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SOCRATES AND THRASYMaCHUS
i I

The encounter between Socrates and Thrasymachus in Republic I is notoriously
baffling., Most of what is said seems stralphtforward, and the issues at
stoke are ones of commen concern, but the argument rema2ins elusive., The
purpose of this paper is to investigate the nature ani crounds of this
¢«lusiveness, and to show that some of 1t can be dispelled by a sufficlently
free-ranging sxegesis that hesrs in mind the general cheracter of Flato's
writing.

The normal implicrtion of dizlorue form is th:t the s2uthor is disencarsed
from his charascters. iven if he usu2lly uses one of them e&s his meouth-
plece, we cannot assume that he st:nds by every word he makes him s=y, or
that 'he¢ dissents from every word the others scy., He is, after 211, the
2uthor of 211 t heir words 2like. where there is o cenuine interchnnge
betieen charecters, we may ook for the author's 'doctrine!' not so much
in whnt any one of them s2ys 2s in what happens between them., That 1is to
sy, a writer of 'dialosues is necesscrily an ironist. In the Republic
there is o sccond layer of iron~, The discussion is annotated: we are told
when Thrasymachus hes been refuted (3432)., But it is not Plato who tells
us this in propria persona: it is still Socrates, recording his own success,
To aspsume tht Flato endorses this endorsement is to assume that he 1is a
very naive author. But the chief chearacteristic of his prose style is
very obviously a subtlety borderin~s on over-elaboration, and it is sofer to

~be prepared for a similer refinement in his way of arguinz, Plato himself

has Socrates say (Phaedrus 278a) that the writtenword cannot be, as the
spoken word can, (a) enarpges (b) teleon and (c) axion spoudés. One may
accordingly suspect that Plato's writings will need (a2) clarification

(b) suprlementing from elsuwhere and (c) tokine with a grain of salt,

Plzto is in any case discernibly a philosopher of multiple connections and
ambignities: arguments and annlogies are repez2ted from dialogue to dialousge
with changed emphasis and point. We should expect thot the Hlepublic,

so synoptic and inclusive in plan, would stand out amons his writings in

the complexity of its internal nad externsl ramificetions. In what follows
I shall argue that the rea) point 2t issue hetween Socrates and Thrasymachus
is one thot is never explcictly made in the context hut which mev be
inferred from the n~rture of the erguments employed and confirme=d by reference
to t he rest of the Hepublic and to other dizlogues. In theory, such
exegesls is objectionable as 2llowine merely fanciful embroidery; in
practice, it mekes a closer reading of the text possible by providing a
context in which the whole argument 1akes sense.,
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IT
When Thrasyrtchus says '"Phdmi gur c¢ro ¢inai to dikoion cuk allo ti &é,..,!

what sort of question =bout justice is he answering?” He is not defining,
in the sense¢ of explaining the meaning of 2 new or unfmiliar term, for
(2) the term is not new or uni~milizr, (b) hez exvects his =ccount to be
immedintely applauded as recognigably apt, (c) he goes on to provide premises
from which it is the conclusicn, (d) he himself insists (337c2) that his
question is not like 'How many makes twzlve?' (that is, presurmably, it is
not like the reduction of & complex idea tc the simple ones of which it is
made up). “hat he offers is rather 2 beltidn arckrisis peri dikaiosungs
(337d2). The expression susrests thit he means to shad o startlineg new
light on the subject rether than to import extra information about it; but
what sort of li~ht? There scem to be two possibilities. ‘olemarchus’
successive characterizations of justice were 211 intended to provide a
criterion of the justice of an action in cases where that was in doubt,.
That is how the prohklen of justice had arisen (231c): the discussion with
Ceph#lus suggested the need for a 'horos dikaiosunés,' a fixed houndary
for justice, a recognizable property such that whotever had it could he
cnlled Jjust. bBut when Glaucon and adeimontus later ask Socrates to tell
them what justice is (368c), it is not a criterion thcy want; whet they
demantl 1s such an 2account of the nature of justice thot its effects and
advantages will appear (367e3). From this point in the dialogue on, no
attemptis mrde to fulfil the initial demand for & criterion of justice in
doubtful ceses. On the contrary, it is either assumed that certain kinds
of actions and individuels are just or unjust (for example, the short
list of twpically unjust actions at 442e-4432), or (in the case of the
novel institutions of the idecal state) the question of their justice is
deliberately shelvad (cf. 416b5-c3). Conversely, Folemsrchus, in seaking
a touchstone for Jjustice, had taken its merits for grantad.z To use the
terms made familiar by ir <. M. Hare, the two questions use, respectively,
the prescriptive and descriptive aspects of the meaning of dikailon to
aguestion the other aspect., the first suestion is thus: 'It beines granted
that Jjustice is always sood, what acts are just?! +«snd the second guestion
is 'It being granted that certaoin acts are just, hcw shall we evaluate
justice?!

"which of these two ocuestions is Thrasymrchus answering? From 343¢
on it becomes more and more obvicus th:«t he 1s concerned rather to attzck
than te describe justice (hence the form in which Glaucon receives the
question): to c2ll justice z2llotrion agothen, is, on the face of it, to
condemn it. But Thrasymachus!' initial formula, 'to tou kreittonos sumpheron,'!
night be teken simply as a criterion, and it is as such that Thrsswymachus
seems to be offering it--naturally enough, since it i1s interposed into
Polenmarchus' snd Secrateés! search for a criterion. Thrasywachus'! criterion
would be: justice is legality, and legality is dctermined by ths established
powcr in its own interest. That is how Cleitophon interprets it, and makes
the necessary correction: what 1s actualiw legal is what the authoritics
think will be in their interest (24Cb). But Thrasymachus rejects this
correction; and this rejection shows th:t he is already offering not a
¢riterion but the basis for a revaluction. annd of ccurse, if 211 thert is
leg2l is just, any reference to the 'interest of the stronger' is otiose
if it is & criterion that 1s recuired., Legality 1s more ensily established
than =2dvantzge¢ is calculated or intention divined. Thrasymachus' 'better
answer' is thus not an improved criterion but an illuminating truth about
the actions gzgreed to be just. The fact that & criterion is expected is
among the causes of the recader's bewilderment.
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Thrasyrachus rejects Cleitophen's ccrrection ¢n the gound thot, thceugh
rulers do make mistakes, in callins then 'the strenser' we are thinking of
their successes ard nct of their failures: gua 'kreittenes' they =re
infallible. It is sometimes s2id thot he weuld hove had n better arzument
if  he had aecepted Cleiteplicn's interpretasticn, thus basing himseldf
souarely cn the facts, insteal ¢¥ launchinz intc the realm ot abstracticn,
whers Socrates is master., “uite asile from the reascns just menticned

(in effect, that this is nct what he means t¢ say), the opinicn is mistaken
on twa counts. First, Throesymnchus has cited no particular facts but only
hagzarded scnme generaliznaticns about the tendencies of governmental
institutiens. Sccond, an incsuiry into the facts azbout fGreek legal

systerns would be equzazlly beyond the pewers of Socrates and Thrasymachus,
and prcbably of Plato himself. HNer @€euld 'the faets,' when assembled, be
expected tro suppcrt unanircusly anqd unambisucusly an?/particular
thecretical positicn.3 One cannot conduct an argumefit b citing instances
and counter-instances frem histcry», «an? Thrasymachus himself invites us
te consider the case of the just men in ofiice (343el-7).

Thrasymnnchus is 2s much a thoorist as Sccerates. If Cleitophoen
confronts him with 2 choice it is not one beyond fact =ni thecrv but <ne
between twc theoreticsl positions which he nsver explicitly distineuishes.
The first is, that the nature of government is tc seck and exert power in
its cwn interest, and tc use legnl devices ('justice') as a mecns tc this
end, The =zccond is, that the nature of Jjust acticn (assured definable
withcut reference to governrment acticn) is faveurszble to constituted
authority. 'Te <dikaien einai...tc tou kreittcnos sumpéhben' can he taken
either way. The former of these positicms is a theses 2bcut the neoture
of wovernment, the latter abeut the naturs of justice; it is justice
thet Thrasymachus purpcrts te be discussing, yet it is the former position
that he opts fer. Presumnable) he makes this cheice because he is mere
interestsd in power than in fJustice, a2s the sequel shews. That he has
made this odd chcice is, hewever, concealed frem the reader by the fact
thnt he evades (Cleitcphon'!s challenge by formally denyins that he heos to
decide (340cé): cn his interpretation, what the rulers commcnd and what
serves their interest is the same.

Frem the peint of view of eone arguing aheut the nsture ¢f government,
Thrasymachus'! supposedly 'unrcealistic' insistence cn the restriction to
successful acticn is undoubtedly correct. It is a restriction that is
alw. s made in expcunding skills. ianuals cf medicine are abcut whati
doctcrs do right, nct what they d¢ wrong ner abeout acticns that are
irrelevant tc their skill. Thrasymechus deoes meke the assumption that
.governnent ‘is scmethin: that can be well c¢r ill done, and intelligently
criticized accordingly; but who ceculd deny thst? Thrasymachus is thousht
to weaken his case because¢, by transferring attenticn from what rulers
dc to the standards by which they are judsesl, hce enables docrates te
introduce the distinction betwesn the zrt ¢f ruling 2nd the art of
actuisition. But woe shell sce (VII) that this distinction is not in
itself damapging to Thrasymachus, thoush he 1s not allowed te formulate a
successful defence against it.
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Thrasymachus begins by offe¢ring 2 double eqguation: of ijustice with legality,
and of legality with the interests of thc stronser. His rosition seems
obscure: does the fermer equation hold only kecause the latter holds, or is
the latter relevant only because th€ former is valid? He refuses to

answer the question by r=fusing tc consider wheth:r the former ecuation
would hold if the latter did not: since he is concerned to characterigze
justice an7 not provide 2 criterion, he can brush aside the cases which he
helds to be ~typicnl. But precisely heccuse it is a auestion of charccteri-
zotion and not of criterion, there is no »eal obscurity: it was the 'interest
of the stronger' alonc that fisurszd in his opening pronouncement (238cl-2).
The mention of lepgality is therefore rurely explanatory: it is through

law that the stronﬁer muke their interests known znd effsctive. The
introduction of law is not surrrising: dikaicsune is obviopsly to be found
in dikasteria where the adikos is compelled dikén didonai.

