with her work.
"

With the women out of the

picture and the doors secured, the ensnarement of the unsuspecting, unwary

suitors is now complete.

But the ensuing action is not without its anxious moments. Telemachos has

left the sequestered weapons in a closet which he has forgotten to lock, and

Melanthius has filched them for some of the suitors. Odysseus and his compan

ions now face superior arms. Athena has to intervene. "Then to them Athena,

daughter ofZeus, came near, looking like Mentor in body and in voice. Seeing

her, Odysseus was glad and spoke a
word"

(xxii 205-207). Significantly, only

Odysseus is able to penetrate the
goddess'

disguise, and he greets her: "Men

tor, ward off ruin and remember me, a dear companion who has done you

good"

(xxii 208-209). The suitors merely see Mentor, whom they threaten if

he goes over to
Odysseus'

side. Athena chides and rallies Odysseus. Now the

wooers cast their spears at the Odysseans, but Athena "set them all in vain.

One of them hit the doorpost of the well-placed chamber and another the
close-

fitting door and another ashen spear, heavy with bronze, fell upon the
wall"

(xxii 256-259). The Odysseans throw in return, each of them taking down a

victim. The wooers again cast their spears at the Odysseans, but Athena again

sets them all in vain (xxii 273-276 = xxii 256-259). The battle now turns to

close fighting, in which the Odysseans are victorious. By this means Athena

closes the trap temporarily sprang open by the goatherd's treachery; all of the

suitors are killed, as are subsequently all of their household allies.

But such a closure has its dire consequences. The families of the slain men,

led by
Antinoos'

father, Eupeithes, seek vengeance upon the house of Laertes.

Once again (refer to stage ten above) interests based on the just treatment of

guests are opposed to those based on kinship. As Poseidon had earlier avenged

his son Polyphemos by bringing down all of
Odysseus'

Phaeacean hosts, so

here Athena has avenged the violation of
Odysseus'

household by bringing
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down all of the suitors; the second action of the Odysseans (suitor slaying) has,

in effect, answered the first action of Poseidon (the Phaeacean destruction). But

this act now serves to bring on the next retaliatory cycle, based on kinship; in

seeking to reestablish the house of Laertes, Athena has created conditions in

which it is impossible for the house to persist, much less to rale. Laertes,

Odysseus, Telemachos, and their allies, ten men in all, face the hostile relatives

and partisans of the slain suitors. With
Zeus'

approval, Athena has to inter

vene. "Then to them Athena, daughter ofZeus, came near, looking like Mentor

in body and in voice. Seeing her, Odysseus was glad and spoke a
word"

(xxiv

502-504 = xxii 205-207). However, the word spoken here, unlike that on the

previous occasion, need not be spoken to beseech the aid of Athena, but is

spoken to rally Telemachos. This time the Odysseans have more confidence in

themselves and more success. It is Athena who finally calls off their attack and

makes peace.

Twenty-fourth Stage: 'Wo other woman with a hard heart ought to stand

apart from her man, who, having suffered much, should have come in the

twentieth year to his native
land."

Telemachos utters this reproach to Penelope,

who is now having second thoughts about the supposed return of her husband,

and Odysseus himself repeats it to her later (xxiii 100-102 = xxiii 168-170),

after the macabre, mock wedding scene, his shedding of the rags, and epiphany

at the hands of Athena. Does Penelope believe the suitor-slayer is actually a

god in disguise, as she professes (xxiii
63-68)?25

Or does she recognize that it

is Odysseus all along, has played the part of the ignorant spouse, and now

perhaps wishes to tease her husband for his godlike hubrisl Penelope, it ap

pears, has as many subtleties and stratagems as Odysseus. A much closer read

ing than that given here would be required, especially of the latter portion of

the Odyssey, to begin to resolve these
questions.26

Whatever their answer, it

seems clear that Zeus, Poseidon, and Athena, in contributing to the return in

cognito of the man as a "no
man,"

have rendered him a sort of demigod.

Achilles held his semidivine status by birth and by stature; Odysseus holds his

by the endowment of the gods and by craft. But if then by craft, then by craft

the man has to be tricked forth again: the boar must be made to charge forth

from his lair. This Penelope does by telling him that his bedstead, hewn long

ago from the stump of a long-leafed olive in situ,
has been uprooted, sawn off,

and placed outside the master bedchamber. Odysseus immediately explodes in

anger and disbelief that anyone could have done such a thing. The man stands

revealed, and "right there her knees and dear heart were loosened, and she

recognized the signs, the steadfast ones, which
Odysseus told

her''

(xxiii 205-

206). Once again the rooted, long-leafed olive has given a certain and secure

sign, this time to
Penelope. In a similar manner, the trees of the place will also

assure Laertes that the stranger he sees before him really is his son (xxiv 336-

344). Odysseus can tell Laertes the kinds and numbers of the fruit trees and
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where they were planted in the orchard when he was a boy, and likewise the

vines in the vineyard. By such knowledge and attentiveness thereto the wan

derer reveals to his father, as he revealed to his wife, and indeed as it was

initially revealed to him by Athena, that his physis is also of the rock and soil

of this place, Ithaca, and not of some other place or even of no place on earth

at all.

FINAL OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Thus far, the long repeated passages have been taken as guides to reveal the

development of five principal themes and their interweaving in the Odyssey:

repute, hospitality, hiddenness, betrayal, and rootedness. To return now to the

questions with which this study began: Do the themes that thus emerge from

the Odyssey provide at least in part an interpretation of the repetitive style in

which the drama is set? How does this style and its interpretation, in turn,

reflect the pattern of divine action in the poem? Some answers to the first of

these questions will, perhaps, suggest an answer to the second.

The first question will be considered under two aspects: from the standpoint

of the theme of repute and then in aspects which more properly relate to hospi

tality and betrayal.
"News"

and
"fame"

imply, on the one hand, that the news

worthy or famous exhibits often repeatedly at different times and in different

places by either word or action that which, on the other hand, is remembered

and talked about by others at various times and in various places. Here we see

scattered throughout the narrative repeated laments of Penelope, Telemachos,

Eumaios, Philoetios over the absence of Odysseus, similarly repeated protesta

tions over the behavior of the suitors, the repeated questions of Telemachos

concerning the whereabouts of his father. Other repetitions surface as part of

the repeated stories in the poem Penelope's weaving trick, Agamemnon's

murder and
Orestes'

vengeance,
Odysseus'

scar,
Odysseus'

Cretan
identity.27

All of these incidents, both the short fragments and the longer stories, scattered

as they are throughout the narrative, constitute the
"news"

and
"fame"

which

pervade the poem itself and which direct our attitudes to the persons within it

and serve to raise certain broad themes, just as the poem itself, in turn, is part

of the wider
"news"

and
"fame"

of the larger legend in which we participate as

its witnesses, bearers, and disseminators. Seen in this light, the repetitions thus

become icons for the kleos of Odysseus and the other characters in the poem

and, indeed, of the poem as a whole.

To introduce the second aspect, that of hospitality and its betrayal, one re

calls (especially in the seventh and fifteenth stages) that there are numerous

epochal, liminal moments common in the Odyssey and Iliad which are set in

repeated longer passages, such as those considered here, or in shorter repeated

formulae. Indeed, some of these repetitions are common to both epics, and
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include signs of greeting such as the greeting Hephaistos gives Thetis in Iliad

XVIII: "Why do you come to our house, revered and dear one? You do not

frequent it before. Speak what is on your mind. My spirit (thumos) bids me

fulfill it if I am able and if it is indeed that which is fulfillable Calypso gives

the same greeting to Hermes in the fifth book of the Odyssey (XVIII 424-427

= v 87-90). Also among these moments are signs of the opening or closing
of

scenes and actions: "And the wind swelled out the middle of the sail, and the

purple wave about the stern of the ship gave a great hiss, and the ship ran

through the wave making its way.
"

In such words are described the departures

of Odysseus, after delivering the daughter of Chryses, in Iliad I and Te

lemachos from Ithaca for Pylos in Odyssey ii (I 481-483 = ii 427-429).

Prayers, sacrifices, and other observances to the gods also belong here. Con

sider the following familiar passage: "And when they had prayed and cast

before the coarse-ground barley, they first drew back the
victims'

heads and

slit their throats and flayed them; and then they cut out the thighs and covered

them with sacrificialfat, having made a double layer; and on these they placed

pieces ofmeat. And when they had burnt down the thighs and tasted the inner

parts, they cut up the rest and pierced it through with spits and roasted it

carefully, and then drew off all the spits. And when they had ceased from their

labor and prepared the feast, they feasted, nor did a spirit lack in the equally-

shared banquet. And when they had put off from the desire of drinking and

meat. Lengthy portions of this passage appear in
Chryses'

sacrifice to

Apollo in Iliad I, Agamemnon's to Zeus in Iliad II, the rites of the Argive

assembly to the gods in Iliad VII,
Eurylochos'

sacrifice of the cattle of Helios

in Odyssey xii, and the sacrificial observances of Telemachos and company to

the gods in Odyssey
xvi.28

Conversely, prophecies, commands, and other mes

sages from the gods and the divine realm belong here, such as
Teiresias'

warn

ing to Odysseus about the cattle of Helios, repeated by Circe (xi 110-114 =

xii 137-141), or the blind prophet's instructions to Odysseus concerning the

winnowing fan, repeated by Odysseus to Penelope (xi 121-137 = xxiii
268-

284). Arming and dressing scenes are also epochal moments. In illustration,

elements of the following passage are found repeated in the Iliad in the arming

of Paris (book IU), of Agamemnon (XI), of Patroclos (XVI), and of Achilles

(XIX): "And first he set on the beautiful greaves about his calves, the greaves

fitted with silver bands, and second he put on the cuirass about his chest, the

decorated, starry cuirass of
Aeacus'

descendant, the swift-footed one. And

about his shoulders he cast his bronze sword, whose hilt was studded with

silver nails, and next his large, compact shield, and upon his mighty head he

set the well-made helmet with its horse-hair crest, and terribly did the crest nod

from above; and he grasped his powerful spear, which fitted into the palm of

his
hand."29

Finally among epochal moments we
include the reception of guests

and their hospitality, as we find when Achilles orders a bed for Priam and his

herald in Iliad XXIV and Helen for Telemachos and Nestor's son in Odyssey iv
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(XXIV 644-647 = iv 297-300): "to set the beds under the colonnade and cast

thereon fine purple blankets and spread out the coverlets on top and lay upon

and clothe them with fleecy cloaks. And the slave women went from the cham

ber holding torches in their
hands."

These epochal moments of greeting, departure, divine and public rites, com

mands and warnings from the gods, dressing, hospitality, and the opening and

closing of scenes are all characterized by the recognition of peculiar, paradoxi

cal and transitional modes of being. The stranger whom I greet is greeted as

one known, but in fact I do not (yet) know him. The friend to whom I bid

farewell will be absent from me but is not forgotten, and hence will be both an

absence from and a presence to me. Address from mortals to the gods and also

from gods to mortals implies familiarity with them, but since they are immortal

beings with powers vastly exceeding those of humans, an indicated unfamil-

iarity also thus, both a nearness to and also a distance from them. This same

nearness yet distance may suggest the primary reason gods often speak to mor

tals through intermediaries, messengers of less divine status, rather than di

rectly. Further, in dressing either for daily activity or for specific tasks, as in

arming for battle, my private being is overlaid with a public being, a public

persona, and I go forth as two beings in one presence. In addition, the opening

of scenes and actions, which are often dictated in formulae, indicates a begin

ning to a series of events which we would otherwise naturally regard as a

continuation of those from an unarticulated past, and conversely, the closing of

scenes from a naturalistic standpoint is always a terminus imposed on a series

of events which we have every expectation will continue on into an uncited

future. Finally, of crucial importance in the Odyssey is the institution of hospi

tality. By according the various rites of hospitality to a guest, the guest is

received by his host as one who is both in his host's house but is yet not of his

host's house, which is to say that the guest is treated as a kinsman while yet

preserving the distinction of stranger. The institution of hospitality thus steers

between two poles. If the guest is in fact welcomed in as kinsman, as Clytem

nestra welcomed Aegisthus as husband and as Penelope ponders doing with one

of the suitors, the rest of the family is betrayed. On the other hand, if the guest

is welcomed as guest and then treated as stranger, as we see in the various

hostile encounters in
Odysseus'

tale, or if the welcome is refused outright, as in

the case of the boorish suitors, then the guest is trapped and betrayed.

In such liminal moments as these greetings ("Hello"), openings ("Once

upon a time"), receptions ("Welcome"), prayers ("Amen"), closures ("And so

it was"), and departures ("Goodbye") the language of discourse shifts into

elevated, repeated, anonymous locutions. Common, if vestigial, examples of

such expressions in our ordinary conversation are mentioned parenthetically
above to point out that these are present in prose as well as in poetic speech and

in modem languages as well as in ancient ones. The shift to the repeated for

mulae of the impersonal, traditional past occurs to indicate quite precisely the
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ambiguous, extraordinary, and transitional character of those situations in

which speech in its fullness and adequacy fails us. When the value of the

situation becomes ambiguous, the simple persona of the narrator is cancelled,

and the burden of the narrative is assumed by an unnamed, unlocated "some

body."

Where such situations are central to a poet's concerns, as they are cen

tral to Homer's and his Greek contemporaries', such locutions will contribute

to and heighten the overall formal style of the poetry. Reverberation in the

Odyssey is the emblem as well as the ornament of this concern.

But it is of signal importance here that it was just such transitional moments

with their attendant paradoxes that were surmounted by the hero of the Odyssey
in winning his own homecoming. Odysseus, by virtue of the perspicuity gained

in his anonymous concealment, by his disguise in false identities, and by the

aid of his patron Athena, was able to discern most acutely these situations and

was able to act most properly and effectively in them. Conversely, the suitors

were blind to their situation, and consequently blunderers and transgressors in

it. It was
Odysseus'

particular distinction that he was able to reverse the usual

warrior's tale by wearing the private garb of a mendicant to disguise his public

intentions and so recover his home and rale in
Ithaca.30

And so also the suitors

met their doom.

What then of the second question, that of the nature of the divine action in

the poem? We turn our gaze again to the shield of Achilles and upon the two

cities which Hephaistos had wrought upon it. In that city which represents

Troy, Ares and Athena figure prominently at the head of the army, and minor

divinities are also active in the fray. But where, it was asked, are the gods in

the Ithacan city? In conclusion an answer can be suggested: one of the wedding

guests, or court heralds, or onlooking citizens may actually be one of the gods

in disguise. Perhaps one of these also may figure as a guest-stranger and thus

stand not only under the patronage and protection of Zeus but be capable of

surveying the city and its inhabitants from the detached perspective of the gods.

These possibilities issue a perennial challenge to all those who are host-citizens

of the place: to be alert to such circumstances and to act accordingly.

NOTES

1. C. H. Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradition (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,

1958), pp. 293-94: "In the broadest sense, the Iliad draws upon the formulae of
heroic warfare, the

Odyssey upon those of peace, the norms of social existence,
and of the adventures of long-existent

popular folk tales. It is truistic to point out that the polarities involved exist side by side in the

shield of
Achilles."

2. The theme of Zeus's direction of the action of the Iliad
through messages repeated by divine

messengers and the ramifications of such messages are explored by the author in "Design in the

Iliad Based on the Long Repeated
Passages,"

Interpretation 22, no. 2 (Winter, 1994-95):
191-

214.

3 In the Iliad there are 102 repeats of fourteen feet or greater in the 15,689 lines of Allen and
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Monro's Oxford text (3d ed., 1920), and another 113 similarly long repetitions are found in the

12,111 lines of Monro's second Oxford edition (1917) of the Odyssey, from which I give here my

own literal translations. Certain key Greek words (italicized) are transliterated. Upper-case and

lower-case Roman numerals refer to books of the Iliad and Odyssey, respectively. An index of all

repeated portions six feet or greater in Bekker's text of the Iliad and Odyssey can be found in Carl

Eduard Schmidt's compilation, Parallel-Homer oder Index aller homerischen Iterati in lex-

ikalischer Anordnung (1885; reprint, Gottingen: Vanderhoeck and Ruprecht, 1965).

4. These include ii 93-110 = xxiv 128-142, 144-146; xix 139-150, 152-153 = xxiv 129-

140, 142-143; iv 780-783, 785 = viii 51-55. There is also one exception included where five

lines intervene: iv 373-374, 379-381 = iv 466-470. The distribution of these 113 by line length

is as follows: eighteen lines 2; seventeen lines 1; fifteen lines 1; fourteen lines 2; ten

lines 2; nine lines 2; eight lines 2; seven lines 4; six lines 8; five lines 16; four lines

17; three lines 56. In all instances save six, these repetitions are
"doublets"

(repeated once). One

of the five-line repeats is a
"sextuplet"

(i 136-140 = iv 52-56 = vii 172-176 = x 368-372 = xv

135-139 = xvii 91-95); one of the four-line repeats is a triplet (iv 557-560 = v 14-17 = xvii 143-

146); two of the three-line repeats are quadruplets (i 171-173 = xiv 188-190 = xvi 57-59 = xvi

222-224, and ix 556-558 = x 183-185 = x 476-478 = xii 29-31); and two three-line repeats are

triplets (ix 178-180 = ix 562-564 = xii 145-147, and ix 177-179 = xi 636-638 = xv 547-549).

5. These include:

*
xi 121-137 = xxiii 268-284

**
x 517-526 = xi 25-34

i 287-292 = ii 218-223

**
x 532-537 = xi 45-50

iv 557-560 = v 14-17 = xvii 143-146

xxi 236-239 = xxi 382-385

i 281-283 = ii 215-217

xvi 107-109 = xx 317-319

xvii 345-347 = xvii 350-352

The three denoted by asterisks belong in part (*) or wholly (**) to
Odysseus'

song before the

Phaeaceans.

6. Portions of this study were read under the title "Style, Substance, and Divine Presence in

Homer's
Poetics"

at the annual southwestern regional meeting of the American Academy of Reli

gion, Dallas, Texas, March, 1992.

7. Bernard Fenik in Studies in the Odyssey (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1974), part I, calls our

attention to the reluctance of Odysseus to give his name later in book vii to the Phaeaceans; it has

to be coaxed tearfully out of him. There is also a similar tearful reluctance on the part of Telem

achos to identify himself to Menelaos in book iv; indeed, of Eumaios to name his lost master to the

disguised Odysseus in book xiv; and, of course, of the stranger to furnish his name to Penelope in

book xix.

8. See W. Whallon, "The Name of
Penelope,"

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 3(1960):

57-64.

9. Three additional parallels on this motif are worthy of note. First, the dismissal of Telem
achos'

audience with Nestor and the filling of the drinking bowls in book iii parallels the later

dismissal of the bow contest by the suitors and the resumption of drinking in book xxi and also the

dismissal of the council at Troy by Nestor and the bringing of wine in the ninth book of the Iliad

after it has resolved to send an embassy to Achilles (iii 338-340 = xxi 270-272 = IX 174-176).

Second, at Athena's (Mentor's) departure the next day as an osprey, the astonished Nestor promises

to sacrifice a heifer to her, as did Diomedes when he heard her presence as a screeching heron on

the night-spy expedition in the Iliad's tenth book (iii 382-385 = X 292-295). Finally, Telemachos

is bedded down in
Menelaos'

palace in Sparta in a setting identical to that of Priam at
Achilles'

quarters at Troy in the last book of the Iliad (iv 297-300 = XXIV 644-647).

10. On this point, I follow George Dimock in The Unity of the Odyssey (Amherst: University
of Massachusetts Press, 1989), pp. 14-15.
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11. See chapter 1 , "The Scar of
Odysseus,"

in Erich Auerbach's Mimesis: The Representation

ofReality in Western Literature (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953).

12. See George Dimock, "The Name of
Odysseus,"

The Hudson Review 9 (1956): 52-70;

Glenn Arbery, "Against the Belly of the Ram: The Comedy of Deception in the
Odyssey,"

in The

Terrain ofComedy, Louise Cowan, ed. (Dallas: Dallas Institute of Humanities and Culture, 1984),

pp. 19-40. The meanings of other Homeric names are discussed by Dimock in "The Name of

Odysseus,"

and by Max Sulzberger, "ONOMA EPONUMON: Les Noms Propres chez Homere et

dans la Mythologie
Grecque,"

Revue des Etudes Grecques 39 (1926): 381-447; W. B. Stanford,

Ambiguity in Greek Literature: Studies in Theory and Practice (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1939),

chap. 7; Norman Austin, "Name Magic in the
Odyssey,"

California Studies in ClassicalAntiquity 5

(1972): 1-19; and John Peradotto, Man in the Middle Voice: Name and Narration in the Odyssey

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990). Ann Bergren has called attention also to the poly-

semous nature of
"Polyphemus," Odysseus'

antagonist, which may mean "much
talked-about"

or

"he of the many prophecies or
curses"

in "Odyssean Temporality: Many
(Re)Turns,"

in Approaches

to Homer, Carl Rubino and Cynthia Shelmerdine, eds. (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1983),

pp. 38-73.

13. This passage, the description of the preparation of the ship bound for Hades, incorporates

in part the earlier description of the Phaeacean ship bound for Ithaca (xi 1-3 = viii 50-52).

14. In general, the lands of the hostile encounters (including the Lotus
Eaters'

territory) seem

not to have names, whereas those of the peaceful, fruitful encounters do. "Goat
Island"

is the

appellation given by Jenny Strauss Clay to the anonymous island to which Odysseus first comes in

Cyclopes territory. See J. S. Clay, "Goat Island: OD.
9.116-141,"

Classical Quarterly, n.s., 30

(1980): 261-264.

15.
Odysseus'

stance as knower (his perceptive perspective) is directly that by which he may

deceive, and his skill with words, which make knowledgeably present what is absent, may also be

used to lie make absent what is present. Hence, it is possible for Socrates in Plato's Hippias

Minor to reverse the traditional order of the relative merits of Achilles and Odysseus, which gives

priority to the former, in favor of the latter, since the latter is more knowledgeable.

16. The sense of the near misses is clear if the ship is regarded as moored bow inland, so that

the overshoot drives the bow in toward shore; the second time the ship is turned around and on the

open sea, and an undershoot will drive it further out. The problems of Cyclopean vision were

introduced to me by the late Michael Ossorgin many years ago.

17. Many commentators have noted the Greek (cf. ix 408, ix 410) has a further play on this

pun, namely outis (nobody) and metis (craft, cunning).
Odysseus'

later boast (ix 502-505), "If

some mortal should ask you about the unseemly blindness of your eye, tell him that Odysseus,

sacker of cities, son ofLaertes, having his home in Ithaca, blinded
you,"

is his attempt to make a

name for himself with the no-name trick, and it elicits an appropriate response from Poseidon.

18. The effect of repeating the description here may be to evoke in a few words the fact that

the bow challenge is failed repeatedly, many times and by all. See Dimock, The Unity of the

Odyssey, p. 283.

19. It has often been pointed out that keras (hom) is a Greek play on words on kraino (accom

plish) and elaphas (ivory) on elephairomai (deceive), but there may be significance beyond this.

See Anne Amory, 'The Gates of Horn and
Ivory,"

Yale Classical Studies 20 (1966): 1-57. I

suggest that the gates of horn refer to the two branches of the bow: see Iliad IV 105-111 for a

description of
Pandarus'

bow. The gates of ivory refer to the mouth, in particular to the herkos

odonton, or barrier of teeth, a common locution found
seven times in the Odyssey and thrice in the

Iliad. The import of Penelope's dream to the stranger would thus be: stop talking and start shoot

ing!

20 Odysseus plays variations on a tale of his adventures as a Cretan before Eumaios and later

before Penelope (xiv 325-330 = xix 294-299; xiv 331-335 = xix 288-292) and also later to

Antinoos (xiv 258-272 = xvii 427-442). Part of his Cretan tale to Eumaios (the shipwreck) is

borrowed from the earlier account of his own adventures to the Phaeaceans (xii 403-406 = xiv

301-304-
xii 415-419

= xiv 305-308), and part of the story to Antinoos later appears
verbatim to

the goatherd
Melanthius (xvii 419-424 = xix 75-80). On the reliability of these and

other auto-
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biographies, see Chris Emlyn-Jones, "True and Lying Tales in the
Odyssey,"

Greece and Rome,

n.s., 33 (1986): 1-10, who writes, "whether his story is true or false the question of truth or

falsity is meaningless in the dramatic context the important thing for the guest is to combine

exciting material with a skilled delivery in order to create the best possible impression and gain the

greatest possible
advantage."

The conflation of the guest with the entertainer and its consequences

in the case of the Odyssey, however, certainly cannot be considered meaningless.

21. So Teiresias tells Odysseus and us in Hades (xi 118-120), that when Odysseus has killed

the wooers in his house either by a trap or openly, then he is to go on the journey with the oar.

22. So Telemachos informs his father (xvi 240-257) before they enter Ithaca of the number

and homes, but not parentage, of the suitors: 52 from Dulichium, 24 from Same, 20 from Za-

cynthos, and 12 from Ithaca itself, for a total of 108 wooers, plus 6 men-attendants from Du

lichium, and a herald (Medon), a minstrel (Phemius), and 2 stewards from Ithaca.

23. There is later a third throw, an oxhoof by Ctessipos. As Bannert points out, not only is this

throw unprovoked, unlike the earlier two, but its aim is off the mark entirely and, in fact, in the

festive context constitutes a sacrilege and affront to Apollo. See H. Bannert, Formen des Wie-

derholens bei Homer: Beispiele fur eine Poetik des Epos (Vienna: Oesterreichischen Akademie der

Wissenschaften, 1988), pp. 105-108.

24. The relationship of hospitality to disguise in the Odyssey was expressed by Sheila Mur-

naghan as follows: "The failure of mortals to recognize a disguised god, which is a prominent

feature of accounts of divine disguise in the Homeric epics and the Homeric hymns, is echoed in

the
suitors'

failure to recognize
Odysseus."

Failure of recognition "often brings mortals to disaster

frequently accompanied by a display of divine anger, as in the case of the sailors in the Hymn

to Dionysus or of Metaneira in the Hymn to
Demeter."

See Disguise and Recognition in the Odys

sey (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987), p. 68. But Murnaghan also finds here that the

gods are unsurpassably good at disguising themselves "so that mortals can hardly be expected to

recognize
them,"

and failure of recognition cannot be "a moral failing that would make a hero

culpable in human terms. Rather it is a sign of the inevitable frailty and impotence of even the

greatest mortals in a universe controlled by the gods, a condition that is often labelled
tragic."

Perhaps. Certainly we will concede with the poet in the Hymn to Demeter that "it is hard for

mortals to see
divinity."

But perhaps also we labor here under the shadow of the Iliad, where the

hidden plan of Zeus unfolds and guides the action of both gods and mortals through a series of

repeated, echoed messages until the sad denouement is finally reached in
Achilles'

tent. In the case

of the Odyssey, where a mortal is in disguise, a somewhat more optimistic conclusion is reached:

"By following the scenarios written for them by society, especially scenarios for the reception of

strangers (one of the most ritualized activities in the Homeric world and one of the most clearly

patterned sequences in Homeric narrative), characters can act in ways that compensate for their

failure to see through a disguise and that even eventually lead to the removal of that
disguise"

(Murnaghan, p. 90).

25. Emily Kearns is quite right to emphasize the divine character of this figure in "The Return

of Odysseus: A Homeric
Theoxeny,"

Classical Quarterly, n.s., 32 (1982): 2-8.

26. Five positions emerge in the readings of various critics, of which the third seems to me

most likely. First, it has been maintained that Penelope is unaware of who the stranger is and

naively and unwittingly falls into
Odysseus'

plot; this seems to be the majority view. Second, it has

been stated that Penelope is aware of the stranger's identity and engages in either a silent or overt

conspiracy with Odysseus; see P. W. Harsh, "Penelope and Odysseus in Odyssey
XIX,"

American

Journal of Philology 71 (1950): 1-21; E. T. H. Brann, "The Poet of the
Odyssey,"

St. John's

Review 25 (1974): 5-12; and J. Winkler, "Penelope's Cunning and
Homer's,"

in The Constraints

of Desire (New York: Routledge, 1990), pp. 129-161. Third, some say that Penelope's protean

modulations from one intention to another, her reverses, and general discrepant behavior are all

stratagems whereby she gains her own perspective and intelligence, just as Odysseus is doing by
his disguise; this is the reading of P. Marquardt ("Penelope's

Polutropos,"

American Journal of

Philology 106 [1985]: 32-48) and N. Felson-Rubin ("Penelope's Perspective: Character from
Plot,"

in Beyond Oral Poetry: Recent Trends in Homeric Interpretation, J. M. Bremer, I. J. F.

