W Durham
University

AR

Durham E-Theses

The doctrine of ‘the consent of the governed in Plato

Osler, Thomas G.

How to cite:

Osler, Thomas G. (1978) The docirine of ‘the consent of the governed in Plato, Durham theses,
Durham University. Available at Durham E-Theses Online: http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9838/

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.

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://www.dur.ac.uk
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9838/
 http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9838/ 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/policies/
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk

In Plato Today, R.H. Crossman concluded that Plato would have abjured the
three major forms of government on which the Greek philosopher was invited
to comment during his imaginary tour of the twentieth century. Plato

was seen to reject Anglo-American democracy, Soviet communism, and
European fascism. He rejected these ideals for one basic reason; they
all assumed that happiness and social well-being were attained by all men
in material security and political equality. A "dictatorship of the best"
which displaced political equality by benevolent paternalism was more in
keeping with Plato's own ideal. Crossman implied that Plato's model for
social well-being was more akin to the English squirearchy of the eighteenth
century, or, indeed, to feudal models than to anything we know in present
history. Plato's 'squirearchy', of course, would not be a landed gentry.
It would be an aristocracy, ~ but an aristocracy of the mind. But-we hear
Crossman wondering — are we then forbidden from identifying Plato's model
with anything we know from our own past? While it is true that Plato's
idealism forces us to place his model outside actual history, it is also
true that he little supposed that his ideal aristocracy could emerge from
any social class but the old Athenian 'gentry' whose political influence
had been eroded away by the rise of democractic life and the instability
that marked it.

Crossman thus observed an element in Plato's thinking that would be root
and branch of K.R. Popper's indictment: Plato's unwonted distrust of the
ordinary man. But what Crossman saw as a romantic pessimism akin to the
worst fears of W.B. Yeats, Popper saw as a high flown cynicism, hateful to
fellow feeling and detestable to all moral goodness. Crossman wrote on the
eve of the storm that was to break in Europe in the late 1930's. Popper,
driven by racial mania from his own land, wrote at the height of the storm's
violence. 1In The Open Society and Its Enemies, Popper saw Plato as the
avowed enemy of the moral sanction and trust that must underlie a responsible
and free society. He saw Plato as one who sacrificed individual dignity to
a groundless theory of 'natural kinds'. In so doing, Popper believed,

Plato was setting up a wholly unverifiable theory of historical destiny ~
a theory that was not only unverifiable but morally repugnant as well.
Popper's critique was incisive, topical, and passionate. What Crossman
had seen as an out-moded paternalism which was insufficient to the needs
either of Plato's time or of our own, Popper condemned as the ferocious
megalomania born of a small man's distrust and selfish conceit. In their
different ways, both authors believed that Plato had wholly misunderstood
the piety anrd the profound bravery of Socrates, a man whom both regarded
as a martyr to moral conscience. In the deepest sense possible, Socrates
was indeed both martyr and rebel. He was a man who put public authority
and small minded prejudice to shame. For Crossman he was an inevitable
figure, a hero who will always be with us. For Popper he was a stalwart
and unflinching man whose very goodness was disgracefully converted by
Plato to the vilest of ends.

This thesis does not intend either to dispose of or to prove the well
considered beliefs of either Crossman or Popper, two of this century's
most incisive critics of Plato. My object in presenting this thesis is
more humble. I intend only to consider the growth and the Socratic



provenance of Plato's doctrine of political comsent. Plato's doctrine
of the consent of the governed will be seen to grow from an ideal of
personal commitment to moral obligation to an ideal of the perfected
state. I believe that we find in Socrates' notion of consent every
element basic to the choice a free man makes in obeying laws. But the
Socratic teaching would, with whatever result, inspire Plato toward a
theory of political idealism which exalts the free man, in imagined
historical time, above his fellows. This thesis will have accomplished
its purpose if we can trace out Plato's metamorphosis of Socrates from
citizen to ruler, while giving due attention at the same time to the
theory of political consent which accompanied the change we mention here.
While no subject in the Platonic corpus receives more attention than the
humanity or the inhumanity of Plato's politics, I know of no sustained
attempts to describe the growth and development of his doctrine of
political consent. That doctrine must be basic to all judgements of
value we choose to pass upon its author.

T.G.O.
Durham, England
April, 1977
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", . . Violence, less and less restricted

by a system of laws built up over the
centuries, strides naked and victorious
over the earth, caring not one jot that
its sterility has been demonstrated and
proved many times before in history.

It is not just course violence itself
that is triumphant, but alse its shrieks
of self-justification. The world is
overrun by the brazen conviction that
force can do everything, while justice
can do nothing. . . ."

Alexander Solzhenitsyn

Nobel Address, 1970
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Chapter I

The Problem of Political Consent in Plato Generally Considered

In this chapter I shall provide only a general outline of Plato's theory
of political consent. I shall a;so provide a summary statement of
problems that are common to his own and other theories.

In Book IV of the Republic Socrates speaks of sophrosune as unanimity
or harmony (Sﬂyqauul,%byavét). By speaking of sophrosune in this way
he extends its popular meaning of obedience to rulers and control of
appetite (Z/extcu/.“ Xvcov )1 to include his conception of political
argreement or consent. We learn at 431E 7 that sophrosune is common
to rulers and ruled. It extends throughout the whole of society, being
characteristic of no one class. It is, rather, oneness of mind or
unanimity of mind between the naturally superioer and inferior elements,
both in society and individual, concerning the class and the character-
istic of soul respectively that should rule both the ideal community and
its citizens. Plato's conception of sophrosune therefore indicates
agreement between rulers and ruled. We further learn (Ibid.) that if this
principle of agreement exists in any society it is to be found in the one
which Socrates and Glaucon are describing, a society which is founded on
principles of nature (428E). Such a society will be amenable to the
distinct class interests of its citizens. The end to be achieved by this
society is justice (5:A¢covvb7 ), which obtains in the presence of
sophrosune. We may say that justice, the end to be achieved, denotes
the presence of sophrosune, where the latter means agreement between the

three parts of the soul and the three classes of the community,

James Adam, The Republic of Plato, (London, 1969) Vol 1, p. 233 n 30




On what philosophical grounds does Plato base his theory? We might
rephrase this question and ask: to what form of government would men
consent given that the natural condition of soul obtained? When Socrates
speaks of unanimity within soul and community he is speaking of a
condition that is natural to men, a condition to which men have a proclivity
whether in fact their present lives conform to it. Plato develops his
doctrine, then, within a teleological framework. We may offset the
Socratic paradox, 735};: géw/ %p¢f52;ec— no man commits wrong willingly -
with a corollary: all men wish the good. The practical expression of
this dictum, in political terms, is the achievement of sophrosune in
community and individual. It is, then, to membership of a community which
reflects sophrosune in the individual soul that Plato believes all men
would willingly consent.

The requirement that sophrosune should be the basis of consent indicates
Plato's belief that man's natural condition is one in which reason and
human temperament conform to nature. The Timaeus (90A) provides us with
a succinct statement of this conception. It is said there that our noblest
soul (the rational aspect of man) has a kinship with the heavens, that man
is not an earthly but a heavenly growth. This statement captures the
essential character of Plato's theory of man: that human life is continuous
with nature, that the universe has a purposive, rational basis in conformity
with which it is man's inherent nature to live. Plato assumes that society
with government is an integral part of this scheme. The presence of
sophrosune in soul and community entails the conformity of reason with
nature, or, which is to say the same thing, the agreement of reason and will.
Accord between these, as expressed in the tiipartite doctrine of soul and
state, is the mark of men's living in accordance with the rational order of

nature. A government to which men would willingly consent would be one



which would foster the natural condition of soul, the expression of which
would be sophrosune and the effect of which would be a community founded

on principles of nature. (ReEublic 428 E). We should mark that the presence
of sophrosune in soul and state denotes the citizens' acceptance that
society with government (the polis) is integral to the scheme of nature.

We should note that membership of the community Plato describes denotes

the realization of their needs and interests by its citizens.

This will serve as a very general statement of the doctrine that
underlies Plato's political theory. It will be useful at this point to
expand on the method that Plato uses to describe consent. What bearing
does his teleological framework have on this subject? Theories of consent
have frequently assumed that political obligation springs from a covenant
by which some legitimate form of rule is established. Theories which
trace legitimacy of rule to a covenant may or may not assume that political
life is natural to man. But they share a common difference with Platonic
theory. They are concerned, primarily, to explain the legitimacy of
political obligation, it being assumed that political life is required of
man in consequence of his nature conceived initially as pre-political. They
are not concerned with the question: what single form of rule would realize
man's ends, to what form of rule do men therefore have a potential duty
to subject themselves? The theories which we are referring to here arise
in post antiquity from the Christian doctrine of the corruption of nature.
They regard political life as being a discrete stage in the regeneration
of nature. Assuming that men have a duty, consequent upon a primordial
act of disobedience to subject themselves to political order, these theories

are concerned to describe the basis of legitimate rule in any given state.



Therefore, these theories do not explain consent to law on the assumption
that political life - society with government - is an integral feature of
human nature. That is to say, they do not assume that man's life is
political in its origin. For this reason, they do not make the idealist
assumption, characteristic of Plato, that man's ends could be achieved by
membership in some one form of political community.

Plato's theory of consent, then, is not based on a conception of the
discrete origin of the need for political life. Nor does he assert a clear

distinction between natural and positive law as a means of explaining

consent. Hooker, for example, in presupposing the corruption of human
nature assumes that the law of nature requires '"public regiment" as a
consequence of the former3 (as well as for the need of fellowship). He

therefore posits natural law as being prior both to the Fall and to the

The point is well illustrated by Hooker: '"The case of man's nature
standing therefore as it doth, some kinds of regiment the Law of Nature
doth require; yet the kinds thereof being many, Nature tieth not to any
one, but leaveth the choice as a thing arbitrary." Richard Hooker, Of the
Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, (Lendon, 1969) Vol 1, p 192.

Hooker assumes that society with government is natural to man, describ-
ing his reason for this belief in terms of men s,need for fellowshlp (Op. ,
C1t., P 188). 1In thls he remlnds us of Plato. Fcrvccua cocvuy , 4/ J’eyu; ﬂbAu,uu F(
MNAC, ETess fuy,um-c 7,uwv biksrcos ovk duc«pq,, dAM TorA Qv evleqs.
Republic 369B 11. But he also assumes with Augustine that society with
government i1s required as a consequence of the corruption of human nature
(p 190). In thus describing political life as being required as a comsequence
of some primordial act, Hooker assumes a discrete origin, in the life of man,
of the need for political life. In this he differs both from Plato, who
regards society with government as an integral feature of human life, and
from Plato's opponents, the Sophists, who attributed the need for political
life to material necessity alone and not moral necessity as well. Thus
with Hooker, political life is required both as a consequence of man's
corrupted nature and for the common, material, needs of fellowship as well.
The duty to obey the laws of a particular form of rule, or, that is, a
specific political obligation, is attributed by him to: ". . . an order
expressly or secretly agreed upon the manner of their (men's) union in
living together." (p 188)
3 "Howbeit, the corruption of our nature being presupposed, we may not
deny but that the Law of Nature doth now require of necessity some kind
of regiment; . . ." (p 191). (My italics)



establishmeﬁt of political community. Emphasizing men's natural inclination
to political life, he speaks of natural law as that which binds men
absolutely despite any ''solemn agreements amongst themselves what to or
not to do. (p 188)4 This, - natural law - is the"first foundation" of
political community (Ibid.): the second is the "order expressly or
secretly agreed upon . . ." (Cf n 2), to which we must add the Augustinian
point of emphasis relating to the Fall. As a result of the Fall man is
required in obedience to God's will, to subject himself to political order.
What we have said above in reference to Hooker is useful to our under-
standing of Plato's own conception of men's need for political life.
Plato's conception, in contrast to Hooker's, is evolutionary. It is not
contractual, where, by 'contractual' we imply an agreement which establishes
political life as distinct from moral life, and which establishes positive
law as distinct frem natural law. For our purposes in this chapter a
brief discussion of Laws 676A - 683E and Republic 369A - 374D will serve to
illustrate Plato's view. In these two passages, Plato's method is to treat
the moral and political lives of man as coextensive. It is his intention
to reduce the idea of political community to its simplest form in order
that we may begin to see what is entailed in a discussion of the polis.
Also, in the Laws passage, he wishes to discuss the probable course of
society's moral and political evolution. Since the Laws passage is cast on

a wider plain than the Republic treatment, we may begin by considering it

4 He quotes Aristotle, Rhetoric 1: ¢ 13, who would seem to be putting a

- . . < . ‘
similar point of view: YEoe. yap, & puveedovede ol Tvres Quoes Keocvay Scudcov
KAv sbewov, KaY /‘756'//4-& Kocywvis "mpes aAA;;Aavs » ovOgkg .

In respect of Aristotle, however, one should refer to Gough (J.W.
Gough, The Social Contract, (Oxford, 1967) (p 14). Aristotle, like Plato,
was opposed to the conception of the discrete origin of political life, where
its origin is attributed te a contract (ewfykqy: Cf. infra pp 15 £f) which
has no moral basis and where political life is assumed to secure material
needs alone.




first. At the very outset of Laws III, at 676A, the Athenian asks what

may we suppose to have been the origin of governmment ( ﬂbdc:eéds Su}ﬁﬁf“

n'v.L 1rpr(: ‘of.}/yw Ye(o-le'l'ldc)- He wishes to determine how we may discover

the origin of the present condition of life. His question bears on the
development of politics as they move either toward good or evil. He puts

his question in an historical form and we may regard what follows as an
attempt to trace the life of man down te the present age (. . . e& 1uL¢g x
voy M.Lﬁ(.,-(.,’go'cu ﬂpohh/)vép ,,,,'y(.(‘., : 78B) . Underlying the Athenian's
question is the assumption that men have the potential ability to mould a
good quality of life. Included in this would be the ability to make formal
choices of government. This fact, indeed, brings us unwittingly to the
beginning of legislation (81C), the prerequisite of which is men's giving
legal definition to some polis by the setting up of constitutions. (... gicpi
yer va//aﬂc-’c.cu - & caicy ty pecaPoly 745 Wokrecas .ok qrovr81D) . But

the sorts of communities that exist prior to any such arrangements are
themselves said to be polities (modcrécac: 80D); and the description of

life running from 79A to 80C, which deals with patriarchal societies,
emphasizes Plato's belief that some sort of law, however primitive, is always
to be found among men. That is to say, there is always some form of polity

among men, some form of moral, if not specifically constitutional, form of

life. Comparing this to the conception of the Republic, for a moment, we
may say that the difference between a primitive community and the ideal
community described there (428E 7) is that between the most obvious features
of the life of man and his moral purpose. The two are continuous. The
'natural’ man is a being of physical need. But he also has a moral end

within the scheme of nature.



Plato says, then, in the Laws, that acts of men do in fact give rise
to specific forms of constitution. But he does not attribute political
life to men's need for order as a consequence of some primordial act.

His description of the origin of constitutions does not proceed on any such
initial distinction between moral and political life. Plato assumes,
rather, that the difference between a simple - or 'natural' society - and a
complex one rests on degrees of development. But this conception does not
proceed on the assumption that the history of man's moral life provides a
precondition of political life. In Plato, society with government (the
polis) is not categorically distinct from 'society' conceived as governed
by a natural though not a positive law, the latter being brought into
being by human act.

We have said that Plato regards political 1ife as being an integral
feature of human nature. His theory of consent derives from a teleolegical
frame of reference that sees human will as potentially, through all time,
in accord with nature. He posits no radical incident in the life of man
(as does Hooker, following Augustine) which severs man from his original
nature and which necessitates political life. Consequently, the word 'polis'
denotes for Plato both moral and political life. He does not distinguish
the latter from the former by positing, 8b initio, a radical cleavage
within man's history from which political life arises as a response to a
moral requirement. For Plato, moral and political life are not discrete
moments in human life. This fact distinguishes his evglutionary conception
of human society from the later, contractual, theory.

In the Laws passage the Athenian develops his discussion of the present

times by means of a speculative account of three ages: an antideluvian time,



a period of primitive societies, and the present. The era before the flood,
much like our own, was a political age. After the cataclysm there was

a loss of civilization including a general loss of memory (784). Through
many generations the simple folk who had survived came to rediscover the
arts of civilization (78D). It is from them that contemporary life developed.
This suggests that the Athenian is not recounting an age in which there was
no political life. The three'ages he cites are continuous in that they

are all political ages. Clearly, the picture he gives us does not include
a radical incident placed at a point in history. The element of myth is
present here: the notion of history as cyclic, which reminds us of the
Politicus myth; the notion of the loss of memory, and the theory that
knowledge is acquired through its invocation. At times of cataclysm, God
has provided that some basic arts should remain so that life might continue.
The Athenian's account is, as he has said, a picturing of the movement of
society from goodness to evil. Plato is here speaking of political life

as a timeless effect of man's moral life. He is tracing through time what
seems to him to be an appropriate characterization of moral and political
life, the attempt of man through time to realize his moral end. The notion
that political life had an origin in time or that it exists from a discrete
event in man's moral life does not belong to this picture.

Though in this passage of the Laws there is no reference to the ideal
polis, the teleological frame of reference is present. The Athenian offers
his account in the light of this frame of reference. He gives us a dynamic
picture of the near loss of polity and its gradual regrowth. His picture
of the patriarchal community is of particular interest to us. We may make

the following remarks about it. The natural ends of a polis are most clearly



understood if we first picture life as at a primitive stage. This is what
Plato intends by his description of patriarchal communities. He is not

depicting a pre-political, or natural, community in the sense we have

discussed above. Nor is it his intention to hark back to a noble age. The
picture he gives is not itself an evocation of a past, ideal condition. It
is rather a description of justice at its most rudimentary level. In the
context of the Republic, from which this picture does not depart, the
Athenian's description is propaedeutic to the definition and refinement

of justice. It is a picture of justice at its most obvious level, the
division of labour and exchange of goods.

What may we say, then, of the prescriptive element which we clearly see
here? We learn, for example, that the primitive folk were simple-minded
(éaééets ovtes :79C 3), lacking the shrewdness of modern men. They were free
from the war-like arts disguised under the name of law-suits and factions
(Z’m/,.i Tov Sikuc K4 olires /\sya/'ueum : 79 D 4). These people were more
simple, brave, temperate, and in every way more just than we (... efaa/ée}cf,uc
. .Jlbu5CeFo¢3 : 79E) . There is, here, something of the unanimity of tempera-
ment with which we associate the three classes of the Republic. Yet here,
as in the similar picture of primitive communities which the Republic gives
us, we have only part of the requirements of the natural polis. The quality
of life in the primitive community was good but only because the material
needs of its members were available in sufficient supply just to sustain life
and their necessitous condition drew them together. It was this, rather than
the conscious will for justice which must mark the consummation of the
natural polis, which formed the basis of their sense of kinship. What we

see here is justice in its most apparent form, cooperation at the material



10.

level of life. Society, even in its most ideal conception, will incorporate
the fulfilment of material needs. It is the achievement of these needs,
together with a conscious will for justice that takes account of non
material needs, that will characterize the natural, or ideal polis. But
we see the most obvious expression of justice within the context of a
primitive community, a community whose life is not moulded by a techne
of rule adequate to the fulfilment of all of its natural ends and whose life,
as portrayed here in the Laws, is directed toward the one end of material
survival. What Plato shows us here are simply the basic needs of the polis
unfashioned by a techne of rule which is sufficient to the realization of
all of a community's ends. But we cannot demonstratively picture a society's
basic needs if we take a complex community as our example. Plato would tell
us that the communities of the present age not only fail to exhibit justice
in its simplest form, but nor do these communities have adequate knowledge
of the ends of political life. The patriarchal community, then, pictures
justice in its simplest form. It does not exemplify what Plato calls in
the Republic, the natural polis (Mdr-t\ L(u’nv af«eé&'rx WeAcs ). The latter
can only be achieved by the application of apolitical techne as described
in the Republic or by the rule of law as described in the Laws. If, indeed,
the patriarchal community fulfilled either of these criteria then the
account of the rise of constitutions and the rise of the Dorian alliance
(684A ff) and its eventual failure through ignorance of true political
ends would not have been germane to the Athenian's portrayal of history.

As the patriarchal community of the Laws was said to be simple and

just, so the primitive community of the Republic (369A ff) is said te be a



11.

healthy city (372E 8). Here, as in the Laws, Plato does not give a
sufficient example of the natural polis. Again, he is presenting an image
of justice at its most apparent level, material cooperation (370A). He
does this by describing a minimal community, Glaucon's city of pigs.5

This, again, is a reduction of a polis te a statement of its most obvious
needs (. .. 17'011’0'64. Se 45«:7'./, ws Cocker, t; q}/e’rep« Xpec'< : 369C 8). Again,
this is not the invocation of a noble age. The community may be called
just if only because it exhibits justice at the obvious level of material
cooperation. But as the patriarchal community has no techne of rule, or
none which is adequate to the natural polis, neither has this. It is only
just because, in its simplicity, the cause of injustice cannot be instanced.
But lacking the techne of rule adequate to the maintenance of the ideal or
natural 22115; the community cannot be expected to withstand the incursions

of injustice in its growth from simplicity. A picture more complex than that

Gregory Vlastos asks, what is the necessary if not the sufficient
condition of a polis?

"That the ideal polis which is described in the Republic is meant to
have all the attributes of a state (including supreme control over the use
of physical coercion in a given territorial area and maintenance of a
legal order in that area) is clear. But though these are sufficient
conditions for the existence of a polis they are apparently not necessary
for Plato, else he would not have called the primitive community in 369 ff.
which clearly antecedes the existence of a state (no provision for govern-
mental functions) a "polis"." (Gregory Vlastos, '"Justice and Happiness in
the Republic': Plato A Collection of Critical Essays, ed., Gregory Vlastos
(New York, 1971) Vol 1 p 73:n 22).

I think we may answer Vlastos' query by drawing attention to the
evolutionary aspect of Plato's moral and political theory. What we have
said above about primitive communities (in Plato's conception of them)
indicates that material cooperation is the necessary condition of a polis,
while the political techne, as described by Plato in the Republic and the
Laws, is sufficient to the realization of all the true ends of a polis.

We shall see in Ch III that men's initial consent to the rule of
philosophers is sufficient to the origin of the ideal pelis described in
the Republic, while the prior existence of a political techne adequate to
the community's maintenance is necessary for its origin.



12.

of the primitive community is required in order to instance these incursions.
So, we must elaborate our picture of the healthy city. Socrates therefore
turns the healthy city, the city of pigs, into a luxurious city (372E 9).

He does so in order to picture injustice. He sees this in the acquisition
of wealth which becomes the object of the community's life. The economic
division of labour which characterized the simple community has run amok.

In sum, we are now to discover imbalance. Sophrosune, the mark of a just
life, is absent. Justice, at the obvious level of stark economic need,

has been superseded by the pursuit of wealth. Wealth has become the
community's end. During the course of history the true ends of the polis,
which only primitive times exemplify in small part, have never been
effectively achieved by men. What Socrates now wishes to do is to elaborate
the question of justice, departing from the first instance of it which we
have seen.

Thus, at 374A, the division of labour is recalled (qaylA07;%/6V Se ...
cé&v‘h). Having depicted justice at its mest apparent level and having
suggested the origin of injustice, we must now elaborate the picture of the
healthy city as if injustice had not interrupted its course, or as if
justice had been restored to the luxuriocus city. We must show that the
pursuit of economic ends was not sufficient to the growth of the natural
polis. Thus, we must develop our concept of the division of labour. We
learn that if the concept of doing one's own work applies to anything, it
must surely apply to the work of our guardians (cav qu(xwv). This first
mention of the guardians and the following discussion of the first education
prepare us for the main purpéses of the Republic: the definition of
justice in the natural polis. The description of the healthy city has

helped us to ascertain a rudimentary form of justice. We now wish to



13.

establish a continuity between this foxrm of justice and the form of
justice that would be necessary to the life of the natural polis. The
earlier books of the Republic were devoted to a discussion of the moral
and political theories that must result from men's failure to achieve a
life not governed by economic need. The earlier books therefore describe
the political philosophies of simple and luxurious communities.

The notion of the primitive, minimal, community, therefore serves
Plato's wish to establish continuity between man's economic life and his
other, more ultimate, ends. By reducing the polis to a statement of its
most elementary needs, he wishes to build on this groundwork; he wishes to
show that man's continuity with nature can and ought to be expressed in the
polis. The notion that man's political life is categorically distinguishable
from his moral 1life, the notion that the ideal form of 1life is a noble age
in the past, - these do not belong to Plato's pictures of primitive life.
What we rather see in these pictures is a rudimentary form of justice and
men's failure to choose a life of justice, their failure to make justice
the basis of their comscious acts. The practical expression of their

surmounting this failure takes us back to Plato's discussion of sophrosune

in Republic IV.

Enough has been said, for purposes of this chapter, of Plato's conception
of the ends of an ideal (or natural) polis. We shall discuss this subject
more fully, within the context of consent, in subsequent chapters. A

subject that will be of great impoxtance tousis the phusis-nomos contrariety.

It will be appropriate to raise this problem in the present chapter. I shall

discuss the problem here in the context of Laws III and statements made by



l4'

Aristotle in the Politics. Basic to the problem is a subject we have
already mentioned in reference to Christian thought: the notion of

the origin of political seciety in contract or covenant. We have briefly
mentioned this same conception in reference to the Sophists (nn, 2 supra).
We may complete this chapter by expanding on this subject,

In Politics III (1279b ff.) Aristotle proposes that the end of

political association is, properly speaking, a good quality of life ( Ty
EE_)?V : 1280a30 ff.). Should a given community have wealth or mutual
protection as its end then the community in question is not different from
an alliance, the only real difference being the proximity of their respect-
ive members (Yg’vt—c.u. Y‘;P b; Ko ves vik o-u/v/d;s’d, cov dAAwy to’m.y ch{é;wvru
/w@ov Twv zﬂogeu Jggy%}wV.:1280b9 ff.). Furthermore, when we regard a
community itself as nothing more than an alliance we regard it in the same
way as did Lycophron the Sophist in his explanation of the basis of
political life: the guarantee of men's just claims against one another,

law being regarded as a covenant (ruv9727 : 1280b11 f£f.). Now Aristotle
implies that Lycophron did not hold nomos to be that which makes citizens
virtuous or just. If that is so then Aristotle cannot have supposed that
Lycophron's notion about men's just claims against one another (514;A»:s Tiov
61&,&0%:2212.) carried significant moral weight. The phrase must refer,
rather to material relations only. In any case, it does not satisfy
Aristotle, who would seem to be citing it as a view contrary to his own

and who takes men's attention to civic good and evil to be the means to

good government (7r£—,¢.‘ f‘a(’fc—ra;, MAS Mol k(RS ﬂb’(ltck%s SiaokoTravocy o2
Tpovébouatv Gﬁugvés . 1280b6) . The point is this: in Aristotle!s opinion
rvvéiu7 » or a covenant for material cooperation, is not the real grounds

of political association (Cf. Gough, Ibid.). Plato has implied as much
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in the passages we have dealt with above. He makes the point explicitly
when, for example, he comes to examine the failure of the Dorian League
in the Laws.

The basis of the league was mutual assistance (Cf Aristotle, 1280a ff.).
Here, the Athenian speaks similarly of the purpose of the league and the
basis of government in each member polis. The end, either of the league
or of the communities taken individually, consisted of pledges of mutual
aid. ( BurcAdln tpets fotocdevoperacs Toheow Tpictils @poouv dMyhocs exdcepsc,
N Cx Vé”pps s 684A 2). But for what ends? The description about covenants
and pledges at the beginning of the Athenian's discussion (Ibid.) would
appear to be a statement about henourable intentions between kings and
peoples (l:l'/pu-dv . .{}n,l?;,'rf-w Jé pdrdis re farddevouy a’Lfcuau/(-lvou
Aol 57'/4/0(5 Kie S‘i/wc 3'7'/;04.5 K e pxr«/\e?/nu a’cfwouyé»;n::684AB). But the end
of both the alliance and the communities was efficiency in warfare (685E)
and the object of attainment most highly praised was political power (687AB).
The .Athenian goes on to say that political associatiens which have only the
. latter as their end are not sufficient to engendering the whole of virtue
(688B) . The bilateral agreements (;&mouy iAAéAus ) of which he speaks
have, then, the same implications in respect of the ends of political life
as has the notion ofruv94#7 as described by Aristotle: these are covenants
for material security alome,

In rejecting the notion that political association has protection for
military purposes as a chief end, the Athenian also rejects the view that
the acquisition of wealth is a chief end of political life. (687B). The
purpose of the present discussion, is, in fact, to ascertain the true basis

of political association, the true desires of men which the polis ought to
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embody (687B - 85A). Plato has asserted that justice can be seen at the
obvious level of material need. But we have seen that he supposes that
societies fail to achieve their true aim if they hold material security
to be man's greatest concern. Here, in the Laws passages we are now
discussing, he raises, in conjunction with the league's failure, the
question of men's social and political attitudes in societies whose ends
are wholly material. 1In beholding a large and powerful object ~ the armed
might, say, of a community - would not knowledge of its use make a man
happy and successful (686E)? Would not such knowledge win pfaise, great
wealth, and distinction (87E)? 1In rejecting the view that material security
or prosperity are sufficient to the ends of political life, Plato, similarly
as Aristotle, is rejecting a concept put by many of the Sophists, a concept
which provided an answer in terms of men's material desires to the questions:
what are the ends of political life? what is the basis of political
obligation? The full implications of the Seophistic answers will become
clear in the next chapters. Here, I wish only to provide an outline of
the place of the Sophistic answer in Greek political thought and indicate
the challenge Plato puts te it.

At Laws 690B, in the Athenian's discussion of what Saunders has called
the Seven Titles to Authority6, the Athenian states that it is according
to nature (ar @uétv ) that the strong should rule the weak. He means by
this that unskilled or ignorant men (cov ivewwcuiﬁmux ) should submit to

the rule and the lead of prudent and wise men (wov J¢ {yavébvck). He states

Trevor J. Saunders, trans. Plate The Laws, (Penguin, 1970), p 137
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that this natural condition amounts to the rule of law without force over
willing subjects (. . . KAcd eu'u-u/ S¢ c:iv cov va'//au CKovCwv Jf/‘iy AN &y
ﬁc&cou nh(vxﬂlv).7 This statement, insisting that the strong and prudent
should rule, qualifies an earlier statement(684C): that most men believe
that law-givers should enact laws which people accept willingly. By the
strong and prudent the Athenian obviously means, in the context of the
passages we are now considering, men who are not ignorant in respect of
the greatest human interests (688C 8); that is, men who do not regard
material security as sufficient to the origin and the ends of political
life. This conception envisages accord between reason and appetite in the
individual, between the rule of law and the obedience of subjects in the

,. 8 . . . .
" pelis. This doctrine opposes current formulatiens of the phusis-nomos

contrariety.

A common formulation of the contrariety presupposed a discontinuity
between phusis, an ultimate moral law, and nomos, the conventional or
artificial morality of the polis. It regarded the polis as permanently
riven between two conflicting moral laws. Nomos, if thus regarded, - as

conventional morality - was interpreted as standing for the moral convict-

ions of ordinary men. Phusis, on the other hand,was regarded as a moral

ideal opposed to received, customary, notions. The theory held that nomos

concealed moral truth, that it concealed a brute fact of nature: that

those disaffected by the morality of ordinary men ought to be given

7 The connotation of &4k ¢vew . . . Te¢vkvi&v is that rule by some of

the others is: (1), natural; (2), that rule, and subjection teo rule, do

not essentially imply men's unwilling subjection to 'the strong'. Subject-

ion to the rule of others rather implies the subjects' belief that they

stand to realize their interests under the rule of the strong and prudent.

Here, the Athenian curtly rejects both the aristocratic, heroic theoryand the theo
that political life is artificial, having no moral sanction "according

to nature". (See pp 18 ff.)

8
Cf 698AB, and n 1 in Loeb ed. pp 208, 209.
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political power and rule in their own right. Heroic men, rather than be
subject to conventional moral practice, should in fact rule by right of
nature (Cf Ch 11 n 12). The polis should be adapted to their needs.

These needs, though approved by nature, are no different from the needs

of lesser men. They are in fact material needs. Men differ, however,

in their intelligence and ability. The majority of men, who are only
strong as a collectivity, should give way to men who are their own masters.
If the polis were adapted to the needs of the latter it would then exist
according to nature. Conventional morality would be seen as an unnatural
contrivance issuing from the covenants of weak men who conceal, by their
praise of equality, their real intentions. in so doing - their inability

to be independent masters of their own wants. We may regard this concept-
ion as the paradigm of an aristocratic theory which opposed the law of

nature to the laws of conventional morality, which opposed phusis to nomos.

But nomos was often conceived without reference to an ideal of true, natural
morality. We may call the latter the prudential conception. It regarded
nomes as the product of all possible moral tenets and all possible value
tenets which overtly approve moral action, the right regard of others.
Consequently, it made no distinction, based on nature as a moral and
valuative referent, between one class of men - heroes, say, - and another,

- ordinary men. The archetype of the theory is not the hero of aristocratic
belief but the adroit man, whoever he may be, who feels 'bound' to regard
others well only so leng as it pays him, materially, to do so. The adroit,
or prudent man of the theory does not suppose he is bound in conscience or
in natural duty to exercise right regard if it is disadvantageous to do so.
For him, justice ~ right regard of others - is an intermediary benefit

only: since men praise conventional respect for one another (as in the
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Aristocratic theory) from the want of skill to be self-sufficient, it is
the prudent man's object to seem to be just while at the same time convert-
ing justice (other-regard) to his favour at the expense of any who would
impede him. Since political life is held to have no natural foundation
which would bind men to be just (in the absence of legal constraints),
since no moral onus behoves men to found political society, then the polis,
as a community organized under public constraints, is described as having
a discrete origin in time, being thought to arise from material necessity
alone (Cf n 4 EEEEE)-Q The corollary drawn by the theory's propomnents is
that moral and political obligation 'bind' men only conditionally. That
men are thus 'bound' to obey is explained by positing a hypothetical
covenant in the past. But the theory's real purport is that men are only
required to regard one another well so long as it is materially necessary
to do so: that is to say, the duty to respect others well is not a natural
obligation. It obtains only so long as there is sufficient power to compel
men's right regard of one another, or only so long as there are sufficient
material grounds to make it imprudent to disregard others. The Aristocratic
and Platonic theories both differ from this conception in seeing the present
condition of the polis as perversion of nature, both theories holding
phusis to be a moral referent.

In this chapter we have raised the general question, on what grounds

did Plato explain political obligation? We have said that his answer rests

It may be emphasized that the traditional Christian doctrine, which
Hooker certainly exemplified (if he also anticipated Locke) attributed
the origin of political life to man's response to a prior moral require-
ment, as well as to material (or social) need. The prudential conception
which we have described above assumes that morality per se is a product
of political and social life.



on a teleological conception of man's interests. We have emphasized

that this conception, as developed by Plato, does not assume a distinction
characteristic of the later contractual theory, between natural and
positive law, a distinction which, in its inception, posited a radical
cleavage between man's moral and political lives. We have shown that

he does not assume that political life has a discrete origin in time, a
conception (with the difference noted) which is common to the later
contractual theory and to the theory of contract current in his own time.
Plato's major concern is the evolution of the polis conceived as integral
to the life of man. Here, he takes exception to the Sophistic view that
man's only ends are material, that political life may be attributed to
material necessity and has only material needs as its ends. The question
which his own theory poses to the Sophistic view is this: if we do not
assume that some moral or natural sanction underlies the founding of and
the continued life of a given community, then on what basis can we explain
political obligation? The materialist answer, as it comes to us from his
dialogues, was, that coercion external to the individual together with the
individual's material needs are sufficient justifications for obedience

to law. By this, the theory implied that right regard of others is
contingent. It is not unconditional. Right regard of others is required
of a man only if it would be materially imprudent to act with disregard.
The theory therefore held that political life, understood as an effect of
men's willingness to obey laws of supposed advantage to all, is(ultimately
not integral to the life of the truly successful man.10 This is so becaus

the latter, adroitly acting to secure his advantage, finally becomes

10 While it is true that philosophers are said in the Republic to have a
life better than the political life (520C ff.), it is not true that they
can achieve this life without belonging to the ideal community or without

maintaining, by their rule, a society in which the interests of the other
two classes are realized. (Ch IV).

20.

)

e



.21,

the source‘of law. Justice becomes his good and an intermediary advantage
or a disadvantage to others. (Cf Republic 365A ff.). In challenging this
conception Plato places all of his emphasis on the question of man's needs,
developing his own view from that of Socrates who, as the Apology and

the Crito confirm, believed that it must pay a man to obey what law truly
enjoins: to regard others well even if one's material interests go forfeit.
This conception would satisfy Plato's own beliefs about the truly just men.
However, since it did not take account of a form of political life that
would perfect all of man's needs, it only served as a point of departure
for Plato's final theory of consent to law. In the next chapter we shall
devote our attention to Socrates' theory of the good or worthy man - the

truly just man - and the truly just man's consent to law.

* * *

We may complete this chapter by commenting briefly on the social contract
theory and Platonic political thought. I have said that Plato's theory is
_evolutionary and not contractual. (p 5 supra) We have emphasized that the
contractual theory of post antiquity posited natural law as the moral
basis of political community. The existence of political community there-
fore implied, as its necessary condition, men's sense of moral onus. The
foundation of political community was seen to be a response to divine will
and a response to men's social needs. We have said that the notion of
contract, as it developed in antiquity, was explained on the basis of a
supposed dichotomy between men's overt approval of justice and their inner
intentions, between what they were 'bound' by nomos to do - regard one
another wgll - and their real belief, that justice was only an intermediary

advantage to the agent, its practice being contingent on material



22.

considerations. We shall discuss this conception more fully in the next
chapter in connection with Socrates' conception of a man's interests and
a man's duty to obey law. But the problem itself would result in a
tendency in some political thinkers to idealize the notion of contract
along Platonic lines. It will be useful to make a few remarks about this
matter here.

