University

W Durham

AR

Durham E-Theses

Aristotle’s doctrine of the evolution of society, with
special reference to the first book of the politics;:
together with a brief consideration of the relevance of
this doctrine to recent developments of communities
in certain parts of west Africa.

Sodipo, J. O.

How to cite:

Sodipo, J. O. (1964) Aristotle’s doctrine of the evolution of society, with special reference to the first
book of the politics;: together with a brief consideration of the relevance of this doctrine to recent
developments of communities in certain parts of west Africa., Durham theses, Durham University.
Available at Durham E-Theses Online: http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/7960/

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a link is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses
e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.



http://www.dur.ac.uk
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/7960/
 http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/7960/ 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/policies/

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk


http://etheses.dur.ac.uk

Abstract

The study deals generally with Aristotle's ethical and d
political philosophy; the primary theme, however, is

Aristotle's theory of the nature of society as expounded in

the First Book of the Politics. The study ,therefore,refrains '
from going into the details of the so-called primitive elements 1
in Greek culture, and of questions like exogamy, endogamy,
totemism etce Which bulk so lérgely in works like G. Thomson's
"Studies in Ancient Greek Society".

The introduction deals with earlier conceptions of man
and society as reflected in the conception of $J615) and gives
some close attention to Protagoras' doctrine of the development
of society as expressed in Plato's 'Protagoras'.

Chapter 2 examines Plato's conception of &&GLS and
relates this to his theory of man and societye.

Chapter 3 critically examines the various conceptions
of»&qus ascribed to Aristotle, especially in so far as those
views imply judgements on Aristotle's doctrines in the Politics.

- Chapter 4 examines Aristotle's conceptionvof human nature,
and of the relation of Ethies to Politicse.

Chapter 5 examines the Greek Household and Aristotle's

conception of the nature of the Household.




Chapter 6 deals with Aristotle's theory of slavery,

Chapter 7 gives an account of the Greek village or clan-
community; the development of the village~community is
reviewed with reference to the emergence of the state and
Aristotle's eohception of the role of the village in the
developed state. Attention is here drawn to the 'tribal'

. elements in Aristotle's political thought.

Chapter 8 examines Aristotle's conception of the nature
of the city-state,. Attention is drawn to beth the merits
and the inadequacies of Aristotle's conception of the state
through a close examination of his conception of (a) political
justice and (b) friendship or social sympathy.

Finally, though no special attempt has been made in the
study to gig into the primitive past of Greek cﬁlture, it is
argued that the society which Aristotle analysed has sufficient
similarities to some West African societies to make his
categories applicable to those societies. These similarities

are more obvious in family and religious customs, but even,
‘in more political terms, what Aristotle says of the clan-village
contains lessons relevant to the study of any 'tribally' based

society.
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PREFACE.,

First of all, I would like to make one or two remarks
in explanation of the title of this thesis, For, a grasp of
its denotation is essential for a true understanding of
its contents.

Modern anthropologists regard the myth that it is : §
possible to construct universally valid genétic stages in
the development of society)or_culture;or that there is a
universal law of growth from the simple to the complex
form of society correlating with the uniform unfolding of
what was potential in man,as exploded., The interest of the ;
anthropologist, it is maintained, is not in constructing
logical stages in the development of cultures but in
examining how a culture operates i,e, how a social system
works; in the language of anthropologists, the governing
principle is !functionalism?.

Now, Ariétotle's doctriné of the evolution of society
has been so intimately tied to the exploded myth that any
mention of this doctrine recalls the myth and its
associations. For, most of the eminent anthropologists

*
and socioclogists of the 19th century, Sir Henry Maine l,

* 1 Sir Henry Maine, esp. "Early History of Institutionsg"
London (1875); "Early Law and Custom", London (1891);
and "Ancient Law", London (1861) :
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E.B.Tylor *l; L.H, Mbrganﬂ<2 more or less consciously
took their point of departure from Aristotle. It was
observed by these scholars that Aristotle has concei%ed
natural change as continuous motion arising out of the
thing changing, and has described it as a genetically
connected series of stages leading to an internally
determined direction; further, every natural kind of
species undergoes the same process of change. Aristotle
has also studied the state, i.e, the political organism,
as a natural object in its growth or origin
(td mpdyuoata ouduevo BAETetLy ); he has thus studied the
state from an analysis of man as a political animal who
was endowed with certain needs and potentialities which
'naturally! under favourable circumstances produced the
state. In-doing this,Ahe has stated the doctrine of the
evolution of society. \
He was of course studying the society he knew, i.e.
Greek society, and in the very course of the sketch of
his doctrine he notes that things might be different
and indeed were different in different societies; the )

family, for instance, i% a mwoAhaxlc Aeyduevoy , the

barbarian conceiving its nature differently from the

* 1 E.B.Tylor, "Primitive Culture", London, 1871,

* 2 L.H.Morgan, "Ancient Society; or Researches in the lines
of human progress from savagery through barbarism to
civilization", Chicago (1877).
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Greek (Pol.I.2 1252bL)., Aristotle's doctrine of the
evolution of society is, therefore, no more than the
'schema'!, with the necessary presuppositions, which he
adopts for an evaluation of the institutions of Greek
society. But because the tschema! is envéloped in the
aura of his usual scientific or métaphysical terms -~ the
natural and the accidental, the good and the necessary -
it has sometimes been taken as establishing the fundamental
laws of social evolution.

Thus, Tylor, Morgan, McLennan and Herbert Spencer,
in a way that echoes Aristotle's distinction of the natural
and the accidental, each develop a theory of the evolution
of society in terms of stages of development, Thus, Sir
Henry Maine arguing against the 'Horde! Theory of the
origin of society put forward by‘J,P.McLennan and L.H.
Morgan draws most of his suppoét from Aristotle and Plato,
and declares in one place that "the greatest luminary of
ancient science (i.e. Aristotle) invented or adopted the
Patriarchal Theory", and "the greatest ﬁame in the scilence
of our day (i.e. Darwin) is associated with it"; for "Mr,
Darwiﬁ appears to me to have been conducted by~his own.
observations and studies to a view which cannot be
distinguished from this theory" (Maine, Early Law and

Custom, p.206.). Also in his epoch-making work "Primitive
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Marriage® Mchnnan accepted the Aristotelian account
of the origin of society.

The reader of the title of our thesis may therefore
naturally .expect that it would be concerned with subjects
with which the evolutionistic schemes of the 19th
century anthropologists were concerned - questions like
the 'Horde! or the Patriarchal Theory, !promiscuity!
and 'group marriage!, Exogamy or Endogamy etc., Such a
readér is, however, likely to be disappointed. For
these are not our primary concern, This is, however,
not to deny the relevance to our theme of some of the
insights of these men, and from time to time we may have
recourse to some of the results of thelr pioneering work
to illuminate our theme. Our primary concern, however,
is with Aristotle's conception of the nature of man and
his evaluation of.the various associations or societies
which contribute to the realisation of that nature; and
the term 'evolution'! denotes no more than Aristotle's
sense of ﬁhe progress, both temporal and non-temporél,
involved in evaluating those associations. Indeed, what
litﬁle’role the 'evolutiont! which appears in thé title
plays may be proﬁerly undefstood if it is known that an
earlier title was M"Aristotle's ethical and political

doctrines, together with a brief discussion of their
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relevance to social life in certain communities in West
Africa™, and the modification was only necessitated by
the need to signify our special interest in Aristotle's
conception of those societies like the Family, the Viilage
and the Polis, which cater for human happiness,

The present study is therefore primarily a study of
Aristotle's political philosophy and a study of Greek
society téo, at least in so far as Aristotle!s doctrine
reflects the conditions of the society he knéw. This
explains why the views of previous Greek thinkers on man
and society are considered as constituting the appropriate
background for an examination of Aristotlet!s theory of man
and society.

The criticism however might be made that this approach
necessarily involves a neglect of the so-called primitive
survivals in Greece and thus misses exactly those aspects
which are likely to make the discussion of Aristotle's
doctrine in relation to societies in West Africa poséible
and relevant., That criticism would be answered in the
appropriate place.

However, in view of the fact that the culture of the
ancient Greeks, whatever be its drawbacks, satisfied many
impulses some of which the larger communities of today

find themselves incapable of satisfying, to examine the
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views of’one of the greatest political thinkers that

ever lived on the institutions of that soclety and see

the implications of those views for parallel institutions,
where such exist, in the so-~called 'simplert or t'primitive!
societies is perhaps no less 'anthrépologicél' than

seeking for the primitive elements of that ancient culture,
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The background to Aristotle's moral and political
thought,

It would in a sense be true to say that the ethical
and political ideas of the main previous thinkers and poets
from Homer downwards and the general antecedent history of
the Greek race, its customs and institutions, constitute
the background of Aristotle's political thought., Perhaps
of no other Greek political-thinker is this as likely to
be true as of Aristotle, who has, to a remarkable degree,

a nose for the actual, and who, therefore, in his
philosophy gives a considerable degree of validity to the
tendency of things as they actually are or have beeﬁ in the
past, and attributes such a significant position to the
ideas of his predecessors. Whoever attempts to depict such
a background, therefore, would need not only to give an
account of the general history of the race and of.its
institutions but also to examine the ideés of previous
thinkers on man and society, extracting from the songs of
the poets and the writings of the orators their moral and
political implications. As there is no intention of doing
this in tThis preliminary chapter a brief word of explanation
seems necessary to clarify what is here conceived to

constitute 'background!.



It is generally knOWn that there came in the dévelopment
of the Greek race a stage when sociéty became sufficiently
aware of itself to be able to look at its surroundings as
it were 'ab extra', and to desire some rational explanation
of the apparent mystery of its surroundings, of the way
these surroundings came to be what they were, and of the
powers active within them. The pfevious myths and fantasies -
products, as it were, of childish imagination - began to
give place to a rational inquiry into the nature and origin
of the world. Thus early in the sixth century the era of -
philosophic thought was inaugurated, it is generally believed,
by Thales who tried to give a basis for the understanding of
the mystery of the universe by postulating water to be the
"matrix! from which all things develop.

We are here not strictly concerned with the history of
Greek philosophy nor with the conditions of its rise., Still
a few remarks are relevant. Firstly, the critical
consciousness in society, was itself partly a consequence of
material, economic and social developments. In the cities
of the coast of Ionia where this consciousness first found
expression - our first philosopher Thales, and two important
figures among those immediately succeeding him, i,e.
Anaximander and Anaximenes, all came from the coast of Ionia -

a high level of economic growth and material prosperity had



already been attained in the sixth century B,C., This was
fostered mainly by trade and coloniging activitiesq
Society had emerged from the tribal stage, and political
development had reached a level sufficiently high to
enable our first philosopher to make the rather
sophisticated proposal for centralization of the Tonian
League, if what Herodotus (Histories, I. 170 - 3) tells us
is true. An innately inquisitivé spirit like the Greeks!?,
therefore, became alerted by contact with different peopies,
and especially with the older civilisations of the East,
their skills and techniques and astronomy. The result is
the beginning of what we call scientific inquiry.

It must be noted, however, that though we call the
inquiry scientific, it was in spirit much less concerned
with the possible utilization of natural powers and resources
for economic ends than with discovering the principles of
human society, its institutions and environment., The story
told of Thales, our first philosopher, makes him comparable
to a modern scientific investigator whoyon "striking oil®
in the course of his research ,with cool detachment abandons
the field declaring that his inﬁerest was pure Oewpla and
fhat it was not for oil he sought. Instead of directing
the inquiry to the possibie development of machines to

replace slaves the Greek inquired into the ¢VoLg of the
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slave, Thus while philosophy was certainly not so
anthropocentric as to prejudice pure logical speculations
as it later came to be with the Stoics and Epicureans it
was as much concerned with the problem of eddatpovia

as with the phenomena of the heavens and all other varied
occurrences in the cosmos which constitute the human
environment. Thus reason, born of curiosity, camb to be
regarded as the most efficient means of answering the
question of human happiness and of solving the problems
that confront man in social life, Secondly, we must note
that acdording to references in the major fifth century
writers, the word which these philosophers used to designate
the nature of their enquiries was ¢voLg .

In the fifth century, forreasons which will briefly be
discussed later, the belief became prevalent among the
foremost moral thinkers that the 'unum necessarium! was the
winning of an adequate philosophiéal standpoint capable of
serving as the basgis for the.theory and practice of the moral
life in society. Both Plato, whose objective was rendered
all the more practical by his sense of the inadequacy and
decay of the traditional Greek morality during the late
fifth century, and the more important of the sophists, whose
theories Plato thought it was his main business to refute

because those theories were offsprings of that degeneracy -



all of them - approached the problem of man and society
with the assumption that an adequate grasp of what
constitutes '¢U0tL¢ ' for man would enable one to know the
proper standard for'the conduct of human affairs, The
satisfaction of this ' ¢UOLG?', they believed, constitutes
human happiness, A giance at the First Book of the Politics
shows to what extent Aristotle considers the elucidation of
what constitutes '¢voiLg ' for man a necessary preliminary
for an adequate estimate of man, his happiness, and the
institutions that minister to this happiness.

It is, therefore, an important assumption in this
inquiry that the examination of the development of the term
'QUOLE ', and its use in moral and political theory by
Aristotie's predecessors, constitute the background of
Aristotle's political thought, and that an adequate examin-
ation of Aristotle's political theory, both in its ethical
aspects, and in its purely political aspects, must depend to
a large extent on an adequate grasp of the nature of his
philosophic principle or his theoretical 'schema', which, it
is believed, comes down to his conception‘of pOoLG .

There are thus distinguishable in Greek moral and
political thought two aspects or, in historical language,
two eras, First, that aspect which reveals the pristine

customs and the traditional social morals of the race, These



customs and social ethics form the main content of the
songs of the early poets who sing of {dpetr and &Cxun .
For, dpetn is the excellence of those men who,within the

framework of &Cun and vduot | use their natural capacities

>
to the utmost and within the praise of their fellowmen.
And A¢xn is 'that which is done and is generally believed
to do', in other words, it is the standard of conduct
prescribed by custom, but by custom, suppofted by 0&uig -
tthat which is established!, and by an incipient moral
sense expressed by véusolt§ , offac , and aldwg - that
self-judgement according to a standard supplied by others
or by,society. Thus it is the &C(xun of old men to bathe,
eat and sleep, and that "of divine kings not to say or

do anything out-of-order in public". (Homer, Odyssey

IV, 691 cf. Hesiod, Works and Days R75 - 285).

A sense of 'normal'! is therefore implicit in bﬂxn.
But at this stagé of ethical thought there is some
ﬁagueness about the ultimate moral sanction. Thus, while
custom prescribes the standard of conduct, he who does that
which is not dome, i.e. drives out 0(%N , does not merely
offend 'social propriety! but 'disregards the voice of the
gods! (Homer, Iliad, XVI, 386 - 8) : Thus the sons of

Achaeans who carry a sceptre receive tthemistes! from Zeus

when they do justice, and Zeus honours Hecaté above all
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others; for she makes famous whom she will among the clans
and in (%M she sits besides kings who have self-respect;
for, "she, being herself the author of 6¢(xun and fitness
among things, the king who has her for his assessor cannot
err in his judgement of what is done or the way things
really happen", In Hesiod, also,0txn has Zeus for father,
Themis for mother and Eunomia for sisters, (Hesiod,
Theogony, 901 ) ! |
Therefore,while men do certain deeds and avoid others
because their fathers had acted so and public opinion forbids
them to do otherwise, the concepts of &C(un and 68utg are in
a way connected with religion, its sanctions and ideas. The
just man,therefore, is the man who observes the established
social forms but he observes them usually because they have
been so established for & sufficiently long period and with
sufficient firmness to have gained divine sanction; the
'just?! man is thus also he who observes those practices
which place him upon the best terms with the higher powers
(cf. Homer, Odyssey, II, 282; III 52 - 53 and 133 - 134).
Thus Odysseus asks, "To whose land have I come now? Are
they violent and wild and unmindful of @¢xn , or are they
those who cherish strangers and whose spirit is fearful of
the gods?". With the gods in the background therefore, 0éuLc¢

and OCxn ﬂare both "right" and "Hereditary custom", These
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"hereditary precedents of procedure™ cover the whole of
social existence in this era, And to this era belong, with
various peculiarities, Homer, Hesiod, Simonides of Ceos,
and probably.Pindar,

Secondly, there is the aspect which reveals the pre-
occupation of several thinkers who, thanks both to social
and political developments and the inquiries of the pre-
Socratics, became dissatisfied with the acceptance of
customs and institutions solely on the grounds that they
were traditional and, realising the need for a philosophy
of first principles, came to examine the basis of customs
and the validity of the»institutions of society. This is
the era of analysis, and to it belong the Sophists,
Democritus, Socrates, PlatQ and Aristotle; and each in his
own way, Sophocles, Euripides and Thucydides.

This division is, of course, mainly arbitrary, and,in

a way, defective in S0 far as it gives the impression that all

the writers of the first group were uncritical in their
acceptance of traditional customs and institutions and were

unaware of the need to cast a critical look into the basis

of social and individual morals, A comparison of the different

pictures that would emerge if one extracted the moral and
political teachings implicit in the poems of Homer, Hesiod
and Simonides would show that our division does not take

account of the characteristic details of each poet's ideas.



Also the transition from poetry to analysis was not
through a leap. When Hesiod complained of princes who
administered crooked 5¢xn he shows his awareness that the
0éceig or véuotL which constitute the yardsticks of the
princes' rule do not conform to the ordering of any divine
6fxn . Solon gave no explicit theory of @¥oLg but he
directed his remedies to establishing a just political
order the existence of which was being jeopardised by the
ambitions of powerful men; he thus reveals implicitly his
conviction that the 'status quo! no longer had any divine
sanctions, and there runs throuéh the surviving fragments
of his poems a controversy similar to that later on
- conducted as to the relations of justice and expediency.
All these men in so far as their efforts implied a
recognition of the fact that the traditional does not gain
validity Jjust because it was traditional were direct
contributors to the development of the philosophic approach
in morals and politics. " But what is more important, the
moral and political ideas of the men of the first era are
not so divorced from the arlysis of the men of the second
era; for it is into the basis of those very customs and
institutions, more or less uncritically accepted by the
poets, that the philosophic thinkers made it their main

pre-occupation to probe. In some cases, as with Aristotle
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%n.broad outline, and as with Plato in the 'Laws', political
phiiosophy has its very wasis on those very’custéms and
traditions. Looking from another angle, one sees similar
significance in the attention which Plato, the greatest of
the philosophers, gave to the moral and political ideas
implicit in the songs of Homer, the greatest of the poets,
and his sense of the influence, actual and potential, of
those ideas in his own time, This indeed shows to what
extent 'analysis'! was involved in poetry and customs, i.e.
to what.extent the effort to find a philosophic basis
for morals and politics is involved in tréditional social
and individual morals, and proves that the old "propriety
of conduct" was not abrogated in the era of anaiysis; for
what the ethical inquiry of that era did was to use the
abundant material of the former era for analysis and
reconstruction, to place its f'customary! ethics on a firmer
basis of knowledge, to systeﬁatize the‘ethical ideas stored
up in poetry, to make the basis and obligation of morality
clearer and to reconsider the claims of morality with the
requirements of an adequate and fully consistent life,
Still, the distinction between an era of poetry and one
of analysis enables us to concentrate on the theme common
to those who directed their efforts towards finding a

philogophic basig for morals and social institutions.
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Therefore, though it is realised that tanalysis needs
for its elucidation some reference to traditional
morals and institutions it is an important assumption
in this work that the formulation of each philosopherts
first principles is the key to an understanding of hié
evaluation of the institutions that cater for human
happiness.

Now, the first attempts to formulate consciously
a theory about man and society took among the Greeks,
as hinted above, the form of postulating what is
fundamental in human nature; ethical theory, when it
is distinguishable from political theory, then takes
the form of what kind of conduct conduces to the
fulfilment of this 'nature'! - the fundamental in man.,
Political theory, sémetimes posiﬁive, at other times
negative, takes the form of examining what social
institutions contribute to the realisation of this
tnature!. The use of the word 'nature’ and t fundamentalt,
however, neéds some explanation; for the wofd which
most of these thinkers used is !'¢doLg! - the same
word which, it is believed, the'first‘philosophers
used in their enquiries into the nature of the universe.

A few words about the word '¢VoLg ' is therefore
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considered not out of place*'l. For the semasiological
development of ¢¥0t¢ yields points by no means irrelevant
to the development of Greek political theory. We are here
however not launching on an extensive sdale a
semasiological inquiry into the development of o¢lVocig; we
would confine ourselves to a brief consideration of the
development of the term from a purely descriptive one to
a term used as a criterion in morals and politics, and
examine its significance for Greek moral and political
theory.

Although interpretations differ widely, most scholars
who have given any attention.to the semantics of
connect it with o@dw ,@ﬁouacQ QveLy - ‘o bring forth, to‘
beget, to produce, to put forth: and its passime @veodal -
Lto be born, to be begotten, to be produced, to grow, to sprirg
up or forth, to come into beingt But there the agreement erds.
Disagreement arises at the point of &eciding how gignificant

is the primary meaning in the developed uses of ¢@v0Lg .

¥ 1 In relation to the specific purpose of examining
Aristotlet!s doctrine of the evolution of society, tracing the
development of the word might seem an instance of the
procedure which Horace advises us not to adopt - starting

the story of the Trojan War with an account of the egg

from which Helen grew. Ars Poetica 147 -~ 'nec gemino bellum
Troianum orditur ab ovo!. It is however hoped that our
results here would justify the procedure,
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One would probably find a discussion of the term ¢vouc
in any of Aristotle's major works, the first chapters of the

De Gaelo, the De Partibus Animalium, the Politics, for instance.

The principal Aristotelian 'loci' for the interpretation of
¢¥CLc however, are Metaphysies D IV, 1014b 16 - 1015a 19 and
Physics II 192b8 = 194821; a close look at the discussion in

the Metaphysics would, however, serve our purpose here.

It may, I hope, be safely assumed that the compedia
Aristotle gives are based on his analysis of ¢U0LG as found

in the literature and thought preceding him. In the discussion

in Metaphysics D IV, Artistotle gives the impression that ihe

word ovovc has one real meaning; there is however little

doubt that all the meanings he lists are meanings that the

word ¢UGLg really does have from time to time, though Aristotle

is right in saying that one of them is logically more fundamental

than the others,‘which are derived from it by more or less
naturai exbension or analogye. Butbfirst let us glance at

the various meanings. 9U0t¢ could have the following various

meanings;

(1) oOrigin or 'birth' - "g meaning which would occur to anyone@
Aristotle says "if he were to pronounce the 'u' in <¥J¢\S
long"

(2) That out of which things grow, i.e., their seed.

(3) The source from which the brimary movement in every natural

object is present therein in virtue of the object's own
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essence.

(4) The primitive matter out of which things are made.

(5) The essénce of natural objects.

(6) Essence in Reneral .

(7) The essence of things which have a source of movement
in themselves, This meaning Aristotle regards as the
fundamental meaning of ¢Jfl5v-

In view of our interest in the primary meaning of
however, the first meaning in Aristotle's list is the most

gignificant. lMet.D loiub 16 -

A

¢BoLg AéyeTal &va v Tpdrov | BV euoudvey

véveotg, otov el Tic &nentelvoc AyoL Td D.

One or two rémarks may be made directly at this point.
First, it is generally agreed that Aristotle's etymology is
here false - the 'u' in ¢YoL¢, unlike that in Pvw, @vouat
is never long. This, however, need not necessarily affect
the correctness of the meaning which Aristotle says ¢VUGLg
sopetimes has., Secondly, t.:.% though it is true that Aristotle
quotes Frag. 8 of Empedocles (Diels) as exemplifying not the
meaning.of ¢pUcLcas TEVESLE (meaning no;5); toe much can easily

oo 4l
be made of this, it,

A

So
seems more likely that in fact ¢¥oLc means
'growing' or 'growth' or 'coming to be' in Empedocles Frag. 8.,

though we cannot here enter into the learned diécussions
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surrounding this fragment,

It is nevertheless relevant to ask whether the fact that
'the simple root gv is the equivalent of the Latin 'fu' and
the English 'be' rules out the primary idea of ‘growth or
'coming to be' in ¢vw, ¢Voudtand in ¢UOLG. Fop » Greek @2’
Latin 'fu', English 'be' &krethe equivalent of Sanskrit’bhey - 3
bhu. And under this, Walde - Pokorny, Vergleichendes
Woérterbuch der Indogermanischen Sprachen, 2nd vol; vide Pe 140
(cf.,Pokorny, Je ¢ Indogermanisches Etymologisches Worterbuck
‘1st vol. Pe 1U46) record: '

: % |
“bheu --bhi ursprgle (ursprunglich) ,vachsen (Wohle-”schwellen

G ))

N . - ‘
»ee Worans ,entslehen,werden, sein s le€e, originally  'grow’

(possibly;: %well, increase, grow biggef) ees hence, coriginate
become, ng

- The original signifiéation 'grow' is of course well
observed in Greek usage (see Liddell & Scott sub ovw ef. also
Boissacq, E., Dfctionnaire Etymologiéue de la Langue Greeque
Heidelberg - Paris, 1938,:sub ¢vw. The semantic development
'grow‘:>gbecome, beg(cf. Skt. bhu, 'become, be'; Greek néouxa,
E@uv:bé,(be by naturegetc) may therefore be a witness to a

subsequent progressive conceptual fusion of the processes of

'becoming' (= originating) and 'growth' and the resultant
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state of 'being', a process the qature of which is perhaps
8till traceable in the early philosophers' varied use of $J€)S,
The semasiological development would ,therefore, be something
1like"bhi=grow ::becomé;be: This hypothesis is perhaps
favoured by the existence of a firmly established Inde~Buropean
radical’es ~ be, both in its substantive and in its copulative
use (ef. Skt. as-ti,Gk. £0-TiL, Iat. es-t <4%s-ti), especially
as there is no reason to suppose that for such a fundamental
concept the IE speakers digd tolerate a perfect synonym without
the slightest semantic differentiation. It seems therefore
inconclusive to say,as Burnet does, thatuthe simple root‘éuf
is the equivalent of the Latin 'fu' and the English 'be', and
need not have this derivative meaning“of growth, It may even
be misleading to say that the meaning of growth in @6ouao
is derivative,

Lovejoy'sxl suggestion therefore that from "birth', Q6cw5
presumably came to mean innate qualiti, and later still came

) .
to mean(characteristics in general, "the derivation from 'birth!

%¥l. In the account here given of the development of ¢¥cLc I am
much indebted to A.0. Lovejoy and G. Boas, "Primitivism and
Related Ideas in Antiquity", Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Press,
€Spe the chapter on the "Genesis of the Conception of 'Nature'
as ‘Norm' "and the conspectus given at the end of the book of
"some meanings of Nature’.
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~ being then largely forgotten® seems, in the circumstances of
our knowledge of the development in usage ,the most plausible .

JeLe MyreS*Z

believes that the significance for political
theory of ¢tvoiL¢ lies in its primary meaning ofvyévesig, 'the
way things growf, or the process of beceming: His view,
however, has not gained wide acceptance, nor is it supported
by the fact that most of the earliest usages of the word
emphasise not this primary meaning of yéveoicbut the descriptive
signification of the term in the sense of 'general character!'
'qualities', 'constitution'. The relevant aspect of this
development for our purpose is the transition from PUOLS Gs
a general descriptive term to ¢vsic as 'norm'; we shall
therefore devote a few paragraphs to examining this aspecte.
There is the well-known instance of the word in Homer
(Ode X.303). There the Slayer of Argos (Hermes) gives
Odysseus the plant(gg;i?which he has plucked from the ground,
and shows him its nature - xaf'uon eUoLy adTtou &£delEe -

“t is black at the root, but the flower is like to milk”,

Here certainly oUouc is used ag a term signifying ’characteristicé

#%2. "The Political Ideas of the Greeks", London, 1927, pp. 155-
164, @¥CLs  Myres argues, denotes 'the process or way of
growing'. Thus, aginst the interpretation of ¢U0L¢ in Qd. X303
as 'appearance'or 'physical characteristics', Myres believes that
Hermes is drawing Odysseus' attention to the 'process of growth'
of the mely' - 'black at the root' refers to "the beginning® of
the process of growth, and 'flower like to milk' refers to its
completion's Myres interpretes the other instances of the word'
9UoL¢ in the early writers on this principle. The interpreta-
tion seems to me often forced, and rather unconvineinge.
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(pace Myres, "The Political Ideas of the Greeks", b¢155).
The word ¢U0Lg occurs some five times in Aeschylus.