Setting aside (as Trrasymachus does) the cuestion ¢f whether the
connection between justice and legality amounts to an ecuntion (Aristotle
allows it, 1129b 11—14), we may examine the eouatien cf law with the rulers!
interest. This examination will lcad us to the vital spring of Thrasymechus!'
position,

Four things have to be distincuished: (a) the constitutionsl law that
establishes who shall bear rule, how power and privilege shall be divided;
(b) the civil and criminal codes thot govern what aristotle (Nic. f£th. V,
113121-9) calls voluntary and involuntary transsctions between the citizens;
(¢) the accepted moral standards th t Thucydides (II-37) and Aristotle
(“het. 1374a21) call unwritten laws; (d) sovernmental divectives (pséphismata
cte. ) controlling the day-to-day business of the state. Of these, (a) and
(d) in their difierent ways are the work of the ruling group and doubtless
promote its interest; (b) is its work, or th~t of its predecessors, but is
not wholiy devoted to securine its interests; (c¢) is neither its worlk nor
promotes its interests. (a), (b), and (c) movern what is dikaion; but what
is merely forbidden by dedrée is scarcely ailikon, nor is 5 decree a nomos.
The equation of law with the rulerg' interest therefore really tolds of
(a) alone, and it is in terms most aprropriate to (a, th-t Thrasymachus
formulates hls position: 'Tithetai de ee tous nomous hekaste he arche pros
to hautei sumphcron, demokratia men denokratikous!' ktl. (338e). But it is
striking thast the examples of just action given by Cerhalus in the first
place KBBlb), fallen back on by Polemarchus when vressed (333c), enumerated
by oocrates (L42e ff.), and adduccd even by Thrasymachus himself (343d2-e7)
bzlong not to constitutional law but to the private secter of (b) and \c),
being concentrated in the arca of aristotle's en merei justice of svoiding
pleonexia in exchanges and contracts. snd no CGreek author alleges thaot
such behaviour is the product of or in the interest of any purticular form
of government. The general account of justice that Thrsasymachus initially

gives is thus at varisznce with the standard examrples of Jjust conduct given
by himself and others-~-a fact that helps to make his position enigmatic.

But the inconsistency can be easily understood--so zasily that not all
commentators have remarked it. ‘The sphere of governmental arrangerunts

is indeed that in which Jjustice becomes most problematical and cuestions of
Justice most pressing: it it is Thrasymachus' chief dinterest, it is also
Plrto's (=»s the rest of the itcpublic shows ) and aristotle's? and ours.
Obviously, any general account of justice must ccver both socizal e¢rrange-
Ments and private bargains, both distribution and adjustment. What
Thrasymachus at first provides can cnly be, at best, a special case of a
general theory. No one challenges him in those terms because the special
giii ih 't he chooses is the most consricuous and the one most usunlly debated:

allc perplexities of casuistry are less frequently and less ursently
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discussed than the proper distribution of power and privilege, especially
in the politically unstable conditions of fifth- and fourth-century Greecce.
Thrasymachus' equation of law with the stroncers' interest does not
merely reflect 2n easy prefarence of debate. The most strikings 2nd con-
sistent feature of h:is thousht is that he construes 211 enccunters between
individuzls wnd groups 2s corflicts. Since the crrangements grouped under
(b) and (c) can be construed as expressions of social conflict only by
heroic cxegesis, Thrasyirachus cannot sccommodate them in his theoretical
structurc. He can handle them only from the weint of view of the conflicts
between individuals th2t they mediate. That sows arrangements m2v exist
for the common good is simply beyond his grwsp.7 Wh2t #ives the discussion
between him and Socrates its peculizr chzr2cter is primarily that Thrasymachus
is not challenged upon this limitrtion: Socrates moves, sometirzs at the
cost of gresrt awkwardness, within its bounds. It is partly because of this
tacit agreement to treat 211l interpersonal situaticns 2s conflict situations
that neither disputant zlludes tec the arcument that Socrates uses =gninst
Callicles in the Gorginss (4684 £f.), thot the majority is stronser then any
of its varts and thercfore the prevailing morelity which represents what
suits the mass of the weak must (from the fact of its prevalence) repreceant
the interest of wheat is actunlly the stronsar. For this is an &rasument
essentially based on the idea of an arrangement for the common good, and
is represented as such by Glaucon a2t 359a,

6
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Thrasymachus' equation of justice with 'another's good!' at 343c3 does cover
the standard examples of justice that 'The interest of the stronger! leaves
out. Is the later formula consistent with the earlier? 4t first it seems
that he contradicts himsz1f. From the initial formuls it seems to follow
that the 'stronger' are themselves either just (in that thes pursue their
own interest, beins themselves the !'stronger party'), or neutral, being
atove both justice z2nd injustice which they determine for others (338¢cl ).
Yet at 343chb ff. it 1s asserted that rulers are unijust, as if the
secondery description of Jjustice ¢s allotrion :2gathon which Thraswvmachus
introduces 2longside of his earlicr formula (which he continucs to maintain)
had superseded it, But for this n=sw azttribution of injustice to the rulers,
we might have supposed th:t the new formula merely underlined the fact that the
rule«d, in obeying their rulers, are saekins ancther's zood at their own
expense and thus beinz foolish., As it 1s, we must think again, Thrasymachus
never actually said that the rulers were actineg either justly or neutrally,
so thxt there is ro formnl contradiction, Can his consistancy be saved?

One solution to our problem would be to sav that the first formuln
referred only to cconventional justice, to which the rulers a2re not sub ject;
but by naturol justice the rulers are unjust. Or, conversely, that 1t is

naturally just thzt the rulsd should serve thi rul.rs!' interests, bhut
selfish rulers are conventionally condemned 2s unjust. Of the two versions
the latter is prefercble, but neither will do: the distincticn between
natural and conventional justice is conspicuously absent from the discussion
and it would not fit the context, since Thrasymachus denies that thecre is
any difference except in scale between the injustice of the ruler and that
of the law~brcaker (344alk-clL). Indeed, he explicitly says that dJustice is
pantachou to 2uto,

A better account c¢f the relaticn between the two formulae 1s to say
thet Thrasymachus lmter renerzlizes a pnosition of which he had originally
expounded one half: justice in the rclation between ruler and ruled is
always n~llotrion agathcn, this being (for the ruled) the ruler's =sood, but
for the ruler the good of the ruled, so that in = state where one group
dominates another which acquiesces the former 2re unjust and the latter
just although beoth seek the interest of the¢ same group. This a@ccount
seenms open to the objection that Thrasymachus never states it in its full
symmetry, insisting thet rulers are always unjust although their subjects
may be either unjust or just. This insistence, however, Tollows inevitably
from Thrasymachus' basic assumptions. He has 1laid it down that it is the
essance of rulership as such to seesk the rulcr's interest unerringly
(340c6b ff.): the just (altruistic) ruler of 343e is thus an anomaly,
lioreover, if we assume with Thrasymochus that all interpersonal situations
are necessarily competitive 2nd that therefore the relation betwesn ruler
and ruled must involve a conflict of interest, it is obvious that e Jjust
ruler will soon cease to he a ruler: by sceking allotrion agathen, the
good of the ruled, he will ensure his own deposition, since Thrasymachus
never supposes that a man's good consists in anything but cvercoming and
exploiting others.t0 If all situations involve a real conflict of interest
the rulesrs must be those who recognize this and act nntheir knowledge.

To act in another's interest is to make him stronger than oneself, so that
it is natural for Thrasymachus to eauate allotrion agathon with to tou
kreittopos sumpheron. If the formula of sllotrion agathon egives an account
of justice in which the phenomenon (unintelligible to Thrasymachus) of a
just government can be accommodasted, the accommodation does not mark a
sudden reversal of Thrasymachus' rosition but a completion of it rerdered
1HQV1tab}e.by the preceding arcument in which Socrates has insisted on

the possibility and even the normality of just rule.,
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The lack of symmetry caused by Thrasymachus' scenticlsm abouvt just
covernments is thus no reason for rcjecting the susgested interpretation
of the two formulae. But a3 it stands it is not gener2l enough to cover
all that Thrasymachus s2ys, since the examples he gives (342d3 ff.) of the
disadvantageousness of promotin~ allotrion agathon are from rel-tions between
subjects and not between subject and ruler. We are therefore inclined to
say that Thrasymachus! fundamental vosition i1s that just action is action
good for #another, 2nd that justice is to tou kreittonos sumpheron only as
the special case of this where relations between ruler znd ruled arc¢ in
point. Thus a (new) thesis a2bout justice is after 2ll losically prior to
the thesis about goverunment (cf, 111 shcve.). This seems to be the view
that sristotle takes, for he writes (kth. Wlic.113023) 'allctrion ag~thon
dokei einai hé dikaiosun® mon¢ ton aretébn, hoti pros heteron estin alloi
gar ta sumpheronta prattei, e archonti € koindndi: Thraswvmachus' re~sons
for taking the governmental case as typiccl we have alrendy seen,

Twe interpretations of the nosition “ust outlined are rossible. COne
is, that the familiar class of zctions called !'just' alweys hapren to work
for others' sood, The other is, th=t in any situaticn invclvine more than
one pezrson there are two and only two bagic princirles of 2ction,; Tor one's
own good or for another's, and the names of justice and injusiice are given
to these two ways of icting.ll bhich should be ascribed to Thrasymrachus?

The emotive tone of his utterznces suggesis the former, which is a direct
debunking of Jjustice. WNone the less, the latter is clecser to the nerve of
his 2rgumenta«tive position, since it expresses the thesis of univers=zal
competition which is the hidden premise of the whole discussion. It is

in fact plain that Thrasymachus does think th»t there 2re¢ two different
kinds of people, the self-seekers and the othar-servars (cf. 343d1-4 et
seqc.); and it is plain th~t these two kinis of people are not conjured into
existence by the laws, On the contrary, it is their existence and habits
that e xplain the ncture of law as Thrasymachus ¢xpounds it.

It is true that adeimantus 2ascribes to Thrasymachus the rlternative
thet we hive rejected when he says 'To men dikeion allotrion aszathon,
surpheron tou kreittonos, to de adikon hautoi men sumpheron kai lusiteloun,
t 61 de h&ttoni asumpheron.' (Note thaot 2llotrion agathon is here given
its logical priority, and thot it is recognized that the just man's 'other!
is always strongsr 2nd the unjust man's 'other' always weakecr,) But Glaucon
and adeimontus plzinly misinterpret Thrasyrachus on the issue of the con-
ventionality of iustice, for they toke him to hold that the just man would
he unjust if he dared {(360cj, whereas in fact he had attributed fustice to
'panu gernaia euetheia,?

We are thus led to narrance Thrasymachus! remarks in the followins
rattern., There "re¢ twe kinds of people, those who seek their own advantarse
and those who seck thut of others, these two a-dvantaces being b nature
incompiatible and affordin~ the only possible bases for action. People of
the former kind 2re called unjust, the latter just. by the natural tendency
of their ~ctions, the¢ unjust gein power over the ijust, so that the essential
nrinciple of f‘ust action comes to be to sacure the inter«sst of the stronger.