In criticizing the notion of contract as explained by the phusis-nomos

contrariety, Barker said:

"Laws are valid because they enshrine the will of the members of
a community to do what they feel they ought te do. They are
strong, not in proportion to the force ready to execute them,
but in proportion to the amount of readiness to obey them."

(my italics).11

In criticism of Barker, Popper saw this statement as an objection to
the contract theory. He asked:

"What can be meant by it? The theory attacked stresses the 'will',
or better, the decision of the individual, more than any other
theory; in fact, the word 'contract' suggests an agreement by
'free will'; it suggests, perhaps more than any other theory,
that the strength of the laws lies in the individual's readiness
to accept them. How can (this,) [Barker's statement) be an
objection against the contract theory? The only explanation seems
to be that Barker does not think the contract to spring from the
'moral will' of the individual, but rather from a selfish will;
and this interpretation is the more 1ik§1y as it is in keeping
with Plato's criticism.”" (my italics).}

Barker was attacking the notion of contract as we find it in Glaucon's
statement (Republic 359A ££f.), where the covenant made by men entails the
constraint which men impose upon themselves for material reasons alone.
Popper wondered why the notion of contract must be regarded solely in

these terms. He saw 'contract' in terms of "protectionism'" (Ibid.),

1 Earnest Barker, MA., Greek Political Theory, Plato and His
Predecessors, (London, 1918) p 161.

12 K. R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, The Spell of Plato,
(London, 1966) Vol 1, p. 115.
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involving the protection of the rights of the weak against the strong.

It is true that Barker only spoke of the social contract in conjunction
with the view that Glaucon expresses. It may perhaps seem that what he
said was intended as a general attack on the social contract theory. The
point he was drawing attention to was the conception of justice as

external regimen only, together with the inference, drawn by the prudential-

ists, that justice has no place in the individual's internal life (Cf.
Popper, Op.Cit. n 46 p 261). Barker was referring to Plato's ideal
conception of justice: that the practice of justice truly pays a man. In
this, he was opposing the prudential conception. (That is, he was opposing
prudentialism qua materialism.) Elsewhere, Barker has made the following,
more systematic statement about the contractual notion:
"There must always be something in the nature of an organized
community - in other words, a potential body of subjects, already
cohering in virtue of a common social will, as well as a potential
ruler ready to assume the burden of government in agreement with

that will -~ before there can be any contract between rulers and
subjects." 13(my italics.)

Barker is saying that a social contract or contract of society is a wider
~notion than that of governmental or political contracts, the latter
purporting to specific agreements between rulers and subjects. The
contract of society is the necessary condition of this. Political authority,
to be legitimate, must be assumed to have been invested. Its investment
implies a moral sanction. Barker goes on to say:

"We must therefore hold, if we are thinking in terms of contract,

that besides the contract of government, there is also a contract

of society, a social contract proper ... We shall therefore say

that the contract of government creates potestas, but only potestas;

we shall say that the contract of society creates societas itself;

and, we shall recognize that societas is greater than potestas, or
at any rate prior to potestas."14 (his italics).

13 Sir Earnest Barker, Social Contract EssaysbyLocke, Hume and Rousseau,
(London, 1971) p xii

4 1pid.
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Now, what Barker has said both here and above is, on the face of it, at

least compatible with the statement in Greek Political Theory that Popper

queried. We must take Barker's criticism there to be directed against

those who have used the contract notion as though no moral sanction
preceded the founding of a political community. In his later remarks,he
defined a social contract properly conceived. He stated that a duty to

obey laws (what the presence of potestas would signify) could be conceived
as valid only if we assumed a sense of moral will, or, that is, a social
contract to begin with.15 Popper's resentment at Barker's earlier statement
really bears on a supposed, outright rejection of the social contract theory
conceived as a necessary assumption toward explaining the legitimacy of

some form of rule, in faveur of an idealism that unfairly assumes the moral
incapacity of ordinary men. Popper holds that the idea of social contract
is inimical to any political conception (like those of Callicles, or, in

his opinion, Plato) which in fact favours the well—Being of some as against

15 So far as this goes, Plato's conception of primitive communities

(See above) could be said to involve the idea of 'social comtract',
if, by this expression we imply "a potential body of subjects,

already cohering in virtue of a common social will, . .." (above).

A social contract, so defined, would underlie Plato's theory of
society even if men have never caught sight of the ideal constitution.
But we have seen that Plato's conception does not make use of the
social contract theory in order to posit a categorical distinction
between 'society' and 'political' society. In Hooker, for example,
the social contract may be described as involving both what natural
law requires as a result of the Fall and a man's sense of the need

of fellowship with others. This conception posits a clear distinction
between 'society' and 'political' society.

Here we may note with Guthrie that it is misleading to speak
of the social contract theory. The notion of social contract, at
least as Barker discussed it, is amenable both to Plato and, say,
to Hooker. What is really at issue between Popper and Barker is
the latter's sympathy with Platonic idealism (or historicism) and
the former's suspicion of it, and not whether the one accepts and
the other rejects the social contract theory. (See W.K.C. Guthrie,
The Sophists, (Cambridge, 1971) p 142, n 1.
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that of others on the erromeous pretext that there are natural subjects
16 . 1 .

and rulers. But let us, for the moment, take the meaning of 'social

contract', in a wider sense. Let us suppose, as Barker would seem

implicitly to have supposed in Greek Political Theory, that 'social

contract' is a wide enough expression to include, say, a sense of moral
onus that would have to precede the founding of Plato's ideal state. By
doing this, we shall see more clearly what is implicit in the notion of
social contract as conceived on an ideal plain. By doing this we shall
clarify the sense in which Plato's theory, while it may be said to involve
the idea of social contract in its widest possible sense, is evolutionary
and not contractual.17

Let us briefly consider, then, the idea of social contract, the notion
of idealism, and the notion of the regimen imposed on men which political

community entails.

16 This criterion would also be required by John Rawls, who defines

the social contract (the "original position" or the "veil of ignorance')
in terms of a hypothetical condition in which no a priori assumptions

can be made as to natural differences (differences, say, between natural
rulers and subjects) among the parties to an agreement that would found

a political society. See John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, (London, 1:972),
ppll ff.

17

We shall remember that the prudentialists did not hold that moral
onus is prior to political community. (Cf p 18 f. supra). On their view,
then, moral onus could not precede the founding of a given community.
For this reason, the notion of social contract, as defined by Barker,
may be said to be assumed in Plato's political theory. The prudentialists
could not assume a social contract, however, for they regarded nomos. as
the product of all possible moral and valuative tenets which overtly
approve moral actioen, the right regard of others (Ibid.). But that implied
that no man was bound by nature or by conscience to regard others well.
Where, then, would be Popper's necessary 'moral will' or, for that matter,
Barker's societas? Plato may assume that there are natural rulers and
subjects, but he does not assume with the prudentialists that political.
community owes everything to nomos and nothing to phusis - nothing, that
is, to a natural will.
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We may consider, to begin with, the Augustinian element in Hooker.
If political life did not exist originally, but its necessity arose from
some discrete event, then political authority must be seen to be invested.18
It was within this frame of reference, rather than one which sees political
life as a timeless feature of human life, that the traditional (Christian)
theory moved. If, moreover, man's ultimate end is the regeneration of
his nature and if political life is only a moment in this regenerative
need, then political community could not itself be thought sufficient to
the final attainment of man's ends. Hooker inferred from this hypothesis

. 1
that political regimen primarily orders men's external lives. 2

18 "Laws they are not therefore which public approbation hath not made
so. [For only God has original and final authority over men. See next
note.) But approbation they not only give who personally declare their
assent ..., but also when others do it in their names by right originally
at least derived from them." Op. Cit. p 194,

19 The final ends of man are described by Hooker in terms of the
rewards and punishments due the inner man and rendered by God. 'Now
rewards and punishments do always presuppose something willingly done
well or ill; without which respect though we may sometimes receive good
or harm, yet then the one is a benefit and not a reward, the other
simply a hurt but not a punishment." p 188. His object (Ibid. and foll.)
is to determine how men came to have the power of reward and punishment
over one another in external actions (p 187). So far as a man's inward
life is concerned, we can only look to reward and punishment from God
(Ibid.). Consequently, the laws of a Commonweal (p 188) are, he says,
"ordained for external order and regiment amongst man.' (Ibid.). Such
laws (positive laws) are only "perfect" if they presume the inner
obstinacy of man. But they are designed "so as to frame his outward
actions, that they be of no hinderance unto the common good for which
societies are instituted." (Ibid.). Hooker, then, presumes both the
corruption of nature and he also sees political society as the means
(though not the end) towards man's well-being, or, we might say, his
inward well-being. Hooker is implying in all of this that a man's
outward acts are sufficient evidence that the man consents to law., This
is to be inferred from his view of man's final ends, though he also
holds that it is a function of positive laws to enable a man to see

his natural duties more clearly than he would do in a state of nature.
(p 192).
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It is quite clear from Barker's writings that he wished to prescind
the notion of historical origin from the social contract theory. He has
implied, rather, that the distinction between 'moral will' and 'political

authority' (societas and potestas) is, really, a logical one.20 It is

not one which literally posits a natural epoch from which men are assumed
suddently to have emerged.21 The distinction, when seen in this light,

is one which avoids positing a discrete historical event as though that
were the origin of political life.22 It eﬁphasizes, rather, the assumption
we must make if, in supposing political authority to be 'legitimate',

(and in assuming, therefore, that men have undertaken to obey laws), we do
not mean that it originates without a prior moral sanction and is maintained
by compulsion alone.23 The social contract theory maintains, then,

(despite different points of view among its proponents), that political

life implies moral will, that legitimate authority implies a moral sanction.
We cannot, then, speak of the origin of political life (on the social
contract hypothesis) without assuming men's sense of moral obligation to
begin with. It was for these reasons that we saw that Plato could be
regarded as one whose political theory involves the idea of social contract.
Barker, implicitly at any rate, so regarded him. We have used Richard
Hooker's work as the paradigm for our explanation of the traditional

Christian notion. We have seen that in Hooker an historical fact is clearly

20 It is Barker's rejection of the historical hypothesis which explains
his apparent dismissal of contractual thinking in Greek Political Theory.
Here, I take exception to Guthrie's view that in that work Barker was

in fact dismissing the theory of social contract even if he uses the
expression in reference to the theory that Glaucon puts at Republic 359A ff,
(See Guthrie, Op.Cit.)

21

See Barker's criticism of Rousseau, Social Contract, p xxxii f.

22 See R.C. Cross and A.D. Woozeley, Plato's Republic, a Philosophical
Commentary, (London, 1964) pp 71 ff.
23

See H.A. Prichard, "Green; Political Obligation", in Moral Obligation
and Duty and Interest,(London, 1968), pp 54 ff. esp. pp 76 II.
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present. But this was required by the assumption that the need for
political life arose as much from a discrete (moral) event in the life
of man - the Fall - as from social necessity. It is inherent to this
conception that political life is not a timeless feature of human life.
But having assumed this much and having therefore worked from an historical
hypothesis, Hooker was then chiefly concerned to explain the legitimacy of
political authority in any given state on the basis that natural law (a
moral law) was the prior requirement of men's authority over one another.
We have seen that in Hooker's case, since men's final ends are not
political, the notion of an ideal political society is not germane to his
conception of consent. We have seen that for this same reason Hooker
believed that positive laws ~ the laws of political community ~ primarily
order men's external lives. We have also emphasized that in his case a
man's outward acts are sufficient evidence of a man's consent to law, or
of his consent to political autherity.

Plato's and Hooker's conceptions are both teleological. Both believe,
that is to say, that political life is required of man's moral nature. This
belief, so far as it pertains to political consent, implies in both cases

that consent is confirmatory. This means, in Plato's case, that consent

to the laws of the natural polis would confirm a prior obligation: men's
duty to submit to a certain form of rule, the ideal state. Since this

form of rule would complete or perfect human nature Plato's conception of
consent is ideal and evolutionary (Cf. p 5, p 11 n 5 supra). In Hooker's
case, political society is necessary as a means to the attainment of ends
conceived not to be politiecal; though political society is natural (as
being required by natural law), it is also the case that it does not complete

human ends. Since, also, men are required from the Fall to submit



29.

themselves to political regimen, consent therefore(as in Plato's case)
implies a confirmation: by establishing political authority and thereafter
consenting to it, men confirm their knowledge of what divine will requires.
But so far as political society does not complete human ends, to that extent
Hooker's position is not ideal. Though his position is not ideal, we have
observed that it is historical. But so far as political society arises in
time in response to some prior event, to that extent Hooker's conception
is not evolutionary. For Hooker, time is not a grid on which we can trace
man's attempts to bring a final political order into being. For him, time
is less than the whole of man's life. Man's-institufions, confined by time,
are not sufficient to the sum of his ends. For these reasons Hooker had
to emphasize, as Plato need not have, that men would be bound by mofal law
even if there were no political community.24 The condition of man, after
the Fall, must be a moral one. It must be a condition that supplies the
grounds, or, that is, the basis of origin, of a duty to obey the laws of
any given state. In positing a distinction between natural and positive
law, in supposing that man's ends cannot be completed or perfected by
political life, Hooker's conéep;ion is contractual and not evolutionary.
What he shares in common with Plato is his confirmatory notion of political
consent. Consent implies men's confirmaéion of a moral onus.

We have said in reference to the Sophists (the prudentialists) that

nomos - moral or political custom - was .thought to be the product of men's

24 "The laws which have been hitherto mentioned (the laws of man's
nature) do bind men absolutely even as they are men, although they
have no settled fellowship, never any solemn agreement amongst
themselves what to do or not to do." (Ec Pol., pp 187-88).
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overt approval of moral action (p 18, p 25 n 17 supra). This distinction
between men's outward approval of laws and their inner beliefs is of
importance to the Socratic theory of consent. In Socrates' case the

problem of consistency between outward act and inward belief would lead

to a conception of true and nominal consent to law. We shall deal fully
with Socrates' view in the next chapter. For now, we need only observe
that the supposed rift between the external and the inward man would have
an important bearing on the idealism which characterizes Plato's theory of
consent and his belief that the natural polis would complete or perfect the
needs of man.

Finally, we may make the following observations about the social contract
and idealism in reference to an interpretation of this problem by H.D. Lewis.25
In Lewis's opinion Plato's most characteristic theories underline those
principles that arebasic to the conception of a social contract (p 80).

"It is our duty - or if not a duty at least an enlightened and
elevated form of self-interest - to supply one another's needs,
independently of the artificial sanction imposed by the State.
And this is a clear repudiation of the individualism of the
sophists. The claims of morality are seen to lie deeper than
mutual agreements, and society is entitled to our service
independently of our private convenience (The philosopher rulers,
for example, assume office as a burden). But while this proves
that morality itself is not rooted in a contract, it reflects no
discredit on the idea of a contract as the basic feature of omne
special instrument for the promotion of moral ends, namely, the
State." (Ibid. my italiecs).

In the first place we must observe that Lewis is speaking of what Barker
described as societas, or pre-existing moral will. But it becomes clear

that he is also referring to something like a contract of government, or

25 H. D. Lewis, "Plato and The Social Contract", Mind, 1939, 78-81



a political contract, between rulers and ruled in the ideal state.26
Consequently (he suggests) the idea of partnership emerges as soon as
Socrates enters upon the constructive part of the Republic: '"Men 'gather
into one settlement many partners and helpers'. 'They exchange services

and goods.'" (his italics).27 The idea of exchange already implies an

26 . ,
We must be chary of using the expressions '"contract of government”

or "political contract' in reference to the subjection of the subject
classes to the rulers in the Republic. These expressions derive from
medieval thought (Gough, Op.Cit. Ch 11) and refer to mutual affirmations
of existing rights and duties by peoples and princes. They refer, then,
to the general conception underlying medieval political thought (which

we have seen reflected in Hooker) that since political authority does

not exist ab initio it must be seen to be invested. It is clear, however,
that Plato's theory, which does not rest on a distinction between natural
and positive law, assumes that some form of political authority always
exists. Moreover, it is also clear that the subject class of the Republic
does not "contract' with the rulers on the basis of interests already
conceived to be in being, or, that is, on the basis of interests that
have not been perfected by a science or techne of rule.

While emphasizing this, we must note that Plato's ideal state divides,
naturally, into rulers and subjects, a presupposition which he shares in
common with medieval thought which assumed government to be sul generis
and which devised the notion of the political contract on the basis of this
assumption (Cf Barker, Social Contract, p xiv). We may further note that
the pledges between rulers and ruled described in the Laws are themselves
much more akin to whatwe can call a 'political contract' without distorting
the pragmatic savour of this phrase. (Cf. re the Laws, Lewis, Op.Cit. p 79
and Gough (Op.Cit. Ch 1.) Rankin sees the pledges of Laws 684A rather as a
contract "providing for the orderly occupation of new lands", than as a
governmental contract. (H.D. Rankin, Plato and the Individual, (London,
1974), p 105.

Finally we should observe that Crossman spoke of the relation between
rulers and ruled in the Republic almost as if he saw a political contract
underlying it: "In the eyes of the young Plato, there must always be a
ruling aristocracy and a subject people. The latter were the producers
and distributors of material wealth, ... . The former had the paternal
care of the state at heart. Living on the labour of the subject masses,
they gave them in return security, justice, and defence." (R.H.S. Crossman,
Plato Today, (London, 1963), p 65. Cf., p 85). This description may well
be apt so leng as we remember that the interests of subjects and rulers
are not conceived by Plato as existing 'naturally', but rather, as being
perfected by a techne of rule. This conception, basic to Plato's theory,
is not germane to the medieval conception. Unless we are aware of this
then the application of the 'political contract' to Plato's theory in the
Republic is very misleading.

27

The quotes are from Lindsay's translationm.

31.
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explicit or implicit contract.28 These points struck Lewis as underlining
the fact that Plato's ideal community would be a partnership. "The city
must be one in the sense that all its members acquiesce in its government,
As elsewhere in Plato's thought, the principle of unity is of paramount
importance." (his italics). Plato's deepest concern is the ''vital and
living unity" which underlines human relationships. We find embodied in
this unity '"the cardinal principle of justice ... . Similarly, temperance
which is almost equated with justice, is thus defined." (his italics).

Plato answers the Sophists, on the question of individualism, in terms

of the perfection of the individual soul, a perfection which "is reflected
in the acquiescence in a social order whereby (the individual's perfection)
is best attained. Justice is 'writ large' in the city. Hence the emphasis
on free and informed co-operation between ruler and subject." (p 81).
Finally, while we allow that the authority of the rulers is absolute, we
must not forget that this authority "is represented as derived from the
subjects. The dependence of the former on the latter has always to be
emphasized." (Ibid.)

Lewis' conception of the social contract, as it applies to Platonic
thought, is obviouély idealistic. He described the social contract in terms
of Plato's evolutionary theory: in terms, that is, of the completion or
perfection of human needs and interests. Together with this, he saw the
most important principles of the social contract theory embodied in Plato's
chief concern was "political freedom" (Ibid.), his concept of a city

composed of "allies and helpers', not rulers and slaves. The points arising

For the moral nuance of this idea see Aristotle's Rhetoric in Gough
Op.Cit.
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from Lewis' thoughts on Plato that are of main interest to us are the
conceptions of freedom which he sees embodied in Plato's use of social
contract theory, and also, his observation that political authority is
derived from the subjects of the ideal community.29
First, we may concentrate for a moment on the section from Lewis quoted
above. Lewis, in conformity with soclal contract thinking, has implied
that a sense of moral will must be presumed as logically prior to political
obligation. He has said that duty (or some form of elevated interest)
exists independently of the artificial sanctioens of the state. But can we
properly regard the sanctions of Plate's ideal state as 'artificial' as
though implying a wider sphere of life? Here, we may recall the point made
above (n 10). If we grant that the philosopher rulers have a life better

than the political life we must also remember that they cannot achieve

this life unless they rule and the other classes consent to their rule.

We may say, on these grounds, that the ideal community is only COntributqu
to the philosephers' ends. But membership of some one community - the
ideal community - is necessary to the achievement of these ends, while
membership also completes the ends of the other two classes. We see for
this reason, and for the reasons which follow, that the doctrine of the
state's artificiality is not compatible with Plato's theory, a theory
which is evolutionary and not contractual.

We have said before now that in Plato's view political life is an
integral feature of human nature, that he does not conceive political

life as being a discrete feature of human history. So far as the latter

29 We shall consider this latter point in more detail in Ch III. Here,
I wish only to deal with this notion of derivation with specific reference
to social contract thinking.
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conception is concerned, the state might be regarded as artificial in that
the need for political life is thought to exist, in part, as a consequence
of some prior act of man (the original disobedience); but it might also
be regarded as natural so far as natural law impels men toward political
life in response to their common social needs.30 We have said that in
both Plato and Hooker the ultimate ground of their political theories is

teleological, that their doctrines of consent are confirmatory (pp 21,22

supra). That means that for neither thinker can political obligation,

which implies an undertaking legitimizing political authority, be attribut-
ed wholly to human sanction, where, we mean by the latter, that a duty to
obey the laws of a given form of rule originates in a human commitment

and does not therefore confirm a prior moral requirement.31 Both assume

a moral onus to begin with and a sense of interest that move men, in Plato's
case, toward the realization of some one, ideal, form of rule, and, in
Hooker's case, toward the founding of political societies which, owing

to their limited effect on human life (the outward regimen that they impose),
cannot complete or perfect human ends. For this reason, the notion that

the state's sanction is artificial applies aptly to Hooker's thinking, for
his hypothesis implies that political life is of convenience to men though

it cannot perfect their ends.32 Locke, indeed, would advance this theory,

30 Hooker obviously held this to be the case. See further, Otto Gierke,
Political Theories of the Middle Age, trans. F.W. Maitland (Cambridge,1968),p 89.

31 The notion that political obligation originates in a human commitment
typifies Locke's thinking. See infra pp. 37 ff.

32

Hooker tells us, on the one hand, that "public regiment . .. seemeth
evidently to have risen from deliberate advice, comnsultation, and composition
between men, judging it convenient and behoveful." (Cf. Gierke, Op.Cit.).

He goes on to say that there is '"no impossibility in nature considered by
itself, but that men might have lived without public regiment."

(continued on page 35.)
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attributing political obligation to human commitment alone and relinquishing
the theological supposition that men are required by God's will to subject
themselves to political order, and thereby confirm God's will by so doing.
In Locke, political obligation implies a human undertaking as its necessary
and sufficient conditions, while the law of nature requires men to honour
whatever pacts they make. So long as we allow that political life does

not fulfil human ends we may properly suppose that the state's sanction

is artificial, as furthering though not completing human ends. Given that
we mean by this that the state's sanctions imply a moral will to begin with,
as the necessary condition of those sanctions, then we must also prescind
from the doctrine of the state's artificiality the Sophistic hypothesis
that men are only . 'bound' to obey laws from material necessity, that men
are not bound to regard one another well 'by nature'. However, it is mis-
leading to apply the conception of artificial sanction, as Lewis did, to
Plato. He tells us both that the social contract theory lies imbedded in
the essential meaning of Plato's political theory and that the theory
"emphasizes the ultimate artificiality of the State.” (p 79). But Plato's
conception is perfectionist. He holds that the moral onus which men would
confirm by submitting to the order of am ideal form of political life is,
properly, compatible with the pursuit of ends which that form of life
would complete. Here, political life is not conceived as a convenience
which is less than the sum of human ends (Cf. on note 10, p 20 supra).

It perfects human ends. This fact underlies Plato's conception of the

natural pelis. So long as we regard the state as only contributory to

32 (continued from page 34)

But he then says that we must presuppose the Fall and the Law of
Nature's requirement of public regiment. (p 191). To the notion of
convenience, then, he adds the notion of a moral onus upon men resulting
from the Fall, to subject themselves to public regiment.
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any human ends, then we may regard political life as itself being
fartificial'. But if we see this conception as being the essence of
Plato's political theory then we must regard his idealism as an added
thought and not as the substance of his thinking. Lewis, rather like

Barker (implicitly) in Greek Political Thought, devoted his effort to

showing that the social contract theory is not an 'immoralist' doctrine,
or, simply, an 'a-moralist' doctrine. But he loaded the theory with
Platonic nuances which, it must be pointed out, the theory does not usually
carry. We may grant with him that Plato's thinking does repudiate the
individualism of the Sophists. We may grant that Plato must repudiate
this if he accepts that political life implies moral will (or an elevated
form of self-interest). ~With these criticisms inmind we may now consider
Lewis' belief that the social contract theory underlies Plato's conceptions
of political freedom and the derivation of the rulers' absolute authority.
To understand Lewis' meaning we may briefly consider Locke's conception
that men’s obligation to obey laws implies a human commitment or under-
taking.

We have noted that the concept of a political contract springs from
the assumption that government is sui gemeris. This concept is character-
istic of Platonic thinking (with the reservations noted above, n 26),
while, in its medieval dress, it typifies Hooker as well. The concept of
the political contract, thus defined, is unfavourable to the conception
that government exists from human acts alone. The concept belongs,
rather, to the assumption that consent is confirmatory. Putting aside,
. for now, the relative distincéions between Plato and Hooker, the political

contract implies that a moral onus is the necessary condition of political
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society, that government exists, potentially,33 awaiting men's legitimizing
it and thus confirming a prior onus to do so. Men's subjectien to political
authority is sufficient to the confirmation. Where government is assumed

to exist from human sanctions alone, we remove the netion of a social
contract from both idealistic and teleological spheres. We no longer assume
that moral will implies men's attempts to realize a political order whose
life is equal to the realization of their final ends; nor need we assume
that political life is a discrete moment in human history, that its existence
implies men's testifying to a requirement of natural law or divine will

that they subject themselves to political order. We must rather assume

that political society implies moral will, that an undertaking to obey
common laws is both necessary and sufficient for a duty to obey positive laws,
the laws of a political society. We assume, then, that political society
‘implies a commitment, In obeying laws, men confirm an undertaking to which
they have committed themselves in response to no prior requirement. Assuming
that moral will is itself the necessary condition of political life, we may
then say that political society exists from men's considerations of their
interests and that moral will, implicit in an undertaking to obey common
1aws; is implied in the existence of any state. Here, we shall emphasize
again, with Hooker, that men's external acts are sufficient evidence of
their consent to laws (n 19 EEEIE)' We shall assume that men's expectations
about their interests, together with their acceptance, implied by their
undertaking, that the right to pursue their interests is limited, are the

necessary and sufficient grounds for an obligation to ebey common laws.

33 Cf. Gierke, Op.Cit.
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If we consider the social contract in these lights then we have applied
Locke's critgria to the concept.34 Essential to these criteria is our
relinquishing the view that government is sui generis. Government, rather,
is wholly dependent on human acts. Assuming this to be so, then we may
accurately suppose that the state and its sanctions are artificial. Obviously,
this will mean against Plato, but against Hooker as well, that men are
wholly free - morally free - to establish political authority. That will
mean that political life is not vertically 'located’ in human history. It

will also mean that we cannot determine from history what form of rule

34 Cf. Second Treatise, sec 135, where Locke quotes Hooker on the
'natural' foundation of “public societies" and the 'order, expressly or
secretly agreed upon' that founds a particular political society. (Cf.

n 2 supra). We should also note that Locke agrees with Hooker (Second
Treatise, Op.Cit.) that positive law addresses men's outward actions.

We must emphasize, however, that Locke nowhere uses Hooker's theological
supposition as a means of justifying the founding of political society.
Human reason, a sense of interest, together with moral will, are the

sole justifications of this. (If anything, Locke denies the theological
supposition explicitly. Cf sec. 13 Op.Cit. The theological supposition
need not imply the concept of divine right - a theory Locke inveighs
against in the Second Treatise - but the theory was used, it would seem,
by Filmer, in close connection with the theological supposition.) He
stresses, rather, that a political undertaking implies men's absolute
freedom to enjoin political order on themselves (secs. 87-95) and that
positive laws must be confoermable to the law of nature which is a
declaration of the will of God (sec 135). Here we must emphasize Locke's
repeated claim that political society must be of convenience to men (secs
13,95,136) . Together with this we should remark that an undertaking
which founds a political society implies men's recognition (the recognition
both of citizens and of those they invest with power), through willingness
to obey common laws, of limits to the pursuit of their interests. Since
men are under no prior requirement to sanction public authority and only
do so for their own convenience there must obviously be limits to the
power of government, and it becomes clear in sec 136 that the 'conformity'
of which Locke spoke in the previous section implies those very limits,
limits which are conformable to reason and the law of nature (or the will
of God). TLocke's intention here, as always, is practical, not ideal.

We may remark, in sum, that Locke has displaced the theological
supposition, which assumes in the first place a divine commandment to
enter political society, by the assumption that divine will or the law
of nature would require men to honour a political undertaking should
they give one. (Cf. John Locke, Essays on the Law of Nature, ed.

W. von Leyden, (Oxford, 1970), p 53 £f.)
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would satisfy men's needs and interests, it being assumed that the pursuit
of these is always subject to moral conscience and natural law conceived
as wider than political 1ife.35
The notion of moral freedom in Locke, is closely related to his
conception of individual consent. Locke has been criticized for holding
that the law of nature or reason can be vouched to justify majority rule,
the conclusion of a minority by a majority in an on-going political
community (sec 96). Gough held that the majority principle makes the
notion of individual consent ineffectual.(Op.Cit.). Indeed, on Locke's
hypothesis, men are free to found a political community. Locke says

repeatedly that only a man's consent can put him out of a state of nature.

But thereafter he is bound by majority decisions. Since Locke justified

35 We have said that Plato held political life to be an integral feature

of human nature, that he held political life to be a timeless feature

of human life. It follows from this that history, considered, for
example, as cyclic rather than discrete, must itself contaln at least

the possibility of a state which would complete or perfect human ends.
Without rehearsing Popper's thesis here, the idealist or "historicist"
conception of Plato forms the basis of Popper's criticism. (Cf. Popper,

n 6 pp 208 ff.). Plato's theory, of course, distinguishes between
natural subjects and natural rulers. If we use history, as Popper
supposed Plato did, as our source for verifying this distinction, then -
we use it with an ethical purpose in mind. We use it as a means of
justifying authority. (This is true whether we devote attention to an
'upward' or 'downward' cycle of history.) Such a concept must hold,

at bottom, that a duty to submit to a certain form of rule in fact
precedes men's consenting to that form of rule. In such a case consent
must be confirmatory. It must confirm a prior obligation. Locke's
conception, as we are showing in these pages, rests on entirely different
~grounds. In Locke, authority can only be justified by our first assuming
an undertaking from which, and only from which, a political obligation
could be said to arise.

We may note here that Lewis supposed the ideal rulers' authority to
derive from the subjects. It would have been more appropriate to say
that the rulers' autherity is actualised by the subjects' consent. The
rulers' authority does not originate in an act of consent. In Hooker,
the authority of a given government could be said to originate in an
act of consent even if it is also true that men are required by divine
will, in the first place, to.submit to political authority. But in
Plato, since political life is coextensive with human life, political
(continued on page 40)
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the latter on the basis of natural law it would seem that he sacrifices
the notion of individual consent (which must be given to inaugurate
political authority) for the majority rule principle, as if majorities
had a natural right to impose thelr wishes. To justify the majority
principle as itself being based on the law of nature simply disguises
the fact that individual consent belongs. only to the inauguratiocn of

a political community.36 Gough was cohcérnéﬁ to point out that on Locke's
own showing (secs 96, 97, 98) the notion of individual consent is not
compatible with the majority rule principle, that we do not solve this
problem merely by asserting the dubious claim that the latter principle
conforms te natural law. There is, however, another reason why Locke
spoke of the majority principle as being natural.

The majority principle in Locke surely underlines the fact that while
men undertake to found political societies for their greater convenience
and security, any man may be expected to know that the pursuit of his
interests is limited by moral law or the law of nature both prior to and
after a political undertaking. The greater convenience of political
society does not imply the fulfilment of all individual ends. It only
implies security to human life. The majority principle, therefore, has
at least this much affinity with natural law: Locke places all of his
emphasis on the convenience of political society to men. To undertake

to obey common laws is not to testify to a prior commandment. But it is

35 (continued from page 39)

authority cannot itself originate, even if men can alter constitutions.
In consistency with this conception, Plato's idealism requires men to
discover the right, or natural, constitution.

36 J. W. Gough, John Locke's Political Philosophy, Eight Studies,
(Oxford, 1968) pp 47 ff. esp. pp 60 ff.
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to testify to the fact that there are natural obligations, that a man is
bound by natural law to honour any undertaking he may give. To found
political society, therefore, is to undertake to obey common laws, and
thereafter to testify to one's own commitment by obeying. The majority
principle, then,carries moral weight. Gough did not emphasize this fact.

In "coming out of" the state of nature in order to enjoy the greater
convenience to life under common laws, a man must be expected to accept a
condition of life in which he is no longer his own executive. Moreover,
majorities and minorities will be inevitable where political society is

of convenience to life, where it secures men in the pursuit of their
interests, but does not guarantee the fulfilment of their ends. There is,
then, an affinity between individual consent, the consent which inaugurates
a political community, and a man's consent thereafter. It is a moral
affinity. The great difference between the state of nature and the political
condition is that under the latter, men have a duty to obey positive laws.
But they have a natural duty to honour any pacts they make. Consequently,
if they undertake to have positive laws they have a duty to honour this
undertaking. Where they accept by this undertaking that political life only
secures and does not perfect individual ends then regard for others must

be implicit in the undertaking to secure general interests. That is to say,
by their undertaking men bind themselves to respect the interests of others

through their willingness to obey positive laws.37 Locke saw, as a

37 We could say, ideally, that by their undertaking men give recognition
to one of the laws of nature: that all men have rights, that it is

prima facie wrong that one man's interests should outweigh another's.

But we must also remember that in Locke's case the law of nature does

not command men to enter political society. Ultimately, the point we
must emphasize is that given an undertaking to obey laws, then, despite
the motives of individuals or their inward sentiments, they have an
obligation to honour that undertaking.
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consequence of this, that men would have to obey majority decisions.

He wvouched the law of nature or reason to justify the point because,
ultimately, it must be in the light of this knowledge that a man's

consent would begin. Given that we emphasize the moral weight rather

than the historical weight of the doctrine of individual consent, we are
then emphasizing a man's testament to his own commitment which his consent
to law, subsequent to an undertaking, would satisfy. And by stressing

this point we emphasize what must be implicit in individual consent: a
man's knowledge that he is bound by his undertaking. 'Individual consent',
then, has moeral reference. In order for individual consent in an on-going
community te have effective meaning 1t must be the case that a man will

be bound in that community by the same knowledge with which his consent
began: the knowledge that the pursuit of his interests is limited by moral
law. As a man was free to undertake to obey positive laws so he must be
responsible thereafter for honouring his commitment.

Locke's politicai theory emphasizes a moral onus men take upon them-
selves by undertaking to obey positive laws. His theory stresses the
importance of a compromise - a political undertaking - which itself implies
moral will and a man's freedom to enjoin political obligation upon himself.
In order for the moral freedom which precedes the inauguration of a
political community to have real weight we must associate it with the
responsibility that is consequent upon a man's undertaking, his responsib-
ility to honour an agreement which results in security to, if not the
perfection of, human ends. Where we assume, as Locke does, that government
is not sui generis, that its existence depends wholly on human acts, and

where we assume as well that an undertaking implies moral will, then we
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we might use Barker's statement (quoted above, n 11) as a general description
of Locke's position. But we shall remember that Barker's statement was, if
anything, favourable to Platonic theory and to idealism. For Locke, the
individual's readiness to obey laws must spring from the human sanction
which is the "original" of political authority. Plato assumes that political
life is an integral feature of human nature; his idealism assumes the
possibility of the perfection of human ends. The sanction with which the
ideal community would begin does not spring from the initial submission of
men to philosophic rule. We must trace it, rather, to the natural onus
upon them to submit to a certain form of rule. Consequently, we might say
that the actualization of the ideal state derives from those who consent
to its rule (Cf n 35). But we cannot say that the potential subjects are
free to enjoin political order on themselves, where, we mean by this, that
consent to law implies an undertaking from which political obligation
originates. By consenting to philesophic rule, these who consent are
already subjects. By their consent they confirm a prior obligatien.
Moreover, Plato assumes that some form of political autherity always exists.
When Lewis spoke of political freedom (p 81) he cannot have intended the
freedom which an undertaking implies in Locke. He must rather have intended
an ideal conception of freedom, a conception which must describe freedom
in terms of the perfection of human ends.

Finally, it was suggested by M. B. Foster38 that we cannot appropriately
speak of the consent of the third class of the Republic. Foster held that
in order for 'consent' to have meaning it must imply the individual's

freedom to enjoin political order on himself. The third class, since it

38 M.B. Foster, "Some Implications of A Passage in Plato's Republic",

Philosophy, 1936, pp 301-308.

S~
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does not enjoin political order upon itself, may only be said to acquiesce
in the regimen of the i1deal state. TFoster's criteria for consent are
obviously those which would satisfy Locke. They oppose any theory of
political obligation which posits an initial distinction between natural
subjects and natural rulers. I shall not here discuss the propriety of
restricting the notion of consent, as Foster would have us do, only to
those theories which do not assume (in some sense) that government is :sui
generis. We may observe, rather, that the conception of the social contract
has widely differing applications. Plato would seem to have used the
concept on an ideal plain to describe the willingness of the third class of
the Republic to submit to a certain form of rule, and, indeed, the willing-
ness of the rulers to impose the regimen of that form of rule on themselves.
If there is a sense in which 1t is inappropriate to speak of the 'consent
of the governed' in Plato, let us note with Foster (and with Locke as well)
that the third class is not self-ruled in the sense which satisfied their
criteria of consent. Since the third class, by acquiescing in the rule of
the philosophers, confirms a prior obligation to do se, we must then admit
(with attention to Foster's point) that they are not 'free' to impose
the community's order on themselves. That order exists sui generis. It
awaits men's submission to it. Its order is not founded on a compromise
which implies men's recognition that they will be bound by majority decisions
in a society in which ends cannot be perfected. The author of the ideal
conception read man's moral life from man's attempt, through time, to
realize his true ends.

