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Eros and Thumos

Stewart Umphrey

I shall review David Bolotin's published interpretation of Plato's Lysis, and

Thomas G. West's published interpretation of Plato's Apology of
Socrates.1

What justifies examination of both in one essay? First, the work of Leo

Strauss plainly informs that of both authors. In the course of their interpretations

each author refers to Strauss more often than to any other modern philosopher.

Each supposes that a Platonic dialogue is to be regarded as an independent

whole. Each attends to the action as well as to the argument of the dialogue

in question, and also to what is conspicuously absent as well as to what is

conspicuously or inconspicuously present therein.

The shared presence of the late Leo Strauss should not, however, blind

readers to important hermeneutical differences between these two works.

Furthermore, it should not distract attention from a more obvious kinship.

Each is about a dialogue by Plato, and in each dialogue the philosopher

Socrates is plainly at work in some way. The Lysis, on the one hand, is about

another day in the life of Socrates. He is made to present himself as an itinerant,

marginal man who once dallied in a new palaestra because a young man of

his acquaintance was in love and needed the skill of Socrates in seduction.

Socrates readily granted the requested favor: he engaged the beloved, a boy

approaching adolescence, in an exemplary conversation at once playful and

unsettling. As a consequence the boy, whose acquaintance Socrates was then

only beginning to make, asked Socrates to punish his playmate and closest

friend in a similar manner; and with this request, too, Socrates readily complied.

The Apology of Socrates, on the other hand, is a political dialogue. There

Socrates is made to stand in a lawcourt and give an account of himself to

his fellow citizens. In his defense he not only describes the way of life for

which he has gained notoriety, he also exhibits it; at any rate, he does just

what he says he has been doing for years refuting, rebuking, and trying to

persuade the men of Athens to become more virtuous, less lazy. Yet despite

his statesmanlike activity, or because of it, the majority judges him guilty as

charged and condemns him to death. In these two dialogues, then, Plato has

presented Socrates in diverse contexts. Though apparently one and the same

philosopher in both, his appearance in the one situation certainly differs from

his appearance in the other. We readers are thus induced to raise anew the

I. David Bolotin, Plato's Dialogue on Friendship: An Interpretation of the Lysis, with a New

Translation (Ithaca and London: Cornell U. P., 1979). Thomas G. West, Plato's Apology of

Socrates: An Interpretation, with a new Translation (Ithaca and London: Cornell U. P., 1979).

In Part I references are to Bolotin's book, or to Plato's Lysis, unless otherwise noted. In Part

II references are to West's book, or to Plato's Apology, unless otherwise noted.
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old question: What is
Socrates'

pragma! It is this particular question which

most of all brings together, as it were, the two interpretations under review.

Accordingly, it may serve as an alternative to the title of this essay.

I

i. Most of us would agree that friendship is very important for our lives.

Some of us would also agree that our understanding of it is inadequate. Bolotin

wants to discover the truth about friendship, apparently; and to this end he has

sought assistance from writings, old as well as new, wherein "the question

of
friendship"

is posed. He has examined Plato's Lysis in particular, for it

stands out as a work "devoted in its entirety to this
theme"

(9-10).

In this reading Bolotin has found a problem. The immediate question is

whether there can be a friendship in which each befriends the other wholly

apart from self-interest. We may like to believe that it is possible, and that

such is the highest kind of friendship. Throughout most of the Lysis, however,

Socrates argues that friendship must be based on utility. The problem, therefore,
is that while a perfect friendship (independent of wants and needs) seems

impossible, an imperfect one (admittedly dependent on need) "fails to account

for the whole phenomenon of
friendship"

(10-12, 208). How is this problem

to be resolved? The Lysis itself indicates the way, Bolotin finds. It is true

that there are friends "in the fullest sense of the
word"

only if each befriends

the other from a desire to attain some good for himself. According to Socrates,

desire for good arises only when something bad is evidently present. Evil,

or its recognized presence, is then a cause of friendship. But there are friends

in the fullest sense only if, in addition, each desires to be together with the

other owing to some natural kinship. This desire, according to Socrates, is

not for one's own good; it is not at all due to the presence of evil. Of

friendship in the fullest sense, then, there are two independent causes or

conditions. Each is necessary. Together they are sufficient (180-1). It directly
follows that no such friendship is possible between two beings each of whom

needs nothing; nor is it possible between two human beings each of whom is

otherwise self-sufficiently good. It does not follow that perfect friendship is

impossible, however; for while no two such beings have any need of each

other, each may nevertheless like the other as another of his own kind; and

they may therefore come to be friends in a sense, presumably because they can

together meet one of the two aforementioned requirements (193-4).

This summary makes Bolotin's interpretation seem vulnerable to an imme

diate objection. Understanding friendship is not the same as understanding
Plato's own teaching about it, even if his teaching happens to be true. Bolotin

evidently seeks the former, and seems to regard the dialogue itself as a mere

organon. It is therefore quite unlikely that his interpretation of it will be both
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thorough and free from misunderstanding. Hermeneuticians, strictly speaking,

are more disinterested.

Against this objection one might try to defend the propriety of Bolotin's

procedure by appealing to the principle that makers, including authors, should

be subordinate to users, including readers. Bolotin himself suggests a safer

defense. The goal of the interpreter, as such, is knowledge of what the text

in question "really
means,"

or of what its author "really
thought."

The question,

then, concerns the way in which one is to attain this knowledge. In the case

of a Platonic dialogue, one reads in a way appropriate to it only if, by means

of all the guidance available within the dialogue, one tries "to learn the truth

about the subject matter it
discusses."

Bolotin here appeals to arguments made

by Leo Strauss and Jacob Klein, and adds some excellent remarks of his own

(12-3). It is a strong defense; confirmation is in the interpretation. On the

one hand, Bolotin is interrogative and reflective throughout. Certainly his

wondering at what Socrates says or means has not reduced him to dumbfounded

awe, nor has his long and close acquaintance with the dialogue reduced him to

complacent acceptance of the assumptions it harbors. On the other hand, he

proceeds patiently and synoptically from beginning to end. One almost never

suspects that he is attributing something to the dialogue that is not there.

Only occasionally do I suspect that he fails to notice something important.

(These few suspicions I shall state and consider.)

How is the interpreter of Bolotin's interpretation to proceed? Though one

should, I believe, read his book in a way quite like that in which he has

read Plato's, I shall not try to represent any such reading here. What follows

is not an interpretation, in the full sense of the word, but a series of remarks

on Bolotin's major claims. These remarks, like his book, exhibit a desire to

discover, in a similar way, the truth about friendship. Quite unlike his book,

and Plato's, they may lack balance and
grace.2

2. Each Platonic dialogue presupposes a diairesis owing to which it is decidedly

more about some things than about others. From things it leaves or puts aside,

a dialogue is sometimes said to abstract. The Lysis, or "the subject matter

it
discusses,"

is negatively determined by several such abstractions.

Clearly there is an abstraction from the political. What Socrates narrates

occurred during a (legal) holiday, when there was a relaxation of normal

constraints and, consequently, a little disorder: youths of different age-groups

were permitted to commingle; the supervisory slaves were free to become some

what drunk and neglectful; and an old man openly fond of youths, Socrates,

was able to have the conversations he relates. In those conversations the word

'polis'

was used only once, with disdain (205C2); the words
'nomos'

and

2. For what follows I have received considerable assistance not only from Bolotin's book but

also from Seth Benardete and Drew Wilkinson, with whom I have read the Lysis, and from

Deborah Achtenberg, with whom I have conversed about the good.
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'arete', not at all. Furthermore, in
Socrates'

arguments it is as if the city

or state were scarcely real. In his first exchanges with Lysis both seem to

assume that political necessity can wither away: ignorant multitudes will gladly

accept the rule of those who prove wise; and these few, acting freely in accor

dance with their own wisdom, will do nothing that incurs their
subjects'

enmity.

In later exchanges with Menexenus, Socrates mentions our need for medicine

but not the locus of this and other such arts. As goods we seek under pressure

of evils he there mentions health and wisdom but not justice; he speaks of

wisdom and ignorance, but not of right opinion. As Bolotin notes, there is in

the dialogue no explicit reference to pistis (67).

This abstraction from political things is appropriate, if indeed the Lysis is

about
friendship.3

For whereas justice (at which the law aims) is universal and

impartial, friendships are "private and
exclusive"

(9, 69, 74). Helping one's

friends and doing what is just or legal are frequently at odds: consider the

end of the Lysis, for example, and also the Euthyphro, Crito, and especially

the Republic. Therefore, while every political society needs to promote friend

ship among its members, every political society must also be ready to suppress

the various societies of friends in its midst (cf. 126). Men, or rather human

beings, are in the Lysis regarded not as political but as "social
animals"

(133,

147, 180, cf. 9). The dialogue's relative freedom from political concerns

permits the recovery, or at any rate the appearance, of its
participants'

natural

sociality and individuality; and a situation of this kind is a proper home of

friendship.

In its abstraction from political constraint Plato's Lysis is quite like his

Symposium, but unlike the Symposium it is only marginally about eros. Eros

was of course present. Hippothales eventually confessed his love for a beauti

ful boy; Socrates confessed his eccentric disposition toward acquisition of

friends. In his conversations with Lysis and Menexenus, however, erotic love

is for the most part not mentioned. In particular, when examining his own

suggestions about the philon Socrates holds, first, that one needs or desires

the good, not that one loves (kqa) it; second, he holds that one loves one's

own, not the good or the beautiful. This difference Bolotin rightly emphasizes

(184, 220-3). He moreover argues that the conception of eros here presupposed

is Aristophanic (183). Certainly it is not Diotiman.4 And, though like the erotic

loves mentioned by Socrates in the Republic it is potentially at odds with citi

zenship, eros for one's own natural kind must be mutual and thus cannot be

either tyrannical or
philosophic.5

3. It is also appropriate given the
interlocutors'

extreme youth. But of course one should

ask why, in this dialogue, Socrates is made to converse with interlocutors who are so young.

4. Cf. Symp 20idff. At Lys 20732-3 Socrates seems to distinguish the beautiful from the

good; and at 2i6c6 he reintroduces the beautiful, almost gratuitously, then seems to forget it.

It can therefore hardly escape the reader's notice that the object of eros, as commonly conceived,

is being ignored. Do we have here an instance of Plato's generosity?

5. Cf. Rep 490b2, 573e6.
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This partial abstraction from erotic things seems appropriate; for eros and

philia are distinguishable. A sign of this is the fact that we would correctly

speak of a philia between Lysis and Menexenus but not of an eros between

Lysis and Hippothales. Another is the fact that philia has an opposite, namely

enmity (exQQOt), whereas eros does not. Yet another is the fact that one could

use the word 'philia', but no longer the word 'eros', without suggesting a

sexual interest. So, if we suppose that the Lysis is about friendship, properly

speaking, we should expect such distinctions to be observed therein. Indeed

its subject matter is other than that of the Symposium, as it is other than that

of the Republic. It lies between them. Likewise, the dialogue Socrates here

narrates took place neither within the city, as does the Apology of Socrates,

nor well beyond it, as does the Phaedrus, but at the city wall. It took place

neither in the marketplace or courtroom, nor within the privacy of someone's

house, but in yet another palaestra. And, for Socrates, the dialogue was initially
compelled neither from without nor from within by his own desire. Thus it

was, initially, quite free.

There is a third, related abstraction. In his search for the philon Socrates

admits evil-induced desire for what is good, or both beautiful and good, and

natural desire for what is one's own. He does not expressly admit any natural

desire for the beautiful. It may be present in Hippothales, for instance, but it is

not considered as a basis for philia. Thus, presumably, lovers of wisdom and

friends of the forms (of whatever sort) are not such because wisdom and the

forms are for them naturally attractive. Nor does Socrates expressly admit any

natural desire for the good. It may be present in the
interlocutors'

common

search for happiness, but it too is not considered as a basis for philia. This may

help explain why Socrates speaks of the compelling presence of some ignorance,

for example, but not of the enticing absence (or presence) of any knowledge;

and why he characterizes the philon in terms of loving (qpiAelv), needing

(6elo0ai) and desiring (^Jti0up,etv), but not in terms of wanting
(|3oiJ^eo0ai).6

Nor does he expressly admit any natural desire for the truth. It too may be

present, in
Lysis'

love of listening and in
Socrates'

pleasure at
Lysis'

love of

wisdom (2o6cio, 2i3d7); but it is not considered as the basis for any kind

of philia, including even philosophia. This may help explain why there is in

the dialogue no explicit reference to
wonder.7

The Lysis abstracts, then, from

our natural orientation to the true and the beautiful and the good. This is

tantamount to an abstraction from our daemonic nature.

That friendship or friendly feeling has no such basis is a supposition on

which
Socrates'

inquiry depends. It is a plausible hypothesis, of course, but

6. Cf. Hipparchus 227d, 232a8-bl I ,
Meno 78a-b, Grg 467C5-di . After the first conversation

with Lysis the word |3otjXo^cci is used only once, and then only in the narrative frame, not in what

is narrated (2i3d6).

7. Bolotin, pp. 70, 79, 80; and Plato, Rep 475e4, 485C4-8, 487c, 499CI-2, 50ld2, Phlb

58d5, Phdo 66e3, 68a7, Tin 155CI3.
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it does remain unstated, unexamined, unconfirmed. Much more doubtful, I

think, is his hypothesis that human beings do not naturally love the good. Yet

it too remains latent throughout. Since, moreover, it is a needed premise in

his argument that the good would vanish were all evils removed, the sound

ness or unsoundness of that argument remains to be seen. And since Bolotin,

too, fails to articulate either hypothesis, his account of
Socrates'

inquiry is

incomplete.

To repeat, abstraction from our daemonic nature does not seem inappropriate.

For it allows attention to the mortal or human kindness we show toward our

own kind; and such fondness, when reciprocated, seems to be of the essence

of friendship, whereas the intrinsic transcendence we show toward the intrin

sically good or divine does not. In the Lysis, however, Socrates attends less

to friendly feeling based on kinship than to desire for the good based on the

presence of evil. How is this appropriate? Why should the bad figure so prom

inently in a dialogue on friendship? More surprising still is the pervasive

emphasis on self-interestedness. No one, Socrates seems to suppose, ever

desires the good for another as
such.8

But what, then, is one to make of the

proverbial wisdom according to which the things of friends are shared in

common? Is it a salutary falsehood? And what is one to make of the generosity

so evident in friendships? Is it really illusory? Egoism is not the most promising

standpoint from which to try saving the phenomenon of friendship unless

classifying it as a deceptive phantom is to count as an act of preservation.

The problem appears in Plato's Republic (4i2d2ff.), where Socrates endeavors

in speech to reduce both household and city (or its middle class) to an extended

circle of friends, on the ground that one cares most of all about that which

one loves (cpdel) and one loves most of all that which seems advantageous

to oneself. It also appears in the Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle tried

to account for such things as courage and friendship in terms of his own subtle

egoism, and did not obviously succeed: to say that the friend is another self

(n66a3i, cf. Ii70b7) is not to resolve the problem but to state it. Hobbesian

egoism does not offer even the promise of a resolution (cf. 9).

How, then, does Socrates fare in the Lysis! Can he consistently affirm both

that our need for friends is self-interested and that our entry into true friend

ship is possible? Perhaps he does not affirm the
latter.9

Yet surely he attempts

to apprehend the philon in terms of loving or befriending what is good for

oneself. To this attempt, and to Bolotin's interpretation of it, I now turn.

3. On having disposed of their paternal wisdom Socrates divines that it is the

neither good nor bad which sometimes philein ("loves") the good. In other

8. Bolotin's explication of this theme is excellent. See especially pp. 78, 100-02, 124-31,

134, 145, 160, 163, 169-70, 21 iff.

9. Cf. Bolotin's note on his translation of 223157. Also 207C10 (XivETm) with 220ai-b3:

2i6e2
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words, the neither good nor bad sometimes becomes philon ("friend") of the

good (2i6d-2i7a). Socrates then elaborates this divination and, if Bolotin is

right, refutes it.

In order to avoid becoming unduly confused by this passage, one needs

to keep in mind the following. The philon, according to Socrates, is the neither

good nor bad. It is something which loves (cptkniv). What it loves is the good.

The good, then, is something loved (cpiA.oijp,evov). Now one expects
Socrates'

subsequent examination to be about the philoun. In fact, however, he shifts

attention away from it to the philoumenon, which he begins calling 'philon
('dear'?).10

But this proposed philon is not and cannot be the same as the philon

originally proposed, since by hypothesis the good and the neither good nor bad

are heterogeneous (2i6d6), and since the one is loved without loving and the

other loves without being
loved."

It appears, therefore, that if
Socrates'

exam

ination of his divination is indeed an attempt to refute it, then his putative

refutation involves an ignoratio elenchi. Bolotin does not draw this unexpected

conclusion. We must endeavor to see why.

Socrates elaborates his proposal in two steps. First he considers the neither

good nor bad, that is, the philoun. It becomes philon, he maintains, when and

only when the bad is present to it in a way (2i7a-2i8c). In what way? On

Bolotin's interpretation, the distinction Socrates makes here between appearing

and being is to be understood in terms of awareness. The neither good nor

bad needs and loves the good when and only when it recognizes the presence

to it of such serious evils as sickness, ignorance, and death (148). Bolotin

occasionally suggests that this recognition is reflective (e.g., 180). There is in

the text no explicit reference to calculation, however, and in fact Bolotin does

not say or strictly imply that by
'reflection'

he means here anything other than

simple awareness of the presence of something bad as
such.12

Socrates considers, secondly, that which the neither good nor bad loves,

that is, the philoumenon. The real philon, he maintains, is that for the sake of

which we (allegedly) love all the other things we (allegedly) love, and that

alone. Medicine, health, and so forth are mere
"phantoms"

distracting us from

what we really hold dear (2i8d-2 2ob). What is this philon! And what is the

ontic status of these phantoms? Bolotin begins to answer the first question by

tentatively identifying the real
"friend"

with the ultimate good (i6iff., 216).

One may venture to identify it more specifically with eudaimonia, sought by

10. This change Bolotin notes in passing (165). In his translation he has consistently used

'friend'

for
'philos'

or 'philon The justification for so doing is supplied in nn. 26, 35 (pp. 55-

7). In his commentary, however, he used
'dear'

as well as 'friend'.

II. As Bolotin notes (163), Socrates now ignores the reciprocity which, we suppose, belongs

to friendship.

12. Bolotin uses the word
'reflection'

when distinguishing love of one's own from love of the

good. Probably he has in mind Aristotle, Pol I252a28 and Plato, Symp 207b7. The absence of

any reference to calculation may also help explain the absence, already noted, of much reference

to want ((3otjXe08cu): see Bolotin, p. 91 and ps-Plato, Z)e/4i3c8-9.



360 Interpretation

all who need
it.13

Socrates, however, makes no such identity statement. He does

not use the word
"good'

in this part of the argument, and he seems to prefer

leaving the first question unanswered and unasked (2i9b5-22ob5, especially

22oa4). His answer to the second question is clear. Every one of these phantoms

is, he says, philon in name only; none is philon in reality (xqj ovti). Bolotin

appears more generous when, in a departure from the language of the text,

he says that the real friend is alone friend in the
"fullest"

sense (169-70);

for to speak thus is to suggest that other things can be friends in some sense,

and Socrates makes no such allowance: there is no reference to degrees of

being or truth, and no appeal to pros hen homonymy. Yet Bolotin also empha

sizes the harshness of
Socrates'

proposal. One consequence, he notes, is that

little Lysis will never be loved. The pleasure he took in his dream-rule was

based on a deception (162-3, T70). He moreover notes the consequence that

no living thing can be truly a friend (169-70). If so, then most of us could

hardly be more deluded in what we hold to be dear, and why.

In his interpretation of the subsequent argument Bolotin will take one more

step. The real friend, he will conclude, is oneself as an independent being
free of evils (175-6). This further conclusion is not expressly drawn by Soc

rates, who nowhere in the dialogue even mentions self-love (cpdcama); yet

it does accord with the drift of his argument, and it may help explain why

he refrains from identifying the philon with the good. It is, of course, incom

patible with Bolotin's tentative identification of the philon with the good; for,

as he notes, it implies that even the ultimate good is a mere phantom (171,

176). But it is also inconsistent with his statement that no living thing is a

friend; for it implies that, on the contrary, no unliving thing is philon. And,

finally, it is inconsistent with my statement that what is loved differs from what

loves; for it implies that philoumenon and philoun are one and the same, and

an inquirer who holds otherwise is probably overlooking himelf in his attention

to some phantom (cf. 164-5). Thus Bolotin's more radical identification of

the dear one with oneself is not obviously derivable from Plato's Lysis. But

here, too, appearances may be deceiving.

Having elaborated his proposal in these two steps Socrates, according to

Bolotin, refutes it. His "primary
refutation"

occurs at 22ob6-e6; the "refutation

as presented to
Menexenus,"

at 22oe6-22id6. In the remainder of this section

I shall consider Bolotin's account of the former. In particular, I shall examine

what he says regarding these three claims: (i) that the good would cease to

be were evils removed; (ii) that the good is loved by us not for its own sake

but for the sake of an enemy; and (iii) that
Socrates'

argument here does

constitute a refutation of his original proposal .

That the good would cease to be were the bad removed is the conclusion

of an argument.
Socrates'

reasoning involves the following steps: The good is

naturally constituted (jtecpuxe: ds) by us on account of the bad; therefore, if

13. Cf. 220b3 with Meno 88C2-3; also Symp 20461-20534.
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the bad were removed, the good would not be constituted by us; therefore it

would not exist. To repeat, Socrates relies on the tacit premise that we love

the good only if compelled to love it by the presence of the bad. Conse

quently, his reasoning is sound only if this hypothesis is true. Let us now

suppose that it is true. Let us also suppose that we alone can bring forth the

good, and that we can be free of evils. There remains the question of whether

Socrates'

conclusion is true. Is the good, as such, so dependent on us? Observe

that ours is an ontological question: we do not now ask whether, in the absence

of the bad, we would be aware of the
good.14

Socrates'

present answer to this question is plausible in the case of goods

usually called instrumental. Consider a certain inanimate substance. Apparently
it is itself, per se, neither good nor bad. It is good or bad an antidote, say,

or a poison relative to the needs of beings like us. Thus its goodness, if it

is good, appears to be an accidental attribute of the substance, a mere JtafJog

oiiaiac,. Just as a thing is dear because someone loves it, and not conversely,

so too is a thing instrumentally good because it is useful to someone to some

end, and not conversely. In every such case, '. . .is

good'

is elliptical for

. is good for. . .

'

According to Bolotin (171 -6), Socrates now maintains that the same is true

of the ultimate good. In this case, too, we may ask "What is it good
for?"

The question is reasonable since the ultimate good is itself relative to some

thing not to another good, of course, but to the being whose perfection it

is. The ultimate good needs, as it were, that for which it is the ultimate

good (cf. 193). Suppose that virtue is our ultimate good: surely it is the virtue

proper to us, not to horses or soils. Or suppose that it is eudaimonia: is it

not then the happiness of man qua man? Even Aristotle verged on conceding

as much (EN H77b24-28). On this account, then, the ultimate good needs

those beings who, like us, need it. Other goods are for the sake of it; it is

for the sake of what is, per se, neither bad nor
good.15

In other words, the

"higher"

and more
"admirable"

is for the sake of the lower and less admirable

(cf. 100, 133, 143, 145). Furthermore, if it is reasonable to ask what the

ultimate good is good for, then it is also reasonable to ask why we love the

ultimate good (cf. 161). The answer, Bolotin says, is that one loves it just

because it is good for oneself given one's evil circumstances. Thus love of the

good is rooted finally in self-love. The friend is not another self. You yourself

are your sole true friend.

