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It will be seen . . . that the Erewhonians 
arc a meek and long-suffering people, easily led 
by the nose, and quick to offer up common 
sense at the shrine of logic, when a philosopher 
arises among therh ;,vho carries them away . . . 
by' convincing them that their existing institu­
tions are not based ort the strictest principles 
of morality. SAMUEL BuTLER. 



In my course I have known and, according to my measure, 
have co-operated with great men ; and I have never yet seen 
any plan which has not been mended by the observations of those 
who were much inferior in understanding to the person who took 
the lead in the business. EDMUND BuRKE. 



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 

If in this book harsh words arc spoken about some of the 
greatest among the intellectual leaders of mankind, my motive 
is not, I hope, the wish to belittle them. It springs rather from 
my conviction that, if our civilization is to survive, we must 
break with the habit of deference to great men. Great men 
may make great mistakes ; and as the book tries to show, some 
of the greatest leaders of the past supported the perennial attack 
on freedom and reason. Their influence, too rarely challenged, 
continues to mislead those on whose defence civilization depends, 
and to divide them. The responsibility for this tragic and 
possibly fatal division becomes ours if we hesitate to be outspoken 
in our criticism of what admittedly is a part of our intellectual 
heritage. By our reluctance to criticize some of it, we may 
help to destroy it all. 

The book is a critical introduction to the philosophy of 
politics and of history, and an examination of some of the 
principles of social reconstruction. Its aim and the line of 
approach are indicated in the Introduction. Even where it looks 
back into the past, its problems are the problems of our own 
time; and I have tried hard to state them as simply as I could, 
in the hope of clarifying matters which concern us all. 

Although the book presupposes nothing but opcn-mindedness 
in the reader, its object is not so much to popularize the questions 
treated as to solve them. In an attempt, however, to serve both 
of these purposes, I have confined all matters of more specialized 
interest to Notes which have been collected at the end of the book. 

1943 
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 

Although much of what is contained in this book took shape 
at an earlier date, the final decision to write it was made in 
March 1938, on the day I received the news of the invasion of 
Austria. The writing extended into 191·3 ; and the fact that 
most of the book was written during the grave years when the 
outcome of the war was uncertain may help to explain why some 
of its criticism strikes me to-day as more emotional and harsher 
in tone than I could wish. But it was not the time to mince 
words-or at least, this was what I then felt. Neither the war 
nor any other contemporary event was explicitly mentioned in 
the book ; but it was an attempt to understand those events and 
their background, and some of the issues which were likely to 
arise after the war was won. The expectation that :Marxism 
would become a major problem was the reason for treating it at 
some length. 

Seen in the darkness of the present world situation, the criti­
cism of Marxism which it attempts is liable to stand out as the 
main point of the book. This view of it is not wholly wrong and 
perhaps unavoidable, although the aims of the book are much 
wider. Marxism is only an episode-one of the many mistakes 
~e have made in the perennial and dangerous struggle for build­
mg a better and freer world. 

Not unexpectedly, I have been blamed by some for being too 
sev~re in my treatment of Marx, while others contrasted my 
lemency towards him with the violence of my attack upon Plato. 
But I still feel the need for looking at Plato with highly critical 
eyes, just because the general adoration of the ' divine philo­
sopher' has a real foundation in his overwhelming intellectual 
achievement. Marx, on the other hand, has too often been 
~ttacked on personal and moral grounds, so that here the need 
Is, rather, for a severe rational criticism of his theories combined 
with a sympathetic understanding of their astonishing moral and 
intellectual appeal. Rightly or wrongly, I felt that my criticism 
was devastating, and that I could therefore afford to search for 
Marx's real contributions, and to give his motives the benefit of 
the doubt. In any case, it is obvious that we must try to appre-
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION IX 

ciate the strength of an opponent if we wish to fight him success­
fully. 

No book can ever be finished. 'Vhile working on it we learn 
just enough to find it immature the moment we turn away from 
it. As to my criticism of Plato and ~Iarx, this inevitable experi­
ence was not more disturbing than usual. But most of my posi­
tive suggestions and, above all, the strong feeling of optimism 
which pervades the whole book struck me more and more as 
naive, as the years after the war went by. ~ly own voice began 
to sound to me as if it came from the distant past-like the voice 
of one of the hopeful social reformers of the eighteenth or even 
the seventeenth century. 

But my mood of depression has passed, largely as the result 
of a visit to the United States; and I am now glad that, in 
revising the book, I confined myself to the addition of new 
material and to the cmTcction of mistakes of matter and style, 
and that I resisted the temptation to subdue its tenor. For in 
spite of the present world situation I feel as hopeful as I ever did. 

I sec now more clearly than ever before that even our greatest 
troubles spring from something that is as admirable and sound 
as it is dangerous-from our impatience to better the lot of our 
fellows. For these troubles arc the by-products of what is per­
haps the greatest of all moral and spiritual revolutions of history, 
a movement which began three centuries ago. It is the longing 
of uncounted unknown men to free themselves and their minds 
from the tutelage of authority and prejudice. It is their attempt 
to build up an open society which rejects the absolute authority 
of the merely established and the merely traditional while trying 
to preserve, to develop, and to establish traditions, old or new, 
that measure up to their standards of freedom, of humaneness, 
and of rational criticism. It is their unwillingness to sit back 
and leave the entire responsibility for ruling the world to human 
or superhuman authority, and their readiness to share the burden 
of responsibility for avoidable sufferino- and to work for its 

bl 

avoidance. This revolution has created powers of appalling 
destructiveness ; but they may yet be conquered. 

1950 
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THE OPEN SOCIETr AND ITS ENEMIES 

INTRODUCTION 

I do not wish to hide the fact that I can only 
look with repugnance .• upon the puffed-up 
pretentiousness of all these volumes filled with 
wisdom, such as arc fashionable nowadavs. For 
I am fully satisfied that .. the accepted ~ethods 
must endlessly increase these follies and blunders, 
and that even the complete annihilation of all 
these fanciful achievements could not possibly be 
as harmful as this fictitious science with its accursed 
fertility. KANT. 

This book raises issues which may not be apparent from the 
table of contents. 

It sketches some of the difficulties faced by our civilization­
a civilization which might be perhaps described as aiming at 
humaneness and reasonableness, at equality and freedom ; a 
civilization which is still in its infancy, as it were, and which con­
tinues to grow in spite of the fact that it has been so often betrayed 
by so many of the intellectual leaders of mankind. It attempts 
to show that this civilization has not yet fully recovered from 
the shock of its birth-the transition from the tribal or ' closed 
society ', with its submission to magical forces, to the ' open 
society ' which sets free the critical powers of man. It attempts 
to show that the shock of this transition is one of the factors that 
have made possible the rise of those reactionary movements 
which have tried, and still try, to overthrow civilization and to 
return to tribalism. And it suggests that what we call nowadays 
totalitarianism belongs to a tradition which is just as old or just 
as young as our civilization itself. 

It tries thereby to contribute to our understanding of totali­
tarianism, and of the significance of the perennial fight against 
it. 

It further tries to examine the application of the critical and 
rational methods of science to the problems of the open society. 
It analyses the principles of democratic social reconstruction, the 
principles of what I may term ' piecemeal social engineering ' 
in opposition to ' Utopian social engineering ' (as explained 
in Chapter g). And it tries to clear away some of the ob­
stacles impeding a rational approach to the problems of social 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

reconstruction. It does so by criticizing those social philosophies 
which are responsible for the widespread prejudice against the 
possibilities of democratic reform. The most powerful of these 
philosophies is one which I have called historicism. The story of 
the rise and influence of some important forms of historicism is 
one of the main topics of the book, which might even be described 
as a collection of marginal notes on the development of certain 
historicist philosophies. A few remarks on the origin of the book 
will indicate what is meant by historicism and how it is connected 
with the other issues mentioned. 

Although I am mainly interested in the methods of physics 
(and consequently in certain technical problems which arc far 
removed from those treated in this book), I have also been 
interested for many years in the problem of the somewhat unsatis­
factory state of some of the social sciences and especially of social 
philosophy. This, of course, raises the problem of their methods. 
My interest in this problem was greatly stimulated by the rise 
of totalitarianism, and by the failure of the various social sciences 
and social philosophies to make sense of it. 

In this connection, one point appeared to me particularly urgent. 
One hears too often the suggestion that some form or other of 

totalitarianism is inevitable. Many who because of their intelli­
gence and training should be held responsible for what they 
say, announce that there is no escape from it. They ask us 
whether we are really nai:ve enough to believe that democracy 
can be permanent ; whether we do not see that it is just one of 
the many forms of government that come and go in the course 
of history. They argue that democracy, in order to fight 
totalitarianism, is forced to copy its methods an~ thus ~o become 
totalitarian itself. Or they assert that ou~ mdustnal system 
cannot continue to function without adoptm~ th: m:~hods of 
collectivist planning, and they infer from th~ mev1tab1hty o~ a 
collectivist economic system that the adopuon of totahtanan 
forms of social life is also inevitable . 

. . Su~h arguments may sound plausible enough. But plausi­
bility 1s not a reliable guide in such matters. In fact, one should 
not enter into a discussion of these specious arguments before 
having considered the following question of method : Is i! wit.hin 
the power of any social science to make such sweepmg h1stoncal 
prophecies ? Can we expect to get more than the irresponsib!e 
reply of the soothsayer if we ask a man what the future has m 
store for mankind ? 



INTRODUCTION 3 

This is a question of the method of the social sciences. It is 
clearly more fundamental than any criticism of any particular 
argument offered in support of any historical prophecy. 

A careful examination of this question has led me to the 
conviction that such sweeping historical prophecies are entirely 
beyond the scope of scientific method. The future depends on 
ourselves, and we do not depend on any historical necessity. 
There arc, however, influential social philosophies which hold 
the opposite view. They claim that everybody tries to use his 
brains to predict impending events ; that it is certainly legitimate 
for a strategist to try to foresee the outcome of a battle ; and 
that the boundaries between such a prediction and more sweeping 
historical prophecies arc fluid. They assert that it is the task 
of science in general to make predictions, or rather, to improve 
upon our everyday predictions, and to put them upon a more 
secure basis ; and that it is, in particular, the task of the 
social sciences to furnish us with long-term historical prophecies. 
They also believe that they have discovered laws of history 
which enable them to prophesy the course of historical events. 
The various social philosophies which raise claims of this kind, 
I have grouped together under the name historicism. Else­
where, in The Poverl)• rif Historicism, I have tried to argue against 
these claims, and to show that in spite of their plausibility they 
arc based on a gross misunderstanding of the method of 
science, and especially on the neglect of the distinction between 
scientific prediction and historical propheC)'. vVhile engaged in the 
systematic analysis and criticism of the claims of historicism, I 
also tried to collect some material to illustrate its development. 
The notes collected for that purpose became the basis of this 
book. 

The systematic analysis of historicism aims at something like 
scientific status. This book does not. Many of the opinio~s 
expressed are personal. 'Vhat it owes to scientific method IS 

largely the awareness of its limitations : it does not offer proofs 
where nothing can be proved, nor does it pretend to be scientific 
where it cannot give more than a personal point of view. It does 
not try to replace the old systems of philosophy by a new system. 
It does not try to add to all these volumes filled with wisdom, 
to the metaphysics of history and destiny, such as are fashion­
able nowadays. It rather tries to show that this prophetic wis~om 
is harmful, that the metaphysics of history impede the appli~a­
tion of the piecemeal methods of science to the problems of socia1 



4 INTRODUCTION 

reform. And it further tries to show that we may become the 
makers of our fate when we have ceased to pose as its prophets. 

In tracing the development of historicism, I found that the 
dangerous habit of historical prophecy, so widespread among our 
intellectual leaders, has various functions. It is always flattering 
to belong to the inner circle of the initiated, and to possess the 
unusual power of predicting the course ofhistory. Besides, there 
is a tradition that intellectual leaders are gifted with such powers, 
and not to possess them may lead to loss of caste. The danger, 
on the other hand, of their being unmasked as charlatans is very 
small, since they can always point out that it is certainly per­
missible to make less sweeping predictions ; and the boundaries 
between these and augury are fluid. 

But there are sometimes further and perhaps deeper motives 
for holding historicist beliefs. The prophets who prophesy the 
coming of a millennium may give expression to a deep-seated 
feeling of dissatisfaction ; and their dreams may indeed give 
hope and encouragement to some who can hardly do without 
them. But we must also realize that their influence is liable to 
prevent us from facing the daily tasks of social life. And those 
minor prophets who announce that certain events, such as a lapse 
into totalitarianism (or perhaps into' managerialism '),arc bound 
to happen may, whether they like it or not, be instrumental in 
bringing these events about. Their story that democracy is not 
to last for ever is as true, and as little to the point, as the assertion 
that human reason is not to last for ever, since only democracy 
p~ovides an institutional framework that permits reform without 
VIOlence, and so the use of reason in political matters. But their 
story tends to discourage those who fight totalitarianism ; its 
mot~ve i~ to support the revolt against civi~ization. A. fur~h.er 
motiVe, It seems, can be found if we consider that h1stonc1st 
metaphysics are apt to relieve men from the strain of their respon­
sibilities. If you know that things arc bound to happen what­
ever you do, then you may feel free to give up the fight against 
them. you may, more especially, give up the attempt to control 
those thmgs which most people agree to be social evils, such as 
war ; or, to mention a smaller but nevertheless important thing, 
the tyranny of the petty official. 

I do not wish to suggest that historicism must always have 
such effects. There arc historicists-especially the Marxists­
who do not wish to relieve men from the strain of their responsi­
bilities. On the other hand, there are some social philosophies 
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which may or may not be historicistic but which preach the 
impotence of reason in social life, and which, by this anti­
rationalism, propagate the attitude : 'either follow the Leader, 
the Great Statesman, or become a Leader yourself' ; an attitude 
which for most people must mean passive submission to the 
forces, personal or anonymous, that rule society. 

Now it is interesting to sec that some of those who denounce 
reason, and even blame it for the social evils of our time, do so 
on the one hand because they realize the fact that historical 
prophecy goes beyond the power of reason, and on the other 
hand because they cannot conceive of a social science, or of 
reason in society, ha\'ing another function but that of historical 
prophecy. In other words, they arc disappointed historicists ; 
they arc men who, in spite of realizing the poverty of historicism, 
arc unaware that they retain the fundamental historicistic preju­
dice-the doctrine that the social sciences, if they are to be of 
any use at all, must be prophetic. It is clear that this attitude 
must lead to a rejection of the applicability of science or of reason 
to the problems of social life-and ultimately, to a doctrine of 
power, of domination and submission. 

Why do all these social philosophies support the revolt against 
civilization ? And what is the secret of their popularity ? Why 
do they attract and seduce so many intellectuals ? I am inclined 
to think that the reason is that they give expression to a deep­
fdt dissatisfaction with a world which does not, and cannot, live 
up to our moral ideals and to our dreams of perfection. The 
tendency of historicism (and of related views) to support the 
revolt against civilization may be due to the fact that historicism 
itself is, largely, a reaction against the strain of our civilization 
and its demand for personal responsibility. 

These last allusions are somewhat vague, but they must suffice 
for this introduction. They will later be substantiated by histori­
cal material, especially in the chapter 'The Open Society and Its 
Enemies '. I was tempted to place this chapter at the beginning 
of the book ; with its topical interest it would certainly have 
made a more inviting introduction. But I found that the full 
weight of tllis llistorical interpretation cannot be felt unless it is 
preceded by the material discussed earlier in the book. It seems 
that one has first to be disturbed by the sinlilarity between the 
Platonic theory of justice and the theory and practice of modern 
totalitarianism before one can feel how urgent it is to interpret 
these matters. 





THE OPEN SOCIETY AND ITS ENEA1IES 

VOL. I 

THE SPELL OF PLATO 

For the Opm Society (about 430 B.C.) : 
Although only a few may originate a policy, 
we arc all able to judge it. 

PERICLES OF ATHENS. 

Agai11st the Opm Society (about Bo ;·cars later) : 
The greatest principle of all is that nobody, 
whether male or female, should be without 
a leader. Nor should the mind of anybody 
be habituated to letting him do anything at 
all on his own initiative ; neither out of 
zeal, nor even playfully. But in war and in 
the midst of peace-to his leader he shall 
direct his eye and follow him faithfully. And 
even in the smallest matter he should stand 
under leadership. For example, he should 
get up, or move, or wash, or take his meals 
. . only if he has been told to do so. In 
a "·ord, he should teach his soul, by long 
habit, never to dream of acting independently, 
and to become utterly incapable of it. 

PLATO OF ATHENS. 

T H E 1\1 Y T I-I 0 F 0 R I G I N A N D D E S T I N Y 

CHAPTER 1 HISTORICISM AND THE MYTH OF 
DESTINY 

It is widely believed that a truly scientific or philosophical 
attitude towards politics, and a deeper understanding of social 
life in general, must be based upon a contemplation and inter­
pretation of human history. While the ordinary man takes the 
setting of his life and the importance of his personal experiences 
and petty struggles for granted, it is said that the social scientist 
or philosopher has to survey things from a higher plane. He 
sees the individual as a pawn, as a somewhat insignificant instru­
ment in the general development of mankind. And he finds that 
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8 THE MYTH OF ORIGIN AND DESTINY 

the really important actors on the Stage of History arc either the 
Great Nations and their Great Leaders, or perhaps the Great 
Classes, or the Great Ideas. However this may be, he will try 
to understand the meaning of the play which is performed on 
the Historical Stage; he will try to understand the laws of 
historical development. If he succeeds in this, he will, of course, 
be able to predict future developments. He might then put 
politics upon a solid basis, and give us practical advice by telling 
us which political actions are likely to succeed or likely to fail. 

This is a brief description of an attitude which I call historicism. 
It is an old idea, or rather, a loosely connected set of ideas which 
have become, unfortunately, so much a part of our spiritual 
atmosphere that they are usually taken for granted, and hardly 
ever questioned. 

I have tried elsewhere to show that the historicist approach 
to the social sciences gives poor results. I have also tried to 
outdine a method which, I believe, would yield better results. 

But if historicism is a faulty method that produces worthless 
~esults, then it may be useful to see how it originated, and how 
1t succeeded in entrenching itself so successfully. An historical 
sketch undertaken with this aim can, at the same time, serve to 
analyse the variety of ideas which have gradually accumulated 
~round the central historicist doctrine-the doctrine that history 
15. controlled by specific historical or evolutionary laws whose 
dlsco~ery would enable us to prophesy the destiny of man .. 

Historicism, which I have so far characterized only m a 
rather abstract way, can be well i~lustrated by one of the simple~t 
and oldest of its forms the doctrme of the chosen people. Tlus 
doctrine is one of the' attempts to make history understandable 
by a theistic interpretation, i.e. by recognizing God as the author 
of the play performed on the Historical Stage. The theory of 
the chosen people, more specifically, assumes that God has .chos.en 
one people to function as the selected instrument of His w1ll, 
and that this people will inherit the earth. 

In this doctrine the law of historical development is laid 
down by the Will of God. This is the specific difference which 
distinguishes the theistic form from other forms of historicism. 
A naturalistic historicism for instance, might treat the develop­
mental law as a law of na~ure ; a spiritual historicism would treat 
it as a law of spiritual development ; an economic historicism, 
again, as a law of economic development. Theistic historicism 
shares with these other forrns the doctrine that there are specific 
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historical laws which can be discovered, and upon which pre­
dictions regarding the future of mankind can be based. 

There is no doubt that the doctrine of the chosen people grew 
out of the tribal form of social life. Tribalism, i.e. the emphasis 
on the supreme importance of the tribe without which the 
individual is nothing at all, is an clement which we shall find 
in many forms of historicist theories. Other forms which are 
no longer tribalist may still retain an clement of collectivism 1 ; 

they may still emphasize the significance of some group or col­
lective-for example, a class-without which the individual is 
nothing at all. Another aspect of the doctrine of the chosen 
people is the remoteness of what it proffers as the end of history. 
For although it may describe this end with some degree of 
definiteness, we have to go a long way before we reach it. And 
the way is not only long, but winding, leading up and down, 
right and left. Accordingly, it will be possible to bring every 
conceivable historical event well within the scheme of the inter­
pretation. No conceivable experience can refute it. 2 But to 
those who believe in it, it gives certainty regarding the ultimate 
outcome of human history. 

A criticism of the theistic interpretation of history will be 
attempted in the last chapter of this book, where it will also be 
shown that some of the greatest Christian thinkers have repudiated 
this theory as idolatry. An attack upon this form of historicism 
should therefore not be interpreted as an attack upon religion. 
In the present chapter, the doctrine of the chosen people serves 
only as an illustration. Its value as such can be seen from the 
fact that its chief characteristics a are shared by the two most 
important modern versions of historicism, whose analysis will 
form the major part of this book-the historical philosophy of 
racialism or fascism on the one (the right) hand and the Marxian 
historical philosophy on the other (the left). For the chosen 
people racialism substitutes the chosen race (ofGobineau's choice), 
selected as the instrument of destiny, ultimately to inherit the 
earth. Marx's historical philosophy substitutes for it the chosen 
class, the instrument for the creation of the classless society, and 
at the same time, the class destined to inherit the earth. Both 
theories base their historical forecasts on an interpretation of 
history which leads to the discovery of a law of its development. 
In the case of racialism, this is thought of as a kind of natural 
law ; the biological superiority of the blood of the chosen race 
explains the course of history, past, present, and future ; it is 
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nothing but the struggle of races for mastery. In the case of 
Marx's philosophy of history, the law is economic ; all history has 
to be interpreted as a struggle of classes for economic supremacy. 

The historicist character of these two movements makes our 
investigation topical. We shall return to them in later parts of 
this book. Each of them goes back directly to the philosophy of 
Hegel. We must, therefore, deal with that philosophy as well. 
And since Hegel 4 in the main follows certain ancient philosophers, 
it will be necessary to discuss the theories of Heraclitus, Plato 
and Aristotle, before returning to the more modern forms of 
historicism. 



CHAPTER 2 : HERACLITUS 

It is not until Heraclitus that we find in Greece theories 
which could be compared in their historicist character with the 
doctrine of the chosen people. In Homer's theistic or rather 
polytheistic interpretation, history is the product of divine will. 
But the Homeric gods do not lay down general laws for its develop­
ment. What Homer tries to stress and to explain is not the unity 
of history, but rather its lack of unity. The author of the play 
on the Stage of History is not one God ; a whole variety of gods 
dabble in it. What the Homeric interpretation shares with the 
Jewish is a certain vague feeling of destiny, and the idea of powers 
behind the scenes. But ultimate destiny, according to Homer, is 
not disclosed; unlike itsJewish counterpart, it remainsmysterious. 

The first Greek to introduce a more markedly historicist doc­
trine was Hcsiod, who was probably influenced by oriental sources. 
He made use of the idea of a general trend or tendency in his­
torical development. His interpretation of history is pessimistic. 
He believes that mankind, in their development down from the 
Golden Age, arc destined to degenerate, both physically and morally. 
The culmination of the various historicist ideas proffered by the 
early Greek philosophers came with Plato, who, in an attempt to 
interpret the history and social life of the Greek tribes, and 
especially of the Athenians, painted a grandiose philosophical 
picture of the world. He was strongly influenced in his histori­
cism by various forerunners, especially by Hcsiod ; but the most 
important influence came from Heraclitus. 

Heraclitus was the philosopher who discovered the idea of 
change. Down to this time, the Greek philosophers, influenced 
by oriental ideas, had viewed the world as a huge edifice of which 
the material things were the buildincr matcrial.l It was the 
totality of things-the cosmos (which ori~inally seems to have b~en 
an onental tent or mantle). The questions which the philo­
sophers asked themselves were, ' What stuff is the world made 
of?' or 'How is it constructed, what is its true ground-plan?'. 
They considered philosophy, or physics (the two were indis­
tinguishable for a long time), as the investigation of ' nature ', 
i.e. of the original material out of which this edifice, the world, 
had been built. As far as any processes were considered, they 
were thought of either as going on within the edifice, or else as 

J I 
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constructing or maintaining it, disturbing and restoring the 
stability or balance of a structure which was considered to be 
fundamentally static. They were cyclic processes (apart from 
the processes connected with the origin of the edifice ; the q ues­
tion 'Who has made it?' was discussed by the orientals, by 
Hesiod, and by others). This very natural approach, natural 
even to many of us to-day, was superseded by the genius of 
Heraclitus. The view he introduced was that there was no such 
edifice, no stable structure, no cosmos. 'The cosmos, at best, 
is like a rubbish heap scattered at random', is one of his sayings.~ 
He visualized the world not as an edifice, but rather as one 
colossal process ; not as the sum-total of all things, but rather 
as the totality of all events, or changes, or facts. ' Everything 
is in flux and nothing is at rest', is the motto of his philosophy. 

Heraclitus' discovery influenced the development of Greek 
philosophy for a long time. The philosophies of Parmcnides, 
Democritus, Plato, and Aristotle can all be appropriately 
described as attempts to solve the problems of that changing 
world which Heraclitus had discovered. The greatness of this 
discovery can hardly be overrated. It has been described as a 
terrifying one, and its effect has been compared with that of' an 
earthquake, in which everything .. seems to sway' 3 • And 
I do not doubt that this discovery was impressed upon Heraclitus 
by terrifying personal experiences suffered as a result of the 
social and political disturbances of his day. Heraclitus, the first 
philosopher to deal not only with 'nature' but even more with 
ethieo-political problems, lived in an age of social revolution. 
It was in his time that the Greek tribal aristocracies were beginning 
to yield to the new force of democracy. 

In order to understand the effect of this revolution, we must 
re~ember the stability and rigidity of social life in a .tr~bal 
anstocracy. Social life is determined by social and religiOus 
taboos~ everybody has his assigned place within the whole of 
the ~ocial structure ; everyone feels that his place is the proper, 
the natural' place, assigned to him by the forces which rule the 
world ; e~eryone ' knows his place '. . 

Accordmg to tradition Heraclitus' own place was that of heir 
to ~he ~oyal family of prie~t kings of Ephesus, but he resigned his 
claims m ~avour of his brother. In spite of his proud refusal to 
take part m the political life of his city, he supported the cause 
of the aristocrats who tried in vain to stem the rising tide of the 
new revolutionary forces. These experiences in the social or 
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political field are reflected in the remaining fragments of his 
work. <t ' The Ephesians ought to hang themselves man by man, 
all the adults, and leave the city to be ruled by infants . . .', 
is one of his outbursts, occasioned by the people's decision to 
banish Hermodorus, one of Heraclitus's aristocratic friends. His 
interpretation of the people's motives is most interesting, for it 
shows that the stock-in-trade of anti-democratic argument has not 
changed much since the earliest days of democracy. ' They said : 
nobody shall be the best among us ; and if someone is outstand­
ing, then let him be so elsewhere, and among others.' This 
hostility towards democracy breaks through everywhere in the 
fragments : '. . the mob fill their bellies like the beasts. . . 
They take the bards and popular belief as their guides, unaware 
that the many are bad and that only the few are good. . . In 
Priene lived Bias, son ofTeutames, whose word counts more than 
that of other men. (He said : ' Most men are wicked.') . . 
The mob docs not care, not even about the things they stumble 
upon ; nor can they grasp a lesson-though they think they do.' 
In the same vein he says : 'The law can demand, too, that the 
will of One :rvian must be obeyed.' Another expression of 
Heraclitus' conservative and anti-democratic outlook is, inci­
dentally, quite acceptable to democrats in its wording, though 
probably not in its intention : ' A people ought to fight for the 
laws of the city as if they were its walls.' 

But Heraclitus' fight for the ancient laws of his city was in 
vain, and the transitoriness of all things impressed itself strongly 
upon him. His theory of change gives expression to this feeling 5 : 

' Everything is in flux ', he said ; and ' You cannot step twice 
into the same river.' Disillusioned, he argued against the belief 
that the existing social order would remain for ever : 'Vve must 
not act like children reared with the narrow outlook " As it has 
been handed down to us ".' 

This emphasis on change, and especially on change in social 
life, is an important characteristic not only of Heraclitus' philo­
sophy but of historicism in general. That things, and even 
kings, change, is a truth which needs to be impressed especially 
upon those who take their social environment for granted. So 
much is to be admitted. But in the Heraclitean philosophy one 
of the less commendable characteristics of historicism manifests 
itself, namely, an over-emphasis upon change, combined with the 
complementary belief in an inexorable and immutable law of 
destiny. 
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In this belief we arc confronted with an attitude which, 
although at first sight contradictory to the historicist's over­
emphasis upon change, is characteristic of most, if not all, his­
toricists. We can explain this attitude, perhaps, if we interpret 
the historicist's over-emphasis on change as a symptom of an 
effort needed to overcome his unconscious resistance to the idea 
of change. This would also explain the emotional tension which 
leads so many historicists (even in our day) to stress the novelty 
of the unheard-of revelation which they have to make. Such 
considerations suggest the possibility that these historicists arc 
afraid of change, and that they cannot accept the idea of change 
without serious inward struggle. It often seems as if they were 
trying to comfort themselves for the loss of a stable world by 
clinging to the view that change is ruled by an unchanging law. 
(In Parmenides and in Plato, we shall even find the theory that 
the changing world in which we live is an illusion and that there 
exists a more real world which does not change.) 

In the case of Heraclitus, the emphasis upon change leads him 
to the theory that all material things, whether solid, liquid, or 
gaseous, are like flames-that they are processes rather than 
things, and that they are all transformations of fire ; the appar­
ently solid earth (which consists of ashes) is only a fire in a state 
of transformation, and even liquids (water, the sea) are trans­
formed fire (and may become fuel, perhaps in the form of oil). 
' The first transformation of fire is the sea ; but of the sea, half 
is earth, and half hot air.' 6 Thus all the other ' elements '­
earth, water and air-are transformed fire : ' Everything is an 
exchange fo; fire, and fire for everything; just as gold for wares, 
and wares for gold.' 