This interest is what the laws formulate: herce the etymological and con-
ceptual connection between justice and law, Tris position is consistent,
and affords a pluzce to all that Thrasymachus says., bBut we cannot say that
Thrasymachus c¢xpounds it, however disjointedly, for what he says contains
two renl inconsistencies. First, he rerlly does beegin bty saying that justice
depends on law (and is therefore ccnventional), even though he withdrzaws
tiis as soon as it 1is challenged. Second, he maintains to the end the
coincidence of allotrion agaothon and to tou kreittonos sumpheron, in the
senss of the rulecrs! jnterest% ¢ven while adducing c¢xamples of just 2ction

|
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that rcfute the equation. These inconsistencies, however, are relztively
superficial, in that nothing in the development of the argument depenis
orr them,
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We observed thot Thrasymachus makes no use of the distinction between 'natural
and 'conventionzl' justice. The omission is surprisine. The distinction
which he is making scems to cry out for this terminclegy, which in ~ny case
we tend te associate with 'the sorhists' amons whom Thrasymachus is to be
nurbered. s not Callicles mekins essenticlly the sanme peint about

legality that Thrasymachus makes, when he contrasts the 'conventional!
justice of the law-ihkidineg with the 'natural' justice whereby the strong
dominate the weak (483cb-d2 etc.)? Anid Thrasymachus' selection of the term
tKreitton' to desionate the ruling class is reminiscent not only of Callicles
but of Démocritus, who is s2id to have snid that 'phusei to archein oikeion
tdi kressoni' (B267) and to have theught that 'to dokoun dikaion ouk einai
dikaion, adikon de to enantion tés phuseos' (#166 from Kpiphanius). On
reflection, however, the oddness of Thrasymachus' omission disapnezrs.

Unlike Callicles, he is not opposing law to the interest of the stronrer,

but saying thet l2aw expresses that interest--a heroic attempt to eliminate
the antithesis between nature and law, which 2s we have Jjust seen introduces
some minor inconsistencies into his statements. Callicles makes the contrast
he does becausc he identifies law with the protection of the eeneral

interest a=zainst the strong individusl. His neclcct of the fact stressed

by Thrasyrinchus, that some laws e¢xprecs 2 minority or class interest, is

the opnosite error to th 't of the 1lotter. which is to suppose thet all loaws
do so (ssze IV 2bove).

actunlly, Callicles and Thrasymachus =re net =making t%. same point at
all. Cellicles is concerned to point out the ambi=zuities of ! justice' in
order tc rescue Polus frcm the conseguences of his feilure to dissociete
the descriptive force of th:t term from its prescriptive ferce, and his
resulting inabilitv to deny successfully th t conventionelly aprroved
behoviocur is really ccmmendable. DBut no one in the depublic runs into
this c¢ifficulty. Thrasyr=chus assumes thst there 1s no prohklem ~bout what
kind of behaviour is just, and fcels no cualms in raisings the cuestion of
whether such ¢ction is meritoricus., He 1s rrepared to jettison the
prescriptive force offterm, whereas Cnllicles insists on ret2dining both
forces and can therefore only signal his dissent froem conventional evaluetions
by sayins that the term is ambisuous, its prescriptive use precludine its
decriptive use and vice versa., :

Thrasymachus does not say that ds/wh=wt c¢alled ri~ht is really wrong, or
that it is right that the just should scrve the unjust (although Cleitophon
wrongly credits hiw with this opinion, 240a7-8). 411 he says is thet of
course they actually do, and th t since this is sc¢ it ie¢ foolish toc be just.
Pl:ito is careful to bring this out by hsving Socrates -~sk him whether he
really meens that justice is wicked (348cll). The answer is thot it is
merely well-meaning silliness. 4t no rtoint does lThrasymuchus appeal to any
higher legzlity gunranteed by nature.l

There secms, however, to e a serious confusion in Thrasymochus!' )
positicen. When Demcocritus says that rule is by nature 'oikeion toi kressoni'!,
it is plain that he is thinkine of the kresson as & srecial kind of rarson.
Callicles takes the s2me vosition, and Thrasycachus seems to end by doing
the same (see V above and AI below). But when he first explains who the
kreittous are he rives as oxample a derocratic regime introducing and en-
forcins “dermocracy-~faveuring laws. DBut & demccratic majority is not made up
of kreittous in a Calliclean sense, and bocretes' hdeluria =t 338c is
justified, Hoi kreittous is not the obvicus expression for 2 ruline class
as such, and traditionally c¢nlails superiority of kind as well as strength--
kreitton is used in this sense 2t 247el, lest the point should escare us .13
It is applicable tec a democratic majority as little as to a pancratist.
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Thrasymachus is apparently goins one step further than Callicles had.
Callicles thought of power as the prerogative of those whose superiority
is shown in other ways than in their hold on pcwer. But to Thrasymachus
the supericrity of the unjust man is simply his supericr contrel of the
means to power (and hence to 21l other @cods ;, and he 1s not suscertible
to the arguments that brought Callicles down by eppealing to his ideal

of kalokagathi- (494e ff.). Unlike Callicles, he dees rnet comm’t the
error which aristotle censures (Pol. 1255a5 ff., 1280222 ff.,) of supposing
that supcricrity in one respect enteils supericritv in all respects., It
follows fromr Thrasymachus' view that the wisdom and strength thet constitute
excellence may belong collsctively to a class as well as individually to

a man. In thus deryins any extra supceriority te the strong, Thrasymachus
is rejecting the sophistic 'matural fustice': n#ture is nct rewarding

the kreittcus but bestowine on thew the inevitable conseaguences cf their
being wh:t they <re, His rositior is thus much stronger and clearer than
that of Callicles, althousgh (2s we shall sce, XI), he later cenfuses the
issue by reverting to something c¢lose tce the Callicleen charccterization
of the 'stronger.'!
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30 much for the inner articulation of Thrasymachus!' position. We may now
turn to its confrontation by Socrates. By refusing to acquiesce in
Cleitophon's reduction of his position to a mere conventionalisn,
Thrasymachus has substituted an interesting contention for a dull one,
besides following the only procedure whereby a technique ccn be intelligently
discussed. But it mav still be felt that the substitution of 2 technological
for a sociological approach (240d-e) is a mistake. Arguments abcut crafts
are Socrates' stock-in-trade. Plato secems to betray Thrasymachus into his
opgponent's hands by making him state his case in the terms that will make
it easiest for Socrates to defeat him. But in fact, implausible as it may
be to have another character introduce this bocratlc topos, the concept of
a technb is pOCUlldTl’ appropriate to Thrasymachus' position and does not
tell against him at =11, He does not concede defeat and is not defeated,
althcugh he dces not make it plain why he is not.

The superiority that Thrasymachus attributes to the unjust man lies
in his intelligrence and force (cf. VIITI-XI). =&nd an art or techné is,
precciscly, a system of directing foree by intelligence. It 1s on tris
twofold basis that the cleim of rhetoric to be an art is challenred by ‘
Socrates in the Gorgias (cf. 466bL-7, e9-11), and both aspects of a techné
are stressed in the present context: at 342c€-10 it is acreed that arts
archousi kai kratousin, and in the very next words epistemé is used as a
synonym for techneg. The guesticn =2t issuc hetween Socrates and Thrasymachus
is net whether ruling is an art, but whzt sort of art it is. Wheresas
Socrstes couples the archdn with the kubernetes (342e2), Thrasymachus con-
joins the archon with the kreltton, and Socrates himself recognizes that
this is Thrasymachus' eqguation at 341b5 (! poteres legeis ton archonta te
kai ton kreittona...'). Socr=tes uses as analogies of government arts in
which a man is employsd by others to serve them, as those of pilot and
doctor (341c);l4 Thrasymachus takes as anzlogies arts in which humans
exercize sway over non-humans, such as shepherdlna(BABb) It is note~
worthy that socrates coolly goes on using the analogy with service arts
(346a) after Thrasymachus has introduced his counter-analogy with
exp101tutlon arts. The questicn is, then, which analosy is the more
wppropriate. 4nd here the concept of a techne itself, which already
involves the connection of strength with rule (342c8- 10), seems to gzive
Thrasymachus the advantage.

In arguing that government should be regarded as administration rether
than dominztion Socrates does not merely set up a counter-analogy tec
Thrasymachus but meets him hecad on with feour arguments, ncne of them
sufficient. The first (341d7-342d1), that no art seeks its own perfection
qua artg seems entirely without relevance and I do not know what to make
of dftrs The second (342d3-e¢ll, 345b9-¢2), that ~rts exist . tec nake
improvements in subject mutters cof a determinate kind, does not tell
a~ainst t‘hrasymachus since it remains open whet kind of 'improvement!' is
‘tc be effected. Hog-raiscrs seck not to prcduce the most Jjoyful possible
hops but the meatiest hogs on a certain date at lowest cost., The third
argument (345e5-346d6), that the art of profit-makin~ is distinct from other
arts, makes a distinction th~t is useful and valid but here misapplied:
S5ccrates arsues (345c-d) that the shepherd as such sceks the welfore of his
sheep and as moneyv-maker sceks a proit from them: but should one not
rather sar thot as shepherd he m2kes thew market~ble and as moneyv-maker
rets a gcod price for them at the market? Thrasym2chus! incredulity at
3438 is justified (though premrture, since sherherds had not yet been
discussed): docs Socrates really think sheep would be raised out of purc
bznevolence? :

The distinction between mistharnetic and the other arts does however
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tell ageinst Thrasymachus, though not in the woy that Socrates- sugrests.,
The division that it effects within the art of ¥wling as-Thrasym~schus him-
sclf concelves and presents it is between rule 2s pure aXercise of power
and rule 2s explcitaticen., If Thrasymechus' notion of rule is confused,

it is rnot because he fails to Adistinguish service from revard but because
he runs together domin~ticn and profit, usine the term pleoncxia for both.
Sut this confusion is less serious than that which Socrates alleses:
fattenins~fcer-the-markest and marketinc, or domination-for-exploitationg
and exploitetion, are functicnally related as service and reward are not.
It is on this functienal depsndence itszlf that Socrates! last arrurment
(34647-347a6) rests. The wezkness cof this arsument ceon be shewn hy
putting it in toerms of cur own distincticn tetween twe kinds of arts, when
it appe~rs 2s follows. If it be tru: thot @ll the other activitizs of

the nrts of e¢xpleoitotion “re¢ done only ior the sake of profit, this shows
that they conrot themselves benefit the expleoiter. Whom then do they
bencfit? No one is left but the cxploited. OS¢ exploitation arts must be
service arts after a2ll, Teo this argument the sufficient reply is thot
there is no rcason to suppose thot in themselves they rrofit anyone: they
may belong to Nlaucon's third class of =oods (357c) that are¢ desirable only
for their conssquencest? It wmight be argued that there arc other ways of
getting rich than by ill gevernment, so thet there is still scemething in
government to be explained: why cheose this neans rather than another?

sut Thrasymachus!'! reply to this is that zovernmont is nothing other than
ccquisition carricd te its highest degree (34:bb) (the love of power for
its cwn scke 1s ncver recognized by either Plato ner aristotle., to my
knowledge; cf. Gorsgias L469c8-el).