DeJong, and J. Ralff, eds. [Amsterdam: B. R. Gruener, 1988], pp. 61-83. Fourth, there is the

thesis that Penelope vacillates between the
"reality"

that Odysseus will not return and her "uncon-
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scious
wish"

state that he will, as argued by Joseph Russo, "Interview and Aftermath: Dream,

Fantasy, and Intuition in Odyssey 19 and
20,"

American Journal of Philology 103 (1982): 4-18,

and by Anne Amory, "Reunion of Odysseus and
Penelope,"

in Essays on the Odyssey, C. H.

Taylor, ed. (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1963), pp. 100-121. The fifth and final posi

tion is that the contradictory and elusive behavior of Penelope does not so much point to a
character

as embody and personify the uncertainty and ambivalence of the poem as a whole, and thereby

thematizes the self-conscious fictionality of the work; this has been argued by Marylin Katz in
Penelope"

s Renown: Meaning and Indeterminacy in the Odyssey (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, 1991).

27. To which Robert Woolsey adds the story of the grief of Laertes and Anticleia (although it

does not involve a verbatim repetition) in his study, "Repeated Narratives in the
Odyssey,"

Classi

cal Philology 36 (1941): 167-181.

28. I 458-461 = II 421-424; I 464-469 = II 427-432; I 465-468 = VII 317-320; I 459-

461 = xii 359-361; I 467-469 = xvi 478-480.

29. Ill 330-332, 334-338 = XVI 131-133, 135-139; III 330-332 = XI 17-19; III 330-

332, 334-335 = XIX 369-373.

30. The stratagems of deception, ambush, and indirection are to be associated generally with

weaklings rather than with the strong. That Odysseus, therefore, represents a very different kind of

hero from those we commonly see in the Iliad has been explored by Mera Flaumenhaft in "The

Undercover Hero: Odysseus from Dark to
Daylight,"

Interpretation 10 (1982): 9-41.





The Sage and the Sophist:

A Commentary on Plato's Lesser Hippias

John R. Pottenger

University ofAlabama in Huntsville

GENERAL TREATMENTS OF THE LESSER HIPPIAS

Introduction to the Problem

Plato's Lesser Hippias has intrigued scholars since antiquity. In the modem

era, interest has taken many forms, including doubts as to the authenticity of

Plato's authorship. For example, F.E.D. Schleiermacher (pp. 152-57) ascribes

the authorship to an unknown composer. Indeed he writes that at first glance

the ideas in the Lesser Hippias do seem to relate rather well to those found in

other Platonic dialogues, such as the Protagoras and Ion. In this regard, he

suggests that chronologically the dialogue should be placed before the Pro

tagoras. Upon closer inspection, however, Schleiermacher insists that many

parts of the Lesser Hippias are not written in Platonic style after all, while other

parts bear an all-too-close resemblance to passages from the Protagoras. He

finally concludes that the Lesser Hippias was plagiarized, hence bearing only

an approximation to authentic Platonic dialogues.

Yet the authenticity of Plato's authorship of the LesserHippias has generally

been accepted by more recent scholars, despite the prestige of skeptics like

Schleiermacher. Many point out that, although he fails to mention Plato by

name, even Aristotle refers to this dialogue in one of his writings (Metaphysics

1025a6). George Grote (pp. 387-88) considers this reference to be partial yet

significant support for the authenticity of Plato's authorship, since Aristotle

surely would have mentioned the
author's name had it been someone other than

Plato. In fact, A.E. Taylor (p. 35) emphasizes that although Aristotle surely

had read
"Socratic" discoursese.g., by Aeschines and

Antistheneshe never

would have referred explicitly to dialogues not written by Plato. Also noting

Aristotle's reference to the Lesser Hippias, Paul Shorey (p. 89) claims that the

dialogue provided the source for Aristotle's distinction between faculty (du-

nagis) and habit (exis), which distinction in turn provided the basis for his

definition of virtue. And other scholars of classical literature (Grabe, Gould,

Sprague, Hoerber, O'Brien, Kraut, Leake,
and Saunders) have also continued

. interpretation,
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to accept the Lesser Hippias as an authentic dialogue of Plato and to include it

among discussions and interpretations of other Platonic dialogues. Neverthe

less, interpretations of the Lesser Hippias have varied in their analyses, and

commentaries have been brief and incomplete.

Michael J. O'Brien (pp. 96-99), for example, presents only a summary of

the argument between the dialogue's primary antagonists, Hippias and Socra

tes, concerning the question: Who is the better man, he who does wrong inten

tionally or he who does wrong unintentionally? In addressing this question,

O'Brien points out that Plato combines in a novel way two important topics

generally treated separately elsewhere, "whether virtue is knowledge and abil

ity, and whether wrongdoing is ever
intentional."

The dialogue consists of two

parts and two paradoxes, according to O'Brien. The first paradox in the first

part concludes that "the wisest man is the biggest liar"; the second paradox in

the second part concludes that "the good man is the one who errs on
purpose."

O'Brien notes that in ostensibly comparing Achilles to Odysseus throughout the

dialogue, Plato is really comparing Hippias to Socrates. This parallel, he says,

highlights the weaknesses of the Sophist's position while only alluding to estab

lished Platonic doctrine, for at the end of the dialogue Socrates concludes that he

who does wrong intentionally is the better man, if such a man exists. As O'Brien

remarks, this qualification in the Lesser Hippias alludes to a major Platonic doc

trine openly discussed elsewhere: No man errs voluntarily. But despite these state

ments regarding the dialogue, O'Brien spends very little time in analyzing how the

Lesser Hippias arrives at paradoxical conclusions. Furthermore, he maintains that

Socrates "leaves the pretensions of the proud Sophist in a
shambles,"

but he says

nothing of what happens to Socrates in the process.

Another approach, by Rosamond Kent Sprague (pp. 65-79), focuses on the

theme of "ambiguity and
equivocation."

In her study of Platonic fallacies,

Sprague devotes one of four chapters to the Lesser Hippias. According to

Sprague, the fallacies in this dialogue consist of
Socrates'

equivocal use of

"good"

and
"voluntary."

By using unfair means to defeat Hippias, Socrates

draws attention to the meaning of good and voluntary, implying that the terms

must not have ambiguous meanings. Sprague concludes that "the equivocation

therefore serves to show that the whole question of error is tied to the question

of knowledge, which in turn, of course, is tied to the question of
virtue."

In the

discussion between Socrates and Hippias, says Sprague, Plato simply wants to

call attention to his distinctive ethical doctrines.

Shorey (pp. 89-90) also discusses the use of fallacies and claims that their

use was made consciously. Plato attempts to point out the necessity of distin

guishing between virtue and the arts and sciences, says Shorey. Hence when

this distinction is not recognized, then, by induction, the man who does wrong

voluntarily is in fact better than the man who does wrong involuntarily. And

continuing with this theme of equivocation and ambiguity, John Gould (pp.

42-44) looks at the Lesser Hippias with regard to the traditionally equivalent
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terms of episteme and techne. He analyzes how Plato deals with these terms in

his attempt to develop a technical skill. Gould notes that the uncomfortable

paradoxes reached in the dialogue are attributed by Socrates to the argument

(logos) itself, not to moral ambiguity. But Gould claims that if Plato wants to

construct a technique of morality, then the ambiguities of the Lesser Hippias

must include the moral aspects as well.

Still, Grote (pp. 387-95) notices a reversal of
Socrates'

attitude in the

Lesser Hippias. Although he normally challenges the logic of the Sophists in

other dialogues, in this dialogue Socrates uses the logic of the Sophists against

Hippias, the most renown Sophist of Athens. Grote understands this approach

not so much as a ploy to support indirectly Platonic doctrines, however, but

more importantly to highlight the weaknesses of typical Sophist positions. Sim

ilarly, James Leake (pp. 300-306) attempts to unravel the psychology underly

ing
Socrates'

approach by looking at the Homeric references in the Lesser

Hippias. Leake argues that each reference has a particular meaning of its own.

Once these meanings are grasped in conjunction with other references, the un

derlying pattern of
Socrates'

intention can be known, and thus the logic of his

argument revealed.

But are either paradoxes or hidden intentions really the outcome of
Socrates'

discussion with Hippias? Taylor (pp. 35-38) is not so certain, preferring to

take Socrates at his word. To do so may be to find Socrates arguing from a

Sophist position, as Grote suggests. But if this were the case, then Socrates

would be arguing against a basic Platonic doctrine propounded in, among other

dialogues, the Republic: Virtue is knowledge. Yet if this is true, says Taylor,

why does Socrates use another Platonic staple, the analogy from the arts, to

refute this doctrine? It seems, then, that Socrates is using both Platonic and

Sophistic approaches to refute Platonic and Sophistic doctrines. Hence the dia

logue would appear to be engulfed not only in ambiguity and equivocation but

in confusion as well. The key passage to understanding
Socrates'

apparent con

fusion, according to Taylor, can be found in his final position in the dialogue:

"the man who does wrong on purpose, if there is such a person, is the good

man"

(p. 37). As mentioned above, the phrase "if there is such a
person"

implicitly refers to the Platonic doctrine that no man voluntarily commits an

error; hence no such man exists. Thus Taylor concludes that the apparent para

dox which engulfs the energies of Hippias and
Socrates really never exists.

Yet despite these serious analyses, are paradoxes, ambiguities,
and equivo

cations the only
philosophical aspects of the Lesser Hippias to be considered?

While most of the interpretative
discussions of the Lesser Hippias include two

or more central themes, no commentary presently exists in the style of Jacob

Klein on the Meno or Thomas G. West on the Apology. Only Robert C. Hoer-

ber approximates such a commentary in his article on a certain structural idio

syncrasy
found in the dialogue. He explains the use of

"doublets"

throughout

the Lesser Hippias,
such as the discussion concerning two famous propositions
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of Plato and the appearance of Eudicus at the beginning and at the middle of

the dialogue to divide it into two parts.

All of the treatments mentioned above focus on certain issues and aspects of

the Lesser Hippias. Their lack of a more comprehensive approach, however,

fails to reveal certain themes heretofore either ignored or unrecognized. Many
aspects of the discussion between Hippias and Socrates appear unrelated e.g.,

Hippias refuses to admit defeat in the face of overwhelming counterarguments;

Socrates repeats his position differently each time; moral discourse appears in

terspersed randomly with nonmoral discourse. Yet a more complete interpreta

tion would emerge were the dialogue considered in its entirety. The following

commentary, then, strives to accommodate the need for a more comprehensive

approach to Plato's Lesser Hippias as a foundation for further speculation.

Introduction to the Commentary

This commentary reveals three different yet related levels for analysis in the

Lesser Hippias. First, at the structural level of the dialogue's own schema,

Plato divides the Lesser Hippias into three distinct parts, each part containing

two subdivisions or sections. In Part I, Section 1 (363al-367d4), the initial

argument is set forth, and Socrates attempts to settle it quickly; Hippias de

murs. In Section 2 (367d5-369b7), Socrates uses particular examples to prove

his general claim; again, Hippias refuses to yield. In Part II, Section 1 (369b8-

372a7), Hippias moves to restructure the nature of the debate as well as the

claims of the discussants. Socrates adroitly sidesteps
Hippias'

counterthrast. In

Section 2 (372bl-373c4), Socrates states more emphatically the original prob

lem for discussion and demands that Hippias come to terms with it. In Part III,

Section 1 (373c5-375d8), the two engage in a more expanded argument ending
in no agreement. In Section 2 (375d9-376c6), the moral implications of leav

ing
Socrates'

original question with no satisfactory resolution leave both inter

locutors disillusioned.

Second, at the personal level and following the structure of the dialogue, a

change in attitude transpires in each of the antagonists. Initially, Hippias ap

pears arrogant and conceited, the Sophist fully confident of his ability to an

swer any and all challenges. By contrast, Socrates exemplifies the humble and

reticent observer, the Sage troubled only by his lack of comprehension of the

full import of
Hippias'

lecture. Yet pointed and telling questions emerge from

the Sage's curious mind as the Sophist straggles to retain and, in the end,

regain his superior social standing. Throughout the dialogue this conflictual

relationship persists. But interestingly, while the conflict persists, their attitudes

undergo a revision. That is, by the end of the dialogue, Hippias no longer

exudes arrogance and confidence in his confrontation with Socrates but

emerges subdued and acquiescent. Conversely, Socrates increasingly puts Hip-
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pias on the defensive throughout the dialogue. His humble appeal gives way to

strident and impatient demands on
Hippias'

position, terminating in sardonic

ridicule of the Sophist himself.

And finally, in addition to the structural and personal levels, the Lesser

Hippias must be considered from the moral level. In arguing over the proper

interpretation of Homer's original intentions concerning the moral merits of

Achilles and Odysseus, the implications for universal morality occupy the dis
cussants'

central concerns. Movements from arguments over particulars to as

sertions concerning universal claims occur throughout the dialogue. Yet a

steady development of thought evolves in the progression of the dialogue as a

whole, a progression from initial concerns over a few passages in Homer to

unsettling conclusions about the universal nature of morality.

At a minimum, then, the following commentary attempts to highlight these

three analytical approaches to understanding the Lesser Hippias. But, indeed,

the real value of the commentary will reside in a successful demonstration that

these approaches are not unrelated, but in fact complement each other in a way

that reflects the unity and the genius of the dialogue itself.

THE
COMMENTARY'

Part I: The Initial Argument

Section 1: Toward a Quick Solution (363al-367d4). Attending a speech by
Hippias on paramount themes from the Iliad and the Odyssey, Socrates remains

silent after an evidently successful performance. While the more astute part of

the audience then enthusiastically engages in philosophical discussion with Hip

pias, Eudicus approaches the solitary Socrates to explore the reasons for the

Sage's uncharacteristic restraint from debate. "Why do you not either join in

praising any of the things that were said, or even refute something, if it does

not seem to you to have been finely
spoken?"

probes Eudicus (363a2-4).

Socrates admits to Eudicus his dissatisfaction with
Hippias'

discussion of

Homer. He recalls
Eudicus'

father, Apemantus, once defending the ///aa"s po

etry as superior to that of the Odyssey and Achilles as morally superior to

Odysseus. Of these two heroes, Socrates wonders, whom would Hippias find

morally superior? This question seems to have escaped Hippias during his re

flective survey of Homer
and other poets.

Eudicus then inquires as to
Hippias'

willingness to field a query from Socra

tes. With his typical air of arrogance, the Sophist responds that indeed he

would be inconsistent not to accept a question from a single individual like

Socrates, when by comparison in previous Olympic festivals he has faced en

masse even all the Hellenes at the temple of Olympia. Socrates, noting this

prideful tone, further
aids

Hippias'

conceit by alluding to the apparent invin-
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cibility of the Sophist's mind. And Hippias goes a step further when he main

tains that "since I began contending for victory at Olympia, I've never yet met

anyone better than I am in
anything"

(364a7-8). As if realizing the floodgate of

vanity he has jarred loose, Socrates quickly commends Hippias for the honor

his reputation must bring to family and country, and then proceeds with his

question.

During the speech the size of the audience had prevented Socrates from

following
Hippias'

treatment of Achilles and Odysseus. Not wishing to inter

rupt the great Sophist then, the modest Socrates, at the prompting of Eudicus,

now begs Hippias to repeat his assessment of these two heroes. Hippias enthu

siastically responds to an opportunity to demonstrate his superior knowledge in

any and all subjects by providing an even clearer explanation of Achilles and

Odysseus than a public address could have allowed. The Sophist then states

that "Homer represented Achilles as the best man of those who came to Troy,

Nestor as the wisest, and Odysseus as the most
versatile"

(364c5-7). But this

statement confuses the Sage. Perhaps the problem Socrates had earlier in fol

lowing
Hippias'

argument was not due solely to the size of the audience in

attendance after all. To avoid the anger of Hippias, Socrates humbly petitions

him for patience while admitting his continuing uncertainty as to the Sophist's

claim. Predictably, Hippias concedes to possessing the ability to "be indulgent

and answer gently when
questioned"

(364d5).

The Sage then challenges the Sophist as to his evaluation of Odysseus.

While agreeing with
Hippias'

assessment of Homer's description of Achilles

and Nestor, Socrates is not certain about the interpretation of Odysseus that

Hippias attributes to Homer. "Has Achilles not been represented by Homer as
versatile?"

(364e5-6), of whom this attribute
"versatile"

had been reserved by
Hippias for Odysseus? Citing a passage from the Iliad, Hippias demonstrates

that Achilles dealt honestly with Odysseus, thus disproving the likelihood that

Achilles could have been
"versatile."

The discussion between the most learned of teachers and the wisest of

seekers then shifts to the meaning of
"versatile"

and the character of one who

possesses such a trait. The Sage questions Hippias, "you are saying that the

versatile man is a liar, at least as it
appears"

(365b7-8). In his affirmation, the

Sophist refers Socrates to many such descriptions offered by Homer. But,

points out Socrates, Homer must then have distinguished between the truthful

and the liar. Hippias agrees with Socrates that both the conclusion the Sage has

drawn concerning Homer is correct and the distinction to be made among men

is appropriate and personally acceptable. The Sage notes, however, since

Homer cannot be interrogated as to his original intention concerning the effi

cacy of a dichotomy between truthful or honest men and liars with regard to

being versatile, Hippias must be willing to defend it and to respond to further

interrogation by Socrates. Hippias readily consents.

Socrates then asks whether liars are "capable of doing
something"

(365d8).
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Hippias agrees and responds that, of the many capabilities possessed by liars,

one is that of deception. Socrates then concludes, and Hippias concurs, that

liars are both capable and versatile. But if liars are deceptive as well as ver

satile, Socrates wonders if their deception can be attributed merely to "foolish

ness and
impudence"

or if "unscrupulous wickedness and a certain
prudence"

inhere (365e4-5). Hippias emphatically asserts the latter. But, notes Socrates,

if false men are prudent, they know what they are doing; and if they have

knowledge of the intent of their acts, they cannot be ignorant but must be wise.

Hippias quickly assents to this line of reasoning.

At this point, Socrates wishes Hippias to pause and recall the positions to

which the learned teacher has agreed, and to observe the nature of his argument

emerging from their dialogue. First, asks Socrates, "you assert that liars are

capable, prudent, knowing, and wise in those things in which they are
liars"

(366al-3). And yet "the truthful and the liars are different and most opposite to

one
another"

(366a5-6). Hippias accepts both assertions. As if to be certain of

the Sophist's commitment, the Sage rephrases the statements by simply asking

if liars should be included among "the capable and wise"; and, again, Hippias

agrees.

As Hippias has not seen the contradiction in his own argument i.e., the

assertion that the liar can be as wise as can the truthful negates the previous

assumption of the dichotomy between the liars and the truth tellers Socrates

then pursues further the characteristics of the liar. Hippias agrees that since the

liar is capable and wise, he is capable of lying at will. And conversely, points

out Socrates, a man who is incapable of lying and ignorant cannot therefore be

a liar. Hippias agrees.

Socrates pushes further by maintaining that for a man to be
"capable"

indi

cates that he can do what he wishes, when he wishes. Such is the case, for

example, with regard to
Hippias'

own ability in "calculations and in the art of

calculating"

(366c8-9). The Sophist has the capability, by virtue of his ability

to calculate, to provide a correct answer to a problem of multiplication when

ever posed to him. Hippias agrees that this is so since he is the "most capable

and wisest in these
matters"

(366d2-3). And, as Socrates points out, since he is

the most capable and wisest, he is also the best. And by being the best, Hippias

is most properly suited to tell the truth concerning calculations. So far, no

dissent has surfaced from the Sophist.

Now Socrates quickly poses the crucial question to undermine
Hippias'

ini

tial argument. But concurrently with the
question"But what of lies about

these same matters [i.e., regarding
(366e4)the Sage appears

fearful that the proud and arrogant teacher, the best known of all the Sophists,

the most-leamed Hippias will lie to avoid admitting the error in his position.

For after asking the question, Socrates immediately implores Hippias to an

swer "in a well-bom and magnificent
way"

(366e5). And before Hippias has a

chance to answer the crucial question, Socrates softens the forthrightness of it
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by rephrasing and embedding it within a simple example. Suppose Hippias

were asked the solution to the problem of 700 multiplied by 3. Would not he,

in his position as the most capable to deal with problems of calculations, be

able to answer falsely as well as correctly? In fact, continues Socrates, would

not Hippias be more capable of answering such problems falsely and consis

tently by virtue of his knowledge of calculations than a man ignorant of calcu

lations who in his attempts to answer falsely occasionally stumbles upon a

correct answer?

When contrasted with the ignorant man concerning calculations, the flattered

Sophist consents that he is more capable of answering such problems falsely by
virtue of his superior intellectual status than those ignorant of the discipline.

Then, wonders Socrates, if a man can answer falsely about calculations, can he

not answer falsely about other areas as well? Hippias readily agrees.

Perhaps not wishing to upset the apparently emotionally insecure Hippias by

impugning his character with the allusion to his capability of lying about solu

tions to mathematical problems, one of his fields of expertise, Socrates adroitly

asks whether it is possible for an individual to be "a liar about calculation and

number"

(367al2). Hippias simply responds,
"Yes."

At this point,
Hippias'

acknowledgments are now curt and quick, lacking the self-assured flamboyance

of earlier responses, suggesting that the Sophist may be sensing impending
entrapment. Perhaps Hippias pauses to muse over

Socrates'

trail of apparently

sensible questions with obvious answers which must be drawing to a particular

conclusion (that, after all, has been the nature of the Sage's conversations in

the past). Yet it cannot be a conclusion that both can accept, since each began

with a different position while each agreed to the ensuing series of questions.

Presumably, Hippias recognizes that the argument has strayed from the correct

path and that he must be careful to avoid a detour or pitfall that would elicit the

concession of his own position. Under pressure from
Socrates'

relentless ques

tioning, Hippias must find the error in
Socrates'

argument before any snare

suddenly appears and quickly draws to a close.

Since Hippias agrees that an individual may be a liar with respect to calcula

tions, "who would this
be?"

(367b2), asks Socrates. For, as the Sophist earlier

admitted, to lie one must have the capability. And both have agreed, as Socra

tes quickly adds, that Hippias is most capable of lying concerning calculations.

Hippias brusquely admits that both statements had been agreed to earlier.

Now Socrates stridently poses the fatal question once more to Hippias: "Are

you, therefore, also most capable of speaking truth about
calculations"

(367cl-

2)? Amazingly, Hippias merely answers,
"Surely."

Either buoyed by this ap

parent victory or wishing to confirm the Sophist's comprehension of the Sage's

revelation, Socrates then directly asks if Hippias really understands the conclu

sion to their dialogue that "the same man [is] most capable of speaking lies and

truths about calculations? And this is the one who is good at these things, the

expert
calculator"

(367c4-6)?
"Yes,"

responds Hippias. If this holds for the
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expert calculator, then it must hold for all men, infers Socrates; for the man

who can lie about calculations must be the most capable man, and the most

capable man is the good man who is also truthful. Hippias agrees.

Socrates then concludes with the statement that should have ended the con

versation, for it should have been obvious by now that "the same one is a liar

and truthful about these
things"

(367cl2-dl). For when it comes to capability,

the man who tells the truth and the man who lies are "the same
man,"

not

opposites, as Hippias had contended. Socrates now inquires if Hippias does not

comprehend this. But alas, the Sophist answers obliquely, "He does not appear

to [be the same man] ,
at least

there"

(367d4) .

Section 2: Analogies for Support of the Argument (367d5-369b7). Perhaps the

Sophist has not seen clearly the logic of the argument that leads to the unac

ceptable conclusion that he who is a liar must also be capable of telling the

truth. Perhaps a few more examples by the Sage may prove beneficial. Socrates

suggests analyzing more examples, and Hippias concurs. Alluding to the pre

vious example wherein Hippias, as the most capable calculator, is the best at

both veracity and deception with regard to calculation, Socrates asks if the

analogy does not hold also with regard to the Sophist's ability in geometry.

Hippias agrees. And if "the good and wise
geometer"

(367e3) can do both,

then, as suggested earlier, only the good man can be false, given his ability,

"while the bad one was incapable of it, so that he would not become a liar who

is unable to lie, as has been
agreed"

(367e6-7). Hippias admits as much.

Yet the Sophist apparently has failed to see the relationship between this

second analogy and the larger argument. For again Socrates attempts to demon

strate the greater argument through a third capability of Hippias: astronomy.

The Sophist immediately agrees that the same relationship holds for astronomy

as it did for calculating and geometry. That is, "the same one will be truthful

and a
liar"

(368al0-ll). Only the good astronomer can speak both truthfully

and falsely concerning celestial matters, since he alone possesses the required

knowledge to know when he is speaking either truthfully or falsely.

Building on these insights concerning the sciences, Socrates attempts to

broaden the argument to include the practical arts as well. "You are altogether

the wisest of all human beings in the greatest number of
arts"

(368b3-4), as

serts the Sage. He notes that Hippias has often proclaimed his superior talent in

the art of designing and his ability to produce any item of wearing apparel. In

fact, on one occasion at the Olympic games the Sophist boasted that his entire

wardrobe was homemade, from his ring, a signet, a scraper, and an unguent

bottle to his footwear, clothing, and tunic. Furthermore, he claimed that his

extraordinary workmanship on the belt of the tunic "was like the very expen

sive Persian
ones"

(368c7-8). In addition, recalls Socrates,
Hippias*

consider

able abilities do not stop at weaving and engraving. Indeed, the Sophist's

talents extend into the letters; he has boasted of possessing original poems
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epic verses, tragedies, and dithyrambs and a variety of speeches in prose as

well. The Sophist's abilities and talents clearly establish him as the leading
practitioner of the arts and letters. So ebullient is the Sage's accounting of the

Sophist's braggadocio that he nearly forgets
Hippias'

"most
splendid"

capa

bility (368el) which the humble Socrates surely lacks: the art of memory.

Given the Sophist's excellence in the sciences, the practical arts, the letters,

and numerous other areas, would not the same argument that both he and the

Sage had accepted for the sciences apply to all aspects of intellectual ability?

Socrates boldly challenges Hippias to name some field "where one is truthful

and another a separate one, not the same is a
liar"

(368e5-6). In fact,

bullies Socrates, the Sophist cannot do so. Buying time, Hippias defensively
maintains the need for further consideration.

Clearly on the attack, the Sage insists that additional consideration will not

save the Sophist's position; that if Socrates is correct, Hippias will suffer the

consequences, to which the Sophist pleads ignorance. Chiding him for his arro

gance in not employing his fantastic memory and thus failing to recall his

original assertion, Socrates reminds Hippias of the Sophist's claim that

"Achilles was truthful, while Odysseus was a liar and
versatile"

(369bl). Yet,

claims Socrates, their discussion has revealed, as demonstrated by
Hippias'

own example of excellence, that "the same man has come to light as being both

truthful and a
liar"

(369b3-4).

Socrates built the argument in steps, beginning with
Hippias'

capability as a

calculator, then including his capability in the arts, and eventually encompass

ing all of
Hippias'

professed wonders. To the particular arguments of these

examples Hippias had agreed. In moving from the
"particulars"

of the Sophist's

life to the
"unity"

of all the particulars, the same logical progression permitted

the Sage to generalize the conclusion concerning a particular individual, Hip

pias, to all men, including Achilles and Odysseus. Hence as in the example of

Hippias, Socrates concludes that "if Odysseus was a liar, he becomes also

tmthful, and if Achilles was truthful, he becomes also a liar, and these men are

not different from one another or opposite but
similar"

(369b4-7).

Part II: Restructuring the Argument

Section 1: Lack ofAgreement (369b8-372a7). It is not clear whether Hippias

actually remains unconvinced or merely wishes to save face. Perhaps the Soph

ist really misunderstood the logical movement from the part to the whole, from

particular instances to a universal claim, in the Sage's argument. For he com

plains that, as a result of
Socrates'

concentration on the most difficult aspect of

the argument and his contention over various details, the Sage misses the real

value to be gained by only looking at the argument as a whole! Hippias pro

poses a different tack: first, the Sophist will present an argument supporting his
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position that Homer intended Achilles to be morally superior to Odysseus, then

the Sage "may counter argument with
argument"

(369c6-7) supporting the

claim that Homer intended Odysseus to be morally superior, and the onlookers

will then settle the issue by deciding which is the more persuasive argument.