~ut having reduced all things to flames, to processes, like com­
bustion, Heraclitus discerns in the processes a law, a measure, a 
reason, a wisdom ; and having destroyed the cosmos as an edifice, 
and declared it to be a rubbish heap, he re-introduces it as the 
destined order of events in the world-process. 

Ev~ry process in the world, and especially fire itself, develops 
accordmg to a definite law its 'measure ' 7• It is an inexorable 
and irresistible law and t~ this extent it resembles our modern . ' 
conceptJ.on of natural law as well as the conception of historical 
or evolutionary laws of modern historicists. But it differs from 
these conceptions in so far as it is the decree of reason, enforced 
by punishment, just as is the law imposed by the state. This 
failure to distinguish between legal laws or norms on the one 
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hand and natural laws or regularities on the other is characteristic 
of tribal tabooism: both kinds oflaw alike are treated as magical, 
which makes a rational criticism of the man-made taboos as 
inconceivable as an attempt to improve upon the ultimate wisdom 
and reason of the laws or regularities of the natural world : 'All 
events proceed with the necessity of fate. . . The sun will not 
outstep the measure of his path ; or else the goddesses of Fate, 
the handmaids of Justice, will know how to find him.' But the 
sun does not only obey the law ; the Fire, in the shape of the 
sun and (as we shall see) of Zeus' thunderbolt, watches over the 
law, and gives judgement according to it. ' The sun is the keeper 
and guardian of the periods, limiting and judging and heralding 
and manifesting the changes and seasons which bring forth all 
things. . . This cosmic order which is the same for all things 
has not been created, neither by gods nor by men ; it always 
was, and is, and will be, an ever living Fire, flaring up according 
to measure, and dying down according to measure. . . In its 
advance, the Fire will seize, judge, and execute, everything.' 

Combined with the historicist idea of a relentless destiny we 
frequently find an clement of mysticism. A critical analysis of 
mysticism will be given in chapter 24. Here I wish only to 
show the role of anti-rationalism and mysticism in Heraclitus' 
philosophy 8 : 'Nature loves to hide', he writes, and 'The 
Lord whose oracle is at Delphi neither reveals nor conceals, but 
he indicates his meaning through hints.' Heraclitus' contempt 
of the more empirically minded scientists is typical of those who 
adopt this attitude : ' Who knows many things need not have 
many brains ; for otherwise Hesiod and Pythagoras would have 
had more, and also Xenophanes. . . Pythagoras is the grand­
father of all impostors.' Along with this scorn of scientists goes 
the mystical theory of an intuitive understanding. Heraclitus' 
theory of reason takes as its starting point the fact that, if we 
are awake, we live in a common world. We can communicate, 
control, and check one another ; and herein lies the assurance 
that we arc not victims of illusion. But this theory is given a 
second, a symbolic, a mystical meaning. It is the theory of a 
mystical intuition which is given to the chosen, to those who are 
awake, who have the power to see, hear, and speak : ' One must 
not act and talk as if asleep. . . Those who are awake have 
One common world ; those who are asleep, turn to their private 
worlds. . . They are incapable both of listening and of talk­
ing. . . Even if they do hear they are like the deaf. The saying 
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applies to them: They are present yet they are not present. : . 
One thing alone is wisdom: to understand the thought which 
steers everything through everything.' The world whose experi­
ence is common to those who are awake is the mystical unity, 
the oneness of all things which can be apprehended only by 
reason : ' One must follow what is common to all. . . Reason 
is common to all. . . All becomes One and One becomes All. . . 
The One which alone is wisdom wishes and docs not wish to be 
called by the name of Zeus. . . It is the thunderbolt which 
steers all things.' 

So much for the more general features of the Hcraclitcan 
philosophy of universal change and hidden destiny. From this 
philosophy springs a theory of the driving force behind all change ; 
a theory which exhibits its historicist character by its emphasis 
upon the importance of ' social dynamics ' as opposed to ' social 
statics '. Heraclitus' dynamics of nature in general and especially 
of social life confirms the view that his philosophy was inspired 
by the social and political disturbances he had experienced. For 
he declares that strife or war is the dynamic as well as the creative 
principle of all change, and especially of all differences between 
men. And being a typical historicist, he accepts the judgement 
of history as a moral one u ; for he holds that the outcome of war 
is always just 10 : 'War is the father and the king of all things. 
It proves some to be gods and others to be mere men, turning 
these into slaves and the former into masters. . . One must 
know that war is universal and that justice is strife, and that all 
things develop through strife and by necessity.' 

But if justice is strife or war ; if ' the goddesses of Fate ' are 
at t~e sam_c time ' the handmaids of] usticc ' ; if history, or more 
precisely, If success, i.e. success in war, is the criterion of merit, 
then the standard of merit must itself be ' in flux '. Heraclitus 
~eet~ this problem by his relativism, and by his doctrine of the 
Iden_uty of opposites. This springs from his theory of ~han~e 
(which remams the basis of Plato's and even more of Anstotle s 
theory). A changing thing must give up some property and 
acqmre the opposite property. It is not so much a thing as a 
process of transition from one state to an opposite state, and 
thereby a unification of the opposite states 11 : ' Cold things 
become warm and warm things become cold ; what is moist 
becomes dry ~nd what is dry becomes moist. . . Disease enables 
us to appreCiate health. . . Life and death, being awake and 
being asleep, youth and old age, all this is identical ; for the one 
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turns into the other and the latter returns into the former. 
The divergent agrees with itself: it is a harmony resulting from 
opposite tensions, as in the bow, or in the lyre. . . The oppo­
sites belong to each other, the best harmony results from discord, 
and everything develops by strife. . . The path that leads up 
and the path that leads down arc identical. . . The straight 
path and the crooked path arc one and the same. . . For 
gods, all things arc beautiful and good and just ; men, however, 
have adopted some things as just, others as unjust. . The good 
and the bad arc identical.' 

But the relativism of values (it might even be described as 
an ethical relativism) expressed in the last fragment does not pre­
vent Heraclitus from developing upon the background of his 
theory of the justice of war and the verdict of history a tribalist 
and romantic ethic of Fame, Fate, and the superiority of the 
Great Man, all strangely similar to some very modern ideas 12 : 

' Who falls fighting will be glorified by gods and by men. . . 
The greater the fall the more glorious the fate. . . The best 
seck one thing above all others : eternal fame. . . One man 
is worth more than ten thousand, if he is Great.' 

It is surprising to find in. these earl">: f:agments, dating from 
about 500 B.C., SO much that IS charactensbc of modern historicist 
and anti-democratic tendencies. But apart from the fact that 
Heraclitus was a thinker of unsurpassed power and originality 
and that, in consequence, many of his id~as have (through th~ 
medium of Plato) become part .of the mam body of philosophic 
tradition, the similarity of doctnne ~an per~aps be explained, to 
some extent, by the similarity o_f s~cwl con~ht10ns in the relevant 
periods. It seems as if historicist Ideas eastly become prominent 
in times of great social change. They appeared when Greek 
tribal life broke up, as well as when that of the Jews was sh tt d 

. f . q t 13 T a ere by the Impact o the Babyloman con ~es · here can b little 
doubt, I believe, that Heraclitus' philosophy is an exp ~ f 
a feeling of drift; a feeling which seems to be a typi~a~essl0n0. 0 

d . 1 · · t tribal fl reac on to the Isso ution of the anc1en o.rms of social l'fl I 
modern Europe, historicist ideas were revived during th 1 ~· d ~ 
trial revolution, and especially through the impact of th e 11~ .usl 
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revolutiOns m menca an ra . t appears to be more 
than a mere coincidence that Hegel, who adopted h f 
Heraclitus' thought and passed it on to all mode sohi?tuc .ci~t 

th . of the r t' rn Is on 
moveme.nts, was a mou p1ece eac Ion against the French 
RevolutiOn. 
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I 

Plato lived in a period of wars and of political strife which 
was, for all we know, even more unsettled than that which had 
troubled Heraclitus. While he grew up, the breakdown of the 
tribal life of the Greeks had led in Athens, his native city, to a 
period of tyranny, and later to the establishment of a democracy 
which tried jealously to guard itself against any attempts to 
reintroduce either a tyranny or an oligarchy, i.e. a rule of the 
leading aristocratic families 1. During his youth, democratic 
Athens was involved in a deadly war against Sparta, the leading 
city-state of the Peloponnese, which had preserved many of the 
laws and customs of the ancient tribal aristocracy. The 
Peloponnesian war lasted, with an interruption, for twenty-eight 
years. (In chapter 10, where the historical background is 
reviewed in more detail, it will be shown that the war did not 
end with the fall of Athens in 404 n.c., as is sometimes asserted 2.) 

Plato was born during the war, and he was about twenty-four 
when it ended. It brought terrible epidemics, and, in its last 
year, famine, the fall of the city of Athens, civil war, and a rule 
of terror, usually called the rule of the Thirty Tyrants ; these 
were led by two of Plato's uncles, who both lost their lives in 
the unsuccessful attempt to uphold their regime against the 
democrats. The re-establishment of the democracy and of peace 
meant no respite for Plato. His beloved teacher Socrates, whom 
h~ later made the main speaker of most of his dialogues, was 
tned and executed. Plato himself seems to have been in danger ; 
together with other companions of Socrates he left Athens. 

Later, on the occasion of his first visit to Sicily, Plato became 
entangled in the political intrigues which were spun at the court 
of the older Dionysius, tyrant of Syracuse, and even after his 
return to Athens and the foundation of the Academy, Plato con­
tinued, along with some of his pupils, to take an active and 
ultim.ately fateful part in the conspiracies and revolutions 3 that 
constituted Syracusan politics. 

This .brief outline of political events may help to explain ~hy 
we find m the work of Plato, as in that of Heraclitus, indicatiOns 
that he suffered desperately under the political instability and 

x8 
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insecurity of his time. Like Heraclitus, Plato was of royal blood ; 
at least, the tradition claims that his father's family traced its 
descent from Godrus, the last of the tribal kings of Attica 4• 

Plato was very proud of his mother's family which, as he explains 
in his dialogues (in the Clza11nides and the Timaeus), was related 
to that of Solon, the lawgiver of Athens. His uncles, Gritias and 
Gharmides, the leading men of the Thirty Tyrants, also belonged 
to his mother's family. With such a family tradition, Plato could 
be expected to take a deep interest in public affairs ; and indeed, 
most of his \\'arks fulfil this expectation. He himself relates 
(if the Seventh Letter is genuine) that he was 5 ' from the beginning 
most anxious for political activity ', but that he was deterred by 
the stirring experiences of his youth. ' Seeing that everything 
swayed and shifted aimlessly, I felt giddy and desperate.' From 
the feeling that society, and indeed ' everything ', was in flux, 
arose, I believe, the fundamental impulse of his philosophy as 
well as of the philosophy of Heraclitus ; and Plato summed up 
his social experience, exactly as his historicist predecessor had 
done, by proffering a law of historical development. According 
to this law, which will be more fully discussed in the next chapter, 
all social change is corrujJtion or decay or degeneration. 

This fundamental historical law forms, in Plato's view, part 
of a cosmic law-of a law which holds for all created or generated 
things. All things in flux, all generated things, arc destined to 
decay. Plato, like Heraclitus, felt that the forces which are at 
work in history arc cosmic forces. 

It is nearly certain, however, that Plato believed that this law 
of degeneration was not the whole story. We have found, in 
Heraclitus, a tendency to visualize the laws of development as 
cyclic laws ; they arc conceived after the law which determines 
the cyclic succession of the seasons. Similarly we can find, in 
some of Plato's works, the suggestion of a Great Year (its length 
appears to be g6,ooo ordinary years), with a period of improve­
ment or generation, presumably corresponding to Spring and 
Summer, and one of degeneration and decay, corresponding to 
Autumn and Winter. According to one of Plato's dialogues (the 
Statesman), a Golden Age, the age of Granos-an age in which 
Granos himself rules the world, and in which men spring from 
the earth-is followed by our own age, the age of Zeus, an age 
in which the world is abandoned by the gods and left to its own 
resources, and which consequently is one of increasing corrup­
tion. And in the story of the Statesman there is also a suggestion 
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that, after the lowest point of complete corruption has been 
reached, the god will again take the helm of the cosmic ship, and 
things will start to improve. 

It is not certain how far Plato believed in the story of the 
Statesman. He made it quite clear that he did not believe that 
all of it was literally true. On the other hand, there can be little 
doubt that he visualized human history in a cosmic setting ; that 
he believed his own age to be one of deep depravity-possibly 
of the deepest that can be reached-and the whole preceding 
historical period to be governed by an inherent tendency towards 
decay, a tendency shared by both the historical and the cosmical 
development. 6 Whether or not he also believed that this ten­
dency must necessarily come to an end once the point of extreme 
depravity has been reached seems to me uncertain. But he cer­
tainly believed that it is possible for us, by a human, or rather by 
a superhuman effort, to break through the fatal historical trend, 
and to put an end to the process of decay. 

n 

Great as the similarities are between Plato and Heraclitus, we 
have struck here an important difference. Plato believed that 
the law of historical destiny, the law of decay, can be broken by 
the moral will of man, supported by the power of human reason. 

It is not quite clear how Plato reconciled this view with his 
belief in a law of destiny. But there are some indications which 
may explain the matter. 

Plato believed that the law of degeneration involved moral 
degeneration. Political degeneration at any rate depends in his 
view mainly upon moral degeneration (~nd lack o~ knowledge) ; 
and moral degeneration, in its turn~ IS due mamly to _racial 
degeneration. This is the way in which the general cosmic law 
of decay manifests itself in the field of human affairs. 

It is therefore understandable that the great cosmic turning­
point may coincide with a turning-point in the field of human 
affairs-the moral and intellectual field-and that it may, there­
fore, appear to us to be brought about by a moral and intellectual 
human effort. Plato may well have believed that, just as the 
general law of decay did manifest itself in moral decay leading 
to political decay, so the advent of the cosmic turning-point would 
manifest ~tself in the coming of a great law-giver whose powers 
of reasorung and whose moral will are capable of bringing this 
period of political decay to a close. It seems likely that the 
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prophecy, in the Statesman, of the return of the Golden Age, of 
a new millennium, is the expression of such a belief in the form 
of a myth. However this may be, he certainly bclicYcd in both 
-in a general historical tendency towards corruption, and in the 
possibility that we may stop further corruption in the political 
field by arresting all jJolitical change. This, accordingly, is the aim 
he strives for. 7 He tries to realize it by the establishment of a 
state which is free from the evils of all other states because it does 
not degenerate, because it docs not change. The state which is 
free from the evil of change and corruption is the best, the perfect 
state. It is the state of the Golden Age which knew no change. 
It is the arrested state. 

lli 

In believing in such an ideal state which does not change, 
Plato deviates radically from the tenets of historicism which we 
found in Heraclitus. But important as this difference is, it gives 
rise to further points of similarity between Plato and Heraclitus. 

Heraclitus, despite the boldness of his reasoning, seems to 
have shrunk from the idea of replacing the cosmos by chaos. 
He seems to have comforted himself, we said, for the loss of a 
stable world by clinging to the view that change is ruled by 
an unchanging law. This tendency to shrink back from the last 
consequences of historicism is characteristic of many historicists. 

In Plato, this tendency becomes paramount. (He was here 
under the influence of the philosophy of Parmenidcs, the great 
critic of Heraclitus.) Heraclitus had generalized his experience 
of social flux by extending it to the world of ' all things ', and 
Plato, I have hinted, did the same. But Plato also extended his 
belief in a perfect state that docs not change to the realm of ' all 
things '. He believed that to every kind of ordinary or decaying 
thing there corresponds also a perfect thing that docs not decay. 
This belief in perfect and unchanging things, usually called the 
Theory of Forms or Ideas 8, became the central doctrine of his 
philosophy. 

Plato's belief that it is possible for us to break the iron law 
of destiny, and to avoid decay by arresting all change, shows that 
his historicist tendencies had definite limitations. An uncom­
promising and fully developed historicism would hesitate to admit 
that man, by any effort, can alter the laws of historical destiny 
even after he has discovered them. It would hold that he cannot 
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work against them, since all his plans and actions arc means by 
which the inexorable laws of development realize his historical 
destiny ; just as Oedipus met his fate because of the prophecy, 
and the measures taken by his father for avoiding it, and not in 
spite of them. In order to gain a better understanding of this 
out-and-out historicist attitude, and to analyse the opposite ten­
dency inherent in Plato's belief that he could influence fate, I 
shall contrast historicism, as we find it in Plato, with a diametric­
ally opposite approach, also to be found in Plato, which may be 
called the attitude of social engineering 9 • 

IV 

The social engineer does not ask any questions about historical 
tendencies or the destiny of man. He believes that man is the 
master of his own destiny, and that in accordance with our aims, 
we can influence or change the history of man just as we have 
changed the face of the earth. He does not believe that these 
ends arc imposed upon us by our historical background or by 
the trends of history, but rather that they arc chosen, or even 
created, by ourselves, just as we create new thoughts or new works 
of art or new houses or new machinery. As opposed to the his­
toricist who believes that intelligent political action is possible 
only if the future course of history is first determined, the social 
engineer believes that a scientific basis of politics would be a very 
different thing ; it would consist of the factual information neces­
sary for the construction or alteration of social institutions, in 
accordance with our wishes and aims. Such a science would have 
to tell us what steps we must take if we wish, for instance, to 
avoid depressions, or else to produce depressions ; or if we wish 
to make the distribution of wealth more even, or less even. In 
other words, the social engineer conceives as the scientific basis 
of politics something like a social technology (Plato, as we shall 
see, compares it with the scientific background of medicine), as 
opposed to the historicist who understands it as a science of 
immutable historical tendencies. 

From what I have said about the attitude of the social 
engineer, it must not be inferred that there are no important 
differences within the camp of the social engineers. On the 
contrary, the difference between what I call ' piecemeal social 
engineering ' and ' Utopian social engineering ' is one of the main 
themes of this book. (Cp. especially chapter g, where I shall 
give my reasons for advocating the former and rejecting the latter.) 
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But for the time being, I am concerned only with the opposition 
between historicism and social engineering. This opposition can 
perhaps be further clarified if we consider the attitudes taken up 
by the historicist and by the social engineer towards social institu­
tions, i.e. such things as an insurance company, or a police force, 
or a government, or perhaps a grocer's shop. 

The historicist is inclined to look upon social institutions 
mainly from the point of view of their history, i.e. their origin, 
their development, and their present and future significance. 
He may perhaps insist that their origin is due to a definite plan 
or design and to the pursuit of definite ends, either human or 
divine ; or he may assert that they arc not designed to serve any 
clearly conceived ends, but arc rather the immediate expression 
of certain instincts and passions ; or he may assert that they 
have once served as means to definite ends, but that they have 
lost this character. The social engineer and technologist, on 
the other hand, will hardly take much interest in the origin of 
institutions, or in the original intentions of their founders 
(although there is no reason why he should not recognize the 
fact that ' only a minority of social institutions arc consciously 
designed, while the vast majority have just "grown", as the 
undesigned results of human actions ' 10). Rather, he will put his 
problem like this. If such and such arc our aims, is this institu­
tion well designed and organized to serve them ? As an example 
we may consider the institution of insurance. The social engineer 
or technologist will not worry much about the question whether 
insurance originated as a profit-seeking business ; or whether its 
historical mission is to serve the common weal. But he may offer 
a criticism of certain institutions of insurances, showing, perhaps, 
how to increase their profits, or, which is a very different thing, 
how to increase the benefit they render to the public ; and he 
will suggest ways in which they could be made more efficient in 
serving the one end or the other. As another example of a social 
institution, we may consider a police force. Some historicists 
may describe it as an instrument for the protection of freedom 
and security, others as an instrument of class rule and oppression. 
The social engineer or technologist, however, would perhaps 
suggest measures that would make it a suitable instrument for 
the protection of freedom and security, and he might also devise 
measures by which it could be turned into a powerful weapon 
of class rule. (In his function as a citizen who pursues certain 
ends in which he believes, he may demand that these ends, and the 
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appropriate measures, should be adopted. But as a technologist, 
he would carefully distinguish between the question of the ends 
and their choice and questions concerning the facts, i.e. the 
social effects of any measure which might be taken 11 .) 

Speaking more generally, we can say that the engineer or the 
technologist approaches institutions rationally as means that serve 
certain ends, and that as a technologist he judges them wholly 
according to their appropriateness, efficiency, simplicity, etc. 
The historicist, on the other hand, would rather attempt to find 
out the origin and destiny of these institutions in order to assess 
the ' true role ' played by them in the development of history­
evaluating them, for instance, as ' willed by God ', or as ' willed 
by Fate ', or as ' serving important historical trends ', etc. All 
this docs not mean that the social engineer or technologist will 
be committed to the assertion that institutions are means to ends, 
or instruments ; he may be well aware of the fact that they arc, 
in many important respects, very different from mechanical 
instruments or machines. He will not forget, for example, that 
they 'grow' in a way which is similar (although by no means 
equal) to the growth of organisms, and that this fact is of great 
importance for social engineering. He is not committed to an 
' instrumentalist' philosophy of social institutions. (Nobody will 
say that an orange is an instrument, or a means to an end ; but we 
often look upon oranges as means to ends, for example, if we wish 
to eat them, or, perhaps, to make our living by selling them.) 

The two attitudes, historicism and social engineering, occur 
sometimes in typical combinations. ~he earliest and probably 
the most influential example of these IS the social and political 
philosophy of Plato. It combines, as it were, some fairly obvious 
technological elements in the foreground, with a background 
dominated by an elaborate display o~ typicall~ historicist fea­
tures. The combination is representative of qmte a number of 
social and political philosophers who produced what have been 
later described as Utopian systems. All these systems recom­
mend some kind of social engineering, since they demand the 
adoption of certain institutional means, though not always very 
realistic ones, for the achievement of their ends. But when we 
proceed to a consideration of these ends, then we frequently 
find that they are determined by historicism. Plato's political 
ends, _especially, depend to a considerable extent on hi~ historicist 
doctnncs. First it is his aim to escape the Herachtean flux, 
manifested in so~ial revolution and historical decay. Secondly, 
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he believes that this can be done by establishing a state which 
is so perfect that it docs not participate in the general trend of 
historical development. Thirdly, he believes that the model or 
origiual of his perfect state can be found in the distant past, in 
a Golden Age which existed in the dawn of history; for if the 
world decays in time, then we must find increasing perfection 
the further we go back into the past. The perfect state is some­
thing like the first ancestor, the primogenitor, of the later states, 
which arc, as it were, the degenerate offspring of this perfect, or 
best, or ' ideal ' state 12 ; an ideal state which is not a mere 
phantasm, nor a dream, nor an ' idea in our mind ', but which 
is, in view of its stability, more real than all those decaying 
societies which arc in flux, and liable to pass away at any moment. 

Thus even Plato's political end, the best state, is largely 
dependent on his historicism ; and what is true of his philosophy 
of the state can be extended, as already indicated, to his general 
philosophy of ' all things', to his Tlzeory of Forms or Ideas. 

v 
The things in flux, the degenerate and decaying things, are 

(like the state) the offspring, the children, as it were, of perfect 
things. And like children, they are copies of their original 
primogenitors. The father or original of a thing in flux is what 
Plato calls its ' Form ' or its ' Pattern ' or its ' Idea '. As before, 
we must insist that the Form or Idea, in spite of its name, is no 
' idea in our mind ' ; it is not a phantasm, nor a dream, but a 
real thing. It is, indeed, more real than all the ordinary things 
which arc in flux, and which, in spite of their apparent solidity, 
arc doomed to decay ; for the Form or Idea is a thing that is 
perfect, and does not perish. 

The Forms or Ideas must not be thought to dwell, like 
perishable things, in space and time. They arc outside space, 
and also outside time (because they are eternal). But they are 
in contact with space and time ; for since they are the primo­
genitors or models of the things which arc generated, and which 
develop and decay in space and time, they must have been in 
contact with space, at the beginning of time. Since they are 
not with us in our space and time, they cannot be perceived by 
our senses, as can the ordinary changing things which interact 
with our senses and arc therefore called ' sensible things '. Those 
sensible things, which arc copies or children of the same model 
or original, resemble not only this original, their Form or Idea. 
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but also one another, as do children of the same family ; and 
as children arc called by the name of their father, so arc the 
sensible things, which bear the name of their Forms or Ideas ; 
' They are all called after them ', as Aristotle says 13• 

As a child may look upon his father, seeing in him an ideal, 
a unique model, a god-like personification of his own aspiration ; 
the embodiment of perfection, of wisdom, of stability, glory, and 
virtue ; the power which created him before his world began ; 
which now preserves and sustains him ; and in ' virtue ' of which 
he exists ; so Plato looks upon the Forms or Ideas. The Platonic 
Idea is the original and the origin of the thing ; it is the rationale 
of the thing, the reason of its existence-the stable, sustaining 
principle in ' virtue ' of which it exists. It is the virtue of the 
thing, its ideal, its perfection. 

The comparison between the Form or Idea of a class of 
sensible things and the father of a family of children is developed 
by Plato in the Timaeus, one of his latest dialogues. It is in 
close agreement H with much of his earlier writing, on which it 
throws considerable light. But in the Timaeus, Plato goes one 
step beyond his earlier teaching when he represents the contact 
of the Form or Idea with the world of space and time by an 
extension of his simile. He describes the abstract ' space ' in 
which the sensible things move (originally the space or gap 
between heaven and earth) as a receptacle, and compares it with 
the mother of things, in which at the beginning of time the 
sensible things arc created by the Forms which stamp or impress 
themselves upon pure space, and thereby give the offspring their 
shape. 'vVe must conceive', writes Plato, 'three kinds of 
things : first, those which undergo generation ; secondly, that 
in which generation takes place ; and thirdly, the model in whose 
likeness the generated things are born. And we may compare 
the rece_iving principle to a ~other, and the model to a. father, 
and the1r product to a child. And he goes on to dcscnbe first 
more fully the models-the fathers, the unchanging Forms or 
Ideas : ' There is first the unchanging Form which is uncreated 
and indestructible, . . invisible and imperceptible by any sense, 
and which can be contemplated only by pure thought.' To any 
single one of these Forms or Ideas belongs its offspring or race 
of sensible things, ' another kind of things, bearing the name of 
their Form and resembling it, but perceptible to sense, created, 
always in flux, generated in a place and again vanishing from 
that place, and apprehended by opinion based upon perception '. 
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And the abstract space, which is likened to the mother, is described 
thus : ' There is a third kind, which is space, and is eternal, and 
cannot be destroyed, and which provides a home for all generated 
things .. .' 15 

It may contribute to the understanding of Plato's theory of 
Forms or Ideas if we compare it with certain Greek religious 
beliefs. As in many primitive religions, some at least of the Greek 
gods arc nothing but idealized tribal primogenitors and heroes 
-personifications of the ' virtue ' or ' perfection ' of the tribe. 
Accordingly, certain tribes and families traced their ancestry to 
one or other of the gods. (Plato's O\Vn family is reported to have 
traced its descent from the god Poseidon 16.) 'Vc have only to 
consider that these gods arc immortal or eternal, and perfect-or 
very nearly so-while ordinary men are involved in the flux of 
all things, and subject to decay (which indeed is the ultimate 
destiny of every human individual), in order to sec that these 
gods arc related to ordinary men in the same way as Plato's 
Forms or Ideas are related to those sensible things which are their 
copies 17 (or his perfect state to the various states now existing). 
There is, however, an important difference between Greek 
mythology and Plato's Theory of Forms or Ideas. 'Vhile the 
Greeks venerated many gods as the ancestors of various tribes or 
families, the Theory of Ideas demands that there should be only 
one Form or Idea of man 1s ; for it is one of the central doctrines 
of the Theory of Forms that there is only one Form of every 
' race ' or ' kind ' of things. The uniqueness of the Form which 
corresponds to the uniqueness of the primogenitor is a necessary 
element of the theory if it is to perform one of its most important 
functions, namely, to explain the similarity of sensible things, by 
proposing that the similar things arc copies or imprints of one 
Form. Thus if there were two equal or similar Forms, their 
similarity would force us to assume that both are copies of a third 
original which thereby would turn out to be the only true and 
single Form. Or, as Plato puts it in the Timaeus : 'The resemb­
lance would thus be explained, more precisely, not as one between 
~hese .two things, but in reference to that superior thing which 
IS .their prototype.' 10 In the Rejmblic, which is earlier than the 
Twz~eus, Plato had explained his point even more clearly, using 
as h1s example the 'essential bed', i.e. the Form or Idea of a 
bed : ' God . . has made one essential bed, and only one ; two 
or more he did not produce, and never will. . . For .. even 
if God were to make two, and no more, then another would be 
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brought to light, namely the Form exhibited by those two ; this, 
and not those two, would then be the essential bed.' 20 

This argument shows that the Forms or Ideas provide Plato 
not only with an origin or starting point for all developments in 
space and time (and especially for human history) but also with 
an explanation of the similarities between sensible things of the 
same kind. If things are similar because of some virtue or 
property which they share, for instance, whiteness, or hardness, 
or goodness, then this virtue or property must be one and the 
same in all of them ; otherwise it would not make them similar. 
According to Plato, they all participate in the one Form or Idea 
of whiteness, if they are white; of hardness, if they arc hard. 
They participate in the sense in which children participate in 
their father's possessions and gifts ; just as the many particular 
reproductions of an etching which arc all impressions from one 
and the same plate, and hence similar to one another, may 
participate in the beauty of the original. 