It will now be appropriate to discuss the Socratic provenance of Plato's
doctrine of consent. We shall do so by examining Socrates' covenant with

the laws of Athens as described in the Apology and the Crito.
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Socrates' Covenant with the Laws of Athens

It will be appropriate to begin our discussion of the Socratic theory of
consent by examining what is implicit in Socrates' covenant with the laws
of Athens which Plato describes in the Crito. I shall discuss the Crito
with reference to the Apology. The two dialogues, taken as a whole, present
us with a common subject which I shall call Socrates' dilemma. But before
we discuss this subject I shall devote the first part of this chapter to
setting out the main features of Socrates' covenant. I shall mention

other subjects which complement this and which are germane to this chapter
as a whole,

What strikes us first about the covenant is that it is an agreement
between Socrates and the laws of Athens. Plato -does not describe the
covenant as an agreement with other men. But we may wonder whether Plato
is not simply suggesting by way of métaphor that Socrates in fact has a
covenant with his fellow citizens to obey the laws, that his duty of
obedience depends on this covenant. This question is basic for it raises
the question, what is the ground of Socrates' duty to obey? It also raises
the question, in what respects does Plato's use of the doctrine of covenant
differ (as it surely does differ) from current usage? In order to answer
these questions we must first mark five features of the covenant. Socrates
is told that he owes his nurture to the laws (50D); he is further told
that the relationship between himself and the laws is not one of equality
(50E); thirdly, the laws tell Socrates that evidence of his agreement has
been seen to exist in his actions and not in words (52D). The laws next

tell Socrates that blame must attach to men rather than to themselves for
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the predicament in which he now finds himself (54C) . Finally, Socrates

is told that if he disobeys the laws of Athens, then the eternal laws, the
brothers of men's laws in Hades, will themselves have been disobeyed (Ibid.).
We should emphasize that the laws tell Socrates that if he refuses to

accept the verdict passed on him he will return an evil for an evil, a

wrong for a wrong (,('vrutScK:,’nts Lé Kl AvEe M«Kw,o/tioxs:54C 1) . Assuming
that Socrates would quit Athens wronged by men (Ibid.) the laws imply that
their discussion with Socrates pertains to a wrong committed by men but

not by themselves. In this, men are seen to abuse law or to maladminister
it while law itself is blameless.

We may note in reference to these points that Plato assumes that the
obligation to obey arises from Socrates' confirmation of this obligation
in his day to day acts. Furthermore, his duty to obey the laws of Athens
implies a duty to obey the eternal laws. It is further implied that he
cannot invoke the latter to justify disobeying the former. Therefore, his
duty to obey cannot be conditional on conformity between the laws of Athens
and the eternal laws, for the laws imply that there is complete accord
between themselves and their brothers. This means in practical terms that
Socrates has no appeal from the decision of the court that found him
~gullty of impiety even if its finding was unjust. That in itself might be
regarded as an abuse of law. But to disebey the court's finding must
itself result in a disavowel of law. In saying that Socrates would return
an evil for an evil should he disobey the court the laws imply that the
court's decision was an unjust one. But their emphasis is placed on the
duty to obey and not on a right of conscience to disobey. The only altern-

ative Socrates has to obedience is quitting the community. That alternative,
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of course, is not open to him should he disobey an injunction of the laws
by doing so. If, then, as the Apology suggests, Socrates is bound in
conscience to follow his own convictions, the Crito claims that there can
be no conflict of duty between the laws of Athens and the requirements of
the eternal laws. Consequently, so long as Socrates had remained content
to be a citizen of Athens he had thereby incurred a duty of obedience. He
could not then appeal to a higher law to revoke an agreement which had
been seen to exist from his life as a member of the community.

Given these facts what may we here say of Socrates' right of dissent?
A brief comparison with Antigone's case in the play of Sophocles will be
instructive. While Antigone sees contrast, if not antithesis,l between a
higher law and an edict of Creon, Socrates sees a resolvable conflict
between higher laws and men's attitudes to them as evidenced in their regard
for the laws of the community. We may say that Socrates dissents as does
Angigoné in the Theban play. But Socrates dissents because he believes
men's usage of the laws is not in accord with what the laws and their
brothers truly enjoin. We shall recall that the laws remind Socrates that
men and not the laws are to blame for his demise. We shall see, moreover,
that the Crito affirms what the Apology implies: that Socrates dissents
from men's abuse of the laws but not from the laws themselves. Socrates
is seen to dissent on behalf of the laws. He does not dissent for the
sake of one law as contrasted with another. He believes that his own case
denotes conflict between men and law per se, and his general position in

the two dialogues is that this conflict could be resolved.

For the view that the law of nature and conventional law are
antithetic see pp 5O £f,
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It is implicit in the Antigone that Creon's edict over-steps the
bounds of the written laws and thus confounds the rightful Qemands of these
with the immoral demands of the unwritten laws.2 Here the problem is
different. Two kinds of law, the written and the unwritten, have distinct
if unopposed demands. These demands must not be confused. The problem of
the Apology and the Crito is that conventional law conforms to the demands,
or exemplifies the demands of the higher laws. It is a man's duty to
attest to thils fact. This means that mqn's honour or abuse of the one
entails honour or abuse of the other. Here, it is not a question of
distinguishing two spheres of law, which, while they make distinct demands
on the person, might both be served equally so long as their separate

demands are not confused. Rather, it is a question of bringing men's

attitudes inte conformity with the higher laws through their regard for
the laws of the community. To put the matter shortly,we note an under-
current of idealism in the two Platonic dialogues which is foreign to the
more conservative view of the Antigone. While Creon's hubris compels
Antigone to obey one law and disobey another, Plato suggests that while
Socrates, too, confronts a dilemma he may yet choose to serve what is
essentially one moral requirement and escape the dilemma's horns.

Plato believes, then, that Socrates' conflict is between a man and his
fellow citizens' interpretation of the laws. We may recall that Plato
has not seen fit to query whether there 1s equality between the individual
and his fellow citizens. Rather, the laws ask Socrates whether equality

exists between themselves and him. Had Plato put the former question then

2
"He who observes the laws of his country and remains bound in honour

to the eternal laws stands high in his city's regard. But he who is

presumptious and over-bold is a disgrace and lives beyond the pale of
' -l LY [ ’

men's laws (omoedes ): 367-371 (yﬂ”'as. -+ fapev ).
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the relationship between Socrates and the laws might have been dealt
with within the framework of a covenant between him and his fellow
citizens, where the assumption was that the laws themselves had sprung
from a covenant among equal partners and owed their existence wholly to
that. But the emphasis rather is that Socrates and his fellow citizens
have been nurtured by the laws. Although this may tell against an inter-
pretation which sees the covenant with the laws as a metaphor of a covenant
a man has with his fellow citizens we must recall that the laws hold out
to the citizen the right to persuade them if they, the laws, seem to be in
error (e /7‘ KA ws t Woco?;/ev,:SlE 7). Plato suggests by this that the
laws are not intransigent. That lends a note of ambiguity to the picture:
on the one hand the laws say there is complete accord between themselves
and their brothers; on the other hand, they are amenable to persuasiom.
That can only be directed toward men, those who administer the laws. Thus,
while the duty of obedience does not carry with it a right or a duty of
disobedience subject to failure of conformity between men's laws and the
higher laws, the laws of Athens are seen to be subject to change or to better
administration. This can only mean that while the demands of the Athenian
laws are the same as those of the eternal laws, the Athenians act in dis-
regard of this fact. We must emphasize in respect of this that so far as
Socrates can judge, persuading men toward a better regard of the laws does
not constitute disobedience.

For the reasons given above there is certainly justice in the claim
that ﬂuaﬂ?oO'oraﬂbcéx of the laws has in view a dialogue between a man and
his conscience, or, more widely, between a man and the consciences of his

fellow citizens (Cf. Burent, p 200). In this sense the notion of a
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covenant with the laws is metaphorical. But the intimate connection between

the laws of Athens and the eternal laws indicates that the former are not

the product of human invention. Taking this together with the facts that

the laws provide nurture and that Socrates has always associated law with

virtue (53C), Plato is emphasizing that the duty to obey the laws is natural,

that this duty does not arise from an undertaking. This fact is suggested,

and, I think, supported from the fact that while Socrates might confirm

that he has a duty of obedience he has no right to invoke a standard of

law or justice higher than or distinct from that of the city's laws as

~ grounds for disclaiming this duty. We may look here for what is implicit

in the inequality which is said to exist between Socrates and the laws.

To illustrate Plato's meaning we may refer to the current notion of

covenant with which he implicitly contrasts Socrates' covenant in the Crito.
We shall recall that the Leucophron had suggested that law is a covenant

that assures men's just claims against one another (zyyu7r;s éAkikou Twv

Jlliﬁuv, : Politics 1280B 11). In the absence of further evidence we can

take that to mean that law exists as a means of securing men in the pursuit

of their interests, but that it is not the primary function of law to make

men virtuous (Ibid.). If we infer from this that the.duty of obedience

arises from a covenant which men make among themselves then, as I have

suggested, we might speak of ‘equality as obtaining among those who make the

covenant. At any rate, the subsequent duty to obey could be said to depend

equally on all memhers of the community so formed honouring the laws which

spring from the covenant. But this doctrine, as the Republic shows us,

was regarded by many as implying that equality itself was unnatural, that

by nature any creature will seek its own advantage (wA¢oveSca), and, by
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law, it is forcibly constrained to honour equality (359C). Indeed, the
emphasis that was placed on the doctrine, as Plato's reports show, was
such as to treat the question whether a man should obey the law in terms
of whether it was advantageous to do so. We should note that while the
Crito does not state that the question of advantage is beside the question
whether a man has an obligation to obey, the dialogue does claim that a
duty of obedience is not conditional on it materially profiting a man to
obey.

The combined notions of Leucophron and those we receive from Glaucon
in the Republic point to two aspects of the doctrine of covenant which
the Crito challenges: that law does not pertain to virtue, or, that is
to say, that it is not a function of law to make men virtuous, but rather
to .secure them in the pursuit of their interests; secondly,that law is
unnatural restraint, Leucophron's statement, as it stands, need not bear
an immoralist connotation.3 But Glaucon's statement, in so far as it
oppeses what is just by nature to what is just by law ( véyQ» Se ﬂé% Top -

’ > o . P p
Ay €ECLe €cc Lyv Tov (oov CS/7V' : Ibid.) does bear this connotation;

for, his conception lends itself, as he proceeds to explain, to the belief that

3 Guthrie notes that Leucophron's conception as it stands could be

similar to that propounded by the author of the speech against Aristogeiton:
"laws were instituted against nature because nature is disorderly and law
introduces impartiality and equal justice for all." (W.C.K. Guthrie,

The Sophists, (Cambridge, 1971, p 143). What is true of Leucophron is,

I think, also true of Protagoras in that the latter would seem to have
regarded nature, as if not opposed to nomos, then indifferent to it.

But we must remark that Protagoras stressed what Leucophron would seem

not to have emphasized; that it is vrutue (LS ws and57h7) more than men's
just claims against one another that brings order to human life and puts

" men out of a state of nature. (Cf. nn 5, 6 infra).
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the man who succeeds in life will convert the law to his advantage by
appearing to be just (or by appearing to honour equality), that what
truly profits a man is public approbation (6,0'7(0’(67 Y‘zf a’d'm(',‘ Soxev
§ckscov e/’:r.(« //7\ ;,vru./(d :361A) . What is commen to Leucophron's and to
Glaucon's statements is that it is to a man's interest or advantage to
obey law. Glaucon's interpretation (the immoralist interpretation) is
that it is only a man's external interests - his material wants combined
with his reputation with others - that his appearing to be just will
promote. In so speaking Glaucon has reduced the Republic's debate about
justice to the question whether justice is desirable and for what
consequences it is desirable. Indeed, Plato feels bound to answer the
Sophistic question about justice on the same ground that the Sophists
discussed it: whether being just truly profits a man. We may add heré
that this will be of considerable importance to his conception in the
Republic of men's consent to the philosephic community. (Chlg).

In the Crito Plato converts the received notion of covenant to the
view that it is not only a man's external interests that his covenant
might be expected to promote. For he associates the doctrine, positively,
with Socrates' notion of a man's truest interest, the well-being of the
soul. In challenging the received view Plato throws his weight against
the theory he would later recite through Glaucen: that men would have
no interest in obeying law but for their supposing it to be to their
external advantage to do so, and that conventional justice, the justice
of nomos, pays a man less well than the dictates of nature, with the
result that the duty to obey becomes conditional on the selfish advantage

that accrues to a man from obeying if he is an unsuccessful man, or from
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acquiring the favour of the laws (appearing to obey) if he is a successful
man.4 He begins toe develop his own theory in the Crito where he suggests,
as he does in the Apology, that law concerns more than a man's external
interests. He implies in these two dialogues that a man has a duty to
obey the law even if some external interest of his is not thus served.
Here Plato is seen to reject the immoralist connotation of equality along
with the notion that law arises in a covenant. He puts his own view by
maintaining that the citizen is not the equal of the law, that the citizen,
by accepting the benefits of membership of the community, confirms an
obligation to obey. This entitles the citizen to persuade the laws or
even to leave the community should he find it te his dissatisfaction.

But it does not entitle the citizen to revoke the duty of obedience either
by an appeal to a higher law or from the sense of material advantage.

The received notion of covenant claimed that the duty of obedience

springs from the latter motive (a man's practical advantage, whatever

it might be), implying that justice and the laws of communities are

caused by human agency alone. This theory might carry with it an
immoralist conception of men's interests, as, for example, when a man's
interests are seen to be promoted by his converting the law to his

favour to the detriment of others. Plato's conception in the Apology and

4 "And justice lies midway between both of these (z oy ly;y J;u'rrov
2 4

v »/ * — - - ’, - . Pl »

ovces, €xv oSikwy py FeSw kg, €00 8¢ Kinircov, €kv ASwovpevos
Ly wptiebu ASvvaces . ) and is not honoured as a real good, but is only
honoured in the lack of being able to do wrong. One who had the power

to do injustice and to be a real man would never covenant with anybody

to do no wrong nor to suffer it. Only a simpleton would do that." (359B)
The 'real' man of whom Glaucon speaks would be able to live in a 'law-
bound' state as though he himself were the source of law. That implies
that the real man would not regard himself as any man's equal., Presumably,
he would become the source of law by having acquired the laws' favour.
(See Republic 365 in toto.) By so doing he would give the lie to men's
praise of justice and equality; he would show, by his actiens, that he
did not believe thatthese had any natural or uncdonditional hold on a man.



54.

the Crito is an explicit rejection of this point of view.

Wa should mark that in altering the notion of covenant Plato is
denying that the obligation to obey the community's laws is artificial.
This doctrine, regardless of its connotations, must regard the duty to
obey as being of human design if a present obligation to obey is seen to

. ; , ; 5
rest on a common undertaking from which such obligation springs. We have

3 We may call this the conventionalist doctrine. What cencerns us here is

the assumption of many of its proponents that the virtues, justice, piety, etc.
originate in human will and owe nothing to divine will. This implies both that
political life is artificial and that the validity of a community's laws

depends on common censent. The latter was essentially the view of Protagoras

as reported in Plato's accounts of him. Where the doctrine could depart from
Protagoras' own interpretation is in the coennotation whichits immoralist de-
tractors placed on the justice of the common consent; for they 1n31sted on a
cleavage between the beneflts to be gained from natural justice (tﬁy'fAGoVFSciu °
ﬂ'dw- wevﬂs Fewk e lr(-ewlw &s oly.LDpw Republic 359C) and those to be
acquired from the Justlce of conventional opinion. The latter was said to be
necessary (dvifldtau 358C) to the interests of the weak but was not 1tselftruly
beneficial (ouu s d#hu. Ibid.). Protagoras, in saying that ouSws and &m(
were imparted to all men in common, means that men acquired moral sense through
divine intervention. We should note that he implied by this that the ex1§tence
of polltlcal life stands or falls with the ex1stence of moral sense (dciu; and
S¢¢ ), for the latter does not exist in man' s natural condition (‘E, Vs Teyme
dyoves , s dvdputroos oifid Te wai &x-,d ' lev Tohewe woope''te wul Jeo -
Vol {,h“ J’uw.furq. Protagoras 322C). -Man's life prior to the intervention of
Hermes was a cond1t10n of aggression and suffering. It also lacked civic art,
MeoAiTw 7 TeX VZ . Protagoras implies that society's having moral sense,which
Hermes' imparte is both necessary and sufficient to its having civic art. In
holding this belief Protagoras may be called a conventionalist, for what he
claims is that given men's moral sense then polltlcal sense proceeds from agree-
ments among men as to what is JUSt and r:Lght (t—n‘a 01" B4 'Jv c—ma-c 1‘0&& St
Lo AdAdL S_mc-, Tovch Kic {{u“ dvc"; s Elvs olv ﬂluu 00/57 s Theaetetus 167C.

Cf. on 172AB° Op Cit. n 6 Since the cleavage between nathre and convention is
foreign to Protagoras v1ew, and because he claims that moral sense is shared

by men in common, his belief that some men are more adept than others at teach-
ing what is beneficial or profitable carries with it the belief that human good
pertains to the well-being of society as a whole and not to the particular well-
belng of either the weak by nature or the strong by nature. But this conception
is not idealistic, for althougheufds and are shared by all men Protagorus
implies that it is common consent and net an Zdeal norm which gives validity to

a community's laws. Had he implied thatd&fug and S‘K could obtain without
civic art he might have claimed that man's natural condition was itself moral.
Yet the sense of 322C stands against this,Protagoras,no less than Plato, assumes
that political life and moral life are coextensive. But the doctrine of the
Theaetetus(see next note) stands againstPlato's theory because it implies that a
sufficient criterion of a community's consent is its agreement, at any time, as to
what is just, While this entails common moral sense, it precludes an ideal
referrent of justice whose confirmation is not only implicit inmen's consent to
laws but which is also assumed to be a final and rtional basis of a society whose
form would Perfect human needs.
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seen in Ch 1 that Plato rejects this conception where it denotes the
discrete origin of political life. What he rejects is the implicit

belief of this conception that the obligation to obey law is artificial,
where this means that justice or political virtue are products of human
enactment. We may say in reference to Protagoras' theory that while it
does not carry an immoralist connotation it is compatible with a belief

in the discrete origin of political life, with the belief that the
obligation to obey law is artificial, as depending (given the presence of
LSws and52E7) on human will. (Cf. n 8 infra). In rejecting the conception
of discrete origins Plato provides an objective sanction for obediance to
law and in so doing he infers that since political life does not originate
in human enactment that the duty to obey the laws of the community is
natural. He therefore rejects the notion that a present obligation to
obey originates in human will. This conception, as it is developed in
Plato's time, might imply that nature is morally indifferent to law. But
it might imply too, as in the case of Callicles of the Gorgias or in the
theory cited by Glaucon in the Republic, that nature and law are antagon-
istic, that there is a law of nature that stands over and above convention
and is opposed to it. This is the view that Plate attacks. The immoralism
which attaches to this view is more the object of his attack than the view
of Protagoras that nomos, in keeping men at a remove from nature, is basic

to the well-being of human life.6 But while rejecting this view, Plato

6
At Theaetetus 172AB Socrates states that there are those who believe

with Protagoras that while men differ in their ability to assess what

is truly advantageous it is also true that justice and injustice, piety

and impiety, have no natural existence of their own (ws ook €rce eJr%cqﬁer
ovlev avai;v,euut;b éxev ) but become true on the basis of common consent

(&8 rocyy SoSuv toveo YiVérwe %Ay dés )and remain true from the time

they are adopted and for se long as they are maintained (cozc ot wv
(continued on page 56)
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devotes his main attention to discrediting the former view which maintains
that nomos must conceal the truth about what men take to be their true

or natural interests. The latter conception too, however, is distinct
from Plato's theory of political life, for in supposing that nomos is the
legitimate basis of a community's consent it implicitly rejects the view
that knowledge of a universal criterion of justice could legitimize
consent. That can only mean that« rh;s and Y!-IK7 ‘are not paradigms from
which justice can be ideally known and on which a conventional morality

which is universally valid can be founded. On Protagoras' view, moral

6 (continued from page 55)

50&7 Kie oTov o Soxy Aeovov * ). Those who accept this doctrine, then,
admit to degrees of ab111ty in assessing what 1s advantageous, profitable,
or good (év §¢ i d’v/i/gel.—,oovcu avcy 4 ,4/7 «rv/ueepour.‘ cuéﬁrdu) , and their
p01nt of emphasis is that justice and the other virtues are conventional,

as depending for their validity on common opinion and enactment. Socrates
does not say in exactly what respect those who maintain this theory are
departlng fromlProtagoras conception (&d¢ ococ G Xblﬂﬁ TAv I Tt sC Tov
TLowtuyoFov Apyov Aeyavuzv, ), unless it is from an immoralist construct-
ion upon the doctrine which was foreign to Protagoras' own view. We know,
for example, that he believed that the moral sense on which they were
based was to be honoured Qy all men 1n preference to the 11fe of nature
(ke veyov ye Bes rap’ njuw z:ml//t, Svimyevov K\ 8003 K<i Stkys peT-
CXEW /(réulﬂv ws vooev Aewys. ' Protagoras 322D). The report of
Protagoras' thought in the Theaetetus does not depart from this view, for
it is there implied that the man who is able to teach what is beneficial
will not assume that the justice of common consent must give place to

a higher order of justice. Rather, he will cause what a given society
regards as beneficial (xp7r(¢) both to be and to seem beneficial (167C).

If Plato emphasizes the possible relativism of this doctrine in the

" "Theaetetus it will be remembered from the Protagoras that the wise man,

no less than any other citizen, must share in common moral sense. Those,
however, who did disvalue the conventional virtues, or the virtues of
common consent, and contrasted them with the justice of nature, took the
Protagorean doctrine in a transvalued sense and claimed that conventional
justice thwarted rather than promoted what 1is truly advantageous. JHere —_
we may cite Laws 890A (. §'a .LV /ver.(pwvr-u :u.c otacv c‘oc‘«.- KU,»(-L éxdca v,
1trw/:-v.a Cexvy RLC CoTs vv,vu: » AAN’ oU y Cwe Uree.) s

where Plato adapts the Theaetetus conception of conventional justice to
the viewwhich held that. true Justioce 1s not rendered valid by pommon copsent
True justlce, rather, consists in the success of force ( o JkweoOTXToV & TL
s <v vut.t ﬁu.)a/ ¢ves, ). In contrast to this conception Protagoras
maintains that true justice:isbased on a fundamental sense of justice

or right which is common to a community's members.
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sense is both necessary and sufficient to a community's having civic

art, but the. community's present agreement as to what is just
satisfieg the presence of justice and consent in that community. This
implies that conventional justice - what a given community accepts as its
moral normg=1s sanctioned by a presenf agreement as to what is just
rather than by a universal criterion of justice, the knowledge of which
would perfect political life. The criterion of consent for Protagoras

is, as Guthrie points out, factual and not normative.7 Plato's conception
differs from this.

In seeking to counter the claim that external advantage legitimizes
consent Plato, no less than his naturalist opponents, subordinates the
factual question, whether there is agreement in a community as to what
is just, to the normative question, what criterion of justice fulfils a
man's truest needs. Plato, then, defends the validity of nomos on the
basis of his belief in a natural standard of justice which makes the
fulfilment of those needs possible. A man's obedience to the demands of
this natural criterion underlies his obedience to the laws of the community.
In supposing that this is so, Plato is making a claim that differs from
Protagoras' belief. Protagoras believes that moral sense underlies the
possibility of civic art. But Plato suggests that a community's consent
is ultimately legitimized by a universal, rational criterion of justice
rather than only by a present agreement as to what is just. 1In rejecting
the notion of the discrete origin of political life Plato also rejects
what is implicit in this theory, that the laws of the community are
artificial, as being dependent on human sanction. He therefore assumes,
as against Protagoras, that a man's consent is legitimized by his

obeying a natural criterion of justice. This means that the duty to

Guthrie, Op.Cit. p 137.



obey the laws of the community is natural since this duty proceeds from
the demands of a criterion of justice which itself is universal or

natural.8

8 If we allow that moral and political life are co-extensive then

it could be said on this view that men may choose to obey the community's
laws, but it could not be said that they have chosen ab initio whether
there should be law or some form of positive enforcement, where a

sense both of obligation and interest would underlie that choice. It

is doubtful whether we meet with the latter view, which is essentially
the view of Locke, in antiquity. The case which Glaucon cites in the
Republic clearly indicates that the proponents of the theory he describes
assumed that only a sense of interest (or external advantage) could
underlie such a choice. We should emphasize that for these thinkers

the theory of discrete origin carried with it an immoralist connotation,
Protagoras, too, regards the natural condition as lacking morality.

The historical myth of the Protagoras, however, illustrates an important .
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respect in which both he and Plato are of one mind: that given morality;

there must be some form of positive enforcement or political order.
Where they differ is in their conceptions of what is sufficient for
consent. Since Protagoras believes that a community's agreement as to
what is just is sufficient he does not imply, as Plato does, that consent
must verify or confirm, if only implicitly, a man's belief in a natural
criterion of justice. Consent, or the duty to obey, are therefore
legitimized by agreement, not by confirmation of a natural criterion.
Here we should emphasize that in Protagoras' case the view that the laws
of the community are artificial means that a community's agreement as

to what is just is sufficient for consent, that change is inherent to
law. Yet the ‘original' of consent is, for Protagoras, the agreement

of the community, not the sanction of the individual. He, no more than
Plato, assumes that consent ultimately implies a moral choice that must
be free of positive command. Were this implicit in Protagoras' view

he would have needed to regard the natural condition of man as moral

but not political. But both he and Plato are committed to the view that
political community is the efficient source of a citizen's belief of
what is just or beneficial. For this reason, it could be said that
Protagoras, as much as Plato, supposes that the duty to obey the laws

of the community is 'natural'. But that could not mean in Protagoras'
case (as it must in Plato's) that a citizen's confirmation of belief

in a universally valid criterion of justice legitimizes consent. For
then, the question whether consent is given must be normative and not
factual. TFor Protagoras, men's sharing moral sense underlies political
life, but agreement as to what is just establishes consent.



We find a primary source for Plato's own conception in the Apology

and the Crito. There, the particular construction Plato places om the
doctrine of covenant is that the duty to obey is not rendered valid ab
initio by an undertaking, that an agreement as to what is just is not
itself sufficient for consent. Rather, a man has a primary duty to obey
eternal laws. It is then open to a man to confirm this duty by obeying
the laws of the community. Plato suggests by this that a man recognizes
kinship between the laws of his city and the higher laws. He recognizes
that his duty to obey the laws of the community conforms to the duty to
obey higher laws, that the duty to obey is natural and is compatible with
a man's desire to realize his true interests. So far, then,we have dealt
with two approaches which Plato discusses in respect of the question of
political consent. These derive from the fundamental question, what is
the legitimatébasisbf men's consent to law: an agreement or an under~
taking as to what is just and lawful, founded on a common moral semse,
or, men's implicit confirmation, through obeying laws, of an ideal
criterion of justice, the knowledge of which would perfect human needs?
We have mentioned another problem which Plato regarded as of first import-
ance: whether there is parity of duty among the members of a community
to obey its laws ‘P An important corollary attaches to this question:
whether any individual or group of individuals, to the exclusion of others
is the source of law and the duty to obey? (Cf. n 4 supra)

The Apology and the Crito deal importantly with a subject we have not
discussed in any detail: on whaﬁ grounds may an individual legitimately
challenge political authority? In dealing with this subject these
dialogues focus .our attention on the question of the parity of duty to

obey 1laws, the source of law, and a man's interest in obeying laws.

29.
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Here, although Plato emphasizes the notion of kinship between eternal
laws and a community's laws, we do not yet find the purport to political
theory of his developed belief, mentioned above, in an ideal criterion of
justice. At this point in our chapter it will be useful to indicate in
further detail the points of doctrine in either dialogue which assist us
in understanding the doctrine of consent which both dialogues offer as

a whole. We shall then discuss within the context of the Apology itself,
Socrates' challenge to his accusers to show him that he had been unjust.
Following this, we shall refer again to the early books of the Republic
in conjunction with the Apology, to illustrate further the Socratic
theory of comsent. Finally, we shall complete this chapter by offering

a more detailed consideration of the Crito and its relation to the dectrine

of the Apology.

I have said in the first section of this chapter that Plato develops
a theory of covenant in the Crito which is in opposition to the recéived
view. In order to analyse further his conception of Socrates' treatment
of the question of consent we may discuss the subject under two heads:
Plato's statement of Socrates' moral position in the Apology and the
Critog the implications of this position to Plato's political thought.
First, a generai statement about the consistency of Socrates' position
in the two dialogqes.

We have said that contemporary opinion treated the question about the
validity of conventional justice in terms of the question whether it
profits a man to obey the laws of the community. In the Apology and the

Crito Plato repudiates the belief that a man's consent to the laws is
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in his defence, that he has always made a public profession of his

beliefs (32A ff.). We shall see that Socrates' notion of public profession,
whether by means of act or statement of belief underlies the fact that he
has no rightful alternative to obeying the law. It will be sufficient at
this point in the discussion to illustrate this conception briefly. It
was within full view of public opinion that Socrates dissented from the
belief that obedience to the law depends on material security. It was in
this same spirit of public profession that he expressed his disapproval

of the illegal actions of the Thirty. Moreover, he implies that it would
be in full view of the law that he would carry out his mission, though in
so doing he might be subject to certain arrest and condemnation. When

he says in the Apology that his duty to obey conscience overrides a
contrary verdict of the court, Socrates is saying that if he is to desist
from his mission then the law must force him to desist. But given his
belief that obedience to the law does not depend on material interest,

and givenhis public profession of this belief, then his position is that
in seeking to fulfill his mission he would not evade the consequences,
legal or otherwise, of so doing. He is also saying that a man mightaot. from
a conscientious decision which met with society's disapproval and condemn-
ation and yet still be bound to ebey the law. This is the bosition that

is common to both dialogues. It is the source of consistency between them.
Thus, Socrates imagines a possible condition the court might hold out to
him: "This time, Socrates, we shall not follow Anytus' advice, but will
free you on the condition that you cease to spend time in your investig-
ations and in your love of inquiry. If you are seen to continue this

practice you will be put to death" (29CD). Socrates says that his reply
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conditional on the external or material advantages that accrue from
obedience. He describes the Socratic attitude in this matter by means

of a dilemma: could a man avoid breaking faith with the established laws
which he had always believed it was his duty to obey if, in disagreeing
with the verdict of a legally established court, he believed that his

duty to obey his conscience had a claim on him that was prior to that
“court's decision? The question is ultimately resolved by Socrates' belief
that the discharge of the duty of obedience to the laws is compatible with
what it is in man's best interest to do. With this conception Socrates
combines his belief that while the duty to obey conscience is prior to

the duty to obey the laws, it does not supersede the latter duty. Rather,
the former duty is conseonant with the duty to obey the 1aws.9 For purposes
of convenience I shall regard the first of Socrates' resolutions as his
moral position, and the second as his political position. Socrates says
in the Apology that he would carry out his mission, if released by the
court, despite subsequent arrest and its consequences. He claims in the
Crito that it is wrong to disobey law. If the substance of his teaching
was that the soul's well-being is a man's primary concern then he would
have been inconsistent with this principle if, in the case of the Crito,
he had chosen to accept offers of assistance that would have led to his
escape from Athens. Had he done so he would have contravened a verdict

of the court that had been legally given. He could have implied by this
action that obedience to the laws is conditional on a material interest,

the security of his life. We must remember here what Socrates has said

2 Socrates does not mean that merely by obeying the laws is it probable

that a man stands to act in his best interest. He rather means that a
man must obey the laws in order to act in his best interest. Only by
maintaining this position can Socrates resolve the dilemma of obedience
to conscience and to law which the two dialogues put before him.
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to the court would be: "If you set me free on this condition, men of
Athens, I shall both respect and love you but I shall obey divine command
rather than you, and so long as I remain alive and am able I shall not
stop philosophising."” (Ibid.) Socrates implies by this that so long as
the law leaves him free to do so, he will continue with his mission. He
does not say, however, that he would attempt to evade the consequences

of doing so. He therefore puts himself openly at the laws' disposal.lo

In so doing he proceeds in his actions from conscience and also attests
to his duty to obey the law.

We may now begin to examine in more detail the nature of Socrates'
moral position: his belief that the discharge of the duty of obedience
is compatible with what it is in a man's best interest to do. Socrates'
belief in this turns on the following question: whether a man contravenes
his interests by disregarding public approval and so disgraces himself
(Apology 28B). The Crito provides a corollary to the belief that disregard
of public approval occasions disgrace: a man could not be serving his
best interests if he did not requite an injustice done him even if by so
doing he would disobey the laws. In denying these claims Socrates is
denying Crito's claim that a man who disobeyed an unconscionable decision
of a court would be acting in his best interest. He is also denying that
if a man did not disobey he would be a cause of disgrace and shame both
to himgelf and others. This distinction of view between Socrates and
and Crito is vital and will occupy our attention below. First, however,

it is important to emphasize that in denying Crito's claims Socrates is

1
0 Ccf. eu Ss .U\ws écc Tovte ﬂpﬂctumuﬂo&ﬂw.(wD) ’ Wlth € 3—(- ZU

qla—c Tdp' e,uay Twilece Te ,v.lleu 7 AKoUrsls Lb’u o o 7 Kde o( %Adec rr.m:es
v lrce bk J.A707 /\6\(44. +* (33B).
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also denying that the man who obeys conscience implies by so doing that
disobedience to the established laws could be justified. Had Socrates
proposed the latter view he would effectively have affirmed either the
contemporary belief, which is implicit in Crito's plea (see below),

that in seeking his advantage a man assumes he is the equal of the law,
or the idealistic belief in a law of nature whose demands supersede the
laws of common consent. These facts bear as much on the political as

the moral aspect of Socrates' position. We shall see that they are bound
up with the belief, implicit in the Crito, that a man's duty to obey the
laws of the community is natural.

We have said that Plato describes Socrates' position in the Crito
by means of a dilemma. This method involves us from the start with two
senses of a man's well-being or of action which it is in a man's interest
to do. Crito's pesition is that if Socrates breaks faith with the
established laws he will avoid being a cause of disgrace to these whom
common opinion would expect to assist hiﬁ in escaping (45E,46A). Crito
implies by this that Socrates will have requited a wrong done to him;
for he will have acted in the obvious and, apparently, legitimate, interest
of security to his life. By doing this he will have avoided bringing shame
upon himself. (Ibid.) Now given Crito's position Socrates' answer
to it is paradoxical, for what he in effect says is that if he yields
to Crito's entreaty he cannot then serve what it is truly in his interest
to do. By yielding to Crito's entreaty he would incur shame. To serve
his interest, and avoid incurring shame, Socrates believes he must bear
the shame of having committed injustice (Apology 39B). What Socrates is
saying to Crito is that a man is so bound in conscience to obey the laws

which, by his former actions, he has agreed to obey, that he cannot
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rightfully suspend the covenant so established, though he might avoid an
injustice to himself by so doing. He is also saying that by obeying the
laws of the community a man cannot be acting contrary to his true interest,
though obedience might entail suffering evil. But the man who uses his
influence even to escape an unconscionable verdict returns an evil for an
evil. In so doing he fails to act in his best interest. This is compatible
with Socrates' claim in the Apology that he must obey his conscience; for
he believed it was in his truest interest to do this, and, as we have
seen, a vital corollary to this claim is that Socrates would not avoid the
consequences of his actions. In the context of the Crito and Socrates'
covenant with the laws Socrates is implying that if we use as a pretext
for escaping Athens the fact that the court judged the -case wrongly (i.e.
unconscionably) we then admit that requiting wrong is only effectively
countermanded by law if a man is unable te requite wrong. Plato indicates
by Crito's ready acquiescence in Socrates' proposal of this pretext (50C2,
50A4, Cp 49C2 ff.) that Crito accepts that the condition of a man's
obedience to law is that the law must secure a man's interests. If it does
not, then it is to be disobeyed given that a man has the ability to disobey
it. Crito thus proposes that the laws of common consent are not a final
arbiter of right action or of action which it is in a man's interest to
do (45C7Ee 5¢, % fq;'cfuc 5> o0fé Sikacov poe Souccs e’mxﬁfé‘v rfdlf/m( ,
\ “ >¢° e ]
Thviev rpﬂfwtldc . GSov a’w97;lau.J ). In effect, Crito proposes that it is
right that Socrates should disobey the law, that it is right that he
should requite an injustice men have done to him; for Socrates has the
ability to save himself if only he will do so. Only in this way can
Socrates act beneficially (46A3), so as to win public approval and avoid

disgrace. Plato models Crito's belief on the values of common opinion.
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It was against these same values that Socrates posed his defence in the
Apology. The question which is common to both dialogues is whether
beneficial action, or action which is right, entails unconditional
obedience to the laws. This question underlies the moral emphasis, as
outlined above, of Socrates' position and the challerge that Crito
opposes to it.ll Underlying the moral emphasis of the argument is the
question what actions of a man complement the acquisition of his truest
interest. Here it will be important for us to consider Socrates' summary
statement of his mission at Apology 29D ff.

First, a general outline of the problem which that statement raises.
Socrateslsays that his mission was to teach men that their primary concern
is the soul's well-being. We shall see that he implies by this that a
necessary condition of justice is that a man's beliefs should be truly
reflected by his actions. We find the basis of this conception in Socrates'
belief that a man should be and not seem to be just, that it cannot repay
a man to seem tobe just while not being so. We should mark that this
conception is opposed to the view which Callicles of the Gorgias typifies
(488B, 490A, 491E f.) which associates justice with mastery and advantages
over others, and injustice with the emasculation of the strong by the

laws and customs of general consent (492A).12 This means, in sum, that

1 It would perhaps be more precise to say that Crito, rather than

actively opposing Socrates' own belief, is an unwitting proponent of the
view that injustice can be beneficial. It is important to Plato's purpose
that Crito should imply that this is so when he maintains that it is
right that Socrates should yield to his advice; for by maintaining

this position Crito implies that he supports the theory of contract that
Plato seeks to counter in his statement of Soecrates' own conception of
the theory (See ahead pp 188ff ). The belief that is implicit in Crito's
plea is that a man would be just when it profited him to be so, but
would be unjust, were he able, when injustice brought greater benefit
than justice. To hold this position is to maintain that the laws of
common consent only effectively invalidate unjust action when a man is
not strong enough to be unjust.