Notice that Hippias has suggested two radical changes in the nature of their

conversation. First, he attempts to shift their discussion away from the informal

dialogue of the dialectical approach to discovering truth to that of a more for

mal debate. With the debate format, the winner is to be selected by the audi

ence as to who "more fully speaks
better"

(369c8), thus introducing majority

rale as a criterion for what is to be accepted as truth. Second, and perhaps more

important, in line with the formal debate structure, Socrates is asked to state a

position at the beginning, not at the end of a discussion as is his wont. More

over, his position would be counter to the conclusion of their discussion thus

far. Again, the logic of their discussion has indicated that neither Achilles nor

Odysseus was morally superior to the other. Hence, Hippias is asking Socrates

to forgo both his method for discovering truth and the truth they had already

discovered! With his reputation suffering for lack of a quick and final solution

favorable to his own position, Hippias seems to want to restructure the entire

discussion to regain the upper hand with Socrates before their peers.

So as not to offend the Sophist, Socrates pays homage to Hippias as "wiser

than
I"

(369dl). In fact, it is precisely because Hippias is so wise, explains

Socrates, that the Sage wishes to have the opportunity to question and examine

the Sophist's statements and positions. After all, the Sage would not waste time

with men of lesser capability. Furthermore, cajoles Socrates, a measure of

those who fit the former category can be known by simply observing who

interests him the most. This flattery apparently subdues the Sophist's attempt

to restructure their discussion, which would surely have aborted the entire

enterprise.

To avoid further the issue of a formal debate, Socrates immediately claims

that
Hippias'

reading of Homer contains a contradiction. The very passage that

Hippias has recently quoted indicates "that Odysseus, the versatile, is nowhere

shown to be a liar, while Achilles is shown to be someone versatile, according

to your
argument"

(370al-3). The Sage then quotes the passage from Homer to

demonstrate that Achilles clearly had lied. Socrates reminds Hippias of the original

question concerning whom Homer intended to be morally superior; the Sage un

derstands Homer to have intended neither one to be superior to the other with

regard to truth and falsehood as well as virtue.

With disregard for their earlier discussion about the capability of the wise

man to act falsely, Hippias quickly denies the validity of
Socrates'

position and

claims that Achilles involuntarily lies, since he had no choice given his situa

tion; "but the lies of Odysseus are voluntary and from
design"

(370e8-9). But

the Sage, in imitation of their earlier discussion, accuses "dearest
Hippias"

of

deception. The Sophist emphatically denies the charge, while the Sage presses
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his accusation by pointing out the obvious Hippias to the contrary that

Homer obviously describes Achilles not only as a deceiver and a braggart but

so superior at lying that by all accounts he outwits even Odysseus. Perplexed,

Hippias asks for further clarification on this point. Socrates reminds him that

Achilles, when faced with fighting at Troy, tells Odysseus "that he would sail

away at dawn, he does not again assert that he will sail away when he speaks to

Ajax but says something
else"

(371b4-6). The Sage then cites verses from the

Iliad to support his claim. Such obvious statements by Achilles, concludes

Socrates, can only indicate that he was "a designing plotter who believed Odys

seus was someone of primitive simplicity whom he could get the better of

precisely by such artful contriving and
lying"

(371d5-7). But Hippias repeats

his belief that in those passages Achilles acts ignorantly, since he has no real

alternative given the exigencies of the situations; "when, however, Odysseus

speaks the truth he always speaks by design, and whenever he lies it is the

same"

(371e2-4).

Perhaps stunned by
Hippias'

lack of perception of the implications of his

own statements, Socrates utters the obvious conclusion to the Sophist's posi

tion: "Then it looks as if Odysseus is, after all, better than
Achilles"

(371e5).

The silence must have been deafening before Hippias finally and defiantly ob

jects. Socrates asks if in the first part of their discussion did they not show

voluntary liars to be better than involuntary liars (cf. 367a2-7). Hippias notes

that excuses are generally made for those who do harm out of ignorance even to

the point where the laws are written to punish more severely those who do evil

voluntarily than those who do not. But the indignant Sophist, disregarding their

earlier conclusions, responds commonsensically to the Sage's query by asking

the moral question around which the entire dialogue revolves: "And how, Soc

rates, can those who are voluntarily unjust, who have voluntarily plotted and

done evil, be better than those who do so
involuntarily"

(372al-3)?

Section 2: Attempt to Return to the Original Argument (372bl-373c4). It ap

pears that
Socrates'

patience is nearing its end, having been sorely tried by
Hippias'

obstinacy. The Sage now carefully explains to the Sophist his method

of discourse: to pose questions continually to those recognized for their wis

dom, to discover better insights than previously existed. But often in this pro

cess of seeking knowledge, the Sage, too, reveals what he knows: "it is evident

that I know
nothing"

(372b7-8). This conclusion of admitting ignorance must

be the only one possible, Socrates ironically notes, since he nearly always

disagrees with the wise Hippias. However, the Sage's saving grace is his desire

to leam, to ask, to inquire; and to those who respond, he is always grateful. In

fact, he never claims as his own that which he leams from another. He is

careful to acknowledge those who have discerned a valuable truth and passed it

on to him.

But with regard to
Hippias'

argument, Socrates strongly disagrees. In a
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veiled reference to
Hippias'

untenable position and obstinate attitude, as a chal

lenge to the Sophist's integrity, Socrates admits that his own character must be

flawed, since he cannot "say anything greater of myself (372d4). The Sage's

opinion in this matter of the nature of him who speaks truthfully and him who

lies contradicts that of the Sophist. Socrates maintains that "those who harm

human beings, who do injustice, lie, deceive, and go wrong voluntarily rather

than involuntarily are better than those who do so
involuntarily"

(372d6-8).

Socrates admits, however, that he has not always held this position: "I vacil

late about these things clearly because I do not
know"

(372d9-el). And at

the moment the Sage is going through a crisis; he admits intellectually that "a

sort of seizure has overtaken me, and those who voluntarily go wrong about

something seem to me to be better than those who do so
involuntarily"

(372el-

4). In fact, confesses the Sage, his confused state of mind resulted from the

earlier part of their conversation where they found that "those who do each of

these things involuntarily are more good-for-nothing than those who do so vol

untarily"

(372e5-7; see Part I above).

Does Socrates realize the larger implications for understanding moral behav

ior that their previous conclusion, which centered on the capability to deceive

being predicated only on the ability and talent to perform generally commend

able deeds, had when combined with the tales by Homer concerning the atti

tudes of Achilles and Odysseus? Does he realize that if their earlier conclusions

are correct, as well as their extensions by implication, then the contemporary

structure of society, both legally and politically, based on morals which judge

individuals according to their intentions, may be jeopardized? For if morals

really are simply an aspect of superior intellectual and physical ability, then

only the intelligent and strong will be moral, since they are also the superior

and better men. The dull and weak will be unable to act morally independently

of reliance on or imitation of the intelligent and strong as a result of their

deficient characters measured in terms only of ability, talents, and skills.

This possible conclusion suggests that the moral basis of society may well

be determined by only one set of individuals over and against another. If this is

so, the center of the moral universe may well be found in man, and the center

of the social universe only in a particular class of men. The origin of any

concept of moral good will no longer be seen to transcend human perception of

that concept; the search for universals of the good, the true, and the beautiful

will no longer be conducted in the realm of men's ideas and particular percep

tions, but in the realm of men only; man will truly become the ultimate mea

sure of that which is good; and the dominance of any conception of moral

standards over any other will result ultimately from the power of compromise

or force, not from consensus through reasoned argumentation. The contempla

tion of ethics as a necessary aspect for providing guidance toward the good life

will be replaced by the ethics of contemplating the good life, good for those

best able to define and secure it.
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Were these the thoughts troubling
Socrates'

mind, the source of his intellec

tual crisis? Perhaps feeling his soul to be in danger of perdition, the Sage

pleads with the Sophist to "heal my
soul"

(372e7-373al) of this moral heresy.

But he warns Hippias to choose proper healing methods; "a long
speech"

(373a3) will not succeed, since Socrates would have difficulty following him.

Only through continuing their dialectical approach can they both succeed in

improving each other's welfare.

Possibly afraid that he has alienated Hippias with his own speech, Socrates

turns to Eudicus, accusing him of having started the entire discussion. He or

ders the son of Apemantus to prod Hippias into answering, should the Sophist

refuse to respond further. Eudicus sarcastically reminds SoCrates that his help
will not be needed, since Hippias has already stated that "he would flee the

questioning of no
man"

(373b2-3; cf. 363c-d). But the Sophist, although ad

mitting such a position, is hesitant to continue; Hippias remarks that "Socrates

always causes confusion in the argument and seems to want to make
trouble"

(373b5-6).

Feeling the increasing peer pressure on the Sophist to continue the dialogue

and gleefully seizing on this latest statement which denigrates the Sage's moral

integrity, Socrates wittingly shows that Hippias cannot fairly accuse him of

"wanting to make
trouble,"

given the Sophist's own position throughout the

discussion. Socrates can never intend to be troublesome, since, according to

conclusions both agreed to earlier, only one who is "wise and
tricky"

(373b8)

could do so intentionally; such a description does not apply to the Sage. Hence,

Socrates must be forgiven, since "you assert that whoever makes trouble invol

untarily ought to have
forgiveness"

(373b9-10). Eudicus feverishly implores

Hippias to continue with the discussion, both for the curiosity of those listening
as well as for the sake of the honor of his profession. A reluctant Hippias

relents, maintaining he will proceed as requested and answer all questions put

to him.

Part III: Expansion of the Argument

Section 1: No Agreement (373c5-375d8). With this final commitment from

Hippias, Socrates, in his characteristic manner, is ready to pursue the question

concerning "whether those are better who go wrong voluntarily or those who do

so
involuntarily"

(373c6-7). The Sage begins his interrogation with particular

examples from the discipline of sports: running and wrestling. With regard to

running, the Sophist agrees that both good runners and bad runners exist; that

good runners mn well and bad runners run poorly; that running slowly is to run

poorly and running quickly is to ran well; and that, therefore, in a race "quick

ness [is] good and slowness
bad"

(373dl0 1 1).

But notice that both interlocutors have conflated two distinct purposes that
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an adjective can serve. An adjective ordinarily describes an item; that item may

be a physical object, an event or action, or an idea. But descriptions may have

two connotations: one evaluative, the other objective. Furthermore, evaluative

descriptions may be of two forms: intrinsically moral and extrinsically amoral.

Intrinsically moral evaluations refer to intentions of will vis-a-vis a standard of

justice. Extrinsically amoral evaluations refer to completed and nearly com

pleted acts of behavior or processes vis-a-vis a set of criteria of excellence.

Depending on the process, the individual's intentions may or may not be im

portant. For example, Socrates asks which of two slow runners is the better

runner, "he who voluntarily runs slowly or he who does so
involuntarily"

(373dl3-14)? Hippias answers that the runner who runs slowly voluntarily is

the better of the two. Both interlocutors are using the word
"better"

in an

evaluative or intrinsically moral sense as well as in an objective or extrinsically

amoral sense.

Yet whether a runner runs well or not in terms of capability is not a moral

issue. To stipulate that excellence in physical ability confers moral approbation

as well confuses the distinction between
"is"

and
"ought."

Such a confusion

may be legitimate only if there is a presumption that one is morally obliged to

perform as well as possible in a race. But such a presumption is clearly subjec

tive, owing to those who establish the rales of the race and the supporting

cultural context. To assert otherwise, one must ascribe to some form of natural

theology or an overcrowded universe of natural laws. This confusion of both

Socrates and Hippias conflating
"better"

in terms of natural ability with "bet
ter"

in terms of moral intentions persists to the end of the dialogue.

Socrates then asks if running is "doing
something,"

and if so, "is it not also

effecting
something"

(373dl8)? To both questions, Hippias replies in the affir

mative. Socrates concludes and Hippias strongly agrees that "he who runs

badly [effects] what is bad and shameful in a
race"

(373e2-3). Furthermore,

both agree that the slow runner runs badly. And from here they make infer

ences that if a good runner runs slowly, he voluntarily acts badly, while the bad

runner who involuntarily does badly in a race is worse than the runner who

does so voluntarily.

Following the same line of reasoning as with the runner, Socrates then asks

who is the better wrestler at a wrestling match, "he who voluntarily falls, or he

who does so
involuntarily"

(374a3-4)? Of course, the Sophist agrees with the

Sage that the one who falls voluntarily is superior to the one who falls involun

tarily; and that, given the choice, it is more shameful to fall than to throw the

opponent down. Hence they arrive at the same conclusion, with respect to the

wrestlers as with the runners, that he who voluntarily does shameful actions is

better than he who does so involuntarily.

Moving from the particulars to the unity of the whole, Socrates asks if this

conclusion does not hold for all sports. Because of their ability to perform both

well and poorly, the physically stronger athletes do poorly voluntarily, while
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the weaker athletes do so involuntarily. Hippias agrees that this is so concern

ing physical strength. Socrates extends this concept to other physical abilities as

he asks Hippias if the conclusion does not hold, as well, for those who have

graceful movements. The Sophist agrees with the Sage that those who are able

"to assume voluntarily the shameful and good-for-nothing
postures"

(374b7-8)

are better than those who do so involuntarily as a result of physical limitations.

And Socrates poses the same consideration and receives the same reaction from

Hippias concerning those with musical ability and those without, and those who

sing out of tune voluntarily and those who do so involuntarily.

As if to underscore his insistence on conflating the two separate concepts of

the term
"better"

as
"good,"

as mentioned above, Socrates abruptly asks Hip
pias if he would "prefer to possess what is good or what is

bad,"

and the

Sophist replies, "What is
good"

(374cll-12).

The Sage then asks similar questions concerning limping of feet, to which

the Sophist agrees that he would rather have feet which are voluntarily limping.

And dullness of sight is a defect like limping of feet, Socrates notes. Hippias

also agrees that he would rather have eyes which are voluntarily dull and see

incorrectly than to have eyes which are involuntarily dull. To reemphasize this

point while moving from particulars to the whole, Socrates asks Hippias if he

believes "that those of your own things that voluntarily effect what is
good-for-

nothing are better than those that do so
involuntarily"

(374dl2-14). Again,

Hippias undramatically affirms this to be so. And they both agree that this

holds tme for all the senses of the human body.

Now Socrates expands this assumption concerning that which is good or evil

voluntarily and involuntarily to inanimate objects and instruments used by man.

The Sage offers the example of a rudder, noting that it would appear that a man

would prefer a mdder with which he could steer poorly voluntarily rather than

involuntarily. Socrates and Hippias both agree that this holds true not only for a

rudder but also for "a bow, a lyre, auloi, and all other
things"

(374el 1). Hence

the better instrument is that which can serve to perform both well and poorly,

rather than that which can only serve to perform poorly.

From instruments, Socrates now moves to include animals as he broadens

the supporting foundation for his final argument. He wonders if a horse which

can be ridden badly voluntarily or involuntarily would be preferred over those

of more limited possibilities. Hippias prefers such a horse as the better of the

two. And it would seem, then, notes the Sage, that the better horse's soul does

so voluntarily. The Sophist affirms this observation. (Hippias apparently does

not recognize the subtle implication of
Socrates'

shifting of the discussion from

that of an inanimate instrument in the hands of a man acting poorly voluntarily

or involuntarily, to that of an autonomous creature acting the same.) And, they

conclude, if this is true for the horse then it must be true "in the case of a dog
and all other

animals"

(375all).

At this point, Socrates has received agreement from Hippias that the argu

ment concerning doing good or ill voluntarily and involuntarily encompasses
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human physical ability, inanimate objects, and animals. Now Socrates is ready

to convince the Sophist of the final element in the Sage's position by extending
the logic of the argument to human mental ability, including morals. He begins

by asking if, "for a human being who is an archer, is it better to possess a soul

which voluntarily goes wrong and misses the target or one which does so invol
untarily"

(375al3-bl)? Predictably, Hippias asserts that for the purpose of ar

chery, the better soul belongs to him who misses voluntarily. Socrates asks, "a

soul which involuntarily goes wrong is, therefore, more good-for-nothing than one

which does so
voluntarily"

(375b5-6)? Hippias affirms this to be so with regard to

archery, not admitting of the parallel between archery and life, wherein both set

tings require the individual to aim always at a particular
"target."

The Sage now moves to the art of medicine and asks the Sophist if he who

harms the body voluntarily is not "more skilled in
medicine"

(375b9) than he

who harms involuntarily? Hippias agrees with Socrates that he "is accordingly

better in this art than one not skilled in
medicine"

(375b 11-12). And if this is

the case, maintains Socrates, then in all the arts, e.g., playing the cithara and

the aulos, and the sciences, that soul is better which does that which is evil,

shameful, and wrong voluntarily than that soul which does the same involun

tarily. Hippias readily agrees.

To move the analysis of mental ability further from the realm of the arts and

sciences and closer to the realm of morals, Socrates carefully chooses the case

of "the souls of
slaves"

(375c5) as his penultimate example. The Sage asks if

those slaves who do wrong voluntarily and effect evil are to be preferred to

those who do so involuntarily. The Sophist simply answers in the affirmative.

Now the Sage is prepared to move to the final matter for consideration:

moral attitudes in themselves, for themselves. At this point Socrates has suc

ceeded in garnering
Hippias'

agreement that doing wrong voluntarily is supe

rior to doing wrong involuntarily with reference to sports, medicine, arts, and

science. He also cryptically generalized this argument to the essence of the soul

via the examples of animals and slaves. On the verge of victory, the Sage then

asks, "Would we not wish to possess our own soul in as good a condition as

possible for these
matters"

(375c9-10)? The Sophist agrees. And if this is true,

Socrates triumphantly concludes, then our soul will be better when it does

wrong voluntarily than when it does wrong involuntarily!

Startled at such a repugnant conclusion, Hippias quickly disavows complic

ity in asserting such a "terrible
thing,"

that "those doing injustice voluntarily

are to be better than those doing so
involuntarily"

(375d4-6). Socrates stead

fastly maintains this conclusion as the only possible inference, while Hippias

yet refuses to accept it.

Section 2: Moral Implications and Disillusionment (375d9-376c6). Assuming

that Hippias would have capitulated by now, Socrates considers moral behavior

directly in his last attempt to convince the Sophist of his errant position, yet

hoping to cure himself of his own state of intellectual crisis. When justice is
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found to be present in any situation, the Sage asks, "is not justice either (1) a

certain capacity or knowledge or (2)
both"

(375dl0-ll)? And if it is a certain

capacity, then that soul which is more capable must be more just, since the

capable individual is also the better, as proven earlier. To both assertions Hip
pias agrees. With regard to justice as knowledge, the wise soul is more just

than the ignorant, notes the Sage; the Sophist assents. Now if justice is both

capacity and knowledge, states Socrates, then the just soul will have both ca

pacity and knowledge, and the unjust soul will belong to the ignorant. And,

again, that soul is the better which has more capacity and wisdom than another,

and hence "better and as more capable of doing both what is noble and what is

shameful with regard to all that it
effects"

(375ell-376a2). As usual, prior to

the actual stating of the conclusion of an argument, Hippias is in accordance

with both claims.

Paralleling earlier arguments, the Sage maintains that such a soul acts ill

voluntarily "through capacity and
art"

(376a5), both of which are characteristics of

justice. He reminds the Sophist that "to do injustice at least is to do what is bad,

while not to do injustice is to do what is
noble"

(376a8-9). Consequendy, the

more capable and better soul does injustice voluntarily, while the bad soul does

injustice involuntarily. Hippias agrees with Socrates on these points.

Now that Socrates has once again started Hippias down the path toward the

unacceptable, he can ask the question that will complete the Sophist's journey
to the undeniable conclusion he has continually denied. The good man, asserts

Socrates, is "the one who has the good soul, while the bad is the one who has

the bad
soul"

(376b1-2). And this means that the good man, assuming that he

has the good soul, can do wrong voluntarily, while the opposite is tme for the

bad man with the bad soul. At this point Hippias is in full agreement, perhaps

finally convinced of the logical conclusions of the Sage's argument. Socrates

now completes the discussion by concluding, given the premises above, that

"he who voluntarily goes wrong and does what is shameful and unjust, Hip

pias, if indeed there is any such person, would be no other than the good
man"

(376b8-10). Despite the forgoing debate with its many logical points of agree

ment, Hippias adamantly refuses to accept this conclusion: "I cannot agree with

you in this,
Socrates"

(376M1).

Socrates, too, confesses that the conclusion is personally distasteful, but

sees no possible alternative given the arguments of their discussion. He again

indicates the state of disarray presently occupying his mind concerning this

matter; such a condition is to be expected of an "ordinary
man"

(376c4) like

himself (cf. 372b-d). Such mental vacillation is not to be expected from Soph

ists such as Hippias, however, chastises the strident Sage. If the enlightened

abilities of the learned Hippias, the last refuge of sanity, cannot provide a sense

of stability for the perplexed, the weary yet satirical Sage despairingly laments,
the human condition is in a morally precarious position, for "we shall not cease

from our vacillation even after we have come to
you"

(376c5-6).
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EPILOGUE

From three levels of analysis structural, personal, and moral the Lesser

Hippias offers readers an intriguing glimpse into some of the ethical issues

troubling Plato. What is, what can be, and what ought to be the relationship

between the good and proper behavior? Indeed, how are we to understand the

nature of the good and morality?

In the guise of Socrates Plato eloquently gives voice to responses to these

questions as he engages in careful introspection of the nature and implications

of select moral arguments. The dialogue's transition of personalities and argu

ments reveals the depth of Plato's thinking and the intrinsic complexity of his

moral reasoning: from
Hippias'

arrogant conceit to his silent acquiescence;

from
Socrates'

humble petitioning to his frustrated demands; from arguments

revealing particular instances of reasonable claims to holistic but unacceptable

conclusions. But to what end?

Perhaps
Socrates'

own final conclusion in the Lesser Hippias contains one

necessary condition for accurately addressing Plato's arguments in his other

dialogues. At the dialogue's close, Hippias and Socrates face uneasily the stark

realization that the better man is he who can do injustice voluntarily rather than

only doing so involuntarily. But this is only true, says Socrates, "if indeed

there is any such
person"

!

NOTE

1 . The relatively recent translation of the Lesser Hippias by James Leake provided the text for

this study. See James Leake, trans., "Lesser Hippias: [or, On the
Lie],"

in The Roots ofPolitical

Philosophy: Ten Forgotten Socratic Dialogues, ed. Thomas L. Pangle (Ithaca: Cornell University

Press, 1987), pp. 281-99. Also, my appreciation to Charles E. Butterworth for his helpful com

ments and suggestions.
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Immanuel Kant:

Punishment and the Political Preconditions of Moral Existence

Gary B. Herbert

Loyola University, New Orleans

There is nothing that has risked victimizing our understanding of Immanuel

Kant's political philosophy more than the almost irresistible temptation to filter

it through the principles of Kantian morality. The truth of this remark is not

lessened by the fact that Kant said, "[t]rae politics can never take a step without

rendering homage to
morality."1

Admittedly, for Kant, political philosophy is

in some sense intended to reflect the principles of moral philosophy, and even

to nurture them. Nevertheless, when the principles of Kantian morality are

made to serve as the moral preconditions of political existence, a political phi

losophy is produced that is unlike anything one finds in Kant's political writ

ings. More than one writer has observed that making politics answerable to the

principles of morality makes the legitimacy of states and governments depen

dent on the politically debilitating moral autonomy of their citizens. We are

told,

"[t]he Kantian notion of autonomy has the effect of delegitimizing all social and

political institutions that do not flow from our own free will. The result is ... a

revolutionary or terroristic morality that preaches liberation from all contexts or

situations. Such a morality obliges the Kantian to reject as dehumanizing,

alienating, and oppressive everything that does not immediately express man's

essential humanity or
dignity."2

The irony of these remarks is that, although they do no more than make

explicit what follows from the subordination of politics to the principles of

Kantian morality, there is, in Kant's political writings, no call for the dele-

gitimization of social and political institutions that a political emphasis on

moral autonomy would seem to require. On the contrary, Kant's political writ

ings reveal him to be a proponent of political authority that rivals the political

absolutism ordinarily attributed to the writings of, say, Thomas Hobbes.

One could argue that, in theory, there need not be any conflict between

Kant's moral and political philosophy. Political theory is restricted by Kant to

the external relations of wills without considering the morality of their inten

tions. Its objective is coexistent freedom, i.e., "independence from being con

strained by another's choice, insofar as it can coexist with the freedom of every

interpretation, Fall 1995, Vol. 23, No. 1
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other in accordance with a universal
law."3

Kantian moral theory, on the other

hand, is concerned exclusively with moral autonomy of motives, independent

of any external relationships, i.e., the ability of the will to act purely out of

respect for moral law without weighing what it wills against consequences.

Theoretically, the two could exist in perfect harmony. In practice, the issue is

more complicated.

There is no place in Kant's political writings where this tension between the

demands of morality and the prerequisites of political existence is more evident

than in his account of punishment. Punishment is defined by Kant as "the right

a ruler has against a subject to inflict pain upon him because of his having
committed a

crime"

(MM, p. 140). If, as Kant says, politics must pay homage

to morality, that demand must be reflected in the way punishments are carried

out. Criminals must be treated with dignity, as ends-in-themselves. The hom

age politics must pay to morality requires that the punishment of a criminal not

be justified on the basis of the benefits derived, whether for the victim (his

compensation for damages), for the miscreant himself (in the liberating value of

his rehabilitation), or by arguing for its value to society (as a deterrent to other

criminal activity). These approaches to punishment would all involve the mor

ally destructive reduction of the criminal to "a means to promote some other

good"

(MM, p. 140) rather than giving him room to exist as an autonomous

(self-legislating) end-in-himself.

Patrick Riley has argued, "Kant often wants to be able to say that punish

ment must be deserved or merited; if it were not deserved, and deserved be

cause of bad will, then one might punish people even the innocent and the

good-willing in order to maximize utility or to appease divinities. So deserv

ing punishment
matters."4

Riley says that Kant "wants to be able to
say"

that

punishment must be deserved; he does not say that Kant actually says this. If

Kant himself does not appear to be concerned with legitimizing punishment by

showing that it is deserved, it is in part because he does not consider punish

ment the type of thing for which moral justification is possible. A genuine

moral justification of punishment would require knowledge of the inner motives

of those who appear to deserve punishment. We have no access to motives.

They are, Kant says, entirely hidden from us. Kant explains,

The real morality of actions, their merit or guilt, even that of our own conduct,

thus remains entirely hidden from us. Our imputations can refer only to the

empirical character. How much of this character is ascribable to the pure effect of

freedom, how much to mere nature, that is, to faults of temperament for which

there is no responsibility, or to its happy constitution, can never be determined;
and upon it therefore no perfectly just judgments can be

passed.5

The problem, then, is that punishments must never be inflicted in such a

way that they reduce the criminal to a means to some other good, and they
must be inflicted without getting caught up in the troublesome task of weighing
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the inaccessible motives of the criminal. That is, they must not be compro

mised by superimposing on them an unsatisfiable demand for justification, ei

ther moral or utilitarian. Kant satisfies both these demands by describing and

defending punishment as straightforward, uncompromising
retribution.6

Punish

ment should be inflicted upon the miscreant, Kant says, solely because he has

committed a crime, not because he did so with a condemnable motive, and not

because of any benefits to be derived from punishing him. Boldly, Kant draws

support from the wisdom of ancient philosophical poets to whom he attributes

the claim, "Blood innocently shed cries out for vengeance. Crime cannot re

main unavenged. . . . Guilt for sins must be expiated, even if a completely

innocent person should have to offer himself to atone for
it"

(MM, p. 278).

Kant knows that, occasionally, innocent people will be punished and the

punishments inflicted upon the guilty will occasionally be too severe. This does

not deter him from maintaining the necessity and lightness of punishment.