I question the adequacy of
Socrates'

argument as Bolotin interprets it. First,

14. Cf. Heraclitus Bui. Bolotin considers the cognitional question as well (158, 225). In this

connection compare Lysis with Rep 334c iff.

15. Like Aristotle (for example, de An 4l5b2-3), Bolotin uses the expression 'for the sake of

in two ways: when mentioning instrumental goods, each of which is for the sake of some other

good; and when mentioning the final good, which is somehow relative not to another good but

to an intermediate or underlying entity. Thus he only seems to be in disagreement with Plato's

Glaucon on this point. For Glaucon admits that a good which is good "for the sake of
itself"

alone is nevertheless
"in''

or otherwise proper to something (Rep 357b, 358b, 366e; cf. 367b).
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if the good is so dependent on the neither good nor bad (together with the

bad), then it is not itself per se, an independent being. Yet Socrates suggests

that it is (22OC4-5 with 2i6d5-6). Furthermore, this causal account entails

that the bad is not likewise dependent: Socrates cannot consistently affirm that

it is naturally constituted by us, on account of the good, since he maintains

that the good would not exist unless the bad were already present. Yet a similar

account of the nature and existence of the bad is no less plausible. Thirdly,

this line of reasoning, which ends in discovery that our ultimate good is

(perhaps) happiness, is not evidently the only line of reasoning which ends

in discovery of the good. Consider Plato's Republic VI-VII, where Socrates

proposes that through dialectics one can attain knowledge of the absolute or

unconditioned (rivTjJtoOexov), that is, the good. That ultimate good cannot be

happiness or virtue or any other such thing; in no sense of the word could

it need us; in no way could it be generated. Now
Socrates'

account there may

be incorrect, a beautiful or degrading myth; but certainly it is not shown to

be incorrect here in the Lysis. Furthermore, even if we do affirm that the

ultimate good is in reality for us, we need not admit that it would vanish when

we ceased needing it. Suppose that the ultimate good is the activity called

'happiness', and that we have come to be happy. Then we no longer need

that activity. But that activity exists, of course; and apparently it is still good

for (relative to) us, even if it is not also useful for us. Socrates seems to agree

that the good cannot be reduced to the useful (2iod2, cf. 100).

But I also question the adequacy of Bolotin's interpretation. Socrates now

regards the good as a drug (cpaopiaxov: 22od3) for the bad. A drug is an

instrumental good. Therefore Socrates is not now speaking of the ultimate

good; he is not referring to anything plainly
"higher"

or more
"admirable"

than such beings as we ourselves are. If, however, the good is merely instru

mental, for the sake of what is it? Bolotin gives the answer: the end is now

taken to be "ourselves", or ourselves as we would be were we "free of serious
evils"

(176). Thus, when illness somehow becomes present to the body, we

constitute and love as good whatever will remove that illness, whatever will

assist restoration of the body to its original state. The original state of the body
is not itself good at all. Socrates indicates this by no longer mentioning health,
which was earlier admitted to be good (2i8e6); and he no longer mentions

wisdom or philosophy. In general, the line of reasoning presented here not

only differs from that leading to discovery of the absolute good, it differs also

from that leading to discovery of the ultimate good for us. It too begins with

instrumental goods, namely those things we hold to be dear, to be our friends;
but it bypasses any ultimate good and ends, instead, in discovery of the state

proper to us as intermediate, independent beings. It is our natural state. Our
natural state is an ultimate end, but it is not good; it is not happiness or

virtue but freedom, from the good as well as from the bad. And, on this

account, it is the real philon. Bolotin properly conceives the end to which
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Socrates'

present reasoning leads, but he misconceives the reasoning which

leads to it.

We come now to the immediately most perplexing passage in the Lysis.

In Bolotin's translation it reads:

Therefore, that friend to us, into which all the others [were seen to] terminate

for we asserted that those things were friends for the sake of another friend has

no resemblance to them. For they have been called friends for the sake of a friend,

but what is really a friend comes to light as being of a nature entirely the opposite

of this. For it has appeared plainly to be a friend to us for the sake of an enemy.

(22od8-e4).

Of the expression ^x^Qofj evexa various interpretations have been proposed.

According to von Arnim it expresses a deliberate logical blunder, used by

Plato to ridicule the view that the good is loved for the sake of anything other

than itself. As Bolotin shows, however, this proposal rests on a misinterpretation

of the dialogue in its entirety (173-4, 21 iff.). It may nevertheless express a

logical blunder. For instance, Socrates may now take his ambiguous question at

220b4-5 to suggest that the really dear thing is dear for the sake of a not

dear thing, and choose to speak as if the nondear and the hateful were the

same. He made a very similar slip at 2i3b8-ci (cf. 118). But since I am

unable to explain this slip if it is deliberate, and quite unable to show that it

is not deliberate, I put aside this proposal, too.

According to Shorey
'heneka'

here means on. account of, the very thing

meant by
'dia'

in preceding exchanges. This is possible. As Bolotin notes,

however, Shorey's interpretation goes against the usage Socrates has just estab

lished and, furthermore, it requires that he not mean entirely the opposite

when he says 'entirely the
opposite'

(174).

Bolotin's own proposal is made in two steps. First he argues that the real

friend is oneself as free of the bad. This is, I add, oneself properly speaking;

it is the very thing one really loves (174-5). Then he argues that, loosely

speaking, one also hates oneself regards oneself as an enemy since one is

presently in a bad condition (otherwise one would not love the good), and

since one regards one's present condition as hateful (175-6). This proposal is

baffling in that the precise meaning of
'self-love'

is no less problematic than

the precise meaning of
'self-mastery'

or 'for the sake of itself if taken to

express causa sui. It may also seem unintelligible, on the ground that one's

real friend cannot be one's enemy (cf. 2i3b2-3). But my own major objection

is that Bolotin fails to show how one is in fact an enemy to oneself. Pre

sumably we are in a bad condition and desire the good only if we are not

yet bad (2i7a-2i8c). The bad then constitutes a clear and present danger, but

it has not yet corrupted us, at all, in either body or
soul.16

It is about us, but

16. Are we then worse than before, without being bad? Comparatives, so frequent in
Socrates'

first conversation with Lysis, are not used in the present passage. If Bolotin is right, the only
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not of us. Any such circumstance we regard as an enemy, of course; but the

statement that in hating it we hate ourselves, loosely speaking, is strictly

speaking false.

One might remedy Bolotin's proposal by taking the enemy in question to

be oneself as corruptible, and by arguing, first, that one's capacity to be bad

is not really distinct from one's capacity to be good, and secondly, that one

is most of all this very capacity. His book strongly suggests another inter

pretation, however, one that involves less departure from the text. The proposal

I shall now make I regard as Bolotin's more than mine, though I should not

like either one of us to be blamed if it proves incorrect.

By
Socrates'

present line of reasoning one finally comes upon the real

philon: it is oneself. One finally meets an enemy as well: it is oneself. How

so? The real philon, more precisely defined, is oneself in one's own natural

state, the status quo ante to which one would return if the bad were removed,

if one were liberated from all lets and hindrances, psychic as well as somatic.

Negatively, it a state of liberty conceived as unrestraint: you are free to be

you. Positively, it is a state of self-love conceived as self-satisfaction: you

rest content with yourself as you are. Every one of us by nature loves and

endeavors to retrieve or be the real philon, to be oneself in actuality. It is

a natural end, proper to each. This telos is certainly not bad; but it is certainly
not good, either. It is lower and less admirable than the ultimate good for us.

When compared with that telos, it appears phaulon ("inferior"). It does not

appear inferior as a matter of course, however. On the contrary, we are naturally

disposed to mistake it for the ultimate good (96-7). From the standpoint of

self-satisfaction, the good itself seems too high. It seems not proper (oikeion)

but alien (allotrion), scarcely less so than the bad. From the standpoint of our

higher end, on the other hand, self-satisfaction comes to light as foolish pride

or vanity. Our inalienable fondness for the natural status quo ante, right or

wrong, comes to light as a hindrance to our pursuit of the good. It reveals

itself in what Hume called our natural indolence, and in our positive unwill

ingness to move restlessly toward being best possible. The real philon is thus

an enemy without being bad. There may be none more insidious.

Consider, for example, our soul. The ultimate good for it is wisdom, ac

cording to Socrates; the bad is stupidity. When ignorance is present to our

soul, without our yet being stupid, we are compelled to philosophize (2i8a-c,
cf. 152-159). Let us now shift, with Socrates, to regarding the psychic good

as a drug. To what state can it finally bring us? What is the natural end of

the soul per se? There are, I guess, three candidates: knowledge, right or true

opinion, and a kind of barrenness. Of these, the first is too like ultimate

wisdom, the third too like utter ignorance, to be likely candidates. That we

thing that has been altered, so far, is our awareness. This awareness is psychic, I guess, yet

the soul is not thereby made any better or worse.
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are to elect the second is confirmed by Plato's Symposium, where this state

is said to be intermediate between knowledge and stupidity (202a, cf. 20365),

and confirmed by the Meno, where the innate condition of our soul is char

acterized in terms of true opinion, the truth for us (86bi). Now many are

threatened by numerous psychic evils. We recognize that not all our beliefs

are to be trusted, that some of them may for all we know be false. We suffer

mental cramps, great and small. Suppose that we were therapeutically released

from all these evils, and purged of all those untruths so deeply ingrained in

our souls that we can hardly come to recognize them as such. Then, presumably,

our soul would rest content, for in its natural attitude there would be only

the simple certainty characteristic of right opinion, of true trust. There would

be no inconsistent beliefs, no perplexity, no wondering, no questions asked.

True trust is not stupidity; it is not bad. It is not knowledge or wisdom,

either. But we are nonetheless fond of it, naturally; and this fondness (philia)

is, from the standpoint of philosophy, a grave impediment. For philosophers,

then, it is an enemy scarcely less hateful than any untruth latent in their

souls.

Is this proposed interpretation correct? It does imply that the presence of

the bad is good when not overwhelming. This is odd, perhaps, but it contradicts

neither itself nor the text. Is it not also true? We should be grateful, of course,

to those who by their nagging questions and objections rouse us from dogmatic

slumber and spur us on in inquiry. We may thank God that we live in the

so-called Age of Zeus, when natural scarcity, political society, and becoming

toward death supply a rich diet of troubles. It is difficult to be properly

grateful, of course, because the presence of all these bad things is something

we naturally try to avoid.

The proposal in question also implies that liberation from the bad is not

unqualifiedly good. This implication, too, may seem odd, but it is not obviously

denied by Plato: consider, for instance, what Socrates says about Theages in

the Republic (496b6). Admittedly it supplies a little-used basis for questioning

the goodness of Socratic cathartics. It also puts into question
Socrates'

present

conception of the good as antidote rather than end. But these do not, I think,

constitute insuperable objections.

Third, the proposal in question implies that nature is not basically good.

For, again, our natural end is one of perfect freedom and self-satisfaction, not

virtue and happiness; and our being naturally fond of this end subverts our

attempts to become perfectly good. Yet one of the major differences between

Ancients and Moderns seems to be that the former regard nature as basically

good whereas the latter do not. This objection, too, can be met. Were it

appropriate to do so here, I would begin with Aristotle's Metaphysics i.ii,

where he admits that we are by nature enslaved in many ways, and with his

Nicomachean Ethics 11.viii, where he admits a natural propensity to unrestraint.

It might also be objected that the proposal in question suggests an anti-
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Platonic conception of the Ideas. For on this account it is in reaction to the

bad that we pursue the good rather than the philon. Do we not then tend to

overreact, to go too far the other way? Do we not then postulate the just

itself, for example, and endeavor to assimilate ourselves (and others) to it

in our indignation at all the injustice about us? But these putative, unnatural

ends are mere projects, ideals. The illusion that they are independent beings

would drop away when, by means of what is really good, we were finally
liberated from the bad. To this objection I would reply by admitting that

Ideas are not ideals; by admitting that our desire to be free of evils may

indeed be a cause of such entia ficta, and of the illusion that they are real;

and then by arguing that from such admissions it does not in the least follow

that there are no Ideas, but only that such ideals are easily mistaken for them.

Fifth, the proposal in question presupposes that we can be free of evils,

that we can become entirely at ease with ourselves. This could be so, however,

only if we were ourselves independent beings
(xa0'

atjxa ovxa). But we are

not and cannot be autonomous. Therefore the presupposition is false. This

objection is strong. It should not be directed against the proposed interpre

tation, however, but against the text interpreted. For it is another of the unstated

hypotheses on which
Socrates'

present reasoning proceeds that we can be

perfectly free; and it can be argued that this natural end (as I have called

it) is an ideal in other words, that the true philon is in reality a beautiful

illusion. Throughout his book Bolotin argues that the illusion of comfortable

independence is fostered by family and friends (e.g., 79, 84, 97, 103, 133,

188). He also argues that since we are necessarily
"composite"

that is,

embodied and mortal the body must present evils to the soul, to us, so long
as we exist (158, 192). Why not say, rather, that the soul must present evils

to the body, to us, so long as we exist? It would be better, however, to begin

examining this very acceptance of an enmity between body and soul that ceases

only in death. Might not this picture be produced in our reaction to the bad?

Are not our soul and our bodies, so conceived, yet more entia ficta! But there

is a deeper question. In the Lysis, I said, there is an abstraction from our

daemonic nature. It now appears that the daemonic, as well as the divine, is

naturally viewed as something alien. It comes from without. Indeed we do

ordinarily say that we fall in love, and into perplexity, and that both are

ailments or diseases. This abstraction is appropriate to the things themselves,

however, only if our mortal or human nature is separable in thought, at least,
from the daemonic. Is it?

Having reviewed Bolotin's interpretation of the argument at 22ob6-e6 I

return to his claim that it constitutes a refutation of
Socrates'

own proposal

regarding the philon. Is this claim true? At first it appears false. For the true

philon has come to light as ourselves apart from serious evils; in other words,

it is the neither good nor bad itself, the very thing Socrates originally proposed.
Yet he also proposed that it is philon of the good, and this proposition has
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now been refuted. The neither good nor bad is in reality philon of itself alone.

The good, on the other hand, is another deceptive phantom, and we ourselves

are braggarts in our holding that we love it for its own sake. Thus Bolotin's

claim appears true.

It should be noted that, when he says we
"would"

(or "might") continue

loving ourselves even apart from the bad (176), Bolotin suggests that the

neither good nor bad is always philon. This suggestion may be correct. Certainly
it is compatible with his claim that, whereas love of the good and self-hatred

depend on self-love, self-love depends on neither. But what is this self-love?

Bolotin probably regards it as a desire: he usually speaks of loving (philein)

in terms of pursuing something one wants (e.g., 119, 133, 181, 197). When

evils are present and recognized as such, then we long to be free of them, to

become what we are. Since the object of the desire thus expressed is ourselves

as we are, one appropriately regards it as a case of self-love. But would it

not disappear, along with our self-contempt, once we became free? Bolotin

fails to show that it would not. Perhaps one should, instead, regard the self-

love in question as self-satisfaction. Surely it would remain after removal of

the bad: consider
Socrates'

statement at
218C4-5.17

But self-satisfaction is not

a desire; it is found together with rest rather than motion, being rather than

coming to be. In sum, Bolotin's suggestion that the neither good nor bad is

always philon remains in need of elaboration and defense. Furthermore, it is

independent of the proposal originally made by Socrates, who then said only

that the neither good nor bad sometimes becomes philon.

It may also be noted that, on my account,
Socrates'

argument at 22ob6-e6

is less a refutation of his own proposal than a way of showing the disparity
between the philon and the good. His present reasoning ends in discovery
of the real philon. It is oneself qua free of the bad, and nothing else. Such

independence is a natural end. It is not good. The good is now said to be

whatever helps one achieve independence, and nothing else. It is, therefore,

strictly subordinate to that end. Anything superordinate to that end goes un-

mentioned; our ultimate good has been eclipsed. (In the course of that other

reasoning which leads to discovery of our ultimate good, one should expect

the philon to be overlooked.) By means of this argument, then, the philon

has come to light as being really other than the good. To most of us most

of the time, however, this diairesis seems inappropriate, since the philon is

not apparently other than the good. There is disagreement. Perhaps Socrates

has made a mistake. But we should probably want to make further inquiries

before asserting that he has, particularly those of us who are still quite perplexed

about the good itself. Yet it seems to me, and evidently to Bolotin as well,

that the error or more serious error consists in identifying the two. This

error is widespread and deep because each of us so readily acquiesces in the

17. Bolotin's translation of these lines is correct, LSJ's mistaken (s.v. CtyaTV(\x6c in. 2).
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belief that what is dear to him is good, because each regards his own inde

pendence as something higher and more admirable than it is: mankind is wont

to boast. It may also be that each of us by nature wants an impossible dream.

For who would not, like Socrates, admit that he wants a good friend (cpikov

6iYo:06v: 2iie3). But this is absurd if, as Socrates himself now argues, the real

philon and the real agathon cannot come together.

4. Nowhere in the Lysis does Socrates define friendship (philia). Nowhere

therein does he expressly pose the question of what it is. Yet the traditional

subtitle of the dialogue is 'About Friendship', and this determination of its

theme Bolotin accepts. He does so not because it is traditional, of course, but

because he believes that an understanding of friendship
"emerges"

through re

flection on
Socrates'

two embedded
"suggestions"

about the philon first, that

the intermediate becomes philon of the good owing to the presence of the bad

(2i6ciff.), and second, that one's own is philon of one's own by nature (22id6-

222d8). Bolotin's reflection on these two suggestions has yielded the account

already mentioned. There is friendship in the fullest sense, he says, if and only

if there is (i) evil-induced desire for the good and (ii) an immediate desire to be

together with one's own kindred (180- 1). This hybrid account shares with

Socrates'

suggestions some important features. Above all, it too is an expla

nation (aitiologia). It exhibits an attempt to understand the
"phenomenon"

in

question in terms of a source of motion, philia in terms of philein. But there

are important differences as well. By noting some of these I shall indicate the

extent to which Bolotin's own account of friendship is logically independent

of its dialogical background.

The first component of Bolotin's account seems to be a reiteration of Soc
rates'

divination as first elaborated by him. There is no mention of self-love,

even though love of the good has been said to depend on it. This omission

can be justified, perhaps, by appealing to the distinction between aition and

sunaition: while it is true that there would be no desire for the good without

either self-love or the (recognized) presence of evil, it is the latter alone which

directly effects such desire, therefore it alone is to be mentioned in the present

account. But what justifies disregarding the implication that medicine and so

forth are mere phantoms, not "of the
good"

(181) but of the philon itself?

On further examination of his divination Socrates articulates certain strictures

which Bolotin has observed, but now relaxes. One result is that the good we

desire is no longer said to be deceptive. Another is that the sole true philon

cannot be a friend in the fullest sense of the word, since it is not in itself

either good or desirous of the good.

The second component of Bolotin's account seems to be a specification of

Socrates'

alternative suggestion. It is other than
Socrates'

own, however. For

Socrates elaborates it by proposing that what one lacks one has lost, and by
reintroducing eros and soul, this time together (222ai-3). Bolotin does not.
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Instead, he proposes that the kindred things are social animals, fellow human

beings in particular, and that the object of their desire is to be together with

one another; and he stresses the pleasures of such
association.18

Socrates does

not. Thus it becomes evident that his alternative suggestion allows, but does

not entail, Bolotin's own specification of it.

Finally, Socrates refutes or abandons each of his alternative suggestions.

They are juxtaposed in the text, but do not even seem to constitute an account.

Yet clearly his treatment of each leaves something to be desired; and when in

his summary review of the ruins he fails to mention both love of the good

and reciprocal love (22263-5), readers are tempted to try leading them together

and making them one whole. Bolotin has taken the bait. Let us examine the

result.

Friendship so conceived is admittedly composite, a
"hybrid."

Though its

two components are alike in that both are desires, each differs from the other in

important ways. The object of the one is the good, or appropriation of the

good to oneself; and its subject is a separate, needy individual alive to his

neediness. This desire is evil-induced, unreciprocated, serious. The object of

the other desire is another proper to oneself, or being together with another

such; and its subject is a social animal of some kind. This desire is innate,

reciprocated, without serious concern. Putting these two together is a little

like adding apples and oranges, and Bolotin admits that there is a difficulty.

He indicates it by saying that the connection between these different loves is

only accidental (181). Why is this a difficulty? It is such for Bolotin, I infer,

because he, like Socrates, has refused to consider friendships between human

beings apart from oenophilia, philosophy, and so on. In other words, he has

refused to separate those loves which aim at reciprocity from those which

do not (cf. 119). And yet his own account fails to show the impropriety of

this separation. One can indicate the difficulty more precisely, I think, by

saying that Bolotin puts one and one together and gets two when he wants

one; for his conjunctive account plainly fails to save "the whole phenomenon

of
friendship"

(cf. 12, 208).

Consider two men, one of whom is needy and skilled in medicine, the other

of whom is wealthy and sick. The doctor befriends the sick man for his wealth,

the sick man befriends the doctor for his skill. In addition, each finds the

other to his liking, apart from his own needs. These two men are now "friends

in the fullest sense of the
word,"

since both are properly Janus-faced. Again,

while each is useful (agathon) and congenial (oikeion) to the other, the utility

and congeniality of each are, like the proverbial musicality and paleness of

Socrates, only accidentally related. The doctor qua needy is indifferent to who

or what the sick man is; he befriends him solely qua wealthy. The doctor qua

18. Pp. 180, 189, 222 (cf. 133, 134, 147); 183, 188, 194, 218 (cf. 80, 93, 94). Pleasure

is rarely mentioned in the Lysis; pain, not at all. The noun cruvowia occurs once (223b3); the

verb cruveivai, not at all.
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congenial human being, on the other hand, is indifferent to the sick man's

being wealthy; he befriends him solely qua congenial human being. Further

more, to the extent their friendship is without illusions, to this extent each is

disposed not only to be with the other but also to take advantage of him,

and to abandon him when someone more helpful comes along for the doctor,

a wealthier or more generous patient; for the sick man, a better doctor. Bolotin

admits that love of the congenial very likely attenuates love of the good, since

it fosters illusions of sufficiency in a group (188). But 'attenuates', I submit,

is here a euphemism for 'subverts'; and I would add that love of the good

very likely subverts love of the congenial, in that it fosters illusions of dog-

eat-dog individualism. If this is so, however, then it is insufficient to say that

the two desires producing an exemplary friendship are only accidentally con

joined: they are principles no less at variance with one another than are tyranny

and democracy. Clear-headed friends in the fullest sense of the word will be,

and will appear to each other to be, two-faced. In the absence of any illusion,

or sacred bond, their friendship is bound to disintegrate (cf. 82).

One way of formulating the difficulty is to say that desire for the agathon

and desire for the oikeion cannot become friends owing to the disparity between

their proper objects. But are they so disparate? Socrates seems to answer in

the affirmative. As Bolotin observes, however, his argument depends on some

thing expressly supposed (222d8; cf. 191), and readers of the Lysis are thus

induced to raise the question anew. Bolotin himself argues that they need not

be so disparate (191-4). Consider the case of a self-sufficiently good man,

that is, one who by his present share of good is able to acquire other goods

he needs. In the first place, he loves his own share of good, his excellence,

since it is good and useful to him. Thus condition (i) is satisfied. In the

second place, he and his excellence naturally befit each other. What is more,

the good would not be were it good for nothing; it is "in
'need'

of a needy

being in order to be useful or
good"

(193). It may then be said that the man's

need of the good for him is reciprocated. Thus condition (ii) is satisfied. This

argument strikes me as being remarkably Platonic: it makes plausible the extra

ordinary claim that man's best friend is virtue (phronesis). On the other hand,

like other philosophic arguments it is more apomantic than apodictic. I shall

here confine myself to noting why it fails to associate the agathon and the

oikeion in the needed way. The good man and his own proper share of good

cannot be friends in the fullest sense of the word because one of them is not

a social animal, not alive, not the sort of thing that loves. Earlier Bolotin

granted that the sense in which a philosopher is a friend of wisdom (by loving
it) differs from the sense in which wisdom is a friend of the philosopher

(by being dear to him). Then he put the word
'friend'

in quotation marks

in order, I suppose, to make clear that he was using it in two quite different

ways, one of them extraordinary (118). Now he grants that the sense in which

the good is needed differs from the sense in which it needs to be needed, and
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he puts the word
'need'

in quotation marks. His honesty throughout is note

worthy, but I fail to see that the shift from an equivocation on
'friend'

to

an equivocation on
'need'

constitutes an advance in the argument.