The fact that this theory is designed to explain the similarities 
in sensible things does not seem at first sight to be in any way 
connected with historicism. But it is ; and as Aristotle tells us, 
it was just this connection which induced Plato to develop the 
Theory of Ideas. I shall attempt to give an outline of this 
development, using Aristotle's account together with some 
indications in Plato's own writings. 

If all things are in continuous flux, then it is impossible to 
say anything definite about them. vVe can have no real know­
ledge of them, but, at the best, vague and delusive ' opinions '. 
This point, as we know from Plato and Aristotle 2 1, worried 
many followers of Heraclitus. Parmenides, one of Plato's 
predecessors who influenced him greatly, had taught that the 
pure knowledge of reason, as opposed to the delusive opinion of 
experience, could have as its object only a world which did not 
change, and that the pure knowledge of reason did in fact reveal 
such a world. But the unchanging and undivided reality which 
Parmenides thought he had discovered behind the world of 
perishable things 22 was entirely unrelated to this world in which 
we live and die. It was therefore incapable of explaining it. 

\Vith this, Plato could not be satisfied. Much as he disliked 
and despised this empirical world of flux, he was, at bottom, most 
deeply interested in it. He wanted to unveil the secret of its 
decay, of its violent changes, and of its unhappiness. He hoped 
to discover the means of its salvation. He was deeply impressed 



CHAPTER 3 : PLATO'S THEORY OF FORl\lS OR IDEAS 29 

by Parmcnidcs' doctrine of an unchanging, real, solid, and per­
fect world behind this ghostly world in which he suffered ; but 
this conception did not solve his problems as long as it remained 
unrelated to the world of sensible things. What he was looking 
for ,.,·as knowledge, not opinion ; the pure rational knowledge 
of a world that docs not change ; but, at the same time, know­
ledge that could be used to investigate this changing world, and 
especially, this changing society; political change, with its strange 
historical laws. Plato aimed at discovering the secret of the royal 
knowledge of politics, of the art of ruling men. 

But an exact science of politics seemed as impossible as any 
exact knowledge of a world in flux ; there were no fixed objects 
in the political field. How could one discuss any political 
questions when the meaning of words like 'government' or 
'state' or ' city' changed with every new phase in the historical 
development ? Political theory must have seemed to Plato in 
his Hcraclitean period to be just as elusive, fluctuating, and 
unfathomable as political practice. 

In this situation Plato obtained, as Aristotle tells us, a most 
important hint from Socrates. Socrates was interested in ethical 
matters ; he was an ethical reformer, a moralist who pestered all 
kinds of people, forcing them to think, to explain, and to account 
for the principles of their actions. He used to question them and 
was not easily satisfied by their answers. The typical reply which 
he received-that we act in a certain way because it is 'wise' to 
act in this way or perhaps ' efficient ', or 'just ', or ' pious ', etc. 
-only incited him to continue his questions by asking what is 
wisdom ; or efficiency ; or justice ; or piety. In other words, 
he was led to enquire into the ' virtue ' of a thing. So he dis­
cussed, for instance, the wisdom displayed in various trades and 
professions, in order to find out what is common to all these 
various and changing ' wise ' ways of behaviour, and so to find 
out what wisdom really is, or what ' wisdom ' really means, or 
(using Aristotle's way of putting it) what its essence is. ' It was 
natural ', says Aristotle, ' that Socrates should search for the 
essence ' 23, i.e. for the virtue or rationale of a thing and for the 
real, the unchanging or essential meanings of the terms. ' In 
this connection he became the first to raise the problem of uni­
versal definitions.' 

These attempts of Socrates to discuss ethical terms like 
justice' or ' modesty' or 'piety' have been rightly compared 
with modern discussions on Liberty (by Mill 24, for instance), or 
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on Authority, or on the Individual and Society (by Catlin, for 
instance). There is no need to assume that Socrates, in his 
search for the unchanging or essential meaning of such terms, 
personified them, or that he treated them like things. Aristotle's 
report at least suggests that he did not, and that it was Plato 
who developed Socrates' method of searching for the meaning 
or essence into a method of determining the real nature, the 
Form or Idea of a thing. Plato retained ' the Heraclitean 
doctrines that all sensible things arc ever in a state of flux, and 
that there is no knowledge about them ', but he found in Socrates' 
method a way out of these difficulties. Though there ' could be 
no definition of any sensible thing, as they were always changing ', 
there could be definitions and true knowledge of things of a 
different kind-of the virtues of the sensible things. ' If know­
ledge or thought were to have an object, there would have to 
be some different, some unchanging entities, apart from those 
which are sensible', says Aristotle 25, and he reports of Plato 
that 'things of this other sort, then, he called Forms or Ideas, 
and the sensible things, he said, were distinct from them, and 
all called after them. And the many things which have the 
same name as a certain Form or Idea exist by participating in 
it'. 

This account of Aristotle's corresponds closely to Plato's own 
arguments proffered in the Timaeus 20, and it shows that Plato's 
fundamental problem was to find a scientific method of dealing 
with sensible things. He wanted to obtain purely rational 
knowledge, and not merely opinion ; and since pure knowledge 
of sensible things could not be obtained, he insisted, as mentioned 
before, on obtaining at least such pure knowledge as was in some 
way related, and applicable, to sensible things. Knowledge of 
the Forms or Ideas fulfilled this demand, since the Form was 
related to its sensible things like a father to his children who are 
under age. The Form was the accountable representative of the 
sensible things, and could therefore be consulted in important 
questions concerning the world of flux. 

According to our analysis, the theory of Forms or Ideas has 
at least three different functions in Plato's philosophy. (I) It is 
a most important methodological device, for it makes possible pure 
scientific knowledge, and even knowledge which could be applied 
to the world of changing things of which we cannot immediately 
obtain any knowledge, but only opinion. Thus it becomes 
possible to enquire into the problems of a changing society, and 
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to build up a political science. ( 2) It provides the clue to the 
urgently needed the01J' of change, and of decay, to a theory of 
generation and degeneration, and especially, the clue to history. 
(3) It opens a way, in the social realm, towards some kind of 
social engineering ; and it makes possible the forging of instru­
ments for arresting social change, since it suggests designing a 
' best state ' which so closely resembles the Form or Idea of a 
state that it cannot decay. 

Problem (2), the theory of change and of history, will be 
dealt with in the next two chapters, 4 and 5, where Plato's 
descriptive sociology is treated, i.e. his description and explana­
tion of the changing social world in which he lived. Problem 
(3), the arresting of social change, will be dealt with in chapters 
6 to g, treating Plato's political programme. Problem ( r), that 
of Plato's methodology, has with the help of Aristotle's account 
of the history of Plato's theory been briefly outlined in the present 
chapter. To this discussion, I wish to add here a few more 
remarks. 

VI 

I use the name methodological essentialism to characterize the 
view, held by Plato and many of his followers, that it is the task 
of pure knowledge or ' science ' to discover and to describe the 
true nature of things, i.e. their hidden reality or essence. It 
was Plato's peculiar belief that the essence of sensible things can 
be found in other and more real things-in their primogenitors 
or Forms. Many of the later methodological essentialists, for 
instance Aristotle, did not altogether follow him in this ; but they 
all agreed with him in determining the task of pure knowledge 
as the discovery of the hidden nature or Form or essence of 
things. All these methodological essentialists also agreed with 
Plato in holding that these essences may be discovered and dis­
cerned with the help of intellectual intuition ; that every essence 
has a name proper to it, the name after which the sensible things 
are called ; and that it may be described in words. And a des­
cription of the essence of a thing they all called a 'definition'. 
According to methodological essentialism, there can be three ways 
of knowing a thing : ' I mean that we can know its unchanging 
reality or essence ; and that we can know the definition of the 
essence ; and that we can know its name. Accordingly, two 
questi~ns may be formulated about any real thing. . . : A per~on 
may grve the name and ask for the definition ; or he may grve 
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the definition and ask for the name.' As an exam pic of this 
method, Plato uses the essence of' even' (as opposed to ' odd ') : 
'Number .. may be a thing capable of division into equal 
parts. If it is so divisible, number is named " even ' '; and the 
definition of the name "even" is "a number divisible into 
equal parts ". . . And when we arc given the name and asked 
about the definition, or when we arc given the definition and 
asked about the name, we speak, in both cases, of one and the 
same essence, whether we call it now " even" or " a number 
divisible into equal parts".' After this example, Plato proceeds 
to apply this method to a ' proof' concerning the real nature of 
the soul, about which we shall hear more later 27• 

Methodological essentialism, i.e. the theory that it is the aim 
of science to reveal essences and to describe them by means of 
definitions, can be better understood when contrasted with its 
opposite, methodological nominalism. Instead of aiming at finding 
out what a thing really is, and at defining its true nature, methodo­
logical nominalism aims at describing how a thing behaves in 
various circumstances, and especially, whether there are any 
regularities in its behaviour. In other words, methodological 
nominalism sees the aim of science in the description of the things 
and events of our experience, and in an ' explanation ' of these 
events, i.e. their description with the help of universal laws 2s. 
And it sees in our language, and especially in those of its rules 
which distinguish properly constructed sentences and inferences 
from a mere heap of words, the great instrument of scientific 
description 29 ; words it considers rather as subsidiary tools for 
this task, and not as names of essences. The methodological 
nominalist will never think that a question like ' ·what is energy ? ' 
or ' What is movement? ' or ' What is an atom ? ' is an important 
question for physics ; but he will attach importance to a question 
like : ' How can the energy of the sun be made useful ? ' or 
'How does a planet move?' or 'Under what condition does an 
atom radiate light ? ' And to those philosophers who tell him 
that before having answered the 'what is' question he cannot 
hope to give exact answers to any of the 'how' questions, he 
will reply, if at all, by pointing out that he much prefers that 
modest degree of exactness which he can achieve by his methods 
to the pre~entious muddle which they have achieved by theirs. 

As md1c~ted by our example, methodological nominalism is 
nowadays fairly generally accepted in the natural sciences. The 
problems of the social sciences, on the other hand, arc still for 
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the most part treated by essentialist methods. This is, in my 
opinion, one of the main reasons for their backwardness. But 
many who have noticed this situation 30 judge it differently. 
They believe that the difference in method is necessary, and that 
it reflects an' essential' difference between the' natures' ofthese 
two fields of research. 

The arguments usually offered in support of this view 
emphasize the importance of change in society, and exhibit other 
aspects of historicism. The physicist, so runs a typical argument, 
deals with objects like energy or atoms which, though changing, 
retain a certain degree of constancy. He can describe the 
changes encountered by these relatively unchanging entities, and 
does not have to construct or detect essences or Forms or similar 
unchanging entities in order to obtain something permanent on 
which he can make definite pronouncements. The social 
scientist, however, is in a very different position. His whole 
field of interest is changing. There arc no permanent entities in 
the social realm, where everything is under the sway of historical 
flux: H?w, for instance, can we study government? How could 
we Identify it in the diversity of rrovernmental institutions, found 
in different states at different hist~rical periods, without assuming 
that they have something essentially in common? \Ve call an 
institution a government if we think that it is essentially a govern­
ment, i.e. if it complies with our intuition of what a government 
is, an intuition which we can formulate in a definition. The 
same would hold good for other sociological entities, such as 
' civilization '. We must grasp their essence, so the historicist 
argument concludes, and lay it down in the form of a definition. 

These modern arguments are, I think, very similar to those 
repor~ed above which, according to Aristotle, led Plato to his 
doctnn~ of Forms or Ideas. The only difference is that Plato 
(who did not accept the atomic theory and knew nothing about 
energy) applied his doctrine to the realm of physics also, and 
thus to the world as a whole. \ V c have here an indication of the 
fact that, in the social sciences a discussion of Plato's methods 
may be topical even to-day. ' 

Before proceeding to Plato's sociolorry and to the use he made 
of his methodological essentialism in tl~'lt field, I wish to make it 
q~ite . c!ear that I am confining my treatment of Plato to his 
lustonCism, and to his ' best state '. I must therefore warn the 
rc~dcr not to expect a representation of the whole of Plato's 
plulosophy, or what may be called a ' fair and just ' treatment 
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of Platonism. My attitude towards historicism is one of frank 
hostility, based upon the conviction that historicism is fuLilc, and 
worse than that. My survey of the historicist features of 
Platonism is therefore strongly critical. Although I admire much 
in Plato's philosophy, far beyond those parts which I believe to 
be Socratic, I do not take it as my task to add to the countless 
tributes to his genius. I am, rather, bent on destroying what 
is in my opinion mischievous in this philosophy. It is the 
totalitarian tendency of Plato's political philosophy which I shall 
try to analyse, and to criticize. 31 



CHAPTER 4: CHANGE AND REST 

Plato was one of the first social scientists and undoubtedly 
by far the most influential. In the sense in which the term 
' sociology ' was understood by Comte, 1tiill, and Spencer, he 
was a sociologist ; that is to say, he successfully applied his 
idealist method to an analysis of the social life of man, and of 
the laws of its development as well as the laws and conditions 
of its stability. In spite of Plato's great influence, this side of 
his teaching has been little noticed. This seems to be due to 
two factors. First of all, much of Plato's sociology is presented 
by him in such close connection with his ethical and political 
demands that the descriptive elements have been largely over­
looked. Secondly, many of his thoughts were taken so much for 
granted that they were simply absorbed unconsciously and 
therefore uncritically. It is mainly in this way that his 
sociological theories became so influential. 

Plato's sociology is an ingenious blend of speculation with 
acute observation of facts. Its speculative setting is, of course, 
the theory of Forms and of universal flux and decay, of generation 
and degeneration. But on this idealist foundation Plato con­
structs an astonishingly realistic theory of society, capable of 
explaining the main trends in the historical development of the 
Greek city-states as well as the social and political forces at 
work in his own day. 

I 

_The speculative or metaphysical setting of Plato's theory of 
social change has already been sketched. It is the world of 
unchanging Forms or Ideas of which the world of changing . . ' 
thmgs m space and time is the offspring. The Forms or Ideas 
arc not only unchanging, indestructible, and incorruptible, but 
also perfect, true, real and good · in fact ' good ' is once, in 

R bl . ' ' ' ~he . , epu }c 1 , explained as ' everything that preserves ', and 
evil as everything that destroys or corrupts '. The perfect 

an_d good Forms or Ideas are prior to the copies, the sensi?Ie 
tlungs, and they are something like primogenitors or startmg 
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points 2 of all the changes in the world of flux. This view is 
used for evaluating the general trend and main direction of all 
changes in the world of sensible things. For if the starting 
point of all change is perfect and good, then change can only 
be a movement that leads away from the perfect and good ; 
it must be directed towards the imperfect and the evil, towards 
corruption. 

This theory can be developed in detail. The more closely 
a sensible thing resembles its Form or Idea, the less corruptible 
it must be, since the Forms themselves are incorruptible. But 
sensible or generated things are not perfect copies ; indeed, no 
copy can be perfect, since it is only an imitation of the true reality, 
only appearance and illusion, not the truth. Accordingly, no 
sensible things (except perhaps the most excellent ones) resemble 
their Forms sufficiently closely to be unchangeable. 'Absolute 
and eternal immutability is assigned only to the most divine of 
all things, and bodies do not belong to this order' 3 , says Plato. 
A sensible or generated thing-such as a physical body, or a 
human soul-if it is a good copy, may change only very little 
at first ; and the most ancient change or motion-the motion 
of the soul-is still ' divine ' (as opposed to secondary and tertiary 
changes). But every change, however small, must make it 
different, and thus less perfect, by reducing its resemblance to its 
Form. In this way, the thing becomes more changeable with 
every change, and more corruptible, since it becomes further 
removed from its Form which is its 'cause of immobility and 
of being at rest ', as Aristotle says, who paraphrases Plato's doc­
trine as follows : ' Things are generated by participating in the 
Form, and they decay by losing the Form.' This process of 
degeneration, slow at first and more rapid afterwards-this law 
of decline and fall-is dramatically described by Plato in the 
Laws, the last of his great dialogues. The passage deals primarily 
with the destiny of the human soul, but Plato makes it clear that 
it holds for all things that' share in soul', by which he means all 
living things. 'All things that share in soul change', he writes, 
' . . and while they change, they are carried along by the order 
and law of destiny. The smaller the change in their character, 
the less significant is the beginning decline in their level of rank. 
But when the change increases, and with it the iniquity, then 
they fall-down into the abyss and what is known as the infernal 
regions.' (In the continuation of the passage, Plato mentions the 
possibility that ' a soul gifted with an exceptionally large share 
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of virtue can, by force of its own will .. , if it is in communion 
with the divine virtue, become supremely virtuous and move to 
an exalted region '. The problem of the exceptional soul which 
can save itself-and perhaps others-from the general law of 
destiny will be discussed in chapter 8.) Earlier in the Laws, 
Plato summarizes his doctrine of change : ' Any change what­
ever, except the change of an evil thing, is the gravest of all the 
treacherous dangers that can befall a thing-whether it is now 
a change of season, or of wind, or of the diet of the body, or of 
the character of the soul.' And he adds, for the sake of emphasis : 
'This statement applies to everything, with the sole exception, 
as I said just now, of something evil.' In brief, Plato teaches 
that change is evil, and that rest is divine. 

\Ve see now that Plato's theory of Forms or Ideas implies 
a certain trend in the development of the world in flux. It 
leads to the law that the corruptibility of all things in that world 
must continually increase. It is not so much a rigid law of 
universally increasing corruption, but rather a law of increasing 
corruptibility ; that is to say, the danger or the likelihood of 
corruption increases, but exceptional developments in the other 
direction arc not excluded. Thus it is possible, as the last 
quotations indicate, that a very good soul may defy change and 
decay, and that a very evil thing, for instance a very evil city, 
may be improved by changing it. (In order that such an 
improvement should be of any value, we would have to try to 
make it permanent, i.e. to arrest all further change.) 

In full accordance with this general theory is Plato's story, 
in the Timaeus, of the origin of species. According to this story, 
man, the highest of animals, is generated by the gods ; the other 
species originate from him by a process of corruption and 
degeneration. First, certain men-the cowards and villains­
degenerate into women. Those who are lacking wisdom degen­
erate step by step into the lower animals. Birds, we hear, 
came into being through the transformation of harmless 
but too easy-going people who would trust their senses too 
much ; ' land animals came from men who had no interest 
in philosophy ' ; and fishes, including shell-fish, ' degenerated 
from the most foolish, stupid, and . . unworthy ' of all 
men 4• 

It is. cle~r that this theory can be applied to human society, 
and to Its history. It then explains Hesiod's s pessimistic law of 
development, the law of historical decay. If we are to believe 
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Aristotle's report (outlined in the last chapter), then the theory 
of Forms or Ideas was originally introduced in order to meet a 
methodological demand, the demand for pure or rational know­
ledge which is impossible in the case of sensible things in flux. 
We now see that the theory does more than that. Over and 
above meeting these methodological demands, it provides a theory 
of change. It explains the general direction of the flux of all sensible 
things, and thereby the historical tendency to degenerate shown 
by man and human society. (And it docs still more ; as we shall 
see in chapter 6, the theory of Forms determines the trend of 
Plato's political demands also, and even the means for their 
realization.) If, as I believe, the philosophies of Plato as \vell as 
Heraclitus sprang from their social experience, especially from 
the experience of class war and from the abject feeling that their 
social world was going to pieces, then we can understand why the 
theory of Forms came to play such an important part in Plato's 
philosophy when he found that it was capable of explaining 
the trend towards degeneration. He must have welcomed it as 
the solution of a most mystifying riddle. While Heraclitus had 
been unable to pass a direct ethical condemnation upon the 
trend of the political development, Plato found, in his theory 
of Forms, the theoretical basis for a pessimistic judgement in 
Hcsiod's vein. 

But Plato's greatness as a sociologist docs not lie in his general 
and abstract speculations about the law of social decay. It 
lies rather in the wealth and detail of his observations, and in 
the amazing acuteness of his sociological intuition. He saw 
things which had not been seen before him, and which were 
rediscovered only in our own time. As an example I may men­
tion. his theory of the primitive beginnings of s~ciety, of tr~bal 
pat:Iarc~y, and, in general, his attempt to outhne the typical 
peno?s m. the development of soci.al b.fe: An?ther exa~ple is 
Plato s sociological and economic lustonCism, his emphasis upon 
the economic background of the political life and the historical 
de\~elopment ; a theory revived by Ma:X under the name ' his­
toncal materialism'. A third example IS Plato's most interesting 
law of political revolutions according to which all revolutions 
presuppose a disunited ruli~g class (or 'elite ') ; a law which 
forms the basis of his analysis of the means of arresting political 
change and creating a social equilibrium, and which has been 
recently rediscovered by the theoreticians of totalitarianism, 
especially by Pareto. 



CHAPTER 4· : CHANGE AND REST 39 

I shall now proceed to a more detailed discussion of these 
points, especially the third, the theory of revolution and of 
equilibrium. 

II 

The dialogues in which Plato discusses these questions are, 
in chronological order, the Republic, a dialogue of much later 
date called the Statesman (or the Politicus), and the Laws, the 
latest and longest of his works. In spite of certain minor 
differences, there is much agreement between these dialogues, 
which arc in some respects parallel, in others complementary, 
to one another. The Laws 6, for instance, present the story of 
the decline and fall of human society as an account of Greek 
prehistory merging without any break into history ; while the 
parallel passages of the Rejmblic give, in a more abstract way, 
a systematic outline of the development of government ; the 
Statesman, still more abstract, gives a logical classification of 
types of government, with only a few allusions to historical 
events. Similarly, the Laws formulate the historicist aspect of 
the investigation very clearly. ' ·what is the archetype or origin 
of a state ? ' asks Plato there, linking this question with the other : 
' Is not the best method of looking for an answer to this question 
. . that of contemplating the growth of states as they change 
either towards the good or towards the evil?' But within the 
sociological doctrines, the only major difference appears to be 
due to a purely speculative difficulty which seems to have worried 
Plato. Assuming as the starting point of the development a 
perfect and therefore incorruptible state, he found it difficult to 
explain the first change, the Fall of :rvfan, as it were, which sets 
everything going 7• We shall hear, in the next chapter, of Plato's 
attempt to solve this problem ; but first I shall give a general 
survey of ~is theory of social development. 

_Accordmg to the Republic, the original or primitive form of 
society, and at the same time, the one that resembles the Form 
or Id~a of a state most closely, the ' best state ', is a kingship of 
the wisest and most godlike of men. This ideal city-state is so 
near perfection that it is hard to understand how it can ever 
change_. ~till,_ a change does take place ; and with it enters 
Herachtu~ stnfe, the driving force of all movement. According 
to Pl~to, mtern~l strife, class war, fomented by self-interest and 
espeCially matcnal or economic self-interest is the main force 
p[ ' social dynamics '. The Marxian form~la ' The history of 
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all hitherto existing societies is a history of class struggle ' 8 fits 
Plato's historicism nearly as well as that of Marx. The four 
most conspicuous periods or' landmarks in the history of political 
degeneration', and, at the same time, ' the most important . . 
varieties of existing states' 9 , are described by Plato in the 
following order. First after the perfect state comes ' timarchy ' 
or ' timocracy ', the rule of the noble who seck honour and 
fame ; secondly, oligarchy, the rule of the rich families ; ' next 
in order, democracy is born ', the rule of liberty which means 
lawlessness ; and last comes ' tyranny . . the fourth and final 
sickness of the city •1o. 

As can be seen from the last remark, Plato looks upon history, 
which to him is a history of social decay, as if it were the history 
of an illness : the patient is society ; and, as we shall sec later, 
the statesman ought to be a physician (and vice vcrsa)-a healer, 
~ savi~ur. Just as the description of the typical course of an 
Illness Is not always applicable to every individual patient, so is 
Plato's historical theory of social decay not intended to apply to 
the development of every individual city. But it is intended to 
des~ribe both the original course of development by which the 
mam forms of constitutional decay were first generated, and the 
typ~cal course of social change 11• We see that Plato aimed at 
settmg out a system of historical periods, governed by a law of 
evolution ; in other words he aimed at a historicist theory of . , 
SOCl~ty. This attempt was revived by Rousseau, and was made 
fashi?nable by Comte and Mill, and by Hegel and Marx; but 
considering the historical evidence then available, Plato's system 
o:hist?rical periods was just as good as that of any ofthesc modern 
histoncists. (The main difference lies in the evaluation of the 
course taken by history. While the aristocrat Plato condemned 
~he development he described these modern authors applauded 
It, believing as they did in a' law of historical progress.) 

~efore discussing Plato's perfect state in any detail, I shall give 
a bnefsketch ofhis analysis of the role played by economic motives 
and t~e class struggle in the process of transition between the four 
decaymg forms of the state. The first form into which the perfect 
~tat~ degenerates, timocracy, the rule of the ambitious noblemen, 
IS ~m_? to be in nearly all respects similar to the perfect state itself. 
It IS Important to note that Plato explicitly identified this best and 
oldest among the existing states with the Dorian constitution of 
Sparta and Crete, and that these two tribal aristocracies did in 
fact represent the oldest existing forms of political life within 
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Greece. Most of Plato's excellent description of their institutions 
is given in certain parts of his description of the best or perfect 
state, to which timocracy is so similar. (Through his doctrine of 
the similarity between Sparta and the perfect state, Plato became 
one of the most successful propagators of what I should like to call 
'the Great Myth of Sparta '-the perennial and influential myth 
of the supremacy of the Spartan constitution and way of life.) 

The main diflcrcncc between the best or ideal state and 
timocracy is that the latter contains an clement of instability ; 
the once united patriarchal ruling class is now disunited, and 
it is this disunity which leads to the next step, to its degeneration 
into oligarchy. Disunion is brought about by ambition. 'First', 
says Plato, speaking of the young timocrat, ' he hears his mother 
complaining that her husband is not one of the rulers . .' 12 

Thus he becomes ambitious and longs for distinction. But 
decisive in bringing about the next change arc competitive and 
acquisitive social tendencies. ' \Ve must describe ', says Plato, 
' how timocracy changes into oligarchy . . Even a blind man 
must see how it changes . . It is the treasure house that ruins 
this constitution. They' (the timocrats) 'begin by creating 
opportunities for showing off and spending money, and to this 
end they twist the laws, and they and their wives disobey 
them . . ; and they try to outrival one another.' In this way 
arises the first class conflict : that between virtue and money, 
or between the old-established ways of feudal simplicity and the 
new ways of wealth. The transition to oligarchy is completed 
when the rich establish a law that ' disqualifies from public 
office all those whose means do not reach the stipulated amount. 
This change is imposed by force of arms, should threats and 
blackmail not succeed . . ' 

With the establishment of the oligarchy, a state of potential 
civil war between the oligarchs and the poorer classes is reached : 
'just as a sick body .. is sometimes at strife with itself .. , so 
is this sick city. It falls ill and makes war on itself on the 
slightes~ pretext, whenever the one party or the other manages 
to obtam help from outside, the one from an oligarchic city, or 
the other from a democracy. And docs not this sick state break 
out at times into civil war, even without any such help from 
outside ? ' 13 This civil war begets democracy : ' Democracy 
is ~or~ · . when the poor win the day, killing some . . , 
bamslung others, and sharing with the rest the rights of citizen­
ship and of public offices, on terms of equality . .' 
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Plato's description of democracy is a vivid but intensely 
hostile and unjust parody of the political life of Athens, and of 
the democratic creed which Pericles had formulated in a manner 
which has never been surpassed, about three years before Plato 
was born. (Pericles' programme is discussed in chapter I o, 
below 14.) Plato's description is a brilliant piece of political 
propaganda, and we can appreciate what harm it must have 
done if we consider, for instance, that a man like Adam, an 
excellent scholar and editor of the Republic, is unable to resist 
the rhetoric of Plato's denunciation of his native city. ' Plato's 
description of the genesis of the democratic man ', Adam 15 

writes, ' is one of the most royal and magnificent pieces of 
writing in the whole range of literature, whether ancient or 
modern.' And when the same writer continues : ' the descrip­
tion of the democratic man as the chameleon of the human 
society paints him for all time', then we sec that Plato has succeeded 
at least in turning this thinker against democracy, and we may 
wonder how much damage his poisonous writing has clone when 
presented, unopposed, to lesser minds. . . 