In the 'Prometheus' 489 the chorus distinguished clearly "the

flight of crook-taloned birds, which by nature are suspicious" -
ofwuvég te deEtol ¢voLy - and the details of "the birds* various
modes of life, their mutual feuds and loves and their
consortings" make clear the descriptive signification of <$6Wl5»
In Supp. L496 the emphasis is on extermal characteristics -
nopofic 6’oﬁx 6udcmo%ggig"the naturerof our aspect is unlike
yours" for "Nile and Inachus," it is added, “réar a different
race', In Choephroe 281 it is possible to translate o¢vcic as
‘constitution', but it is 'constitution' in the sense of
'general characteristics'; ocoapxuly érapBatfipac...refyivag
égéoeovmag dpyatay @voLy - “Ieprous ulcers « « o eating uway
the primal nature of the flesh',. The meaning is the same in
Persae Ll4l, dxpaloL @voLvseems to invite the sense of
'constitution® for ¢¥OLY, but the added details - VUiV <’

dpLoTol uEdyéveray ExWpenels show that OVOLY draws our
attention to external characteristics.

In Pindar in the two instances of the use of the word
¢U0L¢ the signification in onme is certainly descriptive -
Melissus has not the ¢UOLY QupLwvelay because he is small of
stature - Istbmian III.49. In Nemean VI.5., however, we have
dANG Tuvaoc@épouev Burav

ﬁ wéyav vdov fror @voLv dbavdrtolg,
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and here o¢voLy could refer to an intellectual as well as a
physical quality.

The descriptive sense of the word ¢UOLC is confirmed by
the usage in Herodotus. In Herodotus Histories I1.5. we have
Alysrrov ydp ¢BoLe THe xbeme 20Tl Tolnds -
and then follows an account of the general characteristics of
the land. In II.19 we have <T0U motauol ¢vciLoc ®épt and in
II.35 we have < motau®d ovorv dAholny wepeyxomdvy 7 of dArou
ROTALOC  and in III,22 o¢UOLg ®updv. There are other similar
instances of the word in Herodotus. But there are also in
Herodotus some traces of development in usagé. For, there
are one or two instances where ¢UoLg can without violence only
be translated in the sense of 'the normal or usual qualities! of a
thing. In V.L#8 we hear of the Carians being posted in battle
tva un &xovutec dMLow GETYElVaa. aﬁmoﬁ Te pEvety dvoyraZduevor

, g oYoLog;
vevorato &tu &uetvoved/ The usage is similar in IV.50 when the
Danube is spoken of as &ACyw uéZwv tfc &wvtol PUOL 0¢,
and in VIII.38 where two hoplites who appeared at Delphi are
spoken of as @ééovag ﬁ wot’ qvopdrey ¢VcLv. As soon as @60@@
acquires this sense of 'normal!, it becomes easy to use 0UCL¢g
to denote a 'morm! whether humén nature, animal nature or even
the nature of‘inaﬁimates; and instances of this slightly further

step in usage are found in Herodotus,e.g. I11.65, 116.
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In spite of this, however, the dewcriptive sense of ¢votc

is so strong in Herodotus that the development from a purely
descriptive connotation to a nOrmative one in the use of ¢voi¢
remains purely latent. Thus ¢¥ciL¢ means much more the same
thing»as Youog as it appears in for example, IT. ;N5 -

Euot ey vBv 6ouébuob, Taliva Kéyovmag, TG ’Au&vﬁTva

pBotoc xal Ty vduwy mapmayv dmelpwg Exely ot &\Anvecg,
or they are complementary terms as in II.35.

Ayomtionr dua TP odpavy TH watd G@éag}éngb &tepoly xal T

rnoToud oSty dAAelny RAPEYOUEV® T of o ﬂbmauof, T8 ROAMAL

) Y ., , , VEUOVG .
RAVTA ERmOALY - Ttolg &Alotot dvBpwrotct &otngavto Hoed & wab A

On the whole, therefore, the Herodotean use of ¢Uotg in
the sense of 'norm' is very near to the usage in the Corpus
Higpocraticum in tﬁe sense of the 'normal'!, the 'original!,
the 'natural! place or condition of a thiﬁg. Thﬁs with tﬁe
passéges Heréd. IV50, V.118, VIII.38 mentioned in the last but
one paragraph above could be compared the passage in the Corpus

Hippocraticum, lepl {pBpwy 30,which speaks of a joint in

dislocation as being placed napd ¢¥oLY and as returning to
its ¢U0l¢ when replaced. ¢@UOLg in this sense very nearly

means T0 elwdé¢ with which it is indeed often associated, as

in the Corpus Hippocraticum, Illepl tepfic vovoov 14 and

lIpoyvwott®dy 2, (ef. Arist. Probl. 949a 31 and Thuey. 45.2).
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In Sophocles the sense of ¢UoL¢ is in many instances that
of 'the character' the ‘'distinctive' quality of a thing, though
often a man's genersl character is seen aginst his birth
(Electra , 325, Ajax 1259,1301)., It is however, interesting
to note that the sense of the 'normal' which we find latent in
Herodotus comes more into the open in Sophocles. For in the
latter we find ¢U0it¢ being used for that which is a permanent
and distinctive characteristic of a thing as opposed to its

transitory and superficial festures. In Philoctetes 902 we

find Neoptolemus asserting his real nature as aginst the hardly
noble one revealed by his trick on Philoctetes -

dravta évcxépSLQ, Thy adtol ¢douLy

8Tav MdY TLg 0pd T uh) RpooelLxoTa,
"All is offensive when a men is false to his true self, and
does unseemly things",

In BElectra 1023, Electra draws a distinction between
character as a distinctive and permanent guality of a person,
and the accidental characteristics which sometimes accompany
that qualitye &\’ Fvovouy yve Tdv 6% voBv foowy T6TE
"y temper (or guality) was the same, my mind less ripe¥.

The foregoing account of the development in the use of
ovoL¢ has been necessarily sketchy, but I think it has drawn

our attention to the fact, which for our purpose is the
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important point, that though the primary meaning of ¢vcLc may
be 'groﬁth' or 'birth', it very early lost this meaning and
its commonest meaning in the earliest literature is 'general
character', 'make-up', and that the normative meaning was a
development from this descriptive connotatione In view of
this fact, however, it seeme likely that if in the late
seventh century or in the sixth century somebedy was told that
a group of men wrote wepl ¢Voeswghis first reaction would be
to want to know "en the nature of what?" and 'nature' 'would
ordinarily, ie.e. outside of any philosophical or scientifiec
theory, mean 'general chéraeter'. That this would be a
legitimate reaction even up to the beginning of the fifth
century seems to be sﬁpported by the fact that even when the
phrase had somé to be used technically as the designation of
the works of the eafly philosophers, the nature of what was
their concern was quite often specified. Thus when Xenophod*‘
wanted to tell us that Socrates did not concern himself mwepl
PU0ews, ileee with the problem of the Nature of the Universe
as it had come to be technically designated, he said that he
did not teach xmepl Tfic Y wdviwy @voswe Hrep THY Grlwy oﬁ
TAETL OTOL § he then goes on to amplify the connotation of

ndvtwy in the phrase - the origin of the world, the laws by

%' Xenophon - Memorabilia 1.1, 11 - 15
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which the heavenly bodies are'goﬁerned; i1t is almost a
paraphrase of the guestions which Arisﬁotle tells us in. the
Metaphysics aroused men's curiosity and gave rise to philosophy
- "the phenomena of the mooﬁ and those of the sun, and about

the stars and about the genesis of the universe', In Lysis Qlub
Plato, although grammatically using o¢votgas if it were
equivalent to, or.co-brdinate with, Tb 6Aov leaves no doubt

of the close connection between ovoiLcand td &\ov in the
inquiries of the pre-Socratics. What he writes is

ob mepl ¢voswg T€ xal ToB &hov 6Lahsyohsv0L wad Ypé@ovmsg,

but nepl @ﬁoawg e xal To¥ dhovis a hendiadys for wepl Tfic Tob
hov oviefol e (Cf. Soph. 249e)e: Eyven the phrase HeTewpoloylag
980ews NEpL of the Phaedrus (269e) seems equivalent to nepl 7Tfic
To¥ Shov ¢Boewg, especially in view of the close connection

of the investigation concerning the universe with questions

about the phenomena of the heavens (cf. Ariste. Met. 982b 12 - 17

Plato, Tim. 472, Rep. 530a - 531b)., Further, the phrase is
used on the work of Anaxagoras, one of the greatest of the
in@uirers ﬂepl ¢voewg. Afain in the Protagoras’ (315c) we
find a crowd of students eagerly putting questions on astronomy,

the heavens and the nature of the universe to Protagoras -

é@agvovmo ot mepl o@voewg Te xal BV petedpwy dotpovoutxd &t
Stepwtdv.

, ,
Here voB &\ovwould normally perform the function
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t . )
of the details = heavens, astronomy - in the sentence.

We should, however, not be surprised if in the fifth
and fourth centuries we find the 'ﬁav%wv')}woﬁ Eov
dropping out end the phrase mepl ¢voswccame to be technically
used to designate the works of those who attempted to explain
the Nature of the Universe. The earliest occurrence of the

phrase nepl ¢¥oewg (0TopLa seems to be in the Corpus Hippoe

craticum lepl {epfic vovoovithough Burnet suggests that its
first occurrence is in Euripides?l Even the usage in the

Corpus Hippeocraticum still suggests clearly that ndvtwv or

To¥ Shov was understood and was originally usually expressed
with nep¢ ¢voswe when it fefers to inquiries such as those
undertaken by the pre-Socratics. The phrases mepl @doLoc -
&vepwmoug ﬂapl O®VBOLOG ﬂacécov)ﬂspt oVoLOoC¢ vaa%aépwhich
designate some of the enquiries of the Corpus Hippocraticum
are parallel to mepl ¢¥oswc ToB &Mov, of which the TLatin "De

Rerum Natura“ is a fair translation.

Even when Plato uses the phrase 7%epl 090ewcwithout the

X1 Early Greek Philosophy (4th edition 1930) pp. 10 - 11. . @n
Eur. Fr. inc. 910 ,Burnet says "This is the oldest and most
trustworthy statement as to the name originally given to science.
I lay no stress on the fact that the books of the early
cosmologists are generally quoted under the title Lepl o¢voswc

as such titles are probably of later date."
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addition of ®dvtwvy or <oB &rov in referring to the inquiries
of the pre-Socratics there is often an amplification which shows
that wavtwy or To¥"0Mov  is to be understood. Thus in the

Phaedo (96a) mepl o@boewc totopta is explained as"the knowledge

of the cause of each thing, why each thing came to be, why it
ends and why it is? and in the Philebus (59a) the inquiry
nepl 9voewg is directed to finding out' how the world came
into being, the laws by which it operates and its modes of
operation:‘

But the nature of the problem which these early thinkers
raised made it almost inevitable that 9¥0t¢ should acquire a
new significance in their hands. As long as problems of
scientific explanation were not raised, it was possible for
pBoLg to be confined to its essentially descriptive connotation;
even the sense of 'normal! which it developed outside philosophic
usage did not liftAit mucﬁ above the descriptive sense, as
is shown clearly by Herodotean usage. Herodotus talks of the
pvoLg and véuot of Greeks, those of Egyptians, those of
Indians,and those of Aethiopians. The VOMOL of these various
peoples differ, in some respects '4oto caelol'The 'Father of
History',however, seems content to note that ﬁhese differences
are resﬁlts mainly of differing environments and circumstances
and to advise, providential historian that he was, that all
customs deserved reverent obedience. Greater knowledge of the

ethnology and sociology of other peoples did not therefore raise
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for him such acute problems as it did raise for some of the
sophists., Whether this attitude was due to the temperament
and the intellectual bent of the historian, or to the fact
that the philosophic significance of @U¥OLg for social enquiry
was still only latent by his time, or whether he realised the
full scientific significance of ¢¥oL¢ and was disposed towards
the Protagorean view of society as some scholars suggest it is
impossible for us to consider here., We, however, know that
Herodotus probably finished his histories about the time of
the autbreak of the Peloponnesian War (c.432 B.C.), although
there are references (e.g. Bk, VI, 121-140, VII, 133-7, 139-1L4L
160~2, and Bk.IX 73-5) to events occurring between the years
431-429 B.C. which points towards the conclusion that there was
some later revision,

Be that as it may, the pre-Socratics sought the ¢@¥0Lg
of the universe; and in doing so, they were not attempting to
give a description of each of the particular things that
collectively constitute the universe; they were rather seeking
a principle by which it could be explained, its nature, the
variety of its phenomena, the laws of its operation etc. Thus
by the very nature of the problem they raised, the principle of
explanation is a major aspect of the solution of the broblem.
To say this is to imply two things; first, that these early
thinkers were mainiy interested in explaining the universe

and secondly, that the nature of the problem makes the issue of
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a principle of explanation or dominant one. It may come to
pass, however, that as the attempts to explain develéped and
analysis became intensifiéd, emphasis might shift from the
| thing explained to the principle of explanation. This would

by no means be a strange phenomenon in the field of thought;
and there is evidence which points in the direction that
something like this happened in this field of Greek thought.
When Plato tells us, for example, in the Lxﬁig_(21hb) and in
the Philebus (59a) that the pre-Socratics inquiring =ept ¢dcswg
were concerned with the Nature of the Universe, its processes
‘etc. he uses ¢@UoLg with emphasis on the thing explained,

and in a sense which keeps ¢U0L¢ to its common usage as the
'character', 'qualities! of something, a sense which usually
ﬁeeds a spécifying geniﬁive; when however, he tells.us, as in the
Laws (891b) and (892c¢) that the pre-Socratics conceived the
material elements, air, water, earth and fire to be the QVOLG
of things, he uses ¢U0LGin the sense of a principle of
explanation. This is made clear in his own counter argument
that any attempt to explain the nature of the universe must
include purpose or a planning mind as ¢¥0Lge. It is possible to
detect both senses in Aristotle, but hbenaturally concentrates
on @¥0Lg as a principle of explanation, It is in this sense
that ¢¥otg 1is the essenee of things which have in themselves
a source of motion; and @¥0L¢ is more Fform than matter

(cf. Met. 1015a 13ff.). It is also in this sense that Aristotle
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explains the @UOLg of most pre-~Socratic philosophers to be
in one way or another a materialf&pxﬁ.

One of the most significant results of the inquiries of
the pre-Socratics,therefore was, in spite of the variety of
the things which each philosopher made his first principle*]
the development of the use of PUOLE to denote the first
principle, the permanent that explains the variable, the
complex and the multiform. For without the development which
the word saw in the hands of the early philosophers @¥0Lg
was not on its own capable of being used as it came to be used
as the touchstone by which to judge what is good and bad in
morals and politics, and by which the permanent and essential

could be distinguished from the transient and superficial.

1 Since we are here mainly concerned with sketching the
background of the use of @¥0L¢ as a criterion in morals and
political life, we omit any discussion of the various inter-
pretations given by scholars to ¢¥0Lg as used in pre-Socratic
philosophy, except when our exposition demands reference to a
particular interpretation. The main ones are of course Burnet's
which views the pre-Socratics as concerned with the 'primary
substance!, 'the fundamental element of things'; Heldel's

Hept d¥oewg - - Proc. of Amer. Acad. of Arts and Sciences,
Vol. XLV (1910) ppe. 79-133 - which takes ©@U¥0L¢ to mean (a)

the process or growth of things, (b) the cause of the process
or growth of things, and (c) the definition or 'chemical
formula! of the constituent elements of things; and Cherniss
who in his epochal work -~ Aristotle's Criticism of Pre-Socratic
philosophy, esp. pp.359ff. established beyond doubt that the
pre~Socratics in their inquiries lepl @voewg were as much
interested in processes as in explanatory principles.
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There is therefore a kernel of truth in Jaeger's statement
that "the Greeks did not think of human nature as a theoretical
problem until, by studying the external world....they had

established an exact technique on which to begin a study of the

inner néture of man® for "the Greek spirit trained to think of the

external cosmos as governed by fixed laws searches: for the
inner laws that govern the soul, and at least discovers an
objective view of the internal cosmosU*

But what is more important, however, some of these
philosophers who inquired into the principles by which the
universe and its phenomena could be explained believed that
these same principles are applicable to the proper ordering
of human conduct and of society. For, as I suggested earlier,
these early thinkers did not conceive the nature of their
inquiries.as a modern physicist or chemical analyst conceives
his own; they took a more synoptic view and believed that the
cosmos and the microcosmos as governed by the same laws, that
therefore an insight gainéd into the working of the cosmos
provides a guiding principle to life. As Barker very well puts
it, '"these early theories wefe, to those who propounded them,
solutions of the riddle of the universe. As such, they applied
to the life of man as much as they did to the life of the earth.

Conclusions with regard to the elements of physical nature and

*1 Jaeger =~ Paideia Vol. 1 p.150.
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their mutual relations involved similar conclusions about tThe
elements of man's moral nature and the connection of those
elements - about the elements of the state, and the scheme

by which they were unitedn,x 1

When Anaximander (fr.1) speaks of 'juftice'! as a principle
of the cosmos, he seemed like applying.a term borrowed from
the social structufe to the cosmos but he also probably believed
that political justice has its basis in cosmic justice.

It is, of course, generally known that the Pythagoreans
believed that knowledge of the nature of the cosmos is indis-
pensable to a proper ordering of‘the microcosmos - man - and
of society. They therefore believed that the principle of
things which with them was §Umber was applicable to morals and
society. Scholars have seen Pythagorean influences in Plato,
and even in’CIisthenes of Athens and Hippodamus of Milétus;
and as the author of the.Magna Moralia tells us in a summary
of previous ethical thought "The first to attempt a definition
of justice was Pythagoras; but his method was faulty for he
made virtue a number, justice a cube etc."

In Heraclitus ¢U¥otg,it is true, xpmf’mecem ofret (Fr.B,10)
but once succeed in‘grasping it, and you have the touchstone for
the proper ordering of conduct and society. Whether it is called
'justice! or "o oégpov’ or 'hdvog'or"the thunderbolt that

steers the course of all things'! or 'the ever-living fire! it

" Barker -~ Greek Political Theory - Plato and his
Predecessors, second edition, p.46.
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is nevertheless the universal law. 'Fools may seek! to live
in a private world of their own imagining, but the wise 'must
hold fast to what is common to all (v Evvd mdvwwv)
as a city holds fast to its law (vépw ) and even more strongly.
"For all laws are fed by the one divine law'; true wisdom
consists in understanding this matrix of law, the 'common!
basis to all human actions whether public or privaﬁe -
"oo¢&u dAnOda Adystv xal ROLELY XuTd QBOLY éxaéovwag (Fr. B.112)
Empedocles speaks of nature as an order of justice (Fr.B.135); 
in Parmenides, it is ’justicé' that holds Being within the bonds
of the measure "and dées not ioose her fetters and let anything
come into being or pass away but holds it fast', though in fhe
case of Parmenides it must be difficult to see how this kind
of Jjustice could help the proper.ordering of society.
Even in the case of Democritus, Gregory Vlastos has shown%1
to what extent Democritean Ethics is in fact based on his Physics,
even though Cyril Bailey in his study of the Atomists believes
that "Democritus' ethic hardly amounts to a moral theory" and
that "there is né effort to set the picture of the 'cheerful! man
on a firm philosophic basis or to link it up in any‘way with'the
physical system. In fact, however, 'wisdom! for Democritus is
insight into the order of nature, anvinsighﬁ which enables the
soul to direct both external forces and its own inner motions of

desire and hope'; for eddatpovla odx BooxAuaoty olxel 0D’ 4y
xpvow ( fr.10) but  Yvxh olxnwnprov dat-povoc( fr.11)

#*1 - "Bthics and Physics in Democritus" = The philosophical
Review Vol. BL (10L5) wn578=502 & vol.55(19L61 v, 53-6L
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If ;therefore, one sought in what respects these thinkers left,
as a result of' their inqguiries, any legacy for subseguent moral
and political thought, one would look in the direction of their
attempts to grasp the explanatory principle of natural phenomena)
lees its ultimate reality, and in the meaning they gave to @UoOLg
in the process of these inquiries; also probably in the direction
of the efforts of some of them to found a moral and political
~theory on the basis of their inquiries IHepl ¢voewg. For their
attempts to establish some connection between the cosmos and the
microcosmos, between the world of nature and the world of man,
even if philosoghically unjustified, are evidence of the incipient
awareness of the need to place human conduct on a philosophical
basis and of the growing importance of questions about man and
social lifee
o

About the middle of the fifth century Be.C. in Athens inte-
llectual interest becomes more centred on the microcosmos and less |
on the cosmose. Man, therefore, becomes the centre of investigatﬂm
or as Gomperz puts it M"Cosmology in the widest sense of that term
was superseded more and more by Anthropology in an equally
comprehensive sense.' The change was not, of course, a sudden
‘one. For while the foregoing thinkers elaborated their theories
on the universe, important chahges, political and social were
taking place in most parts of Greece but especially in Athens;

" even the degree of philosophical curiosity and intellectual

emancipation manifested by the physical philosophers was partly
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a concomitant of the emergence of society from tribal or feudal
conditions toVCOmparatively urban and commercial conditions,
Colonization had led the people into parts of the world hitherto
unknown to them, vision and experience had thus been widened;
curiosity aroused and imagination stirred. Contact with the
ancient civilizations of Lydia, Phoenicia and Egypt widened
their outlook; it revealed opinions and beliefs different
from the Greeks' and pointed to ideas and techniques hitherto
unknown. |

.In most parts of Greece, the codifiers of the seventh
century probably looked upon their codes as the formulation of
an absolute pattern; and to judge by the stories told of their
efforts to preserve the pristine integrity of their laws, either
by sworn éovenants or by provisions designed to prevent amendment
or repeal, they believed that their work would suffice for all
time to come - @ wutHuo &¢ detr. But by the sixth century
when Solon administered his remedies for the political ills of
Athens, ills that were obviously aggravated by the operation of
economic forces, it had become fairly obvious that laws wefe S0
far from being divine, unchanging and eternal that there were
times when society could néglect to change them only at the risk
of self-destruction. Society, it appeared, had its own law of
survival, independent of divine sanctions or supewmatural
supervision. A contemporary of Anaximander, Solon's thoughts
were sufficiently imbued with the spirit of the naﬁural

philosophers to see that the political life of a community is
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subject to definite laws. (See Solon esp. Fr. 10.ard12).

Athens had played an insigificant[/EEN;;;>\E§£§)in the
enquiries of the sixth century, but in the fifth century great
social and political changes took place; and in this period
Athens grew to be the meeting-place of various philosophic
and scientific views and a place of attraction for a variety
of thinkers from the whole Greek world. After the glorious
role Athens played in repelling the Persian onslaughts and
freeing her Ionian kinsmen from the Persian yoke and menace,
she was a growing and prosperous imperial state; and imperial
functions provided a variety of employment for many citizens,
in the courts, in the docks and in the ships. A new era was
inaugurated in which it became possible to think that a man is
what he makes himself; competition seemed unlimited, and the
rights of the individual to attain his own &peTﬁ was strempusly
asserted. The acme was reached, of course, in the age of Pericles.

Side by side with these social and political developments
went developments in the field of knowledge. Every department
of human activity received attention. Ireatises were being
written of the arts of medicine, musical theory, dramatic
technique and indeed on almost every subject that relates to man.
Historical knowledge widened. Many might not have travelled as
widely as Herodotus but his 'Histories! and the 'Round the world!

sketch of Hecataeus were no doubt easily accessible.
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Athenian drama reflects the shift in intellectual interest;
theology was still of course a constant theme of the dramas but
there was some Yoringing down of the gods from heaven to earth';
theology became.less abtruse than it was in Aeschylus. It Waé
not to be expected that a pious Sophocles, in whose house the
sacred image of the cult of Ascilepius was kept on the arrival
of the god into Athens would abandon the background of the gods
and religious dogma, but greater interest is centred in the
conflict of human wills and the play of human emotions, In +he
'Antigonq')for example, the workings out of divine Justice form
fhe backgfound but a lot of the interest centres on the natural
connexion of Cfeon's misfortune with his wilful character; in
Antigone, on the oﬁher hand, he raised some ultimate questions
of morality and justice. In this intellectual milien, it is
almost inevitable that the problem of what constitutes the
ultimate basis of morals and of social life would be raised.
This view would be entitled to some validity even if it were
only a conmjecture. For it would be difficult to belieVe that
thg same people who had earlier sought for the ultimate reality
by which natural phenomena could be explained, who had applied

similar methods in the field of medicine would fail to attempt

the important truths necessary for the guidance of human conduct .

and social institutions at a time when their interest was centred

mainly on human activities and when their knowledge of various
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social customs and practices had considerably released them
from the chains of custom and tradition. As it is we have
suf'ficient evidence not only from the surviving fragments of
Hippias, Prodicus, Antiphon the Sophist but also from the
Platonic Socrates and in a way from Buripides and Thucydides
that the problem was actually raised.

However, in asking how the problem was raised, it must
be borne in mind that one of the most remarkable features of
the period now under consideration is that the river of Greek
thought is now a confluence of many streams and that it flows
a bit turbidly; there is the stream of physical speculation,
no doubt substantially reduced in volume but still flowing
nevertheless; there is the stream of rhetoric and general
cultural education, and even of pure eristic., In this by no
means limpid general current, it is by no means easy to
distinguish the stream in which we are particularly interested
- that of the ideas of those men whose aim it was to place
individual and social morals on a fundamental basis. For,

& partial consequence of there being so many streams is that
multipli¢city of interests which seems to be such a notable
characteristic of the men of this period. Gorgias, according
to the tradition, showed interest in physical speculation, in
eristics and in rhetoric; Protagoras taught general cultural
education,showed interest in rhetoric and perhaps eristic (e.g.

1 14
the‘antilogiaf) and in philosophic speculation (e.g. The Homo -~
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Mensuré doctrine)., Hippias seems exceptional but not really
egregious in relation to the general class of the elder sophists;
and even Socrates! declared ignorance of the doctrines of the
physical philoéophers could easily be exaggerated; for his
acquaintance with the theories of the physical philosophers
was probably no less than that of the elder sophists (pace.
Plato Ap, 19c., but cf. 26d).

A phenomenon which seems a common point of discussion
to all the men of this period, and by examining which we would
probably find our wéy to that stream which is of particular
interest to us is the ¢v¥oiLg - véuog antithesis. For this seems
to be at this period the solvent material at the confluence of
the streams of Greek thought and flowing past which each stream
takes on a common colouring.‘ This fact even, I think, accounts
for the various assessments by scholars of the'significance
of the eUoLg =vbuog antithesis in the thought of the period;
for, since one would find traces of the antithesis whichever
field of thought and practice one inspects, one is likely to
come out with an assessment of the significance of the
antithesis corresponding to that aspect of thought or practice.
This view is supported by as early an assessor as Aristotle.

To judge by what he tells us of the use of the QvoLg = VOuOg

! > i . PO .
antithesis in the Topicavand the Zophistici Elenchi one would

think that the use of the antithesis was confined
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to rhetorical or eristic purposes. In Jop. 17337 he cites
Callicles of the(GorgiaS‘aS an‘example of a man who uses this
antithesis for rhetorical purposes. It hardly needs pointing
out however, that for Callicles in the(Gorgiaévmore was involved
in the use of ¢¥otg and véuog than scoring rhetorical or
eristic advantages; and indeed, not to mention Plato, the
trouble Aristotle himself takes in the Politics to counter the
arguments of those who, using the 990Lg - vopog antithesis,would
undermine the basis of social life shows that the P¥0LE = vopog
antithesis was used in more fundamental, debates, and that
Aristotle himself realised this.

In view of this, it is hardly surprising that the estimates
of the ¢U¥olLg -vouog antithesis should range from that which
regards the antithesis as little more than a rhetorical device
popular with the sophists to that which says that at first
"natural philosophy distinguished between vépoc and 0XvTo] M
and this distinction was transferred to ethical questions at a
time when the decline of political morality had produced a
general belief that only might is rightt,

Burnet in 'Law and Nature in Greek Ethics'* gsaw
some noteworthy significance of the antithesis for Greek ethical
and political theory and sought its wmoots., His treatment of the
problem is therefore given some rather detailed attention here.
Taking his point of departure from Aristotle's statement

E.N. 1094b1h)“that things fair and things just are liable to
* Lssays and Addresses -~ London (1929) pp. 23-28
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such variation and fluctuation that they are believed to exist
by law only and not by nature', Burnet undertakes to show that
tendency to use the antithesis to undermine the basis of laws,
was the result of an error which the earlier cosmologists made
and which some of the ethical theorists of the fifth century B.C.
repeated - the error of seeking "the underlying reality of the
world and that of conduct.....in pari materia' with the thing’
explained. Stripped of historical details, Burnet's argument
goes like this: (a) the cosmologists i.e. the pre;Socratic
philosophers, observed the manifold phenomena of the world: they
sought its ¢¥oLg ,i.e. its explanatory principle, but they sought
this principle 'in pari materia' with the phenomena explained,
Thales! water eﬁc.,and because of this their inquiry resulted in
banishing phenomena into the realm of the unreal.
(b) the ethical theorists of the fifth century, unlike their
'tradition-acéepting' ancestors to whom social traditions or
éustoms ( vépor ) éppeared regular and permanent, became cmrious
about the diversity of the customs and the institutions of various
peoples; they therefore sought the ¢¥0ig of customs and conduct
but as they sought this ¢ﬁ0bg 'in pggi&mater;a' with the phenomena
explained, they banished customs and traditionai laws into the
realm of the unreal.