12 (page 66)
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Socrates believes that by disobeying or dishonouring the laws a man can
neither do what is right nor act in his best interest. He therefore
believes that obedience to the laws is compatible with the fulfilment of

a man's truest interest. We must regard Socrates' conception about
consistency between belief and action (his conception that men should be
and not seem to be just) as basic to these problems and as having an
important bearing on his theory of consent to the laws. In Plato's
Apology he discusses his views about belief and action within the context
of his conception of a man's true well-being: that the latter consists in
a man's acting so as to benefit both himself and others. Since we wish to
examine this notion with reference to consent and the doctrine of contract

it will be useful to recall here the main features of the conventionalist

12

Callicles, like Socrates, believes that a man should be and not seem
to be just. For this reason, both may be said to disavow the cautionary
ethic implicit in Crito, that a man should disobey the laws when he is
able should it repay him to do so. This theery recommends obedience
or disobedience depending on what a man's capabilities are., But Callicles
condemns those who are not able to disobey the laws and custems of general
consent, for in their praise of the latter they conceal their real beliefs
(492B) . While Callicles means by 'right' action, action which achieves
advantage over others, he, no less than Socrates, believes that the just
man cannot be one who conceals what he truly believes (484A . . . ,enulggcu,
.Nc-(.l»'7 54""70575 7/&'0,00: 6 Sovhess wal evidvOu G_fu\a(//yw o C7.s {ua'ews
Siuscov.)

We have said that the question posed by the Apology and the Crito is
whether beneficial or right action entails unconditional obedience to
the laws. By unconditional obedience we shall mean the following: that
true obedience to the laws, on Socrates' terms, excludes a man's winning
public approval by giving the appearance of justice to his actions, while
acting from motives which implicitly exclude the interests of others; that
a man's obedience is required even when he has the ability to disobey. It
is important tomark that these criteria are implicit in Socrates' position
(pp 77 ££.). It is important to observe, however, that unconditional
obedience does not entail a man's remaining in a community should he wish
to leave, provided that escape from the laws is not implicit in his
departure; that unconditional obedience does not debar a man from
persuading the laws.
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view of contract which Socrates opposes. Plato's ultimate interpretation
of the conventionalist theory springs from Socrates' rejection of the
conception of men's interests that was often implicit in the theory of
justice which the conventionalist view maintained:13 that one man's
interests implicitly exclude the pursuit by another man of his interests;
that given the ability either to disobey the laws or to convert them to
one's own advantage, a man should do so. In either case, a man obeys the
laws or disobeys them from consideration of his interests. The theory
maintains, then, that a sufficient reason for the existence of conventional
justice and law is the security to and the protection of a man's interests
that obedience to the laws afford514 Plato, as we have suggested (p57 ),
devotes his main attention to the moral implication which he knew that

the doctrine might easily carry: that nomos conceals the truth about what
men take to be their real interests. A major aspect of the doctrine which

Plato criticizes is its supposition that a sufficient demonstration of °

13 It should be remembered that Protagoras, whom we must regard as a

conventionalist, did not belong to the immoralist camp. Cf nn5, 6 supra.
It is important to emphasize in respect of this that the view of contract
which Plato rejects is one which assumes a natural condition of men and
a discrete origin of political life in order to assert that a man's true
well-being consists of action which is of disadvantage to another.
14 . . . . . ' ‘o

The view is succinectly rejected in Plato's last political work,
the Laws, where the Athenian gives a terse statement of his own v1ewﬂ“
as compared to that of most other men: ... ov, re ow w'ﬂ,u e Mli Euie
//.vw uvi/w;nu n(uwur.u 7yau/um l‘dﬂeurt, a:(r(rMu 70 5'bs Bekciotros
chverl.u té wue Evd Corsvesy ﬂ.vw ey Ay Wow. 707D. This statement
echoes the conception which Plato expresses in the Apology and the Crito
through consideration of Socrates' mission and his relationship with the
laws of Athens: What we should note in the Laws passage is the contrast
between the attainment of moral excellence over time and mere existence.
We shall see that this same conception underlies Socrates' notion of
covenant in the Crito,where the idea of contract is implicitly adapted
to a conception of natural ends.
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whether a man is just is given by a man's overt approval of the laws and
by his apparent willingness to obey them. The basis of Plato's criticism
of this aspect of the doctrine is implicit in Socrates' consideration of
beneficial action at Apology 29D ff.

Before we examine the Apology further we may first summarize briefly
the topics to which the notion of beneficial action is related. Socrates
implies in his summary of his protreptic work that he has dedicated his
teaching both to his own profit and to that of others. We have said that
he carried out this work in full view of the laws and of public opinion,
and that he would not evade the legal consequences of doing so (p 61).

This fact, together with a conception of justice (or right action) as

regard for self and beneficial regard for others, will be seen to
characterize Socrates' theory of obedience to law. We have already indicated
that the latter concept is of importance to his notion of a man's best
interest or his true well-being (p66). We should also emphasize that the
~ground . of his mission, as stated in Plato's Apology, was his belief that
the practice of justice requires more of a man than his regard for material
interests: either his own or those of others. We have indicated that there
is a close association between the concept of a man's interests and Plato's
treatment of Socrates' belief (implicit in the Apology and the Crito) that

a man should seek tobe and not seem to be just (pp 65 ff). With respect

to the notion of consent, that conception will be seen to imply that a

man would fail to act in his best interest, even if he obeyed the laws,

if his regard for others sprang from material or prudential metive; it
implies that such a man could not truly obey the laws. In sum, it implies

that a man's external acts are insufficient evidence of consent.
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These notions underlie the doctrine of comsent as we find it in the
Apology and the Crito. Thev serve to distinguish Plato's conception of the
distinction betweenthe Socratic and the conventionalist theories. They are
the roots of Socrates' notion of consistency between belief and action from

which Plato's developed theory of consent departs.
* * *

Socrates' treatment of beneficial action is prefaced by his statement
that the charges brought against him had been the result of long-standing
slander and ill will (7' tav ToAdov fa,&.{,‘ reé m\(l%o:.: 28A) of which
Meletus who brought the charge, and Anytus, who supported it from political
motives, were only specific cases.15 In all tangible respects the charge
was brought on moral and religious grounds. Whatever political (viz.
factional) grounds there could have been for it had to remain implicit
since Socrates could not be charged in respect of any personal affiliations
that transpired prior to the amnesty of 403. Despite this, Socrates
points to two events in Athens' recent past which could have won  the
condemnation of po4h {he political " parties.16 The indictment specifies
moral issues alone: that Socrates does not believe in the gods the state
believes in but in other strange divinities, that he is a corruptor of the

young. Why then would Plato have hft- assert a disclaimer of party loyalty

1
> Thus, at 19B, Socrates says that Meletus trusted in the current

preJudlce agalnst him when he brought his charge (.. .SuﬁbA7 .. .é [} Kte

Tirceoy M e tn I

16 32B: oz’ 6 w (during democracy s rule)/ov-’ Lwy rfutxvewu

wuc:-wz) v v w /7[&./ rrocew ”"‘f“ rws Vo ovs ( Kote CV&V[L&
Wq{w.y]/ ), 32p: ”E,ve yd,o €K écvy -1 “(1‘ (the oligarchy) é§érd ySev,
oviws " awr,g. Crre Afiker v CoyKT AP e, : In both cases Socrates
states tﬁat his actions were governed by moral considerations alone.
If, on either of these occasions he had been arrested, but released on a
condition similar to that actually cited in the Apology (p 62 supra),
there is no reason to suppose that his stand would have been any different.
He would then surely have spoken similarly to the way Plato makes him
speak in respect of the actual condition he cites. He would have said
(continued on page 70)
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in his defence? There are two reasons for this which we shall develop
below: in the minds of Socrates' accusers (those who actually brought
the charge) Socrates' alleged disloyalty to the community's traditional
precepts implies criticism of the government that would uphold these
precepts. Plato, while not denying Socrates' criticism of traditional
moral attitudes, makes it clear through Socrates' disclaimer of party
loyalty (Cf n 16) that the moral position of Socrates' case (Cf p6l
supra), which the Apology raises in its treatment of beneficial actien,
is sufficiently abstract as to be undeserving of any implication of
factional allegiance. If, then, disloyalty to the present power is
implicit in the spirit of the indictment (and we are affirming that it
is) then that fact serves Plato well in combining the question of consent
to the community's established government with his treatment of the charge
of irreligion and corruption. We shall see that these two questions are
in fact treated by him as natural complements.

We have said that Plato's doctrine of consent is characterized by his
rejection of the view that nomos conceals what men take to be their real
interests (pp56 , 66supra). The latter notion is characterized by the
dictum 'Justice consists in benefiting one's friends and harming one's
enemies' (. . 't:’f‘;/“ , re f»('wu- 50(!(-“0!/ e'z;d(, Tovs //s‘v f(’Xovs a’o(flt—?v)
r‘T" g,()jéfo\n [“d'ﬂt(-cvs : Republic 336A). This notion, whose implications
permeate the thought of the Republic,17 underlies the charge against
Socrates and his answer to the charge in the Apology.

With respect to our interpretation of Socrates' attitude to the

charge and his conception of beneficial action, we may begin with some

(continued from page 69)

that the ruling party would need forcibly to restrain him if it was
embarrassed by his attitude and his actions with respect to what justice
and obedience to laws require of a man.

17(pageTl).
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remarks about his-definition of the good or worthy man at Apology 28B ff.
(Ccft p62 supra) . There, Socrates defines the good man as one who will
only consider (¢koMév) whether his projected acts are those of a good or
a bad man. He states that fear of material consequences ought not to
weigh (Jﬁ.aayl§e,5uz) in a man's considerations about his actions, that
the man who acts f;om material motive is one from whom little good could

be expected. It is important that we fix an exact meaning to the phrase,

“« 27

S -~ ] > .
olov Lo Lt opnKpov oeelos ¢éocecv, (B 7). Burnet points out that Socrates’

interlocutor ( at 28B2 ). thinke that it im only of hip folly that Soorntes
phould be ashamed ( p 118 ). This would mean that by the interlooutor's

standerd, Aohillos must bo counted em o poor fool for not
" considering the certain death that munt follow his sloying Heotor,

17

We should note, without at this point developing the subject, that
Plato adapts the values of tradition to his own political conception.
At Republic 375C, for example, he adapts Polemarchus' definition of
justice (336A, supra) to his gescriptionhof the temperament of th new
community's guardians: CTovs oclélovs T pxous dveovs €tvue, Mpss 5S¢ Toovs
th(—/c"w; XA eTOV T * . Polemarchus' definition of justice is
unacceptable to Socrates because by it, justice entails not only rendering
benefit, but also, doing harm. Unless by ‘doing harm', Polemarchus had
meant action which morally improves an evil man (and from the context of
Republic 335B ff. we may be sure he had not meant this), his definition
must also be problematic; for as the Republic's further treatment of
justice will show, the dictum 'benefiting friends, harming enemies'
serves the prudential theory of justice which describes the 'friend',
for example, as one whom it materially pays a man to benefit even if
the friend is not a good man and the enemy, whom it pays to injure, is
(See infra, p 78%). .

What we wish to note here is that Plato's reformism is marked not
by abandoning tradition but by revising it. Thus Polemarchus' belief
that justice consists in benefiting friends, harming enemies will be
ultimately revised by Plato to take the form of the Socratic notion
which we find in the Apology, that justice consists in benefiting
both oneself and others. We shall see that this conception underlies
Plato's characterization of the guardians at 375C. But his description
of the guardians there springs from a traditional tenet which belongs
no less to the values current among politically ambitious men such as
Ismenias of Thebes (336A), or to men of decent ﬁiety such as Polemarchus,
than to the revised values of the reformed society he describes in the

Republic.
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Socrates takes the interlocutor to assume that material considerations,
danger of life or death, are the conditions that should naturally determine
a man's actions.18 The Achilles illustration shows that what the inter-
locutor meant was that the worthy man will make material considerations

the standard of his actions, whether right or wrong. TFor by that standard,
Achilles, who had a vested interest in keeping Hector alive, did not act
in this interest. He is therefore, according to the interlocutor's
standard, to be counted as a fool. The point Socrates makes is that
Achilles foreswore this consideration in the belief that he was bound to
avenge Patroclus' death. Socrates' illustration shows that considerations
of life and death did not deter him from doing so; and Socrates implies
that he was not thereby,(uaﬂaq, for having refused to consider the
prolongation of his life in lieu of doing what he believed to be right.
Such considerations would, rather, have resulted in shame (lﬁtd/ékdrrof
28D 2). Instead of this, Achilles showed himself to be a good or worthy
man.

It is important to draw attention to what Socrates is saying at 28B
ff. in respect of a man's motive in doing right action. The Achilles
illustration implies, contrafy to the interlocutor's position, that
considerations of material cost are not properly germane to a man's

determination to do right action. This is made explicit at 28E f.

18 It may be noted that there is an important affinity between what

Socrates says here about the good or worthy man and his description of
the prudentialist view of justice at Republic 360D: that men will praise
the man who has the power to do wrong but refuses to do so, though

they will think him a mindless and wretched man (28dcwesces ,Qra7r£cuc1:).
The importance of this conception to the moral and political theory of
the Apology and the Crito will become apparent later in the chapter.
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The interlocutor had implied that knowledge of material consequences is

a sufficient incentive to a man's avoiding shame in his actions
(én«r7S;énau). But Socrates emphasizes that shame of not doing what a
man believes to be right (ﬂélﬂa?bﬁ, regardless of material consequences
to himself, is the sole motive of the good or worthy man (28D 6 ~10).
Socrates means by this that material motive makes a man unworthy even if
a man who acts from such motive does what is right. Thus, at 28E f he
implies that his own motive for standing ground in battle (This was action
which was right in respect of others, the community whose bidding he
fulfilled.) could be attributed to fear of suffering disgrace from not
doing what common opinion and common sanction believed to be right, if,
by that same standard, he might have avoided disapproval by disobeying

a divine command which he interpreted as a rightful command despite what
others might have supposed. Thus, Socrates would not have lived up to
his criterion of the worthy man, if, during military commission, he had
behaved as most would expect and require a man to behave, but had on
another occasion disobeyed a command of Delphi from fear, say, of public
censure ((08756;: ,17 é).(v'.tnv 5 AN seow rr/»://,(,,,,:29A) . Such action would
have been strange and inconsistent (Xéu& : 28D 1019). It would have been
so by the criterion of the good man who does what is right not only
because common opinion deems some action right but, ultimately, because

he believes he must do what is right. The man who does what is right only

19 Tredennick (Penguin) goes further than mest by his '"shockingly
inconsistent". That is a good compromise, though, between Fowler's
"terrible thing" and Burnet's "'strange conduct". For it brings out the
idea which I have emphasized above that considerations of death, fear of
reputation, - in a phrase, material considerations - are no real measure
of a man's worth even if the man, calculating his own advantage, does
what is right from these motives.



because common opinion or personal expediency requires right action of
him is not a man of much worth. This notion is an essential feature of
Socrates' reply to his interlocutor.

Socrates further emphasizes that to have quit the station the god
had assigned to him would have been to show himself guilty of the lack of
knowledge - knowledge of one's own ignorance - which he censures in other
men. He lends a strong moral tone to this form of ignorance, saying that
it is most shameful (dagi. é én(ya§;¢(pg), and he describes it as the
ignorance of supposing that death is the worst of evils. He means by
this that the man who is moved in actien from material censiderations
displays deep ignorance of morally right action. The latter requires a
man to avoid actions that are evil and shameful, actions which one knows
to result in injustice to others (disobeying a better being, whether
divine or human) while being unconcerned about actions whose result to
oneself one does not know to be good or evil (1,7,0‘ oW Tow Koy v ;‘kd
0Cc Ktk é%wzq,- . fq@7}€ydc Khe (ébsepuv 1298 7-9). We may infer
Socrates' meaning from the context. He means that the man who denies this

criterion lacks knowledge of his own ignorance. He lacks conscientious

knowledge.zo That he lacks this knowledge (and so denies the Socratic

20 It may be emphasized that Socrates saw his duty to the god as
being fulfilled by spending his life examining his own state of wisdom
and that of others (28E 5), that his response to the oracle given to
Chaerephon was rational. Since the oracle always gave its petitioners
an ambiguous answer (Cf 21B 4) Socrates would not be expected to act
without thought as to what the oracle can have meant. Here, we must
remember his belief that no god speaks falsely (21B 7-8), that he believed
it was of the utmost importance to glve f1rst place to hlS dlscovery of
what the oracle had meant (J ws {c vy Kot Cov eSokec Ghus o tov Besd
Tepe Th&otoy Woléodie— 21E3 -5). Thus, his attempts to confute the
oracle were devoted to establishing for h1mself the truth (or, rather,
what truth) the oracle can have enunciated ( Lvg Hoe Kot AvaAeyktos

9 YAV Fiin gevo«.ca.. 22A 6-7).

(continued on page 75)

74.
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criterion) is shown by his presumption that death is the worst of personal
evils, a presumption which governs his actions in respect of others. Thus,
Achilles, had he failed to avenge Patroclus, would have shown that his
fear of death had a prior claim on him than a duty to a kinsman. So
Socrates, had he reneged his god's command, would have shown that public
approval provides the final sanction of a man's actions. We should note,
finally, that Socrates implies that it is a man's want of conscientious
knowledge that would constitute a true charge of injustice (aﬁ ;quﬁb. .o
52&164; :29A 1), that lack of such knowledge is tantamount to disbelief
in gods (Ibid.).

In sum, then, his reply to his interlocutor indicates his belief
that in order for a man to be worthy he must exercise regard for another
from the belief that it is morally required to treat others well. We shall
see that this conception is a main-stay of Socrates' theory of consent:
that a man's regard for another, as shown by his obeying a community's
laws, does not qualify as true consent if the man obeys from material
considerations. This conception underlies Socrates' belief that a man's

external acts are not sufficient evidence of consent (Cf pp 52, 68 supra).

20 (continued from page 74)

Now the oracle's meaning for Socrates was that that man is wise who,
like Socrates, knows that he is worth very little in respect of wisdom
(23B) . From this point (so Burnet) there could no longer be any question
of Socrates seeking to confute the oracle. Rather, he would attest to
what he took its meaning to be: that human wisdom rests in a man's
awareness of his own ignorance. The moral aspect of Socrates obedience
to the god s statement, of whlchfge gives a hint at 22D 7 (GKdI:os 75‘00
e ¢ 4;\,\.( &k /uc.ywr.‘ o'aewt:u.cps éwde—) , becomes dominant from 28B ff,
where he speaks of what I have called men's want of conscientious knowledge.

It is useful to point out that Socrates says that the god's meaning
was put through his name (r,ow((—;(;,rt?dc fe rw (—/m ovo/u.tq, 23A 8-9),
that the god was using him as an example (9//(. r.(a.“r‘vr//,( r,‘,upw,g Ibid.).
This passage underlines the idea that Socrates believed himself to ) be the
~god's instrument (Whanefﬂ7ﬂ%u) for putting the conceptlon that a man is
wise who is aware of his own ignorance, and that Socrates' obedience to

the god, as related to us by Plato, took the form of his encouraging men
toward rational examination of self.
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Socrates has shown by reference to the possibility that he might have quit
his station from fear of public censure, that to have done so would have
indicated his own lack of conscientious knowledge. He would have shown
that he had himself supposed that the discharge of duty was conditional on
a material consideration, fear of the consequences of public disapproval.
We see in this his belief that a man does not truly consent to a rightful
command unless he is moved to fulfil it from the belief that right action
is unconditionally required. We may call this aspect of Socrates' theory
of consent the consent of conscience. (Cf p 61 supra). But in calling it
this we shall note that the doctrine is prudential, for it ultimetely
implies that wrbng—doing could not profit a man (See ﬁhfréé“pp 84-87) .
Socrates saw it as his duty to the god to put this conception before his
fellow citizens. So far as that is true the notion of conscientious consent
points to his belief that an injunction of the court forbidding him to
pursue his mission could not be considered as final. But it points as well
to the more general belief that a man's material well-being is not the
condition his doing right action, or action beneficial to another. Since
wrong-doing could not profit a man, consent from conscience implies that

a man's right regard of others is necessary to the acquisition of his true
well-being. Underlying this belief is Socrates' conception that obedience
to law from the motive of material interest is not true consent.

We have said that the question of Socrates' disloyalty enables Plato
to combine the question of consent to the community's established govern-
ment with his treatment of the charge of irreligion and corruption (p TO
supra) . The pivotal question in this is the notion of the consent of
conscience by which Plato illustrates Socrates' conception of consent

and the practice of justice, contrasting this with the theory which he
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sees implicit in his accusers' stance. This question brings to light the
full significance of Socrates; notion of beneficia; action so far as that
concepéion éertains to the doctrine of political consent. His theory of
beneficial action opposes the conventional theory thaf a man's pursuit of
his dinterests implicitly excludes the interests of others. (Cf n 12 supra)
It denies the main tenet of this theory, that a man's exercise of regard

for others from weakness or from fear of not doing so is sufficient for
consent to the laws, Socrates implies, by rejecting this notion, that
consent from fear is nominal-and not true consent. At Apology 28B ff.
Socrates had censured the moral ignorance implicit in a man's being moved

in action from material consideration (p74 supra). He has implied that

this ignorance amounts to a want of conscientious knowledge, that it rests
in a man's belief, held from deep moral ignorance, that the duty to regard
another well is conditional. Here, a man's determination to do right action
would not rest in the shame of not doing it; it would rest in his consider-
ations of what the materially profitable course of action would be. From
Apology 29D ff. Socrates further clarifies his rejection of this, the
prudentialist case for right action.His rejection étands as. o denial of its

implicit theory of comsent. In the Apology and Crito, Plato rejects the

prudentialist conceptions by dramatically portraying Socrates' conceptions
of beneficial action and consent to the laws. He achieves this in the
Apology by showing that Anytgs' and Meletus' accusation is ironical; for
in supposing that.Socrétes has done injustice, they in fact exemplify a
main tenet of the prudentialist theory, that justice, or right regard of
another caﬁ entail injustice. The Crito, assuminé that Socrates has had

wrong done him, attests to his own belief that réquital of wrong does not
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lie within the bonds of morality. These matters form the basis of our
further study of the Apology and the Crito.

We may now return to our study of Apology 29D ff. 1In stating that
nothing short of force will prevent him from pursuing his mission Socrates
says that he has the utmost regard and affection (Burnet) for his fellow
citizens, but he will obey the god rather than they. He states that he
will force men (ﬂddefADéﬂﬁvo; re KKZ.€V554KVéﬂbw£:29D 5,6) toward
rational self-examination (5}7;?,u¢ .. .216&}@4 : 29E 4,5), that he will do
this for their own benefit (V‘ewte;u:' Kete n twlﬂvr(:fu(. . .ﬂ'a:q;w‘: 30A 2,3).
He describes his own regard for others, which he expresses in his elenchtic
activity, in terms of reproaching men (JVﬂS}b ) for their wrong-headed
notions about moral goed, or virtue (ifet;). We want to show that under-
lying this statement (29D - 30A) is the view that a man's regard of others
indicates that the man himself is just only if he believes that his own
material well-being is not a condition of his doing right action, or of
his doing action that has beneficial result to another. For now, we should
recall in respect of this the view of his accusers that Socrates, by
pursuing his activities, has exhibited the worst disregard for his city's
customs, a disregard worthy of condemnatien. But Socrates here explains
that he has directed his reproach, or his 'disregard', toward exposing the
ignorance of his kinsmen (zoes Lvcots ¢ 39A 4). Here, as at 28B ff., he
carries on with the question of material well-being. He interprets men's
ignorance in terms of their devetion to wealth, reputation, honour}r7}4r‘,
5;34 ,tﬁyi ). In saying that he reproaches men for this he highlights his
own belief that virtue (3pecé) does not rest in men's material respect for

one another (30B). If, by expressing this belief, he injures men and does
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not benefit them, then, says Socrates, he is guilty of injustice (Cf
ec’/ue‘v o?zv TAVCS /\slrwv. ..g/\;pf,'a,z-. +30B 5,6). These statements emphatically
raise the question, in what does beneficial action consist? They set the
pace for Socrates' final answer to the charge of impiety and corruption.
We may now turn to our final treatment of these matters.

First, a short statement of Socrates' notion of benefiecial action so
far as this bears specifically on consent. This statement will serve, in
part, as a brief review of ground we have already covered (Cf. p66 supra).
It will also serve to underline the balance of topics which belong to our
assessment of Socrates' notion of consent. Plato portrays Socrates'
attitude to right action by giving dramatic emphasis to the benefit
Socrates has provided other men, his concern for (grvuéket&) the true
well-being of others. A vital aspect of Socrates' teaching, as described
in the Apology, is his proposal that the truly just man (the good or worthy
man) believes that the perpetration of material injury, for his own security's
sake, would be of greater injury to himself than to the recipient (30CD).
An important corollary attaches to this: it is that right action - action
in regard of others - includes a man's considerations of his own true well-
being; 'right action', then, implies action that is truly (not materially)
beneficial to oneself. We may call this Socratic prudentialism. Socrates
attests to his own notion of consent to law by denying the current prudent-
ialist belief that a god (or a man) might compel a man to injure another
unjustly. By denying this belief, Socrates denles two propesals that
attach to it: that "justice', where this means obeying laws, can entail
injustice, and that justice is a real benefit to another man but only an
intermediary benefit to oneself. Here we must remark that consent of

conscience and consent to law will both be seen to figure as elements of
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true consent. We have said that Socrates gives expression of his own
consent to the laws by acting in their full view (p 61 supra). By
consenting to conscience he shows to men what a truly just man's motive in
consenting to law is: he consents to law from the belief that to do so is
right (Cf on 28E f., p T3 supra). Here, we must draw attention to the
corollary above: it implies that the truly just man consents to law in the
belief that right action entails the acquisition of his truest interest.

In respect of this point we must emphasize that Socrates, by acting in full
view of the laws, has given dramatic expression to his belief that a man's
exercise of regard for others through obeying laws is not, properly,
conditional on material security (Cf pp 72-73 supra). His expression of
this belief denies a principal tenet of the prudentialist theory; for by
refusing to desist from his mission, he has shown that an injunction of

his fellow citizens bidding him to desist could not be right. We should
briefly note one other feature of Socrates' position which is of importance
to these matters: his proposals imply that obedience to law and the
exercise of other-regarding action are true and not false reflections of

human nature.21 His proposals support a claim of the Crito, that the duty

21 . . s e s .
This notion is intimately connected with another one we have

mentioned before now: that a man's external acts are not sufficient
evidence of consent (p75 supra). A brief resume of this question will be
appropriate at this point. We see an implicit demonstration of what is
sufficient for consent from what Socrates has said at Apology 28E f. (pp75 ,
T9supra): there, he implied that mere obedience to laws ( the external
act of obeying them) that society requires a man to obey is not sufficient
for consent). The man's consent is only true consent if it is a case of
the consent of conscience. In the broad context of Plato's argument with
prudentialism the man who would deny this implies that the act of regarding
another well is not unconditionally required and is a false reflection of
human nature: viz; the prudentialist implies that men's hortations to
regard one another well (to practise justice) are only a cover for their
natural inclination to do the opposite. This denies two fundamental claims
made: by .Plato: that the truly just man consents to law in the belief that
(continued on page 80)
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to obey laws of political community is itself natural. In that regard it will
be useful to recall here Socrates' belief that the duty to obey conscience
precedes, though it does not supersede the duty to obey established laws

(p 61 supra).

We have indicated the importance to our discussien of Apology 30CD.
Something now needs to be said of its dramatic significance. There, Socrates
forcefully states that Anytus and Meletus are unjust men, men who, in their
attempt to kill a man unjustly, commit the worst of evils. He says that
their action is more evil than any material injury (;qouc1<;c¢e.. . ;§9A4;5¢GV
...,ﬁwfnJ}ecev ) he could sustain from their injustice. He states, moreover,
that those who attempt to kill a man such as himself ( Cowovtov ovc< ;E;u
zrwJ Aﬁ%u)) - one who had taught that men's primary concern is the soul's well-~
being - would injure themselves far more than they could that man. Indeed,
he states that they would not be able to injure him, for to suppose that a
better man might suffer injury from a worse is to suppose, wrongly, that the
laws of God or man (9(-‘//“01«) would permit or sanction such injury. Now,
despite this strong statement, we may assume that Anytus and Meletus22
believed that Socrates had himself committed injustice. But how does Plato
interpret this belief? At Apology 30CD Socrates does not speak of them as if
they were well intentioned but profoundly mistaken men. He speaks of them,
rather, as men who knew they were committing injustice by bringing their

charge against him., Here, Plato wishes to dramatize the accusation and to fix

21 (continued from page 81.)

it is in his true interest to do so and not from material convenience;
the truly just man believes that he is required unconditionally (required
by nature) to regard others well.

22

It is useful to_note tha} Socrates speaks of his new accusers as though
they were one man (elces wov (rws olecuc » - +5 Mok & oYrord viv moced
.+ .). This indicates that as far as Plato was concerned their similarity
of motive overrides any particular differences. As Socrates is a paradigm
of justice, so they exemplify injustice. Cf. n 15 supra.



82.

the place of Anytus and Meletus in the process against Socrates. He wishes
to point out that they, the upholders of nomos, have acted as if they knew
that they were doing wrong to a man and believed that they were doing so
for their own profit. Plato believes that they have misunderstood Socrates'
reproach of Athens. But he avowedly believes that they have interpreted

it, unjustifiably, as truly damaging, when they should have known it to be
beneficial. To put it shortly, they hold Socrates to have committed injustice
by having damaged their reputations as worthy men, by having called in
question the knowledge of the ' K&Ap: ﬂdjtébz' and reducing it to a pose.
Plato, regarding that as the motive which underlies their charge, indicates
that they exemplify a deep seated moral ignorance, an ignorance that does
not absolve them since it is the ignorance of supposing that material harm
(in our case, Socrates' 'disregard' of men's repute) is the worst of evils.
(We should note that Plate implies, in the context, that they regard this
evil as worthy of requital, not of punishment23). Here, at 30CD, Plato

recalls the earlier association Socrates had made between this kind of

23, Socrates says that they are attempting to kill a man unjustly, (dvé}q
d5¢Kws CH¥KC(f4¢V Anoxre¢VVV¢c,. 30D 5). That implies that in Plato's
view the injury done to Socrates was not done in the spirit of 'impartial
justice". That is to say, it was not done in the spirit of punishment,
fairly considered to be deserved for acts believed to be criminal. Here
there is marked contrast with Achilles' position (supra). Achilles slew
Hector in the name of justice and for shame of net doing what justice
required. Had he slain Hector from material consideration (and Plato
emphatically supposes he did not), then his material well-being would
have been his motive in doing right action. He would, then, not have
been a good or worthy man. But the case of Anytus and Meletus, is
implicitly far worse, for by killing a man unjustly they both act from
materlal motive and do wrong as well. The thought underlying dvf}g N
Amrokcecvvvae " is that Socrates' accusers, believing that he has done
wrong, also believe that a wrong deserves a wrong (not impartial justice)
in return. That can only mean, as we shall presently see, that Anytus
and Meletus exemplify the dark view that justice, the advantage of the
stronger power, entails injustice. Here, the 'stronger power' is common
opinion (Cp. p74 supra), the prejudice against Socrates, and Anytus and
Meletus are its agents, implicitly believing it to be the sole source of
justice.



83.

ignorance and the want of conscientious knowledge (pT74 f. supra). He
wants to have Socrates spell out to his accusers that they, the champions
of law and tradition, exemplify through their misunderstanding of his
mission, the worst transgressions against the very meaning of law and
custom, the transgressions of radical, secular thought. Plate wishes to
make it clear that Socrates' accusers, in believing that he has committed
injustice, are themselves at least complicit in true injustice (Cf ws
:Mvéo:s ‘e Su(au’ws -+P THsupra). Thus he calls them unjust men. Here,

the irony of their case; it is they, not Socrates, who imply disbelief in
gods. In this they reveal a profound ignorance of right action and a man's
true interest. We may regard Apology 30CD as the dramatic focal point in
this dialogue with respect to Plato's treatment of prudentialism and
beneficial action, the latter being the subjects that underlie his notion
of justice and consent. It is important to draw attention to Apology 30CD
at this point in our discussion, for what Plato says there is vital to our
further treatment of Socrates' notion of consent. With this in mind we may
now give further consideration to Plato's belief that Anytus and Meletus
represent the want of conscientious knowledge. Their want of conscientious
knowledge implies their acceptance of the prudentialist notion of justice.
Here, Socrates' challenge to Meletus to prove him a wilful corruptor of

the young is relevant.

In the exchange with Meletus (25B 5-26A) Plato has dealt with the
paradox 'No man willingly does wrong" so as to bring out its prudential
force in common sense terms. We may first consider the gemeral run of the
argument and then deal with those aspects of it which are germane to our
subject. The argument is that a man could not wrong his associates (the

young) if he knew that to do so would result in his own injury. Meletus'
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accusation that Socrates has willingly corrupted the young must be false,24
for injury of the young very likely brings about one's own injury.
Consequently, the man who injures others morally must be ignorant of his
interests. He must be ignorant of action which is beneficial to himself.
This point serves Socrates' belief that Meletus is himself a man corrupted
from want of true moral education, a man who seeks from deep ignorance to
do evil to a man whom he will not recognize as a kinsman who benefits both
the young and society by his actions.25 Socrates justified his claim that
Meletus must be lying by putting the paradox in the prudential form 'Ne
man would seek to injure himself.' 1In this way he could imply, unparadox-

ically, that:no man would willingly do wrong (corrupt the young), that the

24 "vevSn" (orq065e( » Adam..), at 26A, is rendered "lying" by all
translators I am aware of, except Tredennick, who prefers ". .. your
accusation is false." The idea which most translators want, that Meletus
is gullty of a brazen lie, takes a deeper hue from the greater context to
which the argument belongs. If, within the argument's own context, we
accept that no man would willingly injure him§elf, then the man who denies
this is simply not to be believed (ci:c* .. .0udeva : 25E 6). Such a man
must be lying. But Plato also wants to show, within the argument's
broader context, that Meletus (and Anytus) do not know that by attempting
to harm Socrates they will harm themselves more than they will him. He
wants to show that Anytus and Meletus, in believing that Socrates had
committed injustice, mark themselves as guilty of the want of conscient-
ious knowledge. If this type of ignorance is culpable then it is not going
too far to call one of its victims a liar (rather than, say, a simpleton
who needs our pity) for implicitly believing the unbelievable, that a man
would injure himself. Here, as later (30CD) Plato will only deal harshly
with the ignorance of conscience and its motives. As Socrates' inter-
locutor at 28B ff. wants to make out that Socrates is a shameful fool, so
Plato, in the earlier passage, wants to make use of prudentialism to make
Meletus look like a fool.

25 cv Se d“YY"'/‘:’é"“ /C:./ poe ‘)"["SM (:leu-{c-: P ‘}(k’y\;’us): 26A 4.



man who disagreed would have to be suggesting that a man, while doing harm
to others, could be said to be injuring himself willingly (i.e. with the
knowledge that he would bring harm upon himself). But this defies common
sense (Cf n 24).

By putting the paradex in this common sense form Plato prepares us for
the wider issue of the case: that Socrates' accusers have acted as if they
believed, in deep ignorance of their true well-being, that injuring another
from material motive could be profitable. But that belief is the product
of perverse education. To establish on common sense grounds that no man
would wish to injure himself invites Anytus and Meletus to explain to
Socrates in what way, if it is in his interest that the young should be
good, he has injured them. It cannot have been from the desire to injure
himself. Consequently, he must have acted in ignorance of the knowledge
that improves the young. But if that is so, then Anytus and Meletus should
not sue for his punishment, for since he did not know he was causing injury
to the young then he cannot have acted with ill intent in their regard. To
have done so must have brought injury to himself. His purpose in using the
paradox in a demonstratively common sense way establishes common ground
between him and his accusers: that no man would act so as to bring injury
upon himself. We should emphasize that at 25C ff. Socrates does not specify,
except in common sense terms, the kind of evil a man is likely to bring upon
himself who makes the young bad (25E 3). In terms of Socratic prudentialism,
real injury is injury to the soul. We may infer this from 30CD where
Socrates says that men who attempt te do evil (in this case, material injury)
will harm themselves more than they will their victims. The reason given

at 25C ff. for guarding against corruption of the young is that this will
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probably (Kw:fwe:/ow) result in injury to oneself. But this need only
imply the belief that it is not in society's material interest that the
young be corrupted. What Socrates has wanted to do here is establish
agreement with Meletus that men who commit 'voluntary wrong' (See n 26)
contravene their interests. He does not there establish that voluntary
wrong must result in injury to the agent's soul. He only establishes that
a man who makes the young morally worse will likely act against his own
interests in doing so. He has come to trial for having corrupted the
young. He has therefore brought potential harm upon himself, but it cannot
be from failure to know that a man endangers himself who makes the young
morally worse. On what grounds, then, can his accusers suppose that he
had acted with i1l intent?