It seems that often when Plato's style, to usc a phrase of 
Adam's 1 6, becomes a ' full tide oflofty thoughts and images and 
words', he is in urgent need of a cloak to cover up the rags 
and tatters of his argumenta~on, or even, as in the p~escnt case, 
the complete absence of ratwnal arguments. In their stead he 
uses invective, identifying liberty with lawlessness, freedom with 
licence, and equality before the law with disorder. Democrats 
are described as profligate and niggardly, as insolent, lawless, and 
shameless, as fierce and as terrible beasts of prey, as gratifying 
every whim, as living solely for pleasure, and for unnecessary and 
unclean desires. ('They fill their bellies like the beasts', was 
Heraclitus' way of putting it.) They arc accused of calling 
'reverence a folly .. ; temperance they call cowardice .. ; 
mod~ration and orderly expenditure they call meanness and 
boonshness ' 17, etc. ' And there arc more trifles of this kind ', 
says Plato, when the flood of his rhetorical abuse begins to abate 
'the schoolmaster fears and flatters his pupils .. , and old me~ 
co~descend to the young . . in order to avoid the appearance of 
bemg sour and despotic.' (It is Plato the Master of the Academy 
who puts this into the mouth of Socrates, forgetting that the 
latter had never been a schoolmaster, and that even as an old 
man he had never appeared to be sour or despotic. He had 
always loved, not to 'condescend' to the young, but to treat 
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them, for instance the young Plato, as his companions and friends. 
Plato himself, we have reason to believe, was less ready to 'con­
descend', and to discuss matters with his pupils.) 'But the 
height of all this abundance of freedom . . is reached ', Plato 
continues, ' when slaves, male as well as female, who have been 
bought on the market, arc every whit as free as those whose 
property they arc. . . And what is the cumulative cfTect of all 
this? That the citizens' hearts become so very tender that they 
are irritated at the mere sight of slavery and do not suffer any­
body to submit to it, not even in its mildest forms.' Here, after 
all, Plato pays homage to his native city, even though he docs it 
unwittingly. It will for ever remain one of the greatest triumphs 
of Athenian democracy that it treated slaves humanely, and that 
in spite of the inhuman propaganda of philosophers like Plato 
himself and Aristotle it came, as he witnesses, very close to 
abolishing slavery.1s 

Of much greater merit, although it too is inspired by hatred, 
is Plato's description of tyranny and especially of the transition 
to it. He insists that he describes things which he has seen 
himself 10 ; no doubt, the allusion is to his experiences at the 
court of the older Dionysius, tyrant of Syracuse. The transition 
from democracy to tyranny, Plato says, is most easily brought 
about by a popular leader who knows how to exploit the class 
antagonism between the rich and the poor within the democratic 
state, and who succeeds in building up a bodyguard or a private 
army of his own. The people who have hailed him first as the 
champion of freedom are soon enslaved ; and then they must 
fight for him, in ' one war after another which he must stir 
up . . because he must make the people feel the need of a 
general' 20• With tyranny, the most abject state is reached. 

A very similar survey of the various forms of government 
can be found in the Statesman, where Plato discusses ' the origin 
of the tyrant and king, of oligarchies and aristocracies, and of 
democracies' 21• Again we find that the various forms of 
existing governments are explained as debased copies of the 
true model or Form of the state, of the perfect state, the standard 
of all imitations, which is said to have existed in the ancient 
times of Cronos, father of Zeus. One difference is that Plato 
~ere ~istinguishes six types of debased states ; but this difference 
IS ummportant, especially if we remember that Plato says in 
the Rejmblic 22 that the four types discussed are not exhaustive, 
and that there arc some intermediate stages. The six types 
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are arrived at, in the Statesman, by first distinguishing between 
three forms of government, the rule of one man, of a few, and 
of the many. Each of these is then subdivided into two types, 
of which one is comparatively good and the other bad, according 
to whether or not they imitate ' the only true original ' by copying 
and preserving its ancient laws 23• In this way, three con­
servative or lawful and three utterly depraved or lawless forms 
are distinguished ; monarchy, aristocracy, and a conservative 
form of democracy are the lawful imitations, in order of merit. 
But democracy changes into its lawless form, and deteriorates 
further, through oligarchy, the lawless rule of the few, into a 
lawless rule of the one, tyranny, which, just as Plato has said 
in the Republic, is the worst of all. 

That tyranny, the most evil state, need not be the end of 
the development is indicated in a passage in the Laws which 
partly repeats, and partly 24 connects with, the story of the 
Statesman. ' Give me a state governed by a young tyrant ', 
exclaims Plato there, '. . who has the good fortune to be the 
contemporary of a great legislator, and to meet him by some 
happy accident. What more could a god do for a city which 
he wants to make happy?' Tyranny, the most evil state, may 
be reformed in this way. (This agrees with the remark in the 
Laws, quoted above, that all change is evil, 'except the change 
of an evil thing '. There is little doubt that Plato, when speak­
ing of the great lawgiver and the young tyrant, must have been 
thinking of himself and his various experiments with young 
tyrants, and especially of his attempts at reforming the younger 
D~onysius' tyranny over Syracuse. These ill-fated experiments 
Will be discussed later.) 

One of the main objects of Plato's analysis of political develop­
ments is to ascertain the driving force of all historical change. 
In the Laws, the historical survey is explicitly undertaken with 
this aim in view : ' Have not uncounted thousands of cities 
been born during this time . . and has not each of them been 
under all kinds of government? . . Let us, if we can, get hold 
of the cause of so much change. I hope that we may thus 
reveal the secret both of the birth of constitutions, and also 
of their changes.' 25 As the result of these investigations he 
discovers the sociological law that internal disunion, class 
war fomented by the antagonism of economic class interests, 
is the driving force of all political revolutions. But Plato's 
formulation of this fundamental law goes even further. He 
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insists that only internal sedition within the ruling class itself 
can weaken it so much that its rule can be overthrown. 
' Changes in any constitution originate, without exception, 
within the ruling class itself, and only when this class becomes 
the seat of disunion ' 26, is his formula in the Republic ; and in 
the Laws he says (possibly referring to this passage of the 
Republic) : ' How can a kingship, or any other form of govern­
ment, ever be destroyed by anybody but the rulers themselves? 
Have we forgotten what we said a while ago, when dealing with 
this subject, as we did the other day? ' This sociological law, 
together with the observation that economic interests are the 
most likely causes of disunion, is Plato's clue to history. But 
It IS more. It is also the clue to his analysis of the conditions 
necessary for the establishment of political equilibrium, i.e. for 
arresting political change. He assumes that these conditions 
were realized in the best or perfect state of ancient times. 

III 

Plato's description of the perfect or best state has usually 
been interpreted as the Utopian programme of a progressivist. 
In spite of his repeated assertions, in the Republic, Timaeus, and 
Critias, that he is describing the distant past, and in spite of the 
parallel passages in the Laws whose historical intention is mani­
fest, it is often assumed that it was his intention to give a veiled 
description of the future. But I think that Plato meant what 
he said, and that many characteristics of his best state, especially 
as described in Books Two to Four of the Republic, are intended 
(like his accounts of primitive society in the Statesman and the 
Laws) to be historical 27, or perhaps prehistorical. This may 
not apply to all characteristics of the best state. Concerning, 
for example, the kingship of the philosophers (described in Books 
Five to Seven of the Republic), Plato indicates himself that it may 
be a characteristic only of the timeless world of Forms or Ideas, 
of the ' City in Heaven'. These intentionally unhistorical ele­
ments of his description will be discussed later, together with 
Plato's ethico-political demands. It must, of course, be admitted 
that he did not intend, in his description of the primitive or 
ancient constitutions, to give an exact historical account ; he 
certainly knew that he did not possess the necessary data for 
achieving anything like that. I believe, however, that he made 
a serious attempt to reconstruct the ancient tribal forms of social 
life as well as he could. There is no reason to doubt this, 
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especially since the attempt was, in a good number of its details, 
very successful. It could hardly be otherwise, since Plato arrived 
at his picture by an idealized description of the ancient tribal 
aristocracies of Crete and Sparta. With his acute sociological 
intuition he had seen that these forms were not only old, but 
petrified, arrested ; that they were relics of a still older form. 
And he concluded that this still older form had been even more 
stable, more securely arrested. This very ancient and accord­
ingly very good and very stable state he tried to reconstruct in 
such a way as to make clear how it had been kept free from 
disunion ; how class war had been avoided, and how the influence 
of economic interests had been reduced to a minimum, and kept 
well under control. These arc the main problems of Plato's 
reconstruction of the best state. 

How does Plato solve the problem of avoiding class war ? 
Had he been a progressivist, he might have hit on the idea of 
a classless, equalitarian society ; for, as we can sec for instance 
from his own parody of Athenian democracy, there were strong 
equalitarian tendencies at work in Athens. But he was not out 
to construct a state that might come, but a state that had 
been-the father of the Spartan state, which was certainly not 
a classless society. It was a slave state, and accordingly Plato's 
best state is based on the most rigid class distinctions. It is a 
caste state. The problem of avoiding class war is solved, not 
by abolishing classes, but by giving the ruling class a superiority 
which cannot be challenged. As in Sparta, the ruling class alone 
is permitted to carry arms, it alone has any political or other 
:ights, and it alone receives .education, i.e. a spe.cializcd training 
m the art of keeping down Its human sheep or Its human cattle 
(In fact, its overwhelming superiority disturbs Plato a little ; he 
fears that its members ' may worry the sheep ', instead of merely 
shearing them, and 'act as wolves rather than dogs' 2B. This 
probl~m is. considered later in the chapter.) As l?ng as the ruling 
class Is umted, there can be no challenge to their authority, and 
consequently no class war. 

Plato distinguishes three classes in his best state, the guardians, 
their armed auxiliaries or warriors, and the working class. But 
actually there are only two castes, the military caste-the armed 
and educated rulers-and the unarmed and uneducated ruled 

) 

the human sheep ; for the guardians are no separate caste, but 
merely old and wise warriors who have been promoted from the 
ranks of the auxiliaries. That Plato divides his ruling caste into 
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two classes, the guardians and the auxiliaries, without elaborating 
similar subdivisions within the working class, is largely due to the 
fact that he is interested only in the rulers. The workers, trades­
men, etc., do not interest him at all, they arc only human cattle 
whose sole function is to provide for the material needs of the 
ruling class. Plato even goes so far as to forbid his rulers to 
legislate for people of this class, and for their petty problems. 29 

This is why our information about the lower classes is so scanty. 
But Plato's silence is not wholly uninterrupted. ' Are there not 
drudges ', he asks once, ' who do not possess a spark of intelligence 
and arc unworthy to be admitted into the community, but who 
have strong bodies for hard labour ? ' Since this nasty remark 
has given rise to the soothing comment that Plato docs not admit 
slaves into his city, I may here point out that this view is mistaken. 
It is true that Plato discusses nowhere explicitly the status of slaves 
in his best state, and it is even true that he says that the name 
' slave ' should better be avoided, and that we should call the 
workers ' supporters ' or even ' employers '. But this is done for 
propagandist reasons. Nowhere is the slightest suggestion to be 
found that the institution of slavery is to be abolished, or to be 
mitigated. On the contrary, Plato has only scorn for those 
' tenderhearted ' Athenian democrats w.ho supported the aboli­
tionist movement. And he makes his view quite clear, for 
example, in his description of timocracy, the second-best state, 
and the one directly following the best. There he says of the 
timocratic man : ' He will be inclined to treat slaves cruelly, 
for he does not despise them as much as a well-educated man 
would.' But since only in the best city can education be found 
which is superior to that of timocracy, we are bound to conclude 
that there arc slaves in Plato's best city, and that they are not 
treated with cruelty, but are properly despised. In his righteous 
contempt for them, Plato does not elaborate the point. This 
conclusion is fully corroborated by the fact that a passage in the 
Republic which criticizes the current practice of Greeks enslaving 
Greeks ends up with the explicit endorsement of the enslaving of 
barbarians, and even with a recommendation to ' our citizens ' 
-i.e. those of the best city-to 'do unto barbarians as Greeks 
now do unto Greeks '. And it is further corroborated by the 
contents of the Laws, and the most inhuman attitude towards 
slaves adopted there. 

Since the ruling class alone has political power, including 
the power of keeping the number of the human cattle within 
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such limits as to prevent them from becoming a danger, the 
whole problem of preserving the state is reduced to that of 
preserving the internal unity of the master class. How is this 
unity of the rulers preserved ? By training and other psycho­
logical influences, but otherwise mainly by the elimination of 
economic interests which may lead to disunion. This economic 
abstinence is achieved and controlled by the introduction of 
communism, i.e. by the abolition of private property, especially 
of precious metals. (The possession of precious metals was for­
bidden in Sparta.) This communism is confined to the ruling 
class, which alone must be kept free from disunion ; quarrels 
among the ruled arc not worthy of consideration. Since all 
property is common property, there must also be a common 
ownership of women and children. No member of the ruling 
class must be able to identify his children, or his parents. The 
family must be destroyed, or rather, extended to cover the whole 
warrior class. Family loyalties might otherwise become a pos­
sible source of disunion ; therefore ' each should look upon all 
as if belonging to one family ' 30• (This suggestion was neither 
so novel nor so revolutionary as it sounds ; we must remember 
such Spartan restrictions on the privacy offamily life as the ban on 
private meals, constantly referred to by Plato as the institution of 
'common meals'.) But even the common ownership of women 
and children is not quite sufficient to guard the ruling class from 
all economic dangers. It is important to avoid prosperity as well 
as poverty. Both are dangers to unity : poverty, because it drives 
people to adopt desperate means to satisfy their needs ; prosperity, 
because most change arises from abundance, from an accumula­
tion of wealth which makes dangerous experiments possible. 
Only a communist system which has room neither for great 
want nor for great wealth can reduce economic interests to a 
minimum, and guarantee the unity of the ruling class. 

The communism of the ruling caste of his best city can thus 
be derived from Plato's fundamental sociological law of change · 
it is a necessary condition of the political stability which is it; 
fundamental characteristic. But although an important condi­
tion, it is not a sufficient one. In order that the ruling class may 
feel really united, that it should feel like one tribe, i.e. like one 
big family, pressure from without the class is as necessary as are 
the ties between the members of the class. This pressure can be 
secured by emphasizing and widening the gulf between the rulers 
and the ruled. The stronger the feeling that the ruled arc a 
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different and an altogether inferior race, the stronger will be the 
sense of unity among the rulers. We arrive in this way at the 
fundamental principle, announced only after some hesitation, that 
there must be no mingling between the classes 31 : ' Any meddling 
or changing over from one class to another', says Plato, 'is a 
great crime against the city and may rightly be denounced as the 
basest wickedness.' But such a rigid division of the classes must 
be justified, and an attempt to justify it can only proceed from 
the claim that the rulers arc superior to the ruled. Accordingly, 
Plato tries to justify his class division by the threefold claim that 
the rulers arc vastly superior in three respects-in race, in educa­
tion, and in their scale of values. Plato's moral valuations, which 
arc, of course, identical with those of the rulers of his best state, 
will be discussed in chapters 6 to 8 ; I may therefore confine 
myself here to describing some of his ideas concerning the origin, 
the breeding, and the education of his ruling class. (Before 
proceeding to this description, I wish to express my belief that 
personal superiority, whether racial or intellectual or moral or 
educational, can never establish a claim to political prerogatives, 
even if such superiority could be ascertained. Most people in 
civilized countries nowadays admit racial superiority to be a 
myth ; but even if it were an established fact, it should not create 
special political rights, though it might create special moral 
responsibilities for the superior persons. Analogous demands 
should be made of those who arc intellectually and morally and 
educationally superior ; and I cannot help feeling that the oppo­
site claims of certain intellectualists and moralists only show how 
little successful their education has been, since it failed to make 
them aware of their own limitations, and of their Pharisaism.) 

IV 

If we want to understand Plato's views about the origin, 
breeding, and education of his ruling class, we must not lose 
sight of the two main points of our analysis. \Ve must keep 
in mind, first of all, that Plato is reconstructing a city of the 
past, although one connected with the present in such a way 
that certain of its features are still discernible in existing states, 
for ihstance, in Sparta ; and secondly, that he is reconstructing 
his city with a view to the conditions of its stability, and that 
he seeks the guarantees for this stability solely within the ruling 
class itself, and more especially, in its unity and strength. 

Regarding the origin of the ruling class, it may be mentioned 
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that Plato speaks in the Statesman of a time, prior even to that 
of his best state, when ' God himself was the shepherd of men, 
ruling over them exactly as man .. still rules over the beasts. 
There was .. no ownership of women and children' 32 • This 
is not merely the simile of the good shepherd ; in the light of 
what Plato says in the Laws, it must be interpreted more literally 
than that. For there we arc told that this primitive society, 
which is prior even to the first and best city, is one of nomad 
hill shepherds under a patriarch : ' Government originated ', 
says Plato there of the period prior to the first settlement, ' .. as 
the rule of the eldest who inherited his authority from his father 
or mother ; all the others followed him like a flock of birds, thus 
forming one single horde ruled by that patriarchal authority and 
kingship which of all kingships is the most just.' These nomad 
tribes, we hear, settled in the cities of the Pcloponnese, especially 
in Sparta, under the name of ' Dorians '. How this happened 
is not very clearly explained, but we understand Plato's reluctance 
when we get a hint that the 'settlement' was in fact a violent 
subjugation. This, for all we know, is the true story of the Dorian 
settlement in the Peloponnese. We therefore have every reason 
to believe that Plato intended his story as a serious description 
of prehistoric events ; as a description not only of the origin of 
the Dorian master race but also of the origin of their human 
cattle, i.e. the original inhabitants. In a parallel f:>assage in the 
Republic, Plato gives us a mythological yet very pomtcd descrip­
tion of the conquest itself, when dealing with the origin of the 
'earthborn ', the ruling class of the best city. (The Myth of 
the Earthborn will be discussed from a different point of view 
in chapter 8.) Their victorious march into the city, previously 
founded by the tradesmen and workers, is described as follows : 
' After having armed and trained the earthborn, let us now tnakc 
the:n ~dvance, under the command of the guardians, till they 
arnve m the city. Then let them look round to find out the 
?est place for their camp-the spot that is most suitable for keep­
mg down the inhabitants, should anyone show unwillingness to 
obey the law, and for holding back external enemies who may 
come down like wolves on the fold.' This short but triumphant 
~ale of the subjugation of a sedentary population by a conquer­
mg war ?orde (who are identi~cd, in the Statesman, with the 
nomad hill shepherds of the penod before the settlement) must 
be kept in mind when we interpret Plato's reiterated insistence 
that good rulers, whether gods or demigods or guardians, are 
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patriarchal shepherds of men, and that the true political art, the 
art of ruling, is a kind of hcrdsmanship, i.e. the art of managing 
and keeping down the human cattle. And it is in this light that 
we must consider his description of the breeding and training of 
' the auxiliaries who arc subject to the rulers like sheep-dogs to 
the shepherds of the state '. 

The breeding and the education of the auxiliaries and thereby 
of the ruling class of Plato's best state is, like their carrying of 
arms, a class symbol and therefore a class prerogative 33• And 
breeding and education arc not empty symbols but, like arms, 
instruments of class rule, and necessary for ensuring the stability 
of this rule. They arc treated by Plato solely from this point 
of view, i.e. as powerful political weapons, as means which arc 
useful for herding the human cattle, and for unifying the ruling 
class. 

To this end, it is important that the master class should feel 
as one superior master race. ' The race of the guardians must 
be kept pure' 3 4, says Plato (in defence of infanticide), when 
developing the racialist argument that we breed animals with 
great care while neglecting our own race, an argument which 
has been repeated ever since. (Infanticide was not an Athenian 
institution ; Plato, seeing that it was practised at Sparta for 
eugenic reasons, concluded that it must be ancient and there­
fore good.) He demands that the same principles be applied 
to the breeding of the master race as arc applied, by an experi­
enced breeder, to clogs, horses, or birds. ' If you did not breed 
them in this way, don't you think that the race of your birds 
or clogs would quickly degenerate ? ' Plato argues ; and he draws 
the conclusion that ' the same principles apply to the race of 
men '. The racial qualities demanded from a guardian or from 
an auxiliary arc, more specifically, those of a sheep-dog. ' Our 
warrior-athletes . . must be vigilant like watch-dogs ', demands 
Plato, and he asks : ' Surely, there is no difference, so far as 
their natural fitness for keeping guard is concerned, between a 
gallant youth and a well-bred dog? ' In his enthusiasm and 
admiration for the dog, Plato goes so far as to discern in him a 
' genuine philosophical nature ' · for ' is not the love of learning 
identical with the philosophicai attitude ? ' 

!_he. main difficulty which besets Plato is that guardians and 
aux1hanes must be endowed with a character that is fierce and 
gentle at t~c same time. It is clear that they must be bred to 
be fierce, smcc they must ' meet any danger in a fearless and 
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unconquerable spirit'. Yet ' if their nature is to be like that, 
how arc they to be kept from being violent against one another, 
or against the rest of the citizens? ' 3 G Indeed, it would be 
'simply monstrous if the shepherds should keep dogs .. who 
would worry the sheep, behaving like wolves rather than clogs '. 
The problem is important from the point of view of the political 
equilibrium, or rather, of the stability of the state, for Plato 
does not rely on an equilibrium of the forces of the various 
classes, since that would be unstable. A control of the master 
class, its arbitrary powers, and its fierceness, through the oppos­
ing force of the ruled, is out of the question, for the superiority of 
the master class must remain unchallenged. The only admissible 
control of the master class is therefore self-control. ] ust as the 
ruling class must exercise economic abstinence, i.e. refrain from an 
excessive economic exploitation of the ruled, so it must also be able 
to refrain from too much fierceness in its dealings with the ruled. 
But this can only be achieved if the fierceness of its nature is 
balanced by its gentleness. Plato finds this a very serious 
problem, since ' the fierce nature is the exact opposite of the 
gentle nature'. His speaker, Socrates, reports that he is per­
plexed, until he remembers the dog again. ''.Yell-bred dogs arc 
by nature most gentle to their friends and acquaintances, but 
the very opposite to strangers', he says. It is therefore proved 
' that the character we try to give our guardians is not contrary 
to nature '. The aim of breeding the master race is thus 
established, and shown to be attainable. It has been derived 
from an analysis of the conditions which arc necessary for 
keeping the state stable . 

. P.lato's educational aim is exactly the sam~. It is the purely 
pohttcal aim of stabilizing the state by blendmg a fierce and a 
gentle element in the character of the rulers. The two disciplines 
in which children of the Greek upper class were educated 
?Ymnastics and music (the latter, in the wider sense of the word' 
mcluded all literary studies), are correlated by Plato with th~ 
two elements of character, fierceness and gentleness. ' Have you 
not observed ', asks Plato 3a, ' how the character is affected by 
~n exclusive training in gymnastics without music, and how it 
~~ affe~ted by the opposite training ? . . Exclusive preoccupa­
tiOn Wtth gymnastics produces men who are fiercer than they 
ought to be, while an analogous preoccupation with music makes 
them too soft . . But we maintain that our guardians must 
combine both of these natures . . This is why I say that some 
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god must have given man these two arts, music and gymnastics ; 
and their purpose is not so much to serve soul and body 
respectively, but rather to tunc properly the two main strings ', 
i.e. to bring into harmony the two elements of the soul, gentle­
ness and fierceness. ' These arc the outlines of our system of 
education and training ', Plato concludes his analysis. 

In spite of the fact that Plato identifies the gentle clement 
of the soul with her philosophic disposition, and in spite of the 
fact that philosophy is going to play such a dominant role in 
the later parts of the Republic, he is not at all biased in favour 
of the gentle clement of the soul, or of musical, i.e. literary, 
education. The impartiality in balancing the two elements is 
the more remarkable as it leads him to impose the most severe 
restrictions on literary education, compared with what was, in 
his time, customary in Athens. This, of course, is only part of 
his general tendency to prefer Spartan customs to Athenian 
ones. (Crete, his other model, was even more anti-musical than 
Sparta 37.) Plato's political principles of literary education are 
based upon a simple comparison. Sparta, he saw, treated its 
human cattle just a little too harshly ; this is a symptom or 
even an admission of a feeling of weakness 38, and therefore a 
symptom of the incipient degeneration of the master class. 
Athens, on the other hand, was altogether too liberal and slack 
in her treatment of slaves. Plato took this as proof that Sparta 
insisted just a little too much on gymnastics, and Athens, of 
course, far too much on music. This simple estimate enabled 
him readily to reconstruct what in his opinion must have been 
the true measure or the true blend of the two elements in the 
education of the best state, and to lay clown the principles of 
his educational policy. juclcrecl from the Athenian viewpoint, it 
is nothing less than the clc~ancl that all literary education be 
~trang.lccl 39 by a close adherence to the example of Sparta with 
1ts stnct stat~ c_ontrol of all literary matters. Not only poetry 
but also mus1c m the ordinary sense of the term arc to be con­
trolled by a r~gid censorship, and both arc to be devoted entirely 
to strengthe.mng the stability of the state by making the young 
more consc~ous of class discipline 4o, and thus more ready to 
serve class mterests. Plato even forgets that it is the function 
of music to ~ake the young more gentle, for he demands such 
f?rm~ of mus1c as will make them braver, i.e. fiercer. (Con­
s1de1:mg that Plato was an Athenian, his arguments concerning 
mus1c proper appear to me almost incredible in their superstitious 

O.S.I.E.-VOL. I C 



54 PLATO's SOCIOLOGY 

intolerance, especially if compared with a more enlightened con­
temporary criticism 41• But even now he has many musicians on 
his side, possibly because they are flattered by his high opinion 
of the importance of music, i.e. of its political power. The same 
is true of educationists, and even more of philosophers, since 
Plato demands that they should rule ; a demand which will be 
discussed in chapter 8.) 

The political principle that determines the education of the 
soul, namely, the preservation of the stability of the state, 
determines also that of the body. The aim is simply that of 
Sparta. While the Athenian citizen was educated to a general 
versatility, Plato demands that the ruling class shall be trained 
as a class of professional warriors, ready to strike against enemies 
from without or from within the state. Children of both sexes, 
we arc told twice, ' must be taken on horseback within the 
sight of actual war ; and provided it can be done safely, they 
must be brought into battle, and made to taste blood ; just as 
one does with young hounds' 4 2. The description of a modern 
writer, who characterizes contemporary totalitarian education 
as ' an intensified and continual form of mobilization ', fits 
Plato's whole system of education very well indeed. 

This is an outline of Plato's theory of the best or most ancient 
state, of the city which treats its human cattle exactly as a wise but 
hardened shepherd treats his sheep ; not too cruelly, but with 
the proper contempt. . . As an analysis both of Spartan social 
ins~itutions and of the conditions o~ their stabi~ity and inst~bility, 
ana as an attempt at reconstructmg more ngid. and pnmitive 
forms of tribal life, this description is excellent mdeed. (Only 
the descriptive aspect is dealt with in this chapter. The ethical 
as~e~ts will be discussed later.) I believe that much in Plato's 
wntmgs that has been usually considered as mere mythological 
or Utopian speculation can in this way be interpreted as socio­
logical description and analysis. If we look, for instance, at his 
~yth of the triumphant war hordes subjugating .a settled popula­
tlofol, then we must admit that from the point ofv1ew of descriptive 
socwlogy it is most successful. In fact, it could even claim to be 
an anticipation of an interesting (though possibly ~oo sweeping) 
moder~ theory of the origin of the state, accordmg to which 
centralized and organized political power generally originates in 
such a conquest 4 3• There may be more descriptions of this kind 
in Plato's writings than we can at present estimate. 
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v 

To sum up. In an attempt to understand and to interpret 
the changing social world as he experienced it, Plato was led 
to develop a systematic historicist sociology in great detail. He 
thought of existing states as decaying copies of an unchanging 
Form or Idea. He tried to reconstruct this Form or Idea of 
a state, or at least to describe a society which resembled it as 
closely as possible. Along with ancient traditions, he used as 
material for his reconstruction the results of his analysis of the 
social institutions of Sparta and Crete-the most ancient forms 
of social life he could find in Greece-in which he recognized 
arrested forms of even older tribal societies. But in order to 
make a proper usc of this material, he needed a principle for 
distinguishing between the good or original or ancient traits of 
the existing institutions and their symptoms of decay. This 
principle he found in his law of political revolutions, according 
to which disunion in the ruling class, and their preoccupation 
with economic affairs, arc the origin of all social change. His 
best state was therefore to be reconstructed in such a way 
as to eliminate all the germs and elements of disunion and 
decay as radically as this could be clone ; that is to say, it 
was to be constructed out of the Spartan state with an eye 
to the conditions necessary for the unbroken unity of the master 
class, guaranteed by its economic abstinence, its breeding, and 
its training. 

Interpreting existing societies as decadent copies of an ideal 
state, Plato furnished Hesiod's somewhat crude views of human 
history at once with a theoretical background and with a wealth 
of practical application. He developed a remarkably realistic 
historicist theory which found the cause of social change in 
Heraclitus' disunion, and in the strife of classes in which he 
recognized the driving as well as the corrupting forces of history. 
He applied these historicist principles to the story of the Decline 
and Fall of the Greek city-states, and especially to a criticism 
of democracy, which he described as effeminate and degenerate. 
And we may add that later, in the Laws u, he applied them 
also to a story of the Decline and Fall of the Persian Empire, 
thus m~ld~g the beginning of a long series of Decline-and-Fall 
dramatiZatwns of the histories of empires and civilizations. 
(0. Spengler's notorious Decline of the T11est is perhaps the worst 
but not the last 45 of them.) All this, I think, can be interpreted 
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as an attempt, and a most impressive one, to explain, and to 
rationalize, his experience of the breakdown of the tribal society ; 
an experience analogous to that which had led Heraclitus to 
develop the first philosophy of change. 

But our analysis of Plato's descriptive sociology is still incom­
plete. His stories of the Decline and Fall, and with it nearly 
all the later stories, exhibit at least two characteristics which we 
have not discussed so far. He conceived these declining societies 
as some kind of organism, and the decline as a process similar 
to ageing. And he believed that the decline is well deserved, 
in the sense that moral decay, a fall and decline of the soul, goes 
hand in hand with that of the social body. All this plays an 
important role in Plato's theory of the first change-in the Story 
of the Number and of the Fall of Man. This theory, and its 
connection with the doctrine of Forms or Ideas, will be discussed 
in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER 5 : NATURE AND CONVENTION 

Plato was not the first to approach social phenomena in the 
spirit of scientific investigation. The beginning of social science 
goes back at least to the generation of Protagoras, the first of the 
great thinkers who called themselves ' Sophists '. It is marked 
by the realization of the need to distinguish between two different 
clements in man's environment-his natural environment and 
his social environment. This is a distinction which is difficult 
to make and to grasp, as can be inferred from the fact that even 
now it is not clearly established in our minds. It has been ques­
tioned ever since the time of Protagoras. l\1ost of us, it seems, 
have a strong inclination to accept the peculiarities of our social 
environment as if they were ' natural '. 