It is, as it is now generally recognised, of course an

over~simplification to say that the pre-Socratics sought @V0L¢
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'in _pari materia' with the phenomena they sought to explain,%
but what is more important, the physical philosophers did not
banish phenomena into the realm of the unreal but rather laid
emphasis on the ultimate principle which they believed would
explain those phenomena; and that this principle of explanation
should assume a more significant position than the phenomena

explained seems unavoidable whagtever principle one chooses. The

pre-Socratics did not banish the phenomena they explained into the

%k In this estimate of the 9¥0tLg-véuogntithesis, Burnet is

no doubt influenced by his conception of the motives and interest
of the enquiries of the pre-Socratics, which he believes were
'Concerning the Primary Substance! - for "the search for the
primary substance really was the thing that interested the Ionian
philesophers!. Barker - Greek Political Theory - Plato and his
Predecessors p.65 - adopting this view of ¢U¥0L¢ also accepts the
Burnetian view of the root cause of the ¢¥otL¢-vdéuoc antithesis,’
and interpretes its significance in Greek political theory
accordingly. But as far as 'mpateria' of which Burnet speaks is
concerned, some of these philosophers like Anaximander did not
select any particular 'materia',in which case it becomes
difficult to speak of secking o¢voug 'in pari materia'! and
banishing phenomena to the realm of the unreal. Even those who
chose materials like water, air etc. did not conceive them
exactly as we find them in ordinary experience; in a sense these
materials were logical postulates like Aristotle's simple bodies?.
The Lleatics cannot of course be used by Burnet; . they indeed
banished phenomena into the realm of the unreal but it was
exactly because they were not interested in explaining phenomena,
Parmenides 'Being! jas it happens, being primarily designed to
exclude the sense-world; it is impossible to speak of such a
deductive system as attempting to explain phenomena through a
principle taken 'in pari materia!'.
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realm of the unreal in any greater degree than did Plato and
Aristotle both of whom Burnet would agree, did not seek the
of phenomena 'in pari materia! with the phenomena they sought
to explain. | |
The second step of the second half of the analogy,however,

contains what seems extremely paradoxical in view of the people
Burnet has in mind here. 'Por)it is tantamount bo saying that the
sophists, or those of them who showed interest in ethical theory
and practice, sought the '¢¥cig¢' of vépot and that because they
sought this ¢voug inﬁ véuog they banished vOpoOlL into the
realm of the unreal. But the whole basis of the sophistic
argument was that they did not seek to justify dr explain véuoL
nor was there really a necessity for them to do this. For they
were in the first place enormously helped by the peculiarity
of the Greek language which has the same word for (i) law,
customary usage and (ii) the popular or common belief, 'popular’
often having the sense éf ferroneous'. It is true that‘with thé
pre-Socratic philosophers ﬁhe @xltithésis between oValg and véuog
was more implicit than explicit; and that Heraclitus even uses
VOuog for the underlying principle of order in Nature, thus
making no distinction between @V0LE and VOROG , Tor the true

yépoc¢ is that which conforms to the common law and @¥0oLg
and ¢@Uolg and véuo¢ have unity in thelé¥o¢ which is the
source of all order. But Heraclitus also uses V0K for the

real nature of a thing in contradistinction to the popular but
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erroneous views of ordinary men (Frs.l, 112, 123). Xenophanes
in his eluy vouéésmauopposes the common view to the true
belief of the nature of the Deity. Empedocles thinks it is
unfortunate when one has to use a word in the popular sense,
le€e VOUW -.*l It is in Democritus, however, that we find a

more clearly defined distinction between things that exist
N

o~ B3

TH OvTL or &Te) or ¢UCsL end things that exist VOMo.
But, however, implicit the antithesis might have been in the
pre-Socratic inquirers, the very fact that they sometimes
wished to distinguish their own, i.e. the more scientific,
view of the nature of things from the more common or popular
view facilitated the evolution of the antithesis; and the
correspondence of 'vdéuoc' expressing the 'popular' and the
'erroneous' with 'vduoc' as law,almost did all the work for
some of the sophists,. Nor would the significance of this
fact have been undermined gven if the pre-Socratics had chosen
as ®6on¢ something more explicitly immaterial.

The phenomenon to which Burnet draws attention = the social
changes of the fifth century which often led into changes in

laws and constitutions, the wider contacts with other peoples

and their laws, which revealed the mutability and arbitrariness

4! Empedocles, Fr.9. (Diels)

¥ * Democritus, Fr. 125, (Diels)s of. Arist., P S8.VIII

265b 2L4; sSimplicius, Phys.1318, 34 (Fr.168,Diels) Theophrastus,
De Sensibus 63, 70, . . :
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of véuot = was only an additional help.“€l ‘For, laws (véuot)
because they are 'véuotr' have had their arbitrariness

established and it is superfluous to seek in them any norm
other than their arbitrarinesse. No attempt therefore was
made to seek the oUoLg of véuon either in & véuog or in

any other thing 'in pari materia'. These arbitrary positive

‘laws becomer. 8tandards of conduct and thus arbitrariness is
- turned into a 'norm' in human affairs. As we learn from
Thrasymachus in the Republic "right is nothing more than the
enactment of might; wherever might may reside iﬁ'any given
state, and whatever its enactment may bes if the weak make
laws in their own interest or in accordance with their conceptions
of their interest, these laws and the might they establish ‘
are just and right as soon as they cannot be enforcedjsu

It is, however, imaginable that if the Greek name for
'laws' had been a different one from 'véuot' say 'orxot'it would'_
have been possible and perhaps necessary for the sophists being |

here considered to seek the ¢voug of 'laws', even in spite of -

the variety in their manifestations among various peoples.

# A The element of positive enactment in vépor has been hinted

at by the activities of legislators life Zaleucus of Locri,
Charondas of Catana and Lycurgus of Sparta, and more clearly
revealed by people like Draco and Solon. Colonizing activities
also necessitated enacting laws and formulating a consitution

'ab initio' for communities which are sometimes formed of

various peoples with various traditional legal and constitutional

backgrounds - a procedure that inevitably showed that vdépor
were nothing but positive enactments.

N )
4" Barker, greek Political Theory, 2nd edition, pe 72
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To say this is, of course, to explain the implication
of the PUoLg-vopog antithesis largely on linguistic grounds
rather than on philesophical grounds as Burnet énd, as WG
‘shall soon see, Plato explain it. The linguistic explanation,
however, applies to only an aspect of the ¢@UCLc-véuocg |
antithésis and its significance in sophistic theory - it
applies to only those who because of the very connotation
of ¢doLg and véuog straightaway decline to seek the validity
of'vduou because they are by_their very name arbitrary.
Burnet's explanation, however, has the advantage of applying‘
to the whole ramification. of the antithesis in sophistic
ethical theory. It would, therefore, be necessary to give
an explanation of those aspects which the linguistic explanation ;
-does not touch. |

It is interesting to note Heinimann's result in his
inquiry into the conception in sophistic literature.*l
Heinimann finds that the sophistic conception of ¢touc was
influenced by the inagtiiries of the Ionién ﬁhildédﬁhéfs. |
For, the sophists used the word ¢U¥coigto denote the true
essence of things, libefated from all accretions, especially

those that are added'by man and due to divergent cultural

#1 F. Heinimann, "Nomos und Physis", Basel, 1945, pp. 90 - 94
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developments. But the source of the influence is to be
sought not in what the Ionian philosophers specifically
considered to be the essence of things, as Burnet implies,
but in the facéﬁ%ﬁougwas the ultimate principle, the principle
of invariability and order,which determines the objectively
valid. Thus a man of the sophistic age may believe that
the principles of conduct observed in “primaeval society"
are the objectively right, and that all such modes of behaviour,
customs and moral ideas as are added later are departures
from the norm of 'nature' but the source of this need not
be the fact that the Ionian philosophers soﬁght the o¢vOLg
of things in a. 'primitive matter's 1Indeed since the advocate
of any imagined ideal thinks that his ideal is based on the
fundamental in individual and social life, it is easy for
the terms 'by nature' and 'natural' to be applied to various
ideals. |

There is, however, no doubt that an interesting phenomenon
accompeanied the application by the Greeks of the criterion
of gvotg to ethical and political problems. On the precedent
of the inquiries of the physical philosophers, political
theory should have taken the form of finding that odcigwhich

should be the criterion of human conduct and the canon by
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which to judge the value of institutions - a standard of
Judgement which would be more reliable than traditional
opinions and popular sanctions, for)in‘a sense the problem
of the impermanence and variability of VOUOL for ethical and
political theory is similar to that of the variability of
Phenomena for physical philosophye. In a sénse)all those who
concerned themselveé with ethical and political theory rejected
the dogmatism of the physical philosophers; they wanted 'man'
to be at the céntre of the inquiry - a step by no means harmless
to, and probably consonant with, the new enquiry as emphasis
has how shifted to the study of man; and in any case with
most of these thinkeré the rejection of the physical approach
was not a denial of the need of a standard or ¢0ougby_which
human cunduct should be Judged. But beyond this point,
disagreement seems to enter into the ranks of the new theoristse
Socrates finds the new standard (pUoiL¢) for morals in
the soul of man; for him, therefore, the standard of human
conduct and of happiness is the soul of man, in reference to
which all véuot would be truly regulated. To men like
Profagoras and probably Gorgias, however, it would seem that
Socrates' certainty (in spite of his notorious uncertainty)

about the criterion of the soul implied the substitution of
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one dogma for another, Protagoras and men like him could
say that they had not rejected one dogma only to substitute
another; and the xdvtwv uétpov &v@pwﬂbg doctrine was very
probably formulated both: against the 'cosmic' dogma of the
phyéical scientists and against the new 'microcosmic' dogma
implied in Socrates' teleology. Whether Protagoras' doctrine
represented the ideology of the sophists in general is a moot
poeint; it is, however, fairly certain that the doctrine did |
not necessarily imply the rejection of a standard or norm of i
conduct. Protagoras would, however, dissgree with Socrates'
assertion of the absoluteness of this norm; ageinst Plato
‘he would argue that the norms of human conduct and the prime
realities and value do not exist outside phenomena; against
both he would assert that as far as human conduct is concerned
véuat are in a sense the criteria of rightness;though this
does not imply a dehial of the validity of questions as to
which,vduon- are better; nevertheless, man formulates his norm
through experience. By others ¢60Lgis recognised as thé
norm of human conduct; but the emphasis is on the sense of
the 'pefmanent',and tinevitable’ or the‘biologically natural'
implied in ¢U0tg. The doctrine of Callicles (gorgias U83c)
and the argument of the Athenian envoys (Thucy.V 86 - 111)
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is based on this principle - "g compulsion of nature (Qﬁong
dvayxata) we learn "drives both gods and men to seek to rule
wherever they can". Thus ¢U0tG becomes GvayxM in human affairs.
With this sense of ¢B0tg it is not surprising to find
some Callicles critically looking at meh in a society which
regards the exercise ofvpoliﬁical power as the essential
expression of d&pety) but which has traditionally limited the
exercise of this powef by consideratiohs of the social good
and personal well-being, i.e. by forms of restraint called
Justice, temperance etc., and observing that the really
fundamental thing in human nature is theimpulse to exercise
unlimited power and satisfy all desires, that a man like
Sardanapalus is the true man of &pemﬁ that those social
restraints are mere trappings, accretions, bonds designed‘to
restrict the man who might be capable of exercising natural
dpetr} 5 or to find some Thucydides examining the development
of states and the nature of inter-state relations and observing
the truth that it is selfFaggrandisement, the naked love of
power, which makes states tick; though this motive might be
shrouded in a variety of appearances, and pérty ideologies.
Similarly, some Antiphon might draw a distinction between
the necessary (td dvayxafa)and the superficial (g4 i 0eTa)

and build a soéial theory on the conception that man's natu?e
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is to follow the dictates of the necessary and the dlctates
of nature -~ breathing, eating, sleeping, and especially the
impulse to self-preservation and self interest. A man for
instance could without harm disregard the superficial and
the dictates of the laws <& T&v vouldy provided he is not caught
by the custodians of the laws; but in fegard to the dictates
of nature one inevitably comes'to_harm o’ &Anesiav BAARTETAL
whether one is noticed by other men or not while breaking
those laws,. Thus the laws of the city could some times
command things that are contrary to nature; but as far as
the things of nature are concerned, there is no distinction
between Greek and barbariane. Hippias expresses similar
sentiments, but though he also based his sentiments on a
conception of ¢¥otLgy ovoLg With>him does not easily bear the
sense of 'the necessary and inevitable' which it bears in
Antiphon but rather thé sense of the 'fundamental' with an
impiication of the 'least common denominator'. For though
he does not make the philosophical grounds of the sentiment
explicit, he regards the universal elements of human nature
as alone the fundamental, and he puts down soqial institutions
as mere trappings, stripped of which we find ourselves all

'kinsmen'; for "Law is a tyrant of mankind and often compels
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us to do many things that are contrary to nature" (Plato's

Protagoras, 337 C)e Cailicles, Antiphon, and Hippias,

therefore, seem to have something in common, i.e. the great
emphasis they put on the biological nature of man in their
interpretation of ¢UCuL¢g. The stronger animﬁl does what he
likes with the weaker, and indeed every man wants to dominate,
observes Callicles;"we all eat and breathe, says Antiphon;
in 'biologicsl' nature we are all kinsmen, friands and fellow-
citizens echoesHippiase

Some Critias,however, looking beneath the surface of
religious practices and those religious hopes and scruples
which traditionally had acted as incentives to good conduct
might observe how some clever politician introduced a theory
of superhuman beings and encouraged a belief in them in order,
mainly in his own interest, to promote order and discipline =~
(Critias fr.l (Sisyphus) Nauck)e And this he would consider
the 'fundamental' aspect of religione Buripides also often
uses the concept of ¢Uolg to probe beneath the surface and
look past externals to the inner man; by the criterion of
9votc he sometimes finds it justifiable to put ndble sentiments
into the mouths of slaves; to inform us that a noble slave

is no whit inferior to a freeman (Bur. Ion 854), that birth
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is a matter of indifference, for a peasant with generous
feelings is nature's gentleman (EBur. Orestes. 920, and Fr. ince
3L45); = bastard need not be ostracized from society (Fr. 378)
for the test of worth is nobleness of character; external
circumstances are nething compared with this; they are

impermanent and transitory (Hercules Furens 511):

In most of these instances, ¢Uot¢ is used in the sense
of‘thecpermanent and essential aspect of an object or an
institution , especially when stripped of its trappings and
Secéndary qualitiesi The men mentioned above therefore use
pvoLgmainly to call in qguestion loqjestabiished institutions
and sometimes to dissipate prejudice and superstition.

But though through this usage, they throw many interesting

and pregnant hints on the nature of man and society, their
observations lack a common point of reference, without which

it would be easy to see a variety of things as 'fundamental’,
depending on what angle one looks from. This common point

of reference is human edoatpovia. A conception of 'nature!
without this point of referencevwould beIVery inadequate for

a true conception of the 'nature' of man. As Socratesattempds
to prove in the argument against Hippias, those laws are
patural which contribute to human happiness, whether they

are universal or not; the custom of respecting one's parents is
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good for man and the society he lives in - that is the
criterion of its 'naturalness! not its universality (Xen.
Mem. ive 4o 44Fff.) In the same spirit with Socrates here,
the Anonymus Iamblichi has remarked that law and justice have
their basis in ¢¥ouLg d.e. in human happiness. The argument
is, of course, similar to that with which Plato refutes
Callicles!' doctrine in the Gorgias, and it is imaginable
that Socrates would have opposed to the necessity of the
impulse to self-aggrandisement on which the Athenian envoys
laid so much emphasis the goodness of the state. Implied in
this, of course, would be the opposition between Téﬁog and
dvayxi.

It is, however, a different thing to deduce from this
that most of the Sophists based their ethical theories, if
we can call these rather incoherent views 'theories'!, on the
pre~Socratic conception of 9U0L¢ and therefore cohclude or
suggest as Plato does, that the sophistic conception of ¢JU\$
is the counterpart in morals of the pre-Socratic conception of
QU¥oLg in physical theory. That the activities of the pre-~
Socratics influenced the connotation of the term ¢doiLg there
can hardly be any doubt, and indeed we have earlier on given
some attention to proving thié. All that is being suggested
here is that the sophists need not enter into the philosophical

significance of the term ¢¥oitg among the pre~Socratics in
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order to use the criterion of ¢@U¥0OLg as they did. Indeed,

in spite of a common basis traceable in those uses, the variety
of ways in which we saw @¥0L¢ used ranging from Callicles to
Critias and from Buripides to Hipplas mskes it impossible to
explain the use of @¥ot¢ in the criticism of social instit-
utions on the simple ground that it has taken the connotation.
of dvayun from the pre-Sﬁhpatic use of @¥oLg as dvayxd

in their explanation of the universe.

Also, given the need for the criterion of ¢volg in human
conduct - which seems to be the main debt of the sophistic age
to the physical philosophers -~ there is no reason why those
who would argue against the sophistic conception of the human
pvotg should not do so purely on the grounds of what
institutions and laws and which code of conduct in fact promotes
human happiness - it being agreed by all that happiness is the
condition of well-being of real human nature; the 'natural!
man then would be the human being whose intelligencé, spiriﬁ
and appetitiés are functioning in harmony and concord, and
those institutions and laws would be natural which promote
this supremacy of intelligence, and this co-operation of spirit
and appetite under the guidance of intelligence, and those laws
and institutions and those codes of behaviour which hinder the
atbtainment of this condition would be unnatural (7gpa ¢¥CLV)

no matter what some Callicles might argue and what some
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Athenian envoys might say aboutAthat dvayxata ¢dotic

which drives both gods and men to seek the exercise of
masterful pressure. We, of course, know that Plato based
most of the arguments in the Gorgias and the Republic on
precisely these grounds. These arguments anybody who accepts
human happiness as the standard by which to Jjudge institutions
would accept human happiness is thus a telos; but in this
rather general sense the Socratic teleology is only a more
absolute and definite one than say Protagoras!.

Plato, however, believed that not only Wés a criterion
of ¢@¥otg necessary for a true theory of human conduct and
social institutions, but, further, that this criterion must
be grounded on the ultimate basis of metaphysics. He might
well have felt that if that criterion stood by itself
unsupported by any metaphysical foundation, it would be easy

to approximate any criterion to Protagoras! dictum 7dvTwy HETPOV.

&v@pwﬂog, and for Protagoras to pervert e.g. Plato's dictum
that ovxatLoovvn is a state of the soul to his o&n less
definite cfiterion. To prevent this, the dictum that O&uxato-
oévn is a state of the soul is ultimately justified by the
Forms (Rep. 501 B); goodness becomes an eternal Form; in a
similar vein the argument against Callicles is strongly supported
by reasons drawn from the harmony of the cosmos; and in +the
Phaedo 96a-100b: Sophist 265c-266e: Philebus 26-30, Timaeus

hb6c-e, but especially Laws 889b - 890a, and 892a=-c, the
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vltimate justification for human codes of conduct is the
cosmic 'Soul'! or 'mind! which plans everything for the best,
Thus Protagoras! pragmétic 'telos! becomes very inadequate
and seems too little teleoldgicalg the ériterion of human
PBoLg is not enough, a concept of the human ¢@UoLg must
involve a definite envisagement of the universe; an eternal
and super-sensible 'telos'! must be substituted for a worldly
TE8NOC; only with éuch a.'telos' can a man really make the
soul's goodness the ultimaﬁe criﬁerion of his conduct. For
this‘seems to be the lesson implied in Socrates! statement
Gorgias (469b) that it is always worse to do hafm than to
suffer it; the criterion of judgement here is by no means the
pragmatic and worldly one, but the ultimate one of the soul's
goodness; for even if I could calculate the amount of injufy
1 would avoid and that which I would inflict by injuring another
it would still be wring for me to injure another, however great
may be the difference in the injury I avoid and that which T
inflict. In this sense, goodness is an eternal form, the
prime realities and value exist outside phenomena and life's
wisdom is an other-worldly wisdom. |

In these circumstances, it is perhaps natural that Plato
should wish to make explicit the contrast between his own
envisagement of the universe and that of those men who, perhaps

worse than men like Protagoras and the Anonymus Iamblichi,regard
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customs and social institutions as secondary and of little
importance. Plato's exposition of that contrast in the Laws
is well-known; it is a contrast between the view which regards
'mind! as primary and that which regards 'matter! as primary.
QOur ﬁodern young men of enlightenment! i;e. the.sophists,
argues Plato, regard the products and activities of mind -
customs, social institutions, standards of moral approval
and disapproval as secondary because the earlier cosmogonists
had made a distinction between 'matter! and "Mind ! ;and had
regarded 'matter' as ultimate —'"Pire énd waﬁer, éarth and air
- S0 they.say - dll owe their being to nature and chance, none
of them to art; they in turn, are the agents, and the
absolutely soulless agents, in the production of the bodies of
the next rank, the earth, sun, moon and stars. They drifted
casually, each in virtue of their several tendenéies; as they
came together in certain fitting and convenient digpositions -
hot with cold, dry with moist, soft with hard and so on in all
the inevitable casual combinations which arise from blending
of contraries - thus and on this wise, they gave Birth to the
whole heavens and all their contents, and in due course to all
animals and plants, when once all the seasons of the year had
been produced from those same courses; not so they say, by
the agency of mind, or any god or art, but as I tell you by

nature and chance'. Laws, 889b-A, E, Taylor's translation.
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Plato's intention is to show that soul comes first -
"that it ié not fire, not air but soul whose origin is
earliest!” and thus prove that soul is eminently natural.
This Plato proves by the nature of physical motion; the
ultimate source of motion (&px %t viioewg ) can alone be the
self-moved mover; neither air nor water, neither earth nor
fire can gove without the autonomous activity of the self-
moved mover, which causes motion by acting on these. The
argument is similar to that familiar to us in the Phaedrus.
The necessity of the self-mover proved, all the products of
mind - codes of morals, religious institutions, and all the
criteria of moral approval and disapproval - must be natural;
nature is neither soulless and irrational, nor blind and
purposeless -~ "and so Judgement, wisdom, art and law, must
be prior to hard and soft, heavy and light", This concept
of nature which Plato believes, to be the true one would
destroy, he also believes the foundation of the sophistic
depreciation of the criteria of values and life.

It must be very attractive for Plato who sees the most
remarkable thing in pre~Socratic philosophy as the absence
of any teleological explanation to point out the similarity
between pre-Socratic thought and the doctrines of the more
superficial pophists. But though hk here clearly sets forth
a view of life and a conceptual schema for a theory of man

and socilety diametfically opposed to his own, there is no
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Justification at all for believing that Plato's reasoning
here is based on any historical evidence. Oflthe views of
those among the sophists to whom the doctrine here expounded
could possibly apply we have already spoken; and the view
has been expressed that given the sense of the 'fundamental!
and 'permanent! already acquired by o¢U¥oLg amoﬁg the pre;
Socrétics, a sénse that would be acquired however 'immaterial!
had been their 'explanatory principle! or ¢¥0OLg | it was
easy for the suﬁerficial critic to usé ¢80L¢ via theory of
conduct ekactly as some of the sophists did without seizing
on the inner significance of the so called materialistic
physics of the Ionians%; it would be natural for a deep
thinker like Plato, however, to seek a more fundamental reason
for the error in thought. For our purpose, however, the
exposition in the 'Laws' has another significance; for)apart
from crystallising‘the difference in Plato's criterion of
conduct and life and that of the 'materialists' it points

also to the nature of the differeﬁce which, welhinted earlier,

exists between the Platonic criterion and, say, the Protagorean

* Though it must be remarked here that Burnet's exposition

of the ¢Uot¢g-véuog antithesis bears some support in the
argument in the Laws, and indeed Burnet uses the argument in
support of his view that ¢UvoLg among the pre-Socratics
meant 'primary substance'. The support is however weak since
Plato is here not primarily concerned with what  ¢U¥0uLg meant
among the pre-Socratics; and of the historicity of Plato!
deduction there is no evidence. :
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criterion, not in the sense that the concept of ¢¥oitg which
Plato here attributes to the sophists touches Protagoras  (in
spite of his notorious agnosticism it would be difficult to
deduce from Protagoras'! ethical énd political theory a
materialistic physics 6f the kind here spokén of) but in the
sense that,given and accepting a 'telos! in ethical theory,
this 'telos! could be sought within different conceptual
frameWorks. And as our interest in this preliminary is to
sketch the main conceptual frameworks within which, or the
philosophic principles on the basis of which, man and society
was studied before Aristotle, it would be necessary to be a
little more explicit on this difference. For, leaving aside
the pre-Socratic synoptic views of the cosmos and the
microcosmos, the rather incoherent views of those behind whose
way of thinking Plato thinks he sees the materialistic physics
of the Ionians, and the speculative anthropology of men like
Democritus, Anonymus Iamblichi, and Antiphon the Sophist, there
are really two main conceptual frameworks within which man

and society was studied before Aristotle - (a) the Protagorean

and (b) the Socratic-Platonic framework.
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Protagoras

If it is true to say that Plato's purpose in the 'Gorgias!
is to reveal the dangers mofals ofra fhetoric nottbaéed on
philosophy, even when its teachers and exponents believe that
men "ought to use rhetoric fairly as they would use their
athletic powers" (Gorgias, L57 B), it is also true to say that
his purpose in the 'Protagoras! is to reveal the limitations of
the principle on which the orthodox view of society and morals
is based, even when the advocates of that principle make excellent?
speeches on behalf of the sense of social obligation, and the |
agencies by which it is inculcated. In the 'Goprgias! we see
the progressive deterioration of the producté of an iunphilo—
sophic' rhetoric from a Polus to a Callicles; in the "Protagoras r
we see the weakness of the trddltlonal foundation of moral values |
and of the restralnts by which those values are sustained in the
sociél consciousness. For our purpose, however, the 'Protagoras'
contains something of additional significance. For Plato seems
to sum up, through the mouth of Protagoras, the moral values of
that era which we have called the 'era of poetry!, and to make
Protagoras not only the eminent liﬁing representative of the poets:
who were the first spokesmen% and authority of that 'era!'! in
morals and conduct but also the able exponent of the.sigﬁificance

of the several past poetic presentations of the progress by which

* Protagoras 326a, 339a; €f Lysis 213e,
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men came to live in civil society? For though Plato indeed does,
in dialogues later than the Protagoras, make the poetic or
traditional conception of morals the starting point of his
analysis (for instance Simonides! view of virtue in the 'Republic!

(331e) and Tyrtaeus view on courage in the 'Laws! (629%363 we

seem to have in the Protagoras a full-scale conffontation between

the values of the 'era of poetry! and those of the 'era of

analysis' with.special reference.to the principles ﬁnderlying them,
of ﬁhe poetic presentation and its significance we can say ‘
but little here. Its salient features however, are thgse:

(a) The lower animals have their weapons and properties for
survival automatic from nature (BBfEf)o They are equipped
with the necessary bodily structure, instincts, habits which
enable them to respond accurately even if blindly to their
immediate enviromment. Plato would probably see some
significance in the fact that the myth attributes the lower
animals' equipment in the struggle for survival to Epimetheus. .
(Those Who see the myth as essentially Plato's would take this
to be a denial of purpose or design =~ it prébably however

did not have this implication for Protagoras).

she

* Professor E.A. Havelock - The Liberal Temper in Greeck Politics
chapters I - V has, I think, performed a valuable service in
expounding the implications for ethical and political theory

of most of these myths. I however find his interpretation of

the Protagoras' myth rather unconvincing,
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Man differs froﬁ the lower animals in that he has to rely
on his reason. (This seems to be the point of the forget-
fulness of Epimetheus who left men 'unclad' and 'unarmed!,
and the statement that man relied oh reasoh from the firét
- the dilema of Prometheus may well represent man 'under
the pressure of necessity'.) Reason therefore is What
distinguishes man from the other animals (322a) and‘using
this Reason he makes technical progress.

Technical progress however is not énough; for with all
the technical ability in the world, man would not survive
the threats of wild beasts; for men would remain, with

'cechne! alone to work with, 'homo homini lupus!'. vSomething !
3

extra was needed.

Under further préssure of necessity, therefore, man
developed the sense of justice and social obligation, i.e.
the political wisdom which is a 'sine qua non' of communal
living - anybody who is incapablé of acquiriné it is not
fit to live in society, but in actual fact every human being j
is capable of acquiring it; we all have an innate moral sens
We therefore all partake of the sense of Justice and,

Modesty in some degree; it is this fact which Jjustifies
punishing social offenders; and this punishment implies

that virtue can be taught. (The succession of gifts from

the gods in the myth would mean no more than the successive

improvements which man made under the pressure of necessity
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- nor is there necessarily any significance in the fact

that the first gift was stolen from the gods).