There is one availlable =rgumcnt that Socrates fails te use against
fhresymachus: the orts thst Thrasymachus citgs as anal@cous to government
are exerted upon the non-human animels, whergs those cited hy Socrates
are cxerted upon men; only the lattcr ther=fore afford analories. Plato
himself points out in the Laws (713d) that cows are net arpointed s cow-
boys. Why does Socrates not make the roint here? The contrast between
the twae sets of onzlozucs is so sharp thot it con hordly be accidental, so
it must presumsvly be in Plzte's mind. Ac@ﬁally, koth Socr-tes and
Thrasymachus hzve reasons for not making the point. From Socrates' point
of view, one cannct de¢ sc without makine distinctions amons kinds of arts,
and Socrates' whole argument hsre depends cn 211 2rts havinz the same
propertics--oand among these the properties thot we have sald distinecuish
service arts from explcitstion arts. If Socrates ceoncedes that there may
be more than one kind of art, he opens the possibility theat ruling may be
the kind of art that Thrasymsachus sa2ys it is. JFrom Thrasymachus' point
of view, the point has no force because his position is th=t there are
two differcecnt kinds of nen, the just and the unjust, = whom the latter
rule the former: since he does not concede the presumption of equalitv
it cannot be used ageinst him. Nor can Sccrates himself argue hire that
ruler and ruled are alike, since the main argument of the later books of
the Republic is that there 2are twe different kinds of human being, of whom
the better alone are fit to rule.t® where Scerstes ultimatelwv differs
from Thrasymachus is on the nature of the difference and its appropriate
effects, not on its recality., We are nct vet in a position to say whether
the sameness of origin of rulers and ruled is meore relevant here than the
difference in their alleys (414d-415c).

S50 leng, then, as Thrasymachus i1s allowed to postulate a necessary
conflict of intcrest betwe=n rulers and ruled, no argument to the effect
that c¢ne side's interest should be preferred to the other will convince,
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and there will be two standards by which ruling may be judzed and two
different tarts! of rulings, that of domination and that of administration.l9
The two viewpoints correspond to the two ways in which (according to

Hobbes) commonwralths may be est2blished, by conauest or by contract. 20

The fact that Socrates is & more resourceful debater than Thrasymachus
should not disguise the fact that neither viewpoint can be established

as the only correct one. The deadlock can be resolved only by denying that
either viewpoint need be taken, since they can be merged or transcended,
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trans~acticn with ancther one rust chcose between nhis advantare znd ~ne's
cwn: that 211 such trensactin ~re con’licts in which cne rust take sides
(ant then, ¢f ccurse, it is folly ot tc toke cne's cwn). bButbt this is a
double »istake. In the first pila where interests fail tc¢ ccincide it
is neot necessary to identify cnese¢lf with ary one of them: cne nay take a
trird-party view, sgir:ly consillering whaot the relzvart interests are and
ew they way be reccenciled ¢r corprerisel? This whicective apprcach, which
asks nct 'How leces this offect ne?! but 'Whet dces the situsticn call for?!
is possible sc¢ long &s interests can be cbjeclively assessged and cciinare:l. &l
In th seccnid rlace, interests dc¢ not always cornflict: often, cne line cf
actieon i1s in the interests of 2ll concernel, when oocrates ‘A*Gnﬁs Just
acticn #z:zoinst fhra symachus he tres net give reascns for preferrins sncther's
interest to¢ cne's fwn,oz but deilends cocperaticn azxainst conflict and
cbjectivity ageinst subjectivity. In boeck I

The irmplication of descritine justice as 'ancther's sccd!' is thot in any
! , o

N
[

he dces net d¢ sc cpsnly, but
rretends to cpevate within the ter:s lai? dewrn bw Thraswviachus., He has twoe
reascns for ‘dcins sc. First, it is the Sccratic practice to levelcer the
weakness of a stateld pesiticn rother th n te bulli up en oprcsing one,

an’ it i; werth seeins if Thrasyrachus' pesitien cannet be nalde toe breank
down ¢ itself, oveceond, the pesitive view takes a grezt while to develop:
the whele building ur of the 'ideal state! is designed te demenstrote the
interlocking of interests, nn?! the whole 4escripticn cf the 'pkilcscrber
kings' an? their educaticn is an elabeor~tion «f the ilea cf chiective
actiom,

Flatc's treatwent of justics cannot be fully explainced in terns ¢ f an
internalizaticn «f stanlards, or a transition frer 'shame' te 'guilt'!, trends
established lonz befere his day, & phasis is leid on the causal pricrity cf
justice 'in the socul,' ¢f whieh Jjustice 'in the city' is 2 mere eidglon
(Lh3c-d), but there is nec legical pricrity: beoth are manifestaticns of the
sare principle.?3 In any case, when public ¢pinien is rejected, as at
(rito 461-47a or lepublic 493b~c, it is not in favour of the indivi-dual
ccnscience but in faveur cf expert knewledge ant resasconines, TFeelinzs of
shame ani feelinns of guilt are alike feelings, ans what Plate claims for
justice is that it is letermined by kncwle?~e 2an:i not by any feelin~ at all:
it rewresents chjectivity ~s crresez te subiectivity.

Thrasymzchus duscribes the unjust man's nmotive as plecnexia. But what
is the just man's wnctive, with which plecnexia is tc be contrasted? Thrasy-
rachus speaks as if it were e¢lottcen echein, hut th2t is absurd. iAs Aristotle

renarks, nc rnc wants less than his shrre of whit is <cinz (Nic, ith.
1136b19—;/) oi, ilarlw, if we nscribe injustice te the will te covercone,
we cannct ascribe justice t: the will t: succumbh. This beinz sc¢, the alterna-

tive te¢ self-intercst will be an inlifference t: self, and the just man's
sotive must be something quite different. Hence Plate pecples his imasinsry
scciety with twe kinds <f pecple with twe wavs of 1ife (each «f ccurse sub-
ﬂ1v¢ri@): the criinary pecople driven bw plecnexis, and the guariians whese
plecnexia is systematically eradiceted (46he ff.) anil whose zcticns are
deterrined by kncwledoe, 25 The importance of the guardians!' education is
nct sirnply that c¢ne cannct pursue the right pclicy withcut knewing what it
is, but rather that the scientific 1mpulse itself is an impulse to justice:
the guardian's just acticrns sirply carry over intc everviay life the dms
pa rtlﬂlltv that his intellectusl activities entail (cf. 485210-13). His

training makes hin Jupt not because it acquaints him with the Form of justice
(W'lCu, sisnificantly, is in nc way emphasized over the cther Ferms in

‘1 . . . . .

Pl 's a ccunt), but sinply because it is a thorcugh scientifiec trainine,

It is prirarily because the scientific impulse is the salie as the irpulse
to justice that the defence of justice turns, at the end, inteo the
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defence of the intellesctunl life,

Plato supposes thrt ordinzry people are incapnbic of justice in thst they
cannot rise to sn cbjective view of any situation. fHven Cephalus values
justice not from 2 lcve of truth but 2s a defence against recrimination
and retribution (330d-331a): thot is, from self-interest. Platc is at
prins to sstablish Thrasymechus 2s 2 mercentry thinker who as such must
fcllow public opinion (49326-9), 2 necessitw which explains his incbility
to concecive of o2nv cther wotive than El2922§l1~26

Thot the distinctive ferture of justice is its impersonality and
objectivity is recognizzsd by sristotlc, who rem-rks that Jjustice is
distinguished frcm all cther virtues by its being related to an objective
mean ronther than ccnstituted by 2 subjective one (QLQ. Nliic. 1133b32). But
the rel=ztion between intell.ctual nctivitv and justice 's mcst explicitly
stated in on alleged sayins of archytas (Vors. 47B3): 'Stosin men epausen,
homonoian de 2uxésen logismcs heuretheis* pleonexir te gror cuk esti toutou
genomenou kai isotsns estin® toutoi gar peri ton sunallasmatcon diallassometha.!
Plato is not innovating when he cennzcts jus'ice with objectivity: the idea
of isot¢s is inescapably that of impartiality. What is new is the association
of this idea with the new idea of «n intellectusl passion whose object is
truth--an ides that could hardly be developed much before FPlato's dav since
it depends on archytas! *'discovery of reasoning,' the rise of the scientific
spirit in a self-conscious form. The ability of science to attrrct devotees
proves that there is an intellectusl pzssion (475b8~9) and an intellectual
joy (581c3~6); and these provide a2 motive to justice that we can set agarinst
the common moctive of pleonexia. <4nd the effect of givins the intellect
its way is to replsce cnc-sided perspectives by measurement (598a, 602c¢ ff.).
Conversely pleonexia, the desire for 'more', is 2s such necessurily
ins:tiable and indeterminateg’and for Plato the indeterminate is precisely
what rerson dispels (cf. expecislly Philecbus, 24c ff., 27e¢, 64d ff., 65d
and passim). _

Platc's discovery of a motive for justice in the predil~ctions cf the
intellecturl was undone by Aristotle in his attack on thse uwnitv of intellectual
virtue. #cr the busic metive of o love of univers=1l truth (Sym osium 210c6)
grounded in the' mind's affinity for eternel reality (Fhaedo 79d), he
substitutes a generalized desire for knowledre (ietagh. 980a21) which he
pcintedly illustrates by the curiositv of the philotheamdn (cf. Kep. 475d42).

Such curicsity obvicusly has in itself no potential moral siesnificance,

so th>t aristctle is left with no motive of its own for phronésis, which

is thus confined to 'deliber~ting the means to e¢nds ctherwiss determined
(Nic. Bth. 1145a5). But whkst motive is then left for just 2ction? Ncne
whatever. The virtue of justice thus becomes intelligible only in law-
makers; cthsrwise, what appeers as justice has to be interpreted as the
higher selfishness thht prefers moral prestize and the szlow of virtue to
extern1l gcods. aristotle's rencval ¢f the motivationzl kevstcone from

th: elaborate siructure that Pl-oto had monde ocut of the concept of justics
is one ol the things thit makes it Fard.te find =2 way throuzk Nie. BLth. V,
His liquidction <f the motivating power of chjectivity is, hcwever, brlanced
by allowing srester scopce tc that recognition cof mutual advantase thot
enables Plato's common man to partake of 2 kind of justice. Instead of the
mere appreciation of sharcecd or reciprocated advantege iwristotle discerns a
fvllow=-feclineg (philie)arisineg out cf cooperistion (koinonia). ‘'Justice! is
the fermalized conditions of cooperstion, so thut as ccoper~tion increases
both justice z2nd fellow-fecling incresse in proportion (ﬂig. Sthe. VIII.9),.
Just sction thus becomes the.natural expression of men's sociazl nnture, rather
than a peculiar scrt of behavior for which a motive must be found; and the
emotion of fellcow=feeling becomes its emotional counterpart rather than its
motive.
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We saw that the arguments which Socrates uses to combat Thrasymachus! views
on the nature of government, while inadequate in themselves, are such that
to disclose their weakness is at the same time teo disclose the real weakness
of the position they attack. The same happens when Socrates shows that
injustice is folly. It is easy to see that his arguments need not convince
his opponent, but to show why they are inadequate is to show at the same
time why Thrasymachus is wrong.