The shared conviction, that no man acts so as to injure himself, points
to, though it does not imply without qualification, thé proposal made from
288 ff. that the man who lacked conscientious knowledge would do greater
injury to himself than to one he intended injuring. Such a man must be
ignorant of his true well-being; for he acts so as to injure himself,

That is to say, the man who supposes that injustice is profitable and who
acts with the knowledge that he is injuring others, is a man who does

wrong unwillingly, where 'unwillingly' implies that the man acts in deep
ignorance of what his true interest is; for, no man who knew that injury of
another would result in his own injury could act so as to injure another.
The burden of proof in the case against Socrates rests on Anytus and Meletus
who must show that Socrates, in harming the young (his kinsmen) acted with
i1l intention. But Socrates has stated that he could not have known that

the results of his actions (his teaching) were evil, and therefore, did
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not know that he would likely suffer their ill effects. Clearly then, if
Socrates did not know that he was doing wrong he would be in need of
/J37¢u, not K;A&dcs since, i1f he learnt that his activity was destructive
of himself and others, he would cease to do what he now does unwillingly.26
But in bringing Socrates before a court Meletus and Anytus must have
assumed that he had acted with i1l intention and in ignorance of action
that would profit him, or, that is, that he committed voluntary wrong.
Underlying Socrates' denial that he did commit voluntary wrong and his
lesson in equitable procedure ig his challenge to his accusers to show him,

if they will, what justice and beneficial action are; for if they reject

26 What construction are we to put on 'voluntary or involuntary wrong-
doing' (corrupting the young) at 25D ff.? Plato has centrived Socrates'
rejection of Meletus' claim that he, Socrates, did wrong willingly, by
having Meletus agree that 'doing wrong willingly' = 'knowing that one is
injuring oneself.' But it is unlikely, on prudential grounds, that anyone
would accept this equivalence as true to human nature. Surely, then, the
man who does wrong 'willingly' must be one who believes, in deep ignorance
of his best interest, that wrong-doing is, or can be, profitable to
himself. Therefore, when Socrates says at 26A that the courts are places
to bring men who are in need of punishment rather than instruction his
implicit meaning is that they are places to bring men guilty of injustice,
men who, in deep ignorance of theip true interest, have sought to inflict
injury on others. These are men who do voluntary wrongs. The corrected
form of the equivalence above must then be: 'doing wrong' willingly =
'injuring an individual in the deeply mistaken belief that wrong-doing is
profitable.' 1If Meletus could prove this of Socrates then his arraignment
would be justified; for in that case, Socrates would have known that he
was causing injury. But he denles this allegation on the prudential ground
that no man could willingly injure himself. (Here, the plea he makes is
based on common sense.) Therefore, if his actions have resulted in
corruption of the young, and he has brought injury upon himself by his
actions, he must have acted in ignerance of his own interests. Only if he
knew that he had been causing injury (and had thought that to be profitable)
would he deserve punishment.

We may rephrase 'doing wrong willingly' to read 'acting with intent to
do injustice." (Cféatfewpav, 30CD) ., Now the man who acts with such intent
harms himself more than he does his vitims (Ibid.). In that case, he must
be ignorant of action that would truly profit him and would not commit
injury if he knew that it leads to his own injury. Such a man must do
injustice unwillingly, where 'unwillingly' means 'acting in contravention
of action that would truly profit one'. But this man is guilty if he does
know (unlike Socrates) that he is committing injustice. Socrates implies
that he himself has acted unwillingly because he has not known that his actions
would cause injury both to himself and to others.
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the improbable position that a man would willingly injure himself then
they must suppose that Socrates knew that he was doing wrong and that he
acted in the mistaken belief that this could profit him, Socrates' denial,
on prudential grounds, that he knew he was corrupting the young and his
plea for instruction instead of punishment serve to oppose his beliefs about
justice and beneficial action to those of his accusers. They also serve to
generate his accusers' real motive for charging him: that he has assailed
their reputations as men who have knowledge that improves the young.
Socrates says later (29A) that his accusers would have had a true cause
against him if he had acted in contravention of action he had knewn to be
right, fulfilling the god's bidding (Cf p76€). Had he so acted he would
have lacked conscientious knowledge, his duty to fulfil his mission being
conditional on material considerations, - considerations of public approval.
But this would have implied disobeying the oracle. If Socrates is to be
arraigned for disbelief in gods (as well as for corrupting the young)
surely this act, his disobeying the oracle, would be a just cause against
him. His statement from 28B ff. is an emphatic statement of his belief
that the good or worthy man will not permit material convenience to be the
condition of his doing right action. Had Socrates disobeyed a better being
(t@“.ga?: 29B 7, 8) he would have shown that right action is conditional
on material convenience. His mission would have been a farce, for he would
have shown that a stronger power (public approval) was itself the final
arbiter of right action. But had he shown this, then he should, in consist-
ency with that, have yielded to the unjust cemmands which he cites at 32B-D
(Cf. n 16 supra). With these thoughts in mind we may emphasize that at 26A
(See n 26) he implies that the man in need of punishment is one who knows

he has done wrong and who has acted from the lack of conscientious
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knowledge, or, that is, from the belief that wrong-doing could be profitable
to him. The latter belief is amenable to the prudential conception that

justice - obeying a stronger or better being, for example, - entails

injustice — saving one's life or one's reputation at the expense of others.
Presumably, Meletus will not drop his charge on the strength of
Socrates' plea that he did not know he was causing injury. He must there-
fore suppose that Socrates has acted with ill intent, not knowing that this
would jeopardise his, Socrates', own best interests (Meletus and Anytus
should at least have brought witnesses to show that Socrates did wrong -
which they did not do (34AB) - even if they accepted Socrates' plea that
he did not know that was doing injury to others). The danger Socrates has
incurred cannot have resulted from his ignorance of the fact that it is
imprudent to corrupt the young. Both he and his accusers know that it is
in society's interest that the young should not become morally worse. Yet
if he has come to trial, he must have acted toward others.with ill intention.
On Platots interpretation of Socratic prudentialism, the paradox, as stated
at 25C, opposes Socrates' real belief about self-injury since, as stated
there, it only means that we have a material interest in educating the young.
(C£. on 'Kkev' at 25E 3, p X04 infra). If moral education consists of
no more than furthering this interest, then the benefit of right regard
which men expect from one another has no more than a material basis. The
Socratic application of the paradox implies, in opposition to this, that a
man's material well-being is subordinate to his true interest. Now, the
Apology shows that the man who exercises Socratic disregard (Cf. p T8 supra)
will likely receive evil (material injury) in return. But since such a man

does not suppose that material injury is real injury27, then, in exercising

7 3 by \ ? [ ~
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(continued on page
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'"disregard' of others he will not believe that he is acting so as to injure
himself. If he is, it behoves his accusers to explain why he is. Their
implicit answer is that material injury is real injury.28 That this is
Plato's view of their mind is shown from 30D (See n 27) where Socrates

points to Anytus and Meletus by name in conjunction with the view that
material evil is the worst of evils that can befall a man. Socrates' accusers
must show in the case at hand that Socrates has committed wrong by the pursuit
of his mission. To prove the case they must show that he has corrupted the
young with ill intent. Bu4 if they accept on common sense grounds tﬁat he
could not have known he was corrupting the young but still do not drop their
charge, they must still believe he has acted with ill intent. In Plato's
belief they can only show that Socrates has damaged men's reputations for
moral knowledge and that they regard this - Socratic disregard - as true
injury, injury worthy of punishment. Only in this way can they show that
Socrates has brought injury upon himself., In showing this they prove that
they are themselves the results of a perverse education, for they show that

they believe that right regard of others is rooted in men's material

27 (contlnued from page 89) ,
obcos /ul—v ltrws péeecht Kl sAdes T Tov /u‘r,gA,( l(nu(.( ’ wa 520K
thydc (30D ff.). Here Socrates declaims the view that material injury
qua the recipient is real. But he is equally concerned with the intentlon
of the agent in 1nf11ct1ng material 1nJury JAAd WaAu ,VAAApv rocew ‘&
ovroed viv Toc 6L 5 a(v{/d aSiKws (lrt)tec,oc-u/ -ﬂTthanM(- (Ibid.).
28

Here, 'material injury' connotes Socratic 'disregard' of men's
reputations, together with the common sense view that Socrates ought to
have known that his dlsregard of others would one day result in his own
undoing (dlfpl(('(-ﬂle(.c- .« e .(u,umrc-cw above) . The view that material injury
is not real carries two meanings: that the intention to injure another
marks a man as unjust, even if real injury is injury to the soul, and
the unjust man cannot truly injure the just man; that the man who
exercises Socratic 'disregard', though he damages men's reputations,
acts for the good of their souls (See ahead, pp 100ff.). In conformity
with the prudentialism of the paradox, such a man acts (in Socrates'
view) in his own true interest.
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considerations. For this reason they condemn themselves, in Plato's
belief, of the moral ignorance of which Socrates convicted them (Cf. p 7T
supra). We have said that their stand exemplifies radicalism. We shall
see that their position, since it implies a conception of a man's

kinsmen wholly opposed to Socrates', also implies an opposed theory of
consent to law. The conception of beneficial action that Socrates puts
in the Apology lies at the heart of this difference (Cf. ppI08 ff.).

The prudential turn of the paradox, with its applications either to
common sense prudentialism or Socratic prudentialism, underlies the questions
of beneficial action and injury. Socrates claims that he could not have
committed voluntary wrong precisely because wrong-doing leads to the agent's
own injury. It is important to stress this point because the unjust man
who does commit voluntary wrong believes, in deep ignorance of his true
well-being, that wrong-doing can be profitable. We have said that Socrates
imputes this doctrine to his accusers (30CD). At 25C ff. he maintained
that if he injured others (made them morally worse) he would likely receive
injury in return. But in terms of Socratic prudentialism the only real
injury is injury to a man's soul. Had he intended to corrupt the young
he must then have been ignorant of his own true interest. The injury he
would receive would not be the injuries corrupted men could do to him,
however severe, but the injury he would have done to himself by making the
young morally worse. We have said that this conception does not follow
without qualification from the statement at 25C ff. Indeed, Socrates here
intends to make opposition with his own view, basing the opposition on the

commonly shared views that no man acts so as to injure himself, that
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society has an obvious interest in the moral education of the young. For
the statement, if taken in a materialist sense opposes Socrates' own
conception of prudentialism. The discussion at 25C ff. has two functions:
it asserts that it is not in any man's interests that the young be corrupted;
it serves Socrates' plea that if he has made the young worse he cannot then
have known the grounds of his own or society's interests. If he is wrong
in not believing that our interest in educating the young rests on obvious,
material grounds, then he must lack skill in teaching the young, he must
lack the knowledge that makes men good or worthy (Cf 30B 5,6 ). The broad
issue to which these questions belong is the notion of techne, or skill, -
skill in teaching the young and in living with one's kinsmen (See infra,

pp 102 ff.).

There is general agreement among commentators that the charge brought
against Socrates conceals a political motive. We have agreed with this
view (p 70 supra). A brief assessment of the matter will be useful at this
point. A good general treatment of the problem is offered by Crossman.29
He has said that Socrates' accusation was compounded of the facts that
his aristocratic following, being moved by the negative side of his teach-
ing, regarded him as a useful arm in their efforts to depose the democratic
regime; while the democracy, since its only arm against disorder lay in
its affirmations of traditional belief had inevitably to condemn him.
Crossman believes this was not unjustified. Athens was a dying city unable
to accommodate new views of life which the social criticism either of

Socrates or of other intellectuals implied. While the city relied for its

29 R. H. Crossman,Plato Today, (London, 1963) pp 32 ff. (Cf pp 181 ff.).
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survival on a traditional belief become more formal than substantial, it
was still justified in identifying Socrates, owing both to the destructive
aspect of his teaching and to his associations, with those who contemned
tradition but could only displace it with violent disregard of traditiomal
values. Here we must note Crossman's view on the question of justification,
and we should note that others, too, (both Burnet and Hackforth), have noted
the loyalty to the democracy and the zealous concern for it exemplified by|
Anytus. While Burnet, Taylor, and Crossman have all seen a concealed
political motive behind the charge, Hackforth30 suggested that if the charge
were political then, since Socrates was not likely to abate his criticsm

of the democracy after 403 a specific charge of political disloyalty could
probably have been brought.

Hackforth was concerned with the empirical genesis of the charge and
the trial and preferred to take the charge at its face value as indicating
moral offences alone rather than implying as well a charge of Y.L aaf7/{¢
(Ibid.). While noting Hackforth's disagreement with the majority view we
can grant that while the charge does not mask a political offence that we
can positively cite, Socrates' defence yet has strong political implications.
If the regime of the Thirty seemed (with good reason) to its opponents to
epitomise the radical challenge to traditional order, and if, indeed,
Socrates' critical activity implied that traditional belief was not suffic-
ient to make men virtuous, we have every reason to suppose that Anytus'
concern for social stability (Cf Hackforth, p 76) is strongly tinctured

by the belief that criticism of tradition implies allegiance with political

30.
p 73.

R. Hackforth, The Composition of Plato's Apoldgy, (Cambridge, 1933)
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sentiments that undermine it. If the charge against Socrates is not
formally political, Plato none-the-less makes the question of comnsent to
law combined with the moral issue of prudentialism the major thrusts in
Socrates' defence. Why else would Secrates have referred, though the
amnesty made this unnecessary, to past events in which he showed at near
cost to his life his unwillingness to be complicit in unjust acts which had
political and legal sanction, if he had not supposed that the question of
a man's consent to law and a man's motive in obeying law were not major
issues in the charge against him? Here the question of Socrates' associa-
tions with his fellow citizens is of importance. Taking the charge on its
face value as a charge of impiety, Plato sets Socrates' conception of
prudentialism against what he takes, if the truth were known, to be tacit
grounds of the charge: that a man who had associations with those opposed
to the democracy must himself oppose the traditions the democracy purported-
ly upholds. His sometime associations with aristocratic sympathisers,
together with the supposed sympathy with anti-traditional doctrines which
that could imply, furnished in his accusers' minds sufficient grounds for
a charge of impiety. But their conception of a man's interests, as
adduced by Socrates in his defence, makes them and not him the represent-
atives of the challenge to traditional morality which they fear. (See
infra, pp 100 £f.)

Now the most important feature of Socreates' teaching is, for our
purposes, his idea about conscientious knowledge and the worthy man's
motive in obeying laws (pp 73, 83 supra). We may note with the claim of
the indictment, that Socrates does not believe in the gods the state
believes in, that, indeed, his god is not a figure of worship peculiar

to the city of which he is a citizen. That it is not is shown from his
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statement that he would pursue his mission wherever he might.31 That
means that his duty to pursue his mission, or to obey his god, must underlie
his consent to any community's laws. Together with this we must note his
disclaimer of party loyalty or affiliation. This disclaimer is linked to
his protreptic statement in that the ideal of duty and self-interest that
he pursues does not come to rest in the support of one political force
against another; his associations with men, whoever they might be, are in
aid of a uniform doctrine of moral obligation and political consent that
applies not only to his fellow citizens but to others as well.

Why did his accusers suspecf, or, indeed, misunderstand this doctrine?
We may agree with Croessman that what they feared was the negative political
activities of those of Socrates' following known to be opposed to democratic
rule. We find the basis for our interpretation that the charge covers
political disloyalty in the implicit equation Socrates' accusers make
between the community's traditional moral practices and the political senti-
ment that purports to uphold them; for we may suppose the accusers to have
intended that their charge would include an implication of political dis-
loyalty if it is also the case that they believed that democratic sentiment
alone was equal to sustaining and approving rightful moral and religious
practice, But it is just this which Socrates implicitly denies in his
defence when he challenges his accusers to show him that by teaching his
doctrine of a man'e true well-being he has injured his kinsmen, while he
. explicitly emphasizes (with a view to the implication that he would act
against his best interests by refusing to desist from his mission) both

that he has eschewed on prudential grounds conventional means of advising

31 ¢f 37D - 38A.
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the community (31C 3 ff.), and that he has never placed the sanction of
political power before what he knew the laws truly to enjoin, before
what he knew to be right (32A ff.). We may recall here our earlier
assertion that Anytus and Meletus, in claiming to uphold nomos exemplify,
in Plato's mind, transgressions against it. Plato has cast them in the
role of men who exemplify, if unwittingly, those same radical views of
politics and morality which they themselves fear and to which they suspect
Socrates to have been a party. Socrates implies in his defence that it is
he and not they who upholds nomos. His reason rests on a distinction he
makes between what we have called nominal and true consent. This distinc-
tion stands opposed to the implicit view of his accusers which we see in
their response to Socrates' question, "Who is it that knows the laws?"
(24D 11) . Their implicit answer is that a community's moral traditions
are the sole source of its laws and the sole source of a man's knowledge
of his duty to others.32

Socrates opposes to his accusers' charge the apparent truism that
political activity, where this means participation in the public offices of
the community, must be discharged in view of the community's well-being.
We may add that he shows no disaffection with the discharge of civic
functions consequent upon being an Athenian citizen. But he does temper
this view with the conviction that a man will achieve greater benefit both
for himself and for others by advising the community as a private person
(Zf}wreJ“y: 32A 1) than as a holder of public office or as an assemblyman

(.g7fwr¢¢;uv= Ibid.). Underlying this apolitical position is a distinction

32 The potential immoralism which Plato grafts on to the charge arises

from Socrates' challenge to his accusers to show him in what a man's
interests consist. The question whether Plato is fair in his treatment
of the accusers is not easy to answer. We can sympathize with Crossman's
view (a view largely shared by others) that the accusation was justified
if only because it was inevitable. But our treatment of the doctrine of
(continued on page 97)
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belief, which he opposes to common sense prudentialism, that obedience to
laws is compatible with a man's true interest and that beneficial action
entails unconditional obedience to laws (Cf. pp 61,63 -68, and n 12 supra).
These matters underlie a fundamental point which Plato wants the Apology
to illustrate, that Socrates was a true kinsman to his fellow citizens,
while they, in rejecting his mission, show themselves to be ignorant of
the grounds of kinship.

The claim of the indictment that Socrates is impious and that he has
wronged his kinsmen reduces to the belief, shared by Socrates and his
accusers, that the man who does wrong or who acts with ill intention with
regard to his kinsmen, contravenes his interests. Socrates' notion of the
consent from conscience, which entails the belief that wrong-doing cannot
profit a man (p77) therefore raises the question, with respect to what
interest of a man should a man perform right action or action beneficial to
another? We have said that Socrates carried out his mission, in which he
put his answer to this question, in full view of the laws, that he left
himself at society's disposal in so doing. In this, he exemplified his
conception of unconditional obedience to law, demonstrating his conviction
that the performance of the duties of citizenship indicate that a man is
just (or that he truly obeys law) only if he believes that right regard
of others entails the acquisition of his own true interest. This denies
the view of common sense prudentialism that right regard of others is an

intermediary benefit to oneself, that the practice. of justice is contingent

on its materially benefiting a man to act with right regard toward others.
We may emphasize that Socrates saw it as in his true interest and that of
others that he should continue in the course he was convinced was right

(CEfn 20).33 By carrying out his mission in full view of the laws he left

33 Cf Apology 31 DE.
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society free to accept or reject him. He would not contravene whatever
decision it might make. In this way he exemplified his belief that a man's
considerations of what it is in his true interest to do are compatible with
his obeying laws.

Sécrates' associations with his fellow citizens do not conceal his
-motive in doing what he believed to be right. Rather, they reflect his
motive, being a testament to his belief that it is in a man's true interest
to regard others well. By leaving himself at society's disposal while in
the prosecution of his mission he underlined his belief that a man's
consent to law is only true consent if it is a case of consent from
conscience., His question at 24D 11 introduces an important link between
his notions of consent and a man's considerations of his interests. Lying
at the root of this question is Plato's belief that Socrates' accusers, by
acting as if they believed that law could sanction wrong-doing in defence
of any interest, deny Socrates' conception of the basis of consent to law.
We should briefly reassess the grounds on which Plato asserts this claim,

Socrates had challenged his accusers to show him that he had wronged
others. Accordingly, he required that they show him in what way he had
endangered himself. The charge of the indictment, that he had acted with
intent to destroy accepted values, masked, in Plato's view, the real grounds
of the charge, that by exposing the emptyness of men's reputations for
knowledge, Socrates had brought himself into disfavour with established
order. Socrates and his accusers were both agreed that a man acts against
his interests who injures others, that he is guilty of wrong if he has acted
with 111 intent. But their rejection of Socrates' mission indicated to
Plato that the connotation they attached to this shared conception is that

right regard of others is determined from a man's considerations of good
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repute - from material considerations. To this idea Socrates opposed the
weight of his moral teaching, that the good or worthy man determines to do
right action from considerations of his true interest, apart from what
common opinion approves. This is so whether a man is fulfilling public
dutles or acting as a private person. In denying that he has done wrong\
Socrates therefore also denies that he has acted so as to benefit himself.
It is on these grounds that he denies thelindictment's claim that he has
been unjust. In denying the charge that he has corrupted the young he
.therefore .denies the common sense claim that a man brings real injury upon
himself who acts without consideration for his repute with others, or, that

is, who acts without regard for his material well-being.

* * *

The question Socrates asks at 24D 11, "Who is it that knows the laws?"
is rooted in the questions: "Is there anything more important than that the
young should turn out as well as possible?", and, "Who makes the young
better?" (24D-D1). The analogy from techne, involving the concept of care
for oneself, underlies these questions. The notion of techne, as used in
the Apology, is basic to the doctrine of consent so far discussed. First,

a general statement of its bearing on our subject.

Socrates uses the analogy in conjunction with the principle discussed
above (n 26) that a man who wrongs his kinsmen must be ignorant of his
interests. The indictment against Socrates rests on moral grounds:

Socrates has committed injustice, being a man who corrupts the young. To
have wronged his kinsmen, means, in the conte#t of the answer Socrates gives
to the charge, to have made the young morally worse with the result of
wronging his society and bringing injury upon himself. But Socrates denies

that he did wrong. He denies this on the prudential grounds that he cannot
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have injured his kinsmen in the knowledge that he was doing so, since
anyone will agree that a man who injures others contravenes his own interests.
If in his relations with others Socrates has brought injury upon himself,
he wishes his accusers to show him in what way he has done so. We have
said that their implicit answer is that Socrates has brought disrepute -
material injury - upon himself. Here we must note that in denying the
indictment's claim that he had wronged others Socrates is also denying that
he had brqught_ﬂgfgl injury upon himself, implying by this that he cannot
have done real injury - moral injury - to his kinsmen. We haye noted that
the techne analogy is used in conjunction with prudentialism: would it be
in a man's interests to act with disregard (without care) in his dealings
with others? The conception of care (/wlégyut) pertains both to a man's
knowledge of some skill - in our case, the skill that improves the young -
and his concern for himself: first, his skill qua his relations with the
young; second, the social ramifications of this work. We have said that

. the.notion of consent from conscience bears on the question, with respect
to what interest of a man should a man perform right action -~ action
beneficial to another (p 98!.)?34 In conjunction with this question we must
explain the connotations which attach to 'care' or 'concern for oneself’

in one's work. Socrates combines the question, "Who improves the young?"
(or, 'Who has skill in moral instruction?') with the question of a man's

interests in his relations with others so as to give the belief he shares

34 'Right .action' could simply be action that does not impede the
material well-being of another man. But Socrates implies in the Apology
. that a man is just only if he believes that his own material well-being
is not a condition of his doing right action, or action with beneficial
result to another. (Cf p 78 supra). He supposes, moreover, that he will
have truly benefited men if he convinces them of this belief even if he
must sustain injury in so doing.
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with his accusers, 'No man voluntarily acts so as to injure himself.’',
two applications (Cf pp 85-88 supra). We may briefly review these applica-
tionms. |

We may ask what sort of evil the man who makes others morally worse
will receive from them?35 The Socratic intention of the principle, 'No
man voluntarily seeks to injure himself.' is that a man would injure himself
morally - or truly injure himself - who wronged others, not knowing that
to do so is detrimental to a man's true well-beingeven if it results in
material profit. To state this notion at its most paradoxical, had Socrates
quit his mission he would have done so from thé motive of material security -
the fear of death (29A). But this was to admit that the materially prudent-
ial course of action was the condition of doing what was right - accepting
the community's hypothetical offer to get him free, on the understanding
that he would be condemned if he continued with his mission. But that was
to fall .to act either in his own true interest or in that of others. It
was both to admit that the community was the final source of law and to
disobey the god (Cf pp 79 and 96 supra). The 'benefit' he would receive
from.the community by quitting his mission would have been security to his
material well-being, but this could not have been a moral benefit; viz.,

such a benefit could not confirm him in his belief that he was a better man

than his accusers, a man whom they could not truly injure (Cf 30CD). Such

3 We assume, by asking this question, that Socrates would make his

community morally worse by quitting his mission. (For by quitting his
mission he would concede that a man's material concerns are the sum of

his well-being.) The community 'benefits' him by not killing or banishing
him. But Socrates' acceptance of this benefit makes him morally worse,
for he must cease to do right action - obey the god- in order to enjoy

the benefit. To disobey the god, however, who is better than Socrates
(Cfcél..ée? 29B 7) 1s, in his view, both evil and shameful.
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a "benefit', rather, must have made Socrates a worse man, for its
enjoyment was conditianal on his forsaking what he saw as a duty to the
god, and, indeed, a duty to his fellow citizens. But he then must have
supposed that wronging another - the god - for the material benefit he
would receive from the community - could be a profit rather than a
detriment to him. Also, he would have conceded that right action, action
which benefits another, is conditional on the agent's material consider-
ations. For Socrates would have consented to the laws of the community
from fear of death. But whis would be to abandon the god's mission in
favour of the community's injunction that he quit his mission. Had he
supposed this to be more prudent than the continued prosecution of his
mission, he must then in fact have abandoned belief in the god; for he
would have.admitted that the materially profitable course of action -
consenting to the community's injunction - was the right course of action.
But Socrates cannot both maintain this belief and believe , at the éame
time, in a god who permits no real injury to befall a just man, a man
who fulfils .its bidding. Socrates in fact believed that to abandon his
mission was to bring evil upon himself, the kind of evil that makes men
morally worse; for by quitting his mission he would abandon his belief
that material injury is not true injury. To have abandoned this belief
he must have become a worse man.

This conception is built upon the more obvious meaning of prudential-
ism, that no man would . act with respect to others (as Socrates did) so
as to incur their disfavour, thus bringiné potential (material) injury
upon himself. The question, would it be in a man's interests to injure

others ‘or to act without care in.respect of them could simply be asking
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(as at 25C ff.): would it pay to make others, the young, morally bad
(Poxﬁ1p;y) when we know that some day they might do us some injury?
Could a man really be said to have skill in his relations with others
who thus brought material injury upon himself? We may refer here to

36, ' kKo V" simply refers to the evil

the statement at 25C f£f. At 25E 3
a man would incur from another's ill intentions, from one who had been
made corrupt. Socrates combines this notion of evil to the self (material
injury inflicted by another ) with the notion of-evil men (oc . ..ﬂbuiﬂgﬂ
25C 7) who 'bring evil upon their kinsmen and good men who bring good to
give the two applications of the paradox we have discussed above (pp 83-
92). At 30CD, Socrates states that he himself has incurred the prespect
of what Anytus, Meletus, and others (a?cos. . < dote &AAes a’s) regard as the
greatest of evils - material injury. But his statement (Ibid.) that
material injury incurred by the victim is not nearly so great an evil

as the agent's motive in causing injury (killing a man unjustly), together
with his denial, on prudential grounds, that he has intentionally injured
others, (Cf n 26) confirms his own intention in respect of the principle
that no man would voluntarily act so as to injure himself: that a man
who incurred material injury in his relations with others couid not, by
that reason, have sustained true injury. We have said that the notion of
consent from conscience raises the question with respect to what interest
of a man should a man perform right action, or action beneficial to
another? Underlying Socrates' discussion with Meletus at 25C ff. are

the questions: with respect to what interests of a man, or, indeed, of
soclety, should we educate the young? What are the real comsequences of

making the young worse (ypydypev)? If we.answer these questions from
: - - MeFOYP
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material considerations, then the kind of evil is that intended at 25E3

by 'l&aéﬂ, material injury alone. The prudent man, the man who knows his
best interests, will be one who has learnt that it cannot profit him to
contravene his material well-being. This conception will be root and
branch of his meral education. He will have learnt, when young, that

right regard of others is recommended from the obvious material needs of
the self. He will have learnt as well that material evil is the worst of
evils, the worst evil that can befall a man. But this teaching opposes
Socrates' belief that a man's regard for his material well-being is not a
sufficient ground on which to base his relations with others - whether the
young or one's fellow citizens - a feature of the case he had left open

at 25C ff. in order to generate his accusers' implicit answer to the
question: in what does right regard of others consist? They must know,
for they accuse him of injustice, of wilful disregard of the moral needs of
the young and hence of society. Yet Socrates knows that he will probably
incur injury if he makes the young worse. In what way, then, has he
disregarded his kinsmen and brought injury upon himself? On what basis has
he committed voluntary wrong?

His accusers must answer that Socrates has lacked skill in his relations
with them, - in his relations with his society (for which they act as
advocates) and its requirements of him as a citizen. But if Socrates'
doctrine of a man's interests is damaging, then to whom is it damaging?
Those who survived its ill effects should now come forward to accuse him
(33C ff.). Since, however, none do come forward yet he finds himself
on trial, he must still have wilfully disregarded others and lacked

knowledge of his own interests in so doing. His accusers accept that he
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cannot have caused injury without knowing that it is folly to make the
young worse. For it is plain to any man that we stand to injure ourselves
if we do not tend to their moral education. But his accusers still regard
Socrates as culpably ignorant of action which would benefit both himself
and others, for they do not drop their charge. His plea for instruction
generates his accusers' implicit answer that Socrates has not learnt what
others have: that a man's material well-being is the basis on which right
regard of others is determined. This belief denies Socrates' theory of
conscientious knowledge and a man's true interest. It therefore also
denies Socrates' avowed belief that the 'disregard' of others which he

has practised is beneficial.

Socrates dedicated his reproach of Athens, his 'disregard' of others,
to his conception ofAconscientious knowledge and a man's true interest. He
put this conception before all citizens, before the young, before foreigners,
teaching what he believed any man should know about the grounds of a man's
relations with others. Briefly stated, he believed that a man who is
'skilled’ in his relations with others - a man who profits in his relations
with others - should be any man. We may mark what he says at 23B: that
the oracle must have meant that that man ( dz?a: ép;k'.. ) - any man -
is wisest who, like Socrates, knows he is of little worth in respect of
wisdom, that he, Socrates, is only an exemplar, the god's instrument, in
putting this view before men. A man who was wise would not let fear of
death (or any material consideration) be the condition of or stand in
the way of his doing what he believed was right. The man who was not wise
would do so and would fail to act in his true interest. This means that

any man should act from conscience (Cf p 74 supra and n 20), that moral
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education must consist in putting this knowledge before man. We have

said that Socrates' stand in the Apology 1is apolitical (p 96 supra). We
mean by this that his position was not partisan. While that is true, we
must remember that he was willing to fulfil the duties consequent upon
being an Athenian citizen. But he implicitly disclaims personal allegiance
to party (p 95 supra). We should also mark that his mission, while its
prosecution illustrates a general theory of consent to law, is not a call
for a particular form of rule. He does not oppose his city's political
structure. What he does oppose is men's attitudes to law as seen in
current values - values which he expoeses in his defence. His theme is the
choice a man makes in obeying the laws of a present form of rule. On this
theme he bases his conviction that a man is self-ruled who acts from con-
science in exercising right regard of others, in doing what law ought to
order a man to do.

While the analogy from techne will be used by Plato in the Republic
to illustrate a theory of political consent developed on lines of class
interest, he makes use of the concept in the Apology to exemplify Socrates'
belief that any man might exercise true prudential skill in his relations
with others and that any man is responsible for conscientious knowledge.
Since, typically, the analogy implies the exercise of skill upon 'matter’
inferior to the agent of the skill we must show how Plato used the analogy
in the Apology to explain Socrates' basic notion of one man's duty to
another, a notion which he developed in terms of his conception of a man's
true interest. Here, divisions of political function on lines of class
interest is neither assumed nor implied. The analogy is rather used to
illustrate the general question Socrates puts to his accusers, who believe

themselves to be advocates of moral good, 'What does prudence counsel in
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respect of a man's regarding others well?' A man's answer to this question
will indicate his conception of a man's interests, his conception of the
benefit that comes to a man from exercising right regard of others. It will
indicate whether he believes a man stands to gain anything other than
material security from his exercise of right regard of others. It will
indicate at the same time whether he believes that right action could entail
anything more than a man's regard for another's material well-being. In
short, his answer will indicate his conception of society's interest in
moral education and his conception of the just man, the man who regards his

kinsmen well.

Socrates believed that by the prosecution of his mission he was aiding
the god (23B). He gave help to the god by pointing out to men what he took
the god's oracle to him to mean: that he was the god's instrument in showing
men that human wisdom amounts to a confession of ignorance. We have described
this wisdom, in its moral aspect, as belng conscientious kpowledge. So far
as conscientious knowledge pertains to a man's conception of his interests
in his relatioms with others, we may described Socrates' service to the god
as being devoted to his encouraging men to learn, from consideration of their
interests, how a god would have men regard one another. An important nuance
from the techne analogy underlies Socrates' relation with the god. Socrates
ascertained on rational grounds what the god must have intended by its
oracle (Cf n 20). He was the god's instrument, benefiting the god by
ascertaining its meaning. In this, he was as one subordinate or inferior
to the god, being convinced that he must regard the god's business as of

. 37 . . ,
the utmost importance. It was from rational consideration that he came
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to believe that he had a mission from the god to his fellow citizens. By
encouraging them toward rational reflection about their interests he bglieved
he was benefiting the god, a better being whom he believed he must serve.

He believed, at the same time, that no man who acted in the service of the

god could sustain true injury, that such a man must himself be a 'better' man
whom others could not injure (Cf 30CD). The notion of techne, so far as it
underlies Socrates' relation with the god, exemplified what Plato inferred
from the example of Socrates to be a rational choice, a choice from a man's
true interest that a man makes in obeying an objective moral law. Socrates
described this choice as being open to any man. In the Apology, Plato
portrayed Socrates' consent to the god by showing that Socrates consented

to what he believed 1law truly enjoined upon him: to regard others well,
both the god and his fellow citizens, without consideration for material
security. On this conception Plato based a theory of the self-ruled man.

The Apology epitomizes this theory. Socrates died in the prosecution of

a mission which he believed he would abandon at the prejudice of his true
interest (Cf pp 103ff. supra). By its prosecution he not only died; he

also exemplified true consent to law. He did so both by acting in full view
of the laws of his city and from his belief that he could sustain no evil

by acting as he believed the god would have him act. In this Plato regarded
him as an exemplar of a man's consent to moral law, as an exemplar of man's
conception of his own interests as evidenced by his obeying a better being
and by obeying the laws of his city. In short, Socrates benefited the god
by rational reflection upon the meaning of its oracle. He himself thereby
benefited by the knowledge that no real harm could come to a man who acted
as a god would have him act, a man who acted from conscience in his relations
with others.

We have stated that the doctrine of consent in the Apology has both
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theoretical and practical aspects (p 97 supra). These involve Socrates'
conceptions of a man's true interest and his notien of the source of law in
communities (P 96 ), and, as a practical complement to these conceptions,

his testament to them in his actions as a citizen.3'8 The analogy from techne,
so far as it describes Socrates' relation with the god, exemplifies his
conception of a truly just man's consent to law. For this reason the analogy
complements the practical aspect of the doctrine of'consent, serving to
exemplify a man's belief, attained on ratienal grounds, that it must be in
his true interest to regard others well. We have said that Socrates'
accusers exemplify common sense prudentialism (pp 81-84). Accordingly, we
have indicated that their implicit notion of the just man - the good or
worthy man - derives from the view that the just man regards others well

from material considerations. Plato devoted the first three books of the
Republic to a full description of this point of view; a point of view that
maintains that material security is the only ground of justice. There, his
account of common sense prudentialism serves his ultimate intention to discuss
political consent within the context of a society in which the needs and
interests of three classes of citizen are conceived as realized. In the
Apology his conceptions of true and nominal consent do not depart from the
context of current political life. We see both here and in the Crito, on

the plain of actual politics, Plato's opposition to the view that a man's
material considerations are sufficient for consent to law and right regard

of others. It will be useful at this point in our discussion to clarify
further those aspects of prudentialism that are common to the early books of
the Regubiic and the theory of consent in the Apology. Here, we shall be
chiefly interested in making use of the Republic to clarify the implicit view

of Socrates' accusers that justice - obeying a stronger power - entails
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wronging others. Hence, the importance to our discussion of a central question
of the Apology: what does prudence counsel in respect of a man's regarding
others well (p 107 )? We shall deal with the Republic in this chapter only to
the extent that it throws valuablg light on the doctrine of consent in the
Apology. Whenwe have done this we may take up again our consideration of the
Crito inorder to complete our discussion of the éocratic conception of consent.39

We‘have éaid that the analoéy from techne in the Apology complements
the practical aspect of the doctrine of consent, that it exemplified Socrates'
belief, attained on rétional grounds, that it must be in a man's true
interest to regard others well (p 110 supra), that he himself had a duty to
put this'view.before men. When he says, at 32A 4,5 that he will let his
actions be his witness to the fact that he has never yielded te injustice
through féar of death he implies that the truly just man demonstrates bj his
.actions - ﬂis outward activity - his beliéf that right regard of others is
not contingent on material considerations. Such a man believes he must become
a Qorse man - a man lacking the benefit of knowing what a god would.require
of men - if he acts unjustly. That is to say, he would lack the moral benefit
of knowing that it cannot profit a man, but must rather injure a man, to

wrong others. (Cf pPP102 , 104 supra). In contrast to this, the truly
.just man is one.whqse actiops ere consistent with his belief that +the
‘better man fhthe man who refrains from injustice - cannot be injured by a
worse mane. Such a man's outward actions will reflect this belief. 1In

consistency with the demonstration given at 32A 4, 5 ff. Socrates

¥ We have dealt at sufficient length in this chapter with Socratic and
common sense prudentialism as they occur in the Apology to justify specific
reference to the Republic, an obviously later work, so far as the Republic
assists us in defining the Socratic theory of consent. For example, the
notion of covenant (rvw%ﬁwy), as explained on prudential grounds by Glaucon,
finds a natural contrast in the Crito where, we have suggested, Socrates'
doctrine is consistent with the Apology.- It is not before Plato develops his
actual conception of an ideal community (Republic 369B ff.) that the Platonic
and Socratic conceptions of consent become viably distinct. Tor this reason,
the early books of the Republic are germane to our specific treatment of the
Socratic conception. Our present chapter is the natural place for specific
reference to these books of the Republic.
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has described his ﬁission as an activity that has not been dependent on
material considerations. It has been an activity that has been truly
beneficial to others (29D ff.). Moreover, from what we know of Socrates'
relation with the god (pp 108, 109 supra) we know that he believed that

by serving the god and his fellew citizens he was acting in his own true
interest as well, that he himself benefited from his protreptic activity.
These features of Socrates' position indicate his belief that the practice

of justice, both in his day to day life and in the prosecution of his peculiar
duty, had a result - the acquisition of his true well-being - that was contin-
uous with its-practice. This idea underlies Socrates' belief that obedience
to law, where this implies a man's true consent, is compatible with a man's

. . . 40
acquisition of his true interest.