(e) This sense of social obiigation, Jjustice aﬁd modesty
is what we call virtue, and it continues to be inculcated
in every civilized society by several agencies - teachers,
poets, parents, chustoms, laws etc.

(£) The different degrees of virtﬁe, as of excellence in any
other art of accomplishment, are the result of natural
gifts; but the worst specimens of civilized men are better
than savages - still another proof that virtue can be
taught., 4And finally, while all men are more or less able
to teach virtue, teéchers like Protagoras, are better able

to do so than the generality of mankind,

As for the more immediate concern of the dialogue, the
inguiry into the nature of virtue, an inquiry that brings us to
principles, Professor Kerferd% has done a valuable service in
claryfying Protagoras! position, in throwing light on the supposed
inconsistencies in which Protagoras'! answer is believed to abound,
and inlshowing that Protagoras could consistently maintain both
the thesis that virtue is teachable and the thesis that the
principle of Athenian democracy is justifiable. I here only draw

attention to the main principles of that explanation.

% Professor G.B. Kerferd - "Protagoras' Doctrine of Justice
and Virtue in the Protagoras of Plato'. J.H.S. 73-(1953)

pp. L2 - L5,
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(1) That all men share in Aidos and Dike, though they do not

do so by nature; strictly, this boils down to saying that

though the capacity for virtue is natural, virtue is not

natural; men do not possess it in the manner that sheep

possess wool or lions claws.

(2) that though all men share in Aidos and Dike, they do not

share equally in Aidos and Dike.

(3) that throughout Protagoras!' argument Aidos and Dike and
, .

Sophrosume are totally identical with political virtue -

a thesis which Plato himself would find difficult to conteStE

- since it is a cardinal point of the Socratic teaching that

it is by virtue of qualities like Sophrosume, Aidos etc.

that a man becomes a good leader - (it is however a differ-

ent question whether these are the qualities which those

pupils

who throng to Protagoras wish to acquire).

A1l this no doubt clarifies Protagoras! position, but it

does not make the Platonic Socrates! point unnecessary - and that

is that Protagoras must prove that the conduct thus inculcated

is truly virtuous and secures gdodatpovea - the truly

satisfactory condition of life, that, in other words, Protagoras'

moral values
course would
is unable to
thig is what

morality the

must be referred to an ultimate criterion. This of.
require a definition of {pewr, and this Protagoras
do; for stripped of its almost Aristophanic farce,
the second half of the dialdgue proves. To give

solid foundation it needs, what is required, Plato
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seems to be saying, is a working back to first principles,
,clarifying‘the basis of moral and social obligation and relating
this to the nature of happiness; and the true avenue to knowledge
or truth in morals is by no means through the poets, nor through
eloquent harangues or minute verbal criticisms.

Thés absenece of any definitive concept of épamﬁ,
or sﬁéabuovfa which Plato criticizes in'Protagoras' ethical
and political theory# is however now frequentay usgd»as the
vardstick by which to judge and set apart in opposiﬁe»camps those

who among the Greek political thinkers are the liberals and those

* Plato gives us no explicit hints in the 'Protagoras! as

to the relation of Protagoras! political philosophy to the ;
famous doctrine of relativism attributed to him in the 1
Theaetetus, except in so far as a hint could be extracted from the|
prassage Prot. 33L4a-c. It might be as Vliastos suggests (Plato's E
|
1

Lrotagoras - Liberal Arts Press, New York, 1956, p.XVI) that

the purpose of the 'Protagoras! as Plato conceived it 'demands

that "ontological or epistemological doctrines should either

be excluded or confirmed safely into the background'; or Plato
might have believed that Protagoras did not work out the f
connection between hisg epistemological doctrine and his political -
philosophy, especially in view of the fact that we have little or
no evidence for the unity of the aphorisms of the sophists.
Professor Kerferd, however, tried, successfully I think, to show
(Plato's Account of the Relativism of Protagoras - Durham
University Journal New Series Vol. XI. 1949-50 pp. 20-26) that

the ""doctrine attributed to Protagoras in the 'Theaetetus! is

"in perfect accord with what Plato ascribes to Protagoras in the
'Protagoras!",
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who are the anti~-democrats and totalitarians, or to distinguish
those who are friends of the 'open society' from those who are
its 'enemies'. It would seem as if any definitive concept of
a&éo{wov& because it is definitive thereby precludes 'liber-~ -
alism and a non-definitive one is liberal by virtue of being
non~-definitivee. It is not even asked whether the conceptual
system of a definitive concept of %ﬁé«nﬁoxﬂ@ could contain a
'liberal' political theory, even if in order that this might

be so, some changes might be necessary in the system as a
result of facts not already taken into consideration.

This attitude is at the basis of Professor Karl Popper's
'The Open Society and its Enemies' which sees the essential
difference between Protagoras' and Plato's approach to
political philosophy (the roots of Hegelian historicism are
found in Aristotle's), in the insistence of the former on
the fact that men create norms, that it is man who is the
measure of all things' and in the belief of the latter in an
objective norm. The difference between 'Platonism' and
Protagoreanism is therefore seen as follows:

" (Platonism): There is inherent 'natural' order of
Justice in the world i.e. the original or first order in which
nature was created. Thus the past is good and any development
leading to new norms is bad.

(Protagoreanism): Man is the moral being in this world.

Nature is meither moral nor immorals Thus it is possible
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for man to improve things....."%1 Plato therefore, because he
believes that there is ' 'natural' order of justice in the
world! becomes the protagénist of ;absolutism' and 'an enemy'
of thé 'open society'; and Protagofas becausebhe beiieves that
'norms are man—made'vbecomes the protagonist of 'critical
conventionalism! and the friend of the 'open society!'.

The sense.in'which Popper takes 'ﬁatural' here, however,
shows that he misses Platol's point. Pfofessor-Popper disting-
uishes two kinds of 'naturél' laws (a) Natural laws which deal
with facts and are sﬁatementé describing the regularities of
physical phenomena e.g. the law of gravity and (b) 'normativé
laws or standards! which act as criteria of value fér various
codes of conduct énd ways of behaviour. Professor Popper
believes only laws of type (a) justify being called 'natural';
he would deny the title to laws of type (b), but in é sense
that is not very clear he converts natural laws of type (b) to
'natural rights or standards, at the same time stressing that
there is something 'arbitrary'! about them'. He believes that
Plato's mistake lies in confuéing the two.kinds of 'natural
laws'., Thus on the basis of this distinction, Poppér could
use Socrates disclaimer in the Apology (19c-d) that he knows
nothing about physical speculations as proof that Socrates
believed in no 'natural' criterion of morals i.e. in no objective
moral trﬁth andrcould be set in opposition to Plato! (See Popper

op.cit. Note 45 and 56 to chp. 10)

*1 K.R. Popper - The Open Society and its bnemies Vol. 1,
Chapter 5, Note 7, p. 205
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Plato, it is true, sometimes argues as if the norms of conduct'
are derived from the regularities of physical phenomena.*1 but
there is scarcely any doubt that the ultimate basis of his
conception of a 'natural! criterion of conduct is the belief
that, from the moral poiﬁt of view, there are certain principles
which are self-justifying to any rational being with a sense

of value and by reference to which the rightness of conventionali
moral views of a particular society can only be judged. This

is the case for the need of an ultimate criterion, a criterion
which can be called 'natural!.

And whatever 'éritical'conventionalism' may mean
Professor Popper, nétwithstanding the remarklthat conventional
norms are not gratuitously arbitrary, does not refute Plato's
case. Writes Professor Popper "By saying that some system of
laws can be improved, that some laws may be bebtter than others,
I rather imply that we can compare the existing normative laws
(or social institutions) with some standard norms which we have
decided are worthy to be realised. But even these standards are
of our own making in the sense that our decision in favour of
them is our own decision, that we alone carry the responsibility
for adopting them. The standards are not found in nature.
Nature consists of facts and of regularities, and is in itself
neither moral nor 1mmoral "*2. Popper, it seems to me, here
51 3of, Gprelas, 5084, wﬁhegggpo%gl%gtgggluﬁgw% SUSTSTe a1

udles ol. X pp.
*2 K.R. Popper op. cit. Vol. 1 p. 52




makes a distinction without the reCOgﬁition of which, as Plato
argues, no theory of morals can do justice to the whole field
of our moral experience i.e. the distinction between conventional
moral rules and practices connected with established instit-
utions of a particular society and moral standards which are
more than conventions. Popper's qualifying statement 'these
standards are of our msking! oﬁly obscures the point. lConvent-
ional practices may be morai, and there is no doubt that they
take shape through the decisions of generations belonging to a
particular society. But they are moral not because they are
Tof our own making! but because, as Popper'seems to admit, they
Are in accordance with certain standard norms; and these
standard norms are standards for the assessment of conventional
moral practices not because they are 'of our making'. On the
contrary, we decide in favour of them‘as ultimate céurts of
appeal in our moral judgements by recognising that they
represent facts which are in some sense natural i.e. not
conventional or arbiprary. Popper insists that these norms are
not found in 'nature'!; this is true enough if by 'natured is
meant the phyéical uﬁiverse, but they are found in.naturexif the
term includes 'the sense of values! of beings who are capable
of reasoning aﬁd reflection. |

Popper's other criticism of Plato)i.e. Plato's preference

for an unchanging structure of society 9 cannot be touched here



nor is it very relevant to our theme., Aﬁd in any case
Professor Lev:‘uason*1 has proved a very able defender of Plato

on this score., But I dretect a basic error in Professor Popper's
reasoning; for he seems to argue that a preference for an |
unchanging structure of society follows logically from the
advocacy of 'natural' or objective norms of conduct., Since
Plato advocates 'absélute' norms, he must also advocate an
unchanging structure of sdciety. Indeed, according tq Popper,
the raison d'etre of the doctrine of the unchanging, eternal
forms is the.political ideal of an unchanging, 'closed!, 'tribalt
society. Thus the essential difference between.Heraclitué and

Plato is the latter's belief "in the possibility of arresting

all political changé", and "accordingly this becomes the ainm :
he strives for"......For, 'political theory must haye seemed to %
Plato in his Heraclitean period to be just as elusive, fluct- |
uating, and unfathomable aé’political practicé*z. Taking a

hint from Socrates, thgrefore, Plato developed'ﬁhe theory of
Forms, and made the Form 'the accountable representative of the
sensible things" which "could be consulted in important questions
concerning the world of flux". Among}the things which the ﬁheory:
enabled Plato to do was to put forward a theory of an unchanging

society, "For only the most divine things remain unchanged" says

Plato., ™A sénsible thing if it is a good copy, may change only

*1 R.B. Levinson - 'In Defense of Plato! - Harvard University
press, Cambridge 1953, esp. Appendices X, XIV, & XV,
*2 K.R. Popper op. cit. p. 16 passim ,
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very little at first. But every change however small, must
maeke it different from what it has been before, and must thus
make it less perfect by reducing its resemblance to its Form";*1
If we were to define Plato's moral and political ideal;
however, it would be as "the orgénisation of life in such a
way that opportunities for the happiness of an individual in
conformity with the happiness of all others are fully provided
for", and it requires no argument to see that different kinds
of institutional practices may be compatible with this ideal
depending on the circumstances and the people concerned. The
same practice may, however, assume different values under two
different circumstances. Thus, if by tarbitrary! we mean
opposed to the 'natural'! we may have tWo differeﬁt codes or
institutional pfactices.neither of which is arbitrary, and the
same code may be arbitrary in some situations and not in others.
If on the other hand by 'arbitrary' all we mean is 'not fixed!
or 'varying' then hence there is aisense in which Piato's
'natural! ndrms make allowance for some 'arbitrariness'g at
ieast thé conceptual system of a 'naturai' criterion of conduct
does not preclude 'arbitrariness'vin this.sense. The only
important thing, hdwever, is thaﬁ this 'arbitrariness!' is
limited to within a framework. The 'naﬁural' norms afe second-

order prescriptions which can properly define the limits within

*1 op. cit, p. 30 passioen-



which conventional practices i.e. first order activities may
be conducted. The 'arbitrariness! of moral conduct, therefore
is a feature of whaﬁ can be called 'the morality of custom- and
convention' which includes institutional practices but not of
general moral standards which stand for self-justifying moral
values. Plato criticizes Protagoras for not going further than
the former, i.e. the conventional, but it does not follow that
because Plato lays all the emphasis on the latter, he precludes
the JE‘OJ:'meI‘.*1

Professor E.A, Hav‘elock,*2 perhaps less fundamentally ,

seems to make the same assumption as Professor Popper, and he

certainly adopts a similar attitude; for marking a school of

*1 This is not to deny that there is a strong congervative
tendency in Plato. Plato's conservatism shows itself in many
passages in the Republic and the Laws (e.g. Rep. 380 E.ff:
Laws 797 C.ff, 903 B £f. etc.) some of which Popper cites;
but all these combined cannot, it seems to me, prove the
thesis that the ultimate basis of Plato's political ideals

is "change is evil, rest divine" (Popper pp. 37 ff), and
that the search for the objective truths of morals is
identical with the desire to found an arrested, unchanging
tribal society.,

*2 E.A. Havelock - The Liberal Temper in Greek Politics.
p. 123,
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political thought which he calls 'liberal', "in contradistinction
to the formal, the teleological, and the authoritarian theories

of Plato, and Aristotle" he says>:<1 "For the liberals man is to be
taken as you find him and therefore his present political
institutions are to be taken as given also....Democritus and
Protagoras and Gorgias, who constitube the first geﬁeration of
political theorists, accordingly concentrate empirically and
descriptively on this‘kind of political mechanism. But their
.empiricism under the influence of anthropology has historical i
depth. So they expect to understand the system by relating it

to man's whole previous historical development. Since, moreover,
in the‘eyes of descriptive science, it is the generic man not

the hero, and the piece-meal historical process rather than the
miraculous leadership, which is the secret of history, the
liberals were drawn to explore the social and political processes |
whereby this generic man formed society and institutions and
controlled them by decisions, the effective criterion of which
was that they must be common decisions embodying a common
interest of the human group". On the other hand "liberalism lay
outside the thought-~world common to Plato and Aristotle. These

two philosophical geniuses had their own practical pre-occupations:

*1  op.cit. p.123
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how to furnish that authoritarian support in morals and
epistemology necessary to found and to enforce a Greek system
of higher education®. Put in this way, it sounds as if
- "those practical pre-occupations" were motivated by reasons
other than those of eliciting the principles of society and
human happiness. It is true that in giving their principles
practical appliéations, Plato and Aristotle naturally revealed
the limitations of the materials with which they‘wbrked -

the materials offered by the circumstances of Greek socie’cyz
and they sometimes put forward ideas that can have only veryl

limited application and even some that are obviously misleading

or wrong. But it seems to me mistaken to regard these defects
as resulting from faulty principles, and to place Plato's and
Aristotle's principles in opposition to those whose maih merit
is that they have none of those defects which arébéften the
concomitants of the application of principles to particular
circumstances, and these defects those principles lack merely
because they are not practically applied to particular cir-
cumstances. It would be interesting to see, for instance,
what Protagoras! 'liberalism' advocates in respect of slavery
in Greek societj.v

It was Protagoras' thesis that men. ' hotxrovy dAARAOVG
dte odx é’xov'cec; ThHv ﬂonmﬂv 'céxvﬂv' (éspo Prot. 322b, and

generally 3192325). But he would probably have little

/e
(S

reservation in accepting Plato'!s and Aristotle's thesis that
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8 true polis is a xotvwvto TATGo0vVC éévouog adTdpuc 7pde
eddatioviay (Plato - Rep. 368e ff.; Laws 68la ff.; 715b ff
and Aristotle Politics I. 1252b 28ff, & ITI. 1276b 1ff)

Or would Protagoras think abwdp%ﬂg 7pd¢ aﬁéabuovCQVirrelevant
and misleading's Scholars like Popper and Havelock, as we
have noted, believe that he would; for with him, it is
believed, if a political society must be defined at all, it
must be defined as a %ObvaCdHWKﬁ@OUG ébVOMOG, the assumption
being that society‘remainséévouog because social life
satisfies many human desires. Thus in the other phrase -
aﬁw&b%hg 7pdc eddatuovloy is seen the desire to pastuléte

what constitutes edootpovia and to devise an unchanging social
structure believed capable of bringing about the attainment

of this edo0atuovlo - characteristics which are seen as the
essence of Platonic as well as Aristotelian political philo=-

sS0phy .
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Note on Socrates.

That the tendency to follow the dictates of reason was a
characteristic common to Socrates and some of the sophists
few would deny. Like the sophists, he was reluctant to accept
anything unless fully weighed and criticized. But the crit-
erion of reason was in Socrates'! hands not an unrestricted
armoury, because it was limited by the conception of the good
for man. We have seen how he used this criterion against the
rather unrestricted armoury of Hippias (Xen. Mem. IV.4). The
truth of ethical freedom and emancipation expressed in the
criticism of every external authority on the basis of ©¥OLG
demands a concrete limitation; +to make the proper use of QUOLE,
Socrates seems to argue, you must know your own 'good!, !
and you do that by clarifying your purpose)} Ffirmly believing
in the superiority of the goul over the body and, in the
ultimate identity of the good and the expedient, Socrates
himself seems to have made it his life-work to demonstrate
that virtue, social and individual, was to the good of the
doer. His ethics was however a sort of lofty 'eudaemonism!,
and he would probably fail to understand the more modern
efforts to divorce the concept of (duty and moral obligation
from the notion of happiness; this would still be true even
if we refuse to place too much credence in the Xenophonic
evidence as being libble to contamination by the more
prudential outlook of its author (Xen. Mem. 1.1h; 1:1:11;
1.4.5-19), We have both in the Gorgias and the Phaedo a
conception of duty similar to that expressed by the r
'categorical imperative! but even here there is no divorce
between the notions of duty and happiness. !"Eudaemonism®

is therefore not hedonism as commonly understoody In respect
of the historical Socrates, therefore, the two plausible
explanations of the hedonism of the 'Protagoras'! would seem

to me to be either (a) that which suggests that .in the
'Protagoras! Socrates did not conceive the good which is
pleasure as immediate pleasure but that pleasure which is

the final outcome of a longer view dictated by &xtotnun

- the art of measuring or estimating (uetpnTixn) ,

i.e. a longer view which takes account of the higher faculties |
of the soul, and that therefore although the doctrine may be
called ‘hedonistic, it is ‘hedonism’with a difference. This
view finds eloquent expression in W.K.C. Guthrie - Plato,
Protagoras & Meno, 1956, p.22, or (b) that of J.P. Sullivan,
“Phironesis 6. 1961 pp.10-28 which believes that the hedonistic
doctrine of the Protagoras is 'hedonism! in the wonventional
sense but that the Platonic Socrates deployed it partly to
reveal the limitations of the conventional and sophistic
conception of happiness and partly to prove that even on this
short-sighted theory, virtue would still need to be knowledge
(for Sullivan's objections to the former view, see op.cit.
Note 6). ’ :
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If, as most scholars believe, the minor or Socratic dialogues
of Plato portray the historical Socrates, then we have in them
Socrates! attempt, thpough his doctrine of concepts Mo
establish against the sophists the absolute worth of moral
determinations" and by using 'happiness! as the criterion to
take some of the specific virtues as popularly conceived and
test them against this criterion and sometimes against what
is generally believed to be true (right opinion); thus several
hypotheses of the nature of virtue are rejected either because
they do not satisfy the criterion of happiness or because
ordinary right opinion reveals their inadequaciew. Whoever
therefore)might be Socrates! interlocutor whether sophist or
ordinary man, the basis of the argument is the common belief
that the highest good is happiness ( edddipovia) },

Socrates further believed that the strength and ability to
attain this is virtue(&peTﬂ), The Socratic paradox

(dpetr &mLoTnum) is an identification of this strength and
ability with knowledge. (For a recent review of the true
significance of the Socratic dictum - dpetn &mLoTHUN

see Gould - The Development of Plato's Ethics, esp. chapters

I & II. Taking up the distinction between 'knowledge how!

and 'knowledge that', Gould argues, drawing support from the
connotation of &mCoTapAl in the earliest literature, that the
traditional interpretation has over-emphasised the role of
'knowledge that'! in the famous dictum. Gould could not however
(I am not sure how far he intended to) dismiss the role of
'knowledge that! even in those practical capabilities "of
potters, shoemakersand the like" which, he argues, Socrates

had most in mind ih putting forth his dictum. It would however
seem that in redressing the balance of the old interpretation, ’
Gould over-emphasises the role of 'knowledge how'! in the
Socratic dictum, though by doing this it must be admitted he
reveals the over.simplification of criticisms such as Grote's
that "both Socrates and Plato (in many of his dialogues) commit
the error of.....dwelling exclusively on the intellectual
conditions of human conduct..." G. Grote, Plato and the Other
Companions of Sokrates London, 1865, 1.399; Aristotle's
criticism of Socrates is of course similar to CGrote's.) . Butb
Socrates never thought that this knowledge is derived from a
transcendental entity.

Plato however sees Socrates! sustained attempt to make
men seek the truth which underlay their superficial views as
the preliminary stages of the search for the absolute idea of
the good b dyaddv, - the knowledge of which consiitutes
the absolute criterion of virtue and a struggle to attain which
embraces the sum of the duties of man; for as Sir Alexander
Grant puts it 'the Idea of Good ...is to be a principle
influencing human action, and necessarily forming part of any
system of Politics or Morals worthy of being called so0.%

*A. Grant 4°The Ethics of AristotlejVol. 1, p.20k
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The dpetr &xmiLoThuN dictum thus seems to be not so much a
more fundamental formulation of the popular maxim "Tv®6t
geovTov" but a dictum implicit in which is the belief
that there is a transcendental !'Form of Good'!', the knowledge
of which furnishes the ultimate basis of virtue and the
absolute standard of right and wrong.

As is well-known, Plato's explicitness about what
constitutes this knowledge was accompanied by a political
and ethical attitude which severely subordinates all earthly
interests to the pursuit of this Ideal Knowledge. In the
'Meno! where we get the first clear ghimpse that the knowledge
for which in the earlier dialogues we have long been in search
would likely turn out to be 'other-worldly! some value is
still given to 'true opinion' (GANONg 66€a) ) (Meno. 96D ff.
- cf'. Gorgias L54D. ff), and therefore probably to the virtue
which rests on it. It is therefore admitted that there had
been and probably were still good politicians at Athens :
(Meno 939 ff: cf. Gorgias 516 E ff.) If this is so, Protagoras!
failure to provide an immutable foundation for his criterion of
conduct may not be so disastrous after all. One however '
strongly suspects that the Platonic Socrates does not genuinely
grant the merits attributed to statesmen in the 'Meno! but is 3
merely underlining the basis of popular and sophistic .concept of |
morals and politics, and that his assessment of the worth of |
popular virtue and popular statesman is founded on the same
principle as his acceptance of Protagoras! view of &petd
in the first half of the‘_zotggogagL and is similarly motivated
- the prudential and empirical morality of the sophists is
being implicitly contrasted with a morality based on full
philosophic consciousness. Therefore we also learn in the
'Meno!' that real virtue is communicated by inspiration from the
gods; . knowledge already possessed in a previous existence is
revived through ,&vduynObg; and this inspiration is a sort
of god-given (GSLq uoop%) impulse to attain truth and
virtue. And the essential difference between G&Andhg 66ga
and &WLOTAMN 4 we learn, lies in the instability of the
former and the steadfastness of the latter. (Meno 98 a7ff).

In the 'Lysis' we see the true object of all human
endeavours identified with the 7%pATOV @bhov;here, though we
arrive at the generic notion of good, the good is not yet
conceived as an intelligible, transcendental substance.

In the 'Phaedo' where the nature of this knowledge
becomes still more explicit, the moral attitude is so severely
critical of earthly things as to amount almost to a complete
rejection of life, at least of life as popularly conceived;
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it is & good thing if the material and sensual instincts are
star¥ed and obliterated; such intellectual ascetism, most
would agree, is a moral consequence of that criterion of the
good whose knowledge consists not in the interpretation of
the evidence of the senses, but in the recall or recollection
of the experiences of another life, a life that seems limited
to the divine element in us -~ vofic

Thus the soul is set against the body; no bounds are
set to men's capacity for good; men are good according to
how they rise out of the groove of ordinary human existence
(Aristotle preaches the same ideal (E.Ne 1177b 30ff) but we
shall see with what difference), and there is almost an
unceasing inclination to decry the body and its needs. In
the 'Phaedrus' a man finds his true self when he is drawn A
out of himself: &xsAdtrovtar xal 0dxéd’ adlv yeyvoveal Ehgé19ﬁ°§
In the 'Theaetetus', the soul of the philosopher soars aloft,
leaving the body behind - an inert, uninteresting piece of
matter (Theaetetus 173e), and the ideal for man is a being
made like to God' (duotwotc 0ed).

The 'Republic' is of particular importance to us however
because in it we find Plato for the first time fully spelling
out the implications of his philosophic principle for the
theory of morals and politicse. :
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CHAPLER 2

Plato's criterion of @U¥ctg and the evolution of society ,

For our purpose it is irrelevant:to enter into the
details of the steps by which Plato converted Socrates!
criterion of reason into the criterion of eternal Pormé. It
is however in the Republic that the criterion of ¢Uotg
finds expression explicitly in a political theory. We shall
here briefly examine the influence of that criterion in Plato's
theory of the development of society.

From our examination of sophistic conception of ¢@UGtg
and Plato's reaction to it, it has become, I think, obvious
that Platb bases his moral énd political theory on ¢UcoLg |
i.e. on the assumption that there ié a criterion by which to
judge the excellence of morals and politics, and that
happiness is the actualisation of man's natural capacities.
However, the dualism which we find exﬁressed in the
transcendency'of the Ideas, in the opposition of Being to

. Becoming, of Reason to Necessity invites in Plato a peculiar
attitude to the actual institutions of society.

Plato as is well-known views phenomena as mere shadows
of reality (Rep. 515&3mmrthy at best to be used only as the
starting-point of enquiry, K (Rep. 511B, 508 R). Truth is

established on the level of the Ideas and properly has little

or no contact with phenomena (Rep. 511B, 532 A;. Phileb. 58 A.)

Bven in the Philebus where there seems a new determination to
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give the maximum possible value to the sensed world, and to
come to terms, as it were, with the actual world, the ideal
is still to reach 'what is purest! (7O xaBapdTaTov)
in each thing (EQLL& 55c¢) and to arrive at the abstract
(Phileb. 56, D - E), and there seems to be an uneasy tension
between the notion of purity (xabapdTng)and mixture (uéqgug)
with the cup of honour going to purity - 'for we find%%ixity,
truth, purity and what we have called perfect clarity
(gﬁhbprvég) either in those things that are'always unchanged,
unaltered and free of all admixture (&Msb%TéT@T@)
or in what is most akin to them; everything else must be
called inferior and of secondary importance! 59c Eff;
(Professor Hackforth'!s translation§ On the other hand, we
must have least to do with sensible phenomena, théir origin,
affection, or in general with things involved in a process
of change™ (1d yuyvépeva xal yevnoopeva xal yeyovdta
Phileb. 59 A); although there seems to be a necessity
préssing us to deal with the mixed existence of the world
of change (uevwth xal yeyevnuévn odola
Phileb. 61 B)., The implications of all these for ethics we
have already noticed in the dpolwolg 68y of the Theaetetus,
the lofty ascetism of the 'Phaedo?!, the oluo onua
doctrine of the Gorgias, aﬁd the ideal of the truly philo-

sophic life of the Republic.

i
I
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Although made in connection with the use in physical
explanation of the principle of teleology by Plato and
Aristotle, G.S. Kirk's remarks*1 are relevant to Platols
approach to the study of society. Says Kirk, '"it remains
breadly true that...Plato tended to go straight for ultimate
'a priori! causes like soul or the Form of Good and to ignore
ﬁhe detailed study of most physical events. Concomitant
causes could still be studied in the light of exalted meta-
physical principles....Aristotlefs 'scala naturae'! at least
allowed mébhanical causation to Ee étudied empiriéally at the
lower levels of the natural progression". A difference
similar to‘that which Kirk sees in the respective teleologies
of Plato and Aristotle in physics_is discernable in their

principles in ethics and politics; the relevant sentences are:

for Plato, concomitant causes could still be studied in the .

light of exalted metaphvsical principles, and for Aristotle:

The Scala naturae at least allowed mechanical causation to be

studied at the lower levels of the natural progressioh. There

is implicit in those two statements some truth about the
respective attitudes of our two philosophers whether in respect
of physics, poetry, rhetoric or social theory. Plato therefore

works almost solely with the criterion of Reason or the Idea

la

% G.S. Kirk =~ "Sense and Common Sense in the Development of
Greek Philosophy' - Journal of Hellenic Studies 81 (1961)
p.116.
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in his account of change whether physical change or the
institutional changesyof society., Phenomena derives its
value only according as it is controlled by reason or piloted
according to a pattern discernible by reason - an attitude
that invites in political theory an approach not too favourably
disposed towards a faithfull repetition of historical details
and much more inclined to examine the significances of
phenomena as revealed by the overmastering guidance of Reascon.
It is perhaps considerations of this kind that also
prompt Mr, R.G. Bury's statement*1 that ﬁnot being an historian
but a philosopher largely concerned with political theory,
Plato was not primarily interested in historical inquiry
(ﬁomop(a) for its own sake. His references to history or
pre~history, when they occur are introduced for the purpose
of illustrating some particular point of doctrine.!" The first
half of the remark - that Plato is not primerily interested in
history because he is a political philosopher - is of course
true; but it is also true of most political philosophers. The
second part of the remark needs some qualification; for o
while every political philosopher is in a sense not primarily
interésted in history but only in so far as history has
significances for his theory, severél different attitudes to

history are possible within that general framework; and

*1 R.G. Bury =~ ""Plato and History" - The Classical
Quarterly. N.S. 1 (XLV) P.86.
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therefore Plato's specific attitude to history can not be
adequately expléined solely on the grounds that he is a
political philosopher. Aristoﬁle, tooyis a political
philosopher but his attitude to hisbory and the phenomena
of social institutions is different from Plato's; this
difference, it is here suggested, has its basié on their
different philosophic principles.