The general objection to Socrates!' argument is (1) that it is
singularly strained and artificial. The varticular objections are: (2) that
it proceeds by a mere analogy between just hehaviour and modes of action presumed
to be intelligent; (3) that the account of just behaviour on which it relies is
perverse; (4) that the account given of the paradigms of intelligent action, and
particularly of music, is distorted; (5) that the cheice of paradigms is itself
arbitrary; and (6) that the account of pleonexia on which the argument turns is
strained and irrelevant.

(1) What makes the account artificial is that it accepts the Thrasymachean
assumption of universal conflict. Socrates represents as a difference between
intelligent and uninteliigent coipetition what is really a difference hetween
competitive and non-competitive situations: that is, situations where the
criteria of success are competitive and those where they are not. Where there are
accepted non-competitive criteria of success it is true that the expert behaves as
if he were trying to compete with those unlike himself but not with those like
himself, although this is an absurd way of describing the principle of his action,
Plato writes implausibly here in making Thrasymachus -accept without cavil the arti-
ficial terms of the comparison; but what else could he have done?

(2) One would be inclined to say that the argument was epagogic rather
than analogic, in that the two examples are to serve as indicators of a general
truth, did Socrates not go out of his way to emphasise its dependence on likeness:
the unjust man is phronimos and agathos, (349d3), therefore 'phronimois kai
agathois eoiken' (d6), and 'toioutos estin hoisper coiken' (d10, cf. 350cl10).

Why this circumlocution? Presumably because Socrates cannot pretend that the

characteristics in terms of which the comparison is made constitute the essense of

wisdom, but can claim only that they are diagnostic for membership in a class. '
- (3) The absurdity of the account of justice is that it classes justice

as a type of competitive behaviour, as aforesaid, whereas justice cannot be

defined in competitive terms, In so far as such as an account is possible it

is by equating justice with conformism, which is a possible view of justice in

its broadest sense but not one taken up anywhere in the Republic.

(4) The account of music is open to the same objection as that of
justice, and to others, Tuning one's instrument is not the whole of music
(though a more important part of musical skill then than now); and at
festivals the musician does compete with other musicians 'like himself?',

Tuning, on the other hand, is not competitive at all. But there is nothing
here that helps Thrasymachus., It is not music as a whole, but precisely
tuning, that is the desired point of comparison; and Plato would assign success
in competition not to a superiority in tzchné (ex hypothesi, the technites

as such is perfect, as Thrasymachus insisted at 340d-e) but to a 'trick'!' of
pleasing (Gorgias 501d ff.) or at best a non-rational 'inspiration!'

(Phaedrus 245a).

(5) Why are music and medicine chosen as analogues? ilusic is the
paradigm of an activity in which conceded excellence is found to rest on fact:
the basic intervals arproved by the ear depend on simple ratios which are
what they are, no matter what anyone thinks or wills., Similarly, health is
determined by relations between the constituents of the body (444d3)
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which are what they are no matter whst anyrne ray thi:l, Te.t2ke these

as types of intelligent activitv is to susrest that cvesticns ¢f value are
to be settlcd by stanlards (health, cencord ) objectively determined,
Loarecver, for Flsto mathematics and measurement are always the paradigms

of raotional method, and it is suppesed thet beth rmusic and rmedicine, being
concerned with the establishment of raties, are suscenhtible of mathematical
treatment. Thus we find in the Sorpiss (508a5-6) thet eeometry is oppesci
te plecnexia: 'Alla lefethen se hoti hs isotés he seometrike kai cn theois
kai en anthropois megs dunatai, su de plecnexian oiei dein askein.! ind

at Reruvblic LA3d-LLL4, where true Jjustice is e ucted with the internal
order ¢f the soul, that crder is described in terms ¢f the tuning cf a
musical instrument and cormpared with thet of the healthy body.28 Alre~dy
in Bock I, then, is foreshadowed the idea c¢f justice as proportionality thot
the l=2ter boecks explicitly develop and thet apistotle builds into his
systei.

(6) Sccrates speaks cs if nleéonexia, Thrasymachus! reccmmended metive,
could mean not mersly the wish to gain an advanta-e cver scricone but also
the wish tc excel. It is only the latter form of competiticn th-t Socrates
seems to ascribe te doctors and nusicians. FPlecnexia cannct reascnably
be stretched so far, but if cne is derermined tc interpret non-competitive
modes «f behavicur as cermpetitive this is the only form of competition that
can do the job. Sccr=ates, we observe, dces nct even represent the Jdistinction
between wise and foolish behaviour as one between forms of cormetiticon, but
simply as one between obijects of competition, just as he had previously
argued cn the assumpticen that 211 technai must have the same characteristics.
Cn the other side, as we have observed, Thrzsymachus makes nc distinction
except in scele) between doing a man down in business and reducing him to

slavery. This use of pleonexia, as & blanket term coverin~ 2]l forms cf
behavicur in which werformance is wmeasured bv its inverse relaticr te the
success of cthars,Qg is simply an exrression c¢f Thrasymachus' thesis of
universal conflict. Thus Fl#te presents us wit® the same stark contrast as
Archytas: on the cns side pleonexia and stasis, on the other side logismos
and homedelisa.
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as the attermpt t¢ shew that injustice is fooﬁish tacitlv asscciates justice
with ¢bjectivity, the attenpt tc shcw th*t injustice mnkes fer weokness
associastes justice with the cermmen gzcodl  The comparison ¢f justice with
music and medicine ignoreg boeth versicns of Thmisyyachus' accuunt <f what
justic- is: it starts frem the fdentification ¢f just acticns that is cemmon
ground throughcut and the (as vet unjustiflﬂ@) characterizaticn cf these as
objectively baszd acticns, althcuzh it is transposed intc Thrasymschearn
teriis cf universal ccmpetition. SBccerates! jettiscning of Thrasymachus!
scceunt, thousgh hord te iustify by the rules of dialecticnl prcecedure, is

of ccurse incvitable: not cnly is just acticn 2s Thrnsym-chus fescribes it
psychelogsically incomprehensible but frem th-t descripticn his evaluation

nf it neccessarilvy foellews~--Sccerstes is beinir either cbtuse cr feceticus when
he affects to¢ suppcse that Throsymachus must still reg-rd as a virtue the
justice th~t he has described (348c-d) (cf. ncote 22). But in the ensuing
discussicn of the relaticn between injustice and weckness Sccraztes dces
adept Thrasymachus' ascceunt of Jjustice as allotrion agathcen. He carries his
acceptunce sc¢ far that he refrains frem pointing cut that these who act
koinel are pursuing a2 comnen good, an'i cenfines himself to saying that they
must nct herm ench cther's interests as individuals. Thrasymachus!
evaluation is challenged not by insinuatinzg an alternntive descripticn but
by shcwines thot 13 own descriptien is inccherent: the weakness that Sccrates
disgncses in 211 unjust society is basically a weakness in Thrasymachus'
theory. fYhrasymaichus switched froir an acccunt of justice in terms of closs-
rel~ticnsiiips within a state tc cne in terns of indiviiduals. Sccrates

re arks that c¢loss cenflict presuppoeses class sclidarity: 'Dekeis an é

pclin ¢ stratopeden ¢ leistas € kleptas ¢ 21lo ti ethnos, hesa koinel epi

ti erchetai adikds, pruxai an ti dunasthai ei adikcien allelous;!' (351c8-10).
The kev terms are koineil and allélcus. The very idea of 2 class invclves the
idea of a commeon intercst (3520), 7ich Thrasymachus' view ¢f life denises,
An< the term allelcus pocints teo a reciprocity that is absent from the iden

¢f 'the interest ¢/ the stronver,' which pestulates that in every conmunity
the Jjust an? the unjust forr twc grcuops whe play inte each others' hands.

But such llW ted compatition (2s of class with class) is what he has ncw
ackncwledzed, in the compariscn with music, to be characteristic cf justice
rather than Nnjustice.3o o :

Sceratas! thvctirn here is pot theat injustice must sully its purity
by an alnixture ¢f justice, for iustice weculd then be a mere makeshift,

It is rather th:t disunity at crie level rresupvcses unity at a lcwer

lavel: that there cannet be a clenr-cut conflict unless there are units to

be in conflict.3} The ides of o Adisunity with ne uneprlyins unity is sinply
inccherent. BSocrnrtes takas the orprortunit tc introeduce what is to becene

¢ne ¢f the majer thermes of the .epublic: that justice, defined in sufficiently
general terrns, can subsist ncet ¢nly between individuals or classes within a
state, but slsc between stotes themselves (351c8) and even between 'paprts!t

of the individunl pbrscnallt“ (351e8).