It is one of the characteristics of the magical attitude of a 
primitive tribal or ' closed ' society that it lives in a charmed 
circle 1 of unchanging taboos, of laws and customs which arc 
felt to be as inevitable as the rising of the sun, or the cycle of 
the seasons, or similar obvious regularities of nature. And it 
is only after this magical ' closed society ' has actually broken 
down that a theoretical understanding of the difference between 
' ' d' . ' nature an society can develop. 

I 

An analysis of this development requires, I believe, a clear 
grasp of an important distinction. It is the distinction between 
(a) natural laws, or laws of nature, such as the laws describing 
the movements of the sun, the moon, and the planets, the succes­
sion of the seasons, etc., or the law of gravity or, say, the laws of 
thermodynamics, and, on the other hand, (b) nonnative laws, or 
norms, or prohibitions and commandments, i.e. such rules as 
forbid or demand certain modes of conduct ; examples are the 
Ten Commandments or the legal rules regulating the procedure 
of the election of Members of Parliament, or the laws that con­
stitute the Athenian Constitution. 

Since the discussion of these matters is often vitiated by a 
tendency to blur this distinction a few more words may be said 
about it. A law in sense (a)~a natural law-is describing a 
strict, unvarying regularity which either in fact holds in nature 
(in this case, the law is a true statement) or does not hold (in 
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this case it is false). If we do nol know whether a law of nature 
is true or false, and if we wish to draw attention to our uncer­
tainty, we often call it an 'hypothesis'. A law of nature is unalter­
able ; there arc no exceptions to it. For if we arc satisfied that 
something has happened which contradicts it, then we do not 
say that there is an exception, or an alteration to the law, but 
rather that our hypothesis has been refuted, since it has turned 
out that the supposed strict regularity did not hold, or in other 
words, that the supposed law of nature was not a true law of 
nature, but a false statement. Since laws of nature arc unalter­
able, they can be neither broken nor enforced. They arc beyond 
human control, although they may possibly be used by us for 
technical purposes, and although we may get into trouble by not 
knowing them, or by ignoring them. 

All this is very different if we turn to laws of the kind (b), that 
is, to normative laws. A normative law, whether it is now a legal 
enactment or a moral commandment, can be enforced by men. 
Also, it is alterable. It may be perhaps described as good or 
bad, right or wrong, acceptable or unacceptable ; but only in a 
metaphorical sense can it be called ' true ' or ' false ', since it docs 
not describe a fact, but lays down directions for our behaviour. 
!fit has any point or significance, then it can ?e brok:n ? and if 
1t cannot be broken then it is superfluous and w1thout s1gmficancc. 
' Do not spend more money than you possess ' is a significant 
normative law · it may be significant as a moral or legal rule 

d ' 'D ' an the more necessary as it is so often broke.n. . , o not take 
more money out of your purse than there was m 1t may be said 
to b':, by its wording, also a normative law ; but nobody would 
consider seriously such a rule as a significan~ p~rt of a moral or 
legal system, since it cannot be broken. If a sigmficant normative 
law is observed, then this is always due to human control-to 
hu~an actions and decisions. Usually it is due to the decision 
to mtroduce sanctions-to punish or restrain those who break the 
law. 

I .believe, in common with a great number of thinkers, and 
espec~ally with many social scientists, that the distinction between 
laws m sense (a), i.e. statements describing regularities of nature 
and laws in sense (b), i.e. norms such as prohibitions or com~ 
mandments, is a fundamental one and that these two kinds 
or la':" have hardly more in comrr:on than a name. But this 
VI?W IS by n.o means generally accepted ; on the contrary, many 
thmkers beheve that there are norms-prohibitions or command-



CHAPTER 5: NATURE AND CONVENTION 59 

mcnts-which arc ' natural ' in the sense that they arc laid clown 
in accordance with natural laws in sense (a). They say, for 
example, that certain legal norms arc in accordance with human 
nature, and therefore with psychological natural laws in sense 
(a), while other legal norms may be contrary to human nature; 
and they add that those norms which can be shown to be in 
accordance with human nature are really not very different 
from natural laws in sense (a). Others say that natural laws 
in sense (a) arc really very similar to normative laws since they 
arc laid clown by the will or decision of the Creator of the 
Universe-a view which, undoubtedly, lies behind the use of the 
originally normative word 'law' for laws of the kind (a). All 
these views may be worthy of being discussed. But in order to 
discuss them, it is necessary first to distinguish between laws in 
the sense of (a) and laws in the sense of (b), and not to confuse 
the issue by a bad terminology. Thus we shall reserve the term 
'natural laws' exclusively for laws of type (a), and we shall refuse 
to apply this term to any norms which are claimed to be, in some 
sense or other, ' natural '. The confusion is quite unnecessary 
since it is easy to speak of' natural rights and obligations ' or of 
' natural norms ' if we wish to stress the ' natural ' character of 
laws of type (b). 

II 

I believe that it is necessary for the understanding of Plato's 
sociology to consider how the distinction between natural and 
normative laws may have developed. I shall first discuss what 
seem to have been the starting point and the last step of the 
development, and later what seem to have been three intermedi­
ate steps, which all play a part in Plato's theory. The starting 
point can be described as a nai"ve monism. It may be said to be 
characteristic of the ' closed society '. The last step, which I 
describe as critical dualism (or critical conventionalism), is charac­
teristic of the ' open society '. The fact that there are still many 
who try to avoid making this step may be taken as an indication 
that we are still in the midst of the transition from the closed to 
the open society. (With all this, compare chapter 10.) 

The starting point which I have called ' nai:ve monism ' is 
the stage at which the distinction between natural and normative 
laws is not yet made. Unpleasant experiences are the means 
by which man learns to adjust himself to his environment. No 
distinction is made between sanctions imposed by other men, 
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if a normative taboo is broken, and unpleasant experiences 
suffered in the natural environment. \\1ithin this stage, we may 
further distinguish between two possibilities. The one can be 
described as a na'ive naturalism. At this stage regularities, whether 
natural or conventional, arc felt to be beyond the possibility 
of any alteration whatever. But I believe that this stage is only 
an abstract possibility which probably was never realized. More 
important is a stage which we can describe as a na'ive conventional­
ism-a stage at which both natural and normative regularities 
are experienced as expressions of, and as dependent upon, the 
decisions of man-like gods or demons. Thus the cycle of the 
seasons, or the peculiarities of the movements of the sun, the 
moon, and the planets, may be interpreted as obeying the ' laws' 
or ' decrees ' or ' decisions ' which ' rule heaven and earth ', and 
which were laid clown and ' pronounced by the creator-god in 
the beginning' z. It is understandable that those who think in 
this way may believe that even the natural laws arc open to modi­
fications, under certain exceptional circumstances ; that with the 
help of magical practices man may sometimes influence them ; 
and that natural regularities are upheld by sanctions, as if they 
were normative. This point is well illustrated by Heraclitus' 
saying : ' The sun will not outstep the measure of his path ; or 
else the goddesses of Fate, the handmaids of Justice, will know 
how to find him.' 

The breakdown of magic tribalism is closely connected with 
the realization that taboos are different in various tribes, that 
they are imposed and enforced by man, and that they may be 
broken without unpleasant repercussions if one can only escape 
th~ sanctions imposed by one's fellow-men. This realization is 
qmckened when it is observed that laws are altered and made 
by human lawgivers. I have in mind not only such lawgivers 
as Solon, but also the laws which were made and enforced by 
the common people of democratic cities. These experiences 
may lead to a conscious differentiation between the man-enforced 
normative laws, based on decisions or conventions, and the natural 
r~gul~rities which are beyond his power. When this differentia­
tiOn 1s clearly understood, then we can describe the position 
reached as a critical dualism, or critical conventionalism. In the 
development of Greek philosophy this dualism of facts and norms 
announces itself in terms of the opposition between nature and 
convention. 3 

In spite of the fact that this position was reached a long time 
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ago by the Sophist Protagoras, an older contemporary of Socrates, 
it is still so little understood that it seems necessary to explain 
it in some detail. First, we must not think that critical dualism 
implies a theory of the historical origin of norms. It has nothing 
to do with the obviously untenable historical assertion that norms 
in the first place were conscious!)• made or introduced by man, 
instead of having been found by him to be simply there (when­
ever he was first able to find anything of this kind). It therefore 
has nothing to do with the assertion that norms originate with 
man, and not with God, nor does it underrate the importance 
of normative laws. Least of all has it anything to do with the 
assertion that norms, since they arc conventional, i.e. man-made, 
arc therefore ' merely arbitrary '. Critical dualism merely asserts 
that norms and normative laws can be made and changed by man, 
more especially by a decision or convention to observe them or to 
alter them, and that it is therefore man who is morally responsible 
for them ; not perhaps for the norms which he finds to exist 
in society when he first begins to reflect upon them, but for the 
norms which he is prepared to tolerate once he has found out 
that he can do something to alter them. Norms arc man-made 
in the sense that we must blame nobody but ourselves for them ; 
neither nature, nor God. It is our business to improve them 
as much as we can, if we find that they are objectionable. This 
last remark implies that by describing norms as conventional, I 
do not mean that they must be arbitrary, or that one set of 
normative laws will do just as well as another. By saying that 
some systems of laws can be improved, that some laws may be 
better than others, I rather imply that we can compare the exist­
ing normative laws (or social institutions) with some standard 
norms which we have decided arc worthy of being realized. But 
even these standards are of our making in the sense that our 
decision in favour of them is our own decision, and that we alone 
carry the responsibility for adopting them. The standards are 
not to be found in nature. Nature consists of facts and of 
regularities, and is in itself neither moral nor immoral. It is 
we who impose our standards upon nature, and who in this way 
introduce morals into the natural world .J., in spite of the fact 
that we arc part of this world. We are products of nature, but 
nature has made us together with our power of altering the 
world, of foreseeing and of planning for the future, and of making 
far-reaching decisions for which we are morally responsible. Yet 
responsibility, decisions, enter the world of nature only with us. 
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III 

It is important for the understanding of this attitude to 
realize that these decisions can never be derived from facts (or 
from statements of facts), although they pertain to facts. The 
decision, for instance, to oppose slavery does not depend upon 
the fact that all men are born free and equal, and that no man 
is born in chains. For even if all were born free, some men 
might perhaps try to put others in chains, and they may even 
believe that they ought to put them in chains. And conversely, 
even if men were born in chains, many of us might demand the 
removal of these chains. Or to put this matter more precisely, 
if we consider a fact as alterable-such as the fact that many 
people are suffering from diseases-then we can always adopt a 
number of different attitudes towards this fact : more especially, 
we can decide to make an attempt to alter it ; or we can decide 
to resist any such attempt ; or we can decide not to take action 
at all. 

All moral decisions pertain in this way to some fact or other, 
especially to some fact of social life, and all (alterable) facts of 
social life can give rise to many different decisions. Which shows 
that the decisions can never be derivable from these facts, or from 
a description of these facts. 

But they cannot be derived from another class of facts either ; 
I mean those natural regularities which we describ~ ~vith the help 
of natu:al laws. It is perfectly true ~hat o~r dcclSlons must be 
compatible with the natural laws (mcludmg those of human 
physiology and psychology), if they are ever to be carried into 
effect ; for if they run counter to such laws, then they simply 
cannot be carried out. The decision that all should work harder 
an~ eat less, for example, cannot be carried out beyond a certain 
po~nt :or physiological reasons, i.e. because. beyond a certain 
pom~ It would be incompatible with certam natural laws of 
physiology. Similarly, the decision that all should ~ork less and 
eat. more also cannot be carried out beyond a certam point, for 
vanous reasons, including the natural laws of economics. (As 
we shall see below in section iv of this chapter, there arc natural 
laws in the social ~ciences also ; we shall call them ' sociological 
laws'.) 

Thus certain decisions may be eliminated as incapable of being 
executed, because they contradict certain natural laws (or ' un­
alterable facts'). But this does not mean, of course, that any 
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decision can be logically derived from such ' unalterable facts '. 
Rather, the situation is this. In view of any fact whatsoever, 
whether it is alterable or unalterable, we can adopt various deci­
sions-such as to alter it ; to protect it from those who wish to 
alter it ; not to interfere, etc. But if the fact in question is 
unalterable-either because an alteration is impossible in view 
of the existing laws of nature, or because an alteration is for other 
reasons too difficult for those who wish to alter it-then any 
decision to alter it will be simply impracticable ; in fact, any 
decision concerning such a fact will be pointless and without 
significance. 

Critical dualism thus emphasizes the impossibility of reducing 
decisions or norms to facts; it can therefore be described as a 
dualism of facts and decisions. 

But this dualism seems to be open to attack. Decisions are 
facts, it may be said. If we decide to adopt a certain norm, 
then the making of this decision is itself a psychological or socio­
logical fact, and it would be absurd to say that there is nothing 
in common between such facts and other facts. Since it cannot 
be doubted that our decisions about norms, i.e. the norms we 
adopt, clearly depend upon certain psychological facts, such as 
the influence of our upbringing, it seems to be absurd to postulate 
a dualism of facts and decisions, or to say that decisions cannot 
be derived from facts. This objection can be answered by point­
ing out that we can speak of a ' decision ' in two different senses. 
We may speak of a certain decision which has been submitted, 
or considered, or reached, or been decided upon ; or alterna­
tively, we may speak of an act of deciding and call this a ' deci­
sion '. Only in the second sense can we describe a decision as 
a fact. The situation is analogous with a number of other 
expressions. In one sense, we may speak of a certain resolution 
which has been submitted to some council, and in the other 
sense, the council's act of taking it may be spoken of as the 
council's resolution. Similarly, we may speak of a proposal or 
a suggestion before us, and on the other hand of the act of propos­
ing or suggesting something, which may also be called ' proposal ' 
or 'suggestion'. An analogous ambiguity is well known in the 
field of descriptive statements. Let us consider the statement : 
'~apoleon died on St. Helena.' It will be useful to distinguish 
th1s statement from the fact which it describes, and which we 
may call the primary fact, viz. the fact that Napoleon died at 
St. Helena. Now a historian, say Mr. A, when writing the 
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biography of Napoleon, may make the statement mentioned. 
In doing so, he is describing what we called the primary fact. 
But there is also a secondary fact, which is altogether different 
from the primary one, namely the fact that he made this state­
ment ; and another historian, Mr. B, when writing the biography 
of Mr. A, may describe this second fact by saying : ' Mr. A 
stated that Napoleon died on St. Helena.' The secondary fact 
described in this way happens to be itself a description. But it 
is a description in a sense of the word that must be distinguished 
from the sense in which we called the statement 'Napoleon died 
on St. Helena ' a description. The making of a description, or 
of a statement, is a sociological or psychological fact. But the 
description made is to be distinguished from the fact that it has been made. 
It cannot even be derived from this fact ; for that would mean 
that we can validly deduce 'Napoleon died on St. Helena' 
from 'Mr. A stated that Napoleon died on St. Helena', which 
obviously we cannot. 

In the field of decisions, the situation is analogous. The 
making of a decision, the adoption of a norm or of a standard . ' 
IS a fact. But the norm or standard which has been adopted, 
is not a fact. That most people agree with the norm ' Thou 
shalt not steal' is a sociological fact. But the norm 'Thou shalt 
not steal' is not a fact and can never be inferred from sentences 

' describing facts. This will be seen most clearly when we remem-
ber that there are always various and even opposite decisions 
possible with respect to a certain relevant fact. For instance, 
111 face of the sociological fact that most people adopt the norm 
' ~hou shalt not steal ', it is still possible to decide either to adopt 
this norm, or to oppose its adoption ; it is possible to encourage 
those who have adopted the norm, or to discourage them, and 
~o persuade them to adopt another norm. To sum up, it is 
zmpossible to derive a sentence stating a norm or a decision or, sa)', a 
proposal for a policy from a sentence stating a fact ; this is only another 
way of saying that it is impossible to derive norms or decisions 
or proposals from facts 5. 

. The statement that norms are man-made (man-made not 
111 the sense that they were consciously designed, but in the 
sense that men can judge and alter them-that is to say, in the 
sense t~at the responsibility for them is entirely ours) has often 
been misunderstood. Nearly all misunderstandings can be traced 
back to one fundamental misapprehension, namely, to the belief 
that ' convention '·implies ' arbitrariness ' ; that if we are free 
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to choose any system of norms we like, then one system is just 
as good as any other. It must, of course, be admitted that the 
view that norms arc conventional or artificial indicates that there 
will be a certain clement of arbitrariness involved, i.e. that there 
may be different systems of norms between which there is not 
much to choose (a fact that has been duly emphasized by Prota­
goras). But artificiality by no means implies full arbitrariness. 
Mathematical calculi, for instance, or symphonies, or plays, 
are highly artificial, yet it does not follow that one calculus or 
symphony or pb.y is just as good as any other. lVIan has created 
new worlds-of language, of music, of poetry, of science ; and 
the most important of these is the world of the moral demands, 
for equality, for freedom, and for helping the weak 0• When 
comparing the field of morals with the field of music or of mathe­
matics, I do not wish to imply that these similarities reach very 
far. There is, more especially, a great difference between moral 
decisions and decisions in the field of art. Many moral decisions 
involve the life and death of other men. Decisions in the field 
of art arc much less urgent and important. It is therefore most 
misleading to say that a man decides for or against slavery as he 
may decide for or against certain works of music and literature, 
or that moral decisions arc purely matters of taste. Nor are they 
merely decisions about how to make the world more beautiful, 
or about other luxuries of this kind ; they are decisions of much 
greater urgency. (With all this, cp. also chapter g.) Our com­
parison is only intended to show that the view that moral decisions 
rest with us does not imply that they are entirely arbitrary. 

The view that norms arc man-made is also, strangely enough, 
contested by some who sec in this attitude an attack on religion. 
It must be admitted, of course, that this view is an attack on 
certain forms of religion, namely, on the religion of blind 
authority, on magic and tabooism. But I do not think that it 
is in any way opposed to a religion built upon the idea of personal 
responsibility and freedom of conscience. I have in mind, of 
course, especially Christianity, at least as it is usually inter­
preted in democratic countries ; that Christianity which, as 
against all tabooism, preaches, ' Y e have heard that it was said 
by them of old time. . . But I say unto you . . ' ; opposing in 
every case the voice of conscience to mere formal obedience 
and the fulfilment of the law. 

I would not admit that to think of ethical laws as being 
man-made in this sense is incompatible with the religious view 
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that they arc given to us by God. Historically, all ethics 
undoubtedly begin with religion ; but I do not now deal with 
historical questions. I do not ask who was the first ethical 
lawgiver. I only maintain that it is we, and we alone, who arc 
responsible for adopting or rejecting some suggested moral laws ; 
it is we who must distinguish between the true prophets and 
the false prophets. All kinds of norms have been claimed to 
be God-given. If you accept the ' Christian' ethics of equality 
and toleration and freedom of conscience only because of its 
claim to rest upon divine authority, then you build on a weak 
basis ; for it has been only too often claimed that inequality is 
willed by God, and that we must not be tolerant with unbelievers. 
If, however, you accept the Christian ethics not because you 
are commanded to do so but because of your conviction that 
it is the right decision to take, then it is you who have decided. 
My insistence that we make the decisions and carry the responsi­
bility must not be taken to imply that we cannot, or must not, 
be helped by faith, and inspired by tradition or by great 
examples. Nor does it imply that the creation of moral decisions 
is merely a ' natural ' process, i.e. of the order of physico-chemical 
processes. In fact, Protagoras, the first critical dualist, taught 
that nature does not know norms, and that the introduction of 
norms is due to man, and the most important of human achieve­
ments. He thus held that ' institutions and conventions were 
what raised men above the brutes', as Burnet 7 puts it. But 
in spite of his insistence that man creates norms, that it is man 
wh~ is the measure of all things, he believed that man could 
achieve the creation of norms only with supernatural help. 
Norms, he taught, are superimposed upon the original or natural 
st.ate. of affairs by man, but with the help of Zeus. It is at Zeus' 
biddmg that Hermes gives to men an understanding of justice 
and ~onour ; and he distributes this gift to all men equally. The 
way m which the first clear statement of critical dualism makes 
room for a religious interpretation of our sense of responsibility 
sho~s .how little critical dualism is opposed to a religious attitude. 
A Similar approach can be discerned, I believe, in the historical 
Socrates (see chapter ro) who felt compelled, by his conscience 
as well as by his religious beliefs, to question all authority, and 
who searched for the norms in whose justice he could trust. 
The doctrine of the autonomy of ethics is independent of the 
problem of religion, but compatible with, or perhaps even 
necessary for, any religion which respects individual conscience. 
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IV 

So much concerning the dualism of facts and decisions, or 
the doctrine of the autonomy of ethics, first advocated by 
Protagoras and Socrates 8 • It is, I believe, indispensable for a 
reasonable understanding of our social environment. But of 
course this docs not mean that all ' social laws ', i.e. all regularities 
of our social life, arc normative and man imposed. On the 
contrary, there arc important natural laws of social life also. 
For these, the term sociological laws seems appropriate. It is 
ust the fact that in social life we meet with both kinds of laws, 
natural and normative, which makes it so important to dis­
tinguish them clearly. 

In speaking of sociological laws or natural laws of social 
life, I do not think so much of the alleged laws of evolution in 
which historicists such as Plato are interested, although if there 
arc any such regularities of historical developments, their formu­
lations would certainly fall under the category of sociological 
laws. Nor do I think so much of the laws of' human nature', 
i.e. of psychological and socio-psychological regularities of human 
behaviour. I have in mind, rather, such laws as arc formulated 
by modern economic theories, for instance, the theory of inter­
national trade, or the theory of the trade cycle. These and other 
important sociological laws are connected with the functioning 
of social institutions. (Cp. chapters 3 and g.) These laws play 
a role in our social life corresponding to the role played in 
mechanical engineering by, say, the principle of the lever. 
For institutions, like levers, arc needed if we want to achieve 
anything which goes beyond the power of our muscles. Like 
machines, institutions multiply our power for good and evil. 
Like machines, they need intelligent supervision by someone 
who understands their way of functioning and, most of all, 
their purpose, since we cannot build them so that they work 
entirely automatically. Furthermore, their construction needs 
some knowledge of social regularities which impose limitations 
upon what can be achieved by institutions o. (These limitations 
arc somewhat analogous, for instance, to the law of conservation 
of energy, which amounts to the statement that we cannot 
bu~ld a perpetual motion machine.) But fundamentally, insti­
tutiOX:s arc always made by establishing the observance of 
ccrtam norms, designed with a certain aim in mind. This holds 
especially for institutions which are consciously created ; but even 
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those-the vast majority-which arise as the undesigned results 
of hu~an actions (cp. chapter 14) are the indirect results of 
purposiVe actions of some kind or other ; and their functioning 
dep~nds, largely, on the observance of norms. (Even mechanical 
~ngines are made, as it were, not only of iron, but by combining 
~ron and norms ; i.e. by transforming physical things, but accord­
~ng .to certain normative rules, namely their plan or design.) In 
I~stit~ti?ns, normative laws and sociological, i.e. natural, laws arc 
~hos~ Y In!=e~oven, and it is therefore impossible to understand 
be~ unctionmg of institutions without being able to distinguish 
cc ;~en these two. (These remarks are intended to suggest 
th r ain problems rather than to give solutions. More especially, 

e analogy · · · · d h" not b . mentiOned between mstltutions an mac mcs must 
ma h~ Interpreted as proposing the theory that institutions are 
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for de'{' more especially for defending the worship of power and 
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the biological naturalist may argue ; yet there are undoubtedly 
certain natural laws in this field. For instance, a man will die 
if he takes either insufficient or too much food. Thus it seems 
that just as there arc realities behind appearances, so behind 
our arbitrary conventions there arc some unchanging natural 
laws and especially the laws of biology. 

Biological naturalism has been used not only to defend equali­
tarianism, but also to defend the anti-equalitarian doctrine of the 
rule of the strong. One of the first to put forward this naturalism 
was the poet Pindar, who used it to support the theory that the 
strong should rule. He claimed 10 that it is a law, valid through­
out nature, that the stronger docs with the weaker whatever he 
likes. Thus laws which protect the weak arc not merely arbitrary 
but artificial distortions of the true natural law that the strong 
should be free and the weak should be his slave. The view is 
discussed a good deal by Plato ; it is attacked in the Gorgias, 
a dialogue which is still much influenced by Socrates ; in the 
Republic, it is put in the mouth of Thrasymachus, and identified 
with ethical individualism (see the next chapter) ; in the Laws, 
Plato is less antagonistic to Pindar's view · but he still contrasts 
it with the rule of the wisest, which, he sa;s, is a better principle, 
and just as much in accordance with nature (see also the quota-
tion later in this chapter). . . 

The first to put forward a humanitarian or equahtanan 
version of biological naturalism was the Sophist Antiphon. To 
him is due also the identification of nature with truth, and of 
convention with opinion (or 'delusive opinion' 11). Antiphon 
is a radical naturalist. He believes that most norms are not 
merely arbitrary, but directly contrary to nature. Norms, he 
says, arc imposed from outside, while the rules of nature are 
inevitable. It is disadvantageous and even dangerous to break 
man-imposed norms if the breach is observed by those who 
impose them ; but there is no inner necessity attached to them, 
and nobody needs to be ashamed of breaking them; shame ~nd 
punishment are only sanctions arbitrarily imposed from outside. 
On this criticism of conventional morals, Antiphon bases a 
utilitarian ethics. ' Of the actions here mentioned, one would 
find many to be contrary to nature. For they involve more 
suffering where there should be less, and less pleasure where 
there could be more, and injury where it is unnecessary.' 12 ~t 
the same time, he taught the need for self-control. His equali­
tarianism he formulates as follows : ' The nobly born we revere 
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and adore; but not the lowly born. These are barbarous habits. 
For as to our natural gifts, we are all on an equal footing, on all 
points, whether we now happen to be Greeks or Barbarians. . . 
We all breathe the air through our mouths and nostrils.' 

A similar equalitarianism was voiced by the Sophist Hippias, 
whom Plato represents as addressing his audience : ' Gentlemen, 
I believe that we arc all kinsmen and friends and fellow-citizens ; 
if not by conventional law, then by nature. For by nature, like­
ness is an expression of kinship; but conventional law, the tyrant 
of mankind, compels us to do much that is against nature.' 1 3 

This spirit was bound up with the Athenian movement against 
slavery (mentioned in chapter 4) to which Euripides gave expres­
sion : ' The name alone brings shame upon the slave who can 
be excellent in every way and truly equal to the free born man.' 
Elsewhere, he says : ' Man's law of nature is equality.' And 
Alcidamas, a disciple of Gorgias and a contemporary of Plato, 
wrote: 'God has made all men free; no man is a slave by 
nature.' Similar views are also expressed by Lycophron, another 
member of Gorgias' school : ' The splendour of noble birth is 
imaginary, and its prerogatives are based upon a mere word.' 

Reacting against this great humanitarian movement-the 
movement of the ' Great Generation ', as I shall call it later 
(chapter 10)-Plato, and his disciple Aristotle, advanced the 
theory of the biological and moral inequality of man. Greeks 
and barbarians are unequal by nature ; the opposition between 
them corresponds to that between natural masters and natural 
slaves. The natural inequality of men is one of the reasons for 
their living together, for their natural gifts are complementary. 
Social life begins with natural inequality, and it must continue 
upon that foundation. I shall discuss these doctrines later in 
more detail. At present they may serve to show how biological 
naturalism can be used' to support the most divergent ethical 
doctri~es. In the light of our previous a~alysis of the impossibility 
of basmg norms upon facts this result IS not unexpected. 

Such considerations, however, arc perhaps not sufficient to 
defeat a theory as popular as biological_ nat~ralism ; I therefore 
propose two more direct criticisms. First, It must be admitted 
that certain forms of behaviour may be described as more 
' natural ' than other forms ; for instance, going naked or eating 
only ra~ food ; and some people think that this in itself justifies 
the chmce of these forms. But in this sense it certainly is not 
natural to interest oneself in art, or science, or even in arguments 
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in favour of naturalism. The choice of conformity with ' nature ' 
as a supreme standard leads ultimately to consequences which 
few will be prepared to face ; it docs not lead to a more natural 
form of civilization, but to beastliness u. The second criticism 
is more important. The biological naturalist assumes that he can 
derive his norms from the natural laws which determine the con­
ditions of health, etc., if he docs not naively believe that we need 
adopt no norms whatever but simply live according to the 'laws 
of nature '. He overlooks the fact that he makes a choice, a 
decision ; that it is possible that some other people cherish certain 
things more than their health (for instance, the many who have 
consciously risked their lives for medical research). And he is 
therefore mistaken if he believes that he has not made a decision, 
or that he has derived his norms from biological laws. 

(2) Ethical positivism shares with the biological form of 
ethical naturalism the belief that we must try to reduce norms 
to facts. But the facts arc this time sociological facts, namely, 
the actual existing norms. Positivism maintains that there are 
no other norms but the laws which have actually been set up 
(or ' posited ') and which have therefore a positive existence. 
Other standards are considered as unreal imaginations. The 
existing laws are the only possible standards of goodness : what 
is, is good. (Might is right.) According to some forms of this 
theory, it is a gross misunderstanding to believe that the indi­
vidual can judge the norms of society ; rather, it is society 
which provides the code by which the individual must be 
judged. 