Our remarks on the quotation from Kirk ought to show

that the statements that Plato is philosophically uninterested |

in phenomena needs to be qualified; for in respect to
ethics and politics, it could easily lead to abéurdity of
thinking that Plato was not seriously concerned wiﬁh the
phenomena of social life. Plato was, of course, very
seriously concerned with life and in some cases he takes
account of phenomena no less seriously than Aristotle. In
fact, his thoughts often reveal his greater concern with
phenomena and-practical affairs than Aristotle's. Whatever
might be its metaphorical significance,the theéry of the
origin of society in the Republic¢ is based on the need to
satisfy man's varied wants, and the principle of specialis-
ation of functions is developed in order that these varied
wants might be satisfied. Again it is from Plato that we
learn that a life deprived of any sensation of pleasure or
pain would be a miserable life -~ a life of pure apathy, by

no means worth wishing fory and that ideal knowledge is not

|
\
.
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enough; for “he who wants to find his way home when he wants
to” - g¢ uéhhét Tug By xat Ty 688y Exdovtorte égsvpﬁﬂmfoecv
0?&@&1 (Phileb. 62a 7) - "yould need to know not‘only the
‘di#ine circle! but also comprehend 'those circles which are
mankind's SPecial concern>(ot &vep&ﬂﬁvot xéxhou)sz

Knowledge of the sensible world is therefore necessary if

man is to find his way upon earth. (see esp. Phileb - 21 D ff,
60 E £f, and 63 ¢ £f). And finally it is ?lato who in the
'Laws' develops a theory of man and society which pays so
meticﬁlous an attention to the facts of human nature and who,
with an #ncomparable insight, reveals the most distinctive
elements of the main Hellenic and especially Athenian social

institutions =~ a phenomenon to which Professor Shorey calls

our attention when he describes the 'Laws'* as a Munique
combination of an Aristotelian wealth of good sense, political
wisdom, and discriminatory observation with a divinatory insight
and a depth of Hellenic feeliﬁg that forever eludes the
would~be exhaustive categories of that semi-alien encyclo-
paedist", Concerning Professor Shoreyl!s statement it is

perhaps only pertinent to remark that ﬁhough Aristotle may

be 'semi-alien' and his Hellenic feeling less deep, his buoyant
and.more generaus attitude to the weaker aspects of human

nature and to those institutions which cater for the satisfaction

* Paul Shorey - What Ptato Said - Chicago, 2nd. imp. 1934
P.355.
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of man's natﬁral impulses sometimes make the observations

of his insight more illuminating in respect to Greek society
and more fundamental in reSpeét of mankind generallyjbecause
based on the premise that most institutions are éalled into
being by some fundamental human impulses and that therefore
the ¢v¥ouLg of most institutions are discernible in their
history - a premise which no doubt sometimes leads Aristotle
into errors but which nevertheless makes the philosophy he
based on the givens of Greek society in many respects more
congenial than Plato's. While therefore Plato no less than
Aristotle was interested in the world of phenomena, the degree
of that interest and the form it takes has some relation to
Plato's philosophic principle,and, the difference in his
philoéophic principle and Aristotle's may sometimes point to
some basic dissimilarities even wheﬁ there are great

similarities in specific recommendations.

We have in Republic IT, and Laws ITI Plato's theories
of the development of the state from its primeval beginnings
to its final stage. And in the Politicus R69c f£f, in the
Timaeus 20a ff, in the Critias and in the Laws IV we have

myths through which Plato conveys his conception of the nature

of the development of political society*.

* The doctrine of the evolution of society enunciated by
Protagoras in the myth of that dialggue has Zlready been given
a very brief con51deratlon, for 1 believe that the myth was
designed to express in imaginative form Protagoras' political
philosophy (pace Prof. E.A. Havelock), nor is it very important
to inquire whether Plato constructed it on his own or adapted
it from Protagoras' mept wf¢ &v dpgrn xataotdoswg -
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There is a vast literature on the Republic - "the definitive
poetic embodiment of the parallel and antithesis between
the ethical and political ideal which is an object of
seemingly vain quest in the minor dialogues and that of the
Athenian democracy and the sophists and demagogues who ex-
ploitedffor their own ends." Shorey. Much has also been
written on the key place it holds in Plato's political theory.
We shall here confine our attention to Plaﬁo‘s doctrine of the
evolution of society with a view to seeing léter on what light
it throws by contrast on Aristotle's theory of society.

Nobody believes that in the doctrine of Republic II
we have a historical account of the develoﬁment of society.
As to whether the scheme is logical, psychological or meta-
physical there is much disagreement. The presentation of the
scheme is however clear enough. Glaucon and Adeimantus
restate as powerfully as they can Thrasymachus'! doctrine of
Justice and they challenge Socrates to givenan.incontrovert-
ible proof that justice is preferable to injustice. It is
therefore necessary to show that justice is intrinsically
better than injustice. In response to this challenge Socrates
suggests that an analogy should be drawn between the indiv-
idual soul and the state; for it would be easier to discover
the nature of justice and injustice if we watch the state in
the course of its development and so have justice and injustice

'writ large' in the larger organism of the state - a procedure
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that is justified ex.-tempore on the grounis that justice
is manifested both in communities and in individuals. On

the face of it,therefore, the typical state is designated to

-show on a larger scale the features of justice and of

injustice and the theory of the state is from the start
meant to be subsidiary to the theory of the soui)i.e. to
ethics - an impression supported by the fact that both at

the very beginning of the book - the conversation with

Cephalus - emphasis is on individual goodness and our attention

is there drawn to thé fact that happiness depends not on
material circumstances but on character; and also that
emphasis shifts back to the individusal at the end of the book
(Bk.X).

In the 'Republic' as we have it, however, Plato at least
apparently pﬁrsues thé political study beyond the specific
requirements of the analogy and conducts the incuiry in a
manner suggesting that the typical state designed primarily
to illustrate the ethical ideal is identical with a truly
ideal state - an unjustified step but a very easy one to take
in view of the fact that the individual and the state are not
really distinct entities; for, as vocrates rightly argues,
the state is composed of individual men and the qualities
manifested by the state are the qualities manifested by
the individuals wﬁo,compose it (435¢ ff). It is perhaps

some consideration of this kind that makes Proclus
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remark that it is a logomachy to argue as tb whether the main
question of the Republic is individual justice or political
Justice or whether it is the social structure that controls
the psychology or vice versa. The fact still remainsjhbwever,
that the individual is an autonomous unit even if within the
state, and the.analogy between the individual and the state
need to be kept within limits; those arguments which Proclus
thinks superfluous are therefore not obviously pointless.
Professor Cornford*, for example, asked whether the
social structure was deduced from the psychology or the
psychology from the social gtructure and he attempted to show
that "whereas it is commonly asserted or taken for granted
that Plato arrived first at the triple division of the soul,
and then built up his staté in three corresponding stages,
it is more probable than he began with the social structure,
and then being convinced that the microcosm of the soul must
be reflected on a large scale in the 'natural! state adapted
his £ripartite psychology to the framéwork ofAsociety".
Professor Cornford then went on to show that it was Plato's
observation of the classes which constitute sbciety coupléd
with ancient assessments of the distinctive qualities of those
classes,which led him to‘formulate the theory of the tripartite

division of the soul - Plato in conformity with ancient custom

A “Psychology and Social Structure in the Republic of Platoﬁg
C- &0 VI. ppc 214‘6-2650
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and belief saw wisdom in the aged, bravery in youth and
temperance in women and children. Another view similar to
Cornford's is that Plato derives his threefold structure
from.theAPythagorean doctrine of ﬁhe three types of life -
the life of the trader who comes to the games for monetary
ends, that of the athlete Who comes to compete, and that of
the philosopher who comes to watch and understand%1. - On the
other hand, on the grounds that Plato Vpresupposes a certain
amount of psychology in constructing the state from which he
proposes to illustrate the nature of the séul" Professor
Barker accuses Plato of a 'petitio principiim:2

On Cornford's view, Professor Barker's éccusation of a
"Petitio principii' would fall to the grouhd; for on the
basis of the reasoﬁing in that view, Plato would not be
présupposing anything about the nature of the soul; he would
bn the contrary be using the data offered by social life to
prove the nature of the soul. That view, however, does not
seem to me a very plausible one because it attaches too much

significance to those ancient observations and customary

practices. But if one rejects that view, one necessarily gives

some validity to Barker's charge of a 'petitio principii!
for it would be difficult to maintain that the threefold

division is introduced neither to illustrate a social theory

*1 c¢f. Professor J.B. Skemp ~ 'Plato's Statesman' p.37 and
note 1l; and E. Barker - Greek Political Theory -
Plato and his Predecessors p.163.

*2 E. Barker op.cit. p.163.



81

nor as a psychological problem. And it seems clear that
Plato wishes to show something asbout the individual soul.
Thus Barker's accusation has some justification. It is
however easy to exaggerate this; for Plato is not really
setting out to prove ghat the soul is tripartite; the tri-
partite psychology is one of what Professor Shorey*1 calls
Plato's "extemporised logical machinery for a given purposell,
not "a crystallisation of absolute truth" - the purpose here
being to portray justice in the soul, a purpose that does not
require for its achievement the rigid accuracy of the
"expemporised framework". This probably explains the obviously
tentative nature of the exposition of the parts of the soul
in Bk, IV, and the rather inconclusive accounts of the soul in
Bk. X; a vagueness the explanation of which Plato is probably
hinting at paradoxically enough in the @otvixtxdv Yeddog
of Rep. 41k c.fh.

On the other hand, there is hardly any doubt that the
tripartite division was even if extemporised, an important

framework in Plato's conception of the individuallsqul;wand

*1 Paul Shorey =- What Plato Said - Chicago, 2nd imp. 193k,
Pe3R0 = cf. his notes on Rep. 435 B.C., "Here it is enough to
observe that the question, or the logomachy, in what sense '
the soul has "parts" is still under debate, that Plato does
not dogmatise about it but claims no more for his classification |
than that it is practically sufficient for his present purpose;
that the classification cannot fairly be criticised by compar-
ison with the categories of modern psychology; that there is
little basis for speculations about the Pythagorean origin of
the doctrine, and none at all for the alleged contradictions
with the 'Phaedo'! and other dialogues.” cf. J. Morealtx- Rev.
Et. Anciennes,55, 1953,pp.249-R257 :
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whether these divisions of the soul are called 'parts! (Hébﬂ)

or 'kinds! (Yévﬂ) or even forms (efén) and whether they
are regarded as "different manifestations or modes of a single
force called the soul™ or "as capacities or tendencies to act!
Plato seems to have seen the soul's naturé at least when
incarnate as expressed in the three manjfestations figured in the
tripartite division. This seems confirmed by the views he
expressed of the soul in the Phaedrus and the Timaeus.

The tripartite division of the soul would then be a
framework adopted, not without reasons, by Plato for his port-
rayal of justice in the individual soul, and this would seem to
be the primary design of the Republic. In spite, therefore, of
Plato's attempt to go beyond the demands of the analogy, the
Rgpublic remains truly metaphorical. For us, the relevanﬁ péint
is that the metaphorical nature of the presentation controls the
form which the theory of the origin of society takes; for
psychology, not history, determines the stages of this typical
state which we watch as it emerges.

. Let us then observe justice 'writ large! by watching the
state in the course of its evolution - el yiyvouévny mOALY

»

’ : / ! \
feacatpueda Aéyw, xat THY Otxatoovvny adtfc (dowpey &v yiyvopévny
xal Ty &oLxtav (Rep. 369 A).

"Man is a creature of many wants; since he cannot meet
them all himself he joins other men to form groups which

co~operate to supply man's various needs; fhis coming to live
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together is a city-state. There is aiso a complementary fact
- "No two persons are exactly alike, but each differs from each
in naturel endowments, one>being suited for one occupation

and another for another'. The various needs of sustenance,
housing, clothing etc. are thus met by the principle of
division of labour.

A large part of the subsequent history of social and
political theory is an appreciation of the principle here laid
down by Plato, just as the principle is in itself a form of
reaction to much of antecedent social énd political thought. b

But its significance can easily be exaggerated; thus -
we have statements like this: M"it is made quite plain in the:
"Republic™", that Socrates does not believe in any 'social
contract! theory; and if he appears to dismiss summarily the
myth that man once lived in a 'state of nature! it is because
-as he says, 'no one of us is sufficient for himself'!. The view
expressed by Adeimantus is countered by the bald fact that the
individual cannot exist save in society; co=-operation is
essential....Thus the theory of Hobbes and Rousseau received
its‘éoup de gréce}two thousand years before they conceived it,
and both history and anthropology have since confirmed the verdicﬂﬂ
In fact, however, neither Adeimantus nor Hobbes nor Rousseau
believed that men once historically lived in a 'state of nature';
Their respective theories are various fictions intended to convey

what they respectively conceived to be the basic truths under-
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lining the relations between man and man in social life; and
Plato's way of conveying this truth expressed in the theory that
a numEer of craftsmen came together because of the helplessness
of the solitary man (no one of us is sufficient unto himself)

is also ultimately a fiction.

Taken literally,therefore, history and anthropology can '
neither disprove nor confirm Plato's verdict on Adeimantus!
theory. Indeed Plato shows both in the Crito (51 B f£f) and in
the Laws (683 D ff) that the fiction of social contract can
convey the true nature of a man's moral relation to his fellow

men and to the state. The sophistic conception of the 'social

contract! (Rep. 358 e ff) against which Plato here imblicitly
protestsrseems to him mistaken in that it identifies the violence?
and unrestrained self-assertion of"pre-political' men with his
personal 'good!', thus making moraliﬁy an external‘thing arising
from the inatufal' ingjustices of 'pre-political man'; it makes
the assum@tion thét a man has in T.H. Green's wor*ds):< "pights
against society irrespectively of his fulfilment of any duties

to society; that all powers that be are restraindsupon his

natural freedom which he may rightly defy as far as he safely

can', and that he can do this without harming his own good -

- In this section of the Republic, however, Plato is
primarily interested in laying the principle of specialisation
of functions, a principle which is of considerable importance for

the ethical theme.

%1 T.H. Green - Lectures on the Principles of Political €blig-
ation. 1907, page 67.
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For the &VOYXaLoTATN ROALC is designed to illustrate the

lowest element of the soul. Professor E‘>ho:r*e:>r*1 apparently
missing the 'purpose of the portrayal of the city of minimum
needs speaks of the irregular steps by which Plato came to
portray his ideal state. But if it is remembered that it is
the ethical purpose which controls the analysis, the steps by

which Plato came to delineate his ideal state ceases to be

}

baffling or irregular. We are given what is meant to be regarded |

as a polis, but it is constituted wholly of artisans, carpenters

shoemakers etc. Aristotle criticizes this conception of the

polis., He thinks it absurd to call a society such as depicted

in this section of the 'Republic' a polis. I quote the passage:

Pel: W i24la -0 . .
onol ylp & Zwxnpding &x TetTdpwy THY AvayuatoTdToy REALY

ocvyxelobat, Aédyet 0% Todtovg dedviny xal yvewpydv xnal oxvrto-
Téuov xal olxodbmove ®EALY 88 TpooTCONGLY, hc obx adTdprwy
Todtwy, yahxéa xal todg &xl wof¢ dvayxalovg Baowruaciv, &t
o' Bumopdy te nal wdmmlove xol wabra wdvta ylvertatr TATPWLG
THe mpdtng wéhewg, &g TBY dvoyxralwv Tte ydpity wdoav mEALY
ovveotgRutav, 4AN’ od ToB xaroB pdAdrov, Toov te Seoudvny

oxvtéwy Te xal yewpy®v. TO 0% WpomoheuoBv od mpdrepov &dmodC-

dwotL pépog wplv 1 The xdpag adZoudvng xal THe Y ®Anolov
drtouévng elg méhepov xouvaotliorv, A& phv xal &v Tolg
téttapotl xal tol¢ dmoooLcoBy xovvwvole dvayxalov elval Tuva

TOv dmodbcovta xat xpLvolBvta o dCxavov. elmep ody xat Yuxhv

v Tic eafq Zdov wéprov waAAov 14 obua, xal wérewv Td TotabTa
pdrdov Getéov Y elg Thv &voyxalav ypHoLvy ovvietvéviwy, Td
moheptxdv xat T petdyov duxatoovvng SuxacTixfic, REdc 68

TovToLg T Bovhevduevov, 8mep Eotl ovvéoewg mohtTuxnfic Bpyov.

*1  P. Shorey, op. cit. p.217.



Soldiers, judges and deliberators, Aristotle
aergues, must £ind a place in the WpdTn KOMLC for if
a soclety existed without all these functionaries, it
would not be a polis at all, except the term polis is
used very loosely. Aristotlle makes another interesting
criticism - Plato's sketch implies that shoemakers are
as wvecessary to the polis ag cultivators. Both of
Arigtotle's criticism would seem to find enswer in the
fact that Plato was in the dvayxototdn R"éALg  concerned
mainly to lay down the principle of the specialization
of functions, and also to reveal analogically the lowest
element of the soul.. The first vart of the purpose
demands that a carpenter should not undertake the work
of a shoemaker; on the other hand, the second vart of
the purpose demands that all the artisans shoﬁld be
regarded as.forming a class, some units; it therefore
becomes irrelevant to raise the question which Aristotle
raised il.e. which of them is performing the more vital
service; the same purpose explains the remark that it

would not cause much harm if a carpenter started making



shoes andighoemaker started carpentering; it also
exoplains the absence of soldilers and judges in the
pdTn mWoALg ,\ And the absence of goldiers and judges
explalns Socrates' hesitancy in the renly he gave to
Adeimantus when the latter sugrested that justice
was to be found in the internal relations of this
city.

TAMA Towg wahBe Méyevge  xal oxertéov ve wal

odx dmoxvntéov,

said Socrates (Rep. 372 A% ) but he does not follow

up Adeimantus' suggestion.

Yet in a sense the 'first city' is ideal
because it is healthyv(372@); but it is healthy
because it . is so far untempted; its health is the
health of the lowest element of +the soul. The Platonic
Socrates could therefore in abandoning the 'first city!

say exactly what the Athenian Stranser says in the

oy
\

Laws (378B 1 £f ) about the change from the rustic
simple 1ife of the survivors of the flood to a

Cu

civilized form of life — "Their simple life could
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not furnish perfect types of virtue or of vice"‘— cf. Polit.

R7& A ff. In a way therefore, the simple rustic 'untempted! life
is ideally 5% BbwTég &vepéﬂ@; and the Platonic Socrates
would no less vocally than Glaucon is made to do term the 'first
city! 'a city of pigs'. The attitude is ambivalent. The first
city is healthy, but it is inadequate for the purpose of
délineating moral excellence, which is dependent on civilization
and culture.

Since the simple rustic dYeng ®"OALE  can never truly
depict the ideai nature of the soul and of justice; luxuries
must be introduced, giving us "a state at fever-heat!" - ;mkeyu—
aévovoa TOM '~ to have which is pefhaps not a bad thing; as
Socrates says -

Towg oy od6d xaxlc &xer: onomoBvrec
v&p nal wocad&qv Tay’ v xeTlooLuev Ty T8

SuuaLoosvny xal &ouxafav 8nn mote Talc wéheotv

EupvovTal ~ Rep. 37RE.

The inflamed city has so numerous wants that it must go
to war to secure some of these. To ask whether the pressure of
these multifarious wants on the populatiqn can not be relieved by
resettling some of the population is to miss the point éntirely;
which is that soldiers are needed. It may however be noted that
they were called into existence so that the needs of the
TPVelioa NEALG | might be procured; in reality,however, the

C . } . .
raison d'etre of their existence seems to be to 'purge'! or



discipline the 'state on fever-heat'. Plato, in conformity with
the ethical design of the dialogue,seems intent on showing that
an essential 'capacity'! of the soul is that exhibited in the
struggle against difficulties and temptations to which 'the
appetitive element'! of the soul makes us liable. And in terms
of personal ethics and the search for the knowledge which,
according to Socrates, is virtue, the discipline which the
situation of the Tpvolica ®éALg necessitates, a discipline
inculcated through habit, practice and right opinion shows that
the knowledge which is virtue is not a purely 'intellectual'
knowledge; the discipline df this element of ﬁhe soul, i.e.
of the soldiers of the state, is an indispensable prerequisite
of philosophic virtue. The excessive luxuries of the city
therefore perform a function similar to that of the economic
needs by which the 'moral'! principle of the specialisation of
functions was introduced. On a similar line the 'philosophical!
element of the soul is introduced on the necessity to render the
'spirited! element representing the soldiers safe for the
community (Rep. 375 A). Rendering this safe demandé education,
and since it is not to be expected that the 'spirited' class
would know the nature of this education and be able to define its
limits a higher class - the philqsophical class which is the
true ruling class -~ will be necessary.

Towards the end of Bk. IV when luxuries had been introduced

into the city and when the inflamed city had been purged, Socrates
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views the finished picture and "the dream completely realised!,
and looking back on the principle upon which the first city was
based declares "the principle which at the very beginning of
our foundation of the state we laid down is; it seems to me, a
rudimentary type of justice, but in fact though justice involves‘
something of the kind, it is not a matter of a man doing his own i’
work outwardly, but inwardly truly dealing with himself and his
own, not allowing the capacities in him to usurp each other's
place and to interfere with each other, but settling rightly
everything within him and taking.command of himself; imposing
harmony and order and organising the three capacities in him,
Murphy*t for instance,makes use of this passage to show
that in spite of the specialisation of the shoemaker, carpenter
etc., Plato saw the virtue of the citizen in a full and rounded-
personality. "Plato is here saying that the function of all the
citizens is moral virtue, to do what their consciences prescribe
to them", i.e. apart from the virtue special to their particular
social functions. Professor Demos*2 also uses it to support his
theory of the distinction implicit in Plato's analysis between an
"inner city" and an "outer city" i.e. between private life and
the institutional fabric of society. Quoting 4h3c - LhhLa,

Professor Demos adds "In thesabove, Plato is distinguishing true

%1 N.R. Murphy - The Interpretation of Plato's Republic - 1951
P &1
Do
*2 R. Demos - 'Paradoxes in Plato's Doctrine of the Ideal State!
Classical Quarterly, n.s. vii, pp. 164=174.
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Jjustice from its adumbration: the first is justice of the
inner city, while the second is justice in social arrangements.
In other words justice in one's external relations is inferior
in reality and value to justice in one's inner life"*1'
While the view is not obviously implauéible, it seems to me
that Plato is not here drawing our attention to the inferiority
of-jﬁstice in one's external relations to !'justice in one's
inner life! but té the inadequacy of the ahalogy of justiée
seen 'writ-large' to express the true nature of justice.
What ?lato means can, I think, be paraphrased thus: We have
now seen the features of Jjustice in large letters: when
we laid down the principle of specialisation.of functions at
the beginning I guessed we hit at something like the truth;
the features of justice were seen 'in large letters! only
externally, but true justice,i.e. ﬁhe justice of the soul
which we illustrate by an analogy, is something internal -
it consists in the inner harmony of the capacities of the
just man; it is a moral self-organisation; of which the
principle of specialisation of functions offers an 'eidolon'.
The theory of the origin of soclety helps to establish thisl
principle and to crystallize the 'eidolon!.

Aristotle would regard most of Rﬁpuhl;g vV - VII,

concerned as those books are with the longer way (cf. Rep.435
and 504D)

%1 R. Demos - op. cit. p. 170
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- the metaphysics of the Forms, the allegory of the cave, the
divided line and the education of the philosopher kings as
irfelevant to the theory of the state*1 but it is here that
Pléto reveals the nature of that criterion of the good which

has been 'the object of a seemingly vain quest in the minor
dialoguesf. To Plato the morality sketched in the first four
Books of the Republic would, wibhout this criterion, seem to
rest on a basis hardly more solid than that on which, for
example, Protagoras based his ethical and political theory. The
sketch of the moral virtues in Bk; IV therefore remains only a
6ﬂoypa¢ﬁ, needing the fundamental basis of the Forms. (Rep.
L428e - 429c). In the large letters of the state this would be
mere social morality; and necessary though it is from the point ;
of view of the individual soul; it is impossible to speak of
true {4pewr without the criterion of the forms, and this
criterion T AoYLOTIXOY  apprehends.

The details of that exposition is irrelevant to our
purpose. But one point relevant to the analogy must be made:
that the 'philosophic! element in us (7T& AOYEOTLHOY )
which is élone capablé of attaining the knowledge of the ultimate
criterion of conduct ig regarded as doing so when freed from the

two lower elements (cf. Rep. 511B, 51%7c). The individual is

*1 See Aristotle Pol. II chapters 5 & 6, esp. 6 1264b 39ff.,
and cf. E.N. 1, IV 3 and 1 VI, 13. ’
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released from his fetters, and the 'eye of the soul! ( duua
Yvxfic gig. 533D) which in reality is the true soul as a unit
'sees!' the ultimate criterion of conducﬁ; and between this
element of the soul (as soul is conceived in the Republic) and
the ideas there is the same affinity which is affirmed in the
Phaedo between the soul and the ideas (cf. Rep. 490 B:

adtob § EoTiy Sudotov hc evoewe &YacOat

$ mpoohxer Yuxfic d¢dnTectat Tob ToLovTOV

RpOOTXEL OF gbyyéveﬂ)

For, even if the time during which it remains so is very
short, it is as the 'divine element' in man that TO AOYLOTHROV

apprehends the ultimate criterion of conduct, i.e. as 'pure'

ok 5% ' ’
soul. Archer-Hind 1 and Adam2 seem to me right in their views

of the nature of the soul in the Republic. According to the

formep’"The two lower &ldn are consequent on the conjunction

i
of the $oul with matter....The main division is dual: AOYLOTLAOV

expressing the action of the soul by herself, &hoydv has action

through the body. The®ddn belonging to theﬁKOYov Plato
classifies under the heads ofevuoeuéég and éﬂbevunmoxév
and according to the latter "If wholly separated from material
accretions, the soui is probably povoetdfg, AOYLOTLASY

alone remaining". The difference between the 'Phaedo! and the
'Republic! therefore is that while the former éeems t§ view

man only 'sub specie aeternitatis! the Repuhlic views both

*1 Plato's Phaedo, London, 1955, p. 5

%2 J. Adam, The Republic of Plato, Vol.I.p.243 ff. note on 435a ff

J
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'man in this life' and man 'sub specie aeternita’ois'::< In truth
ﬁhe soul is not full of conﬁradictory powers; it ié simple in
its own nature and cannot be composed of many elements., In
Rep. IV & IX we see the soul as modified in its contact with
phenomena.

Therefore though as Professor Skemp points out the attempt
to see simultaneously "man in this life and man 'sub specie
aeternitatis! creates a tension in the conceptioﬁ of the vaﬁ
in the Rﬂpublig, a tersion manifest in the conception of the
soul as both tripartite and incomposite, there is no real
contradiction. It is true that since man is not all intellect,

not constituted whélly of the cognitive faculty, this divine,

i

i

or philosophic element in him must soon find itself in the midst
of the two lower elements - the spirited and the appetitive -
which it must 'come down' to control. Nevertheless, as ruler,
this element is divine; thus man in a sense is ruled by the
‘godlike in him, and to return to the analogy the philosopher
beings of the state are god-like beings.