40 We should emphasize that Socrates was a better man owing to the

service he gave the god (pp 102, 104supra). Here, he was as one inferior
to a superior; he was as one who was benefited by his response to a
superior being, the god. That exemplifies a main feature of the techne
analogy (p 107supra). But together with this, we must emphasize the point
of the practical illustration given at 32A 4,5ff. There, Socrates implies
that in his day-to-day life as a citizen he has acted toward others as a
god would have a man act (Cf. éfoydouv Tois Swwaloes 3 32E 5), regarding
other men as being 'better' than himselfin the sense that any man owes a
duty to another. Peculiar to Socrates' conception is his belief that by
regarding others well, where a man is not moved to do so from material
consideration, a man demonstrates skill or prudence in his relations with
others. Since Socrates supposes he is only an exemplar of conscientious
knowledge (Cf p 106 ), his notion of skill as conveyed to us in the
practical illustration points to a conception of moral equality among men:
the responsibility of any man to act justly in his relations with others.

We may emphasize that the notion of compatibility entails the belief
that the better man (the truly just man) will always act as a god would
have a man act: from conscience in respect of others (p 107supra). He will
believe that to do so is in his true interest and that consent from consc-
ience is the basis of true consent to law. Socrates exemplified his belief
that consent from material considerations is less than true consent by
exercising right regard of others in full view of the laws of Athens. He
thus gave his city complete freedom to witness, to accept, or to reject
his own conception of justice and consent to law. At his trial, then, he
put himself at his city's disposal, entrustlng his fate not only to its
dec151on but also to the god: wl;ﬂjw ré yI,, w uvb’pu Aé r.uu, ws ouf:—u
L’wv (—,uwv I‘Arq/lfwv, A(m u‘,vu/ . rpevrw “al ciy deg Kpruxe Tepe évor 017
/(—L)u.,, 6//5(. ce dperonk €y Kol u/m../ « 35D6 ££. (Hls statement (Ibid.)
(Continued on page 113. )
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As the truly just man's outward activity reflects his inner belief,
so too does his ostensible consent to law — his day te day life in which he
fulfils the duties of citizenship - reflect coﬁscientious consent. We may
regard the just man's outward activity here defined as his continuing
consent. We may say that the latter is the outward manifestation of the
consent of conscience, that it reflects the just man's belief that he is
bound in conscience to regard others well: it will reflect a man's being
moved to the practice of justice from the belief that he is morally required
to regard others well. The Apology demonstrates this conception of justice.
It is a conception which opposes common sense prudentialism, its notion of
justice, and its theory of consent to law. It is a theory which underlines
a main feature of the social contract theory as we described this theory in
Chapter 1: that a man's consent to law implies a natural duty to regard
others well. But the notion of a man's initial subjection to political
order, which would.imply on historical grounds a categorical distinction
between natural and positive law, was not applicable to the Socratic concept-
ion. Indeed it was to the moral rather than to the historical emphasis of
contractual thinking that Locke's conception of individual consent was
devoted. But the emphasis in Locke was on limitations to the pursuit of
interests which a man's moral knowledge, as evidenced by his obeying laws,
must impose upon him (pp 39 ff. Ch 1). 1In Socrates' case, however, all
emphasis is placed on a man's knowledge of conscience, and, with that, on

his belief that such knowledge itself entails a man's acquisition of his

40 (continued from page 112)

that he believes in the gods as do none of his accusers consists with
his belief that no real harm could come to a man who acted in a god's
service. If he were to implore his judges (fe/rfuc : 35 C,D), instead
of teaching and persuading them, he would encourage them to disbelieve
in gods (35 D) - to disbelieve, that is, that a better man cannot be
~-truly harmed.)
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true interest: that a man acquired his true interest in the exercise of
justice, in the exercise of the right regard of others. Again, a man's
consent from conscience implies his knowledge of how a god would have a

man act in respect of others. Socrates believed that a man's consent to
law, if it is true consent, is the natural effect of what a god would
require. On this conception he based his belief that a man's duty to obey
divine law precedes, though it does not supefsede, his duty to obey the laws
of his city. We éee this conception in the Apology and the Crito taken to-
gether. The Socratic conception categorically opposes the doctrine of
covenant (ouvaik7) which Plato describes in the Republic. The implicit
thrust of Socrates' opposition is against the moral implications which
follow on the Sophistic conception of the discrete origins of political life.
These implications come to rest in Glaucon's statement (360D) that no man is
just of his own will but of necessity ( oufers cwwv Sinaios, *AA’ v ey~
K*Soautyps ). The thought expressed in this phrase opposes the Socratic
conception that a man's rational considerations must lead to the conviction

4
that a god would not sanction 1 a man's doing wrong to others, that it must

1
4 Together with Socrates' conception at Apology 30CD that it is not a

god's will (ov. .. ﬂe,gcob) that a worse man could injure a better - JLJ?
Y;P ar {Jvhcro - we shall remember that Socrates believed he was aiding,
or benefiting, the god by the prosecution of his mission (pp 108 supra).
We shall recall as well that Socrates believed he was acting in his own true
interest by prosecuting this mission. In short, his relationship with the

- god stands as an exemplar of how a god would have a man regard another,
better, being - whether a god or a man (Cf 29B7). Here we may note the
wide construction that is properly to be placed on ‘*Qegcra/: "allowed by
the laws of god and men, righteous" (L & S, Intermediate Ed. p 361).

In the context of the Apology the concept underlying '@eptcov® is
that men's laws ought to conform to those of a god. Socrates treats this
concept, throughout, on prudential lines: Injuring a better man (or
attempting to do so) must make a man morally worse (30 D5); it must
deprive him of the benefit of being a good man. We have seen that Socrates
must become morally worse if he abandons his mission. If he did so he

could not then be confirmed in the belief that he was a better man whom
(continued on page 15)
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be in a man's true interest to regard others well. ‘In the Republic, as in
the Apology, Plato develops the notion of consent in conjunction with the
question of divine sanction. Socrates and his interlocutors treat the
problem in terms of the questions: whether it is rational, and therefore
profitable, to regard justice as having an absolute claim on a man; what
does the existence of law imply about men's considerations of their
interests? The treatment of these questions is ranged, historically, from
the secular, contemporary views of Thrasymachus and Glaucon that justice is
the stronger man's advantage and that right regard of others is not natural,
to the provenance of these views, as rehearsed by Adeimantus, in traditional
conceptions about deity and what the gods sanction.

We have indicated that Socrates' conception of techne in the Apology,
so far as it denotes a man's skill in his relations with others, exemplifies
his conception of a truly just man's consent to law. We have said that
Socrates' conception in the Apology is conveyed to us in both theoretical
and practical terms. The former of these is marked by the analogy from
techne which underlies the notion of conscientious knowledge; the latter,
by a practical illustration which describes the skilled or truly just man's
consent to law in his day-to-day acts,42 in his acts as a member of a
political community. We have seen that such a man will act as a god would
require a man to act. We have further noted that the Socratic conception

of consent from conscience may be regarded, in its outward manifestation,

41 (continued from page 114).

worse men could not injure (p 103supra). In Socrates' conception of
deity, therefore, the question 'What would a god sanction?' must reduce

to the question 'What does prudence counsel in respect of a man's regarding
others well?' (pp 72, 107, 1llupra).

42 Cf on '2;7¢', n 38 supra.



116.

as a man's continuing consent. The moral implications of the Socratic

conception of the activity of justice, which illustrates Socrates' doctrines
of consent to law and the self-ruled man, oppose the conception of the
discrete origin of political life as described by Plato in the Republic.
That conception maintains that kinship is dependent on material necessity
alone, that a man's right regard of others implies only his want of material
self-sufficiency, that justice has no natural claim on a man. The theories
of justice which Plato records in the early books of the Republic proceed
from the view that justice is another man's good, that its practice is only
of intermediary benefit to the agent. We find here, in explicit detail,

the implications to moral education of the Sophistic answer to the question:
what does prudence counsel in respect of a man's regarding others well?

The purport of this question to political theory is determined by our
answers to two other questions: what is the source of law and right action
(justice) in political communities; what man could be said, from the evidence
of his actions as a citizen, to 'know the laws', (pp 96 , 100 supra), or,
that is, to know what law truly enjoins on a man?

Socrates quite clearly indicates in the Apology by means of the
analogy from techne, that the moral life of a state is not self-dependent,
that consent to a state's laws, where it is true consent, is the natural
effect of what a god would require of a man (Cf pll4and n 41 Ibid.) By
maintaining this Qiew he denies that a man's regard for the material well-
being of others is sufficient for consent to law and right regard of others.
The following corollaries attach to Socrates' position: a man cannot be
sajd to lack skill, and therefore te have failed in achieving happiness or
success, who wins the disfavour of others; i1if, in his relations with others,

a man has not acted from considerations of his own material well-being, the
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man is both just and successful. In Plato's belief, Socrates' accusers
in the Apology implicitly deny this position and its corollaries by accusing
Socrates of wrong-doing. By their accusation they in fact exemplify the
prudentialist tenet that justice consists in benefiting friends and in
harming enemies. By their accusation, they imply that Socrates was ignorant
of his own interests in his incurring the ill favour of others. Finally,
they imply by their action in-accusing him that a community's moral tradition -
that political community - is the sole source of law.

The self-ruled man of Socratic theory believes he has a covenant with
other men. The Apology explains this conception by putting the view that
a man's right regard of others, as reflected by his external practice of
justice, is true consent to law when it 1s a case of the consent of comscience.
The self-ruled man's consent to law, is, on the Socratic theory, a natural
effect of what a god would require. Thus his covenant with men reflects
divine will, This conception denies the Sophistic view that men praise
justice from the want of material self-sufficiency, that obedience to law
from material insufficiency is sufficient grounds for men's consent, for
their recommendation of and their practice of the right regard of others.
Common sense prudentialism supposes that justice is an external, artificial
quality only, supposing that its practice conceals men's true disposition.
While that is so, the prudentialists yet recommend the practice of justice
to the man who would be skilful in his actions; for such a man, since he
wishes to win men's favour, does not wish to seem unjust in the eyes of
those whose favour he seeks, those who praise and recommend the practice
of justice. Indeed, the skilful man's real object is to divert public
favour to himself, to become the 'other man' of Thrasymachus' description -

_ the man who 1s advantaged by men's practice of justice. Ultimately, the
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skilful man, succeeding from the favour others show him, will be able to

go beyond what public opinion approves. He will be able to achieve complete
injus-tice.43 By doing so he will live according to men's true inclination.
In his view, to succeed in political life is to live as would a materially
self-sufficient man, a man who would succeed in a natural condition in which
there were no moral strictures on men's actions. The skilful man, then,
according to the theory, attains success by overcoming nomos, by showing
from the example of his own life that nomos has no legitimate, or natural
hold on him. He proves the case put by Glaucon that the skilled man does
not assume he has a covenant with other men (Cf n 4 p 53 supra), that men
will praise the practice of justice and so deceive themselves from their
fear of suffering injustice (. . .e’,r,,“.,‘,'zé., §'4v dvecov [the just mard] &At\y’-
Mov €vavciov €SaTaTavEes ahdghovs S rov 107 xin¢ivbauc .jofov..-.360D. 27).
According to the theery, then, the source of law in communities is men's
recommendation of justice from material insufficiency and the use which
skilful men make of this recommendation. In consequence of this, any man
who had the power to exercise injustice but who refused to do so would be
most miserable and irrational (x8Awcacos - ..évo7c5ruco: : Ibid.), for a
man can have no grounds for practising justice other than material necessity.
These views proceeded from the assumption that a community'’s moral life is
self-dependent. In holding that moral custom must originate in material
necessity, the common sense prudentialists supposed as well that a man's
response to moral habit must be sufficient for consent to law. The immoral-
ist complexion which this view takes derivés from the claim that while men's

right regard of one another is approved by custom, reason itself can only

4 : - .
3 The essence of the view is stated by Glaucon at 362A: fw ;LC‘Y*P’
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approve right regard, or justice, conditionallyl We have previously alluded
to Socrates' belief that the man who does what is right because common
opinion or personal expediency requires right_action of him is not a man.of
much worth (p 74 supra). His meaning is explained by the doctrine of con-
scientious consent and exemplified by the practical illustration of Apology,
32A ff.‘-socrates held that a mén's right regard of others, as seen from
his consent to law, is a natural requirement which is justified by rational
consideration of interests. He believed that consent is to be understood
both as a response to custom and as a response to reason. When a man
consents from reason, or from consideration of his true interest, he
exemplifies the consent of the self-ruled mén, the man who believes that his
covenant with others is a natural effect of what a god would require. Such
a man-in Socrates' view consents truly. He is the better man whom worse
men cannot injure. Such a man will always act so as to regard_othérs well,
be they stronger or weaker men. In short, his coensent to law both belongs
to custom and transcends it. $Since that. is so0, no human sanction could be
~good against a man's true consent, for by consenting truly a man exercises
right regard of others and so acts as a god would require. Together with
this we shall remember that Socrates acted in fuli view of the laws of his
city. By doing so he testified to his belief that a man's material well-
being is not a condition of his right regard of others, of his consent to
law. These facts bring us back to the question at Apology 24D 11, 'Who is
it that knows the laws?' and to the notions of prudentialism that underlie
the quesfion. The broad issue which pervades these aspects of the Apology

is the notion of moral custem (pp 78, 79 supra and 96 supra) and Plato's
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belief that Socrates' accusers offended moral custom by condemning him.
Before we consider in further detail the Republic's bearing on these
questions it will be useful to make some clarificatory remarks about the
ostensible attitude to law and custom which Socrates' accusers represent.
Together with this, we may assess to what extent, if any, the Apology

provides a call for political reform.

We have stated before now that most commentators have attested to
Anytus' loyalty to the Athenian democracy and its traditions (p 93 supra).
But we cannot lose sight of the fact that Plato's attitude, while writing
the Apology, was hardly sympathetic to whatever tangible sentiments Anytus
(or Meletus) may have had (Cf. n. 12). We have seen that Socrates' challenge
to his accusers to show him that he had committed wrongs amounted to a
demand for a definitien of prudential action. We have seen that their
answer, had they chosen to spell it out, would have shown them to believe
that a man's material considerations are a sufficient incentive (indeed,
the only incentive) to his treating others with right regard. A major
question, then, which Plato had in view when presenting Socrates' apology,
is the issue of moral custom - men's right regard of one anoether - and what
this implies to a man in his consideration of his interests.

Indeed, Socrates' question at 24D 11 introduced the problem of a man's
interests: the man who knows the laws also knows what his advantage is.

He knows that by obeying laws and hence regarding others well, he stands to
act in his own interests. But the construction Socrates placed on this
conception was that a man must be ignorant of his true well-being who

consents to law from material considerations. Such a man is ignorant of
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what custom requires of a man. His ignorance of the requirements of custom
will reveal his ignorance of what a god would require of a man in respect
of a man's regard of others. Socrates implicitly levels these charges at
his accusers, at men who see themselves as the champions of nomos and as
the guardians of the moral well-being and education of the young. In
contrast to the view they have of themselves as upholders of moral good
Socrates treats his accusers as men who do great injury to themselves by
condemning him, as men who act in deep.ignorance of their true well-being.
He thus assails them as men who lack prudential skill, implicitly accusing
them of being unfit to see to the education of the young.

Socrates' charge accords with his statement that he himself was never
anyone's teacher (33A). For he taught the young, or, for that matter,
anyone who would listen to him, that well-being does not comsist in material
prosperity, reputation, or honour (29E). In teaching this he was not
teaching a skill that would accord with conventional notions of virtue. On
his own belief, he was teaching a skill which would rather result in conscien-
tious knowledge from a confession of ignorance. On the one hand, his
elenchtic activity had its negative side: it sought to dissolve reputations
for knowledge. But at another level it sought to teach men that right
action is more to be valued than material well-being. On the positive side,
then, Socrates' teaching was intended to have a specifically moral result -
a result which he interpreted in terms of the advantage to the agent of éther -

regarding action - an advantage which material loss could not prejudice.44

It was on these grounds that Socrates would justify to men the conventional

requirement that they should regard one another well. To do so serves a

44 Socrates says that he does not know the consequences of death, but
he does know that it is wrong to harm a better being, either a god or a
man: 29B7. Cf. on 32E 5, n 40 supra.
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man's true interest. The man who obeys laws from consideration of his true
interest, and not from considerations of his material well-being, is a man
who can be said to 'know the laws', a good or worthy man.

Socrates' position was bound to conflict with the beliefs of his
accusers since they interpreted his conception of prudential skill - being
rooted, as it was, in a search for the rational grounds of moral action - not
only as a challenge to their own ability to instil virtue in the young
(Cf 22D 7) but as an affront to received tradition as well. To his accusers'
implicit claim that prominent men - Alcibiades and Critias - had been
corrupted by their associations with him (33A), Socrates might answer that
he could not have intended to harm the characters of men. He might claim,
paradoxically, that to do so would have been to bring harm upon himself.

At any rate, his disclaimer of responsibility for his associates turning

out well or badly is marked by his statement that he never promised nor gave
instruction to anyone (33B). That meant, in the last analysis, that he had
not attempted to undermine commonly accepted values, nor to teach skills

that would enable a man t§ turn the latter to his material advantage. Rather,
he had sought and had encouraged others to seek the real grounds of prudential
action. His accusers'suspicion that his activities had the purpose of
disrupting the exercise of conventional duties marked them, in Plato's eyes,
as men ignorant of those same grounds of prudential action. Plato saw them
as men who would describe commonly accépted values as no more than the
product of a man's conformity to the external incentives his society might
put before him. Hence, Socrates' invocation of the Athenian citizen who
cares for wealth repute and honour (29D 7). To the ad hominem charge that
Socrates had corrupted important men, Plato opposed the case of Anytus, the

exemplar of material success.
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The theory of consent in the Apology answers each part of the charge
laid against Socrates, the corruption charge and the charge of implicit
atheism or unéonventional religious belief.45 In his apology, Socrates
gave prior place to individual conscience - a man's testament to what a god
would require - as the source of the conventional requirement that men should
regard one another well. The conflict between Socrates and his accusers is
rooted in Socrates' conception that consent is a response both to custom and
to reason (p 119 supra). To this conception we must oppose his accusers'
equation of antinomian sentiment with Socrates' call for self-examination.

We may understand by this that they are affirming what Socrates denies: that
consent from custom - or, if we like, conformity to tradition - is sufficient
for consent to law. In contrast to Socrates, his accusers effectively
believed that a man's consent to law, his right regard of others, resides in
an uncritical conformity to received values. Here we must mark Plato's
ironic association of the accusers' position with a materialist or secular
inference which 'common sense' prudentialism drew from traditional moral
sentiment. Socrates' accusers, Anytus in particular, are appropriately cast
by Plato not only as the supporters of tradition but also as unwitting
exemplars of the new, materialist ethic., It was from their conflicting
values together with Socrates' explanation of the true grounds of a man's

response to custom that Plato constructed the Apology's conception of

45 Against Burnet's explanation that the charge refers to nonconformity
in religious practice (p 104) we must weigh the fact that Socrates was
known to be scrupulous in the discharge of ritual duties (Hackforth,

P 59). Pointing to Apology 29A and 35D, where Socrates makes reference

to what he regards as plausible grounds for a charge of atheism,

Hackforth believed that these references must refer to implications of
atheism in the actual charge, rather than, as Burnet would have it,

merely the non-acknowledgement of the worship prescribed by convention
(nomos): Burnet, Ibid.
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political consent.46

We noted in Ch 1 that the early books of the Republic describe the
political theories of simple and luxurious communities (p 13). We have now
suggested that in the Apology Plato sets Socrates' theory of consent against
the implicit materialsm of his accusers' position - a materialism which takes
the form of a perfervid devotion to the restored democracy and to its political
and social traditions.47 While Socrates' notion of consent from conscience
describes obedience to law as being a response both to custom and to reason,
his accusers implicitly maintain against this pesition that the city's ostensible
traditions are the sole source of its laws. Socrates' belief that a man's consent
to law (where this is true consent or the self-ruled man's consent) is a

reflection of divine will is met by the accusers' implicit claim that

46 Crossman spoke of Socrates' appeal to the common sense and the critical
faculty of the ordinary man. He said that "its innate humility is ...

the deadliest enemy of absolutism in all its forms. Its simple assertion
that all men are equal in their ignorance of the final values is the
dissolvent of vested interests in knowledge and in social power". (Crossman
Op.Cit. p 186). R. S. Bluck expresses this same sentiment when he
distinguishes Socrates' position from that of Anytus and Meno in the

Meno. He sees the distinction as that between a view of arete which
regards the latter as a moral conception, and a view which sees it as a
social-political conception alone. R. S. Bluck, Plato's Meno (Cambridge,
1961) pp 125-126.

These statements point to our own distinction between the self-ruled
man who consents truly to law and the man who consents nominally, from
external incentives alone.

49 Cf. 29E: '”'Q_;$¢rc@ .. zr ybl kcd ¢ The reference is to Periclean
Athens (Burnet, Adam), which epitomized for Plato the luxurious city whose
political theories he would describe in detail in the Republic.

At Apology 31C 5, Socrates says that his auditors might find it
strange that he has devoted his private life to interfering (ﬂ%kdrpuyuw/u;)
in the affairs of othetrs, while he has not pursued the conventional interest
of public or political activity (Ibid.). In conjunction with his belief
that he has been sent to his city as a gift from the god (31A 8) he
claims that something beyond usual human motives - material motives -

Cov {Jp dvﬂrw«qyw «. .« 31B). Cf. Burnet's note) - has prompted him to
neglect his own affairs, prompting him to concern himself with the affairs
(continued on page 125).
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Socratic rationalism (n 20 supra) is a groundless basis for consent and

for participation in the life of one's city (Cf. n 48). To the Socratic
claim that consent to law is, properly, an act from consideration of one's
true interest (pp 108 £f.) his accusers oppose the belief that outward
conformity to law and custom is a sufficient basis for consent. Togethef
with these facts we may emphasize that Socrates' theism, with its implic-
ation of universal authority (pp 93. ff.) stands in contrast to the ortho-
doxy of his accusers, challenging them to state their own case for plety and

for veneration of the gods.48

47 (continued from page 124.)

and interests of others (b §é vyerepov Tpiccev e’ ot B2). His statement
at 31B-B5 is both an implicit indictment of current poelitics, in which

men concern themselves with matters other than moral virtue (arete: B5.

Cf on 29E), their true interest, and a paradexical claim that he has

not tended to his own concerns, his material or political interests.

Cf Burnet's note on 31C 5 regarding the allusion in " wolv paymevic "

to Pericles' claim that Athens does not hold those who remain aloof from
affairs of state to be quiet men (jffjilwy‘) but useless men (pré7pv ).

Underlying Socrates' claim that he has been neglectful of his own
concerns is his conception of the activity of the just man: his consent
from conscience and his continuing consent. At 31B f. Socrates implies
that his own activity, in which we find the essence of his theory of
political consent, has marked him in the eyes of others as a useless man,
hostile to the proper concerns and activities of a citizen (Cf. p 97 )
while he believes that his activity has been dedicated both to his own
well-being and to that of ether citizens.

48 Burnet's thesis that the charge of non-conformity amounted only

to non-acknowledgement of the worship prescribed by nomos does not

take account, as Hackforth showed, of Socrates' disavowal of atheism.

(See n 45). Plato, it seems to me,was intent on raising the issue of
atheism in the Apelogy as a means of embarrassing Socrates' accusers.

In his view it was they and not Socrates who had acted so as to contravene
divine will. (See above, n 40 and n 41 re Apology 30CD). Hackforth's
philological demonstration that the charge bears the implication of
atheism surely finds additional support from Plato's over-all

treatment of the accusation. If Socrates has good grounds for suggesting
that his accusers act as if they did not believe in gods (Cf. n 40 ad fin.)
it is because he is defending himself against a claim which he believes
the indictment may just as well have made.
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While challenging his accusers to state their own case for piety
and religious duty, Socrates is also challenging them to explain to him
the basis of a man's consent to law. Plato used the concept‘of techne in
the Apology to describe Socrates' notion of the self-ruled man's consent
(p 119 supra). By means of the concept of techne, Socrates had raised
the question of prudential skill as exhibited in men's right regard for
one another, arguing that the man who obeys conventional requirements from
conscience or reason (pp 108 f£f.) is the man who truly consents to law.
Believing he had a mission from the god to encourage men toward rational
consideration of their interests, Socrates held that no injunction of the
court could be valid against this duty. But he also satisfied the natural
claim that no man is above the law by acting in the laws full view.49
Thus, the concept of techne, and with it, Socrates' pursuit of his mission,
implies that the community is not the sole source of law. But it also
implies that no man may presume to be above the laws. Socrates used the
analogy in the Apology to explain the moral and prudential grounds of man's
consent to law. Though he questioned the wisdom of the community in reject-
ing him, he did not use the analogy specifically to describe political
science, or that is, the science by whose rule men might justly submit to

be governed given that some man had this science.50

49 pp 62, 98 supra; Cf. pp 80,103, and n 40.

>0 Statesman 299BC is often cited as a late indication of Plato's
view of the democracy which put Socrates to death. (Burmet, p 103;
G.M.A. Grube, Plato's Thought, (Boston, 1966) pp 280; J.B. Skemp,
Plato's Statesman, (London, 1962) p 208, n 1; Cp Hackforth, p 77).

In the Statesman Plato maintains that rule by law is essential
to the governance of states when we reject the direct application of
political science. Given that we reject political science, then any
form of government together with the consent of its citizens must be
(continued on page 127)
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So far as Socrates was concerned, his mission was dedicated to the
moral well-being of individuals. All implications of the radical reform
of government that Plato would later see in his mission are subordinate,

in the Apology, to Socrates' conception of the moral basis of a man's
P :54

50 (continued from page 125.)

rooted in respect for custom, however unsatisfactory this may be with
comparison to rule by political science. Now the impossibility of the
application of political science would seem to eliminate, in Plato's

mind, the grounds for consent as explained by Socrates in the Apology.
There, Socrates showed that rational consideration of one's interests,
leading to consent from conscience, provides the moral basis of consent

to law. (Cf Skemp, Ibid.). We have said in the text above that the

techne analogy in the Apology is not, specifically, devoted to the science
of government. (But see n 52.). It is rather devoted to a conception of
the self-ruled man's consent to the laws of a society of which he is a
citizen though not the ruler. But in the later work, Plato tells us

that societies must reject any man who would call for examination of
conventional principles. His reason is that where there is no real
possibility of political science, there can be no wisdom greater than the
wisdom of the laws (299C; Cp Socrates' question at Apology 24D 11: "Who

is it that knows the laws?"). Plato is saying that if we must reject
political science as being practicable we must also reject the right to
examine the moral basis of received tradition. Where we reject both of
these, then government must work strictly within the limits of a constitu-
tion which imitates, so far as possible, rule by theoretical knowledge
(AeZ 5y cds Cocdveas ye,. . : roMiCeiks, . - - pybenoce Kéep evwv dvcals Tiov vJ/wv/qfe‘u
Towtv Mhpk EX Y phppeva kal micps edy, 3014); and consent must
proc§ed from veneration for custom (gvdev yop Secv Twv vopwy Ve
gogweepov : 299C) .

This can only mean that in the later work Plato had come to equate the
Apology's notion of self-rule with possession of the science of ruling
others. That accounts for the bitterness with which he invokes the Apology,
while , at the same time, maintaining that where political science does
not obtain men who would examine the grounds of law and ancestral custom

. . > . ~ ? {
are a danger to social stability ( ¢/ g#;; fu{rfﬁ/‘ﬂ"pév dv‘fu*;asp‘y ,

[13

€ hal.0"Cov ("YVN'@"‘ Cwv 5"/’7 (.‘uwv . s e v, dpk OV Cov KJ-I(;I‘/ Zov TT,OD'VOGV ,Ud-(jw
n - , / . .
dv €c. coveo YYvotco M“wkdév ; . :300A). The notion of the self-

ruled man has, in Plato's thinking, given way to a more exclusively political
conception which has social order, and not the individual's confirmation of
moral law, as its initial reference for the theory of government and consent.
If we must admit democracy as a possible form of constitution, while at the
same time we reject the possibility of political science, then, Plato would
seem to be saying, we must concede to the demands of Socrates' accusers
who themselves believed that no man could be wiser than the laws. Plato's
late concession to this belief must, however, be offset by his conviction
that Socrates was one who in fact had political science. I believe that
"it is to these facts that we must attribute Plato's apparent endorsement of
the community that would punish or reject any of its citizens who wished to
know the grounds of moral custom (Cf Hackforth, Ibid.).
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consent to law. To his accusers' implicit claim that no man is wiser than
the laws (Cf n 50), Socrates gave, as his defence, his conception of true
prudential skill: his conception of the méral grounds eof obedience to law
and right regard of others. He implied that his accusers lacked knowledge

of these grounds. In the Apology, then, Plato ranged Socrates against his
accusers not as spokesman for a new political order but as a man who dissented
from conventional views of respect for law and custom, as a man who believed
he had a duty to impart conscientious knowledge to any who would hear him.

0f great importance to Socrates' apology is his accusers' implicit claim

that his past associations, together with his alleged interest in speculative
science, marked him as a man disloyal to nomos and to democratic rule, as

one who had sympathized with the contemporary belief, popular among the
aristocracy, in the validity of nature as_against-the artificial claims of
law and moral custom.51 But in Socrates' view, his accusers' suspicion

that his actions favoured contemporary radicalism to the disadvantage of

the established form of rule were groundless. Plato's description of the
Socratic theory of consent disposes of that charge by devoting attention not

to questions about forms of rule but to the more fundamental question of

)1 Hackforth traces the indictment's implicit charge of atheism

to Socrates' alleged sympathy with the phusikoi. But while we may
accept Hackforth's grounds for this in other respects, it is difficult
to agree with him, as against Burnet, that the indictment has no
political implications. (Hackforth, p 76). Surely, Socrates' alleged
sympathy with speculative science,the influence the latter could have
on received values and the democracy which upheld them, and Socrates'
past associations with men hostile to the democracy, mark the indictment
as both political and social in its implications.
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the moral grounds of a man's consent to law in any society.52 A main
question of the Apology - the question which receives attention in the

early books of the Republic - is whether the Socratic attitude to convention-
al belief is beneficial, either to oneself or to others. On the Apology's
evidence we know that Athens did not believe that it was. But in rejecting
Socrates' mission Plato believed that Athens had exercised reprisal, not
justice. In so doing, it exemplified to Plato's mind the belief that the
worthy man acts from considerations of repute, honour, and material security,
that Athens would teach Socrates that a prudent man's consent to law must
derive from these considerations. It would teach Socrates that consent to
law from any other motive is not only groundless, but also unjust; for men's
considerations of material well-being are themselves the sole source of law
with its requirement that men should regard one another well. Athens would
therefore reject Socrates' doctrine of a man's covenant with others (p1l1l7
supra). He, on his part, would challenge his city's rejection of this
doctrine as one citizen among equals.: Though there are hints in the Apology
of the existence of a formal political science, these remain suppressed, or
at any rate, they are not a main feature of the Apology's doctrine of
consent. There, Socrates assumes that he is the equal of other citizens

and he described, with reference to what a god would require of any man, a

just man's consent to law. Here, he describes the consent of the self-ruled

2"
> For an indication in the Apology itself of the political implications

as opposed to strictly 1nd1v1dual and moral implications of Socrates'
argument, see 36C 6: cov €aviov /76'(—.».1 errt,w-Aua-O.u » as contrasted with
Tolv Eaveoy énmc ¢—A 9:- ; and balanc1ng this: twv s ﬁoa\fws(CS), as
contrasted with 1r,uv d‘Zvc iys t7; 1roAl-w5 . Burnet s statement that éﬂt/ekeu
175 ok éws is, in pr1nc1p1e, the same as fﬂ(/TAFM éxveov 1is to be noted
(p 154). It was on the analogy of the individual who seeks his proper
interest that Plato would construct his theory of the state which achieved
its true interest. But this would be a state whose order depended on

the exercise of political science.
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man who is an equal among other citizems. It is only in the Apology, the
Crito, and the early books of the Republic that we clearly find this point
of emphasis in Plate's doctrine of consent.

Before returning to our consideration of the Republic we may make the
following brief remarks about Anytus as he appears in the Meno. At 71E, in
answer to Socrates' request for a definition of a man's virtue, Meno states
that it consists in tending to the business of the city, that the virtuous
man acts so as to benefit his friends and harm his enemies and to aveid
suffering harm himself. Later in the dialogue Anytus is seen to agree with
this definition when he warns Socrates (whe has been exposing the inability
of great men to teach virtue) not to speak ill of men, and implies that in
Athens it is easy to punish or reward men according to their merits.53 We
have seen that Socrates rejects this same notion of virtue - justice regarded
as reward and retribution54 - in the Apology, where he opposed a man's
ostensible, social interest in practising justice - a man's external
interests - to his consideration of his true well-being. Anytus, who despises
the new learning' and who counsels Meno to avoid the sophists is seen in the
Meno to invoke a definition of justice which, on Plato's showing in the
Republic, is root and branch of the prudential, pelitical theories which
Anytus regards as a threat to social stability. As Koyre has put it: "The
Sophist lacks the inhibitions of the conformist: thus, he reveals the true
essence of the 1atter."55 We have seen that in the Apology Plato has invoked

this same essence in Socrates' challenge to his accusers to show him the

33 ¢f Bluck, Op.Cit., on pidcov at Memo 94E 5, pp 385 ff.
\

>4 Op.Cit., p 218, on 71E 3,4.

55

Alexandre Koyré, Discovering Plato, trans. L.C. Rosenfield (New York)
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grounds on which he has acted against his own best interests and committed

injustice.

Socrates' peculiar duty - a duty which he exercised in full view of
the laws - was to teach men what a god would require of a man in his regard
of others. His elenchtic activity was devoted to his dispelling men's
beliefs in the value of material wellbeing and good repute as valid bases
for a man's consent to law, and, through his consent, his right regard of
others. The Socratic distinction between the strictly secial or external
~grounds (Cf pp ¥23ff. and n 47) raised a fundamental question which would
exercise Plato's attention in subsequent works: what relative value must
we attach, on the one hand, to consent from conscience (or consent from
reason), and, on the other hand, to consent from customary requirement?

To what extent could Socrates' conception of consent be applied to social
and political, in distinction te personal, reform? 1In the early books of
the Republic Plato prepares the ground for his own political theory by
pitting the Socratic doctrine, which we have seen in the Apology, of the
truly just man's consent, against the conventioenalist or materialist con-
ception of a man's consent to law.

We have already described in brief detail the principal feature of
the conventionalist notion of justice and consent, as piétured in the
Republic, which oppose the Socratic conception (pp 117=119 supra). It would

be outside our purpose to give a detailed analysis of each of the arguments,

35 (continued from page 130.)

Alexandre Koyré, Discovering Plato, trans. L.C. Rosenfield
(New York, 1945), p 12 n 9.
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beginning from Republic 1, which lead, finally, to Socrates' account of the
natural state - the polis Kar« qeu:rw owkedecos (428E) -, its form of rule,
and the consent of its classes. Rather, we shall concentrate on one basic
theme which is commoﬁ to the Apology and to the Republic sections in question:
Plato's characterization of the conventionalist belief that the Socratic
notion of other-regard is imprudent and anti-social (Cf n 47).56 His
characterization of conventionalism in the Republic reflects the temperament
of Athens, a city in whose judgment Socrates was a useless and unjust man.
Plato believed Athens to be guilty of great ignoerance in its condemnation of
Socrates. In the Republic he let Socrates' interlocutors put the case for
the conception of justice he believed lay in back of the charge of the
accusers of the Apology: that material considerations form the natural basis
of a man's regard for others; that a man could have no other grounds than
these for the performance of action that benefits others. 1In the Republic
Plato draws attention to the immoralist implication which this theory could
have: that the exercise of other-regarding action conceals a prudent man's
real wish, his desire to give the force of truth to his actioens by converting
the strictures of conventional moral opinion to his own material ends - his
desire to seem just without being so.(pp 118-9 ). By-drawing attention to
this conception Plato.demonstratively contrasted Socratic individualism

with the Sophistic ideal of material self-sufficiency. He described the
Sophistic interpretation of the traditional moral tenets which society

holds out to its members, contrasting this with Socrates' conception of the

truly just man's grounds for right action. Here, as in the Apology, Plato

56 . , .
By 'conventionalist belief', I mean both the sentiments of common

opinion, as, say, described by Meno, and the inferences which S.ophistic
thinkers drew from these.
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is concerned with the question whether a man's ostensible conformity to
custom satisfies his consent to law. He concludes that in actual societies,
men's ostensible acceptance of customary moral belief holds out little hope
for the achievement of personal virtue. He yet believed that the Socratic
model for consent, involving consent from reason and consent from custom,
could be applied on a social scale. In Chapter IV, we shall see that he
found the means for this application in the virtue of sophrosune.