As a matter of historical fact, ethical (or moral, or juridical) 
positivism has usually been conservative, or even authoritarian ; 
and it has often invoked the authority of God. Its arguments 
depend, I believe, upon the alleged arbitrariness of norms. We 
must believe in existing norms, it claims, because there arc no 
better norms which we may find for ourselves. In reply to this 
it might be asked : What about this norm' We must believe etc.'? 
If this is only an existing norm, then it does not count as an 
argument in favour of these norms ; but if it is an appeal to our 
insight, then it admits that we can, after all, find norms our­
selves. And if we arc told to accept norms on authority because 
we cannot judge them, then neither can we judge whether the 
claims of the authority arc justified, or whether we may not 
follow a false prophet. And if it is held that there arc no false 
prophets because laws are arbitrary anyhow, so that the main 
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thing is to have some laws, then we may ask ourselves why it 
should be so important to have laws at all ; for if there arc no 
further standards, why then should we not choose to have no 
laws ? (These remarks may perhaps indicate the reasons for 
my belief that authoritarian or conservative principles arc 
usually an expression of ethical nihilism ; that is to say, 
of an extreme moral scepticism, of a distrust of man and of 
his possibilities.) 

While the theory of natural rights has, in the course of 
history, often been proffered in support of equalitarian and 
humanitarian ideas, the positivist school was usually in the 
opposite camp. But this is not much more than an accident. 
As has been shown, ethical naturalism may be used with very 
different intentions. (It has recently been used for confusing 
the whole issue by advertising certain allegedly ' natural ' rights 
and obligations as ' natural laws '.) Conversely, there arc also 
humanitarian and progressive positivists. For if all norms arc 
arbitrary, why not be tolerant? This is a typical attempt to 
justify a humanitarian attitude along positivist lines. 

(3) Psychological or spiritual naturalism is in a way a com­
bination of the two previous views, and it can best be explained 
by means of an argument against the onc-sidcdncss of these 
views. The ethical positivist is right, this argument runs, if he 
emphasizes that all norms are conventional, i.e. a product of 
man, and of human society ; but he overlooks the fact that 
they are therefore an expression of the psychological or spiritual 
nature of man and of the nature of human society. The 
biological natu;alist is right in assuming that there are certain 
natural aims or ends from which we can derive natural norms . 
but he overlooks th~ fact that our natural aims are not neces~ 
s~rily such aims as health, pleasure, or food, shelter or propaga­
tion. Human nature is such that man, or at least some men 
do. ~ot wa?t to live by bread alon~, that t~ey seck higher aims: 
spmtu~l aims. We may thus denve man s true natural aims 
from his own true nature, which is spiritual, and social. And 
we may, further, derive the natural norms of life from his 
natural ends. 

This plausible position was, I believe, first formulated by 
Plato, who was here under the influence of the Socratic doctrine 
of the soul, i.e. of Socrates' teaching that the spirit matters more 
than the flesh 15. Its appeal to our sentiments is undoubtedly 
very much stronger than that of the other two positions. It 
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can however be combined, like these, with any ethical decision ; 
with a humanitarian attitude as well as with the worship of 
power. For we can, for instance, decide to treat all men as 
participating in this spiritual human nature ; or we can insist 
like Heraclitus, that the many ' fill their bellies like the beasts', 
and arc therefore of an inferior nature, and that only a few 
elect ones arc worthy of the spiritual community of men. 
Accordingly, spiritual naturalism has been much used, and 
especially by Plato, to justify the natural prerogatives of the 
' noble ' or ' elect ' or ' wise ' or of the ' natural leader '. 
(Plato's attitude is discussed in the following chapters.) On 
the other hand, it has been used by Christian and other 16 

humanitarian forms of ethics, for instance by Paine and by 
Kant, to demand the recognition of the ' natural rights ' of 
every human individual. It is clear that spiritual naturalism 
can be used to defend any ' positive ', i.e. existing, norm. For it 
can always be argued that these norms would not be in force if 
they did not express some traits of human nature. In this way, 
spi~it_u~l na~urali_sm can, in practical problems, become one wit~l 
positivism, m spite of their traditional opposition. In fact, this 
form of naturalism is so wide and so vague that it may be used 
to defend anything. There is nothing that has ever occurred to 
man which could not be claimed to be ' natural ' ; for if it were 
not in his nature, how could it have occurred to him ? 

Looking back at this brief survey, we may perhaps discern 
two main tendencies which stand in the way of adopting a 
critical dualism. The first is a general tendency towards 
monism 17, that is to say, towards the reduction of norms to 
facts. The second lies deeper, and it possibly forms the back­
ground of the first. It is based upon our fear of admitting to 
ourselves that the responsibility for our ethical decisions is 
entirely ours and cannot be shifted to anybody else; neither to 
God, nor to nature, nor to society, nor to history. All these 
ethical theories attempt to find somebody, or perhaps some 
argument, to take the burden from us 18 • But we cannot shirk 
this responsibility. 'Vhatcver authority we may accept, it is we 
who accept it. vVe only deceive ourselves if we do not realize 
this simple point. 

VI 

'Ve now turn to a more detailed analysis of Plato's naturalism 
and its relation to his historicism. Plato, of course, does not 
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always usc the term ' nature ' in the same sense. The most 
important meaning which he attaches to it is, I believe, prac­
tically identical with that which he attaches to the term ' essence '. 
This way of using the term ' nature ' still survives among essen­
tialists even in our day ; they still speak, for instance, of the 
nature of mathematics, or of the nature of inductive inference, 
or of the ' nature of happiness and misery ' 19 • 'Vhcn used by 
Plato in this way, 'nature' means nearly the same as 'Form' 
or ' Idea ' ; for the Form or Idea of a thing, as shown above, 
is also its essence. The main difference between natures and 
Forms or Ideas seems to be this. The Form or Idea of a sensible 
thing is, as we have seen, not in that thing, but separated from 
it ; it is its forefather, its primogenitor ; but this Form or father 
passes something on to the sensible things which arc its offspring 
or race, namely, their nature. This 'nature' is thus the inborn 
or original quality of a thing, and in so far, its inherent essence ; 
it is the original power or disposition of a thing, and it deter­
mines those ofits properties which are the basis of its resemblance 
to, or of its innate participation in, its Form or Idea. 

' Natural ' is, accordingly, what is innate or original or 
divine in a thing, while ' artificial ' is that which has been later 
changed by man or added or imposed by him, through external 
compulsion. Plato frequently insists that all products of human 
' art' at their best are only copies of ' natural ' sensible things. 
But since these in turn are only copies of the divine Forms or 
Ideas, the products of art are only copies of copies, twice removed 
from reality, and therefore less good, less real, and less true 20 

than even the (natural) things in flux. We see _from this that 
Plato .agrees with Antiphon 21 in at least one pomt, nam.ely in 
assummg that the opposition between nature and convention or 
art corresponds to that between truth and falsehood, between 
reality and appearance, between primary or original and 
secondary or man-made things, and to that between the objects 
of ra??nal knowledge and those of delusive opinion. The 
opposition corresponds also, according to Plato, to that between 
' ~h.e offspring of divine workmanship ' or ' the products of 
diVme art ', and ' what man makes out of them, i.e. the products 
of human art '.22 All those things whose intrinsic value Plato 
wishes to emphasize he therefore claims to be natural as opposed 
to artificial. Thus he insists in the Laws that the soul has to 
be considered prior to all material things, and that it must 
therefore be said to exist by nature : ' Nearly everybody .. is 
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ignorant of the power of the soul, and especially of her origin. 
They do not know that she is among the first of things, and 
prior to all bodies. . . In using the word " nature" one wants 
to describe the things that were created first ; but if it turns out 
that it is the soul which is prior to other things (and not, perhaps, 
fire or air), .. then the soul, beyond all others, may be asserted 
to exist by nature, in the truest sense of the word.' 23 (Plato 
here re-affirms his old theory that the soul is more closely akin 
to the Forms or Ideas than the body ; a theory which is also 
the basis of his doctrine of immortality.) 

But Plato not only teaches that the soul is prior to other 
things and therefore exists ' by nature ' ; he uses the term 
' nature ', if applied to man, frequently also as a name for 
spiritual powers or gifts or natural talents, so that we can say 
that a man's ' nature ' is much the same as his ' soul ' ; it is 
the divine principle by which he participates in the Form or 
Idea, in the divine primogenitor of his race. And the term 
' race', again, is frequently used in a very similar sense. Since 
a ' race ' is united by being the offspring of the same primo­
genitor, it must also be united by a common nature. Thus 
the terms ' nature ' and ' race ' are frequently used by Plato as 
synonyms, for instance, when he speaks of the ' race of philoso­
phers ' and of those who have ' philosophic natures ' ; so that 
both these terms are closely akin to the terms 'essence' and 
'soul'. 

Plato's theory of ' nature ' opens another approach to his 
historicist methodology. Since it seems to be the task of science 
in general to examine the true nature of its objects, it is the 
task of a social or political science to examine the nature of 
human society, and of the state. But the nature of a thing, 
according to Plato, is its origin ; or at least it is determined 
by its origin. Thus the method of any science will be the 
investigation of the origin of things (of their ' causes '). This 
principle, when applied to the science of society and of politics, 
leads to the demand that the origin of society and of the state 
must be examined. History therefore is not studied for its own 
sake but serves as the method of the social sciences. This is the 
historicist methodology. 

What is the nature of human society, of the state? Accord­
ing to historicist methods, this fundamental question of sociology 
must be reformulated in this way : what is the origin of society 
and of the state ? The reply given by Plato in the Republic as 
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well as in the Laws 24, agrees with the position described above 
as spiritual naturalism. The origin of society is a convention, 
a social contract. But it is not only that ; it is, rather, a natural 
convention, i.e. a convention which is based upon human 
nature, and more precisely, upon the social nature of man. 

This social nature of man has its origin in the imjmfection 
of the human individual. In opposition to Socrates 25 , Plato 
teaches that the human individual cannot be self-sufficient, 
owing to the limitations inherent in human nature. Although 
Plato insists that there are very different degrees of human 
perfection, it turns out that even the very few comparatively 
perfect men still depend upon others (who arc less perfect) ; 
if for nothing else, then for having the dirty work, the manual 
work, done by them 2a. In tlus way, even the ' rare and 
uncommon natures ' who approach perfection depend upon 
society, upon the state. They can reach perfection only through 
the state and in the state ; the perfect state must offer them the 
proper ' social habitat ', without which they must grow corrupt 
and degenerate. The state therefore must be placed higher 
than the individual since only the state can be self-sufficient 
(' autark '), perfect, and able to make good the necessary imper­
fection of the individual. 

Society and the individual are thus interdependent. The 
one owes its existence to the other. Society owes its existence 
to human nature, and especially to its lack_ of se_lf-suffici:ncy ; 
and the individual owes his existence to society, smce he Is not 
self-sufficient. But within this relationship of interdependence 
the superiority of the state over the individual manifests itself 
in various ways ; for instance, in the fact that the seed of the 
decay and disunion of a perfect state does not spring up in 
~he state itself, but rather in its individuals ; it is rooted in the 
Imperfection of the human soul, of human nature ; or more 
precisely, in the fact that the race of men is liable to degenerate. 
To this point, the origin of political decay, and its dependence 
upon the degeneration of human nature, I shall return presently . 
but I wish first to make a few comments on some of the charac~ 
teristics of Plato's sociology, especially upon his version of the 
theory of the social contract, and upon his view of the state 
as a super-individual, i.e. his version of the biological or organic 
theory of the state. 

Whether Protagoras first proposed a theory that laws originate 
with a social contract, or whether Lycophron (whose theory 
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will be discussed in the next chapter) was the first to do so, is 
not certain. In any case, the idea is closely related to Prota­
goras' conventionalism. The fact that Plato consciously com­
bined some conventionalist ideas, and even a version of the 
contract theory, with his naturalism, is in itself an indication 
that conventionalism in its original form did not maintain that 
laws arc wholly arbitrary ; and Plato's remarks on Protagoras 
confirm this :! 7 • How conscious Plato was of a conventionalist 
clement in his version of naturalism can be seen from a passage 
in the Laws. Plato there gives a list of the various principles 
upon which political authority might be based, mentioning 
Pindar's biological naturalism (sec above), i.e. 'the principle 
that the stronger shall rule and the weaker be ruled ', which 
he describes as a principle ' according to nature, as the Theban 
poet Pindar once stated '. Plato contrasts this principle with 
another which he recommends by showing that it combines 
conventionalism with naturalism : ' But there is also a . . claim 
which is the greatest principle of all, namely, that the wise shall 
lead and rule, and that the ignorant shall follow ; and this, 
0 Pindar, wisest of poets, is surely not contrary to nature, but 
according to nature ; for what it demands is not external com­
pulsion but the truly natural sovereignty of a law which is 
based upon mutual consent.' 28 

In the Rejmblic we find clements of the conventionalist con­
tract theory in a similar way combined with elements of natural­
ism (and utilitarianism). 'The city originates', we hear there, 
' because we arc not self-sufficient ; . . or is there another origin 
of settlement in cities? . . Men gather into one settlement many 
. . helpers, since they need many things. . . And when they 
share their goods with one another, the one giving, the other par­
taking, docs not every one expect in this way to further his own 
interest? ' 29 Thus the inhabitants gather in order that each 
may further his own interest ; which is an element of the contract 
theory. But behind this stands the fact that they are not self­
sufficient, a fact of human nature · which is an element of 

' naturalism. And this element is developed further. 'By nature, 
no two of us arc exactly alike. Each has his peculiar nature, 
some being fit for one kind of work and some for another ... 
Is it better that a man should work in many crafts or that he 
should work in one only ? . . Surely, more will be produced 
and better and more easily if each man works in one occup::1tion 
only, according to his natural gifts.' 
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In this way, the economic principle of the division of labour 
is introduced (reminding us of the affinity between Plato's 
historicism and the materialist interpretation of history). But this 
principle is based here upon an element of biological naturalism, 
namely, upon the natural inequality of men. At first, this idea is 
introduced inconspicuously and, as it were, innocently. But we 
shall sec in the next chapter that it has far-reaching consequences ; 
indeed, the only really important division of labour turns out to 
be that between rulers and ruled, claimed to be based upon the 
natural inequality of masters and slaves, of wise and ignorant. 

W c have seen that there is a considerable clement of con­
ventionalism as well as of biological naturalism in Plato's posi­
tion ; an observation which is not surprising when we consider 
that this position is, on the whole, that of spiritual naturalism 
which, because of its vagueness, easily allows for all such com­
binations. This spiritual version of naturalism is perhaps best 
formulated in the Laws. 'Men say', says Plato, 'that the 
gr~atest and most beautiful things are natural . . and the lesser 
thmgs artificial.' So far he agrees ; but he then attacks the 
mate~ialists who say 'that fire and water, and earth and air, 
all cx1st by nature .. and that all normative laws are altogether 
unnatural and artificial and based upon superstitions which arc 
not true.' Against this view, he shows first, that it is not bodies 
nor elements, but the soul which truly ' exists. by nature' 3o 

(I have quoted this passage above) ; and from t.h1s he concludes 
that order, and law, must also be by nature, smce they spring 
from the soul : ' If the soul is prior to the body, then things 
dependent upon the soul ' (i.e. spiritual matters) ' arc also prior 
t~ those dependent upon body. . . And t~1c soul orders and 
directs all things.' This supplies the theoretical background for 
the doctrine that ' laws and purposeful institutions exist by 
nature, and not by anything lower than nature, since they arc 
bo.rr: of reason and true thought.' This is a clear statement of 
spi~Itual naturalism ; and it is combined as well with positivist 
~ehefs .of a conservative kind : ' Thoughtful and prudent legisla­
tiOn will find a most powerful help because the laws will remain 
unchanged once they have been laid down in writing.' 

From all this it can be seen that arguments derived from 
Plato's spiritual naturalism are quite incapable of helping to 
answer any question which may arise concerning the 'just ' or 
'natural' character of any particular law. Spiritual naturalism 
is much too vague to be applied to any practical problem. It 
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cannot do much beyond providing some general arguments in 
favour of conservativism. In practice, everything is left to the 
wisdom of the great lawgiver (a godlike philosopher, whose 
picture, especially in the Laws, is undoubtedly a self-portrait ; 
sec also chapter 8). As opposed to his spiritual naturalism, 
however, Plato's theory of the interdependence of society and 
the individual furnishes more concrete results ; and so does 
his anti-equalitarian biological naturalism. 

VII 

It has been indicated above that because of its self-sufficiency, 
the ideal state appears to Plato as the perfect individual, and 
the individual citizen, accordingly, as an imperfect copy of the 
state. This view which makes of the state a kind of super­
organism or Leviathan introduces into the occident the so-called 
organic or biological theory of the state. The principle of this 
theory will be criticized later 31 • Here I wish first to draw atten­
tion to the fact that Plato does not defend the theory, and indeed 
hardly formulates it explicitly. But it is clearly enough implied ; 
in fact, the fundamental analogy between the state and the 
human individual is one of the standard topics of the Republic. 
It is worth inentioning, in this connection, that the analogy 
serves to further the analysis of the individual rather than that 
of the state. One could perhaps defend the view that Plato 
(perhaps under the influence of Alcmacon) docs not offer so 
much a biological theory of the state as a political theory of the 
human individual 32• This view, I think, is fully in accordance 
with his doctrine that the individual is lower than the state, 
and a kind of imperfect copy of it. In the very place in which 
Plato introduces his fundamental analogy, it is used in this way; 
that is to say, as a method of explaining and elucidating the 
individual. The city, it is said, is greater than the individual, 
and therefore easier to examine. Plato gives this as his reason 
for suggesting that 'we should begin our inquiry' (namely, into 
the nature of justice) 'in the city, and continue it afterwards in 
the individual, always watching for points of similarity. . . May 
we not expect in this way to discern more easily what we arc 
looking for ? ' 

From his way of introducing it we can see that Plato (and 
per.haps his readers) took his fundamental analogy for granted. 
Tl~Is may well be a symptom of nostalgia, of a longing for a 
umfied and harmonious, an ' organic ' state : for a society of a 
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more primitive kind. (Sec chapter 10.) The city state ought 
to remain small, he says, and should grow only as long as its 
increase does not endanger its unity. The whole city should, 
by its nature, be one, and not many. 33 Plato thus emphasizes the 
'oneness' or individuality of his city. But he also emphasizes the 
'manyness' of the human individual. In his analysis of the in­
dividual soul, and of its division into three parts, reason, energy, 
and animal instincts, corresponding to the three classes of his 
state, the guardians, warriors, and workers (who still continue to 
' fill their bellies like the beasts ', as Heraclitus had said), Plato 
goes so far as to oppose these parts to one another as if they were 
'distinct and conflicting persons' 34 • 'vVc arc thus told', says 
Grote, 'that though man is apparently One, he is in reality 
Many .. though the perfect Commonwealth is apparently 
Many, it is in reality One.' It is clear that this corresponds 
to the Ideal character of the state of which the individual is 
a kind of imperfect copy. Such an emphasis upon oneness 
and wholeness-especially of the state ; or perhaps of the world 
-may be described as ' holism '. Plato's holism, I believe, is 
closely related to the tribal collectivism mentioned in earlier 
chapters. Plato was longing for the lost unity of tribal life. A 
life of change, in the midst of a social revolution, appeared to 
him unreal. Only a stable whole, the permanent collective, has 
reality, not the passing individuals. It is ' natural ' for the 
individual to subscrve the whole, which is no mere assembly of 
individuals, but a ' natural ' unit of a higher order. 

Plato gives many excellent sociological descriptions of this 
' natural ', i.e. tribal and collectivist, mode of social life : ' The 
law', he writes in the Republic, ' .. is designed to bring about 
the welfare of the state as a whole, fitting the citizens into one 
unit, by means of both persuasion and force. It makes them all 
share in whatever benefit each of them can contribute to the 
community. And it is actually the law which creates for the 
state men of the right frame of mind ; not for the purpose ofletting 
them_l_oose, so that everybody can go his own way, but in order 
~o _utih~e them all for welding the city together.' 35 That there 
IS m this holism an emotional <estheticism, a longing for beauty, 
ca~ be seen, for instance, from a remark in the Laws : ' Every 
artist . . executes the part for the sake of the whole, and not 
the whole for the sake of the part.' At the same place, we also 
find a truly classical formulation of political holism : ' You arc 
created for the sake of the whole, and not the whole for· the 
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sake of you.' \Vi thin this whole, the different individuals, and 
groups of individuals, with their natural inequalities, must 
render their specific and very unequal services. 

All this would indicate that Plato's theory was a form of the 
organic theory of the state, even if he had not sometimes spoken 
of the state as an organism. But since he did this, there can be 
no doubt left that he must be described as an exponent, or 
rather, as one of the originators, ofthis theory. His version of this 
theory may be characterized as a personalist or psychological 
one, since he describes the state not in a general way as similar 
to some organism or other, but as analogous to the human 
individual, and more specifically to the human soul. Especially 
the disease of the state, the dissolution of its unity, corresponds 
to the disease of the human soul, of human nature. In fact, 
the disease of the state is not only correlated with, but is directly 
produced by, the corruption of human nature, more especially 
of the members of the ruling class. Every single one of the 
typical stages in the degeneration of the state is brought about 
by a corresponding stage in the degeneration of the huma~1 
soul, of human nature, of the human race. And since tins 
~oral degeneration is interpreted as based upon racial degenera­
tion, we might say that the biological element in Plato's 
naturalism turns out, in the end, to have the most important 
part in the foundation of his historicism. For the history of 
tl~e downfall of the first or perfect state is nothing but the 
history of the biological degeneration of the race of men. 

vm 
!t ~as mentioned in the last chapter that the problem of t~c 

begmnmg of change and decay is one of the major difficulties 
of Plato's historicist theory of society. The first, the natural 
and perfect city-state, cannot be supposed to carry within itself 
the germ of dissolution, ' for a city which carries within itself 
the germ of dissolution is for that very reason imperfect' 36• 

Pl~to tries to get over the difficulty by laying the blame on his 
um:'ersally valid historical, biological, and perhaps even cosmo­
logt~al, evolutionary law of degeneration, rather than on the 
p~rticular constitution of the first or perfect city 37 : ' Every­
thmg that has been generated must decay.' But this general 
theory does not provide a fully satisfactory solution, for it does 
not explain why even a sufficiently perfect state cannot escape 
the law of decay. And indeed, Plato hints that historical decay 
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might have been avoided 38, had the rulers of the first or natural 
state been trained philosophers. But they were not. They were 
not trained (as he demands that the rulers of his heavenly city 
should be) in mathematics and dialectics ; and in order to 
avoid degeneration, they would have needed to be initiated into 
the higher mysteries of eugenics, of the science of' keeping pure 
the race of the guardians ', and of avoiding the mixture of the 
noble metals in their veins with the base metals of the workers. 
But these higher mysteries are difficult to reveal. Plato dis­
tinguishes sharply, in the fields of mathematics, acoustics, and 
astronomy, between mere (delusive) opinion which is tainted by 
experience, and which cannot reach exactness, and is altogether 
on a low level, and pure rational knowledge, which is free from 
sensual experience and exact. This distinction he applies also 
to the field of eugenics. A merely empirical art of breeding 
cannot be precise, i.e. it cannot keep the race perfectly pure. 
This explains the downfall of the original city which is so good, 
i.e. so similar to its Form or Idea, that ' a city thus constituted 
can hardly be shaken '. ' But this ', Plato continues, ' is the 
way it dissolves ', and he proceeds to outline his theory of 
breeding, of the Number, and of the Fall of Man. 

All plants and animals, he tells us, must be bred ~ccording 
to definite periods of time if barrenness and degeneratiOn arc to 
be avoided. Some knowiedge of these periods, which are con­
nected with the length of the life of th~ race, w~ll be available to 
the rulers of the best state, and they will apply It ~o the breeding 
of t~e. master race. 1 t will not, howeve~, be. ratwnal, but only 
empmcal knowledge ; it will be 'calculatzon auled by (or based on) 
perceptio~ ' ( cp. the next quotation). But as we hav~ just seen, 
perception and experience can never be exact and rehablc, since 
~ts obJects are not the pure Forms or Ideas, but the w?rld of things 
m flux ; and since the guardians have no better kind of know­
ledge at their disposal, the breed cannot be kept pure, and racial 
degeneration must creep in. This is how Plato explains the 
matter : ' Concerning your own race ' (i.e. the race of men, as 
opl?osed to animals), 'the rulers of the city whom you have 
t:ame? may be wise enough ; but since they are using calcula­
tion aided ~y perception, they will not hit, accidentally, upon the 
way of ge~tmg either good offspring, or none at all.' Lacking a 
purely rational method, 39 ' they will blunder, and some day they 
will beget children in the wrong way'. In what follows next, 
Plato hints, rather mysteriously, that there is now a way to avoid 
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this through the discovery of a purely rational and mathematical 
science which possesses in the 'Platonic Number' (a number 
determining the True Period of the human race) the key to the 
master law of higher eugenics. But since the guardians of old 
times were ignorant of Pythagorean number-mysticism, and with 
it, of this key to the higher knowledge of breeding, the otherwise 
perfect natural state could not escape decay. After partially 
revealing the secret of his mysterious Number, Plato continues : 
' This . . number is master over better or worse births ; and 
whenever these guardians of yours-who arc ignorant of these 
matters-unite bride and bridegroom in the wrong manner ~ 0 , 

the children will have neither good natures nor good luck. Even 
the best of them .. will prove unworthy when succeeding to the 
power of their fathers ; and as soon as they arc guardians, they 
will not listen to us any more '-that is, in matters of musical and 
gymna.s~ic education, and, as Plato especially emphasizes, in the 
supcrvlSlon of breeding. ' Hence rulers will be appointed who 
arc not altogether fit for their task as guardians ; namely to watch, 
and to test, the metals in the races (which arc Hesiod's races as 
well as yours), gold and silver and bronze and iron. So iron will 
min?lc. with. silver and bronze with gold and from this mixture, 
Vanat10n will be born and absurd Irregularity ; and whenever 
these are born they will beget Strife and Hostility. And this is 
how we must describe the ancestry and birth of Dissension, 
wherever she arises.' 

.This is Plato's story of the Number and of the Fall of Man. 
It IS the basis of his historicist sociology, especially of his funda­
mental law of social revolutions discussed in the last chapter 41• 

Fo: racial degeneration explains the origin of disunion in the 
ruhn$ class, and with it, the origin of all historical development. 
The mternal disunion of human nature, the schism of the soul, 
leads to the schism of the ruling class. And as with Heraclitus, 
war, ~lass war, is the father and promoter of all change, and of 
the history of man, which is nothing but the history of the 
breakdown of society. \Vc see that Plato's idealist historicism 
~ltimatcly rests not upon a spiritual, but upon a biological basis ; 
It rests upon a kind of meta-biology 42 of the race of men. 
Plato was not only a naturalist who proffered a biological theory 
of ~he state, he was also the first to proffer a biological and 
racial theory of social dynamics, of political history. 'The 
Platonic Number', says Adam "3, 'is thus the setting in which 
Plato's " Philosophy of History " is framed.' 
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It is, I think, appropriate to conclude this sketch of Plato's 
descriptive sociology with a summary and an evaluation. 

Plato succeeded in giving an astonishingly true, though of 
course somewhat idealized, reconstruction of an early Greek 
tribal and collectivist society similar to that of Sparta. An 
analysis of the forces, especially the economic forces, which 
threaten the stability of such a society, enables him to describe 
the general policy as well as the social institutions which arc 
necessary for arresting it. And he gives, furthermore, a rational 
reconstruction of the economic and historical development of 
the Greek city-states. 

These achievements are impaired by his hatred of the societv 
in which he was living, and by his romantic love for the old 
tribal form of social life. It is this attitude which led him to 
formulate an untenable law of historical development, namely, 
the law of universal degeneration or decay. And the same 
attitude is also responsible for the irrational, fantastic, and 
romantic elements of his otherwise excellent analysis. On the 
other hand, it was just his personal interest and his partiality 
which sharpened his eye and so made his achievements possible. 
He derived his historicist theory from th~ fantastic philosophical 
doctrine that the changing visible world 1s only a decaying co 
of an unchanging invisible world. .But this inge~ious aue:~ 
to combine a historicist pessimism w1th an ontological optimisp 
leads, when elaborated, to difficul~ies .. These diffi':ultics for~: 
upon him the adoption of a bwlog1cal naturalism, leac!' . . , . Ing 
(together w1th 'psycholog1sm 44, I.e. the theory that soci t 
depends on the 'human nature' of its members) to mystic'e Y 

d . d . Ism 
an . superstition, culminating m a pseu a-rational mathe-
matical theory of breeding. They even endangered the imp _ . . res 
s1ve umty of his theoretical edifice. 

IX 

Looking back at this edifice, we m~y briefly consider its 
ground-plan 4 5 • This ground-plan, conceived by· a great arci ·­
teet, exhibits a fundamental metaphysical dualism in Plat~!s 
thoug?~· In the field of logic, this dualism presents itself as the 
opposition between the universal and the particular. In the 
~eld of mathematical speculation, it presents itself as the opposi­
tiO~ between the One and the Many. In the field of epistemology, 
it IS the opposition between rational knowledge based on pure 
thought, and opinion based on particular experiences. In the 
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field of ontology, it is the opposition between the one, original, 
invariable, and true, reality, and the many, varying, and 
delusive, appearances ; between pure being and becoming, or 
more precisely, chan~ing. In the field of cosmology, it is the 
opposition between that which generates and that which is 
generated, and which must decay. In ethics, it is the opposition 
between the good, i.e. that which preserves, and the evil, i.e. 
that which corrupts. In politics, it is the opposition between 
the one collective, the state, 'vhich may attain perfection and 
autarchy, and the great mass of the people-the many individuals, 
the particular men who must remain imperfect and dependent, 
and whose particularity is to be suppressed for the sake of the 
unity of the state (sec the next chapter). And this whole dualist 
philosophy, I believe, ori~inatcd from the urgent wish to explain 
the contrast between the Yision of an ideal society, and the hateful 
actual state of af1~1irs in the social field-the contrast between a 
stable society, and a society in the process of revolution. 