At three pcints in this orf®eent Trrasymnchus concedes tc Socrztes
withcout GVPT”Solng sareemsnt., At 351led he replies tc 'cuden hettcn hexei;!
by 't.eden hettcn echete.'! His fzilurc to assent is understandable, since
ocerates has saild nothing that would justify his claim that the scul has
rarts between which there can te justice; what is reimarkable is rather that
he rakes no explicit objection. His reticence is mcre understandable at
3520 10~-bk, where re likewisce says 'esto! to the preposition thnt the znds
are just ﬂnd replices te¢ the further claim thet the gods will therefore favour
the Jjust b refusing to argue 'hina me teisde ape echtheriai.' The traditicn
of invelking %ivine suppert fer dustice is lenv-est:rblished and nc%toricus,
and its e¢xistence 1s awkward for Thrasvrechus since the reds are obvicusly




o)
%]
9
@
N

SOCHATES AND TURASYHACHUS
v :

L

£

in ¢very scnse kre j'*fﬂbs than men: their interests sheoul? therefore § ake
precedeﬁCu cver these .« f earthly culers (cf. h\ph\clﬂs' Anpiiﬂg* 45u~60).
There are prece;onts fer attributing injustice to the 1s (Inucv‘ides V.
105. ii), but nc dcubt Thrasywachus is risht in SﬂVin; tn:t the pesiticn
is offensive. His reluctance te give offence, hcwsver, is itsel” as much
a telltale as Callicles' reluctnrce te sins the praoises ¢f i1tch-scratching:
as Unllicles cannct bring himself to rersist in meintoinines & shameless
pesiticn, so Thrasymachus cannnt censistently wointair an unpcpu1ar Ne s
as Callicles, the aristocrat, must in the cnd suberiinate his wilful hedcnism
te hiis inbred pride, s¢ the sophilist Threswvimochus cannct press his
systematization «f pepular cynicisn to the point  here it conflicts with
pepular piety. But the underlyins peint seems tec be that nc one really
wishes t~ nake himself friendless: thot is, that man is a sccilal cresture.
The same peint presuwnably acceounts for Thrasymachus hoving withhsld his
assent tc the prepesiticn that injustice generally engenders hate and
justice love (351dh~5), which cthervise seemrs so eohvicus an inference from
Thrasyrachus! position that it seerms cdd that Thrasymachus sheuld reply
with 'iEstc hira sci me diaphercmai.' . The there persists thrcurhonut the
dialossue: Cephalus values Jjustice as 2 woy te 2veid ennity, the twe brothers
feel theirselves cut ¢f line in demanding a further mcective for Jjustice than
this, and at the ena (612b ff.) Sccrates returns from his theorizing to
assert that hate and friendship are in the real werld the inevitsble
concemitants of injustice and justice respcctively.B
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Seerates' argument that injustice does nct pay is in twe parts: first he
argues that it is ineffective in securinz cne's ends, then that it is
not enje yfblb. The former nart of the ergument (which ws have just been
examining ) soes o the assurmrticn thaot th¢1e are twe conditions of succossful
acticn, strength (aprro-imately singel-mindedness or deterrmiraticn) and
intellizence. To appreciate the pattern cf this argument, and to understand
whv it is specifically felly and weakness that Scocrates lehes tc impute
touinjustice, cne must compare the tréatment of the four virtues that
tcgether make up the whele of virtuv in the tzpublic with their treatment
by Callicles in the Gorgias. allicles splits the four v1rtuc§ up., For
hir thers are twce kinds of peoplg, the better and the werse. lhe ewcellence
of the bettcr lies in their ability tc¢ command and contrel, and their
virtues are these of the statesman, wisdor and couraze. #Hvery statesman
nceds the intelligence t¢ frame asuccessful policy, tc fcresee the cone
sequences of his ﬁCthJs, an? force of character, tenscity, to push his
poiicies thrcugh tco the end, (Gorgﬁas a91a7—bh).§3 The worse scrt of men,
on-the cther hand, find their fulfilment in obedience, ani their virtues
croc the slavish cnes ¢f sophrosune (lack of rebellicusness) and justice
(dcing what they ore told) (Sgrqies L92a3-bl). 34 Socrates! reactic 'n to
tiris thesis is noct te deny that scrme pecple are significantly better than
others, but to deny th t the sagacicus and energetic statesman can do
withcut the oualities Celilicles escribes te his infericrs. In the Gorgias
he arisues mainly thot sophrosune (redefined as the impulse te erder in
qeneral) is the fcundation of all excellence (506c5-507a2). In the Hepublic
the interrelation of the virtues is complex. In the sounl, the fundamental

impulse te crder is played down at the cXpense of that order itself ("justice!

In scciety, which is ocur presaent riain concern, Jjustice belcnsgs te the whole
snciety in its sccial arrancements, scphrosune 8re**fined as homrnoia cn
matters of government) to all citizens individually; to these are added the
virtues of coursze in the military »nd wisdom in the rulers, whe are chosen
frem the warricrs and thus manifest all four of the virutes of their
societv. But all this is reserved fer a later brolc., In Bock I what we have
is basically a re-handling of the Gereias argument with the fcocus shifted
frem sdphrosuned tc a justice cecnceived leke scphrosurfé in the Gergias) in
terms of cbjectivity and t£2 x35.25 This shift correspcrnids tc a significant
differcnce betweecn Cellicles and Thrasyrachus: the former ccnc ives of a
static sccicty in whick the lower crders 'knew their place gut the latter
takes a dynemic view and thirks in terms of sccial mobilil t".
Callicles and Thrasvrrachus beth assure thot the two kinds of men are

so oppoused thot each is characterized by the cuclitics thet are vices in the
cther. That is why Callicles makes the othsrwise inexplicable (and un-
successful) attempt te argue for an unbridled hedonism at the same time that
he e¢xtcls the *ristrcrn110 virtucs: the cpposite of sophrosune is akeclasia.
4nd the whele of Thrasymechus! value-scheine is trus explainad. ,1°”fm
ceurage (force of character), intsuperance and injustice #o toﬁether.P
Hence it is that he cannct zdmift the validity of Socrates!' alternative art
wf goevernment, for those tough and brainy encush to rule must be unjust;
snd hence it is thut he makes the implausible assumpticn that injustice
and intemperance - ust gc tcgether, that the unscrupulcus pclitician is a
successful libertine cn a graud scale (344al1l-b5) (whereas cne would have
thought austerity in dictators rather probable than otherwise).

ﬂe?ause twe kinds of people arc invc]veﬂ, justice and injustice are not
oppesed as virtue and vice. At 348c-d Thrasymachus argues, not thet injustice
is Vlﬁtu@, but that the perfection of injustice is so. Gonversely, justice
is not vice but 2 gennaia ecue thein, a consummate silliness. Tc¢ the height




of injustice is opp561 feeble injustice, 23 well as justice «f 2ll degrees
of purity CC&” equently, the pairins c¢f virtues with vices 15 i1mpossible,
and it is not surprising tc find that in suing withk Tirasvmachus Sccrates
does not follow hls usuz2l practice cof usi crete 2s a seneric term but
ouples it with scphia, as tantamcunt te andreia or strensgth. In fact, we
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After arguing that the unjust arc less effective than the jus? Sgcrates .
purports tc show that th.oy nre less happy. The Jdefects ¢f this iermienstraticn
are cbvicus and Familiar. That everytiring hos an ergon in the sense éf =
single cperaticn that it alone can perfo or c¢~n best p@rﬂcr¥ is at least
not cbvicus, and is rather insinuates thon “dsclered: whnt begins as 2 des-
cription of 'Hipp?u ki allou hetoucun erzon' (35%e2-3) beco Thekastou

R

ergen'! at 353alO0. fhe netion of an grgen as intrc’uced is a sucus s it
slides frem 'what carn be dlone with a th1n~‘ (352e2) to 'what ~hin: can do!

(353210-11), the fermer fornulaticn belns the ocnly - ne which can be used to
introltuce the noticn but the latter forwuloticn being recessary for the
progress of the argurment. HNo doubt 1% 15 truc that, wher=ver a functicen can
be iwmputsi, excellence is relative t nnetion (»)?bB) but it is loubtful
whether the inputaticn of exceilence pn puvdbig Ehe postulutlon ¢f a functicn.20
That the scoul's functicn is te 1 ve ( 353410) depenilds- ¢n »such& beine “efinable
as that entity whese presence Vifferentiates the living frow the nen-living;
but if it is sc definobls we cannct concede that Justice is the soul's
excellcence (353@7), since :any thiros (¢eiz. horses, 352e 2) hazve 1ife to which
the cencevnt of justice is inapriicabls. Yven 1f we confine curselves te the
human scul, we cannet concede that “ustice is the virtue of the scul;

Justice is usuzlly thcoucht ¢f as c¢ne virtue amceng cthers, and if we are to
re-define 'wvirtue' (as the presecnt argument 16 knh‘s)hg 1n such ter:s that
man's scul can have cnly cne virtue 1t is by ne resns clear thet !'justice!
will be the ~cst suitable terr for the ccncept. nerseover, 2ll the
abeve manceuvres seer irrelevant tce the purpese in hand, since Socrates
clairs nlready te have shown thet justice is a virtue (250¢10-11 and
352b6—%2).@3 The crucial stern which fcllows dces nct depend on them at
211, but is a rmere expleitaticen <f the idium wherehy the same phrase ray
be used fer a virtucus life as for ar enjoysble cne (253¢10-354a5). This
plcce of effreontery is by no mesns +nlliaste? by the fact that Sccecrates
tad intreoduced the equivarlence cf aueincn zen and eudsimcnestercn einai
at the very becinninz of this stasze of the arsument (352d2) cr by the
reintrcivcticn o¢f the arbigucus uwﬁr tteiln as the last woris of the whele
Jiclaorue (621j3, cf. 353e5). It is not surprisinc that Thrasymschus gives
no less grudring assent than 'phainetai kata ton scn leogon' (353els) and
testd!' (354a5) =- a hesitation net solelw t¢ he attributed hc Socrates!
havins discarled here Thre ~chus!' ¢ripinsl acccunt <f what justice is.
Cne is inclined toe thin' that this crashiing sguiveecaticn, n%ﬂc vet more
evpratic by the substituticn ¢l eu zen at 354al fﬂr the eu bicsetai of
353el0, is introiuc simnly to giwve Glaucon =nd feimsntus a £
axcuse for beins lissstisiiet, much 2s the supposef 'u.ﬁns+r°t1~m th-t the
just man is a scrt of thief (334210) precvides on cccasicr for the indignation
of Thrasymachus himself.
It wcul? be rash t¢« rest centent with dismissing the anumGnt befere
uwes as o gratuitous absurcity. {fer cne thing, it weuls! leav ~he intreducticn
& 2 cnt 2bcut e cn uncxplained. For ancther, the °bsuriitv is
cd4ly placed. The Jdermcnstratic: ¢f the enuivealence ¢f » virtucus kife ~nd a
. is the uvpubL¢c's riain theme. .44 But the most strikine consi‘eration
is that ari '
b
i

sie thkes ~le structure of the arszument «ieut
function excel @, @n incluliny the eauivecaticn ¢n ithe 'good!
life, in his N mache: . Cne must supnose that the Jcuble
meanins of ase s nen te bhe deeply sienificant hﬁ-perhaps

l & g i
bacause t e Lhat ths ancestr il wis onm of the invantcers of lansuace
had ’iv1nu1 that the antincery 2f the summun herun coul? be transcended,
Aristotle uses thjo ¢l argurent net 2s an intepenient 4Lr0ﬂwirﬂ .ion
Tut a8 & Freo R cf the Ft“lgiz cne hesins hy describkine the

structure cf the hnman svul an’® 1ts unicue cr charscteristic operptlons,
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crrmonce of these

describes the virtues in terms of the successful pezri
rresponds te the 'virtues!

functicns, shows that virtue =2s thus ccnceived co
recognized in oriinarv discourse, and sugzests thot @ 1life thus lived will
be the mest natural and least frustratine and c2n thercfore be expected te
be the mcst pleasant., oSince the Hepublic fellows the same patterm
(rrutatis mutandis ang with roccce ornamentsticn) as the Lthics,h presurably
t'e ar unent 2bout function serves here the same pregranmatic purpcese.