Perhaps the most severe of his remarks regarding punishment are his conclu

sions concerning a government's obligation to carry out punishments, espe

cially capital punishment, even when no benefit to society can conceivably be

derived from it. In the Rechtslehre, Kant writes,

Even if a civil society were to be dissolved by consent of all its members (e.g., if a

people inhabiting an island decided to separate and disperse throughout the world),

the last murderer remaining in prison would first have to be executed, so that each

has done to him what his deeds deserve and blood guilt does not cling to the

people for not having insisted upon this punishment; for otherwise the people can

be regarded as collaborators in this public violation of justice. (MM, p. 142)

By presenting punishment as retribution, Kant permits politics to pay hom

age to morality without breaching the separation that must be maintained be

tween them. Punishment (and, in fact, the whole system of political, or

external, relations), one might argue, is instramentally helpful in encouraging

people to be moral, whether they act morally out of moral motivation or not.

Or we can argue that punishment contributes to enforcement of the ends of

morality, even though morality is not its primary objective. Morality, on the

other hand, could be conceived as a "limiting
condition"

(Perpetual Peace, p.

35) to what is politically permissible, without subordinating itself to the more

practical objectives of political existence. Supporting this interpretation, Patrick

Riley portrays Kant's politics as either the enforcement of moral behavior, with

or without moral motivation (Riley refers to this as the "strong sense of instru

mental politics") or the enhancement of moral motives by creating conditions

politically conducive to them (which he calls the "weak sense").

The strong sense of instmmental politics, or legality, sees to it that some of the

ends of morality get enforced, even where motiva moralia are absent; the weak

sense of instrumental politics, or politics as context, creates a state of affairs in



64 Interpretation

which those motiva moralia themselves have a better chance to operate. On either

view, public legal justice is
"for"

morality, is morality's
instrument.7

As appealing as Riley's approach to Kant's theory is, it does not work. If

one is forced by the threat of punishment (strong sense) to treat another as an

end, one's treatment of the other as an end becomes a means to one's own

well-being (i.e., avoiding punishment). No homage is rendered to morality by
that. The ends of politics and morality are only made to seem to be in harmony

by this maneuver. And moral motivation is not made more likely (weak sense)

simply because the coercive threat of punishment has created order. Self-inter

est remains the motive of those upon whom the force of the law is asserted.

The miscreant is not expected to respond to his punishment as an autonomous

(self-legislating) end-in-himself .

8

When Kant says politics must pay homage to morality, he must mean that

morality must manifest itself publicly, at least by exhibiting itself in the hom

age paid by politics. Morality is not intended to remain an unreachable ideal of

reason, but must become politically manifest. It must enter into existence

political existence but without breaching the important gap that separates and

preserves the integrity of both morality and politics. Seeing how this is made

possible, in part, though a retributive account of punishment requires that we

rethink how, according to Kant, the will enters into external i.e., political

relations, that is, into the condition Kant refers to as "coexistent
freedom."

Crucial to Kant's political theory is his acknowledgment that a human will

cannot manifest itself unilaterally. Will, in its public manifestation as person

ality, emerges only as the product and precondition of external relationships,

that is, in the encounter of will with will. This means that the moral will can

manifest itself publicly only within political existence and then only insofar as

it can define itself in and through coexistent freedom and, therefore, through all

the preconditions of coexistent freedom. The human will, conceived in its pub

lic form as personality, first manifests itself in external relations, according to

Kant, in what can best be described as a Hobbesian confrontation with others

competing for possession and ownership of goods (MM, pp. 74-75). The pos

session and the transformation of objects into property arises through an act of

labor, specifically, through "a labor of
consciousness,"9

by which one merges

his own will with the object. Kant writes, "the way to have something external

as what is mine consists in a merely rightful connection of the subject's will

with that object in accordance with the concept of intelligible possession . .

"

(MM, p. 75). It is a reflexive act of ownership, similar to this, by which one

transforms oneself into a
person.10

Through a reflexive act of will, one imputes

his own actions to himself. He acknowledges his own actions to be the products

of his own will. His act of imputation establishes his responsibility and,

through this assumption of responsibility, transforms him externally into a

moral personality. Kant writes,
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A person is a subject whose actions can be imputed to him. Moral personality is

therefore nothing other than the freedom of a rational being under moral laws

(whereas psychological personality is merely the capacity for being conscious of

one's identity in different conditions of one's existence). From this it follows that a

person is subject to no other laws than those he gives to himself (either alone or at

least along with others). A thing is that to which nothing can be imputed. Any
object of free choice which itself lacks freedom is therefore called a thing (res

corporalis) .

' '

The will's act of self-ownership, or self-imputation, sets man apart from the

natural world of things and animals. Things and animals never acquire owner

ship over themselves; they never own up. Furthermore, and most importantly
for Kant's political theory, the act of self-imputation is not something that can

be undertaken in solitude. It is not an action that can be performed unilaterally.

According to Kant, nothing can belong to a person or be imputed to him,

himself included, except externally, through the sustaining recognition given by
others. This characteristic of the will that it acquires its freedom coexistently,

only through the mediating recognition given by another is an essential part

of Kant's concept of a right. He defines a right as "the capacity for putting

others under
obligation"

(MM, p. 64). One person's rights exist only to the

extent that they are sustained by the obligations others have to him, and only to

the extent that the possessor of rights has the capacity to obligate those
others.12

One can obligate others only to the extent that he is recognized by those others

as someone to whom an obligation can be owed. The obligations others have to

a person become the mediating precondition of his rights. However, those

others cannot be obligated unless they, too, are recognized as persons, that is,

subjects to whom actions can be imputed and, therefore, who can be held

responsible. It is the act of recognition that is the precondition of their practi

cal, political existence as persons. Recognition of another as a person who can

be held responsible for his actions is inseparable from recognition of him as a

person possessing rights of his own.

Withholding recognition is as easy as it is dehumanizing. Simply by using

another person for one's own benefit (e.g., stealing from him or borrowing
with no intention of repaying), one reduces the other to the status of a thing. By

stealing from him we withhold recognition of him as the kind of being who is

capable of owning something. Using the other releases him from obligations,

since things cannot be obligated. Things do not claim ownership of and re

sponsibility for their own actions. Consequently, treating the other as an ob

ject not only destroys his freedom; it also demolishes the ground of one's own

rights and, therefore, the grounding precondition of
one'

s own personality . A

maxim advocating the use of another would annul itself; it could never become

a law.

It follows by implication from Kant's theory that one who lacks the capacity

to obligate others can have no rights. The fact that a person is in need even
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desperate need is not sufficient to establish his rights or, by implication,

one's obligation to him.

The concept of Right, insofar as it is related to an obligation corresponding to it

(i.e., the moral concept of Right) has to do, first, only with the external and indeed

practical relation of one person to another, insofar as their actions, as facts, can

have (direct or indirect) influence on each other. But, second, it does not signify

the relation of one's choice to the mere wish (hence also to the mere need) of the

other, as in actions of beneficence or callousness, but only a relation to the other's

choice."

Neither rights nor obligations can exist unilaterally; they manifest them

selves only in the reciprocal relationship of persons. It is this interpersonal

relationship that allows Kant to write, "Freedom (independence from being
constrained by another's choice), insofar as it can coexist with the freedom of

every other in accordance with a universal law, is the only original right be

longing to every man by virtue of his
humanity"

(MM, p. 63). When Kant says

this, he is not giving vent to a moral ideal to which he believes we all ought

aspire. The original right that belongs to every human being by virtue of his

humanity is not presented by Kant as a minimum standard of treatment that

every human being deserves as his human right. Rather, it is offered as a

recognition of the preconditions of political existence and coexistent freedom.

We must assert the right of humanity in our own person as the foundation of

external relations within which coexistent freedom is possible. When we assert

the right of humanity in our own person, we thereby assert our capacity to

obligate another moral personality, as well as our own capacity to be obligated.

When one asserts the right of humanity in his own person against a miscreant,

e.g., one who has injured him in some way, he acknowledges the miscreant's

responsibility for what he did. The miscreant did what he did to a person, not

to a mere thing. Accusing the miscreant of having injured a person means

recognizing the miscreant, too, as a person, as a being who is defined by his

relationship with persons rather than with mere things. By implication, the

person who asserts the right of humanity in his own person acknowledges his

freedom, his humanity, his rights, his capacity to obligate others, and,
coinci-

dentally, but not unimportantly, the legitimacy of his punishment when he fails

to act according to the law. Failure to punish would be to recognize him as

nothing more than an animal will whose responsibility for what he does is

precluded by the fact that he is a mere creature of inclinations to which he is

bound, and of which he is not the author. He must be held responsible. There

fore, I must hold myself up to him as a person, a being to whom he can relate

only to the extent that he, too, is a person. This takes us to Kant's remark:

Rightful honor (honestas iuridica) consists in asserting one's worth as a man in

relation to others, a duty expressed by the saying, "Do not make yourself a mere
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means for others but be at the same time an end for
them."

This duty will be

explained later as obligation from the Right of humanity in our own person (Lex

iusti). (MM, p. 62)

A person gives the appropriate respect due the humanity in a fellow person,

regardless of whom it may be, by asserting the right of humanity in his own

person. One doesn't demand respect from cows, trees, or any of the other

things that fill up the world. Demanding respect is, in effect, an acknowledg

ment of the other's humanity and, by implication, his capacity to obligate

others, oneself included. A civil society in which all citizens give equal recog

nition to one another, Kant says, would be a society in which a condition of

"coexistent
freedom"

prevails. The law governing such a society would be,

"[a]ny action is right if it can coexist with everyone's freedom in accordance

with a universal law, or if on its maxim the freedom of choice of each can

coexist with everyone's freedom in accordance with a universal
law"

(MM, p.

56). The precondition of coexistent freedom is that each be conceived as the

author of his actions, responsible for what he does. Were one not recognized as

responsible for what he does, he would be denied the dignity that belongs to a

free and responsible being. This is especially true of the person facing the

possibility of punishment. The following passage from the Rechtslehre makes

this clear.

Punishment by a court (poena forensis) this is distinct from natural punishment

(poena naturalis), in which vice punishes itself and which the legislator does not

take into account can never be inflicted merely as a means to promote some other

good for the criminal himself or for civil society. It must always be inflicted upon

him only because he has committed a crime. For a man can never be treated

merely as a means to the purposes of another or be put among the objects of rights

to things: His innate personality protects him from this, even though he can be

condemned to lose his civil personality. (MM, p. 140)

To treat another as an object could conceivably be to treat him as an object

of our pity, our concern, and our good intentions, not simply as an object to be

used and/or abused for our own benefit. It is not obvious that people in general

would object to their being treated as objects so long as their treatment were

benevolent. Such treatment could be considered humane, part of what is meant

when we concern ourselves with what is today called human rights. Our con

cern for the human rights of those who are to be punished causes us to prefer

rehabilitation and reform over retribution. We, theoretically, prefer to turn mis

creants over to correctional institutions. The miscreant, of course, is only the

passive recipient of his rehabilitation. He does not initiate it and is not responsi

ble for it.

Kant's theory of punishment is a subtle but unequivocal reversal of what we

today would regard as a moral, or humane, approach to punishment, i.e., pun-
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ishment conceived as passive rehabilitation and reform. One protects the hu

manity of a miscreant, and thereby his freedom and his rights, by acknowledg

ing his (the miscreant's) responsibility, that is, by punishing him for his

transgressions of the law, even where such punishment might be considered by
sympathetic people to be inhumane, even a violation of his human rights. We

need not know the miscreant's motives for doing what he did; in fact, since we

have no reliable access to his motives, it is inevitable that we will make mis

takes. Kant is under no moral delusions; he admits, ". . [n]o perfectly just

judgments can be
passed."

And he is not particularly troubled by this fact. We

must assume the motives of the miscreant were those of a fully rational being.

Anything less would justify our removing the miscreant as one would an irri

tant, much as one removes ants, rodents, etc., who have made pests of them

selves. Mistaken punishment, on the other hand, does not dehumanize the one

who is punished, according to Kant. On the contrary, punishment can be in

flicted, even mistakenly, only to the extent that the one who is punished is

recognized to be a person, one who can be held responsible, one who owns his

own actions and is to that extent free.

Patrick Riley is correct to suggest that we interpret Kant's account of pun

ishment in the light of what Riley calls "a proto-Hegelian 'negation of nega

tion'"

(Riley, p. 108). He writes,

Might it not be better or at least more Kantian to say that murder, from a

political-legal viewpoint, is not consistent with the external freedom of all under a

universal law, and that one correctly punishes murder by negating the negation (crime)

and thus affirming the positive value of liberty-preserving law? (Riley, p. 109)

Riley cites a passage from the Rechtslehre in which Kant does appear to

anticipate the Hegelian negation of negation. In that passage, Kant writes,

Resistance that counteracts the hindering of an effect promotes this effect and is

consistent with it. Now whatever is wrong is a hindrance to freedom in accordance

with universal laws. But coercion is a hindrance or resistance to freedom.

Therefore, if a certain use of freedom is itself a hindrance to freedom in accordance

with universal laws (i.e., wrong), coercion that is opposed to this (as a hindering of
a hindrance to freedom) is consistent with freedom in accordance with universal

laws, that is, it is right. (MM, p. 57)

This interpretation of Kant's account of punishment has the advantage of

making punishment
"external,"

neither dependent on an evaluation of motives

nor concerned with practical consequences. Nevertheless, Riley says, it does

not make Kant's theory of punishment wholly satisfactory.

The main problem with punishment as a negation of negation is that it is designed

not to take motives (such as deserving) into account; its strength is its weakness. It
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must treat all murder (for example) simply as the negation of life and punishment

as negation negated. (Riley, p. 109)

As helpful as Riley's suggestion is, it becomes sidetracked and unhelpful

when it understands Kant to have conceived punishment as a negation of
"life."

In the passage from Kant's Rechtslehre, it is freedom, not life, that is negated.

The negation that takes place when one person takes the life of another is not

the other person's life. The miscreant has killed the other person taken his

life, to be sure but he has also, not incidentally, negated the other in the

process, by treating the other as a thing, denying his existence as a free-self-

owning will. The reflexive result of the miscreant's act is that he has also

negated his own will, his own moral personality. By acknowledging another as

nothing more than an object, he has thingified himself. If he thingifys the other,

he thingifys himself, since, to a thing, one can be nothing more than another

thing. To punish the miscreant is not simply to negate his life, though death

may be his punishment. For Kant, it is to hold him responsible, thereby restor

ing his freedom by recognizing him as a person, thereby negating his own self-

negating thingification.

For just this reason, Kant rejects all consequentialist and utilitarian theories

of punishment which are concerned with the justifying punishment by pointing

to its good results, whether for society as a whole or for the miscreant himself.

Strictly speaking, punishment must be conceived as retribution. Neither the

rehabilitation of the miscreant nor the benefit of society as a whole can ever

serve as the justification of punishment since, however humanitarian they may

appear, such interests treat the miscreant as a thing needing repair, thereby

denying his humanity and, in the process, negate the fundamental precondition

of coexistent freedom.

This aspect of Kant's theory has brought down harsh criticism on him. C. L.

Ten has argued that a retributive theory of punishment must disregard conse

quences, and that would result in disaster.

On this view, punishment is justified in the sense that it is required or obligatory.

Such a very strong retributive theory is not plausible because, if indeed the legal

authority has an absolute duty to punish, then it follows that punishment is required

even when disastrous consequences will come about, even 'when the skies will

fall'. For example, suppose that the punishment of an offender will lead to a vast

increase in violent crime which will terrorize law-abiding citizens who would all

much prefer that the punishment not be meted out. The theory would still insist on

punishment. It is a strange notion of justice whose demands benefit nobody, and

whose execution will keep even the virtuous and innocent awake with fear and

trembling. (Ten, p. 75)

Ten's criticism of Kant's theory of punishment, of course, holds Kant pre

cisely to those principles which he has rejected. This is a practical inevitability
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when one conceives punishment in terms of the fair treatment of individuals

rather than as the necessary precondition of the politically practical possibility

of coexistent freedom. The fact is, the morality of punishment, i.e., its justi

fication in individual cases, is not Kant's concern. It is not his concern to

show, as Tom Sorell suggests, "that people are entitled to certain forms of

treatment on account of their
humanity."14

Much more important that justifying
the moral correctness of punishments and the basic treatment to which people

are entitled is establishing the necessary preconditions of coexistent freedom

that make such concerns meaningful in the first place. It is only in some such

sense as this that we can understand effectively Kant's remark that, "The prin

ciple of punishment is a categorical imperative . . (MM, p. 141). The ques

tion for Kant is, not how we are to justify the punishments we inflict but,

rather, how we are to sustain external relationships the relationship of will to

will and, thereby, the externalized structures of consciousness without which

political existence i.e., coexistent freedom cannot exist. If external rela

tionships cannot sustain coexistent freedom, morality is destined to remain little

more than an unrealized ideal of reason. The principal of punishment is a cate

gorical imperative, Kant says, and the categorical imperative is a synthetic a

priori. But it does not operate on consciousness and influence our moral judg
ments the way that space and time, the a priori forms of outer and inner sen

suous intuition, order our judgments of perception. It is not possible to sense

objects nonspatially. It is conspicuously possible, on the other hand, to relate to

another being impersonally, that is, to relate to him or her as a thing there for

one's use.

The necessity governing such relationships is political. It is not the justifica

tion of punishment so much as the willingness to punish that is politically im

portant. Willingness to punish is a necessary part of the structure of political

consciousness that serves as the precondition of coexistent freedom, which is to

say, genuine political existence. For the sake of political consciousness and the

preconditions of coexistent freedom, we need to act toward others as if their

motives were those of a moral personality, a person who owns and is, there

fore, responsible for his actions. Our making an occasional mistake may be

regrettable, Kant might say, but that does not jeopardize the fact that our

mistake notwithstanding the preconditions of coexistent freedom have thor

oughly impregnated external relations, and political existence (and with it coex

istent freedom) is thereby sustained, making possible the political manifestation

of moral will.

Punishment is presented by Kant as part of the rational, self-legislative man

ifestation of coexistent freedom. The rather harsh but practical corollary to this

conclusion is that citizens must be held responsible for what they do. This

means they must be punished for failure to act according to the law. According
to Kant, "Consequently, when I draw up a penal law against myself as a crimi

nal, it is pure reason in me (homo noumenon), legislating with regard to rights,
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which subjects me, as someone capable of a crime and so as another person

(homo phaenomenon), to the penal law, together with all others in a civil

union"

(MM, p. 144). Kant is not making Thomas Hobbes's argument here. It

is not that I consented to be punished when I entered civil association, so have

no complaints when it happens. One's submission of himself to law is not an

incidental accompaniment to rational self-legislation; rather, it is the mediating

condition that makes rational self-legislation a practical political possibility.

That means he is also not making the argument attributed to him by Howard

Williams, that "[t]he individual participates in the social contract as a moral

individual in his capacity as an intelligent, noumenal being, possessing a free

will, whereas he is subject to punishment in his capacity as an empirical, sen

suous being, possessing an animal
will"

(Williams, p. 107). It is not as a

unilaterally acting-legislating moral will but, rather, as a political will, a will

that manifests itself in external relations, whose freedom is subject to and

dependent upon the conditions of coexistence, that he submits himself to the

law and the possibility of punishment.

Only persons hold themselves to the laws that they, as rational wills, have

legislated to themselves. Only persons claim ownership of and, hence, respon

sibility for, their own actions. If it were tme that punishment deprives the

criminal of his freedom, that could only mean that it reduces him to the status

of a thing, an animal will, incapable of being obligated, and, therefore, incapa

ble of being judged guilty of neglecting or violating his obligations. In that

case, what we do to it is not punishment. On the basis of Kant's theory, we can

conclude that one can train an animal will, but one can never, never obligate it;

likewise, one can harm an animal beat it, shoot it perhaps, even eat it but

one can never, never punish it. At least, as Kantians we cannot. But that means

that we cannot argue, as Jeffrie Murphy has, that "since [criminal punishment]

goes against the wishes of the criminal in depriving him of his freedom, [it] is

prima facie wrong .

" 15

Because the miscreant denies the rights and hence the freedom and hu

manity of the person whom he wrongs, he destroys the grounding precon

dition of the same in himself. Kant explains, "[accordingly, whatever

undeserved evil you inflict upon another within the people, that you inflict

upon yourself. If you insult him, you insult yourself; if you steal from him, you

steal from yourself; if you strike him, you strike yourself; if you kill him, you

kill yourself (MM, p. 141). Kant argued that miscreants must be brought to

suffer in proportion to the suffering they have caused and, with only occasional

exception, in the same way they have injured them (MM, p. 142). Anything

conspicuously more would be abuse; anything significantly less would involve

at least partial absolution. In either case, the person suffers a reduction. No

doubt there will be mistakes; innocent people will occasionally be judged

guilty, simply because we
have no empirical access to motives. For Kant, that

is a small and, more importantly, an unavoidable price to pay for the coexistent
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freedom that accompanies our recognition of the responsibility and, hence,

the political personality of the other. It is only through the political mani

festation of personality that the moral personality can, in any meaningful sense,

enter into genuine existence.

Kant's retributive treatment of punishment reveals, ironically perhaps, a

point of agreement with the most vituperous critic of his moral philosophy,

Friedrich Nietzsche. He shares with Nietzsche
"

. the idea that every injury
has somewhere or other its equivalent price, and can really be paid off, even

though it be by means of pain to the
author."16

It is an absolutely necessary

precondition of a healthy morality, according to Nietzsche, that its agents have

the power to
requite."

For Kant, this is not to describe a power the agent has

but, rather, to explain how we must conceive him if coexistent freedom is to be

a practical possibility. Consciousness becomes a clearing within which coexis

tent freedom can occur, but only if each is held fully responsible for his ac

tions. For Kant, this means, "anyone who commits murder, orders it, or is an

accomplice in it must suffer
death"

(MM, p. 143).

It is not so much that the execution itself is called for but, rather, that the

willingness to execute must be part of the consciousness of those whose civil

associations have not already dissolved. Without that willingness, Kant might

say, their associations most assuredly will dissolve, at least insofar as sustain

ing the preconditions of coexistent freedom is concerned. That willingness is a

necessary part of the structure of political consciousness. It must be made a

law. Its necessity, i.e., its status as law, can only be found in its having been

willed.

Some of Kant's more recent interpreters have protested his conclusions, ar

guing capital punishment cannot be justified by appeal to the principle of retri

bution because the punishment is too severe. Leslie Mulholland has argued that

it deprives the murderer of more than his life; it destroys all his rights as well.

Consequently, it fails to achieve the reciprocity, the proportionality, that is

essential to punishment. Mulholland writes,

while Kant is correct in claiming that no murderer would . . . have the right to

complain if he is to be put to death, we can question whether the state has the right

to kill a citizen even if he is guilty of murder. The problem is that to the extent

that civil society is justified as a condition of securing one's rights, it is difficult to

understand how it could be conceived to have the right to remove all the rights of a

person by killing the murderer. Here, it seems, is a case of where the counteraction

of the hindrance might itself be wrong because it extends beyond the allowable

limits of coercion (by destroying all
rights).18

There is something ironically misdirected in this criticism of Kant, because
it is the willingness to hold another responsible to assert the right of humanity
in oneself, against another and, by implication, to acknowledge that the other

"can
requite"

that, for Kant, identifies the other as a being capable of pos-
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sessing rights. And it is only by possessing rights that the other exhibits the

capacity to obligate anyone at all. A too earnest concern for his welfare or for

the justification of his punishments has, in Kant's theory, the negative effect of

neutralizing his capacity for coexistent freedom. Released from his obligations

by our thingifying concern for him as a being whose punishments are not justi

fied, he falls outside the sphere of coexistent freedom.

Kant could well have argued that the rights of the miscreant are not de

stroyed when he is executed; it is the miscreant himself who is destroyed. His

rights are not only not destroyed; they are recognized, defended, and preserved

by the act of punishment, even by capital punishment. We have thereby ac

knowledged his ability to requite. Were a murderer absolved, his execution

canceled, out of pity perhaps, we would have suspended recognition of him as

a person responsible for his actions. We would have stripped from conscious

ness the willingness to execute that defines our relationship to him as a being
capable of possessing rights. He would have become a thing to be saved. Iron

ically, then, there would no longer be any reason why we have to concern

ourselves with the possibility that we might violate his rights. There would be

nothing to violate! We would have acknowledged in him nothing more than an

animal will, and no mere animal will can obligate anybody. The act of absolu

tion for the murderer, for all the mercy it involves, is, from the Kantian van

tage point dehumanizing (whether we agree with it or not).

Kant does allow exceptions to the demand that murderers must die. Sover

eigns, he says, must have the right to pardon criminals when "the number of

accomplices is so large that their execution would create a spectacle of butchery
capable of adversely affecting the feelings of the people (MM, p. 143). For

this, Kant's critics accuse him of inconsistency. Howard Williams has argued

that, "in allowing this element of contingency into the exercise of justice and

the exacting of punishment Kant appears to weaken his own
argument"

(Wil

liams, p. 143). More recently, J. Angelo Corlett has argued,

I see no way out of this problem for Kant. Nor do I understand what might have

motivated him to hold what might be referred to as 'Kant's pardon
postulate.'

It

seems to have been an afterthought, one which haunts his otherwise mostly

plausible view of punishment. . . Kant is faced with a dilemma: either he must

give up his idea that criminal punishment is not a categorical imperative, or he

must sacrifice his pardon
postulate."

Presumably, if Kant permits the sovereign to absolve anyone, he violates his

own rales. He suspends a categorical imperative! Corlett's criticism here misses

the point. The obligation to punish is not so much a moral event as it is the

practical precondition of the possibility of coexistent freedom, that is, the pre

condition of the political appearance of moral existence. No sovereign can exe

cute thousands, or even hundreds, without it becoming an extermination rather

than a punishment. It is not persons who are destroyed in mass executions; it is
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social classes, nationalities, etc. Individuals are thereby reduced to things, and

the reciprocal act of recognition that sustains each of us externally as a moral

personality is annulled. Making exception to the law of retribution when the

miscreants to be punished are too numerous to avoid the spectacle of butchery
is not an inconsistency; it is a rational precondition of Kant's theory and the

coexistent freedom it is intended to produce and sustain.

We can conclude, then, that for Kant, a too liberal interest in leniency is

dehumanizing. Punishment is a categorical imperative! Does this make Kant's

theory of punishment primitive, unenlightened, and barbaric? Not if Kant is

correct that punishment is an absolutely essential act of recognition, a necessary

precondition to the insinuation of moral personality into political existence.

This may be a conclusion that is too harsh for our own understanding of moral

existence. It makes demands and sets levels of responsibility that are impossi

ble. If the criticism is correct, then it only serves to show the ironic inhumanity
of recognizing and treating humans as humans, i.e., as self-conscious beings to

whom their own actions can be imputed and for which they must be held re

sponsible. It makes the morally less demanding theory of, say, Thomas

Hobbes, appear morally more enlightened.
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Discussion

Political Theology? An Interpretation of

Genesis (3:5, 22)

Harry Neumann

Scripps College

We find a well known account in the Bible called the sinful fall of man an

account which in its profundity expresses mythologically not merely an accidental

history of man. . In the words of God: "See! Adam is become as one of
us."

It

is therefore not Satan's lie, since God himself confirms it. However this usually is

overlooked that God himself confirms it.

Satan has the broadest perspectives for God. Therefore he keeps himself so very far

away from God Satan, that is, as the oldest friend of knowledge.

Where the tree of knowledge stands, there is always paradise: thus speak the most

ancient and the most recent
Serpents.1

The atheist Hegel notes that interpreters of Genesis 3:5, 22 regularly over

look the decisive agreement between God and Satan (serpent) concerning what

God is: Quid sit deus! what makes a god a
god.2

To be divine means to know

what good and evil really are. Hegel rejects the strict biblical position by insist

ing that this knowledge, in its fullness, must be created through the mind's

labor, its progressive historical assimilation of the merely abstract knowledge

of Genesis
3:3

From being as gods, they become gods through the mind's his

torical progress to full realization that good and evil are its creations. Grasping

atheism more profoundly than Hegel, god and Satan realize that no historical

(Hegelian-Marxist) labor (creativity) is needed. Atheist wisdom is readily avail

able always and everywhere. Its price, too, never varies: the sale of one's soul

to the devil.