O.S.l.E.-VOL. I D 
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The analysis of Plato's sociology makes it easy to present 
his political programme. His fundamental demands can be 
expressed in either of two formulcc, the first corresponding to his 
idealist theory of change and rest, the second to his naturalism. 
The idealist formula is : Arrest all jJolitical change ! Change is 
evil, rest divine 1• All change can be arrested if the state is made 
an exact copy ofits original, i.e. of the Form or Idea of the city. 
Should it be asked how this is practicable, we can reply with the 
naturalistic formula : Back to nature! Back to the original state 
of our forefathers, the primitive state founded in accordance with 
human nature, and therefore stable ; back to the tribal patriarchy 
of the time before the Fall, to the natural class rule of the wise 
few over the ignorant many. 

I believe that practically all the clements of Plato's political 
programme can be derived from these demands. They arc, in 
tum, based upon his historicism ; and they have to be combined 
with his sociological doctrines concerning the conditions for the 
stability of class rule. The principal elements I have in mind 
are: 

(A) The strict division of the classes ; i.e. the ruling class 
consisting of herdsmen and watch-dogs must be strictly separated 
from the human cattle. . 

(B) The identification of the fate of the state w1th that of 
the ruling class . the exclusive interest in this class, and in its 
unity ; and sub;ervient to this unity, the rigid rules for breeding 
~nd educating this class and the strict supervision and collectiviza­
tion of the interests of its members. 
. From these principal elements, others can be derived, for 
mstance the following : 

. (C) The ruling class has a monopoly of things like military 
VIrtues and t · · d · . rammg, and ofthe right to carry arms an to receiVe 
~ducatlon ~f any kind · but it is excluded from any participation 
1n economic a f · · ' . · c lVItles, and especmlly from earnmg money. 

(D) ~here must be a censorship of all intellectual activities 
of the ruhng class, and a continual propaganda aiming at mould-
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ing and unifying their minds. All innovation in education, legis­
lation, and religion must be prevented or suppressed. 

(E) The state must be self-sufficient. It must aim at economic 
autarchy ; for otherwise the rulers would either be dependent 
upon traders, or become traders themselves. The first of these 
alternatives would undermine their power, the second their unity 
and the stability of the state. 

This programme can, I think, be fairly described as totali­
tarian. And it is certainly founded upon a historicist sociology. 

But is that all ? Arc there no other features of Plato's 
programme, clements which arc neither totalitarian nor founded 
upon historicism? What about Plato's ardent desire for Goodness 
and Beauty, or his love of Wisdom and of Truth? What about 
his demand that the wise, the philosophers, should rule ? \Vhat 
about his hopes of making the citizens of his state virtuous as 
well as happy? And what about his demand that the state 
should be founded upon Justice? Even writers who criticize 
Plato believe that his political doctrine, in spite of certain 
similarities, is clearly distinguished from modern totalitarianism 
by these aims of his, the happiness of the citizens, and the rule 
of justice. Crossman, for instance, whose critical attitude can 
be gauged from his remark that ' Plato's philosophy is the most 
savage and most profound attack upon liberal ideas which history 
can show ' 2, seems still to believe that Plato's plan is ' the building 
of a perfect state in which every citizen is really happy '. Another 
example is Joad who discusses the similarities between Plato's 
p1 ogramme and that of fascism at some length, but who asserts 
that there arc fundamental differences, since in Plato's best 
state ' the ordinary man . . achieves such happiness as appertains 
to his nature ', and since this state is built upon the ideas of 
' an absolute good and an absolute justice'. 

In spite of such arguments I believe that Plato's political 
programme, far from beincr morally superior to totalitarianism, 
is fundamentally identical ~vith it. I believe that the objections 
against this view are based upon an ancient and deep-rooted 
prejudice in favour of idealizing Plato. That Crossman has 
done much to point out and to destroy this inclination may be 
seen from this statement : 'Before the Great \Var .. Plato .. 
was rarely condemned outright as a reactionary, resolutely 
opposed to every principle of the liberal creed. Instead he was 
elevated to a higher rank, . . removed from practical life, 
dreaming of a transcendent City of God.' 3 Crossman himself, 
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however, is not free from that tendency which he so clearly 
exposes. It is interesting that this tendency could persist for 
such a long time in spite of the fact that Grote and Gomperz 
had pointed out the reactionary character of some doctrines 
of the Republic and the Laws. But even they did not sec all 
the implications of these doctrines ; they never doubted that 
Plato was, fundamentally, a humanitarian. And their adverse 
criticism was ignored, or interpreted as a failure to understand 
and to appreciate Plato who was by Christians considered a 
' Christian before Christ', and by revolutionaries a revolution­
ary. This kind of complete faith in Plato is undoubtedly still 
dominant, and Field, for instance, finds it necessary to warn 
his readers that 'we shall misunderstand Plato entirely if we 
think of him as a revolutionary thinker '. This is, of course, 
very true; and it would clearly be pointless if the tendency to 
make of Plato a revolutionary thinker, or at least a progressivist, 
~ere not fairly widespread. But Field himself has the same 
kmd of faith in Plato ; for when he goes on to say that Plato 
was 'in strong opposition to the new and subversive tendencies' 
of his time, then surely he accepts too readily Plato's testimony 
for the subversiveness of these new tendencies. The enemies of 
freedom have always charged its defenders with subversion. 
AX:d nearly always they have succeeded in persuading the 
gmleless and well-meaning. . 
. The idealization of the great ideahst permeates not onl~ the 
mterpretations of Plato's writings, but also the translations. 
Drastic remarks of Plato's which do not fit the translator's views 
of what a humanitarian should say are frequently either toned 
down or misunderstood. This tendency begins with the transla­
tion of the very title of Plato's ~o-cal~cd. ' ~epublic '. \Vhat 
comes first to our mind when hcanng tlus title Is that the author 
~ust be a liberal, if not a revolutionary. But the title' Republic' 
1s, quite simply, the English form of the Latin rendering of a 
Greek word that had no associations of this kind, and whose 
proper English translation would be ' The Constitution ' or 
' The City State ' or ' The State '. The traditional translation 
' The Republic ' has undoubtedly contributed to the general con­
viction that Plato could not have been a reactionary. 

In view of all that Plato says about Goodness and J usticc and 
the other Ideas mentioned, my thesis that his political demands 
are purely totalitarian and anti-humanitarian needs to be 
defended. In order to undertake this defence, I shall, for the 
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next four chapters, break ofT the analysis of historicism, and 
concentrate upon a critical examination of the ethical Ideas 
mentioned, and of their part in Plato's political demands. In 
the present chapter, I shall examine the Idea of Justice ; in 
the three following chapters, the doctrine that the wisest and best 
should rule, and the Ideas of Truth, \ Visdom, Goodness, and 
Beauty. 

I 

\ Vhat do we really mean when we speak of' Justice ' ? I do 
not think that verbal questions of this kind are particularly im­
portant, or that it is possible to make a definite answer to them, 
since such terms arc always used in various senses. However, 
I think that most of us, especially those whose general outlook is 
humanitarian, mean something like this : (a) an equal distribu­
tion of the burden of citizenship, i.e. of those limitations offreedom 
which arc necessary in social life"; (b) equal treatment of the 
citizens before the law, provided, of course, that (c) the laws 
show neither favour nor disf:tvour towards individual citizens 
or groups or classes; (d) impartiality of the courts ofjusticc; and 
(e) an equal share in the advantages (and not only in the burden) 
which membership of the state may offer to its citizens. If Plato 
had meant by 'justice' anything of this kind, then my claim 
that his programme is purely totalitarian would certainly be 
wrong and all those would be right who believe that Plato's 
politics rested upon an acceptable humanitarian basis. But the 
fact is that he meant by 'justice ' something entirely different. 

What did Plato mean by 'justice ' ? I assert that in the 
Republic he used the term 'just ' as a synonym for ' that which 
is in the interest of the best state '. And what is in the interest of 
this best state? To arrest all change, by the maintenance of a 
rigid class division and class rule. If I am right in this interpreta­
tion, then we should have to say that Plato's demand for justice 
leaves his political programme at the level of totalitarianism ; 
and we should have to conclude that we must guard against the 
danger of being impressed by mere words. 

Justice is the central topic of the Republic ; in fact, ' On 
Justice' is its traditional sub-title. In his enquiry into the nature 
of justice, Plato makes usc of the method mentioned 5 in the last 
chapter ; he first tries to search for this Idea in the state, and 
then attempts to apply the result to the individual. One cannot 
say that Plato's question ' ·what is justice? ' quickly finds an 
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answer, for it is only given in the Fourth Book. The considera­
tions which lead up to it will be analysed more fully later in this 
chapter. Briefly, they are these. 

The city is founded upon human nature, its needs, and its 
limitations 6 • 'We have stated, and, you will remember, 
repeated over and over again that each man in our city should 
do one work only; namely, that work for which his nature is 
naturally best fitted.' From this Plato concludes that everyone 
should mind his own business ; that the carpenter should confine 
himself to carpentering, the shoemaker to making shoes. Not 
much harm is done, however, if two workers change their natural 
places. ' But should anyone who is by nature a worker (or else 
a member of the money-earning class) .. manage to get into 
the warrior class ; or should a warrior get into the class of the 
guardians, without being worthy of it ; . . then this kind of 
change and of underhand plotting would mean the downfall of 
the city.' From this argument which is closely related to the 
principle that the carrying of arms should be a clas~ prerog~tivc, 
Plato draws his final conclusion that any changmg or lllter­
mingling within the three classes must be injustice, and that the 
opposite, therefore, is justice : ' When each class in the city minds 
its own business, the money-earning class as well as the auxiliaries 
and the guardians, then this will be justice.' This conclusion is 
reaffirmed and summed up a little later : 'The city is just .. if 
each of its three classes attends to its own work.' But this state­
ment means that Plato identifies justice with the principle of class 
rule and of class privilege. For the principle that every class 
should attend to its own business means, briefly and bluntly, that 
the state i! just if the ruler rules, if the worker works, and 7 if the slave slaves. 

. It will be seen that Plato's concept of justice is fundamentally 
dlfferen_t ~rom our ordinary view as analysed above. Plato calls 
class pnv1lege 'just ', while we usually mean by justice rather the 
absence of such privilege. But the difference goes further than 
tha~ .. ~e mean by justice some kind of equality in the treatment 
of zndtvzduals, while Plato considers justice not as a relationship 
between ind~viduals, but as a property of the whole state, based 
upon a relationship between its classes. The state is just if it is 
healthy, strong, united-stable. 

II 

But was Plato perhaps right? Does 'justice' perhaps mean 
what he says? I do not intend to discuss such a question. If 
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anyone should hold that 'justice' means the unchallenged rule 
of one class, then I should simply reply that I am all for 
mjustice. In other words, I believe that nothing depends upon 
words, and cYcrything upon our practical demands or upon the 
proposals for framing our policy which we decide to adopt. 
Behind Plato's definition of justice stands, fundamentally, his 
demand for a totalitarian class rule, and his decision to bring it 
about. 

But was he not right in a different sense? Did his idea of 
justice perhaps correspond to the Greek way of using this word ? 
Did the Greeks perhaps mean by 'justice ', something holistic, 
like the ' health of the state ', and is it not utterly unfair and 
unhistorical to expect from Plato an anticipation of our modern 
idea of justice as equality of the citizens before the law? This 
question, indeed, has been answered in the affirmative, and the 
claim has been made that Plato's holistic idea of 'social justice' 
is characteristic of the traditional Greek outlook, of the ' Greek 
genius ' which ' was not, like the Roman, specifically legal ', but 
rather ' specifically metaphysical ' 8• But this claim is untenable. 
As a matter of fact, the Greek way of using the word 'justice ' 
was indeed surprisingly similar to our own individualistic and 
equalitarian usage. 

In order to show this, I may first refer to Plato himselfwho, in 
the dialogue Gorgias (which is earlier than the Republic), speaks of 
the view that 'justice is equality ' as one held by the great mass 
of the people, and as one which agrees not only with 'convention'~ 
but with ' nature itself'. I may further quote Aristotle, another 
opponent of equalitarianism, who, under the influence of Plato's 
naturalism, elaborated among other things the theory that some 
men arc by nature born to slave 9 • Nobody could be less 
interested in spreading an equalitarian and individualistic 
interpretation of the term 'justice '. But when speaking of the 
judge, whom he describes as 'a personification of that which is 
just ', Aristotle says that it is the task of the judge to ' restore 
equality '. He tells us that ' all men think justice to be a kind 
of equality ', an equality, namely, which ' pertains to persons '. 
He even thinks (but here he is wrong) that the Greek word for 
'justice ' is to be derived from a root that means ' equal division '. 
(The view that 'justice ' means a kind of' equality in the division 
of spoils and honours to the citizens ' agrees with Plato's views in 
the Laws, where two kinds of equality in the distribution of spoils 
and honours arc distinguished-' numerical' or 'arithmetical' 
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equality and' proportionate' equality; the ~econd of which takes 
account of the degree in which the persons in question possess 
virtue breeding and wealth-and where this proportionate 

' '' equality is said to constitute • political justice '.) And when 
Aristotle discusses the principles of democracy, he says that 
' democratic justice is the application of the principle of arith­
metical equality (as distinct from proportionate equality) '. All 
this is certainly not merely his personal impression of the meaning 
of justice, nor is it perhaps only a description of the way in which 
the word was used, after Plato, under the influence of the Gorp,ias 
and the Laws; it is, rather, the expression of a universal and 
ancient as well as popular use of the word 'justice '.10 

In view of this evidence, we must say, I think, that the holistic 
and anti-equalitarian interpretation of justice in the Rejmblic was 
an innovation, and that Plato attempted to present his totalitarian 
class rule as' just' while people generally meant by 'justice' the 
exact opposite. 

This result is startling, and opens up a number of questions. 
~~y did Plato claim, in the Republic, that justice meant inequality 
If, m general usage, it meant equality? To me the only likely 
reply seems to be that he wanted to make propaganda for his 
totalitarian state by persuading the people that it was the 'just ' 
state. But was such an attempt worth his while, considering that 
it is not words but what we mean by them that matters ? Of 
course it was worth while ; this can be seen from the fact that he 
fully succeeded in persuadin~ his. re~der~, down .to ~ur own day, 
that he was candidly advocatmg JUStice, I.e. that JUStice they were 
striving for. And it is a fact that he thereby spread doubt and 
~onfusion among equalitarians and individualists who, under the 
~nfluence of his authority, began to ask themselves whether his 
Idea of justice was not truer and better than theirs. Since the 
":'ord 'justice ' symbolizes to us an aim of such importance, and 
smc~ so many are prepared to endure anything for it, and to do 
all m ~heir power for its realization, the enlistment of these 
humamtarian forces, or at least, the paralysing of equalitarianism 
was ~ert.ainly an aim worthy of being pursued by a believer i 1~ 
totahtananism. But was Plato aware that justice meant so much 
to men? He was; for he writes in the Rej;ublic: 'When a man 
has committed an injustice, . . is it not true that his courage 
refuses to be stirred ? . . But when he believes that he has 
suffered injustice, does not his vigour and his wrath flare up at 
once ? And is it not equally true that when fighting on the side 
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of what he believes to be just, he can endure hunger and cold, 
and any kind of hardship? And does he not hold on until he 
conquers, persisting in his exalted state until he has either achieved 
his aim, or perished ? ' 11 

Reading this, we cannot doubt that Plato knew the power of 
faith, and, above all, of a faith in justice. Nor can we doubt 
that the Rejmblir must tend to pervert this faith, and to replace 
it by a directly opposite faith. And in the light of the available 
evidence, it seems to me most probable that Plato knew very 
well what he was doing. Equalitarianism was his arch-enemy, 
and he was out to destroy it ; no doubt in the sincere belief that 
it was a great evil and a great danger. But his attack upon 
equalitarianism was not an honest attack. Plato did not dare to 
face the enemy openly. 

I proceed to present the evidence in support of this contention. 

III 

The Rejmblic is probably the most elaborate monograph on 
justice ever \Vritten. It examines a variety ofviews aboutjustice, 
and it docs this in a way which leads us to believe that Plato 
omitted none of the more important theories known to him. In 
fact, Plato clearly implies 12 that because of his vain attempts to 
track it down among the current views, a new search for justice 
is necessary. Yet in his survey and discussion of the current 
theories, the view that justice is equality before the law(' isonomy') 
is never mentioned. This omission can be explained only in two 
ways. Either he overlooked the equalitarian theory 13, or he 
purposely avoided it. The first possibility seems very unlikely 
if we consider the care with which the Republic is composed, and 
the necessity for Plato to analyse the theories of his opponents 
if he was to make a forceful presentation of his own. But this 
possibility appears even more improbable ifwe consider the wide 
popularity of the equalitarian theory. We need not, however, 
rely upon merely probable arguments since it can be easily shown 
that Plato was not only acquainted with the equalitarian theory 
but well aware of its importance when he wrote the Republic. As 
already mentioned in this chapter (in section n), and as will be 
shown in detail later (in section vm), equalitarianism played a 
considerable role in the earlier Gorgias where it is even defended ; 
and in spite of the fact that the merits or demerits of equali­
tarianism are nowhere seriously discussed in the Republic, Plato 
did not change his mind regarding its influence, for the Republic 
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itself testifies to its popularity. It is there alluded to as a very 
popular democratic belief; but it is treated only with scorn, and 
all we hear about it consists of a few sneers and pin-pricks 1-1, well 
matched with the abusive attack upon Athenian democracy, and 
made at a place where justice is not the topic of the discussion. 
The possibility that the equalitarian theory of justice was over­
looked by Plato is therefore ruled out, and so is the possibility 
that he did not see that a discussion of an influential theory 
diametrically opposed to his own was requisite. The fact that 
his silence in the Republic is broken only by a few jocular remarks 
(apparently he thought them too good to be suppressed 15) can 
be explained only as a conscious refusal to discuss it. In view of 
all that, I do not see how Plato's method of impressing upon his 
readers the belief that all important theories have been examined 
can be reconciled with the standards of intellectual honesty ; 
though we must add that his failure is undoubtedly due to his 
complete devotion to a cause in whose goodness he firmly believed. 

In order to appreciate fully the implications of Plato's practi­
cally unbroken silence on this issue, we must first see clearly that 
the equalitarian movement as Plato knew it represented all he 
hated, and that his own theory, in the Republic and in all later 
works, was largely a reply to the powerful challenge of the new 
equalitarianism and humanitarianism. To show this, I shall 
discuss the main principles of the humanitarian movement, and 
contrast them with the corresponding principles of Platonic 
totalitarianism. 

The humanitarian theory ofjustice makes three main demands 
or proposals, namely (a) the equalitarian principle proper, i.e. the 
proposal to eliminate ' natural ' privileges, (b) the general prin­
ciple of individualism, and (c) the principle that it should be the 
task and the purpose of the state to protect the freedom of its 
citizens. To each of these political demands or proposals there 
co~respond~ a. directly opposit~ principle of Platonism, namely 
(a ) t~e pnnc1ple of natural pnv1lege, (b1) the general principle 
of holism or collectivism, and (c1) the principle that it should be 
the task and the purpose of the individual to maintain, and to 
strengthen, the stability of the state.-I shall discuss these three 
points in order, devoting to each of them one of the sections 1v, 
v, and VI of this chapter. 
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IV 

Equalitarianism proper is the demand that the citizens of the 
state should be treated impartially. It is the demand that birth, 
family connection, or wealth must not influence those who 
administer the law to the citizens. In other words, it does not 
recognize any ' natural ' privileges, although certain privileges 
may be conferred by the citizens upon those they trust. 

This equalitarian principle had been admirably formulated by 
Pericles a few years before Plato's birth, in an oration which has 
been preserved by Thucydides 16• It will be quoted more fully 
in chapter ro, but two of its sentences may be given here : 'Our 
Ia ws ', said Pericles, ' afford equal justice to all alike in their 
private disputes, but we do not ignore the claims of excellence. 
When a citizen distinguishes himself, then he is preferred to the 
public service, not as a matter of privilege, but as a reward for 
merit ; and poverty is not a bar .. .' These sentences express 
some of the fundamental aims of the great equalitarian move­
ment which, as we have seen, did not even shrink from attack­
ing slavery. In Pericles' own generation, this movement was 
represented by Euripides, Antiphon, and Hippias, who have all 
been quoted in the last chapter, and also by Herodotus 17• 

In Plato's generation, it was represented by Alcidamas and 
Lycophron, both quoted above; another supporter was 
Antisthenes, who had been one of Socrates' closest friends. 

Plato's principle of justice was, of course, diametrically 
opposed to all this. He demanded natural privileges for the 
natural leaders. But how did he contest the equalitarian 
principle ? And how did he establish his own demands ? 

It will be remembered from the last chapter that some of 
the best-known formulations of the equalitarian demands were 
couched in the impressive but questionable language of' natural 
rights ', and that some of their representatives argued in favour 
of these demands by pointing out the ' natural ', i.e. biological, 
equality of men. We have seen that the argument is irrelevant; 
that men are equal in some important respects, and unequal in 
others ; and that normative demands cannot be derived from 
this fact, or from any other fact. It is therefore interesting to 
note that the naturalist argument was not used by all equali­
tarians, and that Pericles, for one, did not even allude to it 18• 

Plato quickly found that naturalism was a weak spot within 
the equalitarian doctrine, and he took the fullest advantage of 
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this weakness. To tell men that they arc equal has a certain 
sentimental appeal. But this appeal is small compared with 
that made by a propaganda that tells them that they arc superior 
to others, and that others arc inferior to them. Are you naturally 
equal to your servants, to your slaves, to the manual worker who 
is no better than an animal? The very question is ridiculous ! 
Plato seems to have been the first to appreciate the possibilities 
of this reaction, and to oppose contempt, scorn, and ridicule to 
the claim to natural equality. This explains why he was anxious 
to impute the naturalistic argument even to those of his opponents 
who did not use it ; in the 1\1enexenus, a parody of Pericles' 
oration, he therefore insists on linking together the claims to 
equal laws and to natural equality : ' The basis of our con­
stitution is equality of birth', he says ironically. '\Ve arc all 
brethren, and arc all children of one mother ; .. and the natural 
equality of birth induces us to strive for equality before the 
law.' 10 

Later, in the Laws, Plato summarizes his reply to equali­
tarianism in the formula : ' Equal treatment of unc9uals 1~ust 
beget inequity ' 20 ; and this was developed by Anstotle mto 
the. formula ' Equality for equals, inequality for unec!ual.s '. 
This formula indicates what may be termed the standard obJeCtiOn 
~o equalitarianism ; the objection that equality w~uld be.exccl.Ient 
If onl . · "fiestly ImJJOSSiblc smcc Y men were equal but that It Is mam . 
they ' t be made equal. This are not equal and since they canno 1· · 
appare tl ' . . · · n fact, most unrca IS tic 
c- n Y very realistic objectwn IS, 1 1 1 . ' 
10r political .. 1 1 been founc cc upon natural 
d"cr pnvi egcs 1ave never 1 d h1erence f h · d . deed P ato ocs not seem to 
have hads 0 cl aracter. AI~ ' 11~s obJection when writing the 
R. P muc 1 confidence 111 t 11 h" 1 e ublic for ·t . 1 . one of IS sneers at c cmocracy 
wh ' 1 1s used there on Y In . 1 1 

. en he says tha . ' . . tes equality to cqua s anc nncquals 
ahkc.' 21 A tIt chstnbu k he prefers not to a 
against pan from this rernar ' . ' rgue 

S e~ualitarianis t to forget It. 
S. . Ummlllg up . m, bu "d that Plato never underrated the 
1gn1fic ' It can be sal d · m .ance of the . . theory, supportc as 1t was by a 

an hke p . cquahtanan bl" 1 d"d · at ll enclcs b h · the Repu zc, 1e I not treat It a . h , ut t at, 1n 1 d 1 
B ' e attacked . b t square y an open y. ut ho\ d" It, ut no . 1. . . 

his · . v Id he t t blish his own antl-equa Itanamsm, 
th pnd~Cip1e of naturyl to ~s. 1a c? In the Rejmblic, he proJTered 

ree lffer ra pnv1 eg · 1 
T ent argu111 t th ugh two of them 1ardly deserve the 

name. he fi en s, o . . . k 1 . . 11 1 
h h rst 22 i th rpns1ng 1 emar t 1at, smcc a t 1e 

ot er t ree v· s c su · d · · 
Irtues of the state have been examme , the remammg 
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fourth, that of ' minding one's own business ', must be 'justice '. 
I am reluctant to believe that this was meant as an argument ; 
but it must be, for Plato's leading speaker, 'Socrates', introduces 
it by asking : 'Do you know how I arrive at this conclusion?' 
The second argument is more interesting, for it is an attempt to 
show that his anti-equalitarianism can be derived from the ordi­
nary (i.e. equalitarian) view that justice is impartiality. I quote 
the passage in full. Remarking that the rulers of the city will also 
be its judges, ' Socrates' says 23 : 'And will it not be the aim of 
their jurisdiction that no man shall take what belongs to another, 
and shall be deprived of what is his own ? '-' Yes ', is the reply 
of ' Glaucon ', the interlocutor, ' that will be their intention.'­
' Because that would be just?'-' Yes.'-' Accordingly, to keep 
and to practise what belongs to us and is our own will be generally 
agreed upon to be justice.' Thus it is established that ' to keep 
and to practise what is one's own' is the principle ofjustjurisdic­
tion, according to our ordinary ideas of justice. Here the second 
argument ends, giving way to the third (to be analysed below) 
which leads to the conclusion that it is justice to keep one's 
own station (or to do one's own business), which is the station (or 
the business) if one's own class or caste. 

The sole purpose of this second argument is to impress upon 
the reader that 'justice ', in the ordinary sense of the word, 
requires us to keep our own station, since we should always keep 
what belongs to us. That is to say, Plato wishes his readers to 
draw the inference : ' It is just to keep and to practise what is 
one's own. My place (or my business) is my own. Thus it is 
just for me to keep to my place (or to practise my business).' 
This is about as sound as the argument : ' It is just to keep and 
to practise what is one's own. This plan of stealing your money 
is my own. Thus it is just for me to keep to my plan, and to 
put it into practice, i.e. to steal your money.' It is clear that the 
inference which Plato wishes us to draw is nothing but a crude 
juggle with the meaning of the term 'one's own'. (For the 
problem is whether justice demands that everything which is in 
some sense ' our own ', e.g. ' our own ' class, should therefore be 
treated, not only as our possession, but as our inalienable posses­
sion. But in such a principle Plato himself does not believe ; for 
it would clearly make a transition to communism impossible. 
And what about keepincr our own children ?) This crude juggle 
is Plato's way of establishing what Adam calls ' a point of contact 
between his own view of Justice and the popular . . meaning of 
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the word '. This is how the greatest philosopher of all time tries 
to convince us that he has discovered the true nature of justice. 

The third and last argument which Plato offers is much more 
serious. It is an appeal to the principle of holism or collectivism, 
and is connected with the principle that it is the purpose of the 
individual to maintain the stability of the state. It will therefore 
be discussed, in this analysis, below, in sections v and VI. 

But before proceeding to these points, I wish to draw attention 
to the ' preface ' which Plato places before his description of the 
' discovery ' which we arc here examining. It must be con­
sidered in the light of the observations we have made so far. 
Viewed in this light, the 'lengthy preface '-this is how Plato 
himself describes it-appears as an ingenious attempt to prepare 
the reader for the ' discovery of justice' by making him believe 
that there is an argument going on when in reality he is only 
faced with a display of dramatic devices, designed to soothe his 
critical faculties. 

Having discovered wisdom as the virtue proper to the 
guardians and courage as that proper to the auxiliaries, ' Socrates ' 
announces his intention of making a final effort to discover 
justi~e. 'Two things arc left' 24 , he says, 'which we shall have 
to ~Isc?ver in the city : tcmperanc~, an~ fin_ally that othc:r tl~ing 
which 1s the main object of all our mvestigatwns, namely JUstice.' 
-' Exactly', says Glaucon. Socrates now suggests that tem­
perance shall be dropped. But Glaucon protests and Socrates 
giv~s i~, saying that' it would be wrong' (or' croo~ecl ')to refuse. 
!hi~ httlc dispute prepares the reader for the re-mtroduction of 
JUstice, suggests to him that Socrates possesses the means for its 
' disc?vcry ', and reassures hi_m that Gla~con is carefully watching 
Plato s intellectual honesty m conductmg the argument which 
he, the reader himself need not therefore watch at all 25 ' . 

Socrates next proceeds to discuss temperance, which he 
discovers to be the only virtue J?roper to the workers. (By 
the way, the much debated qucstwn whether Plato's 'justice' 
is di_stinguishable from his ' temperance ' can be easily answered. 
J ustlce means to keejJ one's jJ!ace ; temperance means to know 
one's place-that is to say, more precisely, to be satisfied with 
it. What other virtue could be proper to the workers who fill 
their bellies like the beasts ?) When temperance has been dis­
covered, Socrates asks : ' And what about the last principle? 
Obviously it will be justice.'-' Obviously', replies Glaucon. 