At one peint aristctle's versicn of the arsument differs frem Platao's:
whers aristotle speaks of mon's functicn, vlatc speaks of the scul's
fancticen., aristotle'’s version is the cbvious <nce. Sccrates tas alre=zdy
spcken of the ~f a herse (which "2s 2 scul nc less than man hos,
618&3—A), el is the obvicus parallel: at 335chk justice was called
anthrépeis arcté€ by analegy with the aretai of herse and dev (335p6-11).
why «dces bocrates not spesk here tco of mnn, er at lerst of humsn scul?
Fresuratuly because, althcu:h the functicn ¥ the seul is here szi? tc be
life, we levrn frow the fhoe’c (7%0.-7) that the true ex riussion of the
scul in itself is pure thoueht. It is the characteristic of pure thcurght
t¢ be c¢hjoctive ant dispassicnote (we note that in the Fhaedc, 94b7-eb and
99al-L, Socrates' selfish imvulses are attribute:d tc his body ). . The virtue
'of the scul! will then be cbjectivit~ and disprssicnateness; an? this we
have seen t- be characteristic of justice. There is t"us a peculizr
appropriatencss in speaking of justice as the virtmnsg of the gcyl. GCuna
embcdied, the scul has the adliticnal task eof directing and contrelling
a bedy: at 35344-6 the scul's functicn is sp-cified as 'epimeleisthai kai
archein kail bouleuesthai'!, althcurh the argument preoceeds in terms of the
general ccncert of 'life.!' uand os ruler «f a bodlyvy the scul will need the
ruler's gualities cf “ntelliszence nnd strenzth, wiich are¢ prociselv these
which Sccerates scught te vinlie~te fer justice. The Socratie s»ul is,
in frcet, a philosopher-kins, an?! in speakins c¢i. 'zcul' rather than 'mon!
Sccrites is producing &n “rgumont more dircctlv rel -tel both to his previous
interchanges with Thresycachus ant toe his later expositicn.
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The arzument of the Lepublic as whele shcws that the impulse tc Just
nction is the scientific 1upulsu. subjectivity is replacesd bv cobjectivity,
perspective by measurement, ant instesd cf fcllecwing @ private interest

cne secks tec realize the preper leozos of the situation inte which order

is te be irtroducel But when wocrates states exnlicitly what justice is,
he says it is ta2 heautcu pratteiln (4,33a8), This fermula, though “llustrated
in its context, i1s by nc¢ sieuns self-explenateorv: Charmis bs‘ suxgestion
(Choriides 161b6) that the saric forrula will serve tc define scphrosune

is treate. by bocr:ites os if he meant thot cobblers srkculd mend only their
cwn beocts. Nor does the Tarmuls scim the wmest obvicus way cf characterizing
the phenoriena to which Scerates applics it: in porticuler, it is a very
awkward woy o«f ‘lescribins the 'Justice! that reigns wit hln a2 well-atjuste?
rerscnality. OUne wonders why the fermula dis intre'uced,

Cne may .dnleed mcwder why 2ocriates intreduces any fermuls at all.

One weffect of the discussicn with FPclemarchus hed been to sheow that such
slczgans cannot be used as criteris for Aifferentistine justice because they
arc never less auwbigusus than the terms thev renlice. It is 2s herl to
explain wh~t 'renderin- each his own' neans as to explain what 'justice'!
IEANS . Thrasymachus zcco““ln"]v refuses (336cb) to let 3ccrates o gzive
any cne-wcrd equivalent ©s his eccount of justice as being neither clear
ncr .nrecise (336d2-3). The point is rubbed in by Thrasyrmachus' cwn

miss dventures with 'is cwn slnest equally obscure and vague 'interest of
the stronger.! We have already cbserved, however, that Sccrates is n-t
proposing ¢ c(lfterion. He is characterizinsz phenomens that he has already
demarcated and described. Tc what aspects of these phenomena is he drawing
attenticn?

Ta hautcu prattein lcoks like the slegan ¢f the lalssez-faire
bourgecis, the 'useless' man censuraz.i by Pericles (Thucydides IT1-40-1ii)
whe minds hils private business and loaves public affairs te Bis Brother.
This sense ¢f the phrasc is implicit in vccerates' zccount of his negzlect
o{ his c¢wn affazirs (Agclogv 31b-c¢). In using this slezan (at the cost of
soiic strain) to express his own idenls, Plato zppears toe be rejecting the
ideolcsy cof Periclean demccraecy, &s he dces more forthrishtly later. The
appearance is leceptive, for he sc generalizes this petty-burgherly
principle that it applies ecually to¢ public servants in the exercise of
their office; and this neutrnlizes its effect, since ons c¢rn orsuc that
in a lenccracy the public business is sveryvene's business an? the citizen
in the assenbly ta hautceu prattei. Mere important is the fact that fer
FPlatc ta hautcu are not what concern cneself in the sense «¢f impinging c¢n
cne's private interest, but wh2t pertain te one's specific capacities
(434a3-b7). Platec is thus n-t so much rncquiescing in bourgeois ileoclogy
as capturins its slogan and puttinz it tc a fresnh usec This he dces with
other slosans tcee, andihis disciurse incerporates #n equlvalent for 2ll
the catchiwords that his fellow Jdisputents have preposed, Tc¢ teou kreittcncs
sumphercon beccmes the interest ¢f the ruling rind and (i fortiori) the
whcle nvainst its parts; ta opheilomena he kastéi apocdidonea i, interpreted
Aynamically, bbCCHuS the socinl mcbility thet makes ta hautou prattein
pessible; helping frien<ds an? h:rmins enemies becores suppressing the worse
¢lements in cneself in faveur «f the better; me polupragmosuncin becomes
(as crposed to¢ net being meddlescre) noet dissiprtinz cnets energies cn
unsuitable tmsks; ellctricn aigatheon becoumes n geed thot is alien ncet
becous:s it i1s someone ¢lse's but becausc it is imperscnal.

Althoush Platenic senses can thus be feund for 211 these slogzans,
ta hautoen prattein has a special status as being put forward by Sccrates
himself. As a fcermula for justice it has had little success: even
Aristctle, who incerperates so much frem the idepublic in his Sthics, makes

.
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ne use of it.48  Syur cuicue redderc hus remained the faveurite heading
unider which the complex phencmena =sssccinted with the carcesrt of Jjustice
have been 3iscussed. Cf this slegan, ta hautcou prattein is a variant,
substituting aprrepriateness to the sgent for approprriateness to the
patient. By makins this substituticn, i€ «¢ffects the internalizzticn of

the concept of justice of which one has hear?i sc riuchA49 It alsc has in
it's ccntextfpccungr “pprcbriat@ness ol dits cwn.

(ne «f the fundamentnal pesiticrns o f the Hepublic is the existence

and the pessiblliit« of dlSCQVCflng) cf ¢hicctive standards, Thst is the
significance c¢f the ccncept fer-en: excellence folleows or opersticn and
c¢peraticn is ‘¢torrsine? by structure (¢f. 353aL-5). Virtucus activity will
theretcre be the activity woest approp-iate tco cneself as c¢ne re?lly is,
anl thus preeninently ta beautcu.

In a Socratic 'ialosue the principle respondent is an expcnent of the
virtue cr skiil whese intellectual basis is te he ex~yined: eccnceptual
egnouiry and examinction f 1ife ro tozmether, and the respenlent nust
didcnai peri hautou lczcn (Laches lb(el“) But in the I ~f the Hepublic
it is Secrates whe %ngnt te the cuestion;50 and since justice is the
subject «f inocuiry westake Sccrates as a parases f justice (c¢f. the last
wer: of the Phavﬂu}. If he is, and if justice is i2 hautcu prattein,
Scerates! 1life rnust be based on the intellectucl principle underlyine such
a 1ife¢., But thot rrinciple cién c¢nly be sclf-knowledge, the Delphic gnothi
seauten that is the censtant justificatiocr of Socrates' activitiss: 'Cu
dunuivail po kota to Jelphikon Adr"ha snenail encutons zelceion de moil phainetedl
teuto e¢ti asznccunts ta olletris skepein! (rh irus 229e5). The intimcte
cerinection between pgnethi seauten and te heuut u pratteir had 2lrensy been
expleited by Platc (Lh*il'ﬁes 161b6-165a)); 4nd his use ¢f the latter slcgan
to “2¢fine ijustice enables him t¢ cennect wccrotes! knewn charzctoer with the
deetrine that he 1s =xpcuniing.

Pin~1ly, the slew n neatly inverts the way of 1ife that Thrasymachus
has reccrunended:s instead of atten’ins sclely to one's own advantare, cne
attenls solely to ¢ne's wn potentialities., Thoe reversal is pracisely that
implied by aristotle's insistence (Nic. Fth., 1168a5 ff. and passir) that
what cne loes is morc nearly connectod with cne's bappiness thon what
happens Lo cne, an evaluaticen first systematically exploited in the Corgias,

Thus, tnnu b scarcely infermaltive in itself, the slcgnn that Boecrates
uscs 1ncapsulatcL the whole articulation f ideas depleved in the seauence
of Platcnic ¢nd Aristoteliun werks of which the gepublic is the most
cenprehensive. %hat is strikins in the Hepublic is less the <dcctrines
thot Plate prepeunds thaw the relsticnships that he <evelops between ideas,
wWwe have secn thot a surprisinz number ci these relaticnships are already
sct forth, or s1luded to, or relied on, in the enccunter between Sccrataes
an< Thrasyirachus.

o

Fetaia

", i, oparshott



1.

6.

10.

1.

NOTES

I use 'just! and its derivates throughout for 'diké' and its derivstes
the fasirion of rendering by 'right' obscures the arzument.

L) J £ &
It is characteristic of the thematic unity of the dialogue thazt Jjustice
is first brought into the conversation not as & problem hut 2s nn 2ssured
value (230c-231la). Jocrates raises the preblem of a criterior ovly
#fter this sounding of the moin theme,

Fiato thousht th=t all 4ctual governments were bhad (Eorgias 515c~-522a,
Rep. 473c-d, mp. VIT 326a). If so, the proper function of governrment
annol be directlv v inferred frow obs rvation, :

The connectior is so obvious to Aristotle that he incorporates in his
discussion c¢f justice in kic. &th. V the whole gphere of operation of
laws and courts without =zny ”cknowlodbument thzt he is doins so, although
nothing in his preliminnry definitions of justice warrants the inclusion,

Throughout Nic. wti. V Aristotle handles his successive topics from
the standpoint of sovernment action. ‘'Distributive justice,' for
example, is casually erunted with the sharing oi the 7ood and bsad
things at ths disposal of the public (1131a25),

Recent censure of Plato for not realisin~ thot Justice is essenticlly
a corrective, saecond-order concept bespeaks political stosnation and
socinl complscencv. It subsumes Aistributive under corrective justice.
Ffurther relevant terminological discriminations zre introduced by
Aristotle, Nic. f&th. 113529 ff., where he distincuishes adikon from
adikeéma and introduces the term dikaiéﬁﬁ as epanorthoma tou adikem~tos,

P_l.