To reduce the transcendental nature of this criterion by
insisting on the fact that man is not pure intellect or to limit
the Utopianism of the political analogy seems to me to miss the
point entirely, which is thaﬁ)as apprehending the ultimate
criterion of the goody ’*he cognitive Paculty in the soul is

pure soul)i.e. the discarnate soul of the Phaedo,and that the

- . : < .2
e Professor J.B. Skemp 4 Phrone31s)Vol.5)p.38

!
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philosopher~b§ings in the analogy are,as rulefé)god-like beings.
The significance of this point we shall soon see.

It is generally recognised that Plato's theory of the
deterioration of cities and the cycle of coﬁstitutional changes
in Republic VIIT and IX arises from the same principle as the
theory of the evolution of society in Rep., II (368 D f£f). 1In
studying the decline of cities and showing their order of
demerit Plato wés tracing the ¢radual deterioration of the soul
as exhibited in the large letters of the state, just as in the
earlier parts of the dialogue we see the true nature of justice

delienated in. large letters of the state. But Aristotle’ remarks

&v ot 1% Nolittely Aéyetatl piv wepl whY petapoAdv dxd ol
Zwnpdtovg, od pévtor Aéyetal xarlg. THC TE Ydp dplotne nal
xpdtne obong od Adyet Thv usmaﬁohnv Céng. enot yvdp atwiov
elvar ©d ph pévery punddv aan’ v chbshsmaﬁdhxeuv, dpxhv o’
elvat todtwy "dv &nlTpLToc RVOUNY mepnddL ovZuyele ovo
dpuoviag mapéyetar, Pol,. V. Ch.'12,1316a1. 1 -7

mheovdutg yop elg v &vovilov petaBdrirovor wdoar af
wohttetatl 1 Thy ofveyyvg, & & adtdg Aéyoc nal mept Ry
EAMOY LETABOARY . Pol. V. Ch. 12 13162 18 - R0.

Aristotle's criticism here as earlier on misses the point.
H'ﬁ:ukﬁﬁéther surprising criticism, as if could hardly have
escaped Aristotle that Plato was not being historical herej
especially in view of Aristotle's own doctrine of constitutional

changes in Pol. III. ch. 15 (1286b).
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Although Mﬁrphy*1 warns usbto bear in mind the metaphorical
nature of Plato's presentation, he too seems to fall victim to
Plato!s dialectical approach in one place. For he argues that
Plato would be putting forward a theory more conformable to his
principle "that the right of the ruler is based solely on his
enlightenment and public-spiritedness and once these are absent
there is no obligation on the ruled to obey the ruler" if he
placed the democratic form of government higher than the
oligarchic and the democratic when the principle of aristocracy
was abandoned. The fact however is that Plato never allows
the analysis to depart from the framework dictated by the
ethical or psychological purpose; and since he has'already
identified the common people with the lowest element of the
soul, he would be guilty of a graver contradiction if he tells
us that the governments next in rank to the govermment of the
best in us - aristocracy in the state, the rule: of o

AOYLOTLXGY in the soul is the government of the common people
the rule of the lowest in us -  Td &mLOVUNTLXGY =
For,although democracy is conceived by Plato as a constitution
in which no class dominates, it'is in reality a constitution
in which the lowest element in us has a preponderant influence
because the restraining influence of the higher elements is

absent. In the 'Politicus',however, where Plato appears to have

*1 N.R. Murphy op. cit. p. 82.
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in mind actual states (not as analogies to the elements of the
soul), although he still regards democracy as the worst of the
lawful constitutions, he rightly sees that its perversion is the
least harmful. For ™it is best to live in a democracy if all
constitutions are perverted!". Pol. 303 b 1.

In the'Republic'i therefore, we see the weakly-founded

and variable criterion of the sophists replaced by a reliable

intrangible but superempirical criterion, a criterion grasped
by.the volUg or ©d MoyLotixév. The relation between this
criterion and man's ethical and social probiem is then presented
through an imaginative conception of the social good and
illuminated by the picture of a society seen in the process of

its development,

* Supplementary Note

A few remarks are perhaps necessary in explanation of the
assumption on which the foregoing comments on the theory of the
development of society in the Republic is based - the assumption
that the ideal state is thoroughly metaphorical.. First I hasten
to say that the assumption was made not in order to explain the
so-called paradoxes of the Republic (see R.G. Hoerber » Note on
the structure of the Republic % Phronesis 6, pp. 37-40), but
because the approach based on that assumption best illuminates
the contrast in Platol's and Aristotle'd doctrine of the
development of society. But that assumption does not lack its
intrinsic justification. For it seems to me that no attempt

to fully understand the meaning of the Republi¢ can succeed
without taking account of the metaphorical nature of the
presentation. For example,in recent years there have been
several attempts to explain the so-called paradoxes of the
lepublic - See esp. R. Demos - "Paradoxes in Plato's Doctrine

of the ldeal State" - C.6s n.s. 7,pp. 164-174; R.W, Hall -
"Justice and the Individual in the 'Republic! - Phronesis

Vol. &k, pp. 149-158; R.G. Hoerber - "More on Justice in the
Republic" - Phronesis Vol. 5, pp. 32 - 34; J.B. Skemp -~ "Comments
on Communal and Individual Justice in the Republic® - Phronesis
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Vole 5, pPpe 35 = 38; and again R.Ge. Hoerber - "Note on the
Structure of the Republic" 'Phronesis' 6, ppe 37 - 4O. Most
of these attempts (the notable exception is Hoerber's second
article) start from the assumption that the ideal state is

not metaphorical, the complementary assumption being that to
regard the ideal state as metaphorical would, as Professor
Demos*?uts it, "eliminate altogether Plato'ﬁideal state? 1hese
ot hvempbliterally are themselves acknowledgements that there

is a metaphor in the presentation. Professor Skemp's attempt
seems to me more guarded and better balanced. By drawing

our attention to the significance of Rep. 441 ¢ Lff, where

we are told (what indeed we should have learnt from earlier
statements that the state is brought in only to portray the
individual soul in large letters) that every individual (el¢
&xaotog ) "presents the same pattern of yvx¥ as does the
communitye He is 0©0¢d¢ by that same faculty by which the
community is 0o@d¢ nemely Td AoyLoTuLxév, so with Gvdpela,
and therefore AOYLOTLASV and avuoatéé;nmst be present in
each individual", Professor Skemp reveals the weakness of
Professor Demos' parallel virtues of the 'inner' and outer
city, i.e. those of private life and those of the institutional
fabric of societye. I also take Professor Skemp's comments

on Repe. 518 c¢ 2ff (the dupa Yvxfic passage) as implying that
Plato is there drawing our attention to the inadequacy of a
personal ethics not based on knowledge of the Forms, and not
to the distinction between two types of virtue as Dr. Hoerber
argues (ope cits pe32 - 34). Professor Skemp, however, adopts
an approach somewhat similar to Dr. Hoerber's and Professor
Demos' when, taking the ideal state rather literally, he
attempts through a linguistic route to derive some co¢lo and
dvopeta for the craftsmen. It seems to me that our primary
equation VuxN = copLa,dvdepeta and &nLOvuCa renders that quest
unnecessary, subordinate equations like craftsmen — desire '
being purely dictated by the analogye. The primary equation,
however, does not preclude the fact which seems only too plain,
that men have these elements in various degreese. Indeed as
we learn in 590 D 3ff, though the ethical ideal is for everyy
one to be governed by the wise and divine element in us, and
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The theory of the evolution of society in Laws III
bears a striking resemblance to that of Politics I. Before
embarking on tracing that resemblance, I intend to examine
very briefly the steps by which Plato came to the doctrine
of Laws III.

best if this element forms an integral part of our soul,there
will be some people who would derive the guidance of this
divine element externally in the laws and 1nst1tutlons of
society - cva elc évvaubv WGVTBQ 6uouoc wusv nad

@bkot, TH adTH AvPepvduevot
- a statement that can only naturally be 1nterpreted as
referring to differences of degree not of kind in the gualities
of various souls,.

To take the ideal state as metaphorical does no therefore
eliminate the significance of the political aspects of the
'Republic’'. It however emphasises its ethical purpose, and
makes its aim the same personal and individual ideal which
was the primary object of the Socratic quest. It is, however,
possible as has been variously suggested by several scholars
that having pursued Socrates'dpetfi &mLoTtnun dictum to its
fundamental conclusion in the 'Republic',the realisation that
only a few are capable of grasping the ultimate criterion of
conduct led Plato, amoeng other reasons like the collapse of
Athenian-society, to give greater emphasis than Socrates did
to the politlcal framework of the ethical ideal (ef. Alexander
Sesonke, "Plato's Apology: Republic I.", 'Phronesis', Vol. 6
PDe 29 =~ 36).
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That Plato moved towards a progressively higher evaluation
oflempirical studies is a common place in Platonic studies.
‘Astronomy, rejected in the 'Republic' (529 B) as incapable
of offering an ultimate criterion because it uses data derived
from the sensible world and is therefore fit only for theuw
;imited province of the astronomer)becomes an inquiry of
considerable value to the philosopher in the 'Laws' (821a-8220,
895b, 897¢), and in the Timaeus (3La, 36d, 47b, 524, and 90d),
in spite of the qualifying =alLdfa Tig of the latter; for
the divine and invisible voU¢ is made manifest in the visible
cosmos and by studying the latter the philosopher would be
able to attain a true criterion of conduct and happiness.
In the 'Politicug’ (285 D) in spite of the distinction between
“real existents which are easy to understand and the highest
and mest important class of existents to which there are no
corresponding.visible resemblances"p we learn that the
practice based on data derived from the sensible world
prepares us for the insight into the nature of the 'tipilwtdtwy

Svtwv', And the comic poet Epicrates (Fr. 287 (XKoch): cf.

Speusippus' 'Similarities') brings the gaze of the philosopher

¥ Professor Skemp's translation.
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down to as earthy an object as the pumpkin, to determine the
genus of which becomes a mattér of philosophic interest. It
falls outside the field of our interest here to examine whether
this growing interest in the empirical world was accompanied

by or consequent on any changes in Plato's metaphysical dbptrin§1
There is however, no doubt that the new outlook makes its marks
in Plato's ethical and political theory. The phases of the
changing outlook have been marked by several scholars and more

recently by John Gould*Z

s, Whose main thesis is that the
'Politicus', the 'Timaeus', the 'Philebus' and the 'Lawg! show
evidences of a more 'realistic!' philesophy - a readiness onv
Plato's part to take account of the hard realities of life and
recognise the given facts of human nature. And it seems that
Gould's thesis has a fairly solid basis. For, howevér true it
may be that the Platonic envisagement of the world is essentiélly'
ontological, not genetic, and that Platonic philosophy is
therefore not concerned to explain the genesis of the existent,
there is hardly.any doubt that in the envisagement of the
'Politicus' and the 'Timaeué* more account is taken of the force

inherent ,
in Becoming ‘qua’ Becoming.

*1 This is the main interest, for example, of J. Otenzel's
works translated into English with an introduction by
D.J. Allan as 'Plato's Method of Dialectic (Oxford)1940)

*2  John Gould - The Development of Plato's Ethics - Cambridge
Uni, Press, 1955, see esp. chaps. V,VI XIII,XIV & XV. Making the
personal and 'idealistic! ethics of Socrates the starting point
of his interpretation, Gould tries to show that Plato's more

E 4 t 1 ! o s 1 1] 3 1 I
1RC8shEREEL LY TLRN WRS28800RINI§d DY n PSR iisnl; gdordggpair
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However, leaving aside the cosmology and the metaphysics
of the 'Politicas' aﬁd the Timaeus! we shall now attempt very
summarily to extract wh#t lessons are relevant to Plato's
political theory in the 'Politicus'! and the 'Timaeus' especially
with a view to illuminating the 'criterion! for politics and
morals adopted in the 'Laws!'.

! plato takes up the old problem of

In the 'Politicus'*

a royal or political art (Euthydemus 290 B ££) and the anti-
thesis between this royal art and the false arts of the
demagogue, the orator and the sophist; and he attempts to

find the true statesman and define him by eliminating through
(Divisidg all pretenders.to his function. We learn that the
true statesman is &RLovfjuwy Ticand he rules with T&xvn

(Pol. 259b 1 ff). He ought not to be bound by laws; for as

an expert (Tsxvnxbg) he should be free to disregard custons
and conventional rules whenever his knowledge tells him that

a departure from precedent will serve his ends more effectively
In this sense the TEYXYN of the true statesman is the very
antithesis of vépog - one of those popular enactments which

almost invariably are products‘of the ignorance and selfishness

. s an A
of demagogues and rhetoricians. Ingother sense, however,:%oraﬁ

¥ For a comprehensive exposition of the purpose and content
of the 'Politicus! see the Introduction to J.B. Skemp -
'Plato's Statesman! - (Routledge and Kega® Paul, London 1951)
to which the following sketch is indebted, esp. for the
passages translated.
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is a seri¥iceable maid in the hands of the true statesman; for
véuog could be the product of the Téyvn of the statesman.
And no 'volte face! is involved in putting forth these two
different opinions about véuon. For,as Professor Skemp
rightly observes "It is at first sight confusing to find in
the midst of this denunciation of law, and indeed following the
Socratic passage just described, a praise of law...There is,
however, no contradiction, formal or real; in Plato's argument;
Laws are like a doctor's prescription at their best - at their
worst they are like the éttempts of the nqn-medical to get as
‘close as possible to a prescription written with medical
knowledge...He (the Statesman) is not bound by his own laws
any more than a doctor is by his prescriptions". (op. cit. p.48)
For our purpoée, however, the important thing is the
‘trué nature of this ideal ruler and his &TWtoThun; and
this the myth brings home. Here I think Gould clearly grasps
the significance of the myth, and I find his interpretation
that Plato is drawing our attention to the 'humanity! of the
ruler of our present efa convincing. "There is emphasis
throughout on the fact that the change is due to nature (¢doig) ™
writes Gould* "the reversal is an integral part of the nafure
of the universe, so that when revolving in the‘opposite sense,

it can be said to be aﬁmoxpatwp tﬁg adtoB ﬂopaﬁag....

* John Gould op. cit. p. 208.



104

But however inevitable the rotation away from the divine; it is
still 'the slightest possible deviation from its true motion!.
And since the myth is introduced in order to illuminate the
nature of the 'grand mistake! which we would have made if we
identified the statesman of the present age with the divine
shepherd (R74 e £f),it is important that immediately after the
nyth we are told that the ruler of the present age

(of &v6ade vBv dvtec ToMLTLXKOC - 275B 8)
is not a god, 'the divine shepherd! of a simple human flock;
but a human being ruling over other human beings, For in terms
of the myth whigh makes our humanity begin with the removal
of the god's controlling hands from the universe (Pol. 269e)
itlwould seem that as incarnate even the divine element in us
cannot totally escape the bonds of the flesh. In the ‘ﬁgpublig')
on the other hand, though the philosophers must return to the
cave and though we learn that nothing human is permaﬁent and
unchanging, 1 Aoyvotixdév (THE dupo yuxHc passagr —— See
Repe 533 D) which grasps or sees the ultimate criterion escapes
from the fetters of the body; consequently the philosopher
guardlans of the analogy seem more like 'lelne shepherds of a
simple human flock;!' representing the purely divine in us, they
cantrol the human flock represented by ';pirit' and 'appetite!.

I therefore cannot agree with Professor Skemp that "the
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truly scientific ruler of the Politicus can be none other than
he i,e. the philosopher king of the 'Bepubl;g}; and would
think that Campbell; Grube and 'l‘z-,xylor**1 are right in suggesting
that Plato in the 'Politicus!' rejects the ideal of the
philosopher-king of the Rgpubl;§>as unattainable. In fact,

the evidence from Laws IV (713b-714b) the significance of
which Professor Skemp expounds with a view to clarifying the
distinction in the ideal of the 'Politicus' and that of the
'Laws' seems moré like supporting the identity of the two
ideals; for the 'divine shepherd! which, we are warned, it
would be a 'grand mistake! to identify with the ruler of our
world seems to be none other than one of the 'daemones! which the
'Laws' tells us ,were set to rule over men'during the reign of
Kronos, dn drawing the parallels with the 'L§w§} Professor Skemp)‘
it would seem; everemphasizes the significance of the fact

that the Statesman of the ?Politicug’ rules with Téyvn and

o
<

he exaggerates its consequencesﬂz. Professor Skemp believes
that the '"Politicus! Hraws the utmost consequences of the view!
that government is a techne (op.cit p.49) but even in the 'Laws'!

govermment is still a 'techne', and there is no evidence that

*1  Campbell - 'Boliticus', (London)1867) esp. sections III
and V of his Introduction. Grube, - 'Plato's Thought!'
(London 1935) p. 279; Taylor, 'Plato! 6th edn. (London

1949) p. LOZ.

#2  cf. Gould op. cit. p.211
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Plato ever abandoned that view. It however seems that the

myth of the 'Politicus! teaches us a new lesson about the

nature of this ‘techne and how it must be practised.
Vlastos*i,however, agrees with Professor Skemp's

interpretation of the political outlook of the 'Politicus!.

I do not however think he is right in making short shrift of
the myth of the dialogue in his interpretation. He dismisses
it in a note on the grounds that there is no warrant for "the
supposition that the divine kings of the age of Cronus stand
for Flato's philosopher-kings" since "the former are not
philosophers and the latter are not likened to gods." This
seems to take a view too literal for Platonic interpretation.
I have already given my own view of the significance of the
myth; = and the weakness of Vlastos! interpretation is that it
takes no account whatever of the myth.

After the myth, we are told (275c) that“whether our
rulers 'are human' or superhuman creatures we are still as
committed as we were - neither more so nor less - to the task
of seeking to reveal their trué nature®, In pursuing this task
we do indeed find that our true statesman must rule with
&L oTriun and that if we could find a ruler like him his rule
would be by far superior to any actual constitution (301 b 5)¢

Taking it that the myth draws our attention to the human element

*1 Gregory Vlastos - "Socratic knowledge and Platonic
'"Pesgimism" ' - Philos.
Review 66, 1957, pp. R26 - 238,
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in the nature of our true statesman; one does not need to

agree with Gould that Plato despairs of ever finding'the man

to rule as a true man with &wmivowfun'  in order to believe
that Plato is in the 'Politicus' rejecting the ideal of the
'Republic'. For even if one agrees with Vlastos that it is

not Plato but the Greek public! who are doubting the merits,

and the practicability of the ideal ruler hinted =t in Pol.

3018 ff, one need not agree with Vlastos that the ideal of the
Republic is being exactly restated: For there is no evidence

to show?%gg only ideal constitution outside the makeshift
consfitutions is the ideal of the Republic; on the contrary

the myth telléigm&ess lofty ideal is now desirable. But the
myth is not intended to undermine the Platonic certainty that the,
true ruler must rule with &%tothun. Thus we are told that |
the makeshift constitutions give rise to many evils because

"chey all rest on the sandy foundation of action according

to law and custom without real scientific insight!" 301E 6 f£f.
What then is the true nature of this ETL OTHUOY TLQ?

In order to make him look like the philosopher-king of the
'Republic' Vliastos emphasises the absolutism of his power; and
he argues that since Plato regards the "ordinary, unphilosophical
kingship" as the best of the law-abiding constitutions he must
believe that the "capacity to bear absolute ﬁower without

corrupt&on is well within the bound of human nature"; for,

argues VlastosS”if even this poor, second~rate autocrat, this
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king without the kingly science, can hold such power without
degenerating, how much more so the philosopher king? We can,
therefore, conclude with reasonable confidence that Plato's

early faith in enlightened absolutism was still intact when

he wrote the Politicus" op.cit. p.237.

The truth,however, is that Plato does not credit this
second rate autocrat with any absolute power. We are definitely
told that unphilosophical kingship is the best of the bastard
constitutions, but like the others it rests on writbten enactment
and customary habits without scientific insight but once the
king disregards these enactments and conventional rules he
becomes exactly "that one man who rules but does not govern his
actions either by laws or by ancient customs but claims falsely
what only the truly wise ruler had a right to claim and says
that the 'best'! course must be taken in defiance of written

1£F)

codes" - he becomes a tyrant. (301c « In this respect

¥

2

at least, Plato does not give the 'unphilosophic! ruler a power
which he denies him in the ‘Laws’ as Vlastos suggeéts. The
reasoning with which Plato explainsvthe collapse of the kingdoms
are Argos and Messene because of the absolute power exercised

by their rulers (Laws 690 d £f) is implicit in the "Politicus'e
It can)however, be argued that even if Plato denies‘absolute
power te the unscientific ruler in the "Politicus! his remarks
there tend to show that he is willing to give it ﬁo the

‘ 2 7 — ‘
scientific ruler, ( Tht iﬂﬂlﬁqu NKJV Tis )
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which is all Vlastos needs to prove., Here attention must

be drawn to the fact that Plato lays emphasis thfoughout on the
insight of the true ruler. Vlastos in his note 25 shows that
he is aware that it is possible to speak of a scientific ruler
superior to all others while still recognising his humanity,
but he thinks this view is more appropriate to the 'Laws'.

What the 'Politicus! demands is 'one who rules with real
knowledge, but what the 'Laws' demand is a fruler who had both
the knowledge and she required nature (such as to withstand

the corruptions of power)". I believe that these two

requirements are implicit in the 'Politicus! but the attempt

to draw a clear distinection between the true statesman and

the pretenders often puts the second requirement into the
background. It however seems that the myth sufficiently
emphasises it.*1 For in all of us, even in the divine element
in us, there is an inseparable streak of the irrational; and
the task of the statesman is to make the best combination

of the rational and irrational in man - "combining the purified

warp and woof of social tissue in the robe of good citizénship"

(Bol. 287B). It would seem that contact with phenomena

*1 It seems to me that Vlastos attaches too little
significance to the myth of the 'Politicus! and too much to
Plato's visit to Sicily in 361 B.C. by putting the 'crash
of Plato's famth in absolutism! "After Plato's final
encounter with Dionysius the Younger when he saw the ugly
face of autocratic power at closer and more painful quarters
than at any time in his lifeM. op. cit. p.R37.
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irretrievably unites Being with some aspects of phénomena,
and that phenomena cannot be explained solely in terms of
Being. So the fact that the statesman of,ﬁhe 'Politicus!
is &mLoTtnuevTie and rules with Téyw should not blind
us to the new trﬁth which Plato is. hinting at in the Politicug
through the myth of that dialogue. The statesman of the
dialogue thereforé represents in spite of'terminology an ideal
somewhat different from that of the philosopher king of the
Republic. His 'techne! rests on a basis somewhat similar to
that of the vouo¢6ha%8g in the Laws. For the myth makes it
clear that in the 'Politicus', as in the !Laws'(87Le)fixed
rules become necessary in consequence of our human imperfection;
and it seems clear that Plato is in the 'Politicus! not setting
the figure of his philosophic ruler who governs without the
limitations of law by virtue of his 'techne! in sharp contrast
to government by law, even in spite of some strain especially
when the rule of the true statesman is contrasted with the
rule existiﬁg in the 'makeshift' constitutions. The new truth
seems to be only made more explicit in the(ﬁgg;;ggkgggkjggggy
in the Laws ( 739 b).

The same outlook which takes considerable note of the
recalcitrant elements of human néture is shown in the 'Timaeus'. :
In the beginning of the ‘T;maeus' we have something like a

brief summary of the lessons of the first four books of the
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'Republic!., After this, it ig Suggested that it would be a good
thing to éee the state whose structure igs set forth in the
Republic 'exerting function in accordance with its structure!

so that wé would see in actual practice the citizens of the |
"theoreticalt state of the Republic. Socrates confesses hisg
limitationg és far ags practical affairs are concerned - his
Special field is the field of theory., It is perhapé plausible

to suggest this confession is not without some significance,

in view of the fact the ideal of the Republic was put forth by him.i
Sl However, just at the point where we should begin to see the
citizens of the ideal state of ﬁﬂe '"Republic! in action the

myth of the 'Timaeusg' is intrdduced.significéntly at the point
where aécording to the exposition in the 'Republic! we should

be given the philosopher~kings; and bearihg in mind that in the
"Gorgias! though less élaborately, and in the !Lawg! especially)
Plato had argued that the limitations:of the ethicai ideal of

the sophists arise from, a mistaken view of the universe, and
that in ﬁhe 'Politicus! he has put forth lessons of considerable
importance fdr politicél thought through a particﬂlar view of - |
the universe, it ig reasonable to suggest ihat the myth of the
'Tiwaeus!' is designed to convey new insights ihto the nature of

man, morals and society, As Professor'Skemp remarks* "we tend to

* Skemp. Op. cit. pe54,
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think of the Timaeus as representing an independent essay on
the nature of the physical universe - as 'Plato's cosmology!
in fact. But this is mistaken, as the introductory conversation

in the Timseus itself makes clear., The physics is only a

preliminary to political history: it sets the stage for the
account of the past glories of Athens™. Plato therefore very
likely believes that a correct appreciation of the cosmology
expounded in»the myth would afford some insight into the nature
of political and moral ideals.
This new insight would naturally be looked for in the

emphasis given to the concept of &vayx?  in the myth. Bhe

dnuLovpydchimself, must take account of necessity ( Gvayxd)
the Lucretian 'caeca potestas! which, as the fragment of Simonides

quoted in the Protagoras (345 D 5) tells us, even the gods cannot

control -  dvayug &’ odod oeot uéxov'va,t. *. FEthical and
Political theory therefore must take account of the recalcitrant'
elements of average and historically determined human nature, and
any ruler, however wise, must give allowance to those elements

of human nature which the prescriptions and enactments of even

the best intentoned and all-powerful au@%rat cannot uproot.

* See Cornford - Plato's Cosmology - p.176 - "Necessity cannot
be wholly persuaded by Reason to bring out the best result
conceivable, Reason must be content to sacrifice the less
important advantage and achieve the best result attainable, This
last instance illustrates the truth of Galen's observation that
the Demiurge is not strictly omnipotent. In arranging the world
he could not group physical qualities in such a way as to secure
all the ends he desired'". and note his remarks on the different
view held for example by Prof. Taylor that Reason entirely sub-
ordinates the disorderly material to 'the ends of Reason'.

s
r
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qu Jjust as the OmutLovpydg can never fully eliminate the
'caeca potestas' inherent in his working material but can only
guide it so that most things in this world might be governed for
the best (Tim. 48A 2), so man can only strive to control as

best he can, by the use of his reason - the divine element in
him - the 'nmecessity! and limitations inseparable from our

bodily condition. It would seem therefore, that in order to

be practicable the Utopianism of the 'Republic! must be modified. .

The unfinished state of the 'Critiag!’ whefe the account
of the 'Iimaeus' is continued makés it impossible to draw any
definité conclusions from its evidence; interpretations of its
myth therefdfe naturally differ. It is perhaps significant
however that both the Atlantis - the city of Poseidon, the god
of wealth and commerce, and Antediluvian Athens, (we remember
that its citizens now represent the men of the ideal state of
the | blic))the city of Athena and Hephaestus, the goddess
of wisdom and the god of 'techne', are destroyed in the final
catastrophe. Is Plato hefe expréssing in myth his conviction
that the loftiness of the ideal of Antedeluvian Athens,i.e. the

ideal of the Republic, makes it impracticable because too

uncompromising, and that Atlantis perished because it concedes too .

much to the 'irrational'? At least we are told that the citizens:

of #Atlantis remained for ages happily leagued together, wise and

law-abiding (Critias 120 e 1) until at last 'the portion of
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lelnlty within them became weak and falnt Lhrougn being

oftentlmes blended with a large measure of mortallty and they
became filled with lawless ambltlon_and power%
It is therefore not an impossible suggestion, and indeed

Critias 121 b 1 f£f.

Professor Cornford thinks it a very plausible one. For drawing
a parallel between Aeschylus and Plato.and their respective
trilogies Professor Cornford writes '"The philosophic poet and
the poet philosopher are both consciously concerned with the
enthronement of wisdom and justice in human society. For each
~there lies, beyond and beneath this problem, the antithesis of
cosmos and chaos, aiike in the constitution of the world and
within the confines of the individual soul., On all these planes
they see a conflict of powers, whose unreconciled opposition
entails disaster. Apollo and the Furies between them can only
tear the soul of Orestes in pieces. The city of uncomprombsed

Ihe
ideals, the prehistoric Athens of JGritias' legend, in the death

grapple with the lawless violence of Atlantis, goes down in a
general destruction of mankind. The unwritten 'H%%anahﬂs', we
conjectured, would have described the rebirth of civilized-

city and the institution of a state in which the ideal would
condescend to compromise with the given facts of man's nature.
So humanity might find peace at last. And the way té peace, for
Plato as for Aeschylus, lies through reconcilement of the
rational and the irrational, of Zeus and Fate, of Reason and

Necegsity, not by force but by persuasion®, X

*  Cornford op. cit. Epllogue - P. 363
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This is not to say that we have in the 'Timseus! and the
"Critias' a recantation of the ideal of the Republic; (the
ideals of the 'Republic! are still proclaimed ( edyxnv)

in the 'Laws'!, but there is no doubt a soffening-down - a
willing.to afrive at a compromise between the good and the
necessary.