The boundless (atheist) freedom thus purchased is a moral-intellectual void

which no Hegelian-Marxist historical labor (creativity) can redeem: there is no

nonarbitrary standard of good and evil, truth and falsity, to which human rea

son and will are subordinate. Men are subject to nothing outside their atheist

reason and, contrary to Hegel's view, this reduces human thought and life to

nothing. In atheism's world, all work or creativity, is arbitrary, meaningless

interpretation, Fall 1995, Vol. 23, No. 1
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(Liberalism, pp. 22-42, 261-66). Man's disobedience, his negation of God's

law, elevates him to a divinity whose consequences terrify him. This brings

home the truth of God's prediction (Genesis 2:17): Men die, if they refuse to

subordinate themselves to divine law. They cannot be atheist and live. The

price of satanic apotheosis is death a spiritual death, the death of the soul. To

be sure, Satan denies that atheism means death, nothingness (Genesis 3:4-5),

but he means merely bodily death: the death of the soul does not necessarily

mean physical death as modernity's pseudo-atheist politics and morality testify.

That pseudo-atheism is swindle, an attempt to have one's cake and eat it too, to

combine atheism and morality (politics). The impossibility of this combination

is concealed by intellectual dishonesty.

Honestly confronted, atheism is humanly impossible: all desires are pious,

moral, political, wanting what is felt to be good and avoiding the bad. Thus

desire demands a moral-political world in which nonarbitrary justification and

condemnation, proof and disproof, is possible (Liberalism, pp. 19, 38-42, 81-

82, 103, 120-21, 171, 261-66). That world is annihilated by deification

through atheist wisdom. Nothing can reconcile moral-political (human) life to

this wisdom.

When, for example, feminists and sexists, democrats and nazis, hate each

other, they see their enemies as evil, truly evil. Their hatred, if justified as they

are convinced it is, implies a god, an eternal, nonarbitrary standard of good and

evil. Men with shared gods (moral absolutes) unite against enemies. Politics

always has been, and always will be, this belligerent determination to empower

one's gods, to ram them down the enemy's throat by legal enactment enforced

by police-military power. Politics is legislated morality (religion). Carl

Schmitt, citing Donoso Cortez, rightly insisted: Without theology, no morality

and without morality, no
politics!4

Denial of one's god (the moral orthodoxy of one's faction) undercuts one's

ruling passions and that, as God warns, means to die, the death of the heart

(Genesis, 2:17). Yet it is the only road to deification according to God and the

devil (lohn, 12:24).
Genesis'

atheist divinity negates Greek mythology and

philosophy, in which man cannot become god and gods cannot become men.

One becomes a god by being generated by gods, just as one becomes human

through human generation. Only knowledge, a knowledge not grounded in na

ture, in generation and birth, makes men gods according to the biblical god and

devil. The notion of divinity in Greek philosophy presupposed a natural order

in which, as Aristotle notes, men generate men and apes, apes and, for my

thology, gods, gods. No Rousseauean (Darwinian) evolution (of beasts to men)

is possible. The order of nature, of birth and death, is eternal. The Greek word

for nature means birth and growth. Growth always is teleological, aiming at a

state of maturity or perfection (Aristotle, Physics, 11:1).

Acorns want to become oak trees and children want to become men, al

though what maturity involves is far more difficult to secure in human growth.
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In any case, all natural birth and growth aims at the perfection natural to it,

whether human or bestial. This perfection is its natural good, what it really

desires to become. In the case of men, reason must order and guide the desires

to their natural good, their true happiness. Thus for Greek philosophy, there is,

in principle, harmony between reason and desire; between intellectual excel

lence and happiness. This harmony is negated by the atheist wisdom responsi

ble for biblical deification. Here deification means the perpetual, aimless war

of all one's desires (which always are pious and therefore political) against

reason's atheist wisdom aimless because atheism deprives desire any de

sire of the state of maturity or perfection for which it naturally strives. Athe

ism is unnatural or antinatural. Its spirit is the nihilism informing the conquest

of nature inaugurated by the atheist science of Bacon and Descartes (Liberal

ism, pp. 39-40, 108, 125-26, 165, 230-34). That science, the heart of all

modem life and thought, renders meaningless the most natural desire, to secure

what is good for oneself, one's happiness. As the gate of Dante's Hell warns:

the price of intellectual honesty (atheism) is abandonment of all hope of happi

ness.

The aimless war in every honest man (of nature or desire against antinatural,

atheist reason) is reflected in the always aimless conflicts of moral-political

life. To be sure, acknowledgement of this universal insignificance and
acciden-

talness is rare. Intellectual honesty is unbearable as the liberated (deified)

Adam and Eve leam when atheist wisdom opens the eyes of their mind. No less

than acoms want their natural fulfillment as oak trees, so all men, by
"nature,"

desire their fulfillment, their happiness. Different notions (of what that happi

ness is) are responsible for all serious political conflict whose heart is hostile

gods, opposing claims to nonarbitrary moral-political standards,
for which their

respective partisans fight even when they dishonestly claim to be
atheists!5

Thus all men are members of some political faction whose partisans fight

against the immorality of hostile factions. The enemy's morality always is im

moral; his notion of happiness, a wretched snare from which humanity must be

liberated!

Each faction's goal is restoration of Eden's blindness with one's own fac

tion's morality (happiness) imposed upon all mankind! For in Eden, there was

only one notion of happiness (morality) experienced by all men. There were no

factions, no enemies, domestic or foreign. Adam and Eve constituted the whole

human race and, under the spell of their happy ignorance, they enjoyed perfect

union, "one
flesh."

Until "their eyes were
opened,"

they experienced neither

internal (desire against reason) nor external wars.

In Genesis (2:24, 3:7) "one
flesh"

and
"nakedness"

refer to reason (soul) not

body. Adam and Eve never were blind physically. When the eyes of their mind

were opened, they realized their spiritual nakedness, the nihilism depriving

desire of its
"natural"

fulfillment and, therefore, of all hope of happiness.

Under the beneficent spell of Eden's blindness, the redemptive stupidity of all
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moral-political (human) life, they had enjoyed an illusory oneness ("one flesh")

of heart and mind, a common good of what then was all mankind.

As it always must, this faith in a common good in any nonarbitrary human

community ended with intellectual honesty, atheist enlightenment. Honesty

unmasks all appeals to a common good as lies, propaganda, by which one or

more partisans claim to speak for their whole faction or particular factions

claim that their god, their notion of happiness, is valid for all
mankind.6

This

dishonesty is everywhere, e.g., in contemporary
"politically-correct"

demands

that men ("persons") do what nobody ever will or can do respect
"diversity"

or cease being elitist. All politics is intolerant (elitist), championing its sect's

gods (morality) against enemies. Nobody fights for the freedom and equality of

all men: racists and humanitarians, feminists and sexists, would rather die than

fight for each
other"

s freedom and equality! Sharing the passionate elitism of all

politics, they castigate the immorality of what their enemies experience as the

only tme morality.

Eden's blindness, the mythical innocence for which the common good is

real, not illusion or propaganda, is shattered by atheism; no common good

exists. Genesis 4:17-22 highlights this inhuman situation, making the

fratricide, Cain, the founder of the first city, the seedbed of the arts and sci

ences and the prototype of politics everywhere and always. When the atheist

eyes of man's mind were opened, he saw this Hell from which God's law

(Genesis 2:17) meant to spare
him.7

Satan frustrated God's benevolence by

seducing man into atheism's moral emptiness, its destruction of nature. In light

(or darkness) of this void, orthodox fundamentalist interpretation of Genesis 1:1

is partly correct: creation is out of nothing, a moral abyss. But it wrongly

maintains that God is exempt from this emptiness. It falls into this error be

cause, unlike the disobedient Adam and Eve, it has never been forced to realize

that divinity's hallmark is atheist wisdom: to be as God is to realize that happi

ness is impossible, that good and evil (and therefore all life, human or divine)

is meaningless (arbitrary creation).

The fundamentalist illusion of all desire informs
"politics"

that still believes

in a common good of mankind or of any of its factions; a
"politics"

unaware of

the mark of Cain on its
soul.8

It was Machiavelli who first imitated Satan,

liberating men from illusions bestowed by a merciful God. In the fifteenth

chapter of his Prince, he rejects mythical Edens and their "one
flesh"

(common

good) lies. His satanic enlightenment despises God's humane propaganda. To

be sure, like Satan's education of Eve, Machiavellian education is compelled to

disguise the horror of truly liberal, liberating education with the usual "con

sciousness
raising,"

the lies about liberal education's enhancement of happiness
("self-esteem,"

etc.). But, basically, Satanic-Machiavellian education wants

men to confront life honestly, to regard the dishonest life as not worth living,
however much the natural desire for happiness compels it to sugar coat the

bitter pill of liberal education. It means to discredit the fraud informing all

morality and therefore all politics, all man's yearning for happiness. In this
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decisive respect, it shares the ethos of theologies and moralities which dispirit

rather than encourage politics. This is the Christian element of Machiavellian

liberal
education.9

The Christian Paul rightly insists that a crucified god, who is fully human

and suffers death, is no god either for Greek philosophy (to whom such theol

ogy is beneath contempt) or for lewish legalistic piety to which it is hateful (I

Corinthians, 1:23). For that piety, informed by obedience to eternal law, shares

Greek philosophy's rejection of Christianity's "absolutely free and sovereign

God,"

who is beyond the law, "beyond good and
evil."

Like the Greek philoso

phers, "official Judaism was legalistic and hence rationalistic. Its rationalism . . .

had found its perfect expression in the Platonic conception of God as an arti

ficer who makes the universe by looking up to the unchanging, lifeless ideas.

In accordance with this, official Judaism asserted that God has created the

world and governs it sub ratione
boni."10

In the spirit of Paul's crucified god, Spinoza and Hegel "rebelled against the

official
assertion"

that Christianity's "absolutely free and sovereign
God"

is

subordinate to unchanging law (legalism), eternal ideas. This Christian rejec

tion of Jewish-Platonic legalism is the heart (or heartlessness) of the atheism

brought home to Adam and Eve by their disobedience to divine law. Put differ

ently: Paul's incarnated, antilegalist god cannot provide theological support for

the natural desire for happiness and, therefore, for politics.

Erik Peterson rightly observes, against Carl Schmitt's failed attempt at a

Christian political theology: "Something like a political theology is possible

only on a Judaic or pagan
basis."11

In the spirit of God and Satan, Peterson

dismisses political theology as a Judeo-Greek oxymoron. A humble, crucified

god provides no support for the elitism inseparable from politics. Although

correct about Schmitt, Peterson, like most Christians, does not perceive the

atheism responsible for his repudiation of political theology. Schmitt scorned

the atheism of Jew-haters such as Peterson, but his own Jew-hatred precluded

conversion to Judaism's legalistic (platonic) political theology. As Peterson

suggests, the Jewish-Platonic aspect of Schmitt's theology tended to make it

political. That aspect was undercut by Schmitt's Christianity, his faith in an

incarnation rejected as atheist by political theology. This faith vitiates man's

most natural yearning (for happiness) and therefore all morality and politics.

Schmitt is aware that his faith is not in eternal law, in a god governing sub

ratione boni. Strauss's attack on G. Scholem's defense of mystical (Kabbala)

Judaism's repudiation of official Judaism's legalistic God also applies to

Schmitt's faith. For both Schmitt and Scholem appeal to individual experience

against
(Greek-Jewish) legalism. Strauss observes that such ultimate appeals to

individual (religious) experience are naturally more open to Christianity than

the medieval Jewish philosophy informed by Greek political theology: "Jewish

philosophy has proved to be much more impervious to the influence of the

Christian dogma than the
Kabbala."12

Serious, consistent atheists (Machiavelli, Spinoza, Hegel, etc.) naturally
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prefer apolitical, antilegalist Christianity to Judeo-Greek political theology.

Hegel admits that the deathless Olympic deities were more beautiful, more

resplendent, and far happier than the suffering, crucified god. But, for atheists,

precisely this constitutes their inferiority. Hegel contends that Christian incar

nation incarnates the atheist wisdom which makes mortal men be as gods. The

blissful immortality of Greek and Jewish gods reveals ignorance of that wis

dom. To be a god in Genesis (3:5, 22) means to be mortal and atheist. It has

nothing to do with the immortality ascribed to God by political theology's

myths. Immortality is denied to man after he has become as god (Genesis

3:22). God is not subordinate to eternal law, the eternal nonarbitrary standard,

over the nature of which all serious moral-political fights occur (see note 10). A

god subject to nothing but his own reason (or will) is wholly arbitrary. His

freedom is atheist, nihilist. In his world, if one may speak of a world here,

misery reigns, since man's most natural passions become empty lunacies. That

world:

A land of dreams . .

Hath really neither joy, nor love, nor light,

Nor certitude, nor peace, nor help for pain;

And we are here as on a darkling plain

Swept with confused alarms of struggle and flight,

Where ignorant armies clash by night.

To be sure, there is
"certitude,"

the certitude of atheism, nihilism, revealed by
the wisdom which transforms men into gods. As Nietzsche rightly observes,

certitude, not doubt, drives honesty to
despair.13

On Jewish-Platonic horizons, that certitude is ridiculous or repugnant: politi

cal theology's god is not, nor can he become mortal; his eternal governance of

the world is sub ratione boni. This irreconcilable conflict between Jews and

Christians also pits philosophy (Socrates, Plato) against science (Machiavelli,

Descartes, Spinoza, Nietzsche), a war fired by the hatred of
"natural"

desire for

rational, atheist
enlightenment.14

Thus the partisans of Greek-Jewish political

theology strive "to adom their
Spartas"

by discrediting atheist
wisdom.15

This is

philosophy's job: Cicero in Rome, Farabi and Averroes in Islam, Aquinas in

Christendom, Lincoln and Jaffa in America. Like God and Dostoyevsky's

Grand Inquisitor, they want their fellow citizens secure in pious citizenship, in

political theology's comforting soporifics. Unlike the Inquisitor and God (and

Satan), they misperceive this propaganda as truth. In any case, they also want

men convinced that atheism is the worst crime, far more pernicious than rac

ism, sexism, murder, etc. Atheism means that nothing is in itself right or

wrong, tme or false. No politics can act on this, and God, unlike Satan, does

not want to warp politics with truth (atheism). Obedience to God's law pre

serves political-theological innocence, making it impossible for men to be

what, in fact, they are. It makes honesty impossible.
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Nietzsche describes the always self-destructive fight for honesty: "Compared

to the importance of this battle, everything else is of no concern: the final

question about the conditions of human life is raised here and the first attempt

to answer this question experimentally. To what extent can truth endure incor

poration? . this is the question, this is the experiment. . . . We are making

an experiment with the truth. Perhaps mankind will be destroyed by it!
Fine!"16

To risk that question, that experiment, means eradication of religion and,

therefore, of morality and politics. No man can or would do that! To be sure,

politics may be impoverished by refusing to prosecute atheism as the worst

crime, an impoverishment infecting contemporary societies in which jokes

about women and minorities are deemed more offensive than defamation of

oldfashioned fundamentalist piety. This "politically
correct"

delusion is respon

sible for an immature, infantile politics unaware politically of what it is doing
("Eternal and Temporal

Enemies,"

pp. 280-83).

The job of political theology and philosophy is to bring such communities to

their political senses, to see atheism's eradication as necessary for all serious

politics: Cicero in Rome, Maimonides in Judaism, Aquinas in Christendom,

Jaffa in America. Consider Jaffa's attack on Chief Justice Warren's opinion in

the 1954 Brown school desegregation ruling. Jaffa agrees with the outlawing of

school segregation but opposes Warren's justification for it: "The Court said

that segregation was unconstitutional because of the feelings of inferiority it

produced in the black children. It did not say, as it should have done, that

distinctions of color have no constitutional standing . . . that the Constitution is

color
blind."17

Like all political theologians (philosophers), Jaffa abominates grounding

moral-political decisions in nothing but always subjective, always arbitrary per

sonal experience (feelings). Such grounding reduces political that is, hu

man life to the moral void which terrified the liberated Adam and Eve. An

Aristotelian, probably the only contemporary one, Jaffa wants to rescue his

country and civilization from the infantilism of a
"politics"

which refuses to

subordinate personal feelings to eternal principles (sub ratione boni). In the

case of America, this means Jaffa's insistence that all valid judicial decisions

be informed by the eternal natural rights ofman, by the Declaration of Indepen

dence's reliance on those rights as guaranteed by nature and nature's god.

If Jaffa's rescue mission fails and Americans are forced to be honest, to

confront, as Adam and Eve did, atheism's abyss, their passions will hate it and

enslave them to anyone (e.g., God or the Inquisitor) who promises to restore

Eden's redemptive blindness, to sustain man's natural pursuit of happiness.

Prior to her disobedience, Eve never dreamt that apotheosis meant atheism,

nihilism. When that lesson's horror sank in, she was prepared, indeed eager, to

endure anything to be saved from it.

Thus feminists demanding deletion of Eve's punishment (subordination of

women to men, Genesis, 3:16) from the Bible lack self-knowledge, failing to
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perceive that they, like her, would endure even worse punishments to save

themselves from the consequence of the knowledge mercifully prohibited by

God. Similarly Adam does not organize the first trade union to protest God's

forcing men to work. Contrary to the Hegelian-Marxist position, work any

work is a philanthropic
"punishment"

which mercifully obfuscates the nihilist

wisdom unendurable to men. For all work all activity as Aristotle rightly

notes, aims to accomplish some good or avoid some evil (Nicomachean Ethics,

1:1; Politics, 1:1). Work presupposes the innocent world of Eden and Aristotle

in which the pursuit of happiness is not illusion. God's punishment of man

(work) actually demonstrates his love for man, his aversion to Satanic-Machia

vellian enlightenment!

When Bukharin publicly confessed to crimes he never committed, he did so

in obedience to Stalin's Communist Party. Since his life was given its god, its

meaning and direction, by that party, he had to obey. Disobedience confronted

him with a "black
nothingness"

(Liberalism, pp. 13-20, 135-37, 272-73,

284-85), as terrifying as the
"nakedness"

which unhinged the disobedient

Adam and Eve. To be sure, as a Communist, he believed himself to be what no

moral-political man ever is, an atheist. For, like all partisans that is, all

men he was firmly convinced of the justice of his cause. Had he thought

through what that conviction entails, he would have ceased to consider him

self or any dedicated Communist atheist. In any case, he, like Adam and

Eve, fanatically blinded himself to life's "black
nothingness."

Whether violent

(Bukharin) or gentle (Plato, Aristotle), that obfuscation is responsible for all

theology, morality and politics. It is the heart of human life! Nietzsche rightly
maintained that the really crucial errors, those arising from hatred of political

(natural) passion for reason's atheism, stem from cowardice, not
blindness.18

Men dread to be the "black
nothingness"

which, in fact, they are. No man,

only a superman, could be honest with himself about himself. Honest men

would be nietzschean supermen or biblical-hegelian gods. Their state of being
(or nonbeing) would be available only if all desires were eliminated: "The

amoralist speaks Nothing is more repulsive to thoughtful men than man inso

far as he desires. . . They despise the desiring man, also the
'desirable'

man

. . . and, in general, everything desirable, all ideals of
man."19

NOTES

Author's note: The research for this article was assisted by a grant from the Earhart Foundation.

1. The first epigraph is from G. W. F. Hegel, Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Religion,

II (Part 2, "Die Bestimmte Religion"), in Hegel, Werke, 16 (Suhrkamp Verlag, 1969), 265-66; cf.

ibid., vol. 17, pp. 258-59, where Hegel dismisses the orthodox interpretation that God speaks

ironically in Genesis 3:22. On Hegel's Christianity, see K. Lowith, Zur Kritik der christlichen

Uberlieferung (Kohlhammer Verlag, 1966), pp. 54-96. The second and third are from F.

Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, sees. 129 and 152, respectively.

2. On the relation of Hegel's nihilism to Christianity, see C. Schmitt, Glossarium (Duncker



Political Theology? 85

und Humblot, 1991), p. 212; Neumann, Liberalism (Carolina Academic Press, 1991), p. 173.

"Political
Theology?"

like my "Eternal and Temporal
Enemies"

(Political Communication, 9

[1992]: 279-84), clarifies Liberalism's main problems, particularly those relating to Schmitt's

failed attempt at a Christian political theology (Liberalism, pp. 92-95). On the racial, patriarchal

(one might almost say Jewish!) aspect of Schmitt's Christianity, consider Schmitt, Glossarium, p.

131: "Sie teilen mir Ihre Konversion zu katholische Kirche mit. . Es ist aber nicht leicht, etwas

Meritorisches dazu zu sagen. Fiir mich ist der katholische Glaube die Religion meiner Vater, Ich

bin Katholik nicht nur dem Bekenntnis, sondern auch die geschichtlichen Herkunft, wenn ich so

sagen darf, der Rasse
nach."

("You announce your conversion to the catholic church. It is,

however, not easy to say something meritorious about this. For me, the catholic faith is the religion

of my fathers. I am catholic not only as a matter of faith [confession] but also according to

historical descent if I may say so, according to race.") See also p. 80: "Je me vois maintenant en

Westphalie, dans la maison paternelle, ou j'ai assiste en 1932 a la fete des noces d'or de mes

parents. Je dors dans la chambre ou mon pere a dormi, oil il est mort en novembre 1945, ayant 92

ans. Je vois par ma fenetre la cimetiere catholique, ou gisent mes parents et oil depuis 20 ans est

reservee une tombe pour ma femme et moi. Je fais les promenades que j'ai fait depuis de 50 ans

c'est une certaine continuity spatiale et meme stabilitas loci pour un temps de terre et nihilisme

general."

("I see myself now in Westphalia in the house of my father where, in 1932, I assisted in

the golden wedding anniversary celebration of my parents. I sleep in the room where my father

slept, where he died in November, 1945 at age 92. From my window I see the catholic cemetery

where my parents are buried and where for 20 years a tomb for myself and my wife has been

reserved. I take the same walks which I have taken for fifty years. This is a certain spatial

continuity and even stability of place for a time of general terror and nihilism.") Neumann, Liberal

ism, p. 50.

3. S. Rosen, G. W. F. Hegel (Yale University Press, 1974), p. 8.

4. Neumann, Liberalism, p. 267. Since all men are political (moral, religious), only supermen

or crucified
"gods"

(see below, notes 12, 19) would be so inhuman as to disobey the First Com

mandment or so foolish as to say in their hearts that there is no god. No man is, or wants to be,

atheist or even agnostic (doubting whether or not god exists). On the impossibility of agnosticism,

see Neumann, "Eternal and Temporal
Enemies,"

p. 283. Philosophers are neither agnostic nor

atheist. Like nonphilosophic political men, they too are pious insofar as they believe to know, or at

least divine, that god, a true, nonarbitrary standard of good exists (Plato, Republic, 505A-511D;

Neumann, Liberalism, pp. xv-xxiii, 85-107, 230-34, 267-68). The philosopher, however, unlike

ordinary political men, is seriously confronted with the question whether the god regnant in his
"cave,"

and therefore in him, is the true god. He alone is "open to the full impact of the all-

important question which is coeval with philosophy, although the philosophers do not frequently

pronounce it-the question quid sit
deus"

(L. Strauss, The City andMan (Rand McNally, 1964), p.

241.

The philosopher is not the liberal individual "freed . of the obligations that tie man to God.

To break these ties is a decision more active than a mere parting of the ways, as in an uncontested

divorce. One must venture profanely into sacred precincts and declare them subject to human

necessities and human sovereignty as Machiavelli did when he excused Romulus 's [and Cain's!]

fratricide as necessary to make oneself uno solo. With this demonstration of the daring it takes to

make oneself truly alone, Machiavelli unsheathes the original liberal individual a tyrant and

necessarily so the original empowered
individual"

(H. Mansfield, The Taming of the Prince

[Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993], p. xvi). But why do these tyrannic individual

ists bother with politics that is, with human life? Why not aim for supermen or crucified

Did not their passions which always are political and therefore pious overpower their liberal

(atheist) reason! Consider Neumann, Liberalism,
pp. 82, 261-66.

Serious philosophic questioning (as opposed to liberal individualism) always is informed by

awareness of what god (and therefore politics) can and cannot be. Consequently (like Maimonides

in Judaism, Aquinas in Christendom, and Jaffa in America), insofar as possible, it "adorns its

Sparta"

(below, notes 15 and 17) by discrediting the oxymoronic (atheist, anarchic) piety of a

Schmitt or a Scholem (see below, notes 12 and 19). In this spirit, Jaffa fights devaluation of the

9



86 Interpretation

American founding principle (that all men are created equal) into a self-evident half-truth, since,

for him, the American founding, fired by this principle, is the best regime. Consider H. Jaffa, The

American Founding as the Best Regime: The Bonding of Civic and Religious Liberty (Claremont,

1990).

5. Nietzsche, Joyful Science, 125; Neumann, "Eternal Temporal
Enemies,"

pp. 279-83.

6. Plato, Republic, 338D-339A, 343C, 540E-541B. This dishonest claim to universal validity

fires current "politically
correct"

demands that men cease being
"elitist"

and respect

"diversity"

("multiculturalism"). Only a (Nietzschean) superman or a (Christian) crucified god could meet

these demands. Those inflicting the demands rarely, if ever, realize their inhumanity, the stagger

ing price of their atheistic need to emasculate eros into agape (see below, note 19). Luther rightly

insisted that the Christian command to love one's enemies (a real respect for "diversity"!) convicts

men of sin, since they neither can, nor want to, do this. Only a miracle-working god, capable of ex

nihilo creation, could transform eros into agape, and thus make possible love of enemies, rejection

of elitism, respect for diversity, etc. On that transformation's atheism (nihilism), see Neumann,

Liberalism, pp. 262-66, 271-73, 284-88; "Eternal and Temporal
Enemies,"

pp. 279-84.

7. Nietzsche, Will to Power 910, 583(c); Joyful Science, 125; Neumann, Liberalism, pp.
120-

21, 272-73.

8. L. Strauss, Thoughts on Machiavelli (Free Press, 1958) pp. 174, 329 (note 1).

9. Rousseau, Social Contract, IV:8, 11:7; Neumann, Liberalism, pp. 202-7; A. Kojeve, "The

Christian Origin ofModern
Science,"

The St. Johns Review (Winter, 1984), pp. 22-26; Nietzsche,

Joyful Science, 322, 344, 377; Genealogy ofMorals, III, 24-25.

10. L. Strauss, Liberalism Ancient andModern (Basic Books, 1968), p. 242; Neumann, Liber

alism, pp. 55-59; Plato, Euthyphro, 10A.

11. H. Meier, "Was ist Politische
Theologie?"

in J. Assman, Politische Theologie Zwischen

Agypten und Israel (Call Friedrich von Siemens Stiftung, 1992), pp. 16, 28. Neumann, Liberalism,

pp. 92-95.

12. L. Strauss, "How to Begin to Study Medieval
Philosophy,"

in The Rebirth of Classical

Political Rationalism (University of Chicago Press, 1989), p. 215. Contrast Schmitt, Glossarium,

p. 283: "Vous devriez savoir que je suis catholique de race. Ma liberie vis-a-vis des idees est

sans bornes parce que je reste en contact avec mon centre inoccupable qui n'est pas une
'idee'

mais

un evenement historique: l'incarnation du Fils de Dieu. Pour moi le christianisme n'est pas en

premier lieu un doctrine, ni une morale, ni meme (excusez) une religion; il est un evenement

historique."

("You should know that I am a catholic by race My freedom vis a vis ideas is

limitless because I remain in contact with my unoccupied center which is not an idea but a histori

cal event: the incarnation of the son of God. For me, Christianity is primarily not a doctrine, nor a

moral, nor even [pardon] a religion; it is a historical event.")

The justification for Schmitt's racial Catholicism is the Incarnation, a particular experience, not

a universal law or principle. Schmitt's god, and therefore Schmitt, is beyond good and evil. Con

sider Glossarium, p. 209, where Schmitt supports Hegelian rejection of Jewish Gesetzreligion. A

god beyond good and evil cannot supply the nonarbitrary, eternal moral standards implied in all

serious political conflict. It leaves human experience with pointless desire for a nonexistent happi

ness, its
"natural"

fulfillment. The crucifixion of Schmitt's incarnated god is an accurate image of

this pointlessness. As Paul rightly observed, an incarnated, crucified god is blasphemy to the Jews

and ridiculous to the Greeks (I Corinthians 1:23). On the primacy of eternal principles (legalism) to

particular experience, see Strauss, Natural Right and History (University of Chicago Press, 1953),

pp. 126, 27-28, 10 (note 3), and The Rebirth ofClassical Political Rationalism, pp. 212-26.