It is probably becr2use of his name, ch places him as the o2postle
of conflict, that thrasymachus is C”Ou n 2s disputant. Cf. Aristotle
ihet, 1400019,

Cne must distinguisii 'democratic laws', such as tlese on ostracism or
the payment of ass2mblymen, which favour the demos against the
knloikarathoi and which Thrasymnchus mentions, from the loaws which
govern arrangemenits and transacticns wetween indjvidual citizens and
whicl 1o ancisznt author interprets ¢s servine 2 class-interest.

It scems imrossible to determine whether Flatc¢ intends to represent
Thrasyamnclius 2#s a man with an incoherent doctrine or 2 man incoherently
expounding a coherent one. Cur <uestion is not what Flato intends
but whk:t he does: the implications of the argurent 2re whet they are,
no matter what lato thouerht thew were. 1In seekine 2 coherent
interpretnation 1 follow the wvolicw of attributing to any thinker the
stronmest possible cuse,
“hen Thrasymachus' doctrine is recapitulated in the Laws, to
sumrheron is glossed as hopos arxei te sei kai me kota Juthasetni
T?lthi (Thrasymachus himself uses the prhrase 'heautol lusiteloun
te kal sumpheron,' 344c. for the conflation of the idens of pow:sr
and profit, see LI below).

If our 12w and morality szlways expre&s how we would like other people
to act towards vs (&nd not hew we mean to act ourselves), the
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einai pcliteins, cut! c¢rth-us nercus hesol ne surmpases tes peleos
heneka tcu koinou etethesan'! (715&8—10, b2eld Vs '

Wete thet Peliticus 276'5-131 conjcins twe 1istinctions: between
divine and huran rule, znd between invcluntary anli voluntary rule,

Thi is n treachercus orsuw ont, becouse ci the ambisuity of Tinterests!

is f )

between what 1 want zndl what is =ocd fer ne, courled with the anbipuity

oFf 'what I want! between whot 1 think I woent and whet 1 really want

(cf. CGorgins 466 £f.). sScerstes fails o use against Thrasyrachus

the arcument that te be infallible a ruler =uct not cnly have o flawless
techrique of deminatien but must hove & correct notien of what is

'su pher«n' -= presu hly leccuse the peint has been thercushly

cevered in the Sergias.

At 3472 Bccrates himself argucs c¢n the assumpticn that ne cne prefers
ancthor's #- ¢l tr his ~wn, an' =t 3L4/ie he says that the purpese ~f the
present 'iscussicn is t+ fin! 'bicu <inpgfgen, hel an liagorencs
hekastus heron lusitelestsiten zoen zoie,!

This is alres.'v 1ni?l Jdewn at 351le6-352a6.

Not to mentien Scerates ¢t Protisoris 358cb6-313, fep. L4130 4-5.

I

Thig Jusdity of getive ie relflectel at 505B5E "Teis men pellaois
hedcne -1okei einai to agathen, teis e kompsobercis phrenesis.!' The
guar: iens are chosen fropn arons the epikcurci whose deminant motive
is tc be levoticn to the coirunity as a whole (413 ¢ 5-7). Their
trainin;; thus invclves beth the rerging: and the transceniing of
perscnal viewpcints,

The “evelecpment cof the 'city ¢f pies! en a2 basis «f mutual benefit
shews, however, thst the plain »an dces nct share the ~ssumpticn
that his neighhcur's prefit must entell bis own leoss.,

m
+

he insatiability of ~reel is n¢ new therne in Creek letters. CFf,

Sclon 1. 71 Diehl: 'Plcutou 3'cuden terma pephasienon snlrasi keitad...!
This passage alse reveals why beth parndisgms were necessary: music

lacks the element of cocntrel, and the 'matherictical!' baosis of health
(cf. Timneus 82a~h) is nct lemcenstrable.

It is no deubt to remedy rl:zte's detauching of the cencept ¢f plecnexia
that Aristctle uses the ter~ tc help define justice en rerei (Wic. Lth.
1130al17). -

The situaticn between the iust ant the unjust as Thrasynachus ccnceives
it is akin te that 2«4reement as tc whe shcull rule that .onerates later
calls scphresunc (43226-9),

This is the un'lerlying argurent of the divisicn of the scul at L39c ff.

The principle cf 'organic sclidarity! (cf. Durkheir 's Division _f
Labcur in Scciety, passir) is that diversity ¢f functicn serves when
recognise’ as the bssig c¢f unanirity of feelins (homonoia). This is

a persistent theme of the fepublic (cf. esp. 4&3&5, and is argued by
aristctle with sreat intensity at Nic. Sth., VIII. 9-12. The lepentlence
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of hemonoia ¢n justice 2n? of stasis on injustice 1s remarked
guctation frem drchytas.,

Cf. Pericles' self-tefence in Thuecy?ides: 'Oulencs oicrmai hessen einai
gncnai te ta decnta ka errengusal tauta.... Kal e<c rmen Lo autos
eirii kai cuk existarzi' (II.A0. Vg 61,33 ). hote That he =:e8s on tco

say thet on inccnstant will 1s chaorncteristic cf slaves,

These cualities rrenet 1dentical: a man mav be lisobedient threough
9ﬁ1309nc cr self-interest rather than recalcitrance, and rebtellcusly
1nb1 an withcut 2ctually breslkins the law, :

The class asscciations <f the virtues are pcintelly reverses by
Isccrotes, Hicccles 43 'Tés_men andrias kai tés deinotetos kai ton
2llcn ton eu’okimounton hecrcn kai ton kakesn an'ren pollcus metechentas,
teén de dikaicsunen kai s€phrcsunén idia kte:at. tin kalen k'agathbor
cntz.!'  Lut it will be seen that Isccrotes has rizsa?tl the point.

T'he fzct that the structure ¢f the rresent argument is alrest un-
intellizible withcut reference tc the Gergias susgests that the Georzias
rust have been worke! cut first, o»imilarly, the interrretaticns offer-
ed in this paper are inceompatible with the neticn th#t sdepublic I was
at first an inderendent dialcrue tc which the «ther nine beoks were
added as an afterthought.

Sccial moebility is tce be the cne basic princiwnle c¢f pclicy in the
'ideal'! society (L15b3-cb6). Like Thrasymachus' versicn, Sccrates! is
ased c¢n a sccial analogue ¢f aristctle's ‘icctrine of 'natural place.!
But thelr 1idens about whese natural place is which are diametrically

oppcsed.,

The as-cciation ¢f Jjustice with weakness ang felly mev be fecun? in the
coentinuaticn of the alleged paraphrase cof bDewccritus aqucted above
(VI): '¥pinciar sar kaken tous ncitcus elese, koi "Gu chre nomois
peitharchein ten scphon, alla eleutherics zen"' (Yors. 68 4l66)--

esvtecially 1f we take the scmewhat enismatic vhrase 'epincia kake!
te mean 'a ccwarily levice.!

Socrates Aoes not ‘leny that tyrarny cces with unbridled lust (578bll
ff.), cr thet wits1itv - ften acccornpanizes wickedness (610a5-ely —--
Socrates ces not criginate this sentiment, but greets it with
'Kalcs legeis'). iiather, he purperts tc show that other tvnes cof
behavicur and perscnality yiel? better results.

This argzument will nct beor iuch weight., Frr ex-mple, at 586al
Scerotes hinself ccuples phreonesis with arete, just as Aristotle
scwmetines uses arete tc wean meral virtue only (e.z. 1144b2). But
the transiticn Jdoes secri sienificant in this context.

Te be fair, Sccrutes' argurent derends neither con the assurption that
all things have functicns, ncr cn the suppoesiticn that excellence
entails functicn, but enly cn his definiticn of s functior itself; he
then simply asks Thrasymnachus 'Coul?l you ¢ certain thinzss withecut a
scul? -- if not, they are the soul's function and its excellence rmust
lie in its performance of them' (35343-7). The only cdadity of this
apprecach is that 1t speaks of the scul as if it were scmething other
than cneself, scmethinz cnc uses; whereas the whcle pcint of t e argument
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an immertal scul,

1re nc “efinite
or ~Aikaicsune

thare
arete

the line c¢f
the 1 ter restoraticn of
the soul).

the lemcnstrmticn mey

net be surerflucus, since Throsveachus is apparently silent at

350c1l (brcrates assures us thot '<iidi.ecleresameth2 ten dikz2iosunen
areltén einai kai scphian,' but all that Thrasynachus is cuoted as
sayins is 'dmeiwe cude ha nun legeis aveskei' (35014-10)) and is

nct asked whether he agrees =t 352412, His 'Suncchcres*men gor' at
353¢9 (which presumable refers to the immcdiate ccntext)ifis thus his
first assent tc¢ the reversal «f his whele resiticn, and assent is
neete?d befu.re Scerates can <o cn. s Scerates scys, 'Hti kelticn
skeptecn' (35245). But Plitc 2id not need to w“tkbcll Thrasymachus!
assent until this extra =nd cuite ‘ifferent (er? certs-inly no

stronser) Jdevonstraticon had been siven.

This is nct tho there hes

has alre: 'y baen

first time the

The point is well wade and supported by ., 0cdlg

the G:irgias, 335-6.
The reserblance of the schemes is cbscure’
discusses politics separately frem ethics.
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parazraph of the Tthics.

alsc serves to intrc’luce the key ccncent ¢f 'functicn' itself
e

He dces use the phrase tz haytorn echein (Bic. Ath. 11%2b17, 1133b3),

fer which c¢f. acepublic 433c¢lZ.

This internalization alsc appears in the sbift of mearning in cikeicn
between fhrusymachus' descriptiocn of Jjustice as cikeia blabe (3&30@)
ar.’ Sccrates!' descripticn < f irnjustice as the scul's cikeicn kakan
(7£10e4).

Hepublic I is net =z twpienl Socratic dialerue, in that the conly
participeont to clair justice (Cephalus) is net interrcgated.
Thirnsymachus cluiss nct Bo be a just man but te be 2n axpert on
Justice, ard his keouaiaiifmld’ §ocraios' exctasis bicu at 34%9a9-10
('T1 4e sci, erhé, toutc diapherei, eite moi dokeil eite me, all'ou
ten lezen clegcheis;!'), “rivine a wedse " etween the lociczl and the
psychcloeical aspects of 2 Socratic inouiry, makes this ermphatically
clear. But Thresvenchus Jees perscnify the injustice that he extcels,
tc the extent th=t his reascns for expounling his vie s are nlecnectic
inhis ¢wn extended sense: he wishoes both to excel the cthers (337c¢)
and to be wmaid (3372).
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