There are other ways of trying to remove the difficulty in question. I shall

briefly consider three.

First, one might assert that only one of the two desires mentioned in Bolotin's

account is the essential factor in genuine friendships. Which one? Let us make

up a friendship based solely on love of the oikeion, and a friendship based

solely on love of the agathon, then compare. An exemplary case of the former

would be that between two of Bolotin's self-sufficiently good men (cf. 194-5).

An exemplary case of the latter would be that between my poor doctor and

rich patient, minus all natural kindness. In the former case neither could believe

that theirs is a friendship based on utility; so let us suppose that in the latter

case, too, there is not even an illusion of congeniality. Is either of these

friendships exemplary as a friendship? Most, I guess, would be prepared to

assert that the former may be, and that the latter certainly is not. Bolotin

himself says that the former would be "among the purest, if not deepest, of
'friendships'"

(195). The latter, on the other hand, seems neither pure nor

deep. Here each
'friend'

treats the other only as a means. Each bears less

resemblance to a philos than to a philetes (thief) ,
and greedy men as such are

not given to holding in common the things they need (xa xQiIM-ccxa). Bolotin

might agree. He would, however, deny that the difficulty is thus overcome.

The basis of his denial, I infer, would be that two people are friends in the

fullest sense only if they are friends "in a fully human
way"

(181). If this

inference is correct, then Bolotin seems vulnerable to the objection that he

confuses the fully philon and the fully human. But this is no mere confusion if,

as it appears, there is a profound and intimate connection between friendship

properly speaking and humanity broadly speaking. Self-sufficiently good indi

viduals are not fully human. Perhaps they cannot be human properly speaking.

But if not, if they are gods, can they be exemplary friends? Perhaps it is

because he looks to the fully human that Bolotin now speaks of friendship
in the fullest sense and not, with Socrates, of true friendship (2i4d8, cf.

130)."

Second, one might agree that both desires are coproducers of friendship
in the fullest sense, but deny that either is to be mentioned in an account

of what it is. Bolotin's mistake here is one that many today make. It is, very

roughly, to suppose that if X, Y, and Z are necessary and sufficient conditions

of E then E itself is XYZ. Plato did not make this mistake. In the Meno,

for example, he had Socrates define (visual) shape as that which alone of the

beings always follows color (75b). Barring one seeming counterexample a

19. Since what men need, and what is naturally akin to them, are to a considerable extent

determined by their being human beings, perhaps the disparity between what is agathon for each

and what is oikeion to each is not so great: consider the Stoic notion of olxEiwoig.
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uniformly colored universe infinite in extent this criterial definition appears

true. But it is not an essential definition, not an account of what shape is.

Nor, surely, does it entail any such definition: no one would conclude that

shape is color. Bolotin's mistake here is akin to another he almost makes,

one that I call the fallacy of decomposition. It is
"strange,"

he says, if those

who both love and are loved become friends while those who love without

being loved, or are loved without loving, are friends in no sense of the word

(114). Strange, perhaps; wonderful, no doubt; but true, apparently. Con

sider two individuals. Each is one, together they are two. They are together

what neither is alone (cf. Hp Ma 300-303). More to the point, consider a

political community (koinonia). Together, each is a citizen, a participant in

that community: apart, none is. I venture to say that much the same is true

of any psychosomatic being: this soul would not be what it is were it not

embodied, and this body would not be what it is were it without the soul.

Presumably this is why Aristotle, when speaking of any such composite being,

said not only that it is "out of
these"

(x xcuxcov) but also that it is "out

of
both"

( fipxpotv). Bolotin himself stresses the frequency with which the

dual number is used in Plato's Lysis. Still more to the point, consider Diotima's

saying that the communion (sunousia) of a man and a woman is a tokos,

an offspring (Symp 206C5-6). In general, when things come together there may
occur something which did not exist before, the nature of which is other than

the natures of its causes or its elements (cf. Tht 202d-205e). Salt is not just

sodium and chlorine. The beauty of a painting is irreducible to its shapes and

colors, even though this very beauty would not exist were it not bodied forth

in a certain way (cf. Phdo iood). Full friendship, too, may be a whole gen

erated, as Bolotin says, when and only when certain antagonistic causes co

operate a kosmos differing essentially from either of its causes alone, and

from both of them together (cf . Tim) .

How would Bolotin regard this second proposed way of removing the diffi

culty? He does say that friendship in the fullest sense has two "aspects", and

he seems not to correlate but to identify these aspects with desire for the good

and desire for the kindred (180, 222). Thus he must, it seems, deny that full

friendship is either beautiful or a whole. But since his book contains very little

else that bears on this question, I shall refrain from trying to answer it.

Third, one might agree that both desires are factors essential to full friend

ship, but deny that they are either antagonistic or accidentally related to each

other. Their essential relationship one may bring to light in the following way.

As Bolotin has observed, love of the good is rooted in self-love. As Umphrey
has observed, self-love is ultimately the self-satisfaction of the real philon.

And, again, the real philon is you yourself alone (ov xaxd oauxov). An

excellent general account of oneself qua being is supplied in the central Books

of Aristotle's Metaphysics. On this account, each of us is an independent

substance (ousia). Of ousiai themselves there are no universals in re; each is
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private, an idios ousia.2"

No ousia has a transcendent end; the telos for each

is nothing beyond its own proper, intrinsic form. Accordingly one may picture

oneself thus:

Now there are other Aristotelian texts wherein it is taught that we human beings,
for example, have a higher, transcendent end as

well.21

Accordingly one is not

entirely closed off, like a circle, but partially open, like a cave, thus:

But this teaching contradicts the aforementioned hypothesis that our nature is

not daemonic, and is therefore to be put aside for the moment. There are,

however, still other Aristotelian texts wherein it is taught that we are essentially

social. In the Nicomachean Ethics, for example, it is said that man is by
nature a coupler,

syndyadic.22

Accordingly we may picture ourselves thus:

No human being qua being is simply idios, on this account, since for us

living itself involves living together, ousia involves sunousia. It is not contrary
to Greek usage to call oneself one's own or ownmost (oikeios, oikeiotatos) .

On this account, then, the oikeion is in reality not confined to oneself (to

gether with some of one's properties). To alter (if not corrupt) one of Seth

Benardete's technical expressions, there is even at the level of ousia an oikei-

20. Metaph I038bl0, I044b3, I07lal4.

21 . For example, de An 4i5a29~b3, EN x 7-8.

22. Il62al7; cf. 1 i69bl6 19, and Bolotin, pp. 61 183.
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ontic spread. If our very being involves being together, then my being an

individual (idios) and my being relative to you (oikeios) axe equiprimordial.

The oikeiontic spread is such that neither of its terms is reducible to the other,

and moreover such that neither of its terms is prior in being to the other.

From this account it seems to follow that the friend is, as Aristotle said,

another self (alios autos). More precisely, the real friend is the other of two

mutually appropriate human beings, heteros oikeios.

This argument may help illuminate the philon, but it does little to remove

the difficulty in question. It suffices to note that putting Aristotle's ousiology

together with his transcendental teleology is notoriously difficult, and there is

no reason to hope that putting it together with his political accounts of man as

a social animal will prove any less difficult. Furthermore, the shift away from

self-love to self-satisfaction, then to oneself per se, belies an ignoratio elenchi.

The task at hand is to comprehend not the togetherness of the real oikeion

but the togetherness of our desiring to be with our kin and our desiring to

acquire the goods we need. The foregoing account offers no explanation of

what we ordinarily call selfishness. It abstracts from the crucial fact that, in

a fully human friendship without illusions, each part is disposed to dwell

together with the other and, in addition, disposed to go after what is in his

own private interest, to look after Number One.

I have considered four ways of trying to remove the difficulty encountered

by Bolotin in his attempt to understand friendship. Three of them proved

inadequate. One did not. It too may prove inadequate on further reflection,

but in any event it serves to draw attention to Bolotin's hypothesis that this

difficulty pertains to "the very nature of
friendship"

(201) and not merely

to the way in which he has attempted to understand it. Is this hypothesis

correct? We must make a new beginning.

5. Consider some exemplary cases of friendship. About these cases there are

facts so obvious that one expects any account of friendship to acknowledge

them, or else to ignore them only after much argument. I shall now give a

brief descriptive account of several such facts. (Observe how different a similar

account of eros would be.)

(i) It is a friendship between two. They constitute a pair, a private society.

Some things lie inside the circle of their friendship, other things outside it.

Toward outsiders they share an attitude of nonacceptance or rejection: three is

a crowd.

(ii) From without, these two friends appear inseparable, mutually dependent.

It is as if the relation or bond between them that is, their very friendship
determined who or what each is. It is as if they were the halves of a whole.

From within, however, they appear to be individuals, definitely two. Each re

gards each as other than himself. Neither feels decidedly inferior or superior

to the other.
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(iii) There is freedom from restraints. On the one hand, friends are ready to

protect each other against political, familial, and other external pressures. On

the other hand, each lets the other be: there are no commands given. Conse

quently, the circle of their friendship is a haven in which each may kick off

his shoes and let down his hair, drop his guard and let off steam, let go his

cares, forget his obligations. Together they laugh, relax, and are comfortable.

(iv) There is mutual understanding and trust. Each friend confides in the

other; there are no secrets, except those they share. Indeed each appears trans

parent to the other; consequently, there is little felt need to discover the other's

thoughts, or to disclose one's own, through queries and declarations: the Prob

lem of Other Minds does not arise here. Furthermore, each accepts the other

as he is, and recognizes his intrinsic worth, notwithstanding those little idio

syncrasies and faults he displays within the circle of their friendship. Conse

quently, each is confident in the other. No contracts, pledges, promises or

other reassurances are needed. There are no questions
asked.23

(v) The circle of friendship is not only a refuge from various besetting neces

sities, a place of rest; it is also a center of activity, a space in which both

friends may with confidence be really
alive.24

Together each may be himself, do

his own thing (pragma). There is freedom for me to be me and you to be

you. An exemplary friendship is an ideal democracy.

(vi) The coming and being together of friends is, in their view, not for the

sake of anything else. Their activity is not goal-directed. It is play, or like

play in this respect. They are fond of each other, of course, but their fondness

is not a desire. As friends they experience no great need to look at each other,

to talk with each other, or even to be always with each
other.25

This is com

patible with the fact that they usually are together, and with the fact that we

grieve the loss of our friends. There may in reality be a deep-seated need or

desire for friendship whereof friends themselves are quite unaware: delusion

may be of the essence of friendship.

(vii) Exemplary cases of friendship are not uncommon; most of us have

entered into one or two. Yet they seem to occur by chance. One doubts,

therefore, whether there can be any acquisitive or productive skill for the mak

ing or winning of friends: Dale Carnegie's manual may be as useless as it was

popular. And while
Socrates'

saying that he wants to acquire friends is not at

odds with ordinary usage (Greek as well as English), his will to acquire them

does seem at odds with the way friendships come into being, and therefore a

little ridiculous. Perhaps he has become friends with Lysis and Menexenus by
the end of the dialogue (cf. 223b6-7); but if so, it has happened despite his

intention, behind his back.

23. Friends are not disposed to reflect on their friendship. In the Lysis it is friendless Socrates

who raises the questions (cf. Bolotin, 66-7).

24. Aristotle characterizes enmity in terms of not wanting the other to exist: Rhet I382ai5.

Cf. Bolotin, 117 and Plato, Symp 2i6ci.

25. Cf. 2o6e5-207bi, 20435, et passim.
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Now according to Bolotin, and others, the Lysis is about friendship. If this

determination of its theme is correct, then one can reasonably expect to find

that the dialogue suggests either the foregoing account or else a refutation of it.

But if this expectation proves incorrect, then one can reasonably wonder

whether the Lysis is about friendship. With these conditionals in mind, let us

reconsider the passage from 212a to 222d.

Socrates here proceeds in two ways (6601) In the first he takes advantage of
Menexenus'

experience in ordinary Greek usage. By speaking as if the verb

'philein'

were prior to adjectival and substantival
'philos'

,
he effects in speech

a separation of friend from friend and introduces the notion of unloving,

unliving "friends"; and by stressing the active and passive voices of the verb

'philein'

he anticipates the causal accounts to follow. The second way has two

stages. In the first he proceeds in accordance with the poets; in the second he

proceeds more on his own. The first stage has two parts. In the first he and

Lysis examine the conception of friends as likes or as good; in the second he

and Menexenus examine the conception of friends as opposites. The second

stage also has two parts. In the first he and the two boys examine the concep

tion of the friend as neither good nor bad; in the second he and both boys

examine the conception of the friend as somehow naturally one's own. The

second way of proceeding involves, characteristically, a movement from theos

(2i4a6) to phusis (22ie6), from divine making without natural desire to natural

desiring without divine production. Socrates strips away, as it were, the divine,

the beautiful, the good, and finally the bad, leaving only the real philon together

with what is somehow naturally oikeion to it.

Immediately there are two questions. First, Socrates confesses that he wants

a friend (2iie3); he accounts those happy who are able to get one (2i2ai);

and he tries to gain the requisite know-how, or power, through discovery of

the cause (cf. 22id3). But he also seems to confess ignorance of what it is to

be a friend (223b7-8), and this is ridiculous since it follows that he, like

Plato's Meno, seeks to understand the generation of something
he-knows-not-

what. The question is, why does he proceed in a way so uncharacteristic of

him? Secondly, Socrates eventually discloses the home of friendship, I believe,
but he also seems to assume that the relation between friends can be hierar

chical, and that one can be compelled to befriend another; and these unargued

assumptions are out of place in an account of friendship. The question is, why
is his present discourse so inappropriate to friendship itself? Since Bolotin poses
neither question, my present treatment of each must be brief.

As first elaborated,
Socrates'

divination amounts to a nascent physics of

friendship, or philo-geny. A pair of contraries is supposed, and also an under

lying thing capable of becoming either. This underlying thing (the neither good

nor bad) is then said to go after one contrary (the good) when and only when

the other contrary impels it to do so. Clearly the account is mechanistic, non

teleological: there is no reference to mind or reason. And clearly it is explana-
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tory, nondefinitional: there are at most allusions to a question of the form

'What is
?'

In short, Socrates here reverts from his own 'second
sailing'

to the

first. How is this regression to be justified?

One might try doing so by remarking
Socrates'

erotic disposition toward the

acquisition of friends. This would serve only to explain the regression, how

ever, not to justify it. One might, instead, argue as follows: giving an account

of cosmogeny is a relaxation from giving an account of
being.2*

Likewise, trying
to give an account of how one becomes friendly or dear is a relaxation from

trying to give an account of what it is to be friendly or dear. Socrates allows

the inquiry to go on a holiday; and his so doing befits both the subject matter

and the dramatic setting (cf. 222C2, e5-6). This argument, while acceptable,

should be supplemented by consideration of three deeper reasons, or of a deeper

reason articulable in three ways. First, the philon appears to be irreducibly pri

vate. Socrates knows
Hippothales'

beloved without yet knowing who the boy is

(204C2, e2). This is plausible, I suggest, only if one supposes that the beloved,

as such, is not the boy but his beauty or form (cf. 20465, Phdo 73d8 with

Phdrs 25IC6).
Menexenus'

close friend, on the other hand, is the boy himself

and not his looks. The question 'What is the
philon!'

thus appears no less

misleading than the question 'What is
individuality?'

since it encourages the

erroneous belief that there is universality where there is none. Second, the

manifold of phila appears to be irreducibly diverse. Otherness prevails (cf.

2iid-e). The question 'What is the
philon!'

thus appears no less misleading

than the question 'What is
science?'

or the question 'What is
pleasure?'

since

it encourages the erroneous belief that there is some one feature which all

and only phila have in common, or else a separate, monoeidetic being (auto

to philon) whereof all and only phila partake. Thirdly, the philon appears

to be deeply rooted in human nature, to lie wholly within the opinable (xo

So^aoxov); it is like the very ground on which one stands. Little wonder,

then, that it proves as elusive as the sophist, and as difficult to understand as

place
itself.27

The locus of friendship is what is first for us by nature.

In this way one can begin to justify
Socrates'

presocratic inquiry about

friendship. But is it really an inquiry about friendship! Observation of certain

commissions and omissions makes one wonder. For example, the stress on

philein suggests that the thing in question is less friendship than fondness, since

the latter more than the former is said to take an object. Indeed this is what

Socrates eventually seems to mean by the word
'philia'

(especially 21904,

22ob3). Accordingly I recommend 'About
Friendliness'

as an alternative trans

lation of the dialogue's traditional subtitle. This minor revision is not adequate,

however, since Socrates also insists on regarding philein as epithumein, and

friendly feeling is not a desire but a pathos; fondness does not take an object in

26. Tim 59C7.

27. Cf. Rep 477b-479e with 432d7-e3. Lysis 2l6dl with Sph 23ia8, C4, 235C2, 239C6-7.

Tim 47e3ff .
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the way that desire does. Therefore, while
Socrates'

present silence about reason

is quite appropriate, the importance he gives to desire seems quite out of place.

This is the greatest commission. The greatest omission is his silence about

spiritedness (xd 0up,oeiSeg), that is, that
"aspect"

or form of soul which is argu

ably neither desire nor reason but intermediate between the
two.28

For to thu-

moeides is, I submit, the principal basis of friendship. This hypothesis is

nothing novel: Plato had Socrates suggest it in the Republic, and Aristotle pro

posed it in his Politics vn.vii. I shall now mention some reasons for believing
it to be true.

(i) Spiritedness can listen and so be informed, given a cause; but, unlike

eros, it has no natural end beyond itself, and in this sense it is blind. It is not

therefore without any natural end, however, for it is as spirited beings that we

strive to attain or maintain our integrity and independence, our freedom from

lets and
hindrances.29

(ii) We ourselves, as individuals or would-be individuals,

are most of all spirited beings. One sign of this is the zeal with which we

endeavor to be ourselves always, and to be recognized as such. Another is the

deeply personal offense we take at any injury to our pride. The real philon is

to thumoeides. Of course one's believing that one is or can be an entity,

separate and a 'this', in need of nothing, may rest on an illusion whose

inalienable cause is amour-propre.

(iii) Spiritedness is reactionary. It is as spirited beings that we become in

dignant at the obvious injustice about us, and seek revenge, to get even. Of our

spirited pursuit of the good, at any rate, a mechanistic explanation is appro

priate. Of course the good that spiritedness pursues may be an ideal it has
projected,30

just as its finding the malum to be decidedly more evident than the

bonum may be a fundamental mistake.

(iv) Spiritedness is expansive. Our hearts go out to others of our own kind,

and the affectionate regard, good will, or sympathy that results is of the essence

of friendship. Of course this thumoeidetic spread may be the cause of decep
tion: it may seem to me not that my friend is very much like me, another

such, but that he is another I, my second
nature.31

(v) As a rule, people become near and dear to one another only when they
are together for some time. Cohabitation (sun-etheia) eventually produces

mutual habituation (sunetheia) and intimate acquaintance (sunetheia). Long and

close acquaintance, or understanding (sungnome), is affective rather than ra

tional, a gnosis rather than an episteme. The sunethes, or gnorimon, is
cen-

28. 435eiff.

29. Rep 44ie6, 603b6~7 with 6o6d; Tim 7oa2-d6; Aristotle, EN H02b3l, H49a25-bi8. Rep
375ail-b2; Aristotle, Pol I327b25, I328a6~7.

30. Cf. S. Benardete, "Leo
Strauss'

The City and
Man,''

Political Science Reviewer 8

(1978): 11.

31. Cf. Rep 462a-465d, 6osd4 with 6o6d, and 58ld7-8 with S. Benardete, Herodotean

Inquiries, p. 86. Aristotle, Pol I327b40-4l (6 jiolwv: cf. I262b22).
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trally that whereof one rests assured, that in which one puts trust. And the

original locus of trust, as of habit or character (ethos), is
spiritedness.32

(vi) One loves or is wont (philei) to do whatever one is willing (ethelei) to

do; and one is willing to do whatever is in accordance with one's will (thumos).
33

(vii) Friendship and enmity, sympathy and antipathy, are opposites. Spirit

edness is the basis of both. As Aristotle remarked, it is with our friends that we

most of all become angry. The locus of trust proves
unstable.34

(viii) Spiritedness fumes when it is frustrated, that is, when evils are mani

festly present to it. Were it free of all such, however, then it would be at

ease, for its ownmost state is not animosity or ambition but unblushing
self-

satisfaction. The real philon, more precisely, is one's own acquiescentia animi.

In proposing that friendship be explained primarily in terms of spiritedness I

am not suggesting that philia has nothing to do with desire. Surely the Greeks

associated philotes, at any rate, with eros; and eros is, or involves, a desire.

Nor do I hereby wish to suggest that any psychic phenomenon can be wholly

thymotic. To sort out the soul into powers, or forms, may be a mistake. Is it

not as spirited, willful beings that we are partial to clean cuts? that we take

ourselves to be separate from ourselves? What I am suggesting is this: An ex

planation of friendship is far from adequate if spiritedness is not mentioned in

the explanans. Socrates tries to explain friendship, it seems, but he does not

mention
spiritedness.35

Consequently, we should wonder whether he is really

trying to explain it. We should also reconsider the propriety of the dialogue's

traditional subtitle.

The Lysis is after all about friendship, I believe, though not in the way

Bolotin seems to suppose, but in a way he clearly shows. For throughout the

dialogue Socrates is indeed exposing the limits of philia, and of the human,

natural
'cave'

in which it occurs by deflating the high rank customarily im

puted to the possession of friends; by disclosing the stupidities that friendly

feeling breeds; by bringing to light the self-interestedness latent in the purest of

our friendships; and by helping us see that what we most need and desire

cannot be supplied by family and friends.
Socrates'

insistence on the impor

tance of such desire in a fully human life is not part of a suggested account of

what it is to be a friend in the fullest sense of the word
'friend'

Instead, it

32. Cf., for example, Aristotle, Metaph 99533 and Plato. Crito 4327-8, Rep 37562-4,
429b-

430c, 5l8d9-e2, 522a. This fact about the generation of friendship is largely ignored not only

in the Lysis but also in Aristotle's long account in En vm ix.

33. Cf. Rep 375an, 439C2, 43708 with 439e; also Laches 19065, 193C2, Laws 697d8. The

scriptural basis of Augustine's doctrine of will is what Paul wrote about 6eXeiv in Romans (esp.

7:15. 19 snd 9:18).

34. Cf. Aristotle, Pol l328ai-5, 10-16; and supra, n. 27. Observe that memory is mentioned

eight times in the Lysis, snd thst the passages in which it is mentioned serve to remind one

not only of its apparent connection with the identity of an individusl (or inquiry, or conversation)

but also of its untrustworthiness.