Schmitt's radically Christian
"liberation"

of desire from its natural fulfillment is evident in his

rejection of Nietzsche's assertion that all Lust (desire, joy) wants eternity: "Alle Lust will

Ewigkeit? So? Die Lust will nichts. Sie ist totale Gegenwart und kennt und weiss and will nichts

anderes. Sie will nichts als sich selbst, sich selbst gefallen. Sie will nicht
Ewigkeit"

("All longing

[desire] wants eternity? Really? Desire wants nothing. It is totally in the present and knows and

wills nothing else. It wants nothing but itself, to please itself. It does not want eternity") (Glos

sarium, p. 87). Schmitt's Christian hatred of Jewish legalism is responsible for this emasculation of

Lust (desire, longing).



Political Theology? 87

On Scholem's emphasis on mysticism (Kabbala) against legalism (rationalism), consider his On
Jews and Judaism in Crisis (New York: Schocken Books, 1976), pp. 32-33, 36: "Reason is a great

instrument of destruction. For construction something beyond it is required . . something moral.

Secular morality is a morality built on reason alone. I do not believe in this possibility. This is

an utter illusion of philosophers. Anarchism held many attractions for me, especially its

positive utopianism. . The only social theory that makes sense religious sense, too is anar

chism. . Of course from the standpoint of the values of official traditional Judaism, this concep
tion is negative. I wasn't an atheist anarchist. I thought that the organization of society under

absolute liberty is a divine
mandate."

Unlike Strauss, Scholem failed to see the atheism (nihilism)

informing anarchism. This failure is the hallmark of pseudo-liberalism, the attempt to do the impos

sible, to make liberalism political. See Neumann, Liberalism, pp. xvi-xxiii, 34-42, 82-84, 92-

95, 170-72, 259-60, 263-68, 272-73, 284-88.

13. M. Arnold, "Dover Beach"; Nietzsche, Birth of Tragedy, 7 (end); Ecce Homo, "Why I am

so
Shrewd,"

4.

14. Neumann, Liberalism, pp. 94, 100-104; cf. Kojeve (above, note 9).

15. Strauss, "Reply to Professors Schaar and
Wolin,"

American Political Science Review, 57

(March, 1963): 155.

16. Nietzsche, Joyful Science, 110 (end); Kritische Gesamtausgabe (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,

1967 ff.) VII2, 84.

17. Jaffa, "What is
Racism?"

ClaremontMcKenna College Forum (February 25, 1993), p. 15.

See also Jaffa, "Is the Constitution Good (And If So, Why?") (to be published in The American

Founding as the Best Regime and Other Essays in Socratic Rationalism, University Press ofAmer

ica, forthcoming): 'The Constitution is good because it is the embodiment, to the greatest extent

possible in 1787, of the principles of the Declaration of Independence . The essential relation

ship of the Constitution to the principles of the Declaration is one of means to ends. The

statement of principles in the Declaration of Independence is a compressed summary of 'the laws

of nature and nature's God'. It consists in an articulation and a perfection of a natural law

tradition that goes back at least to Aristotle, and that embodies the ethical core of the Judeo-

Christian tradition as
well."

18. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, Preface (3); Beyond Good and Evil, Preface; Thus Spake

Zarathustra, 11:8.

19. Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, IX:32; Neumann, Liberalism, pp. 261-66. Cf. above,

note 12, Schmitt's denial that desire wants eternity.

Schmitt's Christianity deforms natural love (eros) into miraculous love (agape). For any natural

desire always implies eternity, as Nietzsche notes (above, note 12). Opposing ideas about what

constitutes desire's eternal satisfaction, man's true happiness, are responsible for mankind's perpet

ual hot or cold wars: Love and War are inextricably bound, as the old myths testify. Consider the

remarks of Scott Fitzgerald quoted in Neumann, Liberalism, p. 295.

Like the agape of Christianity's crucified god, the Nietzschean superman's amoral contempt for

desire and the desirable "leaves human experience with a pointless desire for a nonexistent happi
ness"

(above, note 12). Since eros (desire) is pointless in their atheist world, the superman and the

crucified god experience life as "the joyless quest for
joy"

(Strauss, Natural Right andHistory, pp.

251; 10, note 3). Unlike Nietzsche, Schmitt is not alive to that atheism's horror. Not insanity, but

awareness of this insanity-inducing horror led Nietzsche to sign one of his last letters (January 4,

1889) as "the
crucified."

See Neumann, Liberalism, p. 84 (last paragraph).





Review Essays

Thirty-nine Reasons for Reading Benardete on

The Republic

Will Morrisey

Seth Benardete,
Socrates'

Second Sailing: On Plato's Republic (Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press, 1989), x + 238 pp., $29.95.

Professor Benardete has been around long enough to have established a

reputation. His writings are reputed to be hard to understand. This reputation

has led to certain worries. "He is so difficult. He commits philology. He gives

me a headache; Socrates never gets a headache; Benardete makes me feel un-

Socratic. Must I read
Benardete?"

By no means. But you may want to, any

way. His commentary on Plato's Republic consists of thirty-nine chapters, each

one of which contains at least one reason for reading the book.
Socrates'

second sailing means the Socratic turn in philosophy from the

attempt to understand nature directly, in the Anaxagorean manner, to the recog

nition that one must also understand oneself, the would-be understander of

nature. The need for this turn proceeds from the need to know the good. The

attempt to see the good in nature by considering nature directly founders on the

problem of teleology. If the good is somehow independent of the series of

events or developments that lead up to the good, then why is the series neces

sary? And if the good is somehow the amalgamation of lesser goods within the

series, do we not need to know the entire series in order to know the good, or

even to know that the lesser goods really are good? Yet we do not know the

supreme good of nature in this way because nature continues to percolate:

Where will it end? Socrates resets the ship's compass and sails again by consid

ering his own life as a philosopher, as a would-be understander. He is force

fully brought to see that there are two opposing opinions about himself: the

opinion of the majority of his fellow
Athenians an opinion whose telos (end)

is the cup of hemlock
conceived as punishment and his own opinion, whose

telos is also the cup of hemlock, but
not conceived necessarily as a punishment

for him in certain circumstances. Socratic philosophy looks not at things, ini

tially, but at opinions about things, to determine whether those opinions are

fragmentary or whole, self-contradictory or coherent. This procedure involves
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pairing opinions (in the case of the Republic, opinions about the just) with other

opinions, for comparison. The procedure also involves parting, setting opinions

about the just apart from other things, for contrast.

Benardete has many things to say about the long course of the arguments

Socrates and his interlocutors make in the Republic. With Spartan-like aus

terity, I shall restrict myself to identifying one insight or set of insights per

chapter.

1. The form of the Republic a dialogue narrated by Socrates fits the

substance of the Republic the teaching that the thought of the one best regime

"guides one's understanding of political life even if it never shapes one's ac

tions"

(p. 9). "Socrates is himself and plays all the
parts,"

just as the best

regime, whether or not
'concretely'

realizable, "comprehends the manifold of

all inferior
regimes"

(p. 9).

2. Socrates tells Cephalus that those who make things tend toward overfond-

ness for their productions: poets for their poems, fathers for their children,

moneymakers for their money. "Socrates after all is the maker of his own city,

and perhaps he is too fond of
it"

(p. 14). But perhaps not: "When the poets are

finally banished in Book X, perhaps Socrates the poet goes into exile with

them"

(p. 14). What gives each citizen a claim to rale the good thing he

produces for the city also inclines him to excessive 'pride of
authorship'

with

respect to the production, and with respect to the city in which that production

is deemed essential. Socrates must liberate himself from such self-regard while

working through it.

3. To show that justice is patriotism benefitting the city's friends and

harming its enemies then one must first prove that the city is good (assuming
that the city's reputed purpose, justice, is a good, or a part of the good). "[I]n

philosophy, the ideality of things must precede the reality of their
good"

(p.

17). Yet if justice is an art, a kind of knowledge, it is not clear that justice is

good. Is knowledge over anything more than, as one says today, 'value-neu

tral'? The best doctor is the best poisoner, thanks to the same knowledge. Is the

most just man therefore potentially the most unjust?

4. Thrasymachus gives every appearance of being a most unjust man. Yet

"Socrates soon forces him to face the difficulty that he cannot win for him

self any pupils if they believe his sole consideration is his own
advantage"

(p. 21).
Socrates'

irony, although denounced by the apparently indignant

Thrasymachus, does not stop his interlocutors from discovering the truth about

the good. "Thrasymachus sees no difficulty in combining law and knowledge;
but we are made to wonder whether his savagery is not due to his belief in their

perfect
compatibility"

(p. 22). If no good lies outside the lawgiving city, the

real and the shamming enrages who leap to the defense of the law will finally
know no lawful limits. Thrasymachus represents religiosity without the gods;

the departure of pious old Cephalus marks great danger as well as philosophic

opportunity.
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5. Thrasymachus and Socrates agree to the principle of specialization, that

for every doable task there is or can be some natural or artificial instrument

whose function is to perform that task. "Does the city have a
function?"

(p.

30). If so, is the city the best instrument to perform that function? Even if

philosophy is not the city's function, it might be that philosophy is a byproduct

of the city, that the city is both necessary to the discovery of philosophy and an

impediment to the full exercise of philosophy.

6. Glaucon "prepares the way for a confrontation between the philosopher

and the
city"

(p. 42) by restating
Thrasymachus'

argument in terms of the story

of Gyges.
Gyges'

ring, which makes its wearer invisible when he twists it in a

certain way, "stands for the veil the law wraps around the foundation of the

city"

(p. 37). The foundation of the city is adultery and murder. Why not

Realpolitik, if one is wise? Adimantus "prepares the way for renewing the

ancient quarrel between poetry and
philosophy"

(p. 42) by noting that the gods

can be propitiated with material things, bribed. So why not keep one eye on

clever injustices, another on camouflage for them?

7. The need to found a city in speech arises from the inability to find justice

directly: by introspection or by contemplation of the cosmos. A founded or

made city does not pose the dilemma of an origin given by someone else whose

intentions may be obscure. "Making in speech cuts out time and place, both of

which are indispensable for
becoming"

(p. 47). In founding the city in speech,

the dialogue, the Republic, "is the philosophic city in which Socrates is already
king"

(p. 47). Glaucon's disdain for the simple, healthy city, which he calls the

city of pigs, and his preference for what Socrates calls the feverish city, the city

whose citizens eat meat and recline on couches, make possible both war and

philosophy both of which require delaying the satisfaction of such desires as

may be gratified instantly or easily.

8. Thumos (the spiritedness of the human soul) is a Homeric word, fallen

into disuse by
Socrates'

time; Socrates "first
confronts"

Homer by "taking over

from him this old-fashioned
word"

(p. 55). Although "the philosopher's best

friends are his
opponents"

(p. 57), Glaucon doesn't know that. The philoso

pher-dogs or guardians-called-philosophers appeal to Glaucon, attaching him to

the city in speech. "The heart, says the heart, is the
mind"

(p. 57). It is enough

for now for Glaucon to be less mindless. "Political philosophy has become

political"

(p. 58) for the sake of inducing the very political, hearty Glaucon to

begin to see that the mind has secrets unknown to the heart.

9. "The Republic is a story that slips into Glaucon in the form of a story

about
stories"

(p. 58), that is, an account of the stories appropriate to guard

ians. Their education apparently transforms thumos into eros, for the edifica

tion of Glaucon, although one notices that the story itself is told with the help

of Adimantus. The problem with existing, Homeric, stories is a moral one.

Homer and the epic poets generally
begin in the middle of things, in contrast to

the moral book, the Bible, which
begins at the beginning. Beginnings are hum-
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bling to man, glorious to God. Morality requires a beginning, a middle, and an

end, but Homer, it is regrettable to say, "has the beautiful determine the very

sequence of
events"

(p. 62). Homer and the other poets are insufficiently moral

and insufficiently immoral, for they allow Zeus to live on after inventing

Athena, their representative. Their city in speech is accordingly ill-founded, a

self-contradictory mixture of old and new.

10. Socratic theology comports with Socratic education of the guardians.

This is not an education through suffering. The gods are not to be represented

as dispensing evils to men, as poets would have gods do. The Socratic gods

"are as indifferent to friendship as they are to
enmity,"

"models of self-suffi
ciency"

rather than cosmic cops or "models of
care"

(p. 64). "Perhaps they are

beautiful but invisible
statues"

(p. 64), a thought that makes one wonder at

Socrates'

previous criticism of Homer as an amoral esthete. Be this as it may,

the guardians must not be taught fear, and potential philosophers must not

suppose fear of the Lord to be the beginning of wisdom.

11. Socrates and sober Adimantus exile tragic and comic poetry from the

city. "The language of death is to cease to be affective and become
neutral,"

like an art (p. 67). "Life is mere life": extreme moderation, as it were, yields

equality and freedom. Freedom is a problem for the city because "the city . . .

in duplicating its own freedom and self-sufficiency in its warriors cannot help
but detach them from the

city,"

making each warrior "a city unto himself (p.

67). And therefore unequal to other citizens?

12. Mimesis means both emulation and imitation. If the city in speech is to

inculcate the opinion that every man has his own natural job, the poet, who

imitates everyone while emulating no one, presents a problem. But the city is

also a problem. In the city, "Education sets out to produce the integral self no

one can be anyone else and ends up by producing the collective self: each one

is everyone else. The city thus aspires to reproduce the anonymity of knowl

edge on the level of
corporeality,"

of mere opinion (p. 72). Therefore, "The

city impersonates wisdom. It is the sophist of all
sophists"

(p. 72).

13. Musical education moderates the soul by separating "love of one's own

(philein) from the love of the beautiful
(eran)"

(p. 73). One loves the beautiful

but cannot have it, cannot make it one's own, cannot direct filial love at it.

Most souls cannot sensibly want to defend the beautiful to the death, to act

thumotically with respect to it. This therapeutic teaching complements the

teaching about gymnastic, medicine, and the body the latter of course being
the thing that is most one's own. It is all very well to perform a severe and

effective therapy upon a body that is diseased but fundamentally healthy. But to

sustain a body diseased through and through for year after year, a body whose

maintenance requires too much of the soul's attention: this is not what
Socrates'

"statesmanlike"

Asclepias had in mind.

14. The noble lie yokes together being and opinion. One's being or nature is

said to coincide perfectly with the good of the city. The lie has two parts,
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autochthony and natural division of classes. The first incorporates Pole
marchus'

view of the distinction between us and them, citizens and foreigners.

The second incorporates
Thrasymachus'

view that there are rulers and ruled.

"The first part of the lie naturalizes the law, the second legalizes
nature"

(p.

77); "the soil makes the city one, the metals structure
it"

(p. 78).

15. Problem: "justice and happiness do not go
together,"

as happiness con

sists of "goods the core of which was not
justice"

(p. 79). A solution of sorts:

the members of the dialogic city are happy while contemplating justice.

16. An "idealizing excursion into foreign
affairs"

(p. 81) induces Adimantus

to succumb to a sort of idealizing or
'Platonizing'

in domestic affairs, over

emphasizing music education's effectiveness as the crucial determinant in the

perpetuation of the regime.

17. "Moderation is the virtue of knowers who acknowledge the right of

those who have only opinion to rule
them"

(p. 87). As for justice, it is "that

principle which adjusts the
mlers'

soul-structure to that of the other two

classes"

(p. 91). The city's justice is not identical to the ruler's justice; the ruler

has "no justice that is not identical with his
wisdom"

(p. 91). The city's justice

is a compromise with the auxiliaries and artisans.

18. The principle of noncontradiction has as its illustration the spinning top

that moves on its axis but whose axis does not, in the imaginary/geometrical

sense, move. In nature a real top's axis does move. "The principle of noncon

tradiction helps meet the objections of the captious and evade the difficulties of

understanding the nature of
things,"

and Socrates knows this (p. 95). "Socrates

has replaced nature with
syntax,"

philologist Benardete observes (p. 96).

An analysis of soul, if done imprecisely, leads to a proliferation of ideas, for it

takes its bearings by language. Speech, because it admits of greater precision than

fact, produces greater imprecision about facts. Political philosophy would seem to

be caught in this paradox, and its imaginary republics rightly subject to

Machiavelli's strictures. (P. 96)

Benardete at his most shocking sublimates the philology his accusers complain

of.

Machiavelli is an unusually thumotic or leonine philosopher, as well as a

vulpine one. Socrates approaches the theme of thumos through the story of

Leontius, whose name Benardete uses as the title of this chapter. "Anger
gener

ates syntax; it needs to understand things eidetically, for it knows nothing of

nature or the
body"

(p. 99). Anger refuses to give in, "denies the existence of

the
body"

(p. 100). Oedipus, a greater Leontius, knows what man is through

eidetic analysis but does not know himself. Machiavelli evidently claims to

know himself as the prince of war, not the prince of peace, implying that the

prince of war is the prince of princes, the
lord of lords. Yet Machiavelli rejects

eidetic analysis and
prefers the sense of touch to the sense of sight and also to
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the sense of hearing, which brings words into the soul. Perhaps some ofMachi

avelli's strictures are wiser than others?

19. In the city in speech the warriors ally themselves with the rational,

governing the moneymakers. Without reason or desires of their own, "they are

the core of the city because they belong to it as a particular
city"

(p. 104).

Therefore, "The core of the city is
alienation"

(p. 104), a radical denaturing.

20. To gaze at dead bodies is shameful; to gaze at live bodies, particularly

those of wrinkled old men, seems ridiculous. But the conventional sense of the

ridiculous must be overcome in a regime requiring communism of women

among the guardians. The nakedness of legally required coeducational gymnas

tics counterpoints the concealment from the guardians of knowledge of nature.

"The essential communicability of knowledge misrepresents the reality of its

secretiveness. . . The tension between the city and philosophy is ultimately

due to the philosopher's selfishness. He does not measure up to the idealism of

opinion. He minds his own
business"

(p. 111). The philosopher devotes him

self to what is truly his own, the truth (hence 'philosophy'). For the philoso

pher, unlike the lover of the beautiful, what is truly one's own is not the body.

This is why philosophy is learning how to
'die.'

The philosopher is reluctant to

denature himself for the city's sake. This is the central chapter of Benardete's

book.

21. This city requires, then, a kind of radical equality among the members

of its guardian class. To achieve equality, human nature must be atomized and

then reunited along communistic lines. This operation in the city of speech is

philosophically crucial because it "puts in question any simple teleology and

radicalizes the issue of
nature"

(p. 117). The political logic culminating in

communism forces
Socrates'

second sailing, "the search for truly intelligible
species"

rather than merely conventional ones "and the whole to which they
belong."

The radical questioning of conventional divisions entailed in overcom

ing one's feeling that coeducational gymnastics is unthinkably silly makes the

philosopher see that he cannot have confidence in the belief that he has "imme

diate access to the nature of
things"

(p. 117). "Without the twin sophistries of

art and the city, the descent of philosophy would be as unnecessary as the

ascent of philosophy would be impossible. The divergence from the truth con

verges with the truth only through the
city"

(p. 117).

22. "The city may ultimately make its citizens, but it will never make the

philosopher. Nature in the form of chance frustrates the tme
city"

(p. 119).

23. The discussion of community shifts to a discussion of war (hatred of

barbarians) and faction (hatred of Greeks). The discussion of faction is espe

cially pertinent because it shows how a unity (Greekness) can nonetheless split

apart, have tensions within it. The same danger obviously threatens any city,

no matter how communal.
"Socrates'

intent . . . seems to have been to show

how the massive contradictions in the city come to light in
practice"

(p. 122).

24. "The dialogic
city"

that is, the city constituted by dialogue itself "is
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already real and Socrates is its
king"

(p. 123). The city in speech constructed

by the interlocutors within the dialogue is another matter, and a city in exis

tence physically is another matter still. A philosophic writer, Plato, can attempt

to "maintain the survival of the dialogic
city,"

but as for the other two cities,

Thrasymachus "cannot be banished from that whose essence he
is"

(p. 124).

"Philosophy is not a means for realizing the impossible; it is a means for rid

ding
Glaucon"

"the disaffected offspring of a
regime,"

democracy, "that ren

ders everything feasible
unattractive"

"of the desire to realize the
impossible"

(p. 126). In so doing Socrates must lyingly or, shall we say, mythologically

transform philosophy into an image of "perfect
wisdom"

so that "it can exert

enough influence on Glaucon for him to remain content with Athens as it
is"

(p. 126).

Socrates pulls philosophy out of the dialogic city into the city in speech in order to

make it manifest; but it is unlikely to be, as manifest, the same as what it was

when it was invisibly at work. Socrates is the king of the dialogic city, he is not

the philosopher-king of the city in speech. (P. 127)

Even in the city in speech, "the coincidence of political power and philosophy

requires a miracle; but the gods, who are beautiful and good, do not listen to

prayers"

(p. 129).

25. "[T]he philosopher cannot put into the city the order of his soul . . (p.

129). This is true even of the city in speech. In the dialogic city, the analysis of

the difference between knowledge and opinion is a matter for eidetic analysis. In

the city in speech, by contrast, the analysis is carried out in terms of being and

nonbeing. The city in speech talks in the language of being and knowledge. In

order to realize the city in speech one would have to replace eidetic analysis with

metaphysics. This cannot be done, inasmuch as the city as city must engage in

hypocoristics, those endearing names or euphemisms "uttered everywhere and al

ways to disguise the love of one's
own"

(p. 138). "The discovery of the difference

between knowledge and opinion is a discovery of philosophy . (p. 138). Can

the philosopher, having "detached unreal subjects from real
predicates,"

then "re

attach real subjects to
them"

(p. 139)?

26. The philosopher-king is un-Socratic. He descends from the beings,

"bear[ing] an uncanny resemblance to the Homeric
gods"

(p. 139). Socrates, in

contrast, ascends from the particulars to the beings, and brings back little that is

useful, when he must descend. He minds his own business. '"I can't be both

ered'

is the philosopher's version of
morality"

(p. 142). Moderation and cour

age are "trivial of his nature (p. 143). Books VI and VII contain

a "rival account of philosophy and at the same time contain
Socrates'

refutation

of
it"

(p. 148).

27. When the philosopher-king enters, can Adimantus be far behind? Glau

con intervenes with challenges, Adimantus with
'wait-a-minute.'

Philosophers

are such oddballs how could they ever rale a city? "Adimantus is vaguely
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aware that justice is the dyad of philosophy and city, and that conjunction can

never become an
equation"

(p. 144). For
Adimantus'

sake (or perhaps for Soc
rates'

sake) "Socrates convinces Adimantus that the pre-Socratic
Socrates"

the Socrates who aspired to direct knowledge of nature "should
rale"

(p. 146).

Socrates

. convinces Adimantus that pre-Socratic philosophy is competent to do what it

never dreamed of doing. The Anaxagorean rule of mind over body was as far as it

had gone. Socrates has never been wittier. (P. 146)

The philosopher conceived as one who knows nature and benefits his city by

coming down from the realm of being with this knowledge that he somehow

makes useful to his countrymen: what adamantine respectability is this! The

people should positively beg him to rale them, but far be it from him to im

pose. He is such a gentleman. And rather a technocrat, too: Thrasymachus

himself will submit to his beneficent sagacity. Of course, "the pleasures [the

city] knows it attributes to the body, and the virtues it promotes it believes are

of the
soul"

(p. 146). Indeed, "A city whose motto was 'A life not passed in

examination is not worth
living'

could not be
happy"

(p. 147). Therefore, "Jus

tice and injustice are necessarily co-present in the
city"

(p. 146):

Any attempt to root out injustice will take justice with it. For Glaucon and

Adimantus, who have not followed this argument, the doctrine of the
'ideas'

is an

easy way to inculcate the same lesson. It is an instrument of political moderation

and not only of political moderation. (Pp. 146-47)

Even the best regime, the city in speech, the highest politics, cannot make even

one philosopher. Nature does that.
Socrates'

daimonion or guardian spirit kept

him out of politics.

But not out of the city. The city does serve the young philosophers pur

poses precisely by impeding his progress, dragging him down, making his

quest difficult, thwarting his ascent to the clouds. Evil is "the toughening ele

ment of the good, and the innocence of the good nature is the same as its

ignorance of good and evil and a forteriori of its own nature and
limits"

(p.

150). Because "the sophist is the spokesman of the
city,"

the philosopher must

converse with him, he who calls necessity
'morality'

and
'freedom'

(p. 150).

Socrates knows that the city is "necessary for all men and cannot make any

man
happy"

(p. 153). Because he knows this about the city, Socrates knows

that he does not know the whole, for he knows that the city necessarily thwarts

his attempted ascent from the city. In so knowing, Socrates differs from those

who deny that philosophy can exist, claiming that the city's conventions are all-

encompassing. The city is "the place where the true difference between the

necessary and the good can be discerned, and where the question of man's

good and the question of the whole
coincide"

(p. 153). Hence the necessity of

constructing the city in speech.
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28. While "morality is idealistic, happiness is
not"

(p. 153). Happiness is

realistic. Every man really wants the good, which alone can make his soul

happy. In addition to really knowing the city, Socrates also really knows that it

is good to know the good, although he also knows that no one has adequate

knowledge of the good.
Socrates'

knowledge plus
Socrates'

ignorance add up

to
Socrates'

self-knowledge.

The good is the measure of the beings and the conventions with regard to

their usefulness for someone or some thing. Theoretical and prudential wisdom

share in the good. The good makes it possible for the beings to be parts of the

whole; it also and equally makes them detachable, knowable as parts without

some impossible knowledge of the whole or omniscience. One does not need

an omni-science to know something. Both fox and hedgehog really know part

of the whole. "What Nietzsche calls the optimism of Plato may not unreasona

bly be connected with this double claim for the
good"

(p. 156). It is, Benardete

immediately adds, a limited optimism.

29.
Socrates'

images of the sun, the divided line, and the cave do not sug

gest that the conventions of the city are anything but snares and delusions.

Where does this leave political philosophy? "At the center of the Republic

stands an account that is alien from its own setting. It pretends to be prior and

is posterior to the discovery of political philosophy. It is the second sailing in

the guise of the first
sailing"

(p. 161). Political philosophy acknowledges that

the many, contradictory opinions are the foundation from which "one begins

the ascent to the unity of the
idea"

(p. 162). In the cave, however, "Our wak

ing life is a dream, and everything is inside our
heads"

(p. 171), puppetry by
firelight. "The cave thus represents the city as if the noble lie had succeeded

completely"

(p. 171) the noble lie with the nobility subtracted. In this me-

and-my-shadow world, "man is the self-ignorant measure of all
things"

(p.

172). Law and art unite to keep nature out.

The imagery represents pre-Socratic philosophy. Socrates agrees with his

predecessors in distinguishing nature and convention. The pre-Socratic, how

ever, believes he can replace conventions with "their true
originals"

(p. 174):

four elements, or
'strife,'

or
'love,'

replace the gods. To the pre-Socratic, "The

city has mislabeled the beings, it has not misidentified
them"

(p. 174). The pre-

Socratic "horror of unreality begs the question of the goodness of the real that

the denizens of the cave, Glaucon and Adimantus, are at least aware of (p.

175). That is why descent is as important as ascent, why a second sailing is

philosophically needed after the philosophically
needed second sailing. Socratic

philosophy does not conquer its predecessors. It looks at the first sailing's

sailors in the spirit of gratitude as well as in the spirit of correction.

30. "There is no science of
wonder"

(p. 179). Philosophers can be produced

neither by habituation nor by art. Philosophy is a conversion, an abrupt and

radical break. "It is the practice of dying and being
dead"

(p. 179). Philosophy

is not concerned with the life of the city, with ruling. "Socrates startles us into
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this realization: no one has a nature designed to rale in the
city"

(p. 181). The

philosopher can, but does not want to.
"'Philosopher-king'

rejects in its very

formulation the principle of one man/one
job"

(p. 180), and is therefore un

just to the philosopher. While the descent or return to the cave may be philo

sophically necessary, ruling the cave is not.

31. Where is the human to be located? Poetry, especially tragic poetry,

locates the human in the prepolitical and the pre-Promethean. Poetry is an art

about something prior to the arts. Political philosophy is at least initially mathe

matical, not poetical. Mathematics itself is of course prephilosophic; "all the

arts of the city make use of
number"

(p. 182). Mathematics and the city may

lead to philosophy because contradiction inheres in both. The city has its con

tradictory opinions. Mathematics features the contradiction of the one and the

many; it rests on the problem-laden perception that the many different fingers

are all one thing,
'finger.'

Arithmetic makes this problem apparent by treating

each item counted as a
'one,'

undifferentiated from every other
'one.'