Whatever the Hermocrates might have been, the 'Laws!
reveals the new ideal at work - the ideal of the compromise
between the good and the necessary (Aristotle is going to make
. the emergence of the good from the necessary the basis of his
political theory.) In conformity with this more realistic
temper, we find in the 'Laws! Reason making the survey of
history a necessary preliminéry for the proper delimitation of
its field of exercise. Cardinsl principles having been laid
in the first two books, the third attempts to find the very
basis of political society. And while it would be expecting
too much from Plato to believe that we have a purely historical
analysis of the development of society, there is little doubt
that we have in 'Laws! III an attempt to base political
doctrine on the frealistic' foundation of historical developments,
even if, as is uéual with Plato, Reason secks only the

significances of these developments,

* see O76a - 80evrep uar THY TV "dhewy 3XCH006Y elg dpetnd

LETABALLYOVOAY &ha xab xaxcav &xdorote Beateov.
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The point of departure is one of those periodic destructions:
of mankind reported in the ancient legends ( of ﬂahatét ASyou )
And since legends like these 'must be perfectly credible to. any
man', we are to imagine one of these destructions, this time in
the form of a deluge and then start reconstructing civilization
from the rustic survivors of this deluge on the mountain slopes
- "mere scanty embers of humanity left unextinguished among
their high peaks',

The first society of human beings formed by the survivors
of the deluge is the family, at the head of which is the
patriarch who rules by unwritten custom law -

éeacu xad Tot.g heyouévo&g 7ta.'cp|.oug véuoic &mopevorl 3&')01.\) (680(16)
- 60%0’601. p,oc m.vfceg Thy &y TOUTY TH XpSve wo?»umel.o,v 6vva0fr;sm.v
xahetv, A xcu. vBv &%, molhaxoB xal v ﬁmmou wal xatd Bo,pBa,povg
Botiy * IIF2

Next households unite into villages - "For out of the

- single households and families, whom the dearth consequent on
'ﬁhe cataclysms keeps‘in isolation, arise communities in which
:%he eldest rule because the eldest inherit the authority from
father br mother, and the people follow them, and are soon

to be found forming one flock, like so many birds, ruled by
paternal authority, the justest of all titles to royal rank',
Thié is the ndun and the fully developed patriarchy.

The next stage is a union of villages; to function smoothly
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a society of this type requires laws because of the diversity
of the custom laws of the uniting villages., At this stage
therefore we have the emergence of lawgivers and the growth

of constitutions, monarchic or aristocratic. The enactment of
laws, therefore come about from the necessity to choose for the
united community the best out of the custom~laws of the various
clan-units out of which the new community grew.

When such communities as these last mentioned extendasto
the plain we have the fully developed city. This type of
community gives to its citizens the scope for various activities
and offers facilities of intercourse with the outside world.

"As a consequence, not only do the relations of classes in the
city change, but even the city itself is entangled in conflicts
with other cities - sometimes with disastrous results! - Laws
676a - 682a.

Such a city was Ilium. (681d - 682e¢). Ilium or ¥roy forms
the connecting link between its own stage of political develop-
ment and the stage where confedéradies are formed. Pléto is
imprecise as to what name we should give to the latter form of
society. v¥v 56 on 'va'r:({pfcn TLg Houly cmS/'m xdrie |
is the phrase with whicg it is introduced, and we are next told
that we may call it an 'ethnos'! if we wish - el 6é Boﬁhsc@e,é@vog
(663a # 6). Be that as it méy; this stage is historically
exemplified in the three Dorian cities of the Peloponnese -

Sparta, Messene and Argos. We have thus in Plato's sketch of
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the’development of society four stages - the household, the
village, the polis, and the 'ethnic' community.

We need not join Professor Morrow*l in arguing that almost
everything in Plato's construétion here is historicalj; %here
is however little doubt that he is right when heAremarks -

"The picture that they (Plato & Aristotle) give of the polis

as emerging comparatively late through a unionpof families,
clans, tribes and villages, and retaining as vital parts in

its later structure these elements of which it was put together |
- this we see is eminently correct, in the main for the Greek @
world in which they were most interested; and especially true |
of Athens the city we know best." n

In the 'Laws',therefore, political ideals are presented
not by way of conveying in myth the pure envisagement of Reason
but by way of Reason seriously taking account of Necessity and
grappling with it with a view to ordering it for the best.

The lower elements of human nature are, no less than they are

in the Republic, regarded as necessitiés forced upon the highest
element of our nature by the contact with phenomens, Ih the
angg')however, there is the realisation that the grip of
necessity is so strong that the political philosopher had better
take account of ite Ideals therefore must be sought by grap-
pling with the data of historically determined human nature,

/ dalg.
even if in the form of Reason seeking the significance of theseiq

*1 GeR. Morrow, Plato's Cretan City, pp.63 - 73. & 119
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The myth of Laws IV only supplements the lessons of history.

the 'Timaeus'. As in the Politicus (R71¢, cf. 274d) the
emphasis'is on the distinction between the period when all things
are governed by the divine intelligence of the Creator and the
period when human beings are responsible for their own affairs.

For M"according to the received tradition, in that age of bliss,
all life needs was provided in abundance and unsought, and the !
reason, we are told, was this. Cronus was of course aware that
¢++.n0 human being is competent to wield an irresponsible control
-over mankind without becoming swollen with pride and unrighteous-
ness. Being alive to this he gave our communities as their kings
and magistrates, not men but Spirits, beings of diviner and
superior kind, just as we still do the same with our flocks of
sheep and herds of othe$ domesticated animals: we do not set

oxen to manage oxen, or goats to manage goats; we, their betters
in kind, act as their masters ourselves. Well, the god, in his
kindness to man, did the same; he set over us this superior race
of spirits who took.charge of us with no less ease to themselves tl
than convenience to us, providing us with peace and mercy, sound
law and unscanted Justice, and indowing the families of mankind
with internal concord and happiness. So the story teaches us
today, and teaches us, truly that when a community is ruled not by
God but by man, its members have no refuge from evil and misery;
we should do our utmost -~ thig is the moral -~ to reproduce the
life of the 'age of CronHs', and therefore should order our
private households and our public societies alike in obedience to
the immortal element within us, giving the name of law to the
appointment of understanding!, Laws IV, 713cR « 71hark - Taylor's
translation.

Plato certainly dwells on the rustic simplicity of that
ideal world, but it would, I think, be mistaken if this is taken
as evidence for Plato's nostalgia for a rustic utopia. The

§ Creays

meaning seems to me to be this: while in the world l!demons! take

care of us and by providing all life needs control the arts and



120

techniques which in our world we must use to provide our needs,
thus keeping under control all distracting and corrupting influ-
ences, in temporal life we are on our own - and liable as we are
to many distracting and corrupting‘influénces, we must, in lieu
of 'demons',rely on the apportionment of Reason - the divine
element in.us - to take care of these th:'ung;s.):<

It only need to be added by way of final remarks that the
analysis in the 'Republic' has been mainly logical or
psychological and the ideél transcendental. In the 'Timaeus’
and thelPoliticug thé categories of a somewhat modified ethiéal
and political ideal have been put forth through myths. In the
'Lawg'! analysis and myth proclaim the same ideal. In terms of
the cdncept of ¢¥GLg, the criterion by which ethical and
political Ldeéls are formulated, it could be said that Plato
has drawn quite close to Aristotle's doctrine that man's ideals
should, at least largely, be formulated by looking at man and

human institutions. Plato, it can be argued, regrets that this

{

has to be done; Aristotle,thinking that it is the only valid thing

to do, does it more cheerfully. At this point where the Plato's
political principles are closest to that of his pupil, we shall

examine the foundation of the political theory of the pupil.

* There may well be some significance in the pun 50@V5Mﬂ -

;
SULUOVEG which Gould (op.cit.p.98 Note 6) notices.
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~ CHAPTER 3

We saw in the last chapter that Plato found the true nornm

of 'gboug' in the world of transcendent forms; I also there
suggested, without implying that Plato ever abandoned the two-
world doctrine, that behind Plato's attempts to grapple seriously
with phenomena in the 'Politicus! and the [Lgﬂg', for example,
lies a philosophic principle quite close to Aristoﬁle's. In view
of these earlier investigations which were underbaken in the
belief that they would shed light on Aristotle's philosophic
principle and ultimately on his doctrine of man and society, it
is time we asked what Aristotlels conception of UOLC is.
However, Aristotle more conscioﬁsly than any of the thinkers

- mentioned in the foregoing distinguishes ﬂpaKTb%ﬁr¢bKOOO¢éa

. from fewpnTiny] and obviously regards the former as the valid

- starting-point of moral and political theory and wants to be aé (

independent as possible of 'metaphysics! in the sense of the nahxrq

of reality or of the uniVeréé in his etﬁicél and political theory;§

it may therefore seem necessary to add by way of explanation that

the relevance of the theory of@ﬁdbg to ethical and political
theory lies in the method it invites and in the nature of the
- 'norm! it presupposes, and in this sense Aristotle's conception ;
6f ¢ﬁdbg is no less relevant to his ethical and pdlitical
thought than Plato's.

What then is Aristotle's conception of @ﬁOLg? In terms of

the explanation of reality this is easily summarised. According
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to Aristotle, the Pre-Socratics explained the world and its
contents by its material.cause-which they called ¢v¥otlg; in
doing this, they were only partially right; it was also late
before this conception of reality was overcome (cf. Metaphysics
I.5) Plato sought the explanation in the el60¢c; here too he
was only partially right: For the true explanation is that
though reality is the phenomenal thing, it includes the 826og
or idea which the pre-Socratics neglected, but this Q(éo;
cannot be separated from the concrete object itself as Plato
thought. Trueodota or ¢B0L¢ is the combination of these two
aspects of being in the dynamic process of éntelechy in which -
the substantial form of the idea manifests itself in the
particular as the actualisation of that thing'!s potentiality,
Thus Windelband%, for example, with some justification,sees in
Aristotlels conception of ¢@UOLg Aristotle's dissatisfaction
with someﬁhing that he saw in the system of his great predec=
essor - Plato,i.e. "the Eleatic assumptionvof absence of
relation -~ absence of relation between the general and the
partiéular, between ideas and phenomena, between conceptions’
and perceptions. For while Plato had made two different worlds

out of the general which is known by the conception, and the
particular which is perceived, the entire effort of Aristotle is
directed towards removing again this division in the conception
of reality, and discovering that relation between Idea and

* An Introduction to Philosophy)translated by Joseph McCabe p.6



phenomenon which shall- make conceptual knowledge able to explain
what is perceived". It is common knowledge that this effort
led Aristotle to contest with Plato the X®950H0Q of thie Idea
(see e.g. Phys. 193b4).

This conception of ¢UoLgc we find in the Mgbaphxgigﬁ, in

the Physics and in De Partibus Animalium; we only here draw

attention to that in Physics 192b 21-23. There Nature is defined
as "a principle of motion and rest in those things which have
implanted and inherent in them an impulse to motion and rest
whether that motion be locomotion, increase, decay or alteration';
and by the side of this definition can usefully be seen the
static analysis of the four cauées. In this analysis we are gi&en
the four causes which need to be known before the 'nature?,
'essence! or reality of a thing is understood. Thﬁsbtakiﬁg,the
fanous eiample of the statue we have i) The materigl cause =

the marble of which it is made,[ii) The formal cause - the
pattern by having which in mind the sculptor directs the process,
111) The efficient cause =~ the scuptor who initiates the process,.
/iv) The final cause - the end or purpose which determines the
statue in its finished fomm.

The last three causes, however)often become one - gpxaT@o

68 t& Tpla el 8v moMaxig.  Physics B. 198a 24-25; cf. de

Part, An. 1.1.6l+2a1 and Phys.B 199a 30. When this happens we

have only two causes - the material cause and the one formed by
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the,coalitioﬁ of the other three. This coincidence is very
common in living ﬁhings.

Thes the concept of¢¥ct¢c as the essence of things which
have a semrce of movement in themselves and of the natural as
having a principle of growth, organisation and movement in its
own right, and a tendency towards a characteristic end - an end
which we have to seek by looking at how things generally happen
but which lies above the immediate facts of experience because
comprehensible ®aTdh ASyov ig given philosophic expression in
Aristotle's doctrine of potentiality and actuality and of mat ter
and fonm.‘ Aristotle thereby attempted to close the gap between
idea and phenomena; and by substituting potential and actual for
Plato's non-existent and existent believes that the end must be
studled, in close alllance with the means: for the former is
nothing extrinsic and can only be grasped through close aﬂ:te_entio,r:t_"j
to the concrete and specific.

The method which this conception of @UOLE invites in
ethical and political theory would seem to be the truly
Aristotelian one. And indeed scholars often see the effects
of this Janus-like aspect of Aristotle's conception of @UOLg
in his ethical and political works, in‘fact in all his works;
for they see in the fact that the end - telos ~ lies a jump above

the immediate facts of experience the ideal aspect of Aristotle's
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thought and its debt in one form or another to Platonic heritage,
and in the fact that this end i.e. the ideal must be sought for
by an examination of the faéts of experience the empirical aspect
of his thought. |

A view to which Professor During gives expression when he
says "In Aristotle's writings we can always expect to meet side
by side the two doﬁinant trends: Platonic abstraction and
biological empiric?sm" and again from a slightly different point
of view M"Aristotle was struggling to become a Platonist and to
reconcile his empirical and common sense approach to nature with
Plato's idealism"'®

According to the theory of the development of Aristotle
made famous by Jaeger, however, Aristotle's conception of @UGLC
was not always as 'sketched! above. This.could of course be true
without precluding.us from ﬁsing'that conception of
as the background of Aristotle's ethical and political theory.
The genetic theory, however, pﬁts forward the additional thesis
that whenever we see those "two dominant trends - Platonic
abstraction and biological émpiricism" = in the same work - the
idealist trend must be separated and put into a different
chronological pigeon-hole. And when on the basis of this theory
one finds Jaeger whom the great Aristotelian scholar Ross
Jjustifiably calls."the most brilliant Aristotelian of our time"
arguing that Aristotle examined the actual constitutions of

Politics II "in order to show that the best state does not occur

1 Arctos’195h p.76. *2 Eranos)su (1956) p.T12.
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anywhefe"*1; in open defiance of what Aristotle himself says

at the beginning of the book,it becomes difficult to put the
genetic theory into thewlimbo of discarded problems., Therefore
though the genetic theory of Aristotle's development is obviously
no longer a live issue but rather a matter of‘historical interest
a brief attention will here be given to the theory with special
reference to Jaeger's and Von Arnim's versions as these two
scholars seem to haﬁe studied the Pélitics in detail against

the background of what they conceived to be the nature of
Aristotle's development,

‘As Sir David Ross points out%z it was Thomas Case who
blazed the trail of the development theory. For in his article
on Aristotle in theLBncyclopaedia Brittanica}of 1911 (alse his
article in 'Mind' 1925) he gave an outline of Aristotle's
development in wﬁich he put forward the view that Aristétle's
own characteristic views only emerged after he had emancipafed
himself from Plato. The cornerstone. of Aristotle's philosophy,
Case argues, is the eternity of the world, and this enables him
to put forward the doctrine that essence can be eternal without
being separable; for the substantialvreality of the concrete
object follows from the eternity‘of the world.

The application of the development theory in a detailed

*1 Jaeger - 'Aristotle' p. 286

*2 Sir David Ross - "The development of Aristotle's Thought!"
'Aristotle and Plato in the mid=-fourth Century! Goteburg,
1960, pages 1 - 17. -
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exposition of Aristotle's thought is, however, Jaeger's
achievement. The outliﬁes of Jaeger's method are evident in
his earlier studies like "Studien zuf Enstehungsgeschichte der
Metaphysik des Aristoteles™ Berlin, Werdman 1912, and Das Pneuma
in Lykeion" Hermes, 48 i1913)“pp.29.74. It is however in his
epoch-making work "Aristoteles. Grundlegung»einer Geschichte
seiner Entwicklung" of 1923,,translated into English in 1934
by Richard Robinson under the title M"Aristotle. Fundamentals
of the History of His Develépment" that Jaeger applies the
development theory to the main fields of Arlstotle's thought -
Metaphysics and Theology, Ethics and Politics.

The outlines of that thesis are well-known; from the Plat-
onic idealism of his youth Aristotle progressed towards an
empirical scientific outlook. In Metaphysics odola from
being a supersensible entity becomes "just one of a whole series
of meanings of Being" (Jaeger - 'Aristotle! p.204).

In Metaphysics and theologyithe progress is traced through
the .De Philosophia, the De Caelo, the 'earller' or 'orlglnal'
Metaphysics, the Physics and the later Mﬁ&aphysmcs ‘_Whlle in his
earlier thought)Jaeger argues)references by Aristotle to physical
objects like Mount Olympus and to the myths of Uranus etc. had
for him religious and metaphysical significance, in his later
thought Aristotle actually admits sensibles into the earlier

metaphysical foundation of the unmoved mover; thus, taking note
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of the theory of Callipus, he multiplies the unmoved mover
by 47 or 55 and gives us in Met.\.8 a doctrine which contradicts
almost all that went before. In ethics, the progress is through

the otreptiéis, the Eudemian Ethics and the MNicomachean Ethics;

an idealistic theory of morals and social life gives place to a
more prudential ethics. In the Protreptidils, for example,

PpéyMoLg is given a transcendental status and it very closely
resembles philosophic knowledge iﬁ the full Platonic sénse, in the
Nicomachean Ethiecs, on the other hand, b"¢povncbis deprived
iof much theoretical significance’. Not only did Aristotle thought
progress in the manner sketched but even in his later works it is »
often necessary to distihguish traces of the earlier mode of thougf
On this reasoning, the ideal of the contemplative 1ife in the E.N.
belongs to the Platonic phase, even though it is a 'watered-down'
ideal as we have it in the E.N., and also since the-doctrine of
the 'active intellect'! in the De_ Anima is tinged with idealism

it mﬁst be Platonic aﬁd early! Though the remark could seem
rather unfair to Jaeger; it ié'nevertheless true that the logical

*
conclusion of Jaeger's method is found unfortunately in Paul Gohlke

* Paul Gohlke -~ Die Entstehungsgeschichte der Naturwissenschaft-
lichen Schriften d.Arist, Hermes,LIX. July 1928 by his
article on the Ethics, Politics and Rhetoric in O.A.W. of . le
194L. Jaeger's efforts are of course more fruitful of @ESGE@%,
and it is impossible to dismiss them with the summary ‘wasted
effort! with which Gigon dismisses Gohlke'¢labours in the
Gnomon -of 1952,
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who puts forward the: theory that in almost every treatise of
Aristotle that has come down to us, we have two versions - an
earlier version composed by Aristotle before he got hold of the
'potency! doctrine and a later post-'potency' version. For,
'argues Gélke, the doctrine of potencj marks ﬁhe turning-point
in Aristotle's thought, and after his return to Athens Aristotle
revises, and in the process virtually repeats all his earlier
works, thus giving us the Janus-like aspect in his works!
Nuyens4in his 'L!' BEvolution de la psychologie d'Ariétote'
(Louvain 1948) takeé ﬁp Jaeger'!s presuppositions andlapplies |
them to Aristotle's psychology; He thus develops a 'three-
period! theory of‘Aristotle's psychology: the 'Eudgﬁus' period
when Afistotle was still a full adherent of Plaﬁonism; .the
soul then is, as expounded by Plato in the 'Phaedo', a prisoner
of the body; this is the pure 'dualist! théory. There is next
the view of the soul developed in the bblogical works (with. the

exception of the De Gen.Anip) and in the Eudemian Ethics and the

Micomachean Ethics. This view culminates, Nuyens believes, in

the De Part.Anim., where though we learn that the soul is form of
body P.A. Bk.I, Nuyens makes a distinction between this view of
the goul and the latest view in the De An;ﬁa on the grounds that
the soul is not form of body in all its parts (cf. however, 5&1&
R8 -~ bk, b9-10, with De Anima 403a3-12; L13a 5-7; 413b 24~7). The

view of the third period is the 'entelechy! or‘hylomorphic)bneq
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This is the view of the soul in the De Anima, Met. ZH &N, the

Parva Nat., De Gen. De Sensu, and De Memoria. According to
Nuyens, since the EM adopts a theory of the soul appropriate
to the second period, the EM must be earlier than the De Apina.
It is perhaps hardly necessary to remark éhat even when
the theory was new, nét every scholar was convinced or evén
impressed by the results which Jaeger's method yielded, though
its originality (inyspite of Thomas Cése) was universally
acclaimed. Von Arnim, for insfance, immediately after Jaeger's
publication wrote a series of articles in the Philosophisch -
Historische Klasse and the Sitzungsberichte of the Vienna Acad-
emy mainly aimed at exposing the chinks in Jaeger's armour. In
some studies in the Wiener Studien Arnim attempted to show that,
contrary to Jaeger's thesis, Met. B. is later than;MgL, K., and
that the 'we'! passages of Met A. do not support Jaeger's thesis.
In his owﬁ theory which he develops in the 'Gotteslehré des
Aristoteles! B.A.W. 1931 he agrees with Jaeger that Afistotle was
at first a Platonist; Aristotle was however initially not very
interested in metaphysics and differed from Plato in details.r On
almost every other point however, Arnim disagrees with Jaeger,
He contests vigorously for instance Jaeger's thesis that in the
idealist - scieﬁtist progress Aristotle inyﬁhe De Caelo still
regards God as a transcendental ﬁnmoved mover; though Arnim to

‘s . *
maintain his own position had to regard some evidences as later

* for example the passage at De Caelo 288b5 and 292a19.



.additions. Still according to Arnim the unmoved mover simply
does not belong to the De Caelq doctrines. In fact, according
¥o Arnim ,the doctrine of the unmoved mover is late; for it was
not until Aristotle had written the biological works and
discovered the fact that another mobion apart from self-motion
could be detected in animals that he rejectea 'the self-mover!
as the source of motion. Thus the doctrine of'the De_Caelo

lies on the same basis as that of Physics I ~ VI, the basis that
@voL¢ is an &%;xﬁ nLVNoews. . After rejecting the self-mover
as the self-sufficient explanation of motion Aristotle developed
the doctrine of the unmoved mover. Thus contrary to Jaeger's
thesis Aristotle was not gradually, as he moved away from Plato,
depriving the doctrine of the unmoved mover of its metaphysical
significance; he was indeed progressing towards the doctrine of
the unmoved mover. The weakness of Arnim's theory would seem to
lie in the unbridgeable gap it creates beﬁween the Aristotelian
conception of ¢UoiLg and the doctrine of the unmoved mover,
Different views of the De Philosophia, De Caelo, Metaphysics
progress are of course held by other scholars, by Ross and
Guthrie pre-eminently among English scholars.

We here briefly draw attention to the views of these two
scholars. 1In his articles entitled !'The Development of
Aristotle's Theology!, Classical Quafterly,%? (1933) and 28 (1934)
Professor.Guthrie argued that the doctrine of the unmoved mover

is reconciliable with Aristotle's mature doctrine of @Y¥oiLg and
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that it was indeed aldoctrine 6f Aristotle's mature years.
Concerning the relationship of the‘aethefjéf the De Caelo and
the doctrine of the unmoved movef, Professor Guthrie suggests
"the possibility that A's beliefs about the aether may have gone
through three stages7(i) he accepted the earlier and popular
belief that the aether was a true god with a mind of its own,
and that its circuiar motion therefore was due ﬁo 'the action
of its own will' (ii) when his own theory of naturé was further
advanced and hé thought of ¢@V¥oug as the dpyn xuvﬁ%swg
of everything, he applied this to the aether as well and said
that not only motion up and down but also circular motion must
be natural (iii) he subordinated it to the Unmoved Mover" (C.Q.
R7. p.166), and in the concluding remarks of that article observes
that "the introduction of an unmoved mover did not mean the
denial of the physical theory which posited a principle of
growth inherent in the thing". Professor Guthrie does not, as
far as I knoﬁ, relate his view of the development of Aristotle's
theology to the development of Afistotle's ethics and politics§
it however weems justifiable to deduce from the foregoing remarks
that he would not think it justifiable to separate the so-called
empirical and idealist trends in Aristotle's thought to separate
chronological compartments.

Sir David Ross seems on the whole more sympathetic towards

Jaeger's theory of the development of Aristotle's metaphysics
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and theology., Though}contrary to Jaeger, hé thinks that the
theology of the De Caelo neither proves nor disproves trans-
cedence)ﬁﬁh in his comments on these so-called empirical and
idealistic aspects of Aristotle's thought he seems to me to

have rightly utilized the insights contained in Professor
Guthrie's article. Hence Ross remarks "while I accept his
(Jaegerfs) belief that Aristotle moved from a Platonic, other-
worldly view to a more realistic view, for which the physical
world mattered a great deal, the movement of bis mind proceeded
neither so far nor so fast as Jaeger describes it as having
proceeded. The clearest evidence of this is Aristotlels
retention of the prime unmoved mover as the mainSpring.of his
system in the very last years of his life. But we have also seen
that, while Aristotle's conception of the soul went through three
distinct phases, in the last of which it has ceased to be for him
an entity distinct from the body, the physical activities of .

living things remained for him a matter of greater interest, In

ethics we find the same story. The "Wicomachean Ethics!', by
general consent'a late work, breathes as high an idealism.as any
ufrhis works. The same is true of the Politjcs: the so-called
idealistic parts of it, in their present form, at least, are in all

probability, no less than its other parts to be dated near the end

of his life", The position implied by the foregoing remarks by
Ross is

*1  Ross op.cit. DellLe



the position adopted in this study of Aristotle's political

theory but before we sketeh in some details thaﬁ position it

is necessary to examine that aspect of Jaeger's theory which is

of more immediate relevance to the Ethics and»thé Politics.
This is the Protrepticus, Eudemian Ethics, Micomachean

Ethics line of development; and here Jaeger places the weight

of his evidence on the Protrepticus. Beside other considerations,
Jaeger‘finds much support fér his thesis in the language of
"Erotrepticus! Fr.13 (Walzer, Ross). For in that fragment we

have the remarkable expression that 'just as in the simple

érafts the best tools are derived frdm nature, as for instance

in the building trade the plummet, the rule etec....in the same way
the statesman must have certain landmarks taken from nature and
truth itself by reference to which he will Jjudge what is Just,
what is good, what is expedient". The key phrases;however,.are
contained in the following pieces which I cite. -

dorep ydp 8xel Ty dpydvwy taBva Svapépet mdvtwv, oftw xab

véuog xdhhbdmog $ pditoto xndTa odoLy xeluevoc
ané again = -
- T O QLA0C6PY WOV TBY AWy dx’ AvTRy THY dxpL BBy

BLuMote BoTLve  aduov & B0zt Beathic, &N’ ob UL UMULOTWOY
and finally -

povog vho mpdg why ovory BAERev LB wal medc TS SeTov xol
xaeﬁkspﬁbkh'xvﬁepvﬁmng tug dyabdc &2 alstwy ol povelpwy &vayd-
pevog Tol Blov Td¢ Epyac épué? xal ZY a6’ Savtdv.
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//Por Professor Jaeger these phrases and terms are evidence that

Aristotle is in the Protrepticus referring to Plato's theory of

transcendent forms and as an adherent of that doectrine. He seeg I

in the Protrepticus the ideal of mathematical exactness; the

exact opposite of the ideal of E.N. and some parts of the
Politics: He believes that it offers a very insufficient
explanation Mto say that Aristotle was -only imitating Platol!s
style and that his own 6pinipﬁrlay hidden discreetly and caﬁt-
iously beneath: for the words can only be readily understood
by their organic connection with the philosophy of the
Protrepticus and the latter necessitates the dualist metaphysics
of the Forms as the theoretical basis of the doctrines of values
expressed in that dialogue. To interpret those pieces of
Platonic terminology with a view to accommodating them to the
later trend of Aristotle's thought would be a desperate‘way out
of the difficulties® op. cit.

Professor Jaeger sees thefefore in the Protrepticus the

transcendental status of PpS8vyNnbL¢  and its very close resem-~
blance to philosophic knowledge in the full Platonic sense. In
the Micomachean Ethics, howéver, "@pdVHOLC is deprived of
much theoretical significance, and has its sphere sharply
distinguished from that of 0OQLG  and No¥g n, PpOVNOLG

becomes a practical faculty 'concerned with the choice of the
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ethically desirable and with the prudent satisfaction of one's
own advantage'; it is concerned not with the universal but with

the fleeting details of lifen”

* Jaeger's statement.thaumévn0Lg in the E.M. 'is concerned
not with the universal but with the fleeting details of life!
is an exaggeration which tends to give the effect of radical.
changes in Aristotlel's thought. For what Aristotle tells us
(E.M. VI.1140b 16-20; 1142a 23230 of. 1143a 35-b5) is that
qusgpevﬁabg is concerned as much with the particular as with the
universal but perhaps rather more with the particular. The
wpévmuog is good at deliberation, in the decision that issues
in action, and the practical syllogism with which Aristotle
illustrates the deliberation-argument makes it obvious that
the gpovipoc is concerned with the universal as well as with
the particular: All heavy waters are bad for health; this is a
heavy water; therefore this is bad for health. In fact for
Aristotle's ethical theory, the o¢pdvipoc in the major premiss
of the practical syllogism actually formulates his ideal, and
it is partly because his ideal is the true ideal that he is called
PPOVLILOG /the major prem%ss is a general conception or principle .
®aOShov VEOANYLC or AOYOG. But since the opdvipoc is
concerned with action he is also very much concerned with the
particular subject of the minor premiss, for the aim of the
deliberation-argument (the practical syllogism) is a RPOALPETLC
resulting in immediate action.