35. He alludes to it at 207c; cf. Bolotin, pp. 80, 82, 88 ("spirit of "spirit of in

dependence").
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marks the standpoint, as it were, from which he offers his critique of friend

ship. This critique occurs in a dialogue wherein Socrates presents himself as a

kind of elenctic daemon, someone who is himself almost always in motion, out

of place, and who draws and prods others to be in motion as well, through

dialegesthai (cf. 203a-b, 223a2). Once, quite by chance, he had an oppor

tunity to do his thing with little Lysis. He directly attempted to liberate the

boy from the fond and foolish belief that his own things are generally good

enough an attempt that necessarily involved a dissolution (A.t)aig), in speech

at least, of certain established orders. Socrates now privately makes public that

dialectical pragma. In this the action of Plato's Lysis chiefly consists.

Is what Socrates did justifiable? Some might regard the Lysis as a story

about an old fox who slipped in among the chickens and wreaked pande

monium when the authorities momentarily dropped their guard. These people

might be ready to accuse him of having corrupted Lysis, in particular, by

loosening his attachments to family and friends. Bolotin refers to this accusa

tion, as he must (especially 66, 98, 123-4, 186-7, T98)- What is more, he

shows how we can defend Socrates against it. On the one hand, Lysis seems

too good a boy, too obedient to parental authority to be seriously disturbed by
the suggestive and oath-provoking questions Socrates then posed (65, 84, 86,

90); and his friendship with Menexenus was about to come apart anyway
(80-

1, 106-7). On the other hand, it is evident on reflection that Lysis can do

whatever he wants, according to Socrates, only if he knows what he is doing

(86, 91, 94, cf. 116); and Socrates is arguably making the young beauty more

worthy of being loved by Hippothales and others (84, 86). These defenses are

admirable even if not entirely successful. I add two more indicated by Socrates

himself later in the dialogue. According to one, what he says constitutes an

antidote to a very great evil which almost always comes to us with age,

namely stupidity. According to the other, what he says constitutes a little

poison, an intoxicant for our natural complacency; for it produces in his inter

locutors, as well as himself, a certain dizziness (216C5, cf. 222C2), and this

dis-ease compels them to love a very great good which might otherwise escape

their notice, namely wisdom. In either way he is their benefactor, is he not,

even if such xoivf) oxeijnc; is communal dynamite?

Why did Socrates do what he did? What was his motive? It is a common

place that Plato's Socrates is highly erotic, and that he professes to be knowl

edgeable regarding erotic things. The Lysis is one of several dialogues in which

he appears to be both: it confirms the reader's opinion of Socrates as someone

very clever, energetic, and at home with homelessness. Yet the presentation

here is manifoldly peculiar. In the first place, his erotics and his eros seem

mutually independent. His erotic skill in diagnosis, at least, is by divine allot

ment and not by nature (204c iff.); and his exercise of it is not in the least

erotic. In the earlier parts of the dialogue, therefore, Socrates appears as a

model of the disinterested, neutral technician that is, as an intermediate being
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(cf. 21934). His erotic desire, on the other hand, has possessed him from child

hood; it is by nature, or due to the abiding presence of some evil; and its

manifestations are not in the least technical. In the later parts of the dialogue,

therefore, Socrates appears as a model of the wanton, incompetent hunter (cf.

2o6a-b). The question is, why did Plato represent Socrates in this way in this

dialogue? Bolotin does not give the answer.

Furthermore,
Socrates'

eros, as he discloses it here, is itself peculiar. Not

only is it strange to be erotically disposed toward the acquisition of friends,

and to speak of friendship almost as if it were a hobby among hobbies; it is

also wonderful that this love has no apparent connection with all
Socrates'

other

loves. For he is an avowed philosophos, philomathes, philologos, and
philan-

thropos, as well as philetairos One general question is, how related are phi

losophy and philophily?

Such questions draw attention to a further peculiarity. Socrates is highly

erotic by nature. Above all he leaves behind the security of inarticulate trust,

in his attempt to replace opinions with knowledge about the most important

things. For him, almost no question goes unasked, almost nothing is certain.

That he should be friendless is therefore not surprising. But is it not surprising

that he wants friends at all? Consider philosophic conversation. Its aim is to

discern things as they are. It cannot take place, however, unless there is some

communion between the participants. In time, through frequent conversations,

such communion takes root. There is produced behind the
participants'

backs,

naturally, a long and close mutual acquaintance. A likely concomitant of such

acquaintance is undue agreement, a coherence of views rather than conformity

of either to things as they are. The participants are wont to forget that the

truth is more to be honored even than
friendship.37

They cease being philoso

phers, or would-be philosophers, as they become good friends.

The foregoing is, I think, a likely account. But it also serves to show why,

after all,
Socrates'

love of friends may be "second only to his love of
wisdom"

(io). In this connection Bolotin proposes a two-fold account, in accordance

with his hybrid account of friendship. In the first place, two see better than

one. In intellection and argument, as well as in deed, we humans can be more

resourceful together than apart. In particular, an alert follower can be of use to

Socrates in his attempt to figure out how things are, or what he means; and

this helps explain his fondness for conversation with the young (162, cf.
216C4-

5, 2i8e2-3). In the second place, philosophers naturally regard their own kind

with affection; and their affection extends even to those who, though not yet

good, show promise of becoming good. This, too, helps explain
Socrates'

fond

ness for the young (195)-

36. Phdrs 230d3 (cf. Rep 376C2, 48503), 23665, Tht 14636, 16137, 169CI,
Euthyph t,&] (cf.

ps-Plato,
>e/4i2eu-i3).

37. Cf. Rep 595C2-3, and Aristotle, EN io96ai6. A parallel: Augustine, Christian Doctrines

1 22, 33-
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This double account of philosophic sociability is plausible. It does not go far

enough, however, for, as Bolotin notes, Socrates wants to get a cpiAov fayaOov

(211C3). The expression is ambiguous. Does he want a good friend, or a friend

who is good? Or does he want a thing both dear and good? In order to resolve

this issue one must complete an inquiry about the goodness and dearness of

things on which Socrates usually relies without question his own nature, and

especially his ability in inquiry; what little he himself knows; his many con

jectures and divinations, and the suspicions which occur to him (cf. 218C5-6);

the guiding logos (cf. 21733); the truth, or at any rate the beautiful, which he

cannot have; the daemonic sign which comes to him on occasion. This inquiry
I may not now even attempt. Yet three small suggestions will not be out of

place.

First, I have argued that in Plato's Lysis Socrates seems to conclude that

the good and one's own cannot coincide; therefore his wanting a philon agathon

appears absurd. It does not appear so absurd, however, if one admits that our

nature is daemonic, for on this alternative hypothesis one can argue that a

partial appropriation of one's own to the good is
possible.38

Second, Plato's Socrates is notoriously a dissembler. Consider the Lysis,

for example, wherein he makes it plain that he either lied to everyone present

or else held back (or holds back) something from each. I suggest that, for

Socrates, a good friend would be someone with whom he could cease being

ironic, so guarded; someone with whom he could relax and disclose just how

resourceful and impoverished he really is. Then, and only then, would he

appear both really alive and verging on death.

Third, a good friend for Socrates might be someone who could knowingly
and would gladly help him to know what is in question. Next best would be

those who gladly help him, and themselves, to that end. This I take to be

similar to Bolotin's own suggestion. It is confirmed by Xenophon's Memora

bilia i.vi.14:

... I myself, Antiphon, just as anyone else takes pleasure in a good horse or dog
or bird, so I take even more pleasure in good friends; and if I have anything good I

teach and introduce them to others from whom I think they will get some benefit

with respect to virtue. And the treasures which the wise men of old wrote in books

and left behind, these books I open up and examine in common with my friends,

and if we should see anything good we pick it out. And we hold it a great gain if we

should become dear to each other.

II

1. Bolotin's unstated aim, I have said, is to discover the truth about friendship.

West's stated aim is to bring forth the logos, the reasoned thought that animates

38. I distinguish this attempt from that of the tyrant, who by a 'Copernican
revolution'

tries

to appropriate the good to himself.
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and unifies Plato's Apology of Socrates (io). It need not follow that he makes

no attempt to discover the truth about city and man, of course, and in fact his

digressive reflections on this theme are no less prominent than Bolotin's reflec

tions on what it is to be friends. There is a notable difference in emphasis,

however, and in attitude as well. Whereas Bolotin regards the Lysis mainly as

a good book, a useful verbal aid in one's investigation of the human things,

West regards the Apology of Socrates mainly as a splendid animal, a complex

whole to be viewed in both its complexity and its unity (cf. 9, 18). The greater

solemnity of his interpretation is not due to the greater seriousness of its subject

matter alone.

There are also differences in manner of exposition. West's is relatively com

plex. Modifiers abound, and occasionally the results seem pleonastic "ironi

cally
dissembles,"

for example, and "public
laws,"

"arrogant
hybris"

(75, 78,

79). Furthermore, while he appears to distinguish himself from scholars (10,

18, 73), West's scholarly apparatus is much more elaborate. Occasionally his

interpretation will befuddle those not already acquainted with the non-Platonic

literature to which he refers. For example, when commenting on Socrates vis-a

vis the
"artisans"

(22C9-e5) he asserts that, whether it be the planning and con

struction of houses, the understanding of mathematics, or the command of an

army, they identify their exact but partial knowledge with a comprehensive

vision of the good for man (11 1-2). But Socrates is speaking of encounters

with handicraftsmen (kheiro-tekhnai) , not with mathematicians or generals.

Why, then, does West mention them? The answer is obvious if one has read

essays by Strauss and Bloom (which he cites), or else Plato's Theaetetus,

Sophist and Statesman (which he does not cite); but otherwise their being men

tioned here will probably seem out of place. The intricacy ofWest's exposition

is not due to the subtlety of its subject matter alone.

Now these complexities in manner of exposition are defensible. When a

careful reader encounters the phrase "ironically
dissembles"

he will be com

pelled to wonder whether there is a nonironic dissembling
(Meletus'

at 24e8?).

Perhaps there can be a private law (cf. Symp i84d4), and even a servile hubris

(Bacon's? Socrates'?). And when he encounters the startling suggestion that

mathematicians are handicraftsmen he will stop and ask how this can be; per

haps he will find it necessary to make a detour through other excellent essays.

West's style is no less deliberate than Bolotin's, I suppose. But it does make

his essay relatively difficult to follow.

There are further reasons for this difficulty, (i) Occasionally West arrives at

a remote conclusion in a single bound. For example, he concludes that Aristoph

anes is the sole or major initiator of the ugly rumor about Socrates from the

fact that Socrates refers to him at 19c and perhaps also at i8d (84, 128-30).

There is no discussion of when Chaerephon's alleged journey to Delphi could

have
occurred.39

And he concludes that Socrates found the
poets'

works to be

39. There are at least three arguments for an earlier date, (i) Aristophanes would have relied

on an established reputation: see Burnet, p. 79. Consider, too, the fact that the jurors hsve hesrd
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beautiful and wise, and the poets themselves to be wise, from the fact that he

says xai xaXXa at 22C5 (109, 113). And he seems to conclude that sophistry

is a sham image of the legislative art from these premises alone: the sophists

cannot rule their students, since they are at the mercy of the authorities in

whichever city they currently reside; the question of who ought to educate is

equivalent to the question of who ought to rule; the legislative art includes the

authority to rule; wherever it does not actually rule, occasions for its exercise

are limited (103). I, at any rate, fail to see how these sentences constitute an

argument, (ii) Occasionally West makes one proposition out of two, by a light

ning sunagoge. For example, he asserts that Socrates examined himself after

each encounter with a seemingly wise man (117). His evidence for this must

include something said at 28e5ff., however, and not only what is said at 2id,

22c, or 22e; for while it may be true (but strange) that self-examination re

quires comparing oneself with others, not every such comparison need be a self-

examination, (iii) Occasionally West shifts ground in the course of an argu

ment. Another example is his using a prepositional phrase in more than one

way when arguing that, as i8a-e reveals Socrates from the perspective of po

litical men, and I9c-d from the perspective of a poet, so I9d-20C reveals him

from the perspective of sophists (112, 118; cf. 181, 210). (iv) His readiness

to add modifiers notwithstanding, West occasionally delays doing so. For

example, he asserts first that Socrates is boastful, and only later that Socrates

"expects his listeners to think he is
boasting,"

that he lets his "true superiority

shine
forth"

(105, cf. 149, 155, 161, 170-1, 180, 220). Socrates is a superior

truth-teller mistaken for a boaster by some of his inferiors: this is what West

appears to mean, but it is not always what he says.

I am ready to grant that these subtleties, too, are defensible. The disparity
between philosophy and authoritative opinion may become better understood if

one considers it first from the standpoint of such opinion. The suggestiveness

of Socratic or Platonic speech may be more effectively communicated by means

of a hermeneutical vigor that sometimes outstrips logical rigor. And, obviously,

I am not averse to hazardous inferences as such. The difficulty to which I now

refer is due less to the rhetorical and speculative character of West's own

argument than to the alacrity with which he makes it. One could say of him

what he says of Socrates at his trial: he declares the truth without producing

conviction.

Do I then comprehend West's interpretation sufficiently to venture this re-

of this reputation from childhood (l8d5) together with the fact that no juror can be under thirty
years of age. (ii) Plato's Prm suggests thst Socrstes took refuge in logoi 3t sn early age. His

Prt suggests that Socrates turned to the human and political things prior to the outbreak of the

PeloponnesisnWar. (iii) From historical considerations it appears likely that Chaerephon would have

visited the oracle either in the 430s or about 421. H. W. Parke argues for the former date:

A History of the Delphic Oracle 412-13. I. Ferguson has argued for the latter, and questioned

the strength of Parke's argument: Eranos (1964), pp. 70-73. But see I. Beckman's critique of

Ferguson's argument: The Religious Dimension of
Socrates'

Thought, p. 106.
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view? It seems to me that I do; and my fear that I may nonetheless be quite

mistaken in this case, too, is once more balanced by my expectation that the

reader will judge for himself in any case.

2. Plato's Apology of Socrates has three parts, of which the first and longest is
Socrates'

apologia. The bulk ofWest's interpretation is about this defense.

Socrates first claims to have two sets of accusers, and then defends himself

against both (i8a-i9a; 19a-24b, 24b-28a). His defense is now complete, we

suppose, but our supposition proves incorrect. At any rate, the anticipated

peroration to the jury does not occur until 34b-35d. A long, meandering di

gression intervenes. Among West's outstanding exegetical achievements is his

having brought to light the structure and function of this passage. It is to be

divided into two parts, on his account. The first is a four-fold disclosure of

Socrates as public man (28b3-29b9, D9-30CI, c2-3ia7, a7-c3); its counterpart

is the passage wherein he defends himself against the old charge of sophistry

(i9d-20c). The second part is a four-fold disclosure of Socrates as a private

man (3ic4~33ai , ai-c4, C4-8, c8-34b5); its counterpart is the passage wherein

he explains the origin of his "conversational
philosophy"

(20C-23C). In both

parts and in the defense as a whole Socrates addresses, turn and turn about,

the two formal charges against him; there are altogether eight direct or oblique

treatments of the impiety charge, seven treatments of the corruption charge. On

West's account, then, the passage in question is no digression at all but a well-

ordered continuation of
Socrates'

defense. Indeed it is "the vital
core"

of his

defense.40

Socrates does not hereby persuade the majority of his innocence, of course,

since he makes the
"opposition"

between his way of life and "the traditional

ethos"

of Athens not less but still more apparent. This opposition is the prin

cipal theme of West's interpretation. He stresses it throughout, and moreover

tries to interpret it. Two results are especially noteworthy. First, beginning

from the fact that the most obvious accusers are two poets, he argues that be

hind
Socrates'

conflict with Athenian political men lies the old quarrel between

philosophy and poetry. For as Athenian political leaders are subservient to the

Athenian demos, so too is the demos subservient to certain "powerful and

seminal"

poets (Homer, for example). Socrates and those "good
poets"

are at

odds over the question of what the good for man and citizen is. In other words,

they disagree regarding who should
rule.41

Second, West finds that the opposi

tion between conversational philosophy and actual political life is revealed in

the contrast between
Socrates'

integrity and
Meletus'

incoherence.
Meletus'

incoherence, a theme announced in
Socrates'

calling him both good and patri

otic, is revealed in his proving unable to articulate what he believes without

40. See esp. pp. 149-50, 199-200, 234; 173-4. Also Burnet's coram., pp. 100, 107.

41. Pp. 10-11, 85, 96-103, 113-6, 118-24.
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contradiction.42
Socrates'

integrity, a theme announced at the outset of the dia

logue, is revealed in the fact that his inquiry is essentially conversational,

therefore public, and in the fact that his speeches are at once open to everyone

and closed to
Everyman.43

West also finds, however, that
Socrates'

way of life is
"'practically'"

and
"'theoretically'"

incomplete. In practaice it is limited by
his not being able to persuade the men of Athens to accept it. In theory it is

limited by his not knowing what virtue is. In short, Socrates wants "the art of

education."

He disagrees with the founders of Athens, fundamentally, without

being competent to take their
place.44

West judges
Socrates'

defense to be full of holes. This is not surprising:

many others have made the same judgment, though rarely with so detailed a

presentation of the evidence. Is Socrates then incoherent, like Meletus? West

would deny that he is, and rightly so.

He also judges
Socrates'

defense to be a failure. This will surprise readers

who suppose that, while he certainly fails to persuade the Athenian majority of

his innocence, Socrates does accomplish what he intended. But West himself

seems to be of two minds about this, for he also speaks of
Socrates'

"deliberate
decision"

to die (223, cf. 208, 213), and asserts that the death he has chosen

befits the perfect albeit limited life he has lived (231, cf. 224). Here West

either contradicts himself or, more likely, takes
Socrates'

apology to be in one

way deficient, in another way sufficient. It is unlikely, however, that Socrates

chooses death before receiving the guilty-verdict. But what is
Socrates'

inten

tion? To gain or retain what is good, of course (cf. I9a3). But what, in par

ticular, does he prefer in these particular and changing circumstances? At the

outset he says that he will tell the whole truth. It is unlikely that he does so,

however, and unlikely that he ought to do so (cf. Rep 33ic-d, 382c-d, 45od-

451a). One expects him to try to avoid doing any injustice, to prefer suffering

to doing it (cf. 28b, 32d, 39a-b, et passim). One also expects him to try

departing as little as possible from the greatest good for a human being, by

making within this day, too, speeches about virtue and the other things (cf.

38a). In any event, it is likely that Socrates regards himself, and the jurors,

as participants in not one but two trials or contests (cf. 39a-b, and 225). He is

like an actor. An actor must play a given role; yet he naturally aims at some

thing beyond it; and he may not be able to achieve that end without playing

this part in a somewhat novel and therefore unexpected way. (Do not the fine

artists we most admire take great liberties with what they play?) Now, I do not

want to suggest that Socrates defends himself badly, for I am hardly prepared

to affirm that he does so unjustly. But one can deny that he does anything

wrong and still maintain that he both loses and wins by not stooping to con

quer. And the Athenian majority likewise wins one, loses one. Which side fails

in the more important trial?

42. 24b5 and pp. 142, 147. Cf. Grg 48236-03 snd context.

43. Pp. 94-5, 191-2, 196, 220-1.

44. Pp. 73-4, 77, 78, 166, 231-2; 11, 180, 218.
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West makes a third judgment about Socrates. It astonished me, and even

now I regard it as a grave error. The remainder of this section will be about it.

In their commentaries on theApology ofSocrates most contemporary scholars
assume that Socrates was right, Athens wrong. This is West's "chief

complaint"

against them (10, cf. 71-2). Surely it is justifiable, or so I thought at first;
for I took it to be directed against their assuming that Socrates was right,
Athens wrong, even though this belief is neither self-evidently true nor evi

dently salutary. It is not evidently salutary because, as West notes, it reinforces

the vain and hermeneutically disabling opinion that we moderns are more

capable of judging the ancients than the ancients themselves (76). And, I add,
its truth is not sufficiently evident to anyone ignorant of what justice is, and in

this respect most scholars seem no less ignorant than Socrates or than
Socrates'

interlocutors. My own assumption proved erroneous, however, for it soon

became clear that West's complaint is directed rather against our falsely assum

ing Socrates to be right, Athens wrong. In fact, he maintains, Socrates was,

or is, guilty as charged. His book may fairly be entitled A Kategoria of

Socrates.

That this is West's judgment becomes evident from consideration of the

many passages in which he asserts it. Some instances: "The true ground of the

present charge is his corruption of the
young"

(128). "The core of
Socrates'

injustice is his disbelief in the city's gods. His true corruption -of the young

consists . in teaching them to doubt that those gods exist. The indictment

of the later accusers is correct, but it is correct for reasons that only the

earlier charge can
explain"

(129-30). "There is a clear connection between
Socrates'

serious joking and his impiety, just as there was a connection between

his care for wisdom and his corruption of the
young"

(148).
"Socrates'

philo

sophic conversation is unjust because it questions those [Athenian]
laws"

(205).
Socrates' "arrogance"

is
"impious"

(211). These statements are made without

qualification: it is not that Socrates merely seems unjust; in West's judgment he

is guilty as charged. Unlike Bolotin, he makes almost no attempt to find

Socrates blameless. At only one point does he pause to consider an objection;

it is minor, and dismissed in a few sentences (130). At only one point does

he concede that "the conflict between Socrates and Athens exists more in prin

ciple than in practice"; it is conceded on the ground that Athens has already

been corrupted by philosophers and others (209-12).

The judgment that Socrates was (or is) innocent West traces to our En

lightenment heritage, and in particular to the faith that reason can by its own

dissemination become "the highest authority for the conduct of
life"

(10). Is this

etiology correct? Observe that West's judgment of Socrates is right only if Soc
rates'

judgment of himself is wrong (17C2-3, 3735-6). Do not most classical

scholars believe him innocent less because the Englightenment remains effec

tive behind their backs, as it were, than because Plato's Apology of Socrates

is so plainly a vindication of Socrates, because the Laws in Plato's Crito

admit that the Athenian people did him an injustice (54c 1), and because those
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very people soon admitted as much, when they tried to make things right by

wronging his prosecutors as well? The opinion that Socrates was right, Athens

wrong, is ancient as well as modern. Plato seems to have shared it. But if

he did, then West's judgment of Socrates is right only if Plato's is wrong.

Furthermore, his interpretation of Plato's Apology ofSocrates is correct only if

the dialogue is not, as it appears, a vindication of Socrates.

Why does West believe, contrary to well established opinion, that Socrates

is guilty as charged? Surely it is not from any desire to be original, iconoclastic,

disestablishmentarian or naughty. Nor is it from any hatred of philosophy:

West seems to count himself among the friends of philosophers. Why, then,

does he condemn someone dear to him? Well, of course, a friend of Socrates

will be strongly disposed to condemn his own friends, for their own good,

whenever they have done anything
wrong.45

But this, too, is not quite the motive

sought; for West recognizes that the Socrates of Plato's dialogues is "disem
bodied,"

a fictional character, and thus beyond remedial punishment (cf. 232).

No, the reason why he condemns Socrates appears quite philosophic: it is the

conclusion of an argument, or arguments, and therefore to be accepted. And,

having decided to publish an interpretation of the dialogue, he could scarcely

have withheld this conclusion, together with supporting arguments, without fail

ing to exercise the arete proper to an exegete. One can say of his book what

Hobbes said of Spinoza's Theologico-Political Treatise: it disseminates the

truth with bold candor.

I shall presently examine these arguments. This examination will constitute

the core of my refutation of West, my defense of Socrates. Before undertaking

this defense, however, I wish to draw attention to an implication which phi

losophers might do well not to overlook (cf. 91). West's arguments derive

mainly from consideration of the opposition between Socratic inquiry and

Athenian tradition. This opposition, as West describes it, will obtain between

any such inquiry and any such tradition, between any Socratic philosopher and

any (nonutopian) political community in which he lives. West is such a philos

opher, obviously; he has even gone public in a way that Socrates did not; and

only on pain of manifest inconsistency could he deny that he lives in a non

utopian political community. Therefore he is vulnerable, in principle, to much

the same charge that representatives of the Athenian regime brought against

Socrates. His explicit condemnation of Socrates is implicitly a condemnation of

himself. Therefore my explicit defense of Socrates is implicitly a defense of

West against himself. Furthermore, while Socrates is not now mortal, West is.