Thinking
about mathematics (as distinguished from thinking mathematically) is peri-

agogic, rather as thinking about the city (as distinguished from thinking politi

cally) is periagogic. Anticipating the coming discussion of democracy, one

might observe that democracy poses this problem of the one and the many by

treating each one as undifferentiated from, equal to, every other one. Both

philosopher and sophist, to say nothing of the tyrant, see that one can be worth

more than ten thousand if he is the best.

32. If
'philosopher-king'

is a sort of contradiction, and the best city is im

possible, how will justice ever come to sight in its real context? Or must an

erotic young man like Glaucon choose the unjust life in order to be happy? A

new defense of the city is needed, and, because the rational city has been

shown to be infeasible, it will have to be a new kind of city, a city fallen away

from political perfection. This city will not be rational but religious: hence the

renewed discussion of poetry.

33. On
Socrates'

tour of regimes and their geneses, Benardete remarks,

"Virtue in itself is not the principle of any actual regime; it is always a retro

spective interpretation of those who come later and who, having fallen further,

ascribe it to motives that have ceased to be intelligible to
them"

(p. 195).

Political life depends upon nostalgia.

34. In order for the just man, Socrates, to become manifest, timocracy must

decline into oligarchy and oligarchy into democracy. Democracy in its multi

colored variety brings out all the souls, the better to be seen and studied. In

treating each citizen as equal, democracy brings out individuals. This is why

democracy doesn't last long. Unfortunately for democracy, "evil and power are

to it
unreal"

(p. 200); its "failure to enforce its decisions and protect itself

parodies philosophy, for which everything is open to
revision"

(p. 200).

35. The tyrant comes into being as the punisher of the rich, who stand in the

way of full equality even in a democracy. The tyrannical soul will always
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condemn 'economic
royalists'

while clearing the way for its own supremacy.

"[T]he truth of the thumoeidetic comes to light slowly by the gradual casting

off of the Leontius story, which denied that thumos and desire are ever in

alliance against
reason"

(p. 204). On the contrary: "The tyrant is the embodi

ment of all democratic wishes he does whatever he wants and the object of

all democratic desires. He is
Eros"

(p. 205). The tyrant "is the tme believer in

the lie of the city stripped of everything that made it noble and good"; his is

"the bestiality of unalloyed
patriotism"

(p. 207).

36. The tyrant "represents the complete politicization of
desire"

(p. 208).

"Anger and love are
one"

in his soul (p. 208). Glaucon had started out like

that. Socrates has cured him. It is in that cure, and not so much in any doctrine

or in any city in speech, that justice may be found in the Republic.

The tragic poet teaches the democratic/tyrannical man "to grieve for his

unsatisfiable
longings"

(p. 208). By contrast, the philosopher has no self-pity.

He has a longing that is partially unsatisfiable, but sheds no tears over it.

37 . Poetry "is interested less in courage as the repository of all lawful opin

ions than in envy and willfulness, and less in the socially useful love of money

than in the polymorphism of
desire"

(pp. 214-15). Its piety contradictorily

supports and subverts the laws. It is in between, "outside the city but not out

side the
cave"

(p. 218). It prefers justice and beauty to the good.

The rational response to grief is to recognize pain as "an impediment to
deliberation"

and misfortune as an evil accident. This being the case, "one can

pick oneself up and go on, for one can determine on one's own what is
best"

(p. 221).

38. Glaucon is not a philosopher. He "needs the immortality of the soul

because he needs injustice to be altogether
terrifying"

(p. 224). As for Socrates,

he prefers to concentrate on the good.

39. "To figure out the best life is the best
life"

(p. 229).

Benardete reports that
Socrates'

Second Sailing began as a review of Leo

Strauss's book The City andMan. The review was the lead article in the 1978

number of The Political Science Reviewer. Setting Benardete 's commentary

next to Strauss's chapter on the Republic, it appears that Strauss is somewhat

more open to the possibility that the philosopher might also be a lover of his

country.





Gendered Origins: Some Reflections

Maureen Feder-Marcus

University ofNew York/Old Westbury State

Arlene Saxonhouse, Fear ofDiversity: The Birth ofPolitical Science in Ancient

Greek Thought (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), xiv + 253 pp.,

29.95.

Arlene Saxonhouse has written a book which modulates the fashionable dis

course of
"difference"

into discourse on
"diversity."

It is a difficult book to

assess. Her readings of individual texts are subtle, nuanced, and always provo

cative. Her scholarship is meticulous, and the command of sources and extant

literature is both impressive and rewarding. Yet despite these very real virtues

the overall sense on completing Fear ofDiversity is that the whole is somewhat

less than the sum of its parts. Her interpretations do not gel into a compelling

argument and her underlying thesis tends to become reductionistic, flattening
out the very landscape it is meant to reveal.

The book begins with a line of argument generated most recently by feminist

and deconstractionist critics of the Western philosophical tradition, namely,

that the drive toward abstraction is not a progressive movement of mind, an

organic unfolding of potentialities inherent in reason itself, but is a reaction to

that aspect of reality which resists our ability to dominate and control. In this

view, the fear that differences will result in chaos leads to the triumph of the

"unseen"

over what is seen, the creation in reason and speech of "natural and

political worlds that can exist only if the senses are
ignored"

(Saxonhouse, p.

xi). This fear issues in what Saxonhouse calls a "masculine model of rational

omnipotence"

and creates "visions of monistic
simplicity"

which marginalize

all that is other. Her task in the book is to explore those texts which grapple

with the "dangers of the extreme on either
side"

but particularly the danger

inherent in striving for unity, the results of which are tragic in Saxonhouse's

reading of the Greeks.

In an elegant, stylistic turn, Saxonhouse's book is, itself, a dramatic narra

tive replete with climactic confrontation and denouement. It is in this spirit that

she begins with a "Tragicomic
Prelude,"

a discussion of
Aristophanes'

Eccli-

siazusae. This chapter is one of the strongest in the book and Saxonhouse's

interpretation here should be circulated widely, given the current ideological

climate. Aristophanes is presented as a prescient voice reminding us of the deep

interpretation, Fall 1995, Vol. 23, No. 1
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and even tragic violations which occur when abstract calls for radical equality

override natural impulse. In Saxonhouse's own words, the "denial of difference

leaves us immobile and
sterile."

That recognition of differences as grounded in

natural impulse may also lead to a hierarchical ordering, i.e., the beautiful is

preferred over the ugly, the noble over the vulgar, etc., is an issue that stems

from Saxonhouse's own treatment of the play but one she does not treat in

enough detail. In fact this issue hovers in the background throughout the book.

The question of what sorts of diversity are politically relevant and conversely

how we are to sustain a civic culture which must to some extent abstract from

individual preference and hence the visible and natural are not raised explicitly

or treated in a sustained way. This may account for the sense one has on

nearing the end of the book that the repeated references to diversity function

more rhetorically than substantively.

It should be noted, however, that Saxonhouse does deepen the line of cri

tique with which she begins in an important and even crucial way. Beginning
with her discussion of Praxagora's polity and developing this more fully in her

chapter on the
Symposium,1

she reminds us that politics and eros share a com

mon ontological ground, and she will use this to argue that the negation of the

erotic in the Republic leaves us without a genuine science of politics. Her

reminder speaks brilliantly of the need to situate thinking about the nature of

politics within the context of the deepest human needs and drives.

Saxonhouse's actual demonstration that, in fact, the fear of diversity was the

driving motive for Greek thought begins with two chapters which juxtapose the

pre-Socratics with three Greek tragedies. The playwrights Saxonhouse presents

take the situation of
"women"

in its existential, social, and political dimensions

as paradigmatic of the denial of difference. These voices function as the chorus

within her dramatic structure, warning of the philosophical hubris inherent in

those epistemologies which subordinate the differences which the senses per

ceive to the unity imposed by reason. And while her interpretations represent

nuanced, layered, and reasoned responses to the texts in question, we meet here

with a central problem of the book. Namely, as we move from chapter to

chapter, we have an uneasy sense of equivocation as the drive toward unity is

used interchangeably with the desire for abstract uniformity in the logical, epis

temological, political, and even affective domains. The effect of this conflation

is reductionistic, particularly since she identifies the drive for unity in all its

manifestations as regressive. It would seem that a thesis of this sweep must go

beyond its own hermeneutic for a compelling instantiation. Why this set of

lenses for viewing the meaning and development of Greek thought and not

another? What issues, problematics, phenomena does this thesis explain that

other well-established views of similar scope cannot? Instead of raising the

issue of comparative adequacy, however, Saxonhouse's argument devolves into

a certain circularity. Her thesis informs her interpretations but becomes a pro-

crastean bed with each subsequent twist providing evidence for her view.

We can see the problematic nature of this approach if we look at the inter-
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pretations she offers for those Platonic dialogues that present
Socrates'

relation

to the city of Athens, both literally and symbolically: the Euthyphro, Crito,

Republic and Symposium. Saxonhouse does make an interesting point here, that

the dialogues are much more ambiguous about the pursuit of unity than is

usually assumed. Her readings do lead us to reconsider the texts from new

perspectives, but they also lead to some questionable lines of descent. Her

interpretation of the Euthyphro, for example, rests on the rejection of the view

that the dialogue foreshadows the theory of forms. Rather, "the dialogue raises

questions about the political implications of a philosophic drive towards ab

straction such as entailed in the theory of
forms"

(Saxonhouse, p. 94, foot

note). In this interpretation (and Saxonhouse does alert us to the fact that she is

arguing against the prevailing view here) Euthyphro is heir to the tragic flaw of

Sophocles'

Creon. In her earlier chapter, "Women and the Tragic Denial of
Difference,"

Saxonhouse advances the view that Creon's tyranny was that of

the democratic ethos; his tragic error was the embrace of an abstract egalitarian

ism that denied all particularity and elevated an interchangeable uniformity over

the specific and complex needs of
individuals.2

Euthyphro carries through this negation of particularity, of nature, of multi

ple roles and relations in his willingness to prosecute his father: "the attempt to

rum to the laws of the city is in this case the questionable use of the unified to

deny the
multiple"

(Saxonhouse, p. 100). Euthyphro manifests "the longing for

a simplicity of moral precepts that can include all: family members, the city

and the
gods"

(Saxonhouse, pp. 98-99), and in fact he exhibits "the arrogance

of a
Heraclitus"

who "can see the unity of all, whereas others see only what is
complicated"

(Saxonhouse, p. 99).
Socrates'

job, given this reading of the dialogue, is to return Euthyphro to

the complexity of particular relationships and individual traits. Saxonhouse here

refers back to her discussion of Orestes who, in the final play of the trilogy,

stands "shorn of all
individuality"

and receives abstract justice from citizens

likewise shorn of any relation to him:

Justice has moved from the web of familial particularity of the father killing the

daughter, the wife killing the husband, the son killing the mother, to the abstract

city that tries
Orestes'

case before a group of strangers chosen by lot, that is, by

the mere fact that they were citizens and had no particular relationship to Orestes or

to the individuals who were murdered. A focus on the family forces the individual

away from such abstractions of the polity and towards particular relationships and

individual traits. It is for this that the Furies, as guardians of household justice,

fight and lose. While I certainly do not want to make an analogy between the

Furies and Socrates, I do want to suggest that we can see both the Furies and

Socrates of the Euthyphro as resisting the abstract unity of the city that draws

individuals out of their particular familial ties. (Saxonhouse, p. 95).

One wonders about Saxonhouse's interpretation here, not only on the basis

of the broader philosophical context but for reasons internal to the dramatic
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structure of the dialogue itself. Given the concrete strokes with which Euthy

phro is drawn, it is difficult to accept a genealogy in which he stands as the

spiritual heir of Creon. Despite the future he portends for Socrates, and here of

course is the irony, Euthyphro is anything but a tragic figure. Rather as the

democratic
"busybody"

he is everywhere but nowhere. To see his
"character"

as spiritually unified by any drive, including Creon's "longing for
simplicity"

or the epistemological
"arrogance"

of Heraclitus requires an extremely gen

erous interpretation.

Yet this line is continued as Saxonhouse moves on to a discussion of the

Apology in which she sees Meletus deepening
Euthyphro'

s position:

Meletus is concerned with a piety grounded in the needs of the city, a city he

wants to see as a whole, unified and uniform, that is, a city like that in the

Republic. . . . (Saxonhouse, pp. 103-4)

Again she sees the issues raised in the dialogue as manifesting the quarrel

between uniformity and diversity, in this context, what it means to educate.

Socrates stands in his particularity going to each citizen as a "father or older
brother."

Meletus stands for the abstract uniformity of the laws. Certainly Sax

onhouse is right when she points out: "The problem with acknowledging differ

ences and complexity plagues Meletus again when he fails to recognize the

difference between Socrates and
Anaxagoras"

(Saxonhouse, p. 106). What is

more difficult to accept is that this inability to distinguish represents the politi

cal form of the motives which drive Parmenides and Heraclitus to metaphysical

speculation. That judgements of life and death are made by those who can

neither
"add"

nor
"divide"

rightly and that even a clear contradiction elicits no

shame points to a very different problematic than that raised by Parmenides

who, after all, rejected the way of Becoming, on one level, because its assump
tion denied the laws of thought.

Saxonhouse ends her chapter here with the Crito and interprets the personi

fied speech of the laws as a completion of earlier
attempts3

to remove the

maternal as the ground of political and hence fully human being, i.e., the "ab

straction of the
laws"

replacing the "eroticism of human bodies": "The laws

have established dependence on themselves for the existence of citizens; fathers

and mothers are only accidental. It is a world Eteocles and Euthyphro would

envy. No ambiguity nor impiety would shade the certainty of decisions to at

tack one's brother or prosecute one's own
father"

(Saxonhouse, p. 108). And in

a coda to this point she writes:

The laws of Athens may have made Socrates a legitimate child, a citizen of the city
of Athens, but they did not give birth to him any more than the earth could give

birth to the inhabitants of a more ancient Athens or a fantastical Callipolis. A lie is

a lie. A fatherland (patris) is not a father (pater). The laws speak of what is

understood through the mind, the intellect, and of what is created through speech
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or logos. They go beyond the senses that divide cities into fathers and families,
into individuals and friends, and create a unity that we cannot experience with our

senses. Like Zeno with his arrow, the laws ask us to ignore what the senses

perceive and to accept what the mind tells us. (Saxonhouse, p. 109)

Saxonhouse's point here is certainly clear, but so is that of the laws. That

they are the precondition for the biological family to function as a stable unit

over time, protecting, nurturing, educating, and forming individual as well as

social beings may not be just a patriarchal "power
play."

Certainly when

viewed from historical perspective, Aristotle can bring the family back as a

bulwark against conflict only because the laws have done their work (see Sax

onhouse, p. 201).

Saxonhouse is quite right to draw our attention throughout the book to the

very basic fact that the city is an abstraction and thus has an ambiguous relation

to the rest of life. And she is right to remind us that two distinct possibilities

emerge from this a genuine but complex mediation which preserves the dis

tinctions and multiplicities which give rise to the polis or the seductive possi

bility of dismissing what is
"other."

Saxonhouse continues to trace this latter

course as she moves from the dialogues which deal with the death of Socrates,

who stands idiosyncratically outside the egalitarian uniformity of the democ

racy, to the construction of the "beautiful
city,"

whose founding requires that

private be turned into public, female into male, and poetry banished by philoso

phy. Thus her discussion of the Republic takes place within the same thematic

horizons as her earlier chapters. But in focusing, in particular, on the banishing
of poetry to ensure simplicity and uniformity, Saxonhouse also shows that the

city which can be in language only contains its own critique:

Socrates, having returned to life by going up from the Piraeus and away from the

deathlike halls of Cephalus 's house, can imitate those who are not noble, those

who are not good, and even those who are not honest. In his own recitation of the

Republic, Socrates becomes multisided; he becomes all the characters whom he

portrays and he becomes whole and many-faceted, taking on multiple tasks rather

than one.

Socrates becomes the democratic man. He is not the poet he seeks for his own

city. Indeed, he is to be banished from Callipolis. (Saxonhouse, p. 143)

Democracy demands that the citizen be multidimensional. Not only is the citizen a

shoemaker, but he is also a member of the jury and the ecclesia; he is a father and

a member of the boule. No one pretends that the city that Socrates founds here is

"democratic"

in the Athenian (or any) sense of the term; indeed, it appears to be

founded on principles that are explicitly antidemocratic. But within the structure of

the dialogue that Plato writes, it is the character of Socrates who takes on for

himself a multiplicity of roles. He attacks justice and then defends it; he is violent

and he is humble; he does not one job, but the job of all the characters in the

dialogue, giving their speeches and all their responses, their
"yes's"

and their



106 Interpretation

"no's,"

as well as his own speeches and the narratives in between. As he founds

the city to serve as an antidote to the openness of democracy, Socrates takes on all

the qualities of a multi-colored democratic man whom women and children find

fair. (Saxonhouse, pp. 143-44)

Tyranny is for Socrates the end of the descending regimes. Callipolis is the

beginning. The sterility of both comes from an excessive desire to make what is

many one, to escape the tragedies as well as the comedies that plague a world

where men and women must interact in the processes of birth and generation,

where privacy must contend with community, where poets sing and where laughter

is on occasion heard. Socrates may not openly laugh in the Republic, but Glaucon

does, and even within the Republic Socrates recites poetry that was banished from

his Callipolis. Socrates also welcomes the foreigner as he praises the festival of the

Thessalians (327a); he lives as a public person and as a private man; he is a

busybody interfering unwelcomed in everyone else's affairs (Apology 31c); and he

is a philosopher like the philosophers mentioned in the Republic, who cannot

communicate what he sees in his trances. (Saxonhouse, p. 157)

Her chapter on
"Callipolis"

is not disappointing for what it says but, rather,

for the narrowness of its parameters. That the education of citizens may require

hierarchy and the
"privileging"

of certain cultural horizons , faculties of mind,

and forms of expression is a
"Platonic"

question which should be addressed in

the present cultural climate. And while it is true that in the practice of politics

prudence takes precedence over synoptic vision, the relationship between these

two is not as mutually exclusive as Saxonhouse seems to suggest. The discrimi

nations we make, as she notes, are as important in producing the capacity to act

as is the
"embrace"

of diversity and the role of abstractions is not negligible

here.

For Saxonhouse the critique of the drive toward unity that is internal to the

Republic is more openly articulated in the Symposium but so, too, perhaps, are

the distorting effects of her thesis as the interpretive framework for the dia

logue. In her reading, the culminating encounter of the Symposium (and the

dramatic climax of her book) presents Alcibiades as the voice of that critique.

He is political man rooted in the physical, the visible, the complex, and the

erotic warning of the sterility engendered by the Socratic pursuit of the abstract.

It is the voice of the political man, Alcibiades, that reminds us of the complexity of

human existence, the uneasy relationship between the seen and the unseen, and the

awkward presence of a Socrates whole and complete in himself in that world.

The Socrates of
Alcibiades'

speech is similar to the spherical creatures inhabiting
Aristophanes'

ancient history as well as Callipolis of the Republic. All appear

immune to the longings, the eros of men, and they stand deathlike, needing

nothing, wanting nothing, in their immobility.

In the end, both Aristophanes and Socrates portray humans who, having
satisfied their eros, having attained their desired perfection, care nought for food.
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Alcibiades shows us in the person of Socrates a unique example of such closure,

one who disdains the food others crave, but who also poses for us the question of

what role such an individual can play in human affairs. The analogies between
Aristophanes'

spherical creatures, Diotima's "beautiful
itself," Alcibiades'

Socrates,

and
Socrates'

Callipolis leave us open for the reconsideration of the meaning of

political unity that Aristotle will later present. (Saxonhouse, pp. 159-60)

For Saxonhouse, Aristophanes and Socrates share a common understanding

of eros as the desire to be complete in oneself. Yet
Socrates'

speech comes on

the heels of another speech in which Agathon has shown himself to be the

master
Sophist,4

and this juxtaposition is stunning in both its literary and philo

sophical impact. For we are shown the power of the dialectic to cut through the

spell of beautiful discourse, discourse that delights, charms, and even seduces.

While the dialectic offers no immediate delight and seems furthest from the

language of a true lover, its forms alone lead to the apprehension of the Beauti

ful and the Good in themselves and hence the possibility of true happiness. It is

through the dialectic that the nature of love is revealed, that love, like knowl

edge, is intentional in structure and wants what it does not have. The dialectic

moves us away from the erotic union as described by Aristophanes, whose

notion of eros is ultimately regressive and tragic. With its primary tense in the

past and its primary object reflexive, the self in its pained and truncated state,
Aristophanes'

union is compelled and sterile, a "dead
end,"

the longing for the

net of Hephaestus.
Socrates'

first question, whether love is something or nothing, takes us

down a very different human and metaphysical path. By making proper distinc

tions, by
"adding"

and
"dividing"

rightly, the dialectic reveals the soul's true

longing, a union which does not lead to a sterile collapse of self into the other

but to a progressive and creative ascent. Eros, while still anchored in the

awareness of our own finitude, now has a noetic dimension. Mediated by

knowledge, by the ability to judge the nature of the object loved, eros is freed

from the blind compulsion of
Aristophanes'

drive. Thus we are given in Socra

tes'

speech a supremely optimistic view. Love is the foundation of the civiliz

ing process itself and this is natural to the person, i.e., there is a sensuous and

organic basis in human nature for the ascent to the Good.

Certainly from the perspective of the many, there is something idiosyncratic

about Socrates as the ultimate lover; only from his vantage point would the

charms of an Alcibiades be negligible. But Socrates is absolutely right in his

appraisal of
Alcibiades'

charms both for himself and for the city of Athens and,

indeed, the emphasis on juxtaposed narrative frames at the beginning of the

dialogue serves to remind us of the disastrous effects of
Alcibiades'

shameless

ambition. Thus it seems wide of the mark to reverse the import of the dia

logue's warning as Saxonhouse does. Speaking of
Alcibiades'

characterizations

of Socrates she writes:
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Further, Socrates is like those destructive women, the Sirens, "enchanters of all

mankind whoever comes their
way"

(Odyssey 12.39-40). Those who hear the

Sirens during their travels have no chance of returning home, drawn instead to the

destructive reefs surrounding their island. Men must either fill their ears with wax

so that they cannot hear the
Sirens'

song, or tie themselves to the masts of
then-

ships so that they are not able to approach the seductive singers and thus destroy
themselves. Alcibiades hears

Socrates'

song and is enchanted, but like Odysseus,

he escapes the death awaiting him on the treacherous reefs of philosophy and

returns home to the political world. (Saxonhouse, p. 180)

When
Aristophanes'

lovers found each other and became whole, they cared nothing

for food nor for life itself. When Diotima's philosophers gazed on beauty, they

cared nothing for food nor for life itself. Socrates in
Alcibiades'

speech cares

nothing for food nor for honors nor for life itself. When Alcibiades gazes on

Socrates, he too cares not at all for food or drink or the pleasures of political

office. But he, along with Plato, perceives complexity, both attraction and

repulsion, both beauty and deformity, virtue and arrogance. The political man,

drunk and supported by the body of the flute girl, exists in a world that is complex

and multiple. The Socrates of
Alcibiades'

speech makes him feel uncomfortable in

that world, but once he escapes from the spell of Socrates, he can stay in the world

and report to and warn others about the dangerous and obscure beauty of his satyr.

(Saxonhouse, p. 183)

The final section of the book presents Aristotle's Politics as the denouement

of the tragic confrontations of the Socratic dialogues. Saxonhouse argues,

strongly and effectively, against interpreting Aristotle's notion of the polis as

an organic whole. Rather it is "a bringing together of discrete parts that have in

common some trait or
possession"

(Saxonhouse, p. 189, footnote 1). And it is

this notion of the polis which makes Aristotle the
"hero"

of the book:

The balancing of different claims, the order built on compromise and conflict over

the meaning of the good life, the just and the unjust these are the elements of the

political world. Politike is bom with the intrusion of the many, with the overthrow

of Parmenides, with the open readmission, rather than the banishment, of what the

eyes perceive. Aristotle observes the world around him in its great multiplicity of

forms, and from that observation, political science emerges. (Saxonhouse, p. 187)

Saxonhouse explores the text in terms of the typologies and hierarchy that

serve as preliminary models for a discussion of the particular form of sharing

that is uniquely political. Her discussion of the analogies Aristotle provides for

understanding the particular kind of unity of parts which make up the city is

clear and insightful, and her emphasis on a regime as a taxis of parts reminds

us in yet another way that diversity is the ontological ground of politics,

namely, these parts will always make competing claims against one another

such that shifting boundaries and criteria are built into the nature of the polity.

The further consequence of this view is, of course, the notion that there is an
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essential difference between the activity of politics and philosophical specula

tion. Politics cannot abstract from the ambiguities of praxis, and hence civic

virtue is not primarily theoretical vision but
"phronesis,"

the apprehension

within the common world of appearance of the mean. The question becomes

then not how to unify but how to choose:

This complexity within both the individual and the city Aristotle is unwilling to

yield for the sake of political or individual order and it is precisely this complexity

to which he turns political philosophy; he asks not how to unify, but how to

choose, in a world of multiplicity, the criteria that those sharing political power

must share. Because the city is a unity of parts, we must engage in the science of

politics. Were it, or could it be, one, there would be no political science and no

political philosophy. (Saxonhouse, p. 224)

Yet this distinction, again, is not ultimately satisfying. Given the fragility of

political life and the constant shifting of boundaries and criteria for claims of a

political nature, we are thrown back, in a very real sense, to the question of a

stable and common measure,
Socrates'

and Plato's question.

The study of politics reveals what and from where unity can emerge in a

community that does not exist simply by nature, but which we must create through

the exercise of our natural capacity to debate and make choices. And, most

particularly, it reveals the fragility of that unity that does not come from nature but

from human choice. (Saxonhouse, p. 214)

The fact that Saxonhouse does not explore the issue of a "common
measure"

for the exercise of our "natural capacity to debate and make
choices"

makes her

own message abstractly appealing but devoid of real content. In fact, it is even

difficult to judge the degree of diversity that Aristotle actually
"embraces."

In

her view his "embrace of
diversity"

leads beyond hierarchy to paradigms of

sharing as the proper relation of the parts. This point is certainly contained in

Aristotle's notion of friendship as the relationship most conducive to political

life. But his understanding of the preconditions for friendship leads to its own

abstractions from diversity and again results in the marginalization of what is

"other"

within the political/public domain.

Fear ofDiversity is a valuable warning against the ideological claims of an

abstract egalitarianism. But the return to the senses does not necessarily prepare

the way for a return to sense. The centrifugal forces currently at work reveal in

a clear and frightening way just how fragile a common civic culture is precisely

because it is an abstraction. Thus the task is not so much to simply warn

against abstraction as such but to articulate a better
"benchmark"

for distin

guishing between progressive and regressive forms of abstraction. Without

making a proper argument, the book takes for granted that this distinction does

not exist. On the contrary, questions of unifying principles,
common measures
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for public discourse, and education for habits of mind that can support the

abstractions necessary for the exercise of citizenship are just as central to con

temporary political discourse as is the
"embrace"

of diversity.

NOTES

1. Saxonhouse's chapter here draws on an earlier article published in this journal, "The Net of

Hephaestos:
Aristophanes'

Speech in Plato's
Symposium,"

Interpretation 13(1985): 15-23.

2. It is worth mentioning Saxonhouse's fuller interpretation of the play here. Antigone repre

sents the same flaw as Creon. Ismene stands in relation to her as Haemon to his father, these voices

representing the claims of a reality rooted in the specificity of nature as opposed to its negation.

3. Chapter 3 of the book, "Women and the Tragic Denial of
Difference,"

contains a discussion

of
Euripides'

Ion and the role of myths of autochthonous origins as an attempt to remove the female

from political consciousness.

4. See Stanley Rosen, Plato's Symposium, 2nd ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987),
chap. 6.
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On all sides the lament is heard that in the aftermath of the Cold War the

foreign policy of the great powers lacks direction and focus. The spark of

creativity that is remembered to have been "present at the
creation"

and the

steadfastness of purpose that is retrospectively seen to have characterized the

decades that followed are alike absent from a confused and short-sighted con

temporary world. Of course, it is always tempting to contrast a heroic past with

a diminished present, and to attribute more of a design to our predecessors than

they possessed at the time. Nevertheless, the feeling spreads at home and

abroad that Washington and other capitals are at sea.