In his treatment of sophrosune Plato will combine the Socratic notion
of consent from reason with a new concept of customary consent. His new
theory of consent from custom will address the problem of coensent from
material need. Unless Plato intends by his resolution of this problem that
consent from custom, while it will not be a self-ruled man's consent, will
none-the-less be true consent, then he will not have answered the Sophistic
conviction that men's ostensible regard for one another conceals their
natural inclinations. If the doctrine of sophrosune does not oppose this
conviction then the ideal community's approval of justice, as shown through
the consent of its classes, will resemble political reality as the Sophists
describe it; for the consent of the subject citizens, if it only conceals
their real inclinations, will confirm the Sophistic belief that consent to
law is only an external agreement, that 'justice' is the benefit of those
who rule. In that case, the relationship Plato envisages between the
rulers, who will consent to membership of the community from reason, and
the subjects, whose consent will be rooted in custom, will be one of

tension and not harmony.57 These are the bare facts of sophrosune as it

37 This will be true even if the principal benefit the rulers derive
from membership of the community is not a material one, We take up
this matter more fully when we discuss the third class's consent in
G 1V,
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relates to the doctrine of consent in the Republic. Plato sees in the
virtue of sophrosune the solution to the problem which Socrates' inter-
locutors had put to him: on what grounds does it profit a man to practise
justice and so regard others well?

Adeimantus had said that he would clarify Glaucon's statement (362E),
that justice is only a secondary or intermediary benefit to the agent, by
tracing men's approval of justice to its roots in traditional moral teaching;
while Glaucon, for his part, had fleshed out the bones of Thrasymachus'
doctrine that the just man is the man who benefits the stronger power. The
Republic's three main introductory speeches departed from the picture of
common piety which Cephalus had presented. Taking up Polemarchus' admission
that the just man harms neither friend nor enemy (336A), the following
speeches showed how contemporary Sophistic theories of political consent
derived from the traditional belief that justice is less rewarding than
injustice. They showed that a man's material considerations must be his
sole motive for the practice of justice if its practice is to be in any way
profitable; for both tradition and common opinion (2515 Ce Abré}fypy PP
vl o va7r3v) have dishonoured and contemned (J‘jﬂls“" .. Jrefﬁpav ) the
man whom we agree, from approved standards of conduct (5;57 . Ml V{/? )
to be better, if weaker, than evil men who have been praised for their
material success (GLS¢5p4uA§e‘¢ ). Tradition has taught that temperance
(sophrosune) and justice, while praiseworthy and noble ( kkAev ) are hard
and difficult to achieve. Licence and injustice, which are only shameful
by the standards of received opinion, are easier to achieve and more
profitable (Cf 364 AB). The Sophists' case, put by Thrasymachus, is thus

explained at the level of ordinary opinion by Glaucon and Adeimantus.
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The latter give us the real purport of men's approval of justice: the man
who practises temperance and justice is only 'better'ﬂut; vékav. But in
men's private belief he is weak. For if such a man ever has the power to
do wrong surely he will then act so as to profit himself truly. Indeed,
if he does not, he must be irrational and wretched (p 138 supra). In
short, prudence may counsel us to disregard the moral standards of the man
who, in common belief, is judged to be better than the unjust man. Clearly,
then, a man could have no grounds for practising justice beyond material
necessity. Life is more pleasant for the self sufficient man, the man
who can dispense with moral strictures. Men's approval of justice is
really a form of deceit which arises from their fear of injustice and their
desire for material security (léig);f

Taylor has said that Adeimantus' contribution to the Republic's
introductory discussion is "independent of all speculation about moral
origins."58 Indeed, Adeimantus spoke only of customary moral requirement
and of the grounds on whichtradition recommends the practice of justice.
But Adeimantus' chief question was one which Socrates had exercised in the
Apology: 'What would a god require of a man in the man's relations with
others?' Glaucon and Thrasymachus had dealt with a more immediately political
question which springs from the basic moral one. Glaucon's position, that
material necessity alone moves men to regard one another well, was the
corollary to Thrasymachus' assertion that the just man is the man who acts
so as to benefit the stronger power. Both positions were a denial of

Socrates' conception, as described in the Apology, that the just man - the

38 A. E. Taylor, Plato, The Man and His Works, (London, 1955), p 271.
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man who consents truly to law - is a better man whom worse men cannot
injure. Both deny Socrates' conception of the moral grounds of a man's
obeying a better being, whether a man or a god (Cf nn 40, 31 supra). Both
deny the moral grounds of Socrates' conception of political comsent: that
the truly just man dees not consent to law and exercise right regard of
otheré from considerations of his material well-being. What Adeimantus had
described was the moral tradition which lay behind the secular paradigm on
which Trasymachus had based his theory of the just man and on which Glaucon
described a current sophistic theory of political consent. Adeimantus had
shown that Glaucon's theory was at least amenable to the traditional moral
belief that the gods are moved to favour men who make a show of piety. As
with veneration of the gods, so with men's regard for one amnother: the
sufficient criterion of a man's being justis his exercise of right regard from
the material respect which others require of him. Moreover, aman's own
material needs form the only prudential criterion of his exercise of justice.
In holding that material considerations were the sufficient criterion
of justice, Glaucon and Adeimantus also posited a prudential standard of
action - injustice - which could be more profitable than justice, the
demand which men make of one another. They held that the just man - the
man whom common opinion agreed was better than the unjust man (364AB) -
did not exemplify truth (ikyéeéxx %{éyévwng in his relations with
cthers. They meant by this that moral action is, at best, a secondary
benefit, that common opinion's approval of justice only conceals the truth
of men's real inclinations. They also meant that the practice of justice
was only contingent on material considerations, that a man was only bound

from considerations of his material well-being to regard others well.

>3 Cf p 118 and n 43 Ibid.
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The theory's prohibition on injustice was prudential. But in prohibiting
injustice it was rejecting Socrates' notion of the worthy man, for in
holding that justice was a secondary benefit to the agent the theory denied
that its practice could have any result for the agent beyond material
benefit.

In terms of strictly secular political theory, Glaucon's view could
imply that the practice of justice was sanctioned only by the community's
agreement that wrong-doing was evil. As against Socrates' notion of
covenant, Glaucon's theory implied that men were not bound by nature, or
by what a god would require, to regard one another well. But he none-the-
less borrowed from the traditional theoleogy in assessing the value which
his theory places on justice. We see the influence of tradition in the
proponent's view that the man who would not refrain from wrong-doing, if
he had the power, isz57Cas ( 360D, Cf 364 AB). Moreover, the belief
that the man who would do no wrong is wretched (:éA(os) indicates that
men's exhortations to practise justice - the exhortations of nomos - must
conceal what men truly believe (Cf n 59): that justice is only'an inter-
mediary benefit to the agent. As against Socrates, then, the theory held
not only that there was no source of law external to social or political
community, but also, that by practising justice a man could only act,

provisionally, in his true interest; for a man could not achieve his true

intérest until he had lent truth to his actions by overcoming nomos. But
that could only mean that a man's true end is not reflected in society's
ostensible approval of justice. The man who believes that it is, has no
grounds (other than his fafth'innomos) for this belief (Quchp,). Nor can
he profit from his belief (ZelLas). Truth, rather, is revealed in a man's

ability to abandon moral scruples in favour of material ends (362 AB).
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We see, then, that Glaucon's political theory combined the view
that justice is a human convention only, with the traditional moral view
that the gods - stronger powers than men - would be complaisant to injustice.
Considered by itself, we need not regard the view that injustice can be
profitable as 'immoralist' (though in Socrates' opinion, such belief is
the mark of ignorance).60 But we must regard as immoralist the belief
that wrong-doing can be sanctioned. Glaucon had said that justice is the
product of men's material needs, that a man's exercise of justice from
material considerations is sufficient to his being a just man. But he
tinctured this view with reference to traditional teaching about the gods'
complaisance toward unjust men, and he concluded that since no man has any
prudential grounds in supposing that justice is his true good, the man who
really profits from its exercise can only have done so by regarding stronger
men well at the expense of weaker men or just men. Glaucon meant by this
that a man would achieve his greatest good by assuming that he had no
covenant with other men - a covenant which forbade wrong-doing. But he
also meant that 'the stronger power' sanctions this assumption. His notion
of covenant, therefore, denies Socrates' conception both in prudential and
in moral terms, for it assumes that the real source of law (that which
requires a man's right regard of others) is the stronger power, and it
assumes, as against Socrates' motion of moral ignorance, that wrong-doing
could profit a man. Glaucon's theory of political consent agrees with

Thrasymachus' assertion (343 C) that justice is the other (stronger) man's

60 Cf Socrates' statement to Thrasymachus at 348E: a Y f Auncekew /w t‘zv
dfuu.w (t(éc—ra A,uu.w /(—vrac y .ur)(,uv Abeo w/uaApyns evae, woép LAAoc
rwl-:, ";(0/6/ o re At—y:w Kdrd A w,mSo,uw.g A‘-ral’res'

That is to say, while some people hold injustice to be profitable, they will
maintain that it is shameful and evil. Such people will not sanction
injustice.
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good. This is the real truth which nomos conceals., His theory lays down
the assumptions which 'the many' make about nomos, and purports to show
that these assumptions confirm Thrasymachus' conception about just and
unjust men.

Thrasymachus' doctrine of justice is the contrary of Socrates'
conception. While Socrates explained in the Apology that the self-ruled
man did not act from material considerations, Thrasymachus asserted in the
Republic an ideal of the materjally self-sufficient man. Socrates had
said in the Apology that the just man, acting from considerations of his
true interest, was both the equal of other men, and self-ruled both in his
relations with them and in his fulfilment of divine requirement. Thrasy-
machus states the bare facts behind the case of Glaucon and Adeimantus,
that the 'better' man - the man who would refrain from injustice - is a
man who cannot exemplify 'truth' in his actions. Thrasymachus, whose account
of justice is really the conclusion to Glaucon's account of a man's covenant
to do no wrong, denies that the man who consents to law has any grounds for
doing so beyond the external compulsion which he cannot override.

In Ch IV we shall see, in conjunction with the doctrine of sophrosune,
how Plato sought to render compatible the notions of consent from material
and non-material need. At present, it is necessary for us te consider in
further detail how Thrasymachus' and Glaucon's theories of consent find
unwitting support in the beliefs of Socrates' accusers in the Apology.

Our examination of this subject will lead us to our final consideration of

Socrates' covenant with the laws in the Crito.
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Polemarchus had proposed that the just man benefits those who seem
to be friends and harms those whom he supposes to be enemies (334C). But
he revised this definition when Socrates had pointed out that if we mistake
the friend (who is really good) for the enemy (who is truly evil), we shall
have reversed Simonides' dictum - that justice is benefiting friends and
harming enemies - and established a potentially immoral definition of
justice (wov7f;s yﬁk €ockev lvac J'Aéyos: 334D 5). This conclusion, at
which Polemarchus halted, established as his own belief, that we must know
which men are good, and which evil, before we can be sure of Simonides'
definition (335A f.). But Socrates then pointed out that it is not the
just man's part ( Sckxiov ;@%kag: 335B; E},wu :335D) to harﬁ anyone -
whether friend or not ( pvre f:kpc ovz” ZAAov 535};u,: 335D) . While
Polemarchus had suggested that the just man gives their due to friends
and to enemies, Socrates changed the connotation of 'harm' (ﬂAA%(z(v:
335B ff.) to moral injury, basing his rejection of both Polemarchus'
definitions on the grounds that the just man, by definition, never acts so
as to make others morally worse (lhig,). Plato thus introduced into
Socrates' discussion with Polemarchus two different views of the value of
the just man to us. By way of contrast with Polemarchus' position, he had
proposed a different criterion of the effect of the just man upon others:
the just man does not worsen the characters of others. In regarding the
just man as one who would benefit friends and harm enemies, Polemarchus can
only have been considering the external effects of justice: for him, the
just man is one who benefits good men and harms evil men in some material

sense.61 Thrasymachus, who takes up the thread of the argument, at least

61
Hence, the possibility of the immoral conclusion at 334D 5:
Tov ;,. . . Asygs . If we are mistaken about who the friend, or the
good man, is (and the enemy and the evil man), then it is just to injure

(continued
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agrees that justice is only an external benefit, holding that the :just man
benefits those who can command his material respect.

We should observe that by'harming enemies' (ﬁAJﬁze(v ) Polemarchus
had not meant wronging enemies, or doing injustice to them. He had only
epitomized a traditional belief about the just man: the man who benefits
friends and harms enemies. But he did not broach the question, which,
of just or unjust acts, are the more profitable for the agent. He only
implied, by way of contrast to Socrates' conception of the value of the
just man to society, that we can only define justice in terms of the external
effects of a man's acts.62 Polemarchus, whe serves as a point of departure
for Thrasymachus, confined his definition of justice to men's most obvious

need in practising it: the preservation of material well-being which its

61 (continued from page

friends and benefit enemles (334C) That would be an immeral conclusion

if the mistake we make (A,MP colvovrey : Ibid.) involves, not an honest
misjudgment of friends and enemies, but rather, a misjudgment of what

it is (Socratically) in our best interest to do: to refrain from
injustice. If we make a moral mistake in this matter we then suppose

that it could be profitable to injure good men (whom we then regard

as enemies) and benefit evil men (whom we regard as friends). But both
mistakes, either the honest one or the immoral one, leave out of account
the effect of justice or injustice on the agent of the act. Polemarchus

is only concerned with justice as an external activity, and he believes -
without making an immoralist deduction himself - that only material
considerations can prompt our determining which men are good and which evil.
62 Obviously, by Polemarchus' revised definition (334C), it cannet
profit a man to be unjust (for he will not seem to be a friend and a good
man) . But the disadvantage of being unjust, in this case, results from
the harm that just men will do to the man known to be unjust. There is
contrast here with Plato's remedial theory of punishment. By that theory,
unjust men - far from being 'harmed' by punishment are benefited by it
(Cf Republic 380 BC, 445 A). That is so even if the salutariness of
punishment demands the extreme penalty of death. Had Polemarchus vouched
the beli&f that injustice could be profitable, it would have been
consistent with his conception of justice (as external benefit and harm)
to have maintained that the unjust man would be better off if he escaped
the just man's notice. His unrevised definition, at least, is amenable
to this belief, while his revised definition does not accommodate Plato's
remedial theory which implies that wrong-deing is not profitable.
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Practice brings to society. On these grounds Thrasymachus would build

his ideal of the materially self-sufficient man. The moral mistake to
which Polemarchus' definition (334C) could lead was its implicit assumption
that injustice could be profitable.. TFrom Socrates' point of view this
constitutes a moral mistake because it is a mistake of belief, it is a
mistake which misassesses a man's real interest. Polemarchus had not
suggested, on his own belief, that wrong~doing could be sanctioned. But

in Socrates' view, that is the true immoralism which ignorance of interests,
fanned by degraded moral teaching, must lead to. He suggests to Polemarchus
that the traditional belief they had been discussing cannot really be
attributed to Simonides or to any other wise man (335E). It is much more
likely that it comes from some tyrant - Periander, Xerxes, or Ismenias of
Thebes. Socrates based this conjecture on the grounds that the belief he
had discussed with Polemarchus is open to a view of justice that springs

~

from moral ignorance and so serves the interests of tyranny.

63 Socrates says in his concluding words w1th Polemarchus that in

no case is 1t’Just to harm anyone (ouﬁ%you Y‘f J}Kdtov ovf@v; i}i}
Fedv ov fAdmrcecv. : 335E 4). Degraded moral education teaches that
1nJust1ce can be profitable. From the point of view of degraded belief,
BAdntey (Ibid.) connotes doing material wrong, together with the
advantage that could attach to doing such wrong. Socrates' conclusion
is an inference from his own conception (335B ff.) of the just man's
function and his value to society: the just man does not harm the
characters of men, either by act or by expression of his beliefs. The
effect of men's being truly harmed will show itself in their belief,
which the truly just man denies, that wronging another in some external
sense can truly harm the recipient or profit the agent. At 335E 4,
ﬂAAnréu/ would thus seem to carry a double meaning: harming a man

in some external sense and harming a man by making him morally worse.
The conception of justice which Socrates put to Polemarchus involves

the concept of techne and, with it, the concept of true prudential skill.
Hence Socrates' allusion to the beliefs of wise and blessed men ( Tiwv
roguv Té kil ydiaplwy dvlpoy 3: 335E) .

Admittedly, Socrates does not make mention in the relevant passage
(335B ff.) of the just man's acts or expressions of belief. But he does
contrast the just man's function (epypy), and, implicitly, his wvalue to
society, with Polemarchus' view. The notion of function must surely
involve both moral belief and consequent acts.)
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Thrasymachus is the Republic's true advocate of tyranny. He is a
proponent of the view that the unjust man lends the force of truth to his
actions. Together with his belief that political community is the sole
source of law, he maintains a political ideal which raises the materially
self-sufficient man above the strictures of moral custom (nomos).
Thrasymachus not only denies Socrates' belief that injustice cannot profit
a men, he equates injustice with virtue (348E). 1In doing so, he denies
Socrates' concept of the better man and with it, his doctrine of political
consent.

It was argued by G. B. Kerford that in the Republic Thrasymachus sets
up injustice as a moral ideal. His equation of injustice with virtue, his
belief that men would fulfil their natures through injustice, show that
Thrasymachus - though he does not use the language of phusis - nemos

belongs among the proponents of natural right.64 I have indicated that

Thrasymachus' ideal, so far as it is related to political consent, is later
embellished by Glaucon's statement that the skilful man succeeds in
political life as would a self-sufficient man in a natural condition in
which (it is assumed) there would be no moral strictures (Cf p 118).
Glaucon's theory of covenant provides a theoretical basis for the 'drift’
of societies to tyranny, while Adeimantus proposed that traditional belief
itself assumes that injustice is sanctioned by nature and that justice is
sanctioned only by nomos. The three positions are complementary in that
they all oppose phusis to nomos. So far as that is so, Kerford is surely

right in placing Thrasymachus in the 'phusis-nomos' camp. But Thrasymachus'

theory of consent, so far as it opposes Socrates' theory of the better man

64 G.B. Kerford, "The Doctrine of Thrasymachus In Plato's Republic".
Durham University Journal,XI (ix) pp 19-27. Cf p 27.
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in the Apology, denies that men are bound, unconditionally, to regard one
another well. For this reason we cannot easily regard his theory as being
a moral ideal.65 His equation of injustice with virtue is, in effect, an
immoralist doctrine which claims that commonly accepted moral requirements

are only conditionally binding.66

65
Cf. D.A. Rees on Kerford, in Adam Vol 1, p xxx.

66 Kerford confirms his own acceptance of this interpretation, as being
true of Thrasymachus' position, in his note 33 to p 27, Ibid.

"There is nothing to suggest that Thrasymachus thought that weaker

men were consulting their interests by being just and obeying

laws when unable to resist. Rather they ought to break them on

all occasions when they have a reasonable chance of escaping

detection.' Cf. 348D 6-9: v F¢ ocu we tows Tovs rd F‘M\‘ucq dwo-
/vvvc« /\(-Yécv. Avocredes /H 0TV 5 « o v Kal ©f TOUKVCK »

é.mr:-/ /\Avéa(m,

If, by saying that a man ought to break laws when he can escape
detection, we mean that law 'binds' him, only conditionally, to regard others
well, then we have opposed some self-assertive standard - phusis, say - to
a moral standard ~ nomos. Our position is that nature sanctions self-
assertion, while convention forbids it.

Antiphon's belief that nomos, rather than reflecting nature, opposes
it, may well be a source on which Plato drew in constructing the arguments
of Thrasymachus, Glaucon and Adeimantus. But I do not think that Antiphon,
in On Truth, went so far as to suggest that a man ought to disobey the
laws when unseen by others. His statement at 11 60, that for the most
part, nomos is in opp051t10n to phusis - 0c¢ c‘ ﬂ'aAM Tivv /l.uu uo/yov
Sikacuy ﬂ?dé/ubs 93 Purec K(tu - does not positively assert, in addition
to this, that nomos binds men only conditionally. ,However, there is at
least_an affinity between Republic 348D 6-9 (AJVPAV ) and Antiphon 11 40:
C'( ol"v voui mt,odpm ywv ,4 Zv A‘ﬂy Lovs d,quO/I,rAva.g,uc dw}(vvys Mets 3’7/4/44(.3
AnfANKKELe ) py Mbuww §28v

Antiphon holds that nomos is hostile to nature (waApﬂﬂgs). But
rather than suggesting that nature sanctions a standard that we ought to
pursue (if able), he rather combines a view which sees nature as indifferent
to moral custom with a pe551mlsm about the power of nomos to counteract -
nature. Cf 11: 80 Ecrnv pwv ovlev Th -{wﬂv? ‘f(MWﬂ-f.( ov3)ou<r-cor(-p4 a‘f 2 v
oZ w,/u o(ll'offéﬂvva'l. Covs va",owrrovs 7 fP < "’P"P"""’""’“" VI: 165ff.
vuv i, {.uvt-c,u, Coes n’pon(-/e'uau Td Cocdveo £o éx va/wv Fkdcor oux
(kdvay ern,‘.u,,uy‘llr)\
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If, in Socrates' view, we are mistaken about who the good man is
and who the enemy, then the mistake could be one of honest misjudgment.
But it could be the moral mistake of misassessing the true friend and the
real enemy.67 If, however, on either count, men hold that it belongs to
the just man to benefit some and harm others, then they are mistaken about
the just man's function or his activity in society. For the just man acts
only to benefit others. To misconceive the just man's function, is, on
Socarates' view, to define justice only in terms of its external benefits
and sanctions. The man who acts with right regard toward others from
external incentives lacks true prudential skill. In Socrates' view, men
who are only just from external incentives are nominally just. They are
men of little worth, for they are ignorant of a man's true interest. For
this reason, they are also ignorant of the moral grounds (or the true
prudential grounds) of right action. The belief that injustice could be
profitable, arising from a misconception of the value of justice to the
individual and to society, characterizes this ignoramce. But if a man
believes that injustice could be sanctioned, and therefore acts on this
belief, he is guilty of true wrong~-doing, for he acts from ignorance of what

a better being - a god or a man - would require.68 Such a man acts upon

67 We make the mlstake of supp051ng that it could be profltable to
spurn (4?L/55hv we unepofdv ) men who are good AALA VO/MV (the better,
though weaker men of Republic 364 AB), and praise evil men. We shall then
hold with those whose beliefs Adeimantus describes that licence and
injustice are shameful, not by nature, but in opinion and by conventional
sanctions alone ( fog, f(- /uouov K¢ w/uw a(w’/poy) It will only be from
conventional agreement (qy,Aorouvceg), though not from inner conviction,
that we believe that weaker or poorer men are better than evil men

(Republic 364 AB). Cf n 61 supra.)

68 To this conception one must add the Socratic corollary: that the
wrong-doer must harm himself far more than he does his victim. Cf pp88 f£.;

nn 27, 28 p 89f.5pp 100" £f. supra.
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the belief that men's approval of justice, their overt regard for one
another, conceals the natural truth that justice isanothert's good
(kkkplf.py i}u@J/ : Republic 343 C) and a detriment (pAJP, ) to the man

who obeys and serves the other, stronger, man ( &y n“e«ée/ue’wau Ce Kl
Jwepec63vtps ). The political force of this view comes to rest in
Thrasymachus' belief that the just man who obeys laws cannot be self-ruled;
for by obeying, he serves an interest that is not, finally, his own.

At Republic 343C, Thrasymachus says that injustice rules those who
are good-natured - those who are guileless and just ( n; ;é o:fu((’d . ..:{lfxét
v ws ;(,{.,0,;,‘; gf;.,ﬂucﬁv re ruc é’uu:’wv} ). He is not speaking of the nominally
just man, but of those who refuse from conscience to do wrong. Such men
are naive, for they lack real knowledge of a man's interests.69 In his
belief, such men do not know the grounds for obeying laws: men's inability
to profit from injustice, or, the provisional advantage that could come
from regarding the 'other man' well. The naive man's beliefs are wide of
the mark, for he supposes that justice has a natural claim on him, that he
must regard any man well. He does not know that the only claim on him is
the needs of tHose who are stronger than he - those who rule in their own
interest though not in his. If he obeys laws from the conviction that he
is bound in conscience to do so, he can only serve the interest of others;
but he can serve no real interest of his ewn. 1In éaying this, Thrasymachus

denies that a man who is not the arbiter of the laws can be self-ruled;

that is, he is saying, as against Socrates that there are no moral grounds
for obeying laws. The 'guileless and the just" believe that they are bound,
unconditionally, to regard others well, while Thrasymachus holds, in

contradiction of this, that a man's only ground for obeying is the compulsion

69 [N re /7 ' > -~ " ¢ - s‘ [4 ) ¥}
K¢ ovew Moppw =+ *) wole a(,voc-cs, OCC 7 Fes DKacOrvvye W\Ao.cpwy

:lﬂ-h; ﬂ? ovee s o - o 343C.
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which the stronger power, acting in its own interest, can bring to bear on
him. He holds that injustice rules the naive because they cannot profit
from their conception that they are morally bound to regard others well.79
We have noted above that Thrasymachus admits of two kinds of just man:
the Socratically just and the nominally just. The terms he uses to describe

just men (wfi ;lel)«';a 43719«5:[. +343C; rr.t'vv (evvuclav e&:,'éu.w + 348D),

while they could refer to men who lack the ingenuity to practise injustice,

~~ b} 7
refer significantly to men who are just from conviction. (Cf &'¢u79tr—

Colze z““f*f", : 343 D). Socrates had described such men in the Apology

0 The phrase, cwv «ws dAyOos emPuwiy (Ibid.), has been variously
translated: Cornford: "innocents who are called just" (p 25); Guthrie,
The Sophists: "genuinely simple and just" (p 89); Lees: "simple and just"
(p 72); Shorey:"§imple in every sense of the word" (p 67).

Given that Thrasymachus is making a frontal attack on Socrates' own
beliefs, " s xAyPiws" denotes those who are just from conviction, not
from material convenience. Thrasymachus says a little further on (3444)
that these people suffer injustice but are unwilling to do wrong. In
his view such people are miserable and wretched (x&A(wedzovs). Quite
clearly, he is speaking of these who have no basis for their conviction,
not of those who regard others well from necessity of external force.

Thrasymachus' division of men into rulers and ruled perhaps obscures
the fact, stated at 338DE, that his conception of justice applies to any
form of constitution, be it democracy or otherwise. For this reason, his
conception of men who are ''guileless and just" does not imply that these
people (qua subjects) believe that it is just to obey other men (qua
rulers) no matter what they order. Thrasymachus wants to contrast this
attitude (the attitude of those whom Socrates would call nominally just
men) with the attitude of the guileless and just - those who are ebqécyaf
because they believe that justice prohibits wrong doing absolutely.
Thrasysmachus believes that Socrates should disabuse himself of this belief,
for on his view justice is required from external coercion alone, not from
a natural duty. Whatever the form of constitution under which a man lives,
only the coercion of 'other' men binds him to obey laws.

Given Thrasymachus' premise that injustice is a man's real end, and
that only external compulsion 'binds' men to obey laws, Thrasymachus would
agree with Glaucon that men's covenant to do no wrong is provisional and
not binding. On his premise, democratic equality is a farce; for in a
democracy the 'other man' is only the majority which coerces the individual
to obey its laws. (Cf. n 4 p53 supra). On Thrasymachus' premises,
'justice' must have its roots in an initial distinction between rulers
and ruled. We have seen that Glaucon would explain this same concept on
the basis of the discrete origins of political and moral life (Ch 1 p 19).
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as self-ruled. In holding that there are no moral grounds for obeying
laws, Thrasymachus believes that by obeying laws a man can, at the very
most, serve no more than a social interest, an interest that is only
provisionally advantageous to him and which he should shun if that were
advantageous and he were able. Not only does he maintain that the Soecratic-
ally just do not act in their own interest, he also regards as false their
conviction that men are bound, unconditionally; to regard others well.
Polemarchus, it will be recalled, had allowed that the dictum,
'benefiting friends, harming enemies', would not be a good definition of
justice if it meant that we sometimes mistake who the real friend and
enemy are: we must have knowledge who they are. A similar distinction,
from the point of view of the interest of rulers, is rehearsed from Republic
339 C ff. Socrates and Thrasymachus both agree that justice is advantageous,
but Socrates had queried Thrasymachus' qualification that justice is the
advantage of the stronger; for the ruler (the stronger) might mistakenly
legislate so as to fail to achieve his own interest (,;Edv ol ;w} ;PXovCFI
dkovtes KAkl Rycous Tl‘,ooo'td'rtwaw,: 339 E). But by the 'ruler', Thrasymachus
had really meant the ruler properly so called (,Kx§’ orov 2%/uw ;arz,: 341 A) -
the ruler who, ideally, makes no mistake in legistlating in his own interest
(Ibid.). He had therefore meant that justice, by definition, is the
advantage of the stronger (of those who rule). On historical grounds, it
will often work out that those who have power will contravene their own
interest: But Thrasymachus had meant that all legislation,by its nature,
aims at securing the interest of those who govern even if mistakes are, in

fact, sometimes made.71

n Thrasymachus will allow that rulers sometimes err (340A), but he does
not suppose that this defeats his position. Nor need it; for Thrasymachus
(continued on page
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So far in our discussion of Thrasymachus we have seen with his belief
that justice (what a man owes another, stronger than himself) is the product
of legislation, he had defined the proper work of rule as legislation in the
interest of government. We have seen that his definition holds good for
any manner of constitution. Together with this conception he has combined
the belief that no man who obeys laws can be self-ruled. The free man
(zAédéﬁfu$Cﬁfpy: 344 CD)72 is, properly speaking, the unjust man who can
convert men's approval of justice (other-regarding action) to his own ends.
Freedom, so defined, is a quality of which Thrasymachus approves. The free
man, or materially self-sufficient man, is for Thrasymachus the ideal

paradigm of the ends of legislation: the successful maintenance of

71 (continued from page

believes (as Socrates himself believes) that error is incidental to the
work or function of rule or craftsmanship. A ruler - one who, by hature,
seeks his own advantage - errs in proportlon as he lacks wisdom: woce
57/4“'0}/” ” aa(as 7 dp/(wv Mfc—u Ayiptevec core Sray df)(wv, ‘}, dA AL

Tus Y KV €cTroc, 0L .« e 0 ,lf}(w 7/,:{,(4., 340E.

Given that a ruler failed to act in his own interest, and it was
therefore just for the ruled to act accordlngly, w1th the result that they
bring dlsadvantage to the ruler - ¢o Y* TovU kpfcttzvos dsq/eppou S%nwu
T poolaite. Eois ;,ua-.rg./ Mot ecv o : 339 E ~ Thrasymachus could answer
that legislation which resulted in the rulers' loss would be bad legislationm.

We should note, also, that there is nothing preventing Thrasymachus,
on his own accounting of the ruler's function, from maintaining that a ruler
would, on occasion, act in his subjects' interest if he knew that this would
be advantageous for himself. The point is, that the able ruler always
secures his own advantage whether this brings less or gain to his subjects.
Accordingly, the functlon of government is to 1eglslate in its own interest.
Cf. 338 E: caur e é’a-uv, % PBéAcirce o t\l—yw év ATKoacs coies Tok coev
Chvcer lvae A'uLauw to UYs uwbcotydvids dpx.,; ja,veo;uv . Cf. Laws 714 C, where
the Athenian rehearses what some people hold the natural definition of
government to be (zov {ur}‘ opoy tov Jvuwcdov ): '"that the laws ought not to
aim either at war or at goodness in general, but ought to have regard to the
benefit of the established polity, whatever it may be, so that it may keep
power forever and never be resolved." (Bury in Loeb). The Athenian further
specifies that the people who hold this definition mean, by 'polity, the
'stronger power' (Ibid.).
72 Freedom, for Thrasymachus, is relative to a man's ability to act
independently of the claims of others on him. Hence the comparative:

¢A v Gepewiepov.
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its authority by govermment. Thrasymachus assumes that the acquisition of
their ends by the governed could be, but are not by definition, the real
object of government. The proper work of govermment is to maintain its
authority. At this point we may note two things: Thrasymachus' concept

of justice, since it rejects the Socratic noetion of self rule, is
incompatible with Socrates' notion of moral equality (Cf. n 40); since

his definition of justice and the function of government applies to any
manner of constitution, the immoralist value with which he colours the work

of rule extends to all constitutions, democratic or otherwise.

7 . , .

3 Scholars have noted a possible inconsistency in Thrasymachus'
defini&ions of justice and injustice at 344 CD. Thrasymachus' statement,
from obcws, E“""‘l”"c“ , runs as follows:

Thus, Socrates, when injustice is asserted on a sufficiently
great scale, it is stronger, freer, more masterful than
justice. As I was saying from the start, it turns out that
justice is the advantage of the stronger, while injustice 1is
what profits a man himself and is for his advantage.

Guthrie sees inconsistency in this. Thrasymachus is contending:
"that (a) justice is the interest of the ruling power, .. ., but (b)
it is not just for the ruler to seek his own interest, i.e. justice."
(p 94 Op.Cit. See too, Kerford, Op.Cit. note 21 to p 22, and for his
disagreement with the thesis Guthrie supports, see pp 23 ff.)

I have suggested above (n 71) that in view of Thrasymachus'
definition of the function of government, we have no reason te suppose
that a ruler might not act in his subjects' interest. It is in the ruler's
interest that the subjects should obey him (exercise justice in respect of
him); but government, in addition to this, is fulfilling its real end
so long as it maintains authority. If a government were able to exercise
injustice toward this object, surely, on Thrasymachus' account, it would
do so.

Thrasymachus' position is, as we have stated, a denial of Socrates'
conception of the self-ruled man. This is the man who is unwilling to do
wrong and who, presumably, if called upon to do wrong in the name of the
laws, would refrain from doing so (Cf. n 16). Such a man, far from being
nominally just, will not accept - either in belief or in act - that the
commands of government are a priori just; for he does not believe that
justice - acting with right regard toward some (be they stronger or weaker)
entails doing wrong to others. Men who are just in Thrasymachus' sense
(and in Glaucon's: e ydp vS Moctiy To &5tk :(-AK;"‘F'; -mz'axcw- .« 344C.
Cf 358E 360D) assume that it is just to regard the rulers well (the
stronger, who make the laws) no matter what they command. A government
.(continued on page
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At Republic 343 D £ff. Thrasmyachus specifically refers to the lives
of jﬁst and unjust men in a démocratic state, He says that when each
holds office, the just man, because he is just ( S ¢¢ Jydetcov gﬂh“':
345E) will not make use of public property for his own benefit ( ¢y £
Tov S',/uom;v; indeed, he will win the enmity of friends and associates
through his unwillingness to compromise his moral beliefs on their behalf
Corde pySer 9’95,'\” Weds U;W't”_—‘-“ “ﬁ: re Sutuey) . We may note that
Thrasymachus sees tyranny to be implicit in democracy as he has described
it; for his description of the unjust man's rise to absolute power (344 A
ff.) is continuous with the picture of just and unjust men he has completed.
He has contrasted the Socratically just man with his nominal counterpart,
showing that the latter, from his ability to convert public trusts (Ji/wfc; :
Ibid.) to his own ends, gains power and becomes the object of men's praise
and obedience, while the former, who is unwilling to do so, must fail
in life. Thrasymachus has stated, in sum, that Soc¢rates is a social
anomaly. But he said more than this. The setting he has used to make
his point is quite clearly democratic Athens, a city whose laws Socrates

believed he truly obeyed. It is fair to say that Thrasymachus

.73 (continued from page 150)
that legislates in view of Thrasymachus' ideal paradigm will be able to
command wrong-doing and see it achieved.. In Thrasymachus' belief, this
_ government, or the man who controls it, has achieved complete injustice
(348 D ff.); for the man (or the government) has been able to achieve
injustice without suffering reprisal from its subjects - from those who
are weaker and who. must regard the rulers well if they are to avoid
suffering injustice.

Thrasymachus has told Socrates that to ebey laws from any motive but
that of the nominally just man is wide of the mark of a man's real grounds
for regarding others well (wsf obcw moppw : 343C. Cf n-69). His description
of a man's rise to tyranny (344 AB) implies that at the end of the day
injustice rules men's lives, that the successful ruler will use any means,
just or unjust, to maintain authority. Justice, on Thrasymachus' view,
is a means to an end: the ability to be unjust when injustice pays. Here
we may note that,(344 C6) could denote either the man who rules or some
tyrant in the making. If this man follows a man's real ends his object will

be self-dependence: the ability (as Thrasymachus conceives it) to be unjust
without making reparations.
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seized the argument with which Polemarchus began.74 Polemarchus and
Socrates had not actually reached whatever political implications lay in
the common belief that justice entails harming some and benefiting others.
Thrasymachus took hold of the matter. Premising his tirade on the belief
that injustice rules men's lives, he converted a common belief about
justice into a doctrine of political consent. This doctrine showed that
the truly just man, the anomalous and imprudent Socrates, has no valid
grounds for obeying laws from the motive which he chooses.

Thrasymachus, in regarding justice as a means to the true end of
material self-sufficiency, presents a view of the just man which is the
antithesis of Socrates' notion. We have said that while political reformism
is at least implicit in Socrates' theory of consent, this is suppressed in
favour of his concept of the self-ruled man who is the equal of other
citizens (p 129 supra). Socrates' theory of consent does not lay emphasis
on forms of political constitution. It rather stresses that a man's
consent to law, if it is true consent, is a testament to his knowledge of
what a god would require of him in his relations with others. This concept
entailed Socrates' belief that material injury, suffered by a man, could
not prejudice him in the acquisition of his true well-being. It also
entailed his belief that a man must become worse who acts with injustice
toward others. In opposition to this view, Thrasymachus has maintained in
the Republic that a man's well-being exists in proportion as the man is
materially secure. He also held that tyrannical rule is an ultimate form

of 1life for a man, that it is an ultimate form of political constitution.