For this reason I take his implicit self-condemnation to be the more serious,

and my implicit cross-examination of it to be the more urgently needed.

In order to reason well about
Socrates'

guilt or innocence, it is necessary
to make and keep in mind several distinctions. (West does not expressly do so.)

45. Grg 48os6-b2 and West, pp. 197-8
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(i) One can, it seems, be unjust without doing any injustice; and one can

even do an injustice without being unjust. Some distinction is ordinarily made

between the question whether one has done something unjust, or just, and the

question whether one is unjust, or just. It is a specification of the distinction

ordinarily made between what one has done and what one is, between pragma

and on.

(ii) One can, it seems, do something just or lawful without doing anything

noble or splendid. Some distinction is ordinarily made between supererogatory

acts and dutiful or law-abiding acts. It is a specification of the distinction

ordinarily made between kala and dikaia or nomima.

(iii) One can, it seems, distinguish between doing something just and re

fraining from doing anything unjust. For example, when Socrates went home

rather than take part in the tyrannical seizure of Leon, he refrained from doing

anything unjust; but he did not then do anything very noble; and he did not,

West intimates, do anything just (191). In other words, as someone can be not

ugly without being beautiful, not unmanly without being manly, and abstain

from stupidity without attaining wisdom, so too can someone be not unjust

without being just, and do no injustice without doing a just thing. Recall
Socrates'

distinction in the Lysis between the good and the neither good nor

bad.

(iv) One can, it seems, do something just without benefiting anyone, and

benefit someone without doing anything just; and one can refrain from doing
injustice without benefiting anyone; and so forth. Some distinction is ordinarily

made between beneficial and just actions. It is a specification of the distinction

ordinarily made between ophelima and dikaia or nomima. Accordingly, one

can be harmful, or not beneficial, without contravening any law: plagues and

gadflies are not unjust.

(v) One can, it seems, do something both just and unpleasant, or both

pleasant and unjust. Some such distinction is ordinarily acknowledged, and

Socrates properly draws attention to it in his peroration to the jury. If a juror

keeps this distinction in mind, he will not judge someone guilty of injustice

solely on the ground that he has been a pest.

(vi) A regime can, it seems, act contrary to its laws. Some distinction is

ordinarily made between legal and illegal rulings, between what the law says

and what the regime wills. This distinction is preserved by the Stranger in

Plato's Statesman, and by Aristotle in his
Politics.*6

It is relatively obscure in a

democratic society, of course, just as the distinction between rulers and ruled

is there relatively
obscure.47

The people of Athens did acknowledge some such

distinction, however. They customarily distinguished laws (nomoi) from decrees

46. Sts 300C2 and context, snd Pol I282biff.

47. "My fellow Americsns, our long nstionsl nightmare is over. Our Constitution works.

Our great republic is a government of laws, not of men. Here the people
rule."

(President Gerald

R. Ford's Inaugural Address, as recorded by N. Y. Times, 9 Aug. 1974)



390 Interpretation

(psephismata) ,
and at about the time of

Socrates'

trial they were concerned to

prevent abuses of the latter. Sometimes they admitted that they had violated

the law. Socrates, then, properly draws attention to this distinction in the

course of his defense (for example, 32b4~5).

(vii) One can, it seems, do something legally or conventionally just without

doing anything naturally just. Some philosophers, and their vulgar exponents,

do make a distinction between what is by convention (nomoi) and what is by
nature (phusei). Of these, some also maintain that there is justice by nature as

well as justice by convention. And of these, most if not all maintain that justice

by nature is decidedly superior to justice by convention. Two such philosophers

are (Plato's) Socrates and West. West plainly believes that something can be

both naturally just and illegal (paranomon), that the disparity between action

in accordance with nature (kata phusin) and action in accordance with law

(kata nomon) is
'practical'

as well as
'theoretical'

Socrates does not.

While all these distinctions are relevant to the case at hand, one should

take care not to misapply them. Observe, in the first place, that (vii) was not

ordinarily made by the men of Athens. It is, therefore, not immediately and

properly applicable to the case at hand, and indeed Socrates refrains from ad

mitting it. (This silent deed co-constitutes the principal omission in the Apology

of Socrates. It is of a piece with his leaving unwinged the question of what

virtue or justice is.) My introducing (vii) is nonetheless appropriate, however,

for West expressly appeals to it in his interpretation.

Observe, too, that (i)-(vi) are not ordinarily made with clarity and precision.

Distinction (iii) usually appears quite nebulous, almost nonexistent, owing to

the tendency of citizens to identify the just with the legal, and owing to the

pervasive negativity of law. Distinctions (iv) and (v) are not always kept in

mind, because people are wont to identify the unjust with whatever they do not

like, with whatever arouses their indignation, and because people are wont to

identify the injurious with the harmful and the harmful with the painful. Yet

even these distinctions are ordinarily intelligible, and Socrates does well to

help the jury recall
them.48

Observe, finally, that I have neither said nor implied that any of these dis

tinctions is made correctly, in accordance with the things themselves. Perhaps

it is always to one's own advantage to be just, and do no injustice, as Plato

elsewhere has Socrates maintain. But if so, then (iv) is to be rejected. And

perhaps (vii) is to be rejected, on the ground that there is no justice by
nature. Even if all seven distinctions should prove incorrect, however, they
would nevertheless be relevant to the case at hand: Zeus was important for

48. In his Greek Popular Morality K. J. Dover argues that Athenian jurors were much less

concerned with legal niceties and evidence than with the good of the city as they saw it (156-9,

181, 293, 309-10). But he concedes that 3 juror was considered dikaios only if he had regsrd

for the lsw (183), snd tfrat he did acknowledge some distinction between legality and public

utility (288-9). Consider ApS 34b~35b with 28d-e and 30d-e.
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the Greeks even if he does not exist; the perfectly just polity is important

for all of us even if it cannot exist.

We are now in a position to discern what the issue is. It is whether Socrates

has done (or is doing) anything paranomon, whether his dialogical pragma is

(or was) contrary to Attic law. It is not, except secondarily, whether he is odd,

garrulous, a busybody; whether he has been or will be a great benefactor;

whether he is a pain in the neck and every other part of the body politic (cf.

3iai). It is not whether he is or has been unjust by the standard of
nature.49

Accordingly, my question for West is this: Has he shown that Socrates did

anything paranomon! But how in the world can a kategoria of Socrates suc

ceed in truth if, like West's, it does not deal with the fact that the Athenian

majority decided, upon further reflection, that it had made a mistake (224)?

How can it succeed if, like West's, it does not discuss the fact that, according
to Anytus, a judicial trial of Socrates was inappropriate (29CI-2)? Above all,

how can it succeed if, like West's, it contains almost no discussion of Attic

law? I grant that
Socrates'

judges could plausibly suppose that they needed no

prior inquiry into what their own laws say (cf. 24e2). We, on the other hand,

cannot; and for us this inquiry is notoriously difficult. Has West found a short

cut? He seems to assume that he can discover
Socrates'

guilt a priori. In other

words, he seems daemonic in just the way that Anytus seems daemonic in

Plato's Menol

Surely West would object. He has three objections at his disposal, I infer.

One concerns the identity of Socrates. Another concerns the general opposition

between Socratic philosophy and political society. The third concerns the dis

tinction between political justice and natural or human justice. I shall meet

each objection in turn, and thus complete my apologia.

First, one should distinguish between the
'historical'

Socrates and Plato's

Socrates. It is the former, not the latter, who came into being several decades

before Plato. It is the latter, not the former, "who has truly made
history."

Likewise, one should distinguish between the trial of the former and Plato's
"portrayal"

of the trial in the Apology of Socrates. West's book is about the

latter, not the former (9). In my cross-examination, however, I supposed that

it is about the former. Consequently, my refutation is beside the point.

There is less to this objection than first meets the intellect. For the question

remains: Has the person called
'Socrates'

done anything paranomon! This

question can reasonably be answered only by appeal to some nomos or nomoi.

Either the nomoi in question are identical with certain Attic laws or they are

not. If they are, then much historical research is necessary even though the

aim is to ascertain whether Plato's Socrates is guilty, not whether Socrates
him-

49. That Socrates himself takes this to be the issue is clear from what he says in his defense.

He supposes an identification of the just with the legal (cf. West, 189). He puts emphasis on

the doing of injustice: observe how frequently the words prattein and adikein occur. He admits

that spesking is or csn be a praxis (40b5).
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self was guilty. If they are not identical, one must nonetheless find out what

they say. One will find that out, presumably, by reading the Apology of

Socrates (together, perhaps, with other dialogues in which Plato's Athens is

described or established). Yet about fictional things as such we can tell only

what we are told; and the Apology no more tells us what the laws in question

say than it tells us all the prior, unwritten kategoriai, or whether Socrates has

bathed for the occasion. Consequently, the necessary research appears incom-

pletable. And even if completable, it is not undertaken by West in his book.

Consequently, he has failed to justify therein his condemnation of Plato's

Socrates. And even if he had succeeded, it would not follow that any human

being is, has been, or will be likewise
culpable.50

But West has at his disposal a second objection, a stronger line of defense. I

have heaped scorn on his assumption that one can discover
Socrates'

guilt with

out recourse to painstaking historical research. But expressions of indignation,

however vigorous, are not even reasonable facsimiles of arguments. West's

condemnation of Socrates, on the other hand, does rest on arguments. These

arguments are not based solely upon consideration of the nature of Socratic in

quiry and the nature of political society; yet they are sufficiently general that

they do not depend, in turn, upon completion of much historical research. Con

sequently, my refutation would fail, in truth, even if it were worked out in less

spirited fashion.

It is time to examine these arguments. Six are explicit, a seventh implicit.

(i) Socrates tells the truth but refuses to speak beautifully. Because he does not

speak beautifully, he fails to persuade the jurymen to reach a just judgment.

Therefore, by refusing to speak beautifully, he causes injustice; he is, it seems,

not entirely just, (ii) The earlier charge is based not on his post-Delphic activ

ities, as he alleges, but on his pre-Delphic activities. A comical!v exaggerated

but essentially correct representation of the pre-Delphic Socrates is given in
Aristophanes'

Clouds. According to it, he did not believe in the gods of the

city, and he corrupted the young by teaching them to doubt the existence of

those gods, (iii)
Socrates'

speeches would not corrupt only if they constituted a

politically feasible educational program adopted by the Athenians. This condi

tion is not met. Therefore his speeches corrupt, (iv) Socrates admits that he

does the people's business. In other words, he does not mind his own. Justice

is minding one's own business. Therefore he is unjust. Furthermore,
Socrates'

meddlesomeness consists in conversational inquiry about virtue etc. But such

inquiry invariably brings into question the generally accepted views about virtue
etc. Therefore it is unjust, (v) If it is unjust not to promote justice, then it is

unjust to shrink from political action. Socrates admittedly abstained from polit

ical action. Therefore he did injustice, if indeed it is unjust not to promote

50. Most commentators on ApS do not maintain a strict separation between
"portrayal"

and

portrayed, and West is no exception (cf. 89-90, 177, 231). He rightly insists upon the distinction,
st the outset (9), in order to set sside some incidentsl questions.
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justice, (vi) In
Socrates'

account, the god to whose aid he has come is replaced

by the daimonion. The daimonion is really eros, or
Socrates'

erotic nature.

Socrates, then, has indeed introduced a new daemon, or god, to replace the

city's gods, namely himself. Therefore he is impious. And he has corrupted all

those youths who now come to the aid of their new god,
himself.51

(vii) Socrates admits to having readily and openly conversed with youths

about virtue and so forth. But, again, such conversation invariably overturns

authoritative opinions, the traditional ethos of the city, and thus cor

rupts the young and impressionable. Consider the careers of Alcibiades and

Critias, two of his
"associates"

(192). Socrates, like Gorgias, is guilty of negli

gence.

But argument (i) will seem strong only if one accepts two hypotheses first,

that Socrates can somehow defend himself
nakcbc,,52

and second, that he can do

so without breaking the law. Both hypotheses are doubtful, obviously, and yet

West defends neither. Furthermore, would it be just for Socrates to speak

xctXcog if indeed he is guilty as charged? Argument (ii) will seem strong only if

one accepts the hypothesis that
Aristophanes'

Socrates is identical to Plato's

Socrates (if not to Socrates himself). This hypothesis, too, is doubtful. West

tries to defend it by reference to the autobiography in Plato's Phaedo 96-100.

Yet from this passage one cannot conclude that the pre-Delphic Socrates con

versed with youths, or anyone else, about the gods, or anything else: logos

need not be dialogos. And, contrary to popular opinion, one cannot conclude

that he was an atheist, or agnostic, from the admission that he was a would-be

phusiologos. Argument (iii) will seem strong only if one agrees with West that

Socrates must be able to convert the people of Athens to his way of life. This

demand appears excessive, however, and West nowhere shows that it is not.

Furthermore, Socrates could satisfy this demand only by subverting Athenian

tradition. Does it not follow that his speeches fail to corrupt only if they

corrupt? Argument (iv) will seem strong only if one accepts two hypotheses

first, that polupragmosune entails paranomia, and secondly, that
Socrates'

con

versations did subvert the traditional Athenian way. The first hypothesis appears

false, however, when one considers either the way Athens was or the way

Plato's Athens is. It also appears false when one considers the authoritative

hearsay to which West here appeals, namely Plato's Republic. For Socrates

there makes it clear that justice, as he defines it, is compatible with supervising

others. He also makes it clear that justice may not be as he has defined
it.53

And the second hypothesis appears false when one examines Plato's (or Xeno

phon's) works with care. For Socrates there seems to be a steadfast proponent

51. Pp. 79-80 (comm. ad 173-183) snd 149. 128-30 (comm. ad 23C-24b). 172, 175 (comm.

ad 290-300) and 98, 154. 179-80 (comm. ad 3ia-c). 183 (comm. sd 3ic-33a) and 191. 198-

9 with 195-6 (comm. 3d 33c-34b).

52. For this use of the sdverb see, for exsmple, Demosthenes lvii 2.

53. Cf. Rep 43238-9, 435d3-5> 44ie4"5> 502ei-2, 504bi-2, 5i8d9-io.
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of obedience to the Athenian nomos. One can agree with West that Socrates is

not as he usually seems, in this respect, and nonetheless maintain that it is diffi

cult, if not impossible, to subvert that whose preservation one constantly seems

to undertake. I shall presently revert to this theme. It suffices now to remark

that West nowhere shows that Socrates in fact broke a law by making someone

worse. Argument (v) is incomplete, and West seems to shrink from completing

it. So do I. Argument (vi) depends on a suspect exegesis to which I shall

presently attend. For now, let it be assumed that the daimonion does replace

the god, in
Socrates'

account, and that the daimonion is reducible to eros. It

does not follow that Socrates has introduced a new deity: Eros is among the

gods acknowledged by the city. Let it moreover be assumed that the eros in

question is
Socrates'

nature. It does not follow that Socrates has introduced

himself as a new deity: one can consistently affirm that the philosopher by
nature partakes of some divine lot and deny that he is himself a deity. One

can even grant that Socrates is a deity without having to grant that he has

introduced himself as such: this god may love to hide.

Finally, argument (vii) will seem strong only if one believes that Socrates

has made anyone worse from the standpoint of the city. Has he? Consider

Apollodorus, one of the charmed inner circle. Is he any more a softie or a

crackpot now than before falling in with Socrates? Or consider Crito, another

associate. Is he any less law-abiding for having conversed with Socrates in the

Crito! Was he any less disposed to give Socrates a proper burial after having
heard the conversation about soul narrated in the Phaedo! Or consider Alci

biades, even though he was only marginally an associate. Is he corrupted by
Socrates'

argument, in the Alcibiades Major, according to which he ought not

to do political things until he knows what he is doing? Was he corrupted by
Socrates'

making him feel ashamed in the presence of another human being for

the first time in his
life?54

It is true that Xenophon's Alcibiades once engaged

Pericles, his guardian, in a dubious conversation about the law, and it is

reasonable to suppose that Alcibiades was then imitating Socrates (cf. ApS

23C2-5). But, as Pericles remarked, he too was eristic as a youth. Boys will

be boys, whether they happen to imitate Socrates or not.55 When they grow up
most will, like Alcibiades and Callicles, turn to other things, in accordance

with
Athens'

traditional ethos.

West, I conclude, has failed to justify his condemnation of Socrates by
means of these seven arguments. Readers might suspect that, by taking his

complex argument apart from its interpretative setting, I have made a stronger

logos weaker. This suspicion would be just; but it would, I trust, prove un

founded.

Readers might also be reluctant to accept my refutation because West's argu-

54. Symp 2l6bl-2.

55. Mem 1 2.40-46. See slso Plato, Phlb I4d4-e4. Isocrates recommended eristic for youths

on the ground thst it keeps them out of serious mischief (Panath 26).
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ments continue to have a certain plausibility. This reluctance, too, would be

correct. For
Socrates'

pragma is politically questionable. He has some explain

ing to do; some Athenians have understandably sought to put him on trial, to

compel him to give an account. But suspicion is one thing, conviction another.

West, I suggest, takes his own logos to be stronger than it is because he takes

certain partial truths to be less partial than they are. I shall now draw attention

to these misconceptions, in order to complete my response to the second and

strongest line of defense at his disposal.

First, West misconceives Socratic irony by overestimating the openness or

publicity of Socratic philosophy. Socrates does frequently converse about right

and wrong. A listener, if he is quite attentive, will eventually realize that his

refusal to disobey the law is not based, finally, on the law's very authority.

West, for example, notices that what Socrates calls 'obedience to the
god'

would, under certain circumstances, be incompatible with obedience to the law,

and that he leaves little doubt as to which he would then obey (cf. 29c-d). But

West leaps from this insight to the proposition that Socrates defiantly challenges

and attacks the laws of Athens (164, 167, 172, 205, 209), and here he goes

wildly astray. For Socrates plainly upholds those laws, sometimes even defiantly
upholds them, in speech as well as in deed. West has turned Socrates inside-

out. More precisely, he has here confused his private thing, namely dialectic,

with the various public exhibitions of that thing, namely the dialogues in which

he has taken active part and which together constitute his (public) pragma.

It is understandable, therefore, that West should take Socratic philosophy to be

politically subversive. But Strauss's counterfactual statement is more faithful to

the whole phenomenon: Socratic philosophy would act as political dynamite, he

wrote, if it were not
diluted.56

As exhibited in the Platonic Corpus, however,

Socratic philosophy is always diluted. Accordingly one wonders whether it must

appear thus. Is such dilution, or irony, essential to dialectic itself? However

this may be, Plato's Socrates comes to light as a moral man. I agree with West,

and some Athenian citizens, that in this fine surface there is a problem, namely
Socrates'

atopia. I also agree that this aporia is inseparable from the surfaces

in which it is: the connection between dialectic (xo 6iaXeYO0ai) and dialogue

(xo 6iaA.eyeo0ai) should be preserved. But West, in his attempt to disclose
Socrates'

own activity more completely, has at this point inadvertently mistaken

it for the public praxis in which it occurs. This is a mistake because
Socrates'

philosophizing, strictly speaking, is not just his pragma, properly speaking,

any more than a problem is the very surface in which it is: the distinction

between dialectic and dialogue should be preserved. And when one preserves it

in accordance with what occurs in Plato's dialogues, then the disparity between

Socratic philosophy and political society is not nearly so obvious, or so
ques-

56. Natural Right and History, p. 153. West (167) shifts without comment from a conditional

to sn unconditional statement.
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tionable, as it is in West's account. Then the
"opposition"

between Socrates

and Athens is readily taken to exist in
'theory'

rather than in
'practice'

West

is right about this, for the wrong
reason.57

He also seems to misconceive what it is, ordinarily, to "believe
in"

(vop,iL,eiv) the civic gods, by overestimating the cognitive or doxastic character

of such belief. Civic religion consists less in observation than in observance,

less in holding certain things to be the case for example, that Zeus exists and

cares than in performance of certain practices (vou.i^6p,eva) for example,

making and keeping oaths. In other words, ordinary religious belief is primarily
a disposition to behave in certain prescribed ways in certain prescribed situa

tions.58

Plato's Socrates, as well as Xenophon's, has behaved in the prescribed

ways in the prescribed situations, and to this considerable extent, at least, he is

pious by civic standards. There is, of course, a lingering suspicion that he has

done so from reflection, thoughtfully, and not ordinarily, from habit. One may,

therefore, be ready to assert that he has prayed and sacrificed for form's sake

alone. But the extent to which religious practice is for form's sake should not

be
underestimated.59

And if one does not, if one is mindful of the extent to

which religious belief is ordinarily a matter of performance, then one will

probably be less ready to find Socrates guilty of civic impiety.

West's account of the disparity between Socratic logoi and civic religion will

appear even weaker when one reflects also on the Greeks and their gods. In

the first place, there was no Scripture, and no strict orthodoxy. It is unlikely

that a man would have been deemed impious just because he doubted that Zeus

castrated his father, or concluded that Zeus might assume the form of an ass too.

It is also unlikely that a man would have been deemed impious because he took

the Homeric account of the netherworld to be false. The Eleusinian Mysteries,
and

Aristophanes'

Frogs, were not deemed
impious.60

And it could hardly have

57. Cf. p. 209. It is illegitimate to hold that Socrates is guilty as charged because he would

violate 3 possible lsw under possible circumstsnces. In practice it is practice thst counts. It is

also hazsrdous to follow West in concluding that, when Socrates refers to his attempts to turn

others towsrd csre for virtue, he is referring to conventions in which he ssked what virtue is

and suggested that it is knowledge (cf. 166-174). Plsto's Socrates, as well as Xenophon's, often

encourages interlocutors to pursue virtue however understood, that is, to pursue virtue as ordinsrily
understood. See, for exsmple, ApS 34b-35d.

58. Cf. Symp 17633 and Bumet, comm. ad Euthyph 3b3, ApS 18C3, 24c! . Some have charged

Burnet with reducing orthodoxy to orothoprsxy (see esp. Beckmsn, op. cit., 55-59). Perhsps he
did. I do not. I do suggest that, ordinarily, the very distinction between orthodoxy and orthopraxy
cannot be made so strictly as some believe. I suggest, moreover, thst the prescriptions to which

I refer sre mostly if not entirely conventional. Wittgenstein was not the first to investigate every

day life and find, at its heart, conventions: consider Plato's C3ve snalogy. One should not suppose,

however, that the thoroughgoing conventionality of ordinary religious belief or practice is st odds

with the profundity of religious experience. It is in the deep thst nomos snd pathos meet.

59. The verb &(poaioi)a8cu mesnt not only to purify oneself from pollution but slso to do

something for form's sake. In which way does Socrates use the word 3t Phdo 6oe2, 6is8?

60. See slso the evidence cited by Dover, op. cit., pp. 129-31, 266-7. Compsre West, pp.

163-5.
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escaped the
Greeks'

notice that
Achilles'

famous judgment about the afterlife

was mediated by Odysseus, a notorious liar; and by the Muse, a deity who ad

mittedly can and presumably does tell verisimilar lies; and by Homer, who

according to one tradition was blinded for telling a whopper. That bards tell

many falsehoods was proverbial
wisdom.61

Accordingly, it is not unlikely that

many Greeks would have regarded even the
"good"

and
" 'inventive' "

poets as

less than absolutely reliable authorities. The foremost such poet, Homer, went

so far as to say that the gods are said to reside on Olympus, which is virtually

an authoritative instruction to regard the most authoritative things said about the

gods as things said
(A.ey6u.eva).62

Is philosophy so out of place in a doctrinal

climate so shifting and unsettling?