Into this confused and anxious setting comes Kenneth Thompson with a

book of reflections on the principles that ought to guide us in uncertain times.

Few scholars can be better placed to provide such commentary, for Thompson

has seen the whole of the Cold War unfold from a series of unrivalled vantage

points. An active participant in the scholarly and philanthropic worlds for most

of the past half-century, he has been a student of Hans Morgenthau, a colleague

of Dean Rusk, and a prominent collaborator, along with figures such as Rein

hold Niebuhr and George Kennan, in the effort to advance the insights of clas

sical realism. For more than a decade, he has headed the Miller Center at the

University of Virginia, a public affairs research institute where academicians

and former policy-makers have come, the former to analyze the world they

observe and the latter to set down their recollections of the events in which they

were involved. For him, the raw materials of history, political science, and

international relations are all at hand.

Out of all this knowledge, Thompson has distilled wisdom, in the latest in

his long line of publications, Traditions and Values in Politics and Diplomacy:

Theory and Practice (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1992).

One of his broadest-ranging works, it is a plea and a prescription for states

manship in uncertain and often unheroic times. Written for an educated general

audience and unencumbered by an excessive pedantic apparatus of footnotes,

interpretation, Fall 1995, Vol. 23, No. 1
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the book rests on the assumption that an informed statesmanship is not beyond

our political leaders. It does not rely on jargon, but instead is phrased in a

learned yet accessible style; unlike most academic books, this is a work of

scholarship that one can actually imagine decision-makers reading and profiting

from. But there is a price to be paid: In return for taking seriously the intel

ligence of men and women from the world of practical affairs, Thompson ex

pects them to take seriously their responsibilities to the world temporarily

entrusted to their care or in other words to exhibit statesmanship.

He does not leave them without guidance in the effort to attain the ability to

exercise leadership in the public good. Indeed, the book is in large measure an

educative endeavor, beginning with a survey of the broad sweep of Western

political thought and continuing through a series of cautionary tales drawn from

the careers of modem political leaders. Although it is not organized as a politi

cal catechism or explicitly directed to an analysis of the concept of statesman

ship, if read thoroughly and digested carefully, it supplies lessons to a pmdent

and upright prince. It does so by implicitly recognizing the all-too-rare but still

necessary and attainable qualities of the public-spirited statesman.

What are the attributes of statesmanship? For Thompson, the first is the

willingness to leam from history. As another senior scholar in the field, Stanley

Hoffmann, has said in decrying the present-mindedness of the discipline of

international relations, "Because we have an inadequate basis for comparison,

we are tempted to exaggerate either continuity with a past that we know badly,

or the radical originality of the
present"

(Janus and Minerva: Essays in the

Theory and Practice of International Politics [Boulder, CO: Westview Press,

1987], p. 21). As his predecessor, Hans Morgenthau, did even in his works

intended for undergraduate classroom use, Thompson strives against this ten

dency by drawing on a wealth of historical examples in illustrating his concep
tion of the way international society works. He does not baby the reader by

citing only cases from our own country and era: William Penn and Marshal

Pilsudski both put in appearances, and there are allusions to events from the

Congress of Vienna to the Kentucky Resolutions. The statesman must be a man

or woman who is familiar with both the patterns and the variety in the past of

our civilization and others. Without such a background, the leader lacks an

essential basis for judgment, and policy has a tendency to shift with every piece

of arriving news, or to remain frozen in unproductive courses long past the time

when experience would have counseled cutting one's losses. To be more than

an accomplished calculator of the public mood to attain the renown of a

statesman a leader cannot forgo the guidance available from the past. His

tory, for Thompson, does have lessons to teach, and the polity is cheating itself

if it settles for having its affairs guided by those who have not done their

homework in this field. Citing Churchill as a prime example of the heights that

can be scaled by someone who follows the path blazed by the historical record,

he urges upon the reader a recognition that there is more to international poli

tics than current events.
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To be sure, fidelity to history means far more than a slavish adherence to

whatever contemporary policy one has inherited from one's predecessors.

Thompson is eloquent in lamenting possibilities for peace and stability that

have been lost when leaders lacked the understanding or the courage to seize

fleeting opportunities for a creative diplomacy; he reveals his early study of

Toynbee when he dismisses stereotyped and routinized responses and "vague

and amorphous reactions spawned by mimesis, or the mere imitation of past

actions"; he agrees with Paul Kennedy that attempts to relive past glories will

not solve the problem of imperial overstretch. For Thompson, learning from the

past is entirely different from losing one's imagination. Rather, it means under

standing both the limits and the possibilities of change, based on a sense of

what works in what circumstances and why, which in turn comes from the

comparative perspective available through great historical interpreters from

Thucydides to Meinecke or Burckhardt. This feeling for history is as necessary

in the State Department as in the college lecture hall, and we should beware of

making too many excuses for
"practical"

politicians if they plead ignorance of

what has gone before. The dedication of the book is itself significant: It is to

the author's parents and children, demonstrating in the clearest way his belief

that the linkage of causation across the generations creates a high responsibility

both for appreciating the realities of the legacy one has received and for always

bearing in mind when taking decisions their effect on the legacy one is to leave

behind.

If this responsibility includes the obligation to make a sustained effort to

think clearly about the occasions on which continuity should be observed and

those on which change is necessary, how are the two to be distinguished? Here

we find the second attribute of the praiseworthy statesman. As the title of the

book implies, mastery of international relations demands an acquaintance not

just with traditions but also with values, and a familiarity not just with practice

but also with theory. Pragmatism in foreign policy is not enough and must be

enriched by a sense of history (pp. 333-34), but Thompson wants a yet more

ultimate standard by which to judge the contemporary and the historical record.

This counterbalance to historicism comes into being through an appreciation of

political philosophy.

It is therefore no accident that a book on international politics begins with a

section on traditions in philosophy, religion, and ethics. Here Thompson dis

plays his own broad learning in the ease with which he treats all three. Despite

his facility in conveying to the reader the essence of many writers and schools

of thought, it seems that he reserves his greatest appreciation for Augustine,

whose warnings on original sin, the potency of self-interest, and the inerad-

icability of conflict from human affairs did so much to lay the foundations for

modem realism.

It is a perspective that lends itself to an emphasis on "the tragic element of

life,"

in which competition can only be managed, not transcended by selfless

love, and peace is maintained more often by a balance of power than by recon-
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ciliation and mutual appreciation. The existence of conflict is not due to igno

rance (though as we have seen a knowledge of the past is essential to good

policy), nor to unjust social structures (though Augustine does not countenance

passivity in the face of injustices if they can be corrected), nor to the influence

of certain abnormal and wicked individuals (though there is plenty of wicked

ness about). All of these explanations promise that with the proper remedy

the advance of education and understanding, or the right measure of social

reform, or the defeat of the villain the burden of conflict can be lifted from

humanity, and politics, understood as the management of conflict, can be abol

ished. It is that confidence, which Thompson regards as facile optimism from

whatever political camp it emanates, that he dismisses.

Such faith in a happy ending, he believes, is not only foolish but positively

dangerous. It encourages an attitude of self-righteousness on the part of those

who are sure they have discovered the key to lasting peace and who are there

fore likely to be intolerant of those who stand in their way. The naivety and

excessive optimism of the adherents of communism about the ease of eradicat

ing self-interest and straggle from human affairs led them to their excessive

casualness, even cynicism, about the means they employed. Thompson shares

with the other leaders of the realist camp the concern that leaders will be too

sure of their own good intentions and too unwilling to grant legitimacy to any

objectives of other states. Such uncompromising attitudes are fatal to the ability

of diplomacy to ameliorate, or at least to allow opponents to leam to live with,

the disagreements and rivalries that are inevitable in a system of contending

sovereigns, or indeed in any social relationship.

The alternative to this hazardous innocence that Thompson draws from his

study of political philosophy is based on a constant effort never to forget the

centrality of self-interest and of sin. No one's motives are entirely pure, in

cluding one's own; even the most generous political act mixes altruism with

some degree of self-assertion. If statesmen will accept this painful truth about

themselves and their countries, they will have a chance of attaining the humility
and skepticism that can allow coexistence to work. If national interest moti

vates every state's actions, then all meet on common ground on which bargains

and accommodations are possible. If the membership roll of the United Nations

is not divided into unquestioned saints and unredeemable sinners, then interna

tional politics descends to a lower but safer plane on which national objectives

of equal legitimacy may be tested on their workability and their compatibility

with the safety and objectives of others. Instead of an other-worldly pure mo

rality, a system of practical morality is necessary to the safety of this world.

Practical morality is practical in that it does not neglect the factor of power.

As leaders try to find their way through a maze of conflicting obligations, they

discover that the finiteness of their power requires them to make choices among

their different moral duties, all of which have a legitimate claim on them; that

the omnipresence of power relationships in social settings requires them to hus-
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band their own power resources and consider how any action will affect their

self-interest defined in terms of power; that the temptations of power require

them to guard against their own inflated ambitions as well as those of their

rivals. Perhaps the finest section in the book, the chapters on power and realism

demonstrate Thompson's lifelong concern with the problems that each raises,

and they express his conviction that realism as he understands it is not a way of

divorcing morality from politics but rather the only sure way to introduce true

morality, as opposed to hypocritical moralism, into politics. His plea is for a

return to "an ancient discourse that considers the interrelatedness of power and
morality"

(p. 149).

Practical morality in international relations attempts to put power to work to

achieve proximate solutions to perennial problems, in the Niebuhrian formula

tion. It works with the realities of international life rather than ignoring them,

as Morgenthau asserted. It manages conflicts, in the hope of preventing their

explosion into violence. It places its trust in devices like a balance of power

that may preserve a measure of stability and of justice in that it creates a situa

tion in which each party receives something and none can wholly exclude the

others from the distribution of benefits. It hopes that spheres of influence and

buffer zones may buy time for diplomacy to work, thereby averting war. In

short, practical morality comes to seem very similar to traditional diplomatic

relations among a group of states that accept one another's legitimacy even as

they compete with and try to restrain their enemy-partners.

This sort of moderate contest depends crucially on the absence in the impor

tant capitals of any crusading spirit or messianic sense of mission. Such a

willingness to live and let live in turn demands a self-conscious standing back

from one's own history, so as to judge one's own goals with the same skeptical

eye one applies to others. Passion and excessive self-partiality can be avoided

through this distancing of oneself from the slogans and catch-phrases that prop

agate a sense of unique virtue. Thompson's great model for this quality of

statesmanship is America's Civil War president. Churchill, the biographer of

his ancestor Marlborough and prolific contemporary historian, stands as the

exemplar of the statesman grounded in the lessons of history. Lincoln, the

melancholy student of Shakespeare and the Bible, stands as the supreme exam

ple of the statesman whose philosophical depth allows him to transcend his

nation's historical traditions and reach a certain objectivity in assessing the

claims even of its wartime enemy. This profundity of understanding is as im

portant a component of statesmanship as historical wisdom.

Thompson discusses his third element of statesmanship in a less sustained

way than the other two, but it is also necessary, particularly in an era of flux.

This is the contribution made by political skill, which encompasses both the

ability to decide policy and the ability to enact policy. The combination of

these qualities separates the successful statesman from the knowledgeable out

side observer, such as the academician, who is free from the pressures imposed
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by the necessity for action under conditions of incomplete information and im

mediate deadlines. With the former, the statesman can make choices in the face

of the dilemmas that politics presents. In any serious political decision, all the

alternatives will probably have good arguments, and in all likelihood principled

arguments, to support them. If foreign policy were a matter of choosing be

tween right and wrong in each case that presented itself, the task of leadership
would be easier. But the demand of office is often that one choose between two

dimensions of justice or two values that are incompatible, even though each of

them is justifiable in the abstract. This balancing process can be carried on

successfully only with a combination of insight and intestinal fortitude that few

possess. Once a decision has been made, there remains the use of persuasion

and the other political arts, including the exercise of power, to gain its accep

tance by the necessary group, whether that is a half-dozen men in the age of

cabinet diplomacy or a mass electorate in the late twentieth century.

In the section of his book entitled "Presidents and Conflicts of
Values,"

Thompson develops this third component of statesmanship by assessing several

post-World War II chief executives in their performance of these tasks. In

general, they fell short because they failed the intellectual challenge. Dwight

Eisenhower's "conceptual framework . . [in] international politics was ... a

vague, if inspiring,
internationalism."

John Kennedy "was blind to the irrecon

cilable conflict between activism and pragmatism in all its
dimensions."

Lyn

don Johnson never overcame and perhaps never recognized "the unresolved

conflict between collective security and the national
interest"

in Southeast Asia.

In the case of Richard Nixon, "Machiavellian statecraft devoid of virtu led to

the repudiation of his
policies."

Thompson mixes these critical conclusions

with statements of praise for the real strengths of each man, and he acknowl

edges the relative ease with which policy may be condemned by those who do

not bear the responsibility for making it. Nevertheless, in the end he argues that

each of them in his conduct of office failed to bring to bear at least one of the

three elements of successful statecraft: an awareness of the limits that history
places on the opportunities for diplomatic progress; a philosophical appreciation

for the necessity of advancing moral goals not by the easy route of high-flown

words or a single-minded attachment to one value alone, but by the arduous

path of balancing and compromising among irreconcilable moral goods; and an

adeptness at using power in a restrained and yet politically effective way to

arrive at decisions and have them carried out.

Thus, the challenge remains the daunting one of surpassing the historical,

philosophical, and political achievements of even these leaders and in an un

familiar international environment. To his credit, Thompson would not have us

despair of finding true statesmanship, and we should not. For as long as the

country can produce citizens with the learning, the wisdom, and the articulate-

ness that this book displays, identifying the statesmen in our midst remains

both an achievable goal and a duty.
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Judith A. Swanson regards her audience as modem individuals (idiotai) who

insist on the sanctity of their private lives. Thus, she puts forth the seemingly

audacious argument that "Aristotle's political works present a vivid and sub

stantive conception of the private [to
idion]"

(p. 1). She contends that contem

porary liberal societies "might be willing and able to assimilate Aristotle's

proposals . . . because the proposals maintain the sanctity of
privacy"

(p. 210).

She elaborates on this claim in thoughtful chapters on the household, slavery,

women, the economy, "preservative
law,"

political education, justice, friend

ship, and philosophy. Her elegant study of Aristotle's political philosophy (one

of some noteworthy recent books on Aristotle) proves indispensable for the

scholar. Appropriately for a book on Aristotle, hers is simultaneously a politi

cal and a philosophic endeavor.

The great question Swanson suggests is the extent to which we who live in

modernity can benefit from the classical notions of the best regime. "By assimi

lating Aristotle's teaching about the centrality of excellence to private activity,

a liberal society can transform itself into a form of polity that promotes true

freedom and approaches true
aristocracy"

(p. 8). The book's final sentence

artfully maintains that "Insofar as Aristotle's political objective is to bring
about polities that border on aristocracies, and not aristocracies, his political

advice is apt for contemporary liberal
societies"

(p. 211). How much true aris

tocracy can "contemporary liberal
societies"

or any society bear? Aris

totle's practical advice about aristocracies is not apt for modernity, she seems

to be saying. Let us see how great a guide her Aristotle can be for us today.

By the private, Swanson means more than what is beneath the public, that

is, the household. Aristotle "conceives the private as activities, not as sites, and

as activities not restricted to the household. An activity qualifies as private, if it

cultivates virtue without accommodating or conforming to common
opinion"

(p. 10). Denying Hannah Arendt's influential but wrong-headed notion of the

distinction between public and private, Swanson argues that "ideally, human

beings serve the public by exercising the uncompromised virtue acquired in the

interpretation, Fall 1995, Vol. 23, No. 1
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household both inside and outside the
household"

(p. 11). For example, the

friendships within the household prompt "the thought that the private has more

power to elicit excellence than the
public"

(p. 29). If legislators need to pro

duce friendship, and thus virtue, then "Legislators everywhere are . . . obliged

to facilitate
privacy"

(p. 30). She elaborates on these themes throughout the

book.

One wonders why Swanson doesn't also argue that Aristotle stands for indi

vidualism. Then ancient political philosophy would be individualistic, just as

modem theorizing is (cf. Leo Strauss, Liberalism Ancient and Modern [New

York: Basic Books, 1968]). Indeed, she contends that "education must make

persons at once excellent citizens, excellent human beings, and excellent indi
viduals"

(145). But how is an
"individual"

different from a human being sim

ply? What modem individual is willing to be satisfied with privacy, when it

exists for the sake of such a demanding end as virtue? Does Swanson think the

honey of modem language can sweeten such bitter medicine? One wonders

who her penultimate audience is (political philosophy's ultimate audience being
of course Socrates).

Moreover, some of her arguments about the private life strike one as fanciful

or even ultimately contradictory of a major strength, namely her insistence on

the political relevance of Aristotle. In expounding on the elements of the house

hold, for example, Swanson makes some astounding claims: "By assigning

citizenship only to men, then, Aristotle reduces their opportunity, and increases

women's, to
contemplate"

(p. 61). (Would a resident foreigner thus be in a

better position to philosophize than a native?) This is to say that women could

have the same scope of objects to contemplate and the same experiences to

foster their prudence as men, unless Swanson takes the contemplative life to

focus primarily on the apolitical world, and assumes that the apolitical world

could be understood apart from the political one. "The inclination to privacy,

quietude, or a
'passive'

way of life is both a female and a philosophical one. . . .

[F]emaleness is positive because it prefers
privacy"

(p. 63). Now Swanson's

footnote to this sentence does observe: "That Aristotle thinks also that women

be suited for political life does not undermine this contention; it underscores his

view that men and women manifest combinations of maleness and femaleness,
are drawn variously to publicity and

privacy"

(p. 63). But do women typically
have a natural inclination to philosophy not typically present in men? The his

tory of philosophy (among other evidence) would seem to indicate otherwise,

unless this is another example of the frustration (or impotence) of nature. (Cf.
Ken Masugi, "Another Peek at Aristotle and Phyllis: The Place of Women in

Aristotle's Argument for Human
Equality,"

in Thomas Silver and Peter

Schramm, eds., Natural Right and Political Right: Essays in Honor ofHarry
V. Jaffa [Durham, N.C.: Carolina Academic Press, 1984], pp. 267-88.)

But this is a quibble compared with deeper problems. At times, Swanson

appears to soften Aristotle for modem audiences, beyond the demands of con-
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sent. Such a depoliticized Aristotle would be worse than useless it would

flatter modem vices (as, for instance, communitarianism does). For example,

she asserts that "Next to a virtuous populace, the noblest end a regime can

achieve is peace. Peace is noble because it facilitates virtue, but it is also

necessary for the preservation of a
regime"

(p. 117). This is far too low an

understanding of nobility.

Moreover, on a more political level of understanding, the private and the

modem political problem of centralized administration are perfectly compati

ble. Consider Tocqueville's famous analysis of individualism in the beginning
of part 2, volume II of Democracy in America. Tocqueville differentiated among

individualism (a modem phenomenon wherein men withdraw to a private, apoliti

cal sphere), ages-old egoism, and his proposed emphasis on self-interest properly

understood, his attempted substitute for the full-strength Aristotelianism of man's

political nature. Tme self-interest would lead to the formation of voluntary associa

tions to aid in the exercise of human liberty and self-government. Swanson's at

tempt to import Aristode into the modem world lacks the persuasiveness of

Tocqueville's devices. She has not sufficientiy appreciated modem privacy's de

pendence on the notion of natural rights.

Also problematic is her overly refined presentation of spiritedness (thumos),

which

is rather a moral sensibility or posture, a loyalty to what is not simply one's own

but one's own and dear or thought to be good. . Being a loyalty or commitment

to what is good and one's own, it is the disposition that someone may have about

not only intimates and friends (Pol 1328al-2, 10-11) but also the activity of

philosophy.

Thus, spiritedness is not in Aristotle's view blind or simple patriotism. . . .

Spiritedness thus springs from or is attached to judgment. (Pp. 13-40. Footnotes

omitted)

In a footnote to the last passage Swanson describes spiritedness as "a kind of

moral
virtue"

(p. 140). She looks past the phenomenon of spiritedness that is

the source ofAristotle's inquiry. (Cf. Carnes Lord, "Aristotle's
Anthropology,"

in Carnes Lord and David K. O'Connor, eds., Essays on the Foundations of

Aristotelian Political Science [Berkeley: University of California, 1991], p.

52.)

In a similar way Swanson's account of friendship is overly refined, focusing

on this crucial subject in light of the highest of friendships: "Like education,

friendship improves the quality of life by requiring virtue . . (p. 165).

Friendships are of course both public and private existing as political friend

ship (concord or community, which Carnes Lord has daringly translated as

"solidarity") and as private relationships. Thus, "political friendship between

rulers and ruled requires acknowledging and fostering the
private"

(p. 192). In

distinguishing concord from mere order, Swanson contends that "Insofar as
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justice presupposes order, government should try to appease citizens, but to the

extent that their demands contravene justice it should ignore
them"

(p. 185).

But is it not obvious that a just government ought to do more than
"ignore"

the

unjust demands of the populace? Moreover, Swanson may reveal a far too lax

view of what is necessary for political life when she asserts, "Whereas true

friendship is difficult to achieve, civic friendship is
not"

(p. 180). Yet Aris

totle's treatment of civic friendship makes it, in its refined sense, a characteris

tic of the best regime. Oddly, while Swanson makes the private depend on

virtue, she removes the best regime from political friendship.

This is all part of Swanson's reticence concerning the best regime. She es

chews a systematic analysis of this theme of Politics VII, though she has much

to say about book VIII. But her reader must consider the possibility that Swan

son may have truncated any discussion of the best regime, for a political mo

tive, that of keeping Aristotle relevant to the modem world. Perhaps the whole

notion of the best regime is inapplicable in modem times, especially given the

postclassical challenge to reason posed by revelation. (Swanson sees Aristotle

as an early advocate of a form of church-state separation [p. 117].) Even a

liberal society that assimilated Aristotle's private-public analysis as she under

stands it could only approach, not be, a "tme
aristocracy"

(p. 8, p. 211 cited

above). (Cf. Mary P. Nichols, Citizens and Statesmen: A Study of
Aristotle'

s

"Politics"

[Savage, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 1992]. See especially chap

ters 3 and 4.)

Finally, one wonders whether Swanson should have grounded herself on to

idion in the sense of her own, her American regime. For example, was James

Madison being Aristotelian or modem when in The Federalist, number 14, he

praised American political innovations on behalf of "private rights and public

happiness"? In using language such as "kindred
blood,"

"manly
spirit,"

and

"mutual guardians of their mutual
happiness,"

Madison was being more politi

cal than Swanson's Aristotle. Of course, Abraham Lincoln above all under

stood the applicability of the best regime to modernity, in articulating how

individuals are tied to a greater whole through the notion of political duty.

It is thus no criticism of Swanson to conclude that she has produced a cari

cature of Aristotle. After all, she is writing, in large measure, for contemporary

individuals who allegedly crave their autonomy. This initial limitation does not

detract from the value of her endeavor and the obligation of students of political

philosophy to ponder it.
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Professor Thome has written a remarkable book, the detailed history by a

participant for three decades in an unfinished scientific odyssey in search of an

astrophysical object called a "black
hole."

He describes the origin of the con

cept; what its structure is in a Newtonian world-

view; and how it becomes a

necessary consequence of Einstein's Theory of General Relativity (GRT). He

describes this in great detail in terms of the accomplishments (and background)
of the contributors to the evolution and refinement of this concept.

As well as a history it is by remarkable coincidence an example of the

anthill-like activity and agitation of scientists in the presence of an interesting
problem. The coincidence resides in the circumstance that the book is a volume

in the "Commonwealth Fund Book
Program"

under the editorship of Lewis

Thomas. Dr. Thomas, since deceased, described just such activity in his essay

"Natural
Science"

in the Lives of a Cell (New York: Penguin Books, 1974).

A black hole is the result predicted by GRT as the ultimate fate of a suffi

ciently massive star (at least twice the mass of our sun) which has exhausted its

fuel and no longer can support its mass against its own self-gravitational attrac

tion. A catastrophic implosion occurs, and if insufficient mass is blown away in

the process, the result is an object of unimaginably huge density contained in a

(usually) spherical surface of very small size. This surface has a oneway prop

erty; anything literally anything may pass through it, but nothing literally

nothing may emerge. This includes radiation of any kind. Hence, the name

black hole.

If GRT is correct, and with the accumulating evidence over the years since

its announcement almost eighty years ago there are very few physicists who

doubt its correctness, then there must be such objects "out
there."

But a black

hole is singularly elusive. This is manifested in the theorem "black holes have

no
hair,"

which is a way of stating colloquially that the only external manifesta

tions of a black hole are gravitational and electric fields due to its mass and

charge, respectively. It is also very small: a black hole with a mass four times

that of the sun would have a radius of only about three kilometers.

Once it became clear that the Einstein theory predicted its existence, the

search has been to determine its properties and to figure out how to find so

singular an object. To see it directly is not possible; it emits absolutely no

interpretation, Fall 1995, Vol. 23, No. 1
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radiation whatsoever. It can only be detected by its effect on another
astro-

physical object in its vicinity, and it is these effects on which the search has

been centered. There are several very promising candidates for black-hole-

hood, but the laying on of hands has not yet been vouchsafed. The search

continues.

Although intended for the same audience as Stephen
Hawking'

s A Brief

History of Time (New York: Bantam, 1988) or Roger Penrose's The Emperor's

NewMind (New York: Oxford, 1989), Black Holes & Time Warps is distinctly

more demanding. There is a substantial amount of technical background woven

into the history, and although Professor Thome provides a very carefully con

structed didactic underpinning, it helps to have had an introductory college-

level physics course. The background material includes a brief history of grav

itation theory beginning with that of Isaac Newton. This includes outlines of

the basic concepts of both the Principle of Special Relativity and the Theory of

General Relativity.

It is helpful to be aware of the proper relationship of the three intellectual

domains encompassed by Newtonian mechanics and gravitation, the Principal

of Special Relativity, and the Theory of General Relativity. Newtonian me

chanics is an abstract structure set in a flat three-space with a distinct absolute

time. It is a template for the construction of any theory. A separate and distinct

postulate is required for each dynamical structure; the precise form of the force

law must be specified. The one of interest here is the law of gravitational

attraction of masses. It may be observed tangentially that among the fundamen

tal problems of physics in the nineteenth century was the determination of the

proper form of the electrodynamic forces, and it was largely the failure to find

a solution to this problem that led inexorably to formulation of the Principle of

Special Relativity (SRT). Here, too, SRT is a principle for the construction of

theories. It postulates a different view of space and time than the Newtonian

scheme and fuses the two into space-time. It provided a satisfactory solution to

the nineteenth-century problem of the proper formulation of the electrodynamic

forces and electromagnetic fields. It is not that such forces and fields were not

quite well understood; it was that they did not fit into a Newtonian scheme

without substantial ad hoc shoehoming. SRT worked so well in this regard that

it soon supplanted the Newtonian scheme.

The situation was now turned topsy-turvy. Although the electrodynamic

problems were solved, the beautiful Newtonian gravitational scheme would no

longer fit. It had been known since early in the nineteenth century that there

was a problem with the gravitational force law even within the Newtonian

scheme. Despite considerable effort, success proved completely elusive. The

advent of SRT led to the hope that within this framework the solution to the

gravitational force problem would be found. It was not. The resolution was

provided by GRT. The Theory of General Relativity is not a generalization of

SRT. It is a theory of gravitation; it is the successor theory to the Newtonian
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scheme of combined abstract dynamical structure and specific force law and

contains it in appropriate approximation.

The Time Warps of the title refers to some highly speculative material on

"wormholes"

and time travel by means of them. A wormhole is a species of

tunnel between two widely spatially separated regions of the universe. Its

length is a minute fraction of the external distance between the two domains.

An excellent (if unphysical) example of the concept appears as a major feature

of the science fiction television program "Deep Space
Nine,"

where it provides

the passageway between two widely separated parts of our galaxy. Such objects

can be constructed as solutions of the Einstein equations. It should be kept in

mind that there exist thousands of solutions to the Einstein equations of which

fewer than half a dozen can be demonstrated to possess physical significance.

Professor Thome, ever meticulous, takes great care to ensure that his presenta

tion doesn't violate any established physical laws and notes that the material is

written from his "own personal
viewpoint."

For those interested in Natural Philosophy in the ancient and honorable tra

dition, Professor Thome's book promises great rewards.
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