Here again therefore it is easy to see how, on the one hand
Aristotle could concentrate on the significance of @pdvqobg
in the Brotrepticus, esp. if he was urging people who underrate
the value of ideals or abstract processes of thought, and on the
other hand come to modify his language in the E.M. when he comes
to deal with the actual theory of ethics. There, the presence
in the practical syllogism (the instrument of the PPOVLUOC )
of the singular minor term and the singular minor premiss - both
of, which cannot really be known but on y be apprehended by
alodnote  demarcates the sphere of QPOVNOLE  from that of
ERL OTHUN or voig the faculties of the demonstrative or
scientific syllogism.
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/7This lowering‘of the status of ¢p5vnong »Jaeger believes, is a
direct and inevitable consequenée of the rejection of the theory
of Forms and of a trend of thought moving in the direction of
Aristotle's maturer conception of @¥oLg .'For while the theory
(the theofy of Ideas) was held @pévnOLg més not only the knowl-
edge of true being but was also the knowledge of the pure Norms
by reference to which man should order his life. By its rejection
however, dialectic lost its direct significance for human life
and hence the distinction between metaphysics and ethics became
much sharper than before". But here surely the distinction
between metaphysics and ethics can only become sharper on Jaeger's
hypothesis that wpévnong as used in the Pfotrepticus represents
the‘Platonic ideal of transcendental Good. For if Aristotle used -
PPOYNMOLE  in his exposition of the ethical ideal in a protreptic
work - epdvnoLe could have within that framework sheoretical as
well as practical significance, as indeed it does have in the
fraguents which Jaeger believes come from the Protrepticus. If
when Aristotle turns to the more specific problems of ethics he
defines his terms more 'technically' this needs not mean that he o
has changed his ethical.ideals: it>may Just be that he is in the
E.N. concerned with problems which need not be raised in a
protreptic work., (Further if, as During suggests, Aristotle
wrote the Protrepticus to defend the philosophic ideal of the

Platonic¢ school against the School of Isocrates*2 which tended

*2 It is Professor During's thesis that the Proptrepticus was
designed as a defence against the attacks of the Isocratean

school on abstract processes of thought in ethics.
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to hold abstract theory in contempt, he could very well lay
- emphasis on the ethical significance of 'philosophy! without
comnitting himself to accept the theory of Ideas. indeed in
the very last paragraph of the E.M. the spirit of which, Jaeger
believes, is diametrically opposed to that of the Protrepticus
it is interesting to note what part their lack of Oewpta
plays in the disqualification of the school if ESOCrates and
other Sophists and the practising 'statesman'! for the office
of the lawgiver.) Apart from this; even in ﬁhe technical
language of the E.N. the gpovipoc (cf. @Lﬁ.1143a 35-b9) is
somebimes identifiable with the voly Exwv thus showing how close»
the relationship is between ppovnoL¢ and ﬁoﬁg It is  vo¥c
tolwhich Jaeger thinks ¢povnoiu¢ is identical in the Protrepticus. .
If one adds the further fact that Aristotle was not concerned
with the precise language of ethics in the Protrepticus, that
he was probably only arguing that though philosophy is thepreticalf
it is nevertheless of the highest value for practical conduct, it |
becomes clear that Professor Jaeger has put on the Protrepticus
an interpretation that it does not necessarily invite,

To those who are convinced by Dr. Rabinowitz%,however,
Professor Jaeger's theory woﬁld appear to have little or no basis

in so far as that basis is grounded on the content and philosophy |

of the 'Protrepticus'. For on the grounds that "little positive

* W.G. Rabinowitz - Aristotilels Protrepticus and the Sources of
its Reconstruction I - University of California Publications in 3
Classical Philology. Univ. of Cal. Press, Berkeley & Los Angeles E

1957.
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evidence for an accurate reconstruction of the work is
available', Dr. Rabinowitz would argue that we cannot know anyt il

thing definite about the Protrepticus. Dr. Rabinowitz no doubt

succeeds in shaking the apparently impregnable basis on which
Jaeger builds his theory and creates some radical doubts. I
also think that some of Dr. Rabinowitz's doubts like those based
on Iamblichus ability 'to use a variet& of sources in a wide
variety of ways! and oh the difficulty, partly consequent on
this, of proving that the excerpts are taken directly from
Aristotle, are more strongly based than acknowledged even by

During - 'Aristotle's Protrepticus pp.28-29).

However, even some of those scholars whose criticisms are
not as fatal'tOrJaeger's thesis as Rabinowitz's, and who are
willing to accept'a considerable number of these fragments as

genuine believe that Aristotle was in the 'Protrepticus! not

expressing a purely Platonic metaphysics of ethics. Améng this
group of scholars are During, Stark, and rather surprisingly,
Nuyens who seems to be the first to argue that we have in the
Protrepticus Aristotle's mature conception of ¢¥GL¢ . All of
these scholars believe.that the doctrine of the significantly
political fragments to which we have drawn attention is, in spite |
of the Platonic expressions and terminology of those fragments,
close to that of Aristotle's school-works and need not be taken

as proof that Aristotle was an orthodox Platonist when he wrote
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them. The view of these scholars is identical with that put
forward by Professors Von Fritz and Kapp in the Introduction

to their edition of 'Aristotle's Constitution .of Athens and

Related Texts (pp.3R2 ff) It is expanded by Professor During

both in his earlier writings on the 'Protrepticus', the most

comprehensive of which is under the title -V”Arisﬁotle on

ultimate principles from 'nature and reality'" - in "Aristotle

and Plato in mid-fourth Century.(Proc. Sympoéium Aristoteli@m,
Oxford 1957), Gopeburg, 1961 pp.35 ff: and in his commentary on
Fr.13 in "Aristotle's Protrepticus - An attempt at Reconstruction!
- Trag.46-51, commentary pp.215-226. I here only summarise the |
main points of that.argument. The pre-Socratic use of 4%5@!51
facilitates Aristotle's use of it in the manﬁef seen in Fr.13(W)
without his referring to the world of forms; for similar usages
are found in Hippias, Thucydides, Democritus, the Corpus -
Hippocraticum. Therefore as Professors Von Fritz and Kapp suge-
ested what we have in this fragment is a reflection in Aristotle
of the "pre-Platonic beginnings of a theory of natural law'",
Secondly, Aristotle's own idea of nature realising its telos
within itself makesrit possible for him to refer to a para-
deigmatic reality without implying that this 'norm'! is trans-
cendent or outside nature. And finally, sincé thevnorm of

is vsed in a similar way in works that are generally accepted

to be among the school-works (eg. EN: De _Anima: De Gen. Anim.,

De Motu Anim.) it is unwarranted to ‘interprete this usage in the
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'Protrepticys' as implying Aristotle's full adherence to
Platonism when he wrote the 'P ticusj; Even if it cannot
be said that During's thesis is proved beyond doubt, the
evidence marshalled in support of the thesis convinces me that
any idealistic trend in Aristotle'é later thought need not be
put down as mere vestiges of an earlier phase of thought.
Jaeger also believes that'Aristotle's biological works
belong to his second Athenian period when he was head of the
Lyceum. It is however difficult to neglect the evidence first
pointed out'by D'Arcy Thompson*1 that the place-names in the
biological works tend to show that those_inquiries were conducted
on or near Lesbos before»Aristotle's return to Athens in 335.
The D'Arcy Thompson's suggestion hés recently been given support
by thé results of Mr, Lee's%z investigation. The evidence
supports the view that atAleast the materials for Aristotle's

biological works were collected during Aristotle's middle period.

*1  D'Arcy Thompson - 'On Aristotle as a Biologist! - Oxford
Lectures in Classical Subjects, Oxford, 1913; Aristotle the
Naturalist! in Science and the Classics, pp.37-78. Oxford,
London 1940, 1In the Works of Aristotle translated Vol., IV
(Oxford 1910) p.vii D'Arcy Thompson observes: "Then it would
appear that Aristotle's work in natural history was antecedent
to his more strictly philosophical work, and it would follow
that we might proceed legitimately to interpret the latter in
the light of the former',

*2 H.D.P. Lee - Classical Quarterly 42 (1948) pp.61-67.
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ACCOrdihg,to Jaeger, the.earliest and the ideal sections
of the Bolitics were written in Aristotle's middle period;
also, according to Jaeger)the same outlook which gave birth
to the biological works gave biffh to the empirical aspects
of Aristotle's ethics and polltlcs. In view of the evidence
that the blologlcal works were undertaken or at least conceived _b
when those sections of the Politics which Jaeger regards as
earliest (therefore ideal) were written, it becomes extremely
difficult to draw a distinction on chronological grounds
between those sections of the Ethics and Politics which reflect
an idealistic outlook and those which show a more empirical
approach. For even on Jaeger's theory (provided of course
he accepts the new evidence) it has been shown that Aristdtle
was capable of revealing both aspects at the same time. The
'empirical! or 'scientific! temper which Jaeger saw only in
Arlstotle's last years had long been present in his philosophic
outlook: and there is evidence to show that soon after Plato's
death or even before, Aristotle was already engaged in works‘
of detailed historical research ( NOWL Lah BapBapL%d,

6o%auéuama ee ). |

Of course, this is not to argue that political or
historical works like the collection of constitutions etc. were
undertaken in Aristotle's middle period. It is however to

argue that the time-factor on which Jaeger lays so much emphasis



is not so significant to the effort to understand Aristotle's
poligical thought. Sir David Ross agrees with Jaeger that ﬁhe
"ovvnyuévey mohttelwy' of E.N. 1181b 17 refers to the
collection of the constitutions of 158 sbates. But while
Jaeger uses this as evidence to support his theory of an
earlier and later sections of the Politics (the programme
adumbrated at the end of the E;E: ié, to Jaeger, a later
addition by Aristotle in the 'scientific! period). Ross
thinks, rightly it seems to mé, that the programme is a
programme for a Politics about to be written, not one already
written, even partially, and concludes that the whole Politics
is a work of Aristotle's second stay at Athens, the period

between the years 335 - 322%,

* According to Jaeger there is in the Politics no reference
to any event after 335 B.C. (the end of Aristotle's middle
period). This view is consistent with the theory that some
sections of the Politics were definitely written before 335 B.C.
but it does not prove much, since Jaeger does not explain why
there should be no references in the 'empirical! parts to
events after 335 B.C. Newman and Barker see traces of
references to events after 335 B.C.y2:% Barker dating Pol.VII
1330b 3Rff to within the years 338 and 326. No evidence
however precludes us from dating the whole of the Politics

to Aristotle's last years 335-322 B.C.
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Let us then round off this negative aspect of our study
by seeing what insight the conception of gvouc %e attribute
to Aristotle gives us into the structure of the Politics.

As before, the inquiry would proceed by confrontation with

Jaeger's and Arnim's thesis., But let us first distinguish

the major components of the Politics as it has come down to use

&) Bkel. On the evolution of political society, and on
the household,

b) Bke2. On the model consititutions proposed by other
theorists, and on the best among the forms of govérnment
actualiy established,

c) Bke3e On the fundamental conceptions which need to be
assumed for any political society, and on true constitu-
tions and their perversions.

d) Bkselh & 5. On the varieties of constitutions; factors
prejudiciai to their stability and the méans of ensuring
their stability.

e) Bk.6. On the stability of constitutions.

f) Bks.7 & 8. On the best constitution. |
In connection with the Politics the main points of .

Jaeger's theory are these (a) that the concluding passage of

the EeNe in which Aristotle sketched the plan for the Politics

1s a later addition from Aristotle's hands. It was added about

the same time as the compostltlon of Bks.l, 5, & 6 of the POllth%

R
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iees, when Aristotle was head of the Lyceum. (b) that Bks.
7 & 8 t5en the earliest section of the Politics; Bkse 2 & 3
also belong to this period. Bks. 2,3,7,8 therefore present
an ‘'ideal! politids. (¢) that Bk.l was added last of all %o
the heterogenous portions that compose the Politicse Bk2 was
the original introductory Book, but when Aristotle converted
his political theory from that of the ideal state to a general
theory of the state, Bk.é became 'useless as an introduction'
and Bkel had to be written. I now take these points in turn.
There is really no justification for supposing that the
closing remarks 6f the E.N. are a later addition; and Jaeger
offers little, However true it may be that the Politics
present a Janus-face "gazing on the idealists as if it were a
Platénic Utopia and on, the realists as if a sober and empirical
science® while being both at once, there is no reason why both
these 'faces' should not belong to the same head and ndthing in
the E.Ne.in which the remarks which announce this Janus-faced
thing are made contradicts its principle, Indeed the remarks
are a logical conclusion of the argument which starts from the
observation about the weakness of average human nature and of
the need for the man who is able to teach political theory.
Earlier we learn that experience contributes not s little, else
they (the practical politicians) could not have become polit=-

icians by familiarity with politics; so it seems that those who
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aim at knowing the art of law-giving need experience as well! (E.N.
1181a 9-12). But neither these remarks nor those in which the
plan of the E.N. are sketched show that Aristotle has become an
empiricist pure and ‘simple; nor is he in the Politics a pure
empiricist even in the so-called empirical sections of the Politics.
There is a 'schema' that controls the observation of facts.
OewpLo is importaﬁt, and it is specifically on the grounds that
they lack fewpfa that Aristotle in that argument in the E.N.
disqualifies both the practical politicians and the sophists
as potential vonobétat. |

Jaeger believes that Aristotle's remarks in the concluding
paragraph of the E.N. mark a turning-point in the development of
Aristotle's Politics; for Aristotle "here abandons the purely
constructive method that Plato and he himself had previously
followed, and takes his stand on sober empirical study"%..According
to Jaeger what Aristotle is really saying is this "Up to now I have
been using another method. I have made my ideal state by logical
construction, wifhout‘being sufficiently acquainted with the facts
of experience. But now I have at my disposal the copious material
of thev158 constitutions, and I am going to use it in order to give
to the ideal state a positive foundation!". From where Jaeger gets
the sense of 'up to now I have been using another method! it is

not ciear, and he himself does not show. The curious thing is that

*  Jaeger - "Aristotle" p.265
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Jaeger also believes in his theory of an early and later ethics
that Aristotle has already abandoned 'Plato's purely constructive
method! in the E.N. In the theory of ffiendship, for instance,
(a thedry in the course of the analysis of which one gets
glimpses of Aristotle's political principles) Aristotle converts,
Jaeger argues, the Plétonic theory of friendship with its basis

- on the contemplation of God into a theory of the principles of
.sociology, and in Aristotle's 'complex phenomenology 6f»society
we should be hard put to it-to.detect the close connexion
between Aristotle's theory of friendship and Plato's theory of
Ideas'* While therefore Aristotle in his theory of friendship
in thélgég. retains the Platonic doctrine that the other kinds of
friendship are not,co-ordinate and can be called friendship only
'per accidens!, nevertheless phychological and sociological
énalysis bulké large in it. One would think that this outlook
or method makes the remarks at the end of the E.N, wﬁth its
announcement of the relevance of sociological analysis to the
construction of ideals, so natural and fitting to the E.N. But
Jaeger needs the hypothesis that the end of the E.N. was a later
addition as a launching pad for the enterprise of separating
different sections of the Polities into chronological compart-
ments; and he would be denied this if the remarks at the end

of the E.N. are taken as revealing the spifit of Aristotlels

political methodolofy when he wrote the E,N. Nor does Jaeger

* Jaeger - "Aristotle" - PeRl3
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explain why the exeéution of the plan show some divergences from
the plan if that plan was added after the several ué@oéob
of the Politics had been assembled.

Let us consider next Jaeger's arguments for the priorit&
of Books 7 and 8. We shall posﬁpone for the time being arguments
from cross-references and the nature of the endong of each
ué@oéog. Jaeger believes that it would Ee more natural for
Aristotle, in view of the Platonic precedent, to make the
construction of an ideal state the primary aim of his political
philosophy. That argument is, of course, a priori and amounts
to little if not supported by other reasons. And the question
at issue is not whether Aristotle made the construction of the
ideal state his primary aim or not, it is obvious that he is
interested in constructing an ideal state; but whether that aim
is congistent with his empiricism. (Jaeger uses a similar argu-
ment in his examination of the doctrines of the E.N. Aristotle
recommended the contemplative ideal; the contemplative ideal
Jaeger argues is the originally Platonic ideal to which
Aristotle formerly adhered; in the E.N. however, the contempl-
ative ideal is a watered-down version of an earlier more purely
Platonic ideal; it is somewhat alien to the general body of
doctrines in the E.N.

Jaeger also argues that the doctrines of Books 7 and 8 of the

Politics bear close resemblance to those of the dialogues and
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what he calls the original Ethics i.e. the Eudemian Ethics.
In Bk.7 the end of the state is identified with the ethical
end of the individual, ‘This is 'thoroughly Platonic', says
Jaeger™.  In that sense, however,Aristotle was a Platonist
through his life for there is no evidence that he ever denied
the identity of the end 6f the state and the ethical end of
the individual, In fact, in that sense most Greek political
theorists were Platenists; Jaeger, however, goes on to say
that the identification of the end of the state and the ethical |
end of the individual was more complete in the earlier dialogues.é
Here it becomes clear that Jaeger is seeing more in this
statement than is warranted. He sees in Aristotle's
identification Aristotle's belief that "the ultimate source of
the state is the evaluating soul of the individual" and he |
converts this into the belief "that the highest ethical
'conception to which the soul attains is the state" - a different
thing entirely. n.Not even Plato who, Jaeger believes, is the
fountain-head of this doctrine believed that the highest
ethical conception to which the soul can attain is the state,
though he too believed in the identity of the end of the state
and that of the individual. Jaeger interprets the identity of
the end of the state and that of the individual as meaning
that it is man's highest faculty that determines the best

form of the state. This would be true of course if all

# Jaeger, TVAristotle", p.275
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it means is that philosophical skill or insight is required for
the rational Justification of any view as to what the state is
or what the best state is. Thus philosophy or reason could be
said to determine the shape or structure of the state, and it
would be difficult to maintain that Aristotle ever denied this,
But what the statement means for Jaeger is that the form of thé 5
state is justified by a specific faculty - the contemplativé fac-
ulty which is man's highest; and from this he thinks it follows
that man attains his highest excellence by engaging in political
activity. "His membership of the state exhausts his nature”,
(b) the highest human excellence is attainable in political
activity, that political activity exhausts human nature; And
from here he argues that once you admit that the political norm
is determinable by a faculty less than man's contemplative fac-
ulty, you deny the identity of the state and that of the indiv-
idual. |

In this manner, Jaeger bélieves, the 'Proptrepticus! for
example has maintained that identity. In.Bocks 7 and 8‘of the
Politics, Aristotle was already slightly abandoning the original
position; for the state depicted here is neither ruled by
philosopher:kings nor even by philosophy. When therefore in
Book VIII, 1323b 36ff, the second chapter of the Book, Aristotle

having briefly discussed the qeestion of the best life refers -
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us to another Oxokﬁ for full discussion, the fact, acoérding
to Jaeger, was that he was expecting opposition to his ident-
ification of the happiness of the state with that of the indiv—
idﬁal in a state not ruled by philosophers. Aristotle's'words
ares (Pol-VII, i, 1323b 36)
tavta péy &nd tocoutoy dotw reppotuicondva T@ KJY@-
oﬁTe Y&p uﬁ thw&vetv au T @Y éuvawév, 0518 ﬂévwasmobs
oikefous éﬂsisk@s@v évééxsmut Kéyous) éwépas @ép dotty
épyov oxokﬁs TONTAL ‘
We cannot help touching on problems of the best 1life here,
'he says, but we cannot go through all the arguments, that is
a matter for another study. - Rol. VITI.3ii 1324a 130f makes it
clear what he means - "we are dealing with two questions, that
of the best life and that of the best state, the discussion |
of' the first we have only touched briefly," then in 13%24a21
Aristotle, having come to the diécussion of the second quéstion

adds

ﬁpefs o€ Taéwnv ﬂporwﬁﬂiwmﬁv Ty okelly  Exeilvo pév
‘. ' >( Lol . Vo, e ) " , ,

TEPEDYOV GV éjiv; Touwto o€ (n aplorm oiabects mohews)

)/ -t / !

EpYoY TNsS Hebodouw TaUTNS.

This is no sign of the expectation of opposition for
which Jaeger believes that Aristotle refers the reader to
another oxokﬁ. For, "in the Platonic circle in which these
lectures were written Aristotle expected opposition to his
identification of the happiness of the state with that of the
individual. It would not be difficult for a philosopher to

merge himself in Plato's city of philosophers and serve its
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ends, but Aristotle's new ideal state is not ruled by Platonic
kings". (Jaeger, "Aristotle," p. 280). Here we have once
more another instance of imputing to Aristotle an approach or
principle for which this is no evidence, and using that
principle to measure when he formulated this or that doctrine.
Jaeger also convinces himself that the very fact that
Aristotle raises the question of the best life is by itself a
sign of the date of this picture of the ideal state. TFor that
question has been the main concern of Aristotle's dialogues like

"Philebus" and the "Protrepticus' and even of the original

Ethics i.e. the Rudemian Ethics. In the later ‘Ethics, on the

other hand, the question "constitutes the traditionél framework
within which Aristotle develops his realistic and psychological
doctrine of character"*g Jaeger, fortunately, finds a reference
to the exoteric discourses in Pol. VII 1323322 -
voufoavmqs 0By 1kav®ds morig NeyeoBal kal T &v tols
éngaptko%s kéyots nepd Tﬁs &p{GTns éwﬁs, kol vy xpnoméov
oadtols.
The discussion that immediately follows is the classification
of' the constituent elements of the best life into external goods,
goods of the body and goods of the soul. While admitting that
the division of the constituent elements of the good 1life into

those three parts is found in the Hudemian Bthics and the Felo

Jaeger argues that the reference to the exoteric discourses DoV es

that Aristotle "is basing himself on a particular work on the

$Jaeger)”Aristotle," Pe 276
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'"best Llife' and this must be the Protrepticus! OPeClLtepe276.
Another argument which Jaeger uses to show that Aristotle
was in referring to another Gxokﬁ expecting opposition is that
although still following the Platonic tradition orf identifying
the end of the state with that of the individual Aristotle
recognises in Books 7 and 8 of the politics only two types of
life in discussing the best lifey he fails to mention thé '1life
of reason (¢pévnots) says Jaeger*u‘ What Aristotle says is:
o Ly edoaluovws, el &y TQ yatpety dotdy el &y
dpswﬁ Tols &v@péﬂois ett’8v duoolv, 5t LEANOY 5W&pxet
Tols To %eoguév kol Tﬁv Stavolav xekooumnuévols reds
ﬁ%apBokﬁy, nept o8 Tﬁv ggw kKtfioly uamptdéouotv) ﬁ ToTs
éks%va uév kexTnuévoils T\ e By xpnoipwv, &v 58 voftols
E\efmoyolv.  Pol. VITT 13231
‘As for Aristotle's not mentioning the life of reason,
it is clear that he includes the 'cultivating the character
and the mind to the uttermost' the life of reason. And Pol.

VIT 1325b 16£F also shows thiss-
ANAG TOV pakThkoy ok dvavkedov edvat wpos émépOUS,
ka@éwsp oiBVTai Tlves, oUdE T&s étavofas e%vai udvms
TdéTQS ﬁpakmtkds, Tas TWY &%oﬁatvdewv x&piv Ytyvouévas

'.\\ —~ / Fd \ /
kﬁlmms a%mwv gvamsv Sewptas kal dlavonocets.

N

But in fact Jaeger's interest is not really in finding

out whether Aristotle included a life of rcason or not, although

he argues as if that were so. For the conclusion he draws From

w1
" op.cit. p.280
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Aristotle's not mentioning the life of reason is one that need
not folloﬁ at all. To Aristotle's not mentioning the life of
reason, "a Platonist", Jaeger argues, would have to reply "Then
there is nothing for the philosopher but to withdraw entirely
from political lifé', and this would be the consequence of
Aristotle's own view in the 'Brotrepticus' where philosophy
alone couid determine the hiéhest politicél norm", It is
difficult to see the connection. What Jaeger criticizes or
thinks Platonists would criticize Aristotle for is the omission
of the life of reason in his ethical ideal (as I have shown
that criticism has no basis); but he equates this with
approximating the ideal state to reality and then asks what
room is there in such a state "for the contemplative life of the
philosophical individual®. The difficulty of the logic of the
procedure should convince one that the argument is being conducted
in a way hardly corresponding to Aristotle's procedure. To prove
that Aristotle once held the principles which Jaeger here
attributes to him, the latter needs to show that abendonment of
the principle that only philosophy determines the political norm
. and structure causes Aristotle to reduce his ethical ideal.
Jaeger thinks he sees this reduction of the ethical ideal in
Aristotle's omission of the life of reason.

Elsewhere (F.281 for instance) Jaeger argues as if Aristotle
after all wanted to retain the ethical ideal of the life of

reason but involves himself in difficulties in not making
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philosophy the determinant of the highest political norm, Hence
"in chapters 2 and 3 of Pol VII we find Aristotle, "the author
of the Protrepticus, who has now abandoned Plato's city of
philosophers, working out the resulting inevitabie conflict
between his philosophical and his sociological conscience', and
ﬁthe original tndivided unity of the active forces in Plato's
romantic myth of the state could no longer restrain the tendency
of these factors more and more to separate and diverge". (op.cit. )
P.R81). |
In calling the contemplative life tactive!, therefore)'

Aristotle, Jaeger believes, was trying-to repiace Plato's
"shattered mythical synthesis of knowledge and life™, éne
wonders what Plato himself who had no shattered synﬁhesis to
replace would have called the contemplative life. In trying to
forge a resemblance of doctrinal principles between Plato and
Aristotle Jaeger seems to me to be misinterpreting both of them.
Surely Plaﬁo does not teach that the fact that the philosopher
kings rule the state makes the state 'the highest ethical
conception of which their souls could‘attain'. On the contrary
it is only a sense of duty and obligation thét compels them to ;
descend into the dave again and take part in its labors and rewardg
they condescend to it from a higher and preferable life of their
own - Rep. VII.517Dff.)

Without interesting himself in the sort of problems Jaeger
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Jaeger tries to attribute to him, Aristotle raises in chp.2 and 3
of the Politics VII problems implicit in Plato's ethical and
political ideals; with this difference that since with Plato

it is the philosophers who alone are capable of determinihg the
right pattern and structure of the state the problem of the
relation of the activé life and the cohtemplative life also
raises for him a question of political obligation - those who

are capable of the highest activity owe it as a duty both in the
interests of themselves and of society generally to engage in

the lower activity of politics. With Aristotle on the other hand,
it would seem that a degree of @pévnocg in many members of the
society and moral discipline among all the members would probably
secure a good state in which the philosopher could engage in his
contemplative activity for as long as humanly possibie; ‘There is
no burden of political obligation on the philasopher, though

as a man he would be subject to the laws and the méralratmosphere
of the state and would sometimes take part in its affairs. The
doctrine of Pol.VII Ch, 3 is in accord with this view. Political
activity, says Aristotle, can be a relatively worthless thing -
there is for instance nothing dignified in ruling a pack of
slaves; on the other hand, political activity could serve as the
medium for the expression of a distinctly human excellence -~ it
may offer the opportunity of practising a large number of the

highest and best activities. But one should not confine "'well



doing" (sﬁﬂpqgﬂa) to such activities along, 'for thoughts
with no object beyond themselves'!, and Speculations and trains
of reflections followed purely for their own sake are far more

deserving of the name of active" - Pol. 1325b 16ff.

This is the justification for Jaeger's remark that Aristotle
is here again 'opening up new roads, andrmaking a new tie to
replace Pléto's shattered mythical synthesis of knowledge and
life!. Seizing Aristotle's point that those who by their thoughts
rare ‘the prime authors ofvoutward acts abundantly qualifying
to bé called 'active'!, Jaeger thinks that Aristotle has converted

the activity of the creative mind into building. "He has aband-

i
i

oned the lonely heights of the E:gtrgphiguﬁ_and now places himself

in the midst of active life, and comes forward as an architect

of thoughts ( & walg 6bavofaug dpxuwé%rwv)

to build a state in whic