In the second place, while it may be true, as West says (203, 206, 223),

that the gods of Athens were bound up with care for one's own in contra

distinction to care for virtue, this statement is neither the whole truth nor its

greater part. For these gods were bound up with justice, too, and from the

standpoint of political society, at any rate, care for one's own and care for

justice are sometimes incompatible. Furthermore, the Olympians are
'music'

gods, they are beautiful (if not terriby just); and there may be nothing more

remote from one's own, as such, than the beautiful as such. It is fitting,

therefore, that Plato had
Socrates'

private encounter with a poet be one at

which the theme was Eros, held by the poet to be both very beautiful and an

exemplary being, a god. The
'cosmos'

of Ideas according to Plato is not dis

similar to the pantheon according to
Homer.63

To someone mindful of this like

ness, and its importance, the disparity between the logoi of Plato's Socrates

and the songs of his old friend, the chief inventor of the Greek gods, will not

appear so great or so questionable as it does on West's
account.64

West also misconceives this disparity by overestimating the degree to which

Athens is (or was) rooted in the ancestral. According to classical political

philosophers the polis is most of all the politeia, not the patris. The former, we

may say, is its soul; the latter, its body. Indeed every city is embodied, but

its soul is prior: as Aristotle remarked, we all seek the good rather than the

ancestral. West notes this (21 1), yet when he describes how Socrates is at odds

with Athens it is the body that he emphasizes. This is surprising. It moreover

appears less than correct. In the first place, every political community is like

wise at odds with itself, (i) Each exhibits dianoia as well as thumos; each is a

society of
craftsmen as well as a land of the free. But craftsmen are innovators,

of course, if only because the mother of invention is ever present; and their

innovations are bound to destabilize established ways, (ii) Every political com

munity
attends to the spirit as well as to the letter of the law. But laws as

61. Hesiod, Thg 27-28; Plsto, Phdrs 24334; Aristotle, Metaph 983a3.

62. Odyssey vi 42. Compare West, p. 229.

63. I owe this point to Seth Benardete. (He may want to disown it.)

64. Rep 595b9 and Herodotus 11 53.2.
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established are bound to fall short of their intention, and obviously so, since

they are obviously defeasible and riddled with loopholes. In general, a commu

nity is political only if, like Socrates, it aims at the precise itself, whether

specified as a perfectly fair ruling, for example, or as lots perfectly equal in

magnitude. In other words, any given political community is open as well as

closed; it is essentially like a cave. Were this not so,
Socrates'

investigations

of doxa would be radically at odds with the city in which he resides. They
would moreover be utterly in vain. But neither is obviously the case.

In the second place, Athens appears to have been very open to the whole.

(i) Like Athena she was justly famous for sophia, for manifold craftiness.

(ii) She rightly regarded herself as restless, not wholly embedded in a particular

place. As Fustel de Coulanges remarked,
Athens'

attachment to the sacred was

not exemplary by the oldest standards he could establish, for here the
Greeks'

veneration of things associated with the prytaneum was especially weak, here

their looking away toward beautiful things was especially
prominent.65

Socrates,

who wants very much to gain what is good and discern things kata phusin,

does not appear quite so out of place in a place where Hermes the boundary-

marker is identified with Hermes the thief.

The reader may believe that I, too, have misdescribed the disparity between

Socrates and Athens, by playing down the old quarrel between philosophy and

poetry, and by underestimating both the lingering power of the sacred and the

subversive power of classical political philosophy. Have I? In order to find out,

we should have to review what has been said. It now suffices, however, to

mention two more ways in which West's account is questionable. First, he

65. The Ancient City ill.6-7. Elsewhere (11. 9) Fustel quotes the Greek saying totio: 8UE15.

To him it seems to be a vestige of the time when religion was strictly domestic. To an ancient

Greek, on the other hand, it meant 'You are
selfish!'

West too appeals to The Ancient City, but he uses it to secure the thesis that
Socrates'

first

counterproposal is the culmination of his attack on civic piety, and the thesis that Athens has

already been corrupted by philosophers and others (209-12). I find this puzzling. First, there

is in the opening chapters of The Ancient City sn sbstrsction from Homer's contribution to Greek

religion, in order to isolste a much more sncient religion whose locus was a multitude of pre

political households. There is, however, no subsequent reintroduction of the Homeric contribution,

admittedly substantisl, snd no consideration of sny further contributions which msy have been

made during the four
"revolutions"

that transformed kingships into democracies. Thus Fustel's

account remains quite incomplete, and in a way such that it is doubtfully sn adequate guide to

religion in Periclean Athens. Secondly, the old religion which Fustel associates with the prytaneum

is decidedly nondemocratic. Therefore, one cannot use his account of it to criticize Socrates

without implicitly criticizing the Athenian regime as well. But then one is no longer assuming
the perspective of the city itself, according to West's own sccount. Furthermore, 3 critique of

Socrates based on Fustel's account is implicitly a critique of Homer. But then one is no longer

maintaining that Homer is the "good
poet"

who most of all established the gods of Athens.

Thirdly, what West (citing Fustel) calls an "egregious symptom of the philosophic transformation

of the city and its
gods"

(212), Fustel himself regarded as an important step forward. The Ancient

City is plainly an Hegelian account of the development of man's spirit, of the progressive uni-

versalization of religious beliefs and institutions (see esp. Introduction and first chapter of each

Book).
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seems to suppose that Socratic philosophy and political society conflict if they
are incommensurable (for example, 164). This is not obviously true, yet West

says little to show that it is. According to some philosophers, it is false.

Spinoza and Aristotle clearly affirm the incommensurability and deny the con

flict. Yet, to my surprise, West does not discuss these outstanding counter

claims: his book contains no reference to Spinoza, and only one reference to

Aristotle's Politics.

Second, and finally, West supposes that philosophy has been politically and

historically effective. This seems reasonable enough, "for while 'philosophy
must beware of wishing to be

edifying,'

it is of necessity
edifying."66

On re

flection, however, West's supposition appears misleading. It is true that Plato's

Socrates can and does occasionally dumbfound. His nature, particularly his

elenctic ability, is awesome but only in private; in public he can do little

more than raise an occasional clamor. And even in private he has little profound

effect. He proves unable to persuade Meno to distinguish between primary and

secondary questions; or to persuade Charmides to distinguish strictly between

himself and the role Critias and others have created for him; or to persuade

Alcibiades to distinguish strictly between the good and popular renown; or to

persuade Crito to distinguish between himself and a body. It is also true that

Plato has been remarkably influential. Indeed, it is owing to his published

work that we are prepared to understand the Periclean Age in terms of the

Socratic Turn, and tempted to identify the greatest kinesis in the ancient world

less with the Peloponnesian War than with
Socrates'

inquiry. One should, how

ever, distinguish between Plato the poet, the man who wrote dialogues and

instituted a school, and Plato the philosopher or dialectician. It is, I suggest,

the former rather than the latter who has made history. In other words, it is

the divine Plato, composer and publisher of beautiful logoi, rather than the

daemonic Plato, mere thinker. Philosophizing (xo auXoooqieiv) is an activity

or process. The so-called history of philosophy, on the other hand, is (the

account of) a succession of positions or suppositions. One complaint against

many contemporary scholars and philosophers, including West, is that they fail

to distinguish sufficiently between philosophy and its tentative conclusions or

starting points, and between the activity itself and its various political or his

torical manifestations. The assumption that they are to be conflated an as

sumption traceable, I dare say, to the Enlightenment does make
Socrates'

activity appear subversive. His activity no longer appears so influential, how

ever, when one articulates this assumption and questions it.

Readers may remember that I have been cross-examining
West's condemna

tion of Socrates, and, in particular, the arguments by which he tries to justify

it. I found these arguments wanting, and have discerned several reasons why

they might nevertheless appear satisfactory to West and others. My counter-

66. L. Strauss, Thoughts on Machiavelli. p. 299.
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charge remains undefeated. But West has a third objection at his disposal. I

shall now examine this remaining line of defense, and thus complete my present

apology of Socrates (and of West).

Throughout my refutation I have supposed that, in West's judgment, Socrates

is guilty of impiety and corruption. But his judgment is not so simple. This

becomes evident from consideration of the many passages in which he asserts

it. Some instances:
"Socrates'

very care for virtue corrupts the young from the

point of view of
Meletus"

(143). "From the city's perspective, piety requires

awe and reverence. Men are expected to look up to the splendor and power of

the gods. But
Socrates'

playful banter appears to deprive the gods of their

proper
dignity"

(148). "At this juncture Socrates seems guilty beyond any
doubt"

(150). "From the perspective of political life,
Socrates'

philosophy is

therefore unjust and
impious"

(180). Socrates "undermines the city's view of

human excellence
"

(201). Socrates "was guilty of impiety (toward the

traditional gods) and corruption of the young (from the point of view of the

city's laws . (225). In West's judgment, then,
Socrates'

injustice is relative

to the city. This important qualification I have so far ignored. My having done

so is ground for doubting the strength of my refutation.

I doubt it. For, while it is true that I did not remark this important qualifi

cation, it is also true that the leading question has been whether West shows

that Socrates, or his pragma, is unjust from the standpoint of the city. And I

have shown successfully, I think that West fails to show it. Consequently,

this objection serves not to weaken my refutation but to confirm its relevance.

There is an additional reason why West might not want to make this objec

tion. It is not a serious error, perhaps, to mean one thing but say two things

in answer to the question whether Socrates is boastful, whether he displays

hubris or wit. But surely one ought not to say that Socrates is unjust, period,

when one means only that Socrates appears unjust if judged by certain tradi

tional or conventional standards. Should this in fact be what West means, he

would be vulnerable to the charge of having an interpretation that is very

obscure just where it ought to be most clear.

West's distinguishing and opposing two perspectives the political or cus

tomary, and the human or natural goes beyond the proximate horizon of
Socrates'

trial.67

It deserves consideration nevertheless, if only because his

account here seems to be in substantial accord with Plato's teaching. Within

this account or teaching I discern three basic propositions: (i) There is a dis

tinction between what is by nature and what is by custom or convention; (ii)
there is justice by nature, and not by convention or law alone; and (iii) the

just by nature is superior to the just by law alone. Proposition (i), I repeat,
was acknowledged by philosophers, not by the Greek in the street. And, when

67. He finds support for this move 3t ApS 20b4-5. On his interpretation, Socrates there

distinguishes snd opposes two kinds of virtue, thst of a human being and that of a citizen (for

example, 101, 103). But this interpretation is not entirely faithful to the text interpreted.
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examining proposition (ii), one should avoid confusing the distinction between

legal and natural with the distinction between legal and illegal a confusion

often made by nonphilosophers once they do acknowledge proposition (i): con

sider Plato's Callicles, for example, and other vulgar hedonists. And, again,
whereas West clearly denies that actions are naturally just only if conven

tionally just, Socrates does not.

Proposition (ii) admits of a stronger and a weaker interpretation. According
to the stronger, justice by convention alone is justice in name only; one is

just if, and only if, one is just by nature. So interpreted, proposition (ii)
entails the possibility that Socrates is simply just even though, as West main

tains, he seems unjust from the perspective of the city. Lest this possibility

seem incredible, I adduce three analogies. First, suppose the men of Athens

all
'see'

the same dream, and in this dream every dreamer has a counterpart

widely mistaken for the dreamer himself. So, for example, corresponding to

Socrates there is, in the dream, a certain individual let us call it
'Socratesd'

which many mistake for Socrates himself. Now, the pragma of Socratesd is

patently illegal. He has ruined the character of Alcibiadesd, for instance, by

persuading him to regard with impious disdain the ultimate authority of the law.

Has Socrates then done anything unjust? If the dreaming Athenians were goaded

into wakefulness they would probably disbelieve it, for they would then realize

that it was all just a dream, that Socratesd is not Socrates. Secondly, suppose a

man plays the part of Antigone in
Sophocles'

play. It would not be unreason

able to conclude that Antigone does some injustice, and to believe that this man

performs her unjust deed. But it would be quite unreasonable to become indig
nant at him on the ground that he himself has thus done some injustice.

Thirdly, suppose that being an Athenian is like being bound, unwittingly, in a

cave, and so on. Among the observed shadows there is a certain Socrates

ScoxQaxng xig (19C3) whose observed pragma is evidently unjust according

to information these prisoners have received behind their backs. Is
Socrates'

pragma then unjust? No. It may be simply just, or as just as any human

affair can be.

According to the weaker interpretation of proposition (ii), one can be just in

both of two ways, or in either way alone. So interpreted, it entails the possi

bility that
Socrates'

pragma is just by convention, unjust by nature. For in

stance, he may have made someone worse as a human being without making

anyone worse as a citizen. Indeed this will seem likely to one who agrees

with West that some naturally just actions are illegal, and agrees with me that

Socrates exhorts interlocutors to obey the law always. So interpreted, proposi

tion (ii) also entails the possibility that
Socrates'

pragma is both unjust by

convention, as West maintains, and just by nature. If one believes that this is

so in fact, and accepts proposition (iii), then one will be ready to assert that

Socrates'

pragma is rather just than unjust. And if one also believes that

Socratic and civic activities are antithetical in practice, then one will probably
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be ready to assert that Socrates has elected the lesser of two evils; for if one

must choose between being naturally just albeit conventionally unjust, and being

conventionally just albeit naturally unjust, then Socrates has made the better

choice, many Athenians the worse.

Does West believe that Socrates, or Socratic philosophy, is just by nature?

I am unable to tell. On the one hand, he speaks of
Socrates'

true superiority,

and of the transpolitical worth of his life as a human being (105, 225). These

and other passages suggest that he, like Hegel, judges Socrates to be unjust

by one standard and just by another, higher standard. On the other hand, he

does not say that the philosopher's transcendent worth consists in, or involves,

being just. Furthermore, he conveys without dissent the Socratic hypothesis

that virtue is knowledge, stresses the fact that Socrates lacks such knowledge,

and thus appears committed to the judgment that Socrates is not just (cf.

179-80 with 164-5). But whether this is his judgement or not certainly his

account fails to show that Socrates, or his pragma, is unjust in any way. It

suffices now to remark that, while he appears to accept propositions (i)-(iii),

West nowhere argues for them. Yet not everything natural is obviously superior

to its nonnatural counterpart: consider, for example, ApS 22c 1 and context.

And maybe there is no justice by nature: consider the teaching of Democritus,

for example, or of Antiphon the Sophist. Finally, the very distinction between

nature and convention is problematic, as becomes evident when one considers,

for example, this question: Is the distinction between what is by nature and

what is by convention itself by nature or by convention?

3. A condemnation of what Socrates has done can succeed only if it makes

sufficiently clear the standard of justice relative to which this pragma is to be

judged. I have argued that West's condemnation of Socrates does not meet this

requirement. Furthermore, a condemnation of what Socrates has done can suc

ceed only if it makes clear what this pragma is. For the most part, I have

assumed that West's condemnation of Socrates does meet this requirement. My
assumption was admissible, I think. It is inadmissible, however, if one's aim

is not to defend Socrates but to understand him. And we do, after all, want to

understand him, to know what his thing is. For, in the first place, it is won

derful and difficult to categorize. And, in the second place, while Socrates

himself does well to insist, sometimes, that one cannot know what sort some

thing is if one does not at all know what the thing is, I have proceeded as if

this were not so; I rushed on to consider whether his thing is unjust, or po

litically subversive, without having first stopped even to ask what it is. Conse

quently, while my apology of Socrates does meet all
"practical'

requirements, I

think, it does not meet all
'theoretical'

requirements. It is now time to go back,
to proceed more slowly, simply, and in order.

Socrates' "activity"

is above all philosophy. Specifically, it is "conversa-
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tional
philosophy."

In other words,
Socrates'

own thing is dialogical as well as

strictly dialectical. And, in his case, things done (jipaxBevxa) are most of all

things said (A.ex0evxa); action is principally argument. It appears, therefore, that

we can arrive at some understanding of
Socrates'

practice by examining almost

any Platonic dialogue. In most of Plato's Socratic logoi, however, Socrates

shows what he does without talking about it. There are only two dialogues in

which the question 'What is
Socrates' thing?'

is explicitly posed; and in only

one of them, the Apology of Socrates, is it posed and answered by Socrates

himself.68
This is a reason for our beginning with it. A reason for not beginning

with it comes to light when one observes, with West, that it is only marginally

a dialogue, that Socrates is here compelled to speak, and needs must speak ad

captum vulgi. It is unlikely that a philosopher will give a philosophically ade

quate account of himself when at work under circumstances so alien to phi

losophy. Socrates probably declares no more of his own thing than is needed

for his apology, and he probably declares that much in a dissembling manner.

Yet we may risk beginning with the Apology, I suppose, if we take care to

distinguish (as much as one should)
Socrates'

thing as it is per se from
Socrates'

thing as it is relative to present political affairs, and if we guard against

being deceived by ironic semblances. West himself has done so. In this section

I shall explicate and briefly examine this strand of his interpretation.

On this interpretation, as I understand it, the Apology of Socrates is quite

like a mystery rite wherein Socrates himself finally stands self-revealed. There

are even three stages, by my count. The first takes place at 2ic-24b and 28b-

31c; the second, at 3ic-34b; the third, at 34b-35d and 35e-38b. In the first

stage, Socrates represents himself as a selfless and uncalculating servant of the

god (presumably Apollo). Thus, in Odyssean fashion, he has gone about in

specting those who suppose they know what they do not know. And thus, in

Achillean fashion, he has taken a stand in Athens, where he contemns much

care for one's own and encourages much care for virtue. His pious devotion to

the god, then, is also a noble devotion to the city; and by steadfastly mani

festing such devotion in practice, in rebukes and exhortations, he selflessly

promotes the real good of his fellow men. Now this initial representation is

ironic. As such it is a mere appearance. But it is also problematic; and as

such it is a partial revelation, or initiation. On the one hand,
Socrates'

uncon

ditional obedience to the god began as an attempt to prove he lies. And the

identity of this god, whom Socrates does not identify by name, becomes sus

pect as the defense proceeds. On the other hand,
Socrates'

authority to educate

his fellow men is undermined by his own admission that he is unwise and lacks

the art which sophists profess to have. Thus it is already plain, as West says,

that
Socrates'

public work is better taken as a satyr-drama than as a serious

68. 20C5, cf. Symp 217C6. Compare Cn'ro 53d! .
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exercise of statesmanship, and that he himself is less like the heroic Achilles

than like a puny
gadfly.69

In the second stage, Socrates begins to remove this mythicopolitical veil.

On the one hand, he makes it plain that his work is not public in the usual

sense of the word; it is open to all, but not political (except incidentally, as a

jTaoeoyov). It is at this point that he alludes to the pleasures of philosophizing:

his divine mission and civic duty prove happily in accord with what he finds

attractive. On the other hand, Socrates tacitly
"replaces"

the public authority

of the god with the private authority of the daimonion, together with dreams,

and so on. But the daimonion, West argues, is itself a mythical representation

of eros, or of
Socrates'

erotic nature in its mantic capacity. Thus Socrates

comes to light as a new deity, or demigod, who has introduced himself into

Athens. It is at this point that he refers not only to the apotreptic voice but

also to the fact that it occurs whenever he is about to do something that would

bring danger to himself: his unconditional subservience to the daimonion proves

happily in accord with his own prudential
considerations.70

In the final stage, Socrates lets us see him as he really is, apart from all

mythical and altruistic veils. On the one hand, he is now frankly a philosophic

human being who, as actually philosophic, examplifies the greatest good for a

human being. As such he is not a demigod, in the usual sense of the word,

but a "true human
being"

among "imperfect human
beings."

Clearly his ac

tivity must be justified through investigation of human nature, including its

best ('daemonic') inclination, and not by appeal to any superhuman authority:

at this point he no longer mentions the daimonion at all, and mentions the

god only once, in order to dismiss it. On the other hand, Socrates is now

frankly someone who prefers whatever appears on his own reflection to be

good for him, and rejects whatever appears to him to be bad for him: it is at

this point that he begins referring openly to
eudaimonia.11

On West's interpretation, then, Socrates finally reveals that his own "pe
culiar"

thing is doing philosophy (xo qxXoooqjeiv). its starting point is his

own "knowledge of
ignorance"

together with his own love of wisdom. This

wisdom West identifies with phronesis, and with virtue; and this virtue he

identifies with "the art of education", that is, knowledge of the virtue of human

being and citizen, both what it is and how to bring it about. Socrates admits

that he has not attained this knowledge. West maintains that he cannot attain

it, owing to the limits of what he is. Consequently, his activity is always in

between ignorance and wisdom. It is essentially on-the-way. As such it remains

tentative, questioning. There is an important sense in which the arche of

Socratic philosophy is also its telos or
"peak."72

69. Esp. pp. 106, 141-2, 148, 153, 161-3, 170-2, 176-7, 187, 192, 195-6, 202-3, 2I8,

220-3.

70. Esp. pp. 153, 175-7, 181, 183-96, 198-9, 202, 217.

71. Esp. pp. 187, 194-6, 202, 210, 213-7, 223.

72. Esp. pp. 10-11, 83, 102, 119, 142, 159-60, 171, 180, 218, 231.
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As so revealed and interpreted,
Socrates'

practice is itself tentative, ques

tionable. West actualizes its inherent questionability in two ways. First, from

the perspective of his own knowledge of ignorance, it appears that Socrates

does not know whether philosophizing is good for a human being. He has
"discovered"

that it is the greatest good, we may say, but he is unable to

"show"

or teach that it is. Therefore his ultimate proposal, too, is rather playful

than serious, and should be regarded as such by Socrates himself, this stead

fast exemplar of the life in philosophy. Secondly, from the perspective of his

aim namely, the attainment of wisdom it appears that
Socrates'

way of life

is, for him, not only deficient but necessarily so. He must remain radically

Odyssean, wandering (or falling) between goal and starting point, wisdom and

ignorance, virtue and one's own, mind (or soul) and body (or city). He must

go without either human or divine sophrosune.

Notice that this critique of
Socrates'

practice is made in accordance with

Socrates'

own revelation of that practice. It is internal rather than external,

philosophical rather than political. This is not to say that it is without political

import: both as knowledge of ignorance and as eros for wisdom, the starting

point of
Socrates'

way of life is not simply in accord with established ways;

and, if West is right, the goal of his way of life is statesmanship. From these

admissions, however, no condemnation of Socrates necessarily follows. It is

true that West weaves them so tightly together that his properly philosophical

critique seems to be only part of his narrowly political critique; but they can

and should be carefully distinguished.

I believe that the best thing in West's book is the critical account of
Socrates'

practice which I have just now gathered from it. For this account appears "to

solve a problem namely, what Socratic philosophy is and the solution it

offers appears, on further reflection, to be problematic. It is, then, like a

Socratic logos, doubly useful.

The problem, prima facie, is that
Socrates'

account of himself in the Apology

has so many loose ends as to be incoherent. The god and the daimonion might

give incompatible signs; piety and philosophy, civic duty and individual good,

are not obviously consonant;
Socrates'

dogmatic pronouncements seem out of

keeping with his admitted knowledge of unwisdom. In short, his account of

himself is not one but many. It is unsound (Sph 23233).

West's solution is mainly a reductio: logos supersedes muthos, truth-telling

irony. It is a solution favored by several other commentators, notably Bloom,

Sallis, and Strauss. It is moreover solidly grounded in the dialogue itself.