¢ / ’ N \ ] € - \
. 0 9,9« wuy L K0S MoAAk Kis pev Kt [L/-Acnlalufvwv qpwr /chSu
lvr,w( d.vtckd-/u/hk:/hrl;m. (06 Ao’yw' ) KTA - ¢ 336B.
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Men's exercise of justice implies this form of rule, for men regard others
well in proportion as they are weaker than or dependent on 'other men' who are
better and stronger than they. Such dependence is, at least, the only valid
or prudential ground for the exercise of justice. While Socrates held

that consent to law both belongs to custom and transcends it, Thrasymachus

had posed a radical cleavage between the laws' injunctions to regard others
well and a man's true end. This cleavage resulted in his view of the
legislator whose end is to maintain his authority, and whose authority

carries such autonomy as to permit injustice.

The received belief that justice consists in benefiting friends and
harming enemies becomes more than a retributary theory of justice in the
arguments of Thrasymachus and Glaucon; for here, we find the received
notion in combination with the belief that injustice stands sanctioned by
the nature of political power. Polemarchus' notion about justice had
implicitly raised the question of the just man's use or his value to his
kinsmen (Cf. n 63). It also raised the notion of prudential skill (Ibid.).
The political dimension which Thrasymachus added to the discussion has
deep implications for Socrates' attitude in the Apology to his accusers,
men whom he regards as both ignorant and unjust. We have dealt with these
matters at sufficient length in this chapter in relation to the specific
question of prudential skill. It is hoped that what remains will provide
a sufficient summary of Socrates' doctrine of consent in the Apology and

Crito.

Socrates' theory of political consent defines the activity of a just

man in terms of consent from conscience and continuing consent ( p 12 supra) .
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His doctrine, like that of Thrasymachus, sets up an ideal of the autonomous
man. Also, like Thrasymachus's doctrine, the setting for Socrates' ideal
is democratic Athens. In the Apology and the Crito, Socrates implicitly
opposes his conception of a just man's consent to law to the conception,
common among the Sophists, of the discrete origins of political life.
Socrates' doctrine, unlike that of Thrasymachus', does not accept as an
initial premise a natural distinction between rulers and ruled. It rather
proceeds from a view of man as .subordinate, by nature, to law. Socrates
had explained this concept in the Apology with reference to a man's
exercise of justice as seen through his obeying laws. Given that this were
true consent, Socrates saw in a man's obedience his response to a god's
requirement. He carries on with this same theme in the Crito where he
personifies the laws of Athens in order to illustrate kinship between these
laws and .eternal laws and the just man's subordination to both. In both
dialogues he described a man's moral autonomy in terms of his motive in
choosing to obey laws.

Socrates describes his consent to law in terms of a tripartite
hierarchy: the god, the polis, the individual. In the Crito, the polis,
personified.by the laws of Athens, is the individual's parent. On the one
hand, Socrates is moved to obey the god from considerations of his interests;
we have described this as consent from conscience or reason. On the other
hand, .he is not entitled to disobey the laws of Athens. These laws are
his surrogate parent, and since they are akin to divine laws so théir
commands should reflect the commands of those laws. Only by continuing to

consent to the laws of Athens by acting in their full view can Socrates
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both attest to his conception of action that a god would require of a man
and to his belief that no true harm can befall the just man. Fundamental

to his .thinking in the Crito is his concept of the individual as the off-
spring, the progeny, the slave of the laws. This notion strongly underlines
Socrates' beliefs that the duty to obey the laws - political obligation -

is natural, and that a man consents truly to law if he consents from
conscience. A passage from Republic VII will help to illustrate Socrates'
notion in the Crito, of the laws as parents.

At Republic 537 E, after he has described the education which will
ensure the success of intellectual (dialectical) training in the ideal
community, Socrates reverts to the moral education in present day Athens.

In Book 2175 he had censured the acquisitive life of Athens, a city whose
habits most citizens believe to be rooted in traditional customs. The
Sophists, however, have explained men's allegiance to custom in terms of
material selfishness. This has led to wide~spread mistrust of philosophy

on the public's part. They see the philosopher as tradition's enemy, even
if it is their own acquisitive power which Thrasymachus exhibited in his
speech in Book I. Thrasymachus, and others like him, have become the
spokesmen of society's implicit rebellion against traditional and conventional
belief. Plato describes this condition as misology, a term of broad
application which may refer as much to the public's mistrust of intellectuals
as to the ambitious man's dislike of the niceties of debate (336 D). 1In

Republic III (411 E), Socrates had described the misologist as one who

achieves his ends by vielence and who spurns persuasion (, it n1¢€JT‘/£;

{4

N ’ - - .
fia r\oywv o,vfw (112 }mir,u, s «+«+ )+ In Book VIL he again takes up the

subject of misology, this time attributing it to a man's engaging in argument

7 The implications to consent which we find in Book VI will be dealt
with in the next chapter.
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without having learnt the spirit of its disinterested essence. He describes
the man 1ll trained in argument as one who has ceased to believe in the
convictions that were instilled in him when young. It is as if he had
foster parents ( cav f;(mla:/tw vaa:ay,: 538A) whom he had obeyed in the

years before he knew they were not his own. Incapable of discovering who
his real parents are, he becomes attached to these who flatter him and
convince him that the duty to honour those who raised him is no longer upon
him. Plato is describing in this metaphor the cleavage that has grown in
Athens between men's respect for custom and their desire for material
power. His description points to the politics of present day Athens, a
city in which men have ceased to be concerned about commen origins and who
shun this common interest in favour of party allegiances.

The metaphor which we have just noted is not unlike the Apology's
description of Socrates who, though he himself professed ignorance, would
not abandon his search for his 'true parents'. He would not abandon dis-
interested enquiry. But nor would he abandon his duty to his foster parents,
the laws of Athens. By continuing to consent to the laws, even when certain
death will result, Socrates attests to his belief that the injury which has
been done him cannot prejudice his true well-being. In this, his stand is
the same as his refusal to commit injustice when, by all obvious standards,
it was prudent to do so (n 16). This feature of Socrates' case exemplified
his consent from conscience, his moral autonomy.

The Crito emphasizes that the duty to obey laws is natural: that
while the duty to obey divine law precedes a man's consent to the laws of

his city, it does not supersede it. The metaphor of Republic VII complements

the personification of the laws of Athens in the Crito. Here, the laws are

seen as Socrates' progenitors ( o/ rrfzrw ,v;r Té s’r.{w:/'r,t/w 7"'”.“,.,.: 50D).
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But they are also the brothers of the laws in Hades (54 C). We may say
that they are surrogate parents, akin to the eternal laws which are the
ultimate source of a man's obligations. In obeying the laws of Athens,
Socrates must attest to his duty to act in his relations with others as a
god would require. He must act from the sanctions of divine law. These
sanctions neither permit wrong-doing nor its requital. Socrates has been
wronged. But it cannot have been by any legitimate sanction of man that
this has happened. If men have abused laws, Socrates may not repay in kind.
By this reasoning, he starkly opposed the conception of a man's worth which
we have seen in the traditienal, retributary notion of justice. He opposed
the idea of kinship which underlay that notion, an idea which could lead to
the view that wrong-doing could be sanctioned.

When, in the Apology, Socrates said he would obey the god rather than
men, it was not with a view to disobeying the laws of Athens. It was rather
with a view to demonstrating before men what true obedience to law entails:
a man's exercising right regard of others, through obeying laws, from the
belief that to regard others well is unconditionally required. This concept-
ion emphasized the moral aspect of Socrates' case. We have referred to this
as consent from conscience. The conception of 'parenthood' in the Crito
emphasizes that political obligation is natural. We have seen that Socrates
described the latter concept in terms of a hierarchy among the gods (here
conceived as the brothers of the laws of Athens), the polis, and the
individual. The hierarchy which Socrates establishes in the Crite does not
presume the perfection of political society. It rather presumes that by
consenting truly to law a man achieves his true interest. Socrates had
developed this concept on grounds of his belief that consent from custom

is the natural effect of what reason or comscience requires. In Ch IV we
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shall examine the implications of this concept to Plato's ideal political
theory. In the remainder of this chapter we may briefly reassess Socrates'
relationship with his city and its rejection of his mission.

Kerford stated that Thrasymachus could not have held the position of

legal positivism that has sometimes been attributed to him, for had he held

this position then his admiration for injustice would have been irrelevant.76

Indeed, together with Thrasymachus' approval of a man's ability to be unjust
with success, he erects injustice as an ideal of freedom. But this concept-
ion surely implies that the tyrant - whether one man or many - is, if the
truth were known, the ultimate source of law. It therefore implies that

a man has no source of appeal, beyond the laws which a government imposes,
on which to base right action. Thrasymachus allows that some men are
'truly' just (just by Socrates' standard); that is to say, he does

allow that some men are just from grounds other than external compulsion.77
But he maintains, along with Glaucon, that such people have no rational
ground (&vé7c,5 : 360 D; 364 AB) on which to base this moral and prudential
conception. Those who agree with Socrates (those who are just from
conviction and who are not nominally just) will believe with him both that
a man ought to obey laws, and (if they reject legal positivism) that the
source of men's duty to regard one another well is remote from the laws
(though certainly akin to the laws) which enjoin men to do so. Socrates

bases the rightness of his actions, in the Apology, on this belief; for

76 Op.Cit. p 27

77 Ibid.: Kerford refers to this fact to dispose of the thesis that
Thrasymachus' position is that of psychological eogism (Cf. p 19). But
the fact to which Kerford refers would seem to have strong affinities with
what he calls "position 1": that'"Moral obligation has no real existence,
but is an illusion in men's minds (ethical nihilism).": Ibid.
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he denies that his city can justly prohibit him from pursuing his mission.
His accusers could maintain, as against Socrates, that since the city is
itself the source of law and right action, that Socrates cannot be just

and continue to pursue his mission, for he would then contravene its ordinance.
In fact, however, Socrates' conditional release remains hypothetical. He
invoked its possibility in conjunction with his belief that a just man will
always act in full view of the laws, attesting before all citizens to his
belief that his actions have been just. Again, it might have been from no
more than conscientious mistake - not moral mistake - that his accusers
believed Socrates guilty of wrong-doing. But Plato certainly did not write
the Apology with this view in mind. Had he done so, he would not have had
Socrates imply that his accusers were unjust men (30 D 5). Plato believes
that they were unjust men because they rejected Socrates' mission. By it,

he sought to explain what he took the grounds of right action to be. 1In
rejecting his mission they reject his concept of a man's covenant with others.
The conception of a man's kinsmen which his accusers represent is at least
that of the nominally just man. In Plato's view, the accusers, despite

their professed loyalty to Athens, have acted in ignorance of justice and

in favour of the political authority they represent. 1In this chapter, we
have traced the'grounds of the accusation to current Sophistic theories
which claim that a man can have no legitimate loyalty to any authority other
than the ruling power.

We have said that a man's continuing consent may be regarded as the
outward manifestation of his consent from conscience. Socrates' refusal to
yield to Crito's advice and escape prison is, in one sense, simply an
example of his unwillingness to act from fear of death. His attitude, while

in prison is, in one sense, simply an example of his unwillingness to act
H
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from fear of death. His attitude, while in prison, is wholly consistent
with his belief that a man's real well-being is not prejudiced by material
injury. But his attitude also reflects an ideal conception of the
impartiality of justice. At Crito 51E, the laws tell Socrates that he has,
by his acts, entered into an agreement with them to do what they order.
This means that the man who approves, tacitly, of the administration of
the laws agrees in practice (;;Yf') to obey them. We may say that the man
shows his inward agreement by his outward acts. Here, a man's acts are
understood by Socrates in the same sense as at Apology 32 A (Cf p 123,

n 38). His acts are a practical complement to his conception of a man's
interests. By continuing to consent to the laws while even under sentence
of death, Socrates is not vindicating the men who passed sentence upon
him. Indeed, he believes that this sentence is unjust. But his stance is
not negative. He is not admitting that 'other men' are themselves the
source of law and that, by submitting to the city's sentence, he is merely
accepting personal loss. Socrates believes, rather, that he will harm the
state and not simply 'other men' if he absconds; for he will have acted
not only in breach of an unjust decision that men have made, but also in
breach of an impartial law which says that the judgment of the courts will
be final (50 B). In this, Socrates may be said to obey the laws conceived
as involving the common good of society rather than the good of 'the other

man' and one's own loss.

e
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Chapter III

Toward The Doctrine of Consent in the Republic

In this chapter I want only to cite two problems which underlie
Plato's theory of consent. It is hoped that the resolution of one, if
not both of these problems will emerge, satisfactorily, in the course of
the two following chapters. The first problem concerns the origin of
the ideal community. The second, which is not unrelated to this, is whether,
and to what extent, Plato would countenance violence as a means to the
establishment of a society in which ideal ends would be achieved. Both
these topics are complementary to our understanding of sophrosune - the
virtue which, in Plato's conception of it, is the mainstay of his theory
of consent in an on-going society.

The hope Socrates expresses in Republic VI that society might consent
to philosophic rule is circumscribed by the fact that Plato offers no
programme of positive action by which the ideal community is to be realized.
The community's origins are apocryphal and Plato's conception of its
origins remains implicit. In a famous passage of the Republic (592B) Plato
"tells us that even if the community is a practical impossibility, the just
man will still live by its tenets. But when Adeimantus suggested that the
philosopher would have accomplished much by abstaining from political
rivalries (496E) Socrates answered that such a man will have attained less
than he might, for he will not have lived in a community amenable to his
nature. Plato never loses sight of quietism, which we may define as
abstention from active engagement in political reforml; and we must

emphasize that quietism, and not active engagement, dominates his thinking.

Cf Ch IT pp 120h129g and n 50 p 127 .
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But Plato regards as second-bes the very accomplishment of which

Adeimantus spoke. It is here that we find the significance for him of

the community's origin, and with it, the means to the fulfilment of the
philosophic nature. Since Plato also believes that philosophic rule is
necessary to the perfection of society itself, he is willing to state in
Republic VI that it is not unreasonable to assume public acceptance of
philosophic rule. We should emphasize with Adam that Plato's verdict on
the society's realization (ng/yé;nu S vvken re. : 502 C) is less than
optimistic. But if we suppose that the quietism of 592 B is the sole object
of Plato's theory, we lose sight of his assumption in Book VI that conmsent
to philosophic rule in a Greek city state is not impossible. We also lose
sight of his conception of the restoration of justice to a community which
has failed, in the course of time, to achieve its natural ends. With his
belief that ghe philosophic nature is not realized in present socilety Plato
thus emphasizes that philosophers have a political function to fulfil. He
believes that the perfection of society depends on the exercise of that
function. He further assumes that we can only conceive this function as
effectively realized if we assume that philosophers have been given consent
to rule. In short, we must assume the public's confirmation of the philos-
opher's natural capacity to rule. We may here note that Plato's conception
of capacity, or will, i8 of major importance to the theory of consent: both
of the philosopher's consent to rule and the consent to their rule of the

subordinate classes.2

2 It will be shown in the next chapter that 'capacity' (Jvzﬁy«s)

and'will' are closely related concepts in Plato, A citizen's capacity
to do his proper work is explained in Plato through his concept of
justice (Sln¢¢,pJV7 ). It is by means of this concept - justice and

the tripartite soul, that Plato explains a citizen's consent to do his
(continued on page 163)
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Plato assumes in Republic VI that society has the potential ability
to consent to philosophic rule. It will be useful for us to discuss the
attitude to the public mind which he there expresses. Society's unwilling-
ness to recognize the man of philosophic nature, its refusal to distinguish
him from the politician, is brought out clearly at 498E. Plato does not
there imply that socieﬁy is incapable of making this distinction. What
he rather says is that society has never experienced the difference between
the adornments of rhetoric and Socratic dialectic, which is uncontrived:
ov Y“‘f Twire ce :?S‘av rcn}uvw to vov Mfo/ezmu,., .« XA o0k 15 e Jvéfu;-
Tov “y’"‘f V:"j"/(rwa’ux. Plato, or course, contrives the form of this
sentence to mock Gorgias (See Adam on 498E 29). But his intentiom is
serious, for he believed that Socratic dialectic, unlike rhetoric, was
natural and uncontrived. Furthermore, he felt that political rhetoric lay
at the root of society's unwillingness to respond to the philosopher.

Thus, at 493 CD Plato speaks harshly of the Sophists, holding that
there is ne distinction between the Sophist who teaches that the criterion
of right is what placates undisciplined public will and the politican whe
acts on the assumption. It is not clear whether, on balance, Plato's
hostility is directed more vigorously at the public in general or the
Sophists and the politicians in particular. We must regard this question
from the point of view of a basic assumption in Plato: that were there
to be political reforms of a positive kind, these must come from above.

Plato conceives reform on the basis of Socrates' analogy from techne.

2 (continued from page 162)
proper work. Plato's concept of sophrosune is essential to this
notion, sophrosune being the agreement or concord of the 'parts' of
the soul to do their proper work, and the classes of the state to
contribute to the states' ends.



164.

Society's initial response to philosophic rule must derive (if we discount
violent methods) from the prior exercise of political techne which would
be found in combination with quietism.

With Plato's claim that the potentially able ruler is often emasculated
by attention to public opinion we must offset his claim in Book VI that
society in general might manifest sufficient shame (gfﬂx,g,Lc;,: 501E) to
recognize the difference between the philosopher and the conventional
politician. Plato therefore suggests that together with our assumption of
consent in Book VI we may also assume such degree of moral reform in the
public as will enable the philosopher to obtain rule. Plato is saying that
the practical execution of the philosopher's political function is at least
conditioned by the public's willingness to be activated by true political
science.

There is irony in Socrates' observation that the Siophists and politic-
ians regard themselves as rivals (x;tLreky,ys:’493A). Far from being
opposed to one another, they in fact stand on the same ground; for the
politician acquires his art from the Sophists (or rhetorsB) and contribute
to society's instability in his actions as much as they in their teaching.
What is of greatest concern to Plato in this matter 1s that rhetoric
stands as an obstacle to truly effective political science: the potentially
able ruler either succumbs to rhetoric himself, or, if he has strength
against the ambitions that rhetoric enflames, he must remain of no use to

society. To Plato's mind rhetoric, as used by the politiclans, is an

3 It shouldbe mentioned that the Sophists believed that virtue

could be taught. The rhetors, such as Isocrates, for example,
believed good comscience in the pupil can be assumed. They taught
the art of persuasion on that basis. One can consider Meno 95 C for
a description of the rhetor's attitude in this matter.
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inversion of true political art. By means of the latter, the ruler would
mould the characters of the citizens. He would not preserve himself from
the danger of falling out of grace with them by tending to the needs of
undisciplined will, whether his own will for the fruits of power, or
theirs for the material benefits he might bestow. This thought, strongly
expressed in the Gorgias (512B-13B) is similar to the claim made at

Republic 489C that it is not natural that rulers should subserve uneducated

-

or undisciplined public demand. ( cv zev ;’f)(ov ek Seto Bty Tiov o(;l)(o/mt:mv ";/"
Kerbu, g; v ('; 4;/\751»;:‘( re ;:((-t\os ; .) To understand the full meaning

of this statement we must interpret it in the light of what Plato took to

be implicit in Socratic dialectic: the conception of rule as a techne.

In keeping with his customary plea of ignorance Socrates interpreted this
negatively, so far as political reform was concerned, addressing the

concept to his notion of the self-ruled man. But Plato saw in it the basis
of social reform. Implicit in the Socratic and the Platonic conceptions of
techne is the belief that questions of moral conduct must ultimately reduce
to a conception of moral practice based on knowledge. What was significant
in Socrates' conception of moral techne was his belief that public men,

the Athenian ;U’A,g ,“'y.(Ag‘ were unable to teach virtue. Furthermore, the
public teachers who purported to train men inlthe persuasive use of

language failed by their art to impart moral competence. Socrates maintained
this belief to the end in conjunction with his own conception of the moral
grounds of a man's consent to law. His claim that Fhe Athenians could

not impart virtue, won for him the enmity of those who saw the traditional
moral education as the source of the restored democracy's strength.

Socrates' attitude in this and his habit of abstention from active partici-
pation in political affairs formed the basis of Plato's discussion of

political science and the reformed polis.
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At Republic 493A Socrates speaks of the Sophists' habit of forming
their knowledge of man on what they have learnt of citizens' wants in
the assembly or public gathering places. It is as if one were acquiring
knowledge of a large and powerful animal (@'/(_:‘,/,‘“, ,Ué?u'/{w /a: ""”X F"?' )
so that one might placate it, knowing what makes it most savage or gentle
(ggxp”a;u;,v ; ”fqo;‘cpv ). The thought is that the public is alternative-
ly appeased or angered by rhetoric: by the base rhetoric which Plato
even supposes to be repellent to the public (499E). But if rhetoric could
tame the public, so too could speaking to the public in the manner of
dialectic (ﬂprv: 499E - 500A) . In view of his metaphor of the great beast
Plato cannot be said to have regarded the Athenian democracy as gentle or
mild.4 But if he speaké of the public in terms of irrationality (493A),
he also alludes to its wpuéqu in terms of a capacity for rational response
to political reform. The public will become quiet if we speak in other
than contentious terms Sri ?[AoVé¢K3/), that is, if we speak in the manner
of dialectic. This is to assume a quality in the public which is distinct
from the irrationality of the beast. It is to assume in the public a
capacity, or a potential will, toaccept philesophic ruie. It is the task
of our next chapter to explain the connotation of the ratidnalitz of the

subject classes' response to reform and to philosophic rule.
P p

4 See Adam, on 500A. He says that Wriuu' is an allusion to "the
universally admitted rp-u £ys_ of the Athenian §7, wos''. He cites
Aristotle, Pol Ath xxii:4: r«, e—cuauu cov g Vou r/,w ¢¢ « There,
Aristotle is speaklng of the people during Zhe time of the democracy's
growth at Athens. Plato's metaphor of the beast is consistent with
his own dislike of democracy, with whose growth (we may infer) he
associates the people's loss of its customary mildness (fmocys ).
Plato's reference to this quality at least suggests his view that law,
rather than holding a recalcitrant people at bay, should restore its

customary habit of mild submission.
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Plato's theory of consent, then, involves not only the familiar
fact that the duty of the epikouroi consists in the preservation of true
belief (éﬁf 5}&.‘), but also, that consent to philosophic rule entails
an initial capacity for reform on society's part. The public's response
to this inherent capacity would be sufficient to the community's origin.
If, then, we assume that consent to philosophic rule was secured by
rational means we shall want to know, by way of complementing this concept-
ion, what construction to place on the maintenance in the community of
true belief - the condition of mind that would guarantee continued consent
to philosophic rule. Plato's suggestion in Book yi that the public is
capable of rational response to philosophic rule should find implicit |
confirmation in his conception of sophrosune. If we can confirm this then
we shall have gone far toward dispelling the view that the_third class is
moved to obedience only through fear,5 or ‘that sophrosune, so far as the
mentality of the third class is concerned, implies that this class would
consent to law and would observe moral custom with the same attitude of
mind that moves men in unreformed society.6 Here we should recall a point
which we made in Ch II: that unless sophrosune denotes true consent then
Plato will not have answered the sophistic contention that men's obedience
to law conceals the fact that justice is the rulers' advantage. If the
third class maintains this belief, then the ideal city will be a community
of two conflicting minds. As Cornford assumed (Op.Cit.), something less

than true belief, namely fear, will characterize the consent of the third

3 - Francis M. Cornford, "Psychology and Social Structure in the
Republic of Plato', C.Q., VI 1912, pp 246 ff.

6 R.D. Archer-Hind, The Phaedo 0f Plato, (London, 1883) pp 180 ff.
We shall show in Ch 1V that while Archer-Hind's interpretation was
instructive, it cannot be accepted without qualification,
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class. The third class' consent will, in this case, be ostensible though
not real. But if that is true of its continuing consent, what of the
conditions that marked the community's origin? Could the third class, if

it is moved only by fear, suppose that the community had originated in
anything but men's submission to philosophic rule from fear of its
proponents' decisive, superior strength? One further thought may be added
at this point: if tension, rather than harmony, marks the ideal community's
life then the order to which its subject classes submit cannot truly reflect
the order of the cosﬁos to which, in Plato's belief, the ideal community
belongs. This point brings to our attention the importance of Plato's
doctrine of necessity C;L1717) in the Timaeus. In Ch IV we shall refer to
this doctrine in order to throw valuable light on the Republic's doctrine

of consent.

In this chapter I have raised the subject of the ideal community's
origins. I have indicated with reference to Book VI that the doctrine of
initial censent should at least be consistent with the docriné: of sophrosume
if fear and irrationality are not the deminant characteristics of the
consent of the third class. What, then, may we say at this point about

Plato's notion of violence as a means to the attainment of political ends?

I have said in the first section of this chapter that quietism, as
opposed to active engagement in politics, dominates Plato's thinking in
respect of the question of origins. I have implied that we would have
obvious grounds for supposing that violence marks the community's origin
if the great body of its citizens subsequently consent to its laws from

fear. In that case, not only can we reasonably suppose that violence was
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a means to the origin of philosqphic rule, but that the fear of its assertions
would also mark the community's continuing life. If that is the case in

an on-going society, we have every reason to suppose that the public's
confirmation of the philosophers' natural capacity to rule is mo more than
the effect of the cynicism which Glaucon, rehearsing an influential theory
of justice, described in Book II. I have drawn attention to this point

in order to .emphasize that the spirit in which the community endures should
at least be consistent with the spirit in which it begins. My case for this
derives from the evidence of Book VI, where, I believe, we find a gemeral
sentiment in Plato that is coempatible with the doctrine of sophrosune in
Book IV. My view of the matter is that violence does not belong to the
spirit of Plato's intentions. But his intentions yet involve both living
and future generations of men. While the thought of violence repels him

we yet wonder what immediate force could set his aims of reform in motion,
and therewith bring to fruition the doctrine of cemsent in Book IV. I de
not feel that the question of initial violence - perhaps itself a form of
necessity for Plato - can be satisfactorily resolved. But the question

is relevant if the ideal community is the achievement in historical time of
natural, human ends. It will be useful, then, to note some basic features
of the case which are available from Plato's own texts.

Plato tells us that the ideal community might come into being through
the work of chance (Jv.i/,17 Tes e,x TU’/7$ irqoaﬁ;,\J : 499B) . He associates,
as being simultaneous with the workings of chance, the city's obedience
to philosophic rule (4. ﬁi ﬂ?iéc Muc7?$¥r: Ibid.). He describes its
obedience as temperance and quiet submission arising from persuasion
(TAP’ og\v,.. .« . n.‘o-p/,:., L EKecvovs s o .o KAl ce /ZA:\W «lco VSV dkovevces

o, )
Mphivevede ; K oAV yé « o ] VW{vaJGJUI¢5501CD). In these passages
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there is no tangible hint of a real distinction, on the one hand, between
inaugural means, and, on the other hand, ends to be achieved. We may consider,
in addition to these passages, Plato's description of the 'ship of fools'
where we see a distinction between political science and the 'art' of
grasping the helm - a distinction which brooks no link between political
science and, at any rate, common methods of gaining power. On the side of
the possibility of vielent origins we may consider the implications of
Republic 541B, where Plato proposes the expulsion of the adult population

of the present city as being necessary to the achievement of a new society.
We should consider, as well, the implications of Republic 415E where Plato,
in Popper's view, is describing the invasion by a warrior class of mysterious
origins.

In respect of Republic 488 DE, an earlier generation of scholars
believed that Plato is speaking about two incompatible things: a.true science
of navigation, and a bogus skill of seizing the helm.8 This interpretation
of the passage runs as follows: we are to regard Athens as a ship owner
(or master)9 whose crew, with the exception of the one really skilled sailor
among them, vie with one another in persuading or compelling ( ; ﬂq;émmfg ;
p&&5¢£V+VoL ) the owner to let them take the helm (77Jj$;ov). They all
contemn the true sailor as useless (i;/ywcov), not recégnizing that he has

real skill, for they do not believe that his science is relevant to their

Popper, Op.Cit. p 226 (CF sec. (d) of n 31 of Ch IV Op.Cit.)

T.D. Seymour, "On Plato's Ship of Fools", C.R., XVI 1902, pp 385-387.;
Paul Shorey, "Note on Plato, Republic 488D," C.R., XX 1906 pp 247-248

Mention must also be made of Adam's notes on the passage together
with his Appendix 1 to Book VI p 74 F.

9 Should we translatevxéulqﬂau as owner or master? The point is that
m‘ukAyﬂoV stands for the demos, the collective sovereign of Athens. See Seymour,

p 386 (Col. 1).
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methods of gaining control.10 This interpretation strongly distinguishes

true navigational skill from persuasive or compulsive methods of seizing

the tiller - methods, that is, of obtaining Athens' consent to rule.11

More recent scholars, while not denying this distinction between science

of rule and seizure of power, have treated the passage as stating essentially

one idea: that there is a true science of navigation, but the sailors

deny that this is so because they do notrecognize that it is possible to

acquire navigational skill by means of the 'useless' sailor's science.
Seymour pointed out that there is at least continuity between -the

sailors' methods and their objective (n 11 supra.). Given that Plato (on

the quietist interpretation) would insist on a different method of obtaining

power, there is no intrinsic reason for us to suppose that he does not

himself anticipate continuity of method (i.e. means of obtaining power) with

formal acquisition of consent to rule. At this point, it will be useful to

consider Adam's contribution to the subject of the 'ship of state'.

10 At 488E Shorey readoggf/g?y for o;;/ltuo‘ of the MSS. 1In his

view, it is the truly skilled sailor who does not believe that true
navigational skill is found in combination with a 'skill' of gaining
control by violent methods. See C.R. Op.Cit. p 248 and Shorey's notes
h, 1, and j, pp 20-21 of his trans. in Loeb.

11 Seymour, agalnst Campbell and Jowett,held onws dpﬂovrui(488 D 1)
to be parallel with Smws 5S¢ Kvﬂ&pw/ru (D 4) He mentioned that both

verbs have the inceptive force of attain power, obtain control (p 387:
Col. 1). That is, on his view, (Ibid.), the sailors - though not the

true sailor - believe that politics is essentially an art of acquiring
power by beseeching the owner to let them rule.

12

Shorey believed that the true pilot does not hold w1th the other
sailors 'skill' of getting control. He took ,wre rqxvyu covcov /wrf
ﬁwkbr7v (E-1) to refer to this false skill., Cornford, on the other
hand, treats the Greek of E~1 as the "instruction and practice" which
provides knowledge how to steer (orws S¢ #vfepvyoec : "keep control
of the helm") The sailors reject the idea that this knowledge is
compatible with skill of navigation. See Cornford's trans. p 195-96.
See also, Lees' trans. in Penguin and Grube in Plato's Thought, p 274.
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Adam held, as against Stallbaum and Ast, that the passage a4 488 DE,
oTws d¢ A{uﬂ#fw;féc .. -3,0.1 o c7‘v KUPGFV7¢(K7’V, does not imply two arts:
a scientific art of pillotage (ruling in the crew's interest, say)13 and
a separate art of enforcing and maintaining authority -~ that is to say, an
art we can call the art of maintaining the sailors' willing consent (when
once consent had been given). In support of his claim that v re Teves ., . .,
&v ce fi does not imply a special art - an art of maintaining control -
Adam points to Statesman 293A: .. .é:vc@ ékovc«s Zkuc‘ ;;pu:x: + « «3 and
2913C: P G'Ko'l’twv ’7‘ -l’d""fw' (Cf. 296E f.), where it is said that the
consent of either patient or citizenm should not be regarded as a condition
of the right performance of medical or pelitical science. On this, Adam
says: "The pilot cares just as little whether people wish him to steer as
whether they do not: his art has nothing whatever to do with the sentiments
with which the passengers regard his rule." (p 74)

In dealing with the Republic text Adam emphasizes the parallel of
thogght with the Statesman at the expense of the fact that scientific rule
will obtain in the first place only if the scientific ruler somehow acquires
consent.14 We may interpret the Statesman passage as suggesting that where
scientific rule already exists the consent of the citizens could be suspended,

though there, the condition in which this would be true would be that of a

purely theoretical constitution and not a constitution which Plato is proposing

13
Adam does not draw this inference, but it is quite possible to

conceive of a (Platonically) skilled ruler governing in a manner that

is in the citizens' interest, though they remain recalcitrant. I say
that this is a possible construction, though I do not suppose - as I
think Adam does - that maintaining willing consent is not, properly,
part of the rulers' art. It is possible to conceive of a right minded
ruler and unwilling subjects. But I do not feel that this catches the
main sense of Plato's over-all view. This subject remains for consider-
ation in the next chapter.

14 Adam nowhere suggests, to my knowledge, that acquisition of power
would be violent - or, that is, witheut willing consent. If, however, the

scientific ruler cares little whether citizens approve of his rule, I can
see no reason to suppose that acquisition of power would have excluded violence.
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for men in historical time. In the Statesman, Plato is making essentially
the same suggestion that he is making in Republic VI about the actual
exercise of scientific rule: that the ruler would not be enslaved to the
demands of lower appetite and therefore be ineffective as a ruler. So
far as Adam is emphasizing this particular point, we must agree with him.
But suspension of consent - even if we are thinking only in theoretical
terms - must at least involve its acquisition. This, indeed, is implicit
in Adam's suggestion, "If others wish his services [the scientific ruler's
services] it is their business to apply to him, not his to sue for the
opportunity ‘of doing them a service", (as is the case with government in
present society: Cf 589 NV, 536 BC). We may agree with Adam's precise point
that the text at 488B 7 (in view of wf;t 5e¢ tol:cocs (.c'«nuvus /74\'(:
JeFancov é?L¢¢ Ibid.) does not speak of the art of steering as having two
aspects: an 'art' of rule, and an 'art' which could be said to entail
consent, where those who are governed so bridle the ruler with their demands
that he cannot rule effectively (as Athens itself grants anyone his day of
power who can cajole or force it to heed his pleas). But it is difficult
to agree that the reason for this is g fortiori that the will of those who
are ruled is irrelevant to scientific rule. It must be relevant to scientific
rule (on the quietist assumption, at any rate) if the ideal reformer does
not beseech the public to let him rule, and yet, we assume, as Plato does
in Book VI, that he might become ruler. In order to become ruler he must
at least have persuaded the public that they ought not, as they do now,
contemn him as useless:

"To begin with, then, teach this parable to the man who is

surprised that philosophers are not honoured in our cities, and

try to convince him that it would be far more surprising if they

were honoured. ... And say to him further: You are right in
affirming that the finest spirits among the philosophers are of
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no service to the multitude. But bid him blame for this use-~

lessness, not the finer spirits, but those who do not know how

to make use of them." (489B: Shorey)

Surely, this apology implies that the philosopher must have acquired consent
should he ever become ruler.

We may say that the passage at 488 DE has to do with one art whose
basic principles remain the same whether practised or not, but an art which
is always potentially practicable, and would become actually so should those
who are to be steered seek the expert helmsman's advice and obey it. But
this does not exclude the true hélmsman's seeking the ship's consent, even
if he himself spurns as useless conventional methods of gaining, and with
it, maintaining the peoples' consent.

Finally, the passage says that knowledge of the seasons, the sky,
the winds, etc. belongs to the true science of helmsmanship. The sailors
believe that this knowledge is useless to their purposes ( rev ws ;M;,Q‘Z.;
KVﬁFfV7t¢d;v ovy' 7‘,4-'2 <V ﬂ? ovte. . . .;;(,70-:.':.' f(l"l &t écoOue . . .) and
are intent, not on any science of navigation, but on methods of overpowering
the owner of the ship (d’uro;s ' J'; -(3:4; .17; n? Vdvkkylfl:l,.ﬂ'ff“éxvlo'édc
J bo/ﬁ;ous x.u‘ 1r.<'n'.( n‘uo?yf«s, vac n?v a’{:.rw co n,ﬂ/\uv é):ru'/e'y]: 488C).
The 'ship of state' parable had begun with sailors imploring the master'

(or owner) - the demos - to give them the helm. It had pictured undiscipl-
ined seamanship together with the absence of navigational science. Its
actual counterpart is democratic Athens, a city that lacks effective

~ government and is ever won over by the influence of those who seek power -
those who reject as useless, a science which distinguishes between government
(_;;rw f; KVﬂsfw/ru: Adam) and present means to its attainment. Plato

ends the parable (489B) by speaking, not of a ship master (the demos) being

overpowered by influential demands, but of the other side of this cein -
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of a would-be helmsman (;(upef ./7’:7v : 489B-1) who cannot effectively
exercise power because, rather than ruling, he is enslaved to public demand:
o/ y:f p’;(u ey'o-u/ vaéfvétwl v.wtzv ‘-6760.4.4 J;o;m).u :{’d’uroaz _IM
(Adamwas emphasizing this aspect of the case). The parable therefore
describes the ineffectiveness both of government and men's consent to
government at Athens. This is a society in which there is no real division
of labour (no real consensus, one could say) between government and citizen-
ship, a society which equates government with the activities of those who
seek power and influence. The essence of the democracy, in Plato's opinion,
was competition for these laurels. He has contrasted this with a science
of rule whose practitioner will not be moved by these same competitive
objects, for the latter anticipate no real distinction Setween ruler and
ruled. This very distinction is essential to the political science that
will remain inoperative until the 'sailors' recognize the'true helmsman.'
Plato's doctrine of consent opposes the absolute sovereignty which
the Athenian assembly now exercises to his own concept of the sovereignty
of the expert ruler. It anticipates a division of function between govern-
ment and governed which, when once established, will be as complete in its
.distinction between rulers and ruled as the present, popular sovereignty,
is incomplete. If we ask whether Plato's philosophers would effectuate
their ideals by democratic means, and our criterion for these means is
that which Plato describes in the'ship of state', we must answer that he
held participation in present politics to be of no use toward political
reform. We must stress that reform is his object. Present means of
~gaining influence are, on his view, indistinct from the ends which
politicians pursue. But it is just as true, on the quietist hypothesis at

least, that Plato's means would not be radically distinct from the ends to
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be achieved. While. the'true helmsman' seeks reform, the other 'sailors'
will not move outside the current system of politics. They will telerate
no distinct