Socrates does tell the truth when he says that he will tell the truth. There are

many reliable signs on the way to it. (i) His investigation of the oracle was

initially 'automatic', a piece of independent research;
and the very same pragma

would have resulted had he set out to investigate, instead, his reputation for

73. Esp. pp. 11, 142, 160, 165, 168-73, 180, 212, 218,
231-2.
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wisdom among men. (ii) His exegesis is idiosyncratic. From a declarative state

ment he derives, for himself, a categorical imperative. The harmony between

his duty and his desire appears preestablished by himself, (iii) He examined

the poets in order to learn, too. (iv) He preferred human to technical wisdom

on the ground that it profited him to remain as he was. (v) He swears by
Hera soon before representing himself as a real

man.74

That Socrates does finally
reveal himself in the second speech is confirmed in the third, where he appears

willing to use
'god'

and
'daimonion'

interchangeably, and where he makes it

plain that he intends to go on philosophizing even though his service to Athens

is finished in his
view.75

Furthermore, West's solution accords with what we find in other Platonic

dialogues. There is the characteristic shift from god to nature, and from piety

to philosophy. The nature of
Socrates'

nature proves to be a formidable eros.

His distinctive thing is philosophy or to dialegesthai. It is most of all what he

does. It most of all defines who or what he
is.76

Here, as elsewhere, Socrates

proves more utilitarian than deontologist, and more prudentialistic than altru

istic. Here, as elsewhere, he appears less than fair in dialogical exchange, too

ready to exploit the communicative situation for his own good.

Finally, West's critique of Socrates is not wide of the mark. It does appear

that his attachment to Athens cannot be grounded solely in his care for virtue or

love of wisdom. And it does appear that this philosopher, as such, is essentially

on-the-way, and wittingly so. We are not surprised to learn that he was both

great-souled and
melancholic.77

But West's solution is also problematic, for two reasons. First, he has too

quickly interpreted some of the
"mythical"

parts in light of the whole
"logos"

as he preconceives it. Secondly, he has moved too quickly from the appear

ances to the reality in question. The first mistake encourages the second. I

shall not, however, review them in this order. Instead, I shall go from West's

solution back to the text, indicating first the need to reconsider the relevant

differences almost eclipsed in his account, and then indicating the difficulty of

recollecting this variety in a refined account.

The need to reconsider differences becomes evident from the following three

observations. First, about the question whether Socrates is a deontologist or a

utilitarian, duty-bound or happiness-bound, there are understandably two en

trenched camps of opinion. Which is right? West adopts one of them, but he

does not show that the other is untenable. In particular, he fails to show that

while Socrates the deontologist is ironic, Socrates the utilitarian is not. Could

it not be the other way around? Or perhaps both are ironic; perhaps neither. It is

74. 22b5, 22e5, 24e9 and 28ff.

75. 4034-bi (cf. Phdrs 242e2); 39d8-9. Apollo was held to be the inventor of mantike.

76. See, for example, HpMa 304CI-4 (cf. Rep 53IC5), Tht i69bs-c3 (cf. I89e6-I90a2);

Crito 53c6-di, Prt 36104-5, Grg 45204-5, Prm I30d9, Phd 6oe-6ia, 67b I, 97bff., 115C7 (cf.

Phlb 59C7 and context), Aristotle(?) MM I078bl7-l8.

77. Cf. Tht l43dl-6. Aristotle, APost 97b4 and ps-Arist., Probl 953a27.



Discussion 407

important to remember that, unlike Nietzsche, Plato's Socrates never calls him

self ironic. His silence may be part of his irony, of course, just as Nietzsche's

outspokenness was part of his; but this remains to be
elaborated.78

Secondly, when Socrates supplements his refutation of the old accusation he

speaks of wisdom, but not of care or benefaction or virtue; he speaks of

examination and
'indictment'

but not of exhortation, counsel and persuasion.

When, on the other hand, he has finished with Meletus he speaks of care-

taking, and so forth, but not of wisdom79; he speaks of persuasion, and so on,

but not of being made an exemplar of human worthlessness. Right in the surface

of the text, then, it is plain that the first stage of
Socrates'

self-revelation has

two parts. In the earlier part he represents himself not as a protector or therapist

but as the puppet of a terrible, unnamed god. There he suggests that the mani

fest difference between Promethean and pre-Promethean man is unreal. Every

political society must be pretentious or stupid, since none can be without

political men or artisans. And every political society rests on the supposition

that death is a great evil, a capital punishment; but this supposition itself de

pends on an evaluation of human life which may be quite mistken. (Only once

in the later part does Socrates appeal to his human wisdom: the subject is our

mortality; his not believing that death is bad is tantamount to not believing

that life for us is good.) Socrates neither says nor strictly implies that the

examined life is worth living for a human being. In the earlier part, as in the

Euthyphro, there is no mention of psuche. In the later part, however, he repre

sents himself and the god as philanthropic, even
pro-

Athenian.80
Here he sug

gests that it makes practically all the difference in the world whether or not we

care for our soul, or for virtue and phronesis. He even seems to share the

tendency of a political community to think big, to answer as well as ask, to be

a great
sophist.81

Here, for the first time, he mentions not only self-examination

but also philosophizing. It appears, then, that Socrates gives two diverse ac

counts of his divine mission. So far as I can tell, this difference is ignored in

West's interpretation.

Thirdly, the god to whom Socrates is consecrated (Phdo 85b5) is pan-

Hellenic and protreptic; its oracle occurred to Socrates once, indirectly, when

he was at least thirty years old. The daimonion which Socrates heeds is private

and apotreptic always; its signs have occurred to Socrates, directly, from child

hood. The two are apparently different. Are they nevertheless identical, in the

way that Apollo the bringer of plagues is Apollo the inventor of medicine?

Perhaps; but Socrates here offers little reason to judge that they are. He offers

78. West takes
Socrates'

second speech to be frank, on the ground thst he is no longer com

pelled to defend himself (210). But surely he is compelled to mske s counterpropossl, to tell

the people whst he deserves.

79. The words 3t 29d8 snd 3532 do not mesn what they meant at 20d8-9.

80. Cf. 3ia7 and Euthyph 3d7.

81. Cf. 33b2 with Meno 70c 1.
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even less reason to judge that the former is really the latter, in the way that

so-called political wisdom is stupidity. Finally, he offers no reason to judge

that the daimonion is in turn reducible to eros: as West himself observes,
'eros'

and its cognates are conspicuously missing from the Apology ofSocrates

(186). (This omission is of a piece with
Socrates'

leaving unwinged the ques

tion of what justice or virtue is.) And if one does introduce this great daemon

into the dialogue, then one confronts the apparent difference between it and

the god to whom Socrates is enslaved. Is the Apollinian really the Erotic?

Perhaps; but West offers very little reason to judge that it is. Consequently,

his judgment that it is remains a divination in need of exegesis and verifica

tion.82

Now by reference to eros, that which binds the all together with itself

(Symp 202e6-7) ,
one can probably go a long way toward resolving the problem

in question. But again, it is a missing link, imported by West. When one

returns from his account to the dialogue, to the phenomena themselves, what

does one find? In the first stage, especially, Socrates represents himself as a

wandering antilogikos. Then he represents himself as a public defender, who

operates at the margins of the city in which he resides. And in the third

stage, especially, he presents himself as bold without moderation, that is, as

utterly mad (208, cf. Sts 3iod8). Are these various appearances to be unified

in the way that West proposes? This is no longer clear. Should we. like Soc

rates, modestly refrain from offering any synopsis? This is not yet clear. But

surely it will prove more difficult to collect the data in question than West's

account of them suggests. That this is so I shall now indicate by comparing

what he and Socrates say about
Socrates'

human wisdom, about his positive

and negative work, and about the greatest good for a human being.

West speaks of
Socrates'

knowledge of ignorance, and of his knowing that

he knows nothing. Nowhere does Plato's Socrates do so.83

Here he says only

that he knows he is not wise at all. This is knowledge, presumably, not

mere (true) belief. It is, then, as West says, an achievement. (The perfective

aspect of otivoiSa suggests as much.) But West goes on to maintain that

Socrates achieved his human wisdom through post-Delphic interrogations

(i6if. ). and for this there is no textual support.
Socrates'

wisdom, so called,

is nothing more than his knowledge of his own unwisdom. That he is, in this

82. West's identificstion of the daimonion with
Socrates'

erotic nature is bssed on his inter-

pretstion of s psssage in the Theages together with passages in the Symposium and the Cratylus.

His interpretstion of the first passsge is incomplete, since it lesves unjustified the tacit premise

that what Socrates there discloses about his erotic science is sbout his erotic nsture ss well.

83. Cf. pp. 11, 102, 107, 115, 119, 130, 164, 184, 213, 218 (it should be noted that on

some occasions he puts the expression in quotstion msrks). In Rep 354b9-ci. T know
nothing'

is plainly elliptical. Compare Cicero, Academia 1 4,16. It is true that, at 2231 and again at

29a6, Socrates shifts from talk of wisdom to talk of knowledge; but one should hesitate to

conclude that he there uses the words
'wisdom'

and
'knowledge'

as synonyms, if only becsuse

'I know thst I know
nothing'

is true only if it is fslsc.
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respect, wiser than other human beings is not something he claims to know.

(His using uxog, eoixa, pioi Soxei, oiopm, and xtv&irve'uoj here reveals as

much.) More generally, there is here no sure sign that his human 'wisdom',

or self-knowledge
, involves knowledge of the good or anything else sought by

him in his post-Delphic career. He is indeed an exemplar, an excellent enforcer

of the Delphic injunction 'Know thyself!', just because he knows that he is

unwise (cf. Grg 525C2); but it seems that he is not, on this account, useful or

capable in any other way. Pace West (118L, 153, 184L), there is no sign of

his having made any cognitive progress beyond or within human 'wisdom'. It

seems rather to be a state of rest or paralysis, or perhaps of restless vertigo.

Socrates almost admits as much in the Symposium, where he tells Agathon

that his own paltry wisdom is as disputable as a dream, and where he implies

that Eros, too, notwithstanding his great resourcefulness, never makes any last

ing advance toward wisdom or happiness (17563-4, 203e). Socrates might be

otherwise useful or capable, on this account, if his knowledge of unwisdom

involved knowledge of what the problems are. Perhaps it does: surely he cannot

know that he is unwise without comprehending what it is to be wise (cf. Meno

98b 1 -5). Observe, however, that it will be difficult to make the desired in

ference without going way beyond the given text. Finally, Socrates might be

otherwise useful or capable because he knows other things. He does claim to

know that something is bad, at 29b6-7. He does say, at 22di, "I knew that I

knew nothing, to exaggerate a
little,"

thus suggesting that he has some epis

teme; and I, for one, am eager to identify it in accordance with certain passages

in other dialogues (cf. Thg I28b3~4 and Symp I77d8; Grg 47436-7 and Tht

i6ib3; also Phdrs 25737 and Tht I50b6, 21OC4). Observe, however, that it will

be difficult to connect this episteme with his human sophia (or eidesis) without

going way beyond the given text. At the very least, one should have to con

cede that love matters are "neither great nor
small"

(2ib4).

Socrates here suggests that knowing one is unwise is equivalent to not

supposing one knows whatever one does not know. Thus human
'wisdom'

is suppositionless. But if so, then it provides insufficient purchase for any

inquiry. Yet Socrates inquires like crazy. This disparity between the scope of

his practice and the limits of his
'wisdom'

is greater even than West maintains

(for example, 119). And, pace West (179), there is here no sure sign that

Socrates has dialectics that is, erotetics or exetastics no sign that he is

sophron in this
way.84

On the contrary, his appears to be an alogon pragma.

He can exhibit it, perhaps, by making many logoi; but no final account can

be secured in this way, and no final account of this way can be
given.85

For

Socrates, then, to question is to dare. He openly undertakes his pseudo-diag

nostics without knowing the thing in question, and he openly undertakes his

84. Cf. Crat 398d7-ei snd Aristotle, Top ioib4; Chrm i67sff.

85. Cf. Grg 46536, Symp 202a6 with 204al-7, and J. Klein, Commentary on Plato's
"Meno,'

pp. 168-172. Also 20c6 with Aristotle, Pol 1265*1 1.
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pseudo-demiurgics without knowing what the end in question is: there is mad

ness in his methodos. It is moreover hazardous, in deed as well as in speech.

For example, whenever he must choose between a and b, and he knows that

a is bad, and does not know whether b is bad or good, then he prefers b (29b).

This seems reasonable enough; but of course b may be worse than a. And,

in fact, Socrates prefers obeying the god to obeying the people of Athens,

partly on the ground that it is bad, he knows, to disobey one's better; but of

course the god, so-called may not be better; he is not better, for all Socrates

knows. In the Phaedo (6oe-6ib) he admits that he may have misinterpreted

the dream in which, he supposed, he was ordered to philosophize, and in the

Apology he refrains from saying that he knows his
'divine'

mission to be

good. There are things to which he looks, things he follows, things he heeds,

without knowing that they are reliable. The god or daimonion, for example,

comes from without; it gives a sign, or a voice, never an unenigmatic logos;

and Socrates, having interpreted it as best he can, behaves
accordingly.86

Here,

I venture to say, lies the religious dimension of his thinking. At any rate,

he seems inspired (entheos), like some poets. His
'inspiration'

is clearly other

than his 'wisdom', since it involves obedience and trust. Therefore, to the

extent he is guided by it, to this extent he operates mindlessly (even if cor

rectly). His work belies a kind of audacity. Such audacity is not utter madness,

however, since it remains enlightened, to some extent, by human 'wisdom'.

Socrates knows he is not wise in the things he investigates. Pace West (167,

174, 175, 178, 191), he does not pretend to
"teach"

virtue etc. He does not

declare his convictions without declaring that they are convictions. In short,

he never forgets his ignorance (cf. 1733 with Grg 472b5-6). Thus, while

the difference between his philosophizing and his human
'wisdom'

is greater

than West makes it seem, the pretentiousness of
Socrates'

practice is less than

West's. On the one hand, he is convinced (he says) that he has done no one

an injustice (37b2-3). On the other hand, he knows (I infer) that he does

not know what justice is. The latter should moderate the former by destabilizing
it, I suppose; yet Socrates remains outwardly resolute and serene. This is but

one appearance of a problem which I, for one, am unable to resolve: By
virtue of what does Socrates, or anyone else, keep his head in aporia!

In his second speech Socrates makes a suggestion regarding the upper and

lower limits of a properly human life. The greatest good for a human being
is a daily life in to dialegesthai, he suggests, and an unexamined way of

life is not worth living for a human being. Is this not a modest proposal?

On the one hand, there is no appeal to bodily or oceanic pleasure. Ours is

not a life fit for cattle, as Aristotle rhetorically declared. For us, at any rate,

self-ignorance is not bliss. On the other hand, there is no identification of our

86. On the bssis of 4034 West infers thst Socrates has an srt of divination (187). A more

plausible inference, I think, is thst he hss 3 nontechnicsl mantic dunamis: cf. Phdo 84e4 and

Sph 21935-6, 22109, Phlb 58d4.
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own greatest good with wisdom or with the life of mind: in this dialogue,

at any rate, the word vofjg does not appear outside colloquial or idiomatic

expressions. For all its apparent reasonableness, however, this proposal cannot

well be made or accepted by anyone who, like Socrates, does not even know

what the greatest human good is (180, 212). Perhaps this is why Socrates him

self modestly refrains from making it in any straightforward way. It is clear

from his actions, however, that he does make some such supposition, and

clear from his speeches that it is for him only a supposition. Thus, once more,

I agree with West that a discrepancy appears between
Socrates'

pragma and

his self-knowledge. But I do not agree (or disagree) with his thesis that the

discrepancy can be overcome by other human beings (cf. 218, 220). Further

more, I wonder whether one should agree with his suggestion that the proposal

in question is self-defeating since, if all were to take part in daily philosophic

conversation, some conditions for its possibility would not be met (169). It

is true that to dialegesthai is distinguishable from to politeuesthai; true that

philosophy is parasitic on properly political and economic matters; and one

need not be Kantian to doubt that the greatest human good can be such that

a few may share in it only if most may not. But what does Socrates now mean

by 'human being'? This is unclear even though the Apology of Socrates is

arguably about the human things. Does he have in mind some distinction be

tween human beings ordinarily speaking and human being strictly
speaking.87

So far, I have found
Socrates'

suggestion about the human good to be

somewhat less problematic than it seems in West's account. But I also take

it to be much more problematic, for two reasons. First, while West throughout

plausibly holds that Socratic philosophy aims at possession of "the art of

education,"

sometimes he also says, no less plausibly, that Socratic philosophy

aims at attainment to "the truth of the
beings"

(173; but see also 166, 168L,

86). These are two aims, not one, even if the political art is unattainable

apart from some comprehension of all nature. Furthermore, these aims are

ultimately irreconcilable if, as I suspect, one cannot both know the whole and

be whole. If indeed one cannot, then Socratic philosophy must be at variance

with itself, since it is essentially a sort of philo-psuchia, or attempt to bring

about the common good for us ('our soul'), and also an eros for the truth,

or philo-sophia strictly speaking. Secondly, according to
Socrates'

suggestion

the greatest good is both an end and a means to some ulterior end (whatever

it may be). In other words, it is both energeia and kinesis, at once complete

and incomplete. Consequently, one can maintain this proximate human end

only so long as one remains on the way toward that supra-human end. And

87. Cf. pp. 187, 223, et passim. There are at least four relevant facts which West does not

discuss in this connection, (i) Socrates is no proselytizer. He hss not exhorted his fellow men to

be philosophers (cf. 29d-30s). (ii) He is silent about the question whether all of us are naturally

fit to philosophize, (iii) He ssserts thst no humsn being knows whether de3th is not the greatest

of all goods for mankind (2937-8). (iv) His disregarding opaque contexts in the srgument at 27b

and 27d is acceptable only if human beings are quite rational.
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a human being is thus on the way, I think, only if he supposes that the

supra-human end is attainable in other words, only if he regards his own

present way of life as a means thereto. Now it is doubtful that Plato's Soc

rates always shares in so high a hope. But if he does not, must not his

philosophizing then degenerate into mere philo-philosophizing (Cf. Grg
48id4)? Furthermore, such high hope is out of place relative to

Socrates'
self-

knowledge; and it may be false as well, in which case it is also at odds with

the philosopher's hatred of any falsehood in the soul. Is it not the case, for

all we know, that philosophy, or the greatest human good, is sustainable only

so long as the philosopher himself remains deceived in his belief that the

end he has achieved is a means to the end he still seeks? But if so, what

good is it? Is it not then like friendship a beautiful illusion without which

our life would appear unlivable?

4. According to West (10) "the questions at
stake"

in the conflict between

the philosopher and his city "lead, as the Apology shows, to other major themes

of Plato's
writings."

Of the ten themes he then mentions, one is "the nature

of
being."

How does the Apology show that philosophico-political questions

lead to this theme? It does not obviously do so in any way, and West's inter

pretation does not obviously show that it does: direct references to being are

herein almost as rare as in the dialogue itself (cf. 89, 123, 173, 217). This

abstraction seems appropriate, of course, and I might have forgotten the being-

theme altogether had West not thus drawn my attention to it and aroused my

curiosity.

Being is said in more than one way in the Apology of Socrates. At any

rate, more than one meaning first falls into the reader's mind. Among them

are the following, (i) Being as reality or existence, as distinguished from what

merely seems or is held to be real. For example, Socrates may not hold to

exist those gods whom Athens holds to exist. And he has encountered more

than one political man who, he thought, seems wise but is not. And he believes

that he is in reality too equitable to do some things and remain alive, (ii)

Being as what something is. Socrates has someone ask: What, Socrates, is

your thing? And he makes a double proposal regarding what it is to be dead.

(iii) Being as being good and not worthless, a nonentity. Socrates remarks

the possibility that a few men of Athens seem to be something when they
are nothing, and the possibility that his sons will suppose they are something
when they are nothing, (iv) Being as being alive. Socrates suggests that being
dead is such as to be nothing.88

Observe, first, that in most cases being is provisionally regarded in terms

of nonbeing, or of what peradventure is, or of what seems to be. For example,
the question whether any divinity exists is framed in terms of gods held to

88. 26e3ff.; 2ic6ff., 2931-6; I7d4, 2od8, 23C5, 36CI. 20C4-d3. 40C5. 35b5, 4ie7 (cf.23S7,
36d). 40C6.
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exist by a particular city. Since ovxa, and especially paradigmatic ovxa,

first come to mind as vo[Ai^6p,eva, it is correct to say that the starting point

of first philosophy or metaphysics is the same as the starting point of political

philosophy. Observe, second, that
Socrates'

pragma and death the twin theme

of Plato's Phaedo do not appear to be ovxa at all; there is doubtfully an

idea of either or both. Observe, third, that being as kind or sort is a theme

throughout. For example, Socrates suggests that daily philosophizing is the

greatest good proper to a human being (not to a god, or a citizen). And when

this suggestion is coupled with his earlier admission that death may be the

greatest good for mankind, then Socrates appears to distinguish between the

good for a human being and the good of being human.

The most outwardly metaphysical passage in the Apology is
Socrates'

address

to those who voted for a fine rather than death (39eiff.). To it, together with

West's interpretation of it, I now turn.

Here
Socrates'

praxis is not to apo-logize (ajtoXoyeloGai); nor is it literally
to divine; instead, it is to mytho-logize (&iapu0oXxryf|O'cu: 39e5). What is it

to mythologize? According to West, Socrates hereby warns listeners that the

following mythology is edifying but "probably
untrue"

that while superior to

old myths surrounding death, it is itself only a myth (226-31). According to

the Phaedo, mythological arguments are offered not to instruct but to persuade.

They involve likely inferences to likely conclusions; often they employ like

nesses; typically they are put in the form 'if . . .
,
then

'

In sum,

mythological argument is openly speculative. It expresses, I venture to say,

the messy way of investigation dispalyed by Socrates throughout most of the

Phaedo, and most other
dialogues.89

That he should expressly set out on this

way here in the Apology is fitting. In the first place, he is now addressing

friends (40ai). The dialogue, so called, is no longer duty-bound. He can relax,

and digress about the cause of something wonderful (4oa3, b6). In the second

place, most of these friends no doubt pity him. Some are probably angry and

afraid, too; for, as Socrates has just now proclaimed, the popular killing of

good men will not end with him; and, as he also proclaimed gratuitously

and erroneously, I think there are others who will vigorously carry on his

punitive work when he himself is no longer around to restrain them (39c8-d3).

For such listeners, the following confabulation is a consolatio philosophi de

signed to remove their pity and fear, not by provoking these passions but by

building confidence in the thought that death is good for good men at least.

It is another encouragement (parakeleusis: 2f)ds, 36d5). It could be
Socrates'

last public work.

Here, too, Socrates seems to suppose that all men are mortal, or that each

must die sooner or later (cf. 29a-b, 35a, 38c). The question is whether death

is an evil, as popularly believed, or something good. The center-piece of this

89. For exsmple, 6ie2, 64b9, 6634, 7ob6-7, 77C5-ei with 64b9, 84C6-7, 97b7ff.
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confabulation is an argument for the unpopular answer: (i) Either death is like

a dreamless sleep for all time or else it is like a journey from one place to

another, where the dead abide, (ii) If death is the former, then it is good for

the dead, (iii) If death is the latter, then it is good for the dead, (iv) There

fore death is good for the dead.

West and I remain unconvinced. First, an argument of this sort is acceptable

only if all relevant options are considered. Proposition (i), however, offers

too small a mess of hypotheses. It is also possible, for all I know, that dying

is annihilation. Is it good for anyone to have been annihilated? Good for

whom? We can avoid undue paradox here by saying that it is perhaps good

for us to cease living as soon as possible. Is this hypothesis true? Whatever

its truth value, annihilation remains a possibility that Socrates seems to ignore,

as he himself makes plain (4OC6). Consequently, the argument is plainly

incomplete.

Secondly, he draws attention to another weakness of the argument when he

stresses that death is like one thing or another (4odi, e4). It is possible

that, while a is good, and b is like a, b is not good. Suppose, for instance,

that philosophizing is quite like dying, and that it is the greatest good for a

human being. It does not follow that dying is good. It may then be bad, since

one can philosophize only in this life, perhaps, only so long as one is a human

being, and one ceases being human when one dies.

Thirdly, proposition (ii) is questionable on the ground that dreamless sleep is

incompatible with actually knowing that one is unwise, with self-examination,

and with any reasoning about virtue, and so forth.
Athens'

wont is to continue

dozing;
Socrates'

is not. For tyrants, a sound sleep may be desirable since

they can no longer share in any sound waking or dreaming life; for philosophers

it is plainly undesirable until they are no longer able, at any rate (230).

Sleep is the opiate of the busy. People so troubled seem to themselves to

want nothing more than release from their troubles (pragmata: cf. 4KI4-5).

They wish for return to a prenatal state, when the foetus is still without

aisthesis, like a plant. Socrates, an avowed idiotes, harbors no such wish. For

him, at any rate, suspended animation is clearly too low, and it is like some

thing too high: he does not regard man as a plant whose roots are in
heaven.90

But what of the Great King? When he really wishes for undisturbed sleep, is

this what he really wants? I think not. For the pleasure one experiences in

this regard can only be retrospective or prospective. To one having undergone

soporific death nothing appears to last only a single night; nothing at all appears,

since ex hypothesi such death is forever. Consequently, were his wish ful

filled, and could he then speak, our former political man would deny that

this is what he wanted. He might even say, extravagantly, that he would prefer

being a tyrant on earth: most people do not think well when troubles are

90. Cf. Tim 9032-bi with 7734. Also Aristotle, Pol I334b24 3nd EN U76b35-6, GA
778"

28-779*3.
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present. Under pressure of circumstances we are wont to exclaim T just want

to go to
sleep!'

In most cases, the wish so expressed is not only infantile

but erroneous, and the pleasure attending it spurious. But if so, then what

Socrates now proposes is unacceptable.

Finally, proposition (iii) is acceptable only if 'the things
said'

are true.

They are true, West holds, only if the individual soul can exist apart from

the body. It very likely cannot, however, and Socrates very likely doubts that

it can (230). I agree with the conclusion of West's diagnosis; but I am also

struck by the fact that, in his explication of the second hypothesis about death,

Socrates is silent about the soul. He moreover says that by dying we become

deathless (4ic6). But, traditionally, the deathless ones were not thought

besouled. Are the dead then soulless, on
Socrates'

present hypothesis? If so,

then this metabole eis allon topon (40C7-9) is simultaneously a metabasis

eis alio genos. Yet we remain the individuals we are. Being and nonbeing

are the same and not the same. Do we then remain corporeal? Perhaps not.

For could we not become mere phantasms? But where then would we be?
"There"

(xei: 40C6, 4ia3, b5, C2, 4, 5). The place eventually identified with

the god Hades need not be located within the koinos kosmos, however, or

stand in any other spatial relation to it. Consider
Aristophanes'

Frogs. The

presentation of it occurs here in the theater. But where does most of what

it seems to represent occur?
"There"

(xel: cf. 19C3). But that place is not

in the theater, nor literally within the earth (I presume). Likewise Hades, our

koine
patris,9'

is presumably neither above nor beneath the ground on which

in reality we walk. Could the occupants of Hades then have any intelligence

or any other power? They do ex hypothesi. Let us grant Socrates so much

and ask: Would residence there be good? For many, it is too like exile to

appear so. For those who condemned Socrates to death, or who would have

done so under similar circumstances, it will appear to be eternal damnation

once they realize that there, waiting for them, is an immortal gadfly. What

of Socrates himself? As he presents it here in his confabulation, his existence

there will forever be much the same as it is here. Ex hypothesi, then, he is

an individual uniquely the same everywhere, like an idea. This is, I conjecture,

the life of
Socrates'

dreams the (3ios
xax'

efjxrjv (not xaxa
0e6v).92

Were this

wish fulfilled, would it be what he wanted? Perhaps not: most people do not

think well when troubles are absent. But Socrates may be exceptional in this

respect, too. Furthermore, while he would then be free of all duties to god and

country and family, he might nevertheless incur troubles endemic to Platonic

dialogues these daydreams in which Socrates almost always has an easy time

91. Plutarch II, 113c.

92. Cf. 2234, 23b5. This is confirmed by his silence about any punishment in the place of

Hades. It is to be qualified, perhaps, in the light of his saying that he will be with individuals

there without ssying thst he will see snyone or anything;
for this omission suggests that he is, even

now, abstracting from eros.
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of it, but not without encountering some resistance on the part of his inter

locutors owing to their various characters, their stupidity, and so on.

Socrates appends to his general argument a gnome. He puts it in a way

which casts doubt on the soundness of that argument (41C9). You, he asserts

without argument, ought to think this gnome true. It is therefore unclear that

Socrates himself thinks it true (compare 30c8-di). In any case, West notes,

he has another reason for hoping that his own imminent death is good for him

now. This reason comes in two versions, (i) The sign of the god did not

oppose me today; it has always opposed me when I was about to do or say

anything incorrectly; therefore what has happened to me today may be good

(40a-c). (ii) It is clear to me that being dead and freed of troubles was better

for me; that this is so has been confirmed by the sign's not occurring to me

today (4id). The first version is "a great proof for
me,"

Socrates says. Thus

he presents himself as one who trusts that "the
god"

has been, is, and will

continue to be reliable. The second version is closely followed by
Socrates'

admission that whether he is departing for something better is unclear to him

(42a3~5). Thus he presents himself as one who is uncertain as well as certain

about the goodness of his own imminent demise. As West remarks, Socrates

here reaffirms his knowledge of ignorance about the afterlife, and very likely
never forgot it (229, 231). His stated reasons for being hopeful fall within

the confabulation.

But if, as it now appears,
Socrates'

own reasons are no less mythological

than the rest, then we are left with a couple of questions: Given his admitted

ignorance about its goodness or badness, why is Socrates a dreadnought before

his own death? And, given his admitted knowledge of ignorance about it, why
is he rather hopeful? I shall speculate briefly about the former question.

My first thought is that Socrates has the courage of his ignorance. More

precisely, because he knows he is ignorant about the afterlife he never mis-

classifies any thought about it which may occur to him. Unlike most of us,

he does not mistake imaginations for precognitions, hypotheses for realities.

Thus, while he certainly entertains proposals about death, including his own,

such entertainment or play remains wittingly mythological. By preserving him

from settled beliefs about the afterlife that is, from man's most deplorable

stupidity (29b2)
Socrates'

own knowledge of unwisdom also preserves him

from mankind's foremost dread.

My second thought is this: Every one of us has two ends (xehn) to which

we look. On the one hand, there is death; on the other hand, there is the

good, or the both beautiful and good. It is as mortals, I suggest (employing
a somewhat poetic term), that we are oriented toward death. As such, each

is in dread (beocf. And it is as human beings, Socrates suggests, that we are

oriented toward the good. As such, one wants (fkruXexat), one is somehow

erotic. These two ends are similar in some respects. Neither is an entity among
entities or an object among objects; neither is a property; neither is some-
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thing we ourselves can have in any literal or reasonably metaphorical sense of

the term. In other respects, however, these ends are quite dissimilar. Each

'finishes one
off'

in a different way.93 Now Socrates is plainly very wanting,

very erotic; he persistently looks away from 'his
own'

death, and from his own

living (28b7), toward the beautiful-and-good. Thus he is an exemplary human

being. He is not an exemplary mortal, since he unhesitatingly prefers the good

to his own (see, for example, Symp 2o6a2). In other words, I suggest, he is

plainly erotic not thumotic. For is it not owing to our old friend, xo 0uu.oei5eg,

that we fear the unknown, the different? that we fear the anticipated disinte

gration, or loss of self, to which we commonly give the name
'death'?94

As

West often remarks, Socrates looks down upon all that is involved in love of

one's own. As mortals we are fallen. But our fallenness may be inseparable

from our humanity; for, as West also remarks, even Socrates is somewhat

distracted by his own. For this exemplary human being, too, not only well

being but his being is an issue.

5. Plato's Apology of Socrates represents a chance meeting of philosophy with

political power. At this meeting Socrates declares its causes. On the one hand,

he has been ordered by a divine sign to bring philosophy down to the level

of his fellow men, back to what is first for us. He has made this descent. In

particular, he has made trial of the tripartite claim of the city to know; and

he has tried to persuade his fellow men to care less for wealth and honor,

more for virtue or prudence or truth, than is their wont. On the other hand, the

waspishness of elders and patriots has been aroused against him in some

cases on the ground that he has humiliated them personally; in some cases

on the ground that he has enviably enticed their sons out from under their

control; and in some cases on the ground that he is commonly said to have

done such things. Now, at last, a few leading citizens have brought him to

trial, in order to get rid of him.

The conflict between Socrates and Athens may be viewed from two stand

points. From the standpoint of the philosopher it is a conflict between eros

and thumos, between human wisdom and very great stupidity or
sophistry.95

Because even a democracy is pretentious and spirited at heart, it always resists

philosophizing. Under such investigation it appears to confuse the good with

the ancestral; it appears too stable, too slow, like a plump and stately mare

(30e4). It moreover appears ridiculous, since its vanity has not the backing

of any real
power.96

More seriously, it appears unjust, and inalienably so, since

93. In the Phdo Socrates tries to identify them. In this way he shows thst they sre not to

be identified.

94. Cf. Phdo 77b-e.

95. Cf. Rep 49238-49436, Sts 303b8-d2.

96. Cf. Phlb 4838-50b6, and Crito 44c6-dl0, Grg 466bll-468e5. It does not follow that

Socrates ridicules the people. In Plato's dialogues he lsughs only twice, gently; snd there his

lsughter seems to sttend recognition of a certain necessity (Phdo 84d8, II5C5)-
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indeed it can have no conception of the common good apart from collective

selfishness, no conception of punishment apart from revenge: those who con

demn Socrates to death think to harm him (4id8); and they would lose little

sleep over the thought that he is doing his thing in another city. In other

words, no political community can acknowledge the Socratic distinction be

tween soul and body. None can allow our soul, as Socrates calls it, to take

precedence over the
law.97

Even the best city must demand what it calls courage

(eupsuchia), for the sake of itself, while tacitly conceding that it is grounded

in what it calls cowardice (philopsuchia). Thus political orthodoxy, so called,

must remain incoherent. Socrates has brought to light such incoherence, with

out removing it. Now he is ordered by Athenian law to make another descent

called by the Athenians an ascent to contend with
shadows.98

He does so, of

course. It occurs in public. In contradistinction to his private conversations,

his apology here is one speech for all, rather like a law, or a book. It is

unlikely that he will make himself understood by the people, for between these

two parties there can be no common investigation, no common deliberation.

Amidst the Athenian majority he is an Athenian
stranger.99

It is also unlikely

that he will be fairly judged, since the people routinely make the weaker logos

stronger, and are no more able to tell a just action when they meet one than

children are able to tell a nutritious dish when they taste
one.100

Finally, it is

unclear that he should try to help the majority do well, and unlikely that he

can. For popular prejudice against him is a corruption not easily remedied.

Perhaps it cannot be remedied by the philosopher's maieutics. Perhaps it cannot

be remedied without further injury, because it is now inextricable from some

deeper and more pervasive presumption without whose support Athens would

falter (cf. I9a3). Could anyone persuade the Athenian majority that its unex

amined way of life is not worth living? that it is better off dead? that in

a sense it is dead, a
nullity?101

The Apology ofSocrates is a
'dialogue'

in which,

for the most part, one party speaks and the other party makes a clamor whenever

it does not remain silent. Near the beginning, Socrates asks the people to recall

what they have heard him say rather than hearsay about what he has said

(i9di-7). Near the end, he makes a final request of his accusers, one which

they cannot hear because they are not even listening (4ie2-42a2).

From the standpoint of the Athenian majority, on the other hand, the conflict

between Athens and Socrates is a conflict between right and wrong, between

correct thinking and very great sophistry. For years this native philosopher has

been pushy in speech. He is unneeded and yet meddlesome, an inveterate

97. In the Crito, as in the Euthyphro, the word psuche does not occur.

98. Cf. l8d2, 31C6, 40b2; i8d6 with Rep 51537, C2, di, 5l6d2-7, 520ci-di, 52IC3, Meno

looa2-7, and Homer Od xi 207.

99. I7d3; Crito 49d3, Grg 474a7-bl. Consider his dialogue with Meletus.

100. Cf. Grg 52ld6-522C3.

101. See Grg, 11.4, n.75, snd Grg 492eff.
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chatterbox, a great debater in private, a tyrant in unmanly pastimes. His being
the high priest of babble would have been simply comical had he not also

upset several leading citizens by his unseemly verbal gymnastics, and caused

them to lose face. And even his being a self-appointed public examiner would

have been tolerable had he not also managed, somehow, to attract Athenian

youths to his side, where he filled their ears with philosophy and made them

disrespectful of all authority. Against such pollution there ought to be a law.

And, in fact, there is the decree of Diopeithes, under which anyone like

Anaxagoras (that is, any philosopher) may be prosecuted for impiety, regard

less of the
Amnesty.102

So, after all these years, during which the men of Athens

patiently allowed Socrates to odyssey within their city, wasting his time and

theirs, and incurring much hatred, finally he has been brought to trial. Now he

may get a dose of his own medicine. Indeed, this good-for-nothing wise guy

(ooqiog avfjo) is going to get what's coming to him with interest, since even

in the courtroom he dissembles and boasts in his customary manner, adding

insult to injury by his megalogoria.

The Apology of Socrates presents the conflict between Athens and Socrates

in a certain way. When writing it Plato chose not to narrate but to recreate

the trial. He also chose to subtract some parts (the written indictment, the

kategoria, the timesis), and to add a part
(Socrates'

third speech). These choices,

I conjecture, were made in accordance with his phantastike For in this way

the shabbiness and brutality of the trial are diminished, and the true dimensions

of the philosophico-political problem are brought vividly before us. In the

Apology of Socrates, however, this problem is more shown in practice than

elaborated in an account, whereas in other dialogues the Republic, for

example it is discussed as well. The Apology of Socrates may therefore be

regarded as Plato's own proto-philosophical introduction to those works.

Reading it may even constitute an unsurpassable starting point in one's attempt

to articulate the philosophico-political problem, to gain precise and compre

hensive understanding of the indeterminate dyad to which Strauss gave the

name 'City and
Man.'104

Plato's Socrates, too, herein practices a sort of phantastike. He presents

himself as a plain-speaking old-timer, stranger to courtroom mores, and as a

mere servant of an ancestral god. Above all he assimilates himself, as much

as he can, to the young and beautiful Achilles. Thus he reveals his great

nobility to those not quite unwilling to recognize it. But it is also true that

Socrates is no simpleton, and no stranger to courtroom mores (cf. 35a4).

102. Cf. Plutarch, Pericles 32 (also Nicias 23), and ApS 26d with l8d, 19b, 23d. This

psephisma is not mentioned by West. Nor does he expressly consider the esse with which impiety

chsrges could be brought (see, for exsmple, Aristotle, Rhet i4i6a29-35). He does, however,

mention the importance of
Socrates'

sssocistion with Critias and Alcibiades. On this shadow-

charge see also Aeschines I 173, Hyperbides fr. 55, snd Lysias xviii 19, xxv 34L

103. Cf. Sph 23604-7-

104. Cf. S. Benardete, "Leo
Strauss'

The City and
Man,"

passim.
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Above all he is no Achilles. As West notes,
Socrates'

excellence shines forth

in speech rather than in deed (if at all). He is without ambition, and well

nigh invulnerable to ridicule. He holds that no one does wrong willingly, and

that paying a penalty (Sixr)v 6t66vai) particularly being refuted (eXeyxov

SiSovai) benefits the patient whenever it is right. Consequently, he prefers

suffering to doing injustice, and counts it a great gain to be refuted. For him,

being ignorant may be ignominious but showing it is not. Achilles, on the other

hand, is an archaic exemplar of the real man. Surely he is motivated by both

shame and ambition. For him, to refute (kXeyxeiv) naturally means to disgrace.

Because Socrates plainly conceals as well as reveals himself, and Athens,

the Apology of Socrates invites interpretation. In particular, readers want to

find out more about the grounds of their conflict. To this end West's book

is useful. He emphasizes, for instance, the difficulty of making a public speech

that is both truthful and persuasive, beautiful, poetic. Above all he emphasizes

the importance to Socrates of eros and nature, and the importance to Athens

of the ancestral and the sacred. Neither is emphasized in the Apology of

Socrates. West illuminates the work, then, by going beyond it. And in going

beyond it he is guided primarily by Plato's other works, only secondarily by
works of Strauss and Fustel de Coulanges, among others. I have already drawn

attention to one respect in which the heuristic value of his interpretation is

somewhat limited: because he properly begins from the standpoint of the city,

but improperly remains inattentive to the question of justice, what it is, he

improperly concludes that Socrates has done injustice. I shall now indicate

another respect in which, I suspect, the heuristic value ofWest's interpretation

is somewhat limited.

Is the philosophico-political problem soluble?
Socrates'

answer to this

question seems to be
'No.'

West's answer, hedged about with qualifications

and occasional retractions, seems to be two-fold: (i) Socrates cannot solve the

problem in
'practice'

or in 'theory'. For him the art of education is unattainable;

he needs must remain daemonic, (ii) The tension between philosophic inquiry
and sound political life can nevertheless be sublated. The goal pursued by
Socrates is attainable by others; it was attained by the

'divine' Plato.105
Is (ii)

true? There seems to be much evidence against it. Let us put aside all general

inquiry. Let us also put aside the story according to which Plato was once

sold into slavery, and the accounts of his failures in the court at Syracuse.

Let us consider only his Republic. There it is maintained that the meeting of

philosophy (wisdom) with political power is accidental. They concur by some

divine chance, or else not at all: fortune cannot be mastered. Furthermore,
should they concur, it would be a mere coincidence. The wise no more love

to rule than do the philosophers. The true statesman at work has been com

pelled to be lord in a 'cave', like Hades. And such government must be guided

105. Pp. 219-20; cf. 115, 157, 160, 173, 180. But compare pp. 11, 183, 189-90.
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by experience, too, not by knowledge or skill
alone.106

West does not discuss

this apparent counter-evidence. In particular, he does not ask whether the

desired hybrid of wisdom with popular consent can in truth be more than a

coming together of two independent conditions.

What evidence does West offer in support of (ii)? Only this, I find: Plato

had remarkable literary powers; unlike Socrates, who merely recognized them,

he was able to overcome the problems inherent in most writing and public

speaking; and he did so; his beautiful and truthful opera have been very
influential.107

That Plato had awe-inspiring literary ability is beyond dispute. But

possession of such ability is not obviously equivalent to possession of the art

of education. The basis of West's largely tacit argument seems to be an inter

pretation of the Phaedrus. Alas, he does not present it here. Because he does

not, I can hardly report it. I am, however, able to say that, on Jacob Klein's

interpretation, the Phaedrus does show that Plato was able to overcome the

problems discussed therein, but it does not show that Plato was therefore any

wiser than
Socrates.108

Has West gone beyond this? Can one reasonably judge

Plato to have been divine, as it were, without being divine oneself?

West's emphasis on Plato's literary ability is of a piece with his emphasis

on poetry and poetic
"wisdom"

in general, and with his promotion of epoch-

making poets in particular. It is, I dare say, also of a piece with his taste

for manliness and subtle thought, and with his demotion of justice as a dis

cernible
issue.109

Be that as it may, his drawing attention to Plato's dialogues

as literary works draws our attention to another omission in his own: He does

not interpret the fact that Plato's Apology is written, and so like
Meletus'

sworn statement,
Lysias'

Apology of Callias, and
Gorgias'

radically fictional

Apology of Palamedes. Furthermore, beyond noting the ambiguity of its title

(219L), West says little about the place of this fiction in Plato's ceuvre. He

leaves uninterpreted the fact that this dialogue alone has a title in which Soc

rates'

name occurs; the fact that it is one of only two dialogues whose titles

plainly designate the pragma each represents; the fact that it immediately fol

lows the Sophist and Statesman, and seems therefore to be a substitute for the

unwritten Philosopher; the fact that it is one of seven dialogues about Soc

rates'

last days, whose counterpart seems to be the Sophist; the fact that it

alone expressly puts Plato in the audience (but not among the jurors).

106. Rep 473d3, 484d6, 5l9d-e, 539e5, 592a8-9, 49265-49332. West clsims (124) thst

compulsion is not required once eros is reintroduced, snd in support of this clsim he cites Symp

208cff. But Diotima is here speaking of philotimia (208C3), of houtos eros snd not eros in general

(cf. 20737 with 20535ff.). She last mentioned philosophia at 205d5, before her turn to praxis

(206b2). See Rep 54933-7 snd Phd 82C7.

107. This sketch I gsther from p. 220 snd pp. 77, 1 15, 124, 157, 177, 180.

108. Commentary on Plato's
"Meno,"

pp. 26L

109. Esp. pp. 226 and 10, 77, 79, 80, 190, 192. The "good
poets"

are discussed on pp.

115L, 121. His account of them is doubtfully Platonic: consider the p3SS3ges cited p. 115 n.63,

and ssk whether, according to Plato, the wise as such can disagree among themselves.
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Finally, it seems to me that the great emphasis West puts on Plato's work

as Dichtung, not Historie, wants balance. Do we want to maintain that, while

statements about his compositions are true or false, the compositions themselves

are neither? I, for one, am unprepared to reject out of hand the hypothesis

that each member of the Platonic Corpus imitates, or otherwise instantiates,

a supra-linguistic logos laid up in heaven as it were. It is not in geometry

alone that insight or declaration (6r|A.o)Oig) seems possible by construction or

proposal (0eoig). And if this hypothesis is true, then the Platonic kosmos involves

those exemplary logoi in their entirety. The logographic necessity organizing

Plato's own contingent compositions would then be subordinate to perhaps a

likeness of some dianoetic necessity. Second, do we have good reason to

suppose that Plato's Apology is not biographical or historical? I, for one, wel

come the hypothesis that this dialogue was for him what
Thucydides'

history of

the Peloponnesian War was for Thucydides: a ofjXcoaic; of the most significant

event known to its author. If true, then the Platonic kosmos also involves that

particular event together with all its particular circumstances. The logographic

necessity organizing his composition would then be subordinate to perhaps

even a likeness of historical necessity or chance (Tvyr\). Third, do we want

to maintain that Plato's writings are in no way philosophic? I, for one, have

already advanced the hypothesis that his Apology of Socrates is an inchoate

6fjXa>aig of city-and-man. If true, then the logographic necessity organizing

this composition would be subordinate to perhaps even a likeness of some

transcendental necessity. Of course, if this consequent is true, and if every

Platonic dialogue is shaped like an animal like the reader, then the Apology
is not as such a close likeness of the indeterminate dyad it declares. But

there can be 5rjXcoaic; without piu.r|0ic;, just as there can be uip,r]0ig without

SfjA-cooig. Perhaps logographic necessity, like meaning, is to be understood

in terms of erotic or some other psychic necessity as well.

The foregoing comments are little more than signs in need of exegesis and

validation. Yet they serve to indicate, as promised, a second respect in which

the usefulness of West's interpretation of the Apology is somewhat limited.

Incidentally, they serve to indicate the propriety of using the linguistic ex

pression 'Platonic
kosmos'

,
I think, and also the defensibility of saying that,

to the Platonic kosmos so called, this dialogue is the portal (see L. Strauss,
"On Plato's Apology of Socrates and

Crito"

ab initio).