' Now, my dear Glaucon ', says Socrates, 'we must, like 
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hunters, surround her cover and keep a close watch, and we 
must not allow her to escape, and to get away ; for surely, justice 
must be somewhere ncar this spot. You had better look out and 
search the place. And if you are the first to see her, then give 
me a shout ! ' Glaucon, like the reader, is of course unable to 
do anything of the sort, and implores Socrates to take the lead. 
' Then offer your prayers with me ', says Socrates, ' and follow 
me.' But even Socrates finds the ground ' hard to traverse, 
since it is covered with underwood ; it is dark, and difficult to 
explore . . But' , he says, 'we must go on with it'. And 
instead of protesting ' Go on with what ? \ Vith our exploration, 
i.e. with our argument? But we have not even started. There 
has not been a glimmer of sense in what you have said so far ', 
Glaucon, and the nai:ve reader with him replies meekly : ' Yes, 
we must go on.' Now Socrates reports that he has 'got a 
glimpse' (we have not), and gets excited. 'Hurray ! Hurray ! ' 
he cries, ' Glaucon ! There seems to be a track ! I think now 
that the quarry will not escape us ! '-' That is good news ', 
replies Glaucon. ' U pan my word ', says Socrates, ' we have 
made utter fools of ourselves. \Vhat we were looking for at a 
distance, has been lying at our very feet all the time ! And we 
never saw it ! ' \Vith exclamations and repeated assertions of 
this kind, Socrates continues for a good while, interrupted by 
Glaucon, who gives expression to the reader's feelings and asks 
Socrates what he has found. But when Socrates says only ' vVe 
have been talking of it all the time, without realizing that we 
were actually describing it ', Glaucon expresses the reader's 
impatience and says : ' This preface gets a bit lengthy ; remember 
that I want to hear what it is all about.' And only then does Plato 
proceed to proffer the two ' arguments ' which I have outlined. 

Glaucon's last remark may be taken as an indication that 
Plato was conscious ofwhat he was doing in this' lengthy preface'. 
I cannot interpret it as anything but an attempt-it proved to be 
highly successful-to lull the reader's critical faculties, and, by 
means of a dramatic display of verbal fireworks, to divert his 
attention from the intellectual poverty of this masterly piece of 
dialogue. One is tempted to think that Plato knew its weakness, 
and how to hide it. 

v 
The problem of individualism and collectivism is closely 

related to that of equality and inequality. Before going 
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on to discuss it, a few terminological remarks seem to be 
necessary. 

The term 'individualism' can be used (according to the 
Oxford Dictionary) in two different ways : (a) in opposition to 
collectivism, and (b) in opposition to altruism. There is no 
other word to express the former meaning, but several synonyms 
for the latter, for example ' egoism ' or ' selfishness '. This is 
why in what follows I shall usc the term' individualism ' exclusively 
in sense (a), using terms like ' egoism ' or ' selfishness ' if sense 
(b) is intended. A little table may be useful : 

(a) Individualism is opposed to (a') Collectivism. 
(b) Egoism is opposed to (b') Altmism 

Now these four terms describe certain attitudes, or de:mands, 
or decisions, or proposals, for codes of normative laws. Though 
necessarily vague, they can, I believe, be easily illustrated by 
examples and so be used with a precision sufficient for our present 
purpose. Let us begin with collectivism 20, since this attitude is 
already familiar to us from our discussion of Plato's holism. His 
demand that the individual should subscrvc the interests of the 
whole whether this be the universe, the city, the tribe, the race 

' ' or any other collective body, was illustrated in the last chapter by 
a few passages. To quote one of these again, but more fully 27 : 

' The part exists for the sake of the whole, but the whole does not 
exist for the sake of the part. . . You arc created for the sake of 
the whole and not the whole for the sake of you.' This quotation 
not only illustrates holism an~ collectivism, but ~!so conveys its 
strong emotional appeal of whtch Plato was consciOus (as can be 
seen from the preamble to the passage.) The appeal is to various 
feelings, e.g. the longing to belong to a ?roup or a tribe ; and one 
factor in it is the moral appeal for altrmsm and against selfishnc 1 . f ss, 
or egoism. Plato suggests t 1at I you cannot sacrifice your 
interests for the sake of the whole, then you arc selfish. 

Now a glance at our little table will show that this is not . so. 
Collectivism is not opposed to egOism, nor is it identical with 
altruism or unselfishness. Collective or group egoism, for instance 
class egoism, is a very common thing (Plato knew 2s this very 
well), and this shows clearly enough that collectivism as such is 
not opposed to selfishness. On the other ?and, an anti-collectivist, 
i.e. an individualist, can, at the same time, be an altruist ; he 
can be ready to make sacrifices in order to help other individuals. 
One of the best examples of this a~titude is perhaps Dickens. It 
would be difficult to say which IS the stronger, his passionate 
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hatred of selfishness or his passionate interest in individuals with 
all their human weaknesses ; and this attitude is combined with 
a dislike, not only of what we now call collective bodies or 
collectives 29 , but even of a genuinely devoted altruism, if directed 
towards anonymous groups rather than concrete individuals. (I 
remind the reader of :Mrs. Jellyby in Bleak House, 'a lady devoted 
to public duties'.) These illustrations, I think, explain suffi­
ciently clearly the meaning of our four terms ; and they show 
that any of the terms in our table can be combined with either 
of the two terms that stand in the other line (which gives four 
possible combinations). 

Now it is. nteresting that for Plato, and for most Platonists, 
an altruistic individualism (as for instance that of Dickens) cannot 
exist. According to Plato, the only alternative to collectivism 
is egoism ; he simply identifies all altruism with collectivism, 
and all individualism with egoism. This is not a matter of 
terminology, of mere words, for instead of four possibilities, 
Plato recognized only two. This has created considerable 
confusion in speculation on ethical matters, even clown to our 
own day. 

Plato's identification of individualism with egoism furnishes 
him with a powerful weapon for his defence of collectivism as 
well as for his attack upon individualism. In defending 
collectivism, he can appeal to our humanitarian feeling of 
unselfishness ; in his attack, he can brand all individualists as 
selfish, as incapable of devotion to anything but themselves. 
This attack, although aimed by Plato against individualism in 
our sense, i.e. against the rights of human individuals, reaches of 
course only a very different target, egoism. But this difference 
is constantly ignored by Plato and by most Platonists. 

Why did Plato try to attack individualism ? I think he knew 
very well what he was doing when he trained his guns upon this 
position, for individualism, perhaps even more than equali­
tarianism, was a stronghold in the defences of the new humani­
tarian creed. The emancipation of the individual was indeed 
the great spiritual revolution which had led to the breakdown 
of tribalism and to the rise of democracy. Plato's uncanny 
s~ciological intuition shows itself in the way in which he invariably 
discerned the enemy wherever he met him. 

Individualism was part of the old intuitive idea of justice. 
That justice is not, as Plato would have it the health and harmony ' . of the state, but rather a certain way of treating individuals, IS 
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emphasized by Aristotle, it will be remembered, when h.e s~~s 
'justice is something that pertains to persons ' 30• This mdiVl­
dualistic element had been emphasized by the generation of 
Pericles. Pericles himself made it clear that the laws must 
guarantee equal justice ' to all alike in their private disputes ' ; 
but he went further. ' We do not feel called upon ', he said, 
'to nag at our neighbour if he chooses to go his own way.' (Com­
pare this with Plato's remark 31 that the state docs not produce 
men ' for the purpose of letting them loose, each to go his own 
way . .'.) Pericles insists that this individualism must be linked 
with altruism : ' We are taught .. never to forget that we must 
protect the injured ' ; and his speech culminates in a description 
of the young Athenian who grows up ' to a happy versatility, and 
to self-reliance.' · 

This individualism, united with altruism, has become the 
basis of our western civilization. It is the central doctrine or 
Christianity (' love your neighbour ', say the Scriptures, not ' love 
your tribe ') ; and it is the core of all ethical doctrines which 
have grown from our civilization and stimulated it. It is also, 
for instance, Kant's central practical doctrine (' always recognize 
that human individuals arc ends, and do not use them as mere 
means to your ends '). There is no other thought which has 
been so powerful in the moral development of man. 

. Plato was right when he saw in this doctrine the enemy of 
h1s caste state . and he hated it more than any other of the 
' subversive ' d~ctrines of his time. In order to show this even 
more clearly, I shall quote two passag~s f~o~ the .Laws 3•2 whose 
t:uly astonishing hostility towards the. md1V1dual 1s, I tlunk, too 
httle appreciated. The first of them 1s famous as a reference to 
the Republic, whose ' community of women and children and 
property ' it discusses. Plato describes here the constitution of 
the Republic as ' the highest form of the state '. In this highest 
state, he tells us, ' there is common property of wives, of children, 
and of all chattels. And everything possible has been done to 
er~dicate from our life everywhere and in every way all that is 
pr~vate and individual. So far as it can be done, even those 
thmgs which nature herself has made private and individual have 
somehow become the common property of all. Our very eyes 
and ears and hands seem to sec, to hear, and to act, as if they 
belonged not to individuals but to the community. All men are 
moulded to be unanimous in the utmost degree in bestowing 
praise and blame, and they even rejoice and grieve about the 
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same things, and at the same time. And all the laws are per­
fected for unifying the city to the utmost.' Plato goes on to 
say that ' no man can find a better criterion of the highest 
excellence of a state than the principles just expounded ' ; and he 
describes such a state as ' divine ', and as the ' model 'or' pattern ' 
or' original ' of the state, i.e. as its F:orm or Idea. This is Plato's 
own view of the Rl1JIIblic, expressed at a time when he had given 
up hope of realizing his political ideal in all its glory. 

The second passage, also from the Laws, is, if possible, even 
more outspoken. It should be emphasized that the passage deals 
primarily with military expeditions and with military discipline, 
but Plato leaves no doubt that these same militarist principles 
should be adhered to not only in war, but also ' in peace, and from 
the earliest childhood on '. Like other totalitarian militarists and 
admirers of Sparta, Plato urges that the all-important require­
ments of military discipline must be paramount, even in peace, 
and that they must determine the whole life of all citizens ; for 
not only the full citizens (who are all soldiers) and the children, 
but also the very beasts must spend their whole life in a state of 
permanent and total mobilization 33• 'The greatest principle of 
all ', he writes, ' is that nobody, whether male or female, should 
ever be without a leader. Nor should the mind of anybody be 
habituated to letting him do anything at all on his own initiative, 
neither out of zeal, nor even playfully. But in war and in the 
midst of peace-to his leader he shall direct his eye, and follow 
him faithfully. And even in the smallest matters he should stand 
under leadership. For example, he should get up, or move, or 
wash, or take his meals 3 ·1 • • only if he has been told to do so. . . 
In a word, he should teach his soul, by long habit, never to dream 
of acting independently, and to become utterly incapable of it. 
In this way the life of all will be spent in total community. There 
is no law, nor will there ever be one, which is superior to this, or 
better and more effective in ensuring salvation and victory in war. 
And in times of peace, and from the earliest childhood otz should it be 
fostered-this habit of ruling others, and of being ruled by others. 
And every trace of anarchy should be utterly eradicated from all 
the life of all the men, and even of the wild beasts which are subject 
to men.' 

These are strong words. Never was a man more in earnest 
in his hostility towards the individual. And this hatred is deeply 
rooted in the fundamental dualism of Plato's philosophy ; he 
hated the individual and his freedom just as he hated the varying 
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particular experiences, the variety of the changing world of 
sensible things. In the field of politics, the individual is to 
Plato the Evil One himself. 

This attitude, anti-humanitarian and anti-Christian as it is, has 
been consistently idealized. It has been interpreted as humane, 
~s unselfish, as altruistic, and as Christian. E. B. England, for 
mstance, calls 35 the first of these two passages from the Laws ' a 
vigorous denunciation of selfishness '. Similar words arc used by 
Barker, when discussing Plato's theory of justice. He says that 
Plato's aim was ' to replace selfishness and civil discord by har­
mony ', and that ' the old harmony of the interests of the State 
and the individual . . is thus restored in the teachings of Plato ; 
but restored on a new and higher level, because it has been 
elevated into a conscious sense of harmony'. Such statements 
and countless similar ones can be easily explained if we remember 
Plato's identification of individualism with egoism ; for all these 
Platonists believe that anti-individualism is the same as selfless­
ness. This illustrates my contention that this identification had 
the effect of a successful piece of anti-humanitarian propaganda, 
and that it has confused speculation on ethical matters down to 
our own time. But we must also realize that those who, deceived 
by this identification and by high-sounding words, exalt Plato's 
reputation as a teacher of morals and announce to the world that 
his ethics is the nearest approach to Christianity ~efore Christ, arc 
preparing the way for totalitarianism and ?s~eci.ally for a totali­
tanan, anti-Christian interpretation of Chnstiamty. And this is 
a dangerous thing, for there have been times when Christianity 
was d?minated by totalitarian ideas. Th:re was an Inquisition ; 
and, m another form it may come agam. 

It may therefore be worth while to mention some further 
reasons why guileless people have persu~dcd themselves of the 
humaneness of Plato's intentions. One Is that when preparing 
the ~round for his collectivist doctrines, Plato usually begins by 
q~o~mg a maxim or proverb (which seems to be of Pythagorean 
~~~111) : ' Friends have in common all things they possess.' 36 

1 ~ Is, undoubtedly, an unselfish, high-minded and excellent 
sentiment. Who could suspect that an argument starting from 
such a c · ld · · h 11 · h . ommendable assumptiOn wou arnve at a w o y anti-

umanitarian conclusion ? Another and important point is that 
~here are many genuinely humanitarian sentiments expressed 
111 Pl~to's dialogues, particularly in those written before the 
RrjJUbhc when he was still under the influence of Socrates. I 
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mention especially Socrates' doctrine, in the Gorgias, that it is 
worse to do injustice than to suffer it. Clearly, this doctrine is 
not only altruistic, but also individualistic ; for in a collectivist 
theory of justice like that of the Republic, injustice is an act against 
the state, not against a particular man, and though a man may 
commit an act of injustice, only the collective can suffer from it. 
But in the Gorgias we find nothing of the kind. The theory of 
justice is a perfectly normal one, and the examples of injustice 
given by ' Socrates' (who has here probably a good deal of the 
real Socrates in him) arc such as boxing a man's cars, injuring, or 
killing him. Socrates' teaching that it is better to suffer such 
acts than to do them is indeed very similar to Christian teaching, 
and his doctrine of justice fits in excellently with the spirit of 
Pericles. (An attempt to interpret this will be made in 
chapter ro.) 

Now the Rtjmblic develops a new doctrine of justice which is 
not only incompatible with such an individualism, but utterly 
hostile towards it. But a reader may easily believe that Plato 
is still holding fast to the doctrine of the Gorgias. For in the 
Rejmblic, Plato frequently alludes to the doctrine that it is better 
to suffer than to commit injustice, in spite of the fact that this is 
simply nonsense from the point of view of the collectivist theory 
of justice proffered in this work. Furthermore, we hear in the 
Rcjmblic the opponents of' Socrates ' giving voice to the opposite 
theory, that it is good and pleasant to inflict injustice, and bad to 
suffer it. or course, c\·ery humanitarian is repelled by such 
cynicism, and when Plato formulates his aims through the mouth 
of Socrates : ' I fear to commit a sin if I permit such evil talk 
about J usticc in my presence, without doing my utmost to defend 
her' 37, then the trusting reader is convinced of Plato's good 
intentions, and ready to follow him wherever he goes. 

The effect of this assurance of Plato's is much enhanced by 
the fact that it follows, and is contrasted with, the cynical and 
selfish speeches 38 of Thrasymachus, who is depicted as a political 
desperado of the worst kind. At the same time, the reader is 
led to identify individualism with the views ofThrasymachus, and 
to think that Plato, in his fight against it, is fighting against all 
the subversive and nihilistic tendencies of his time. But we 
should not allow ourselves to be frightened by an individualist 
bogy such as Thrasymachus (there is a great similarity between 
his portrait and the modern collectivist bogy of ' bolshevism ') 
into accepting another more real and more dangerous because less 
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obvious form of barbarism. For Plato replaces Thrasymachus' 
doctrine that the individual's might is right by the equally bar­
baric doctrine that right is everything that furthers the stability 
and the might of the state. 

To sum up. Because of his radical collectivism, Plato is not 
even interested in those problems which men usually call the 
problems of justice, that is to say, in the impartial weighing of the 
contesting claims of individuals. Nor is he interested in adjusting 
the individual's claims to those of the state. For the individual 
is altogether inferior. ' I legislate with a view to what is best for 
the whole state', says Plato, ' .. for I justly place the interests of 
the individual on an inferior level of value.' 39 He is concerned 
solei~ with the collective whole as such, and justice, to him, is 
nothmg but the health, unity, and stability of the collective 
body. 

VI 

So far, we have seen that humanitarian ethics demands an 
~qualitarian and individualistic interpretation of justice ; but we 

0ave not yet outlined the humanitarian view of the state as such. 
. n the other hand, we have seen that Plato's theory of the state 
Is totalitarian · but we have not yet explained the application 
0~ this theory 1to the ethics of the individual. Both these tasks 
Will be undertaken now the second first ; and I shall begin by 
~na~ysing the third of Plato's arguments in his ' discovery ' of 
JUstice, an argument which has so far been sketched only very 
rou~hly. Here is Plato's third argument 40 : 

N~w see whether you agree with me', says Socrates. 'Do 
you thmk it would do much harm to the city if a carpenter 
started ki k . ? , ma ng shoes and a shoema er carpentenng. -'Not 
very much.'-' But should one who is by nature a worker or a 
member f h , . , 
w . o t e money-earning class . . manage to get mto the 
w~trhnor class ; or should a warrior get into the guardians' class 

1 out b · h" k" d f 1 u d h emg worthy of it ; then t IS m o c 1ange and of 
, ~ er and plotting would mean the downfall of the city? '-

dolst definitely it would'-' We have three classes in our city 
an tak · · · ' 
t h e It that any such plotting or changmg from one class 
o anot er i · d · h 1 

d s a great crime against the city, an may ng t y be 
enounced as th ? , ' A dl , ' B will . e utmost wickedness. - ssure y.- ut you 
. :er.ta~nly declare that utmost wickedness towards one's own 

City Is lnJUstice? '-'Certainly.'-' Then this is injustice. And 
conversely, we shall say that when each class in the city attends to 
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its own business, the money-earning class as well as the auxiliaries 
and the guardians, then this will be justice.' 

Now if we look at this argument, we find (a) the sociological 
assumption that any relaxing of the rigid caste system must lead 
to the downfall of the city; (b) the constant reiteration of the 
one argument that what harms the city is injustice ; and (c) the 
inference that the opposite is justice. Now we may grant here 
the sociological assumption (a) since it is Plato's ideal to arrest 
social change, and since he means by ' harm ' anything that may 
lead to change ; and it is probably quite true that social change 
can be arrested only by a rigid caste system. And we may 
further grant the inference (c) that the opposite of injustice is 
justice. Of greater interest, however, is (b) ; a glance at Plato's 
argument will show that his whole trend of thought is dominated 
by the question : docs this thing harm the city? Docs it do 
much harm or little harm? He constantly reiterates that what 
threatens to harm the city is morally wicked and unjust. 

\Vc see here that Plato recognizes only one ultimate st:mdard, 
the interest of the state. Everything that furthers it is good and 
virtuous and just ; everything that threatens it is bad and wicked 
and unjust. Actions that serve it are moral ; actions that 
endanger it, immoral. In other words, Plato's moral code is 
strictly utilitarian ; it is a code of collectivist or political utilitari­
anism. The criterion of morality is the interest of the state. Morality 
is nothing but political hygiene. 

This is the collectivist, the tribal, the totalitarian theory of 
morality : ' Good is what is in the interest of my group ; or my 
tribe ; or my state.' It is easy to sec what this morality implied 
for international relations : that the state itself can never be 
wrong in any of its actions, as long as it is strong ; that the state 
has the right, not only to do violence to its citizens, should that 
lead to an increase of strength, but also to attack other states, 
provided it does so without weakening itself. (This inference, 
the explicit recognition of the amorality of the state, and con­
sequently the defence of moral nihilism in international relations, 
was drawn by Hegel.) 

From the point of view of totalitarian ethics, from the point of 
view of collective utility, Plato's theory of justice is perfectly 
correct. To keep one's place is a virtue. It is that civil virtue 
which corresponds exactly to the military virtue of discipline. 
And this virtue plays exactly that role which 'justice' plays in 
Plato's system of virtues. For the cogs in the great clockwork 
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of the state can show ' virtue ' in two ways. First, they must be 
fit for their task, by virtue of their size, shape, strength, etc. ; and 
secondly, they must be fitted each into its right place and must 
retain that place. The first type of virtues, fitness for a specific 
task, will lead to a differentiation, in accordance with the specific 
task of the cog. Certain cogs will be virtuous, i.e. fit, only if they 
are (' by their nature ') large ; others if they are strong ; and 
others if they are smooth. But the virtue of keeping to one's 
place will be common to all of them ; and it will at the same 
time be a virtue of the whole : that of being properly fitted 
together-of being in harmony. To this universal virtue Plato 
gives the name 'justice '. This procedure is perfectly consistent 
and it is fully justified from the point of view of totalitarian 
morality. If the individual is nothing but a cog, then ethics is 
nothing but the study of how to fit him into the whole. 

I wish to make it clear that I believe in the sincerity of Plato's 
totalitarianism. His demand for the unchallenged domination of 
one class over the rest was uncompromising, but his ideal was not 
the maximum exploitation of the working classes by the upper 
class ; it was the stability of the whole. The reason, however, 
which he gives for the need to keep the exploitation within limits 
is again purely utilitarian. It is the interest of stabilizing th~ 
class rule. Should the guardians try to get too much, he argues, 
then they will in the end have nothing at all. ' If they arc not 
satisfied with a life of stability and security, · · and are tempted 
by their power, to appropriate for themselves all the wealth of 
the city, then surely they are bound to find out how wise Hesiod 
was when he said, "the half is more than the whole".' 41 But 
~e must realize that even this tendency to restrict the exploita­
tw~ o~ class privileges is a fairly common ingredient of totali­
tanan~sm. Totalitarianism is not simply amoral. It is the 
~orahty of the closed society-of the group, or of the tribe . it 
Is not individual selfishness, but it is collective selfishness. ' 

Considering that Plato's third argument is straightforward 
and consistent, the question may be asked why he needed the 
' lengthy preface ' as well as the two preceding arguments ? 
Why ~11 this uneasiness ? (Platonists will of course reply that this 
une~sme~s exists only in my imagination. That may be so. But 
the Irrational character of the passages can hardly be explained 
away.) The answer to this question is, I believe, that Plato's 
collective clockwork would hardly have appealed to his readers 
if it had been presented to them in all its barrenness and meaning-
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lcssness. Plato was uneasy because he knew and feared the 
strength and the moral appeal of the forces he tried to break. 
He did not dare to challenge them, but tried to win them over 
for his own purposes. \ Vhethcr we witness in Plato's writings 
a cynical and conscious attempt to employ the moral sentiments 
of the new humanitarianism for his own purposes, or whether we 
witness rather a tragic attempt to persuade his own better 
conscience of the evils of individualism, we shall never know. 
My personal impression is that the latter is the case, and that this 
inner conflict is the main secret of Plato's fascination. I think 
that Plato was moved to the depths of his soul by the new ideas, 
and especially by the great individualist Socrates and his 
martyrdom. And I think that he fought against this influence 
upon himself as well as upon others with all the might of his 
unequalled intelligence, though not always openly. This e.xplains 
also why from time to time, amid all his totalitarianism, we find 
some humanitarian ideas. And it explains why it was possible 
for philosophers to represent Plato as a humanitarian. 

A strong argument in support of this interpretation is the way 
in which Plato treated, or rather, maltreated, the humanitarian 
and rational theory of the state, a theory which had been 
developed for the first time in his generation. 

In a clear presentation of this theory, the language of political 
demands or ofj;olitical jHoj;osals ( cp. chapter 5, m) should be used ; 
that is to say, we should not try to answer the essentialist ques­
tion : What is the state, what is its true nature, its real meaning? 
Nor should we try to answer the historicist question : How did 
the state originate, and what is the origin of political obligation ? 
We should rather put our question in this way: What do we 
demand from a state ? 'What do we propose to consider as the 
legitimate aim of state activity? And in order to find out what 
our fundamental political demands arc, we may ask : Why do 
we prefer living in a well-ordered state to living without a state, 
i.e. in anarchy ? This way of asking our question is a rational 
one. It is a question which a technologist must try to answer 
before he can proceed to the construction or reconstruction of 
any political institution. For only if he knows what he wants 
can he decide whether a certain institution is or is not well 
adapted to its function. 

Now if we ask our question in this way, the reply of the 
humanitarian will be : \Vhat I demand from the state is protec­
tion ; not only for myself, but for others too. I demand 
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protection for my own freedom and for other people's. I do 
not wish to live at the mercy of anybody who has the larger fists 
or the bigger guns. In other words, I wish to be protected 
against aggression from other men. I want the difference 
between aggression and defence to be recognized, and defence to 
be supported by the organized power of the state. (The defence 
is one of a status quo, and the principle proposed amounts to this 
-that the status quo should not be changed by violent means, 
but only according to law, by compromise or arbitration, except 
where there is no legal procedure for its revision.) I am per­
fectly ready to see my own freedom of action somewhat curtailed 
by the state, provided I can obtain protection of that freedom 
which remains, since I know that some limitations of my freedom 
are necessary ; for instance, I must give up my ' freedom ' to 
attack, if I want the state to support defence against any attack. 
But I demand that the fundamental purpose of the state should 
not be lost sight of; I mean, the protection of that freedom 
which does not harm other citizens. Thus I demand that the 
state must limit the freedom of the citizens as equally as possible 
and not beyond what is necessary for achieving an equal limita~ 
tion of freedom. 

Something like this will be the demand of the humanitarian 
of the equalitarian, of the individualist. It is a demand which 
permits the social technologist to approach political problems 
rationally, i.e. from the point of view of a fairly clear and definite 
aim. 

Against the claim that an aim like this can be formulated 
sufficiently clearly and definitely, many objections have been 
raised. It has been said that once it is recognized that freedom 
must be limited, the whole principle of freedom breaks down 
and the question what limitations are necessary and what ar~ 
wanto~ cannot be decided rationally, but ~nly by authority. 
But this objection is due to a muddle. It m1xes up the funda­
mental question of what we want from a state with certain 
important technological difficulties in the way of the realization 
of our aims. It is certainly difficult to determine exactly the 
?egree offreedom that can be left to ~he citizens without endanger­
mg that freedom whose protection IS the task of the state. But 
~hat so~ethi~g like an approxim~te det~rmination of that degree 
IS possible IS proved by expenence, I.e. by the existence of 
democratic states. In fact, this process of approximate determina­
tion is one of the main tasks of legislation in democracies. It 
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is a difficult process, but its diflicultics arc certainly not such as to 
force upon us a change in our fundamental demands. These are, 
stated very briefly, that the state should be considered as a society 
for the prevention of crime, i.e. of aggression. And the whole 
objection that it is hard to know where freedom ends and crime 
begins is answered, in principle, by the famous story of the 
hooligan who protested that, being a free citizen, he could move 
his fist in any direction he liked ; whereupon the judge wisely 
replied : ' The freedom of the movement of your fists is limited 
by the position of your neighbour's nose.' 

The view of the state which I haYc sketched here may be 
called ' protectionism '. The term ' protectionism ' has often 
been used to describe tendencies which arc opposed to freedom. 
Thus the economist means by protectionism the policy of protect­
ing certain industrial interests against competition ; and the 
moralist means by it the demand that officers of the state shall 
establish a moral tutelage over the population. Although the 
political theory which I call protectionism is not connected with 
any of these tendencies, and although it is fundamentally a 
liberal theory, I think that the name may be used to indicate 
that, though liberal, it has nothing to do with the j;oliC)' of strict 
non-intervention (often, but not quite correctly, called' laissezjaire '). 
Liberalism and state-interference are not opposed to each other. 
On the contrary, any kind of freedom is clearly impossible unless 
it is guaranteed by the state '12• A certain amount of state control 
in education, for instance, is necessary, if the young are to be 
protected from a neglect \Vhich would make them unable to 
defend their freedom, and the state should see that all educational 
facilities are available to everybody. But too much state control 
in educational matters is a fatal danger to freedom, since it must 
lead to indoctrination. As already indicated, the important 
and difficult question of the limitations of freedom cannot be 
solved by a cut and dried formula. And the fact that there will 
always be borderline cases must be welcomed, for without the 
stimulus of political problems and political struggles of this 
kind, the citizens' readiness to fight for their freedom would soon 
disappear, and with it, their freedom. (Viewed in this light, the 
alleged clash between freedom and security, that is, a security 
guaranteed by the state, turns out to be a chimera. For there is 
no freedom if it is not secured by the state ; and conversely, 
only a state which is controlled by free citizens can offer them 
any reasonable security at all.) 
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Stated in this way, the protectionist theory of the state is free 
from any clements of historicism or essentialism. It docs not say 
that the state originated as an association of individuals with a 
protectionist aim, or that any actual state in history was ever con­
sciously ruled in accordance with this aim. And it says nothing 
about the essential nature of the state, or about a natural right 
to freedom. Nor docs it say anything about the way in which 
states actually function. It formulates a political demand, or more 
precisely, a proposal for the adoption of a certain policy. I suspect, 
however, that many conventionalists who have described the 
state as originating from an association for the protection of its 
members, intended to express this very demand, though they did 
it in a clumsy and misleading language-the language of his­
toricism. A similar misleading way of expressing this demand is 
to assert that it is essentially the function of the state to protect 
its members ; or to assert that the state is to be defined as an 
association for mutual protection. All these theories must be 
translated, as it were, into the language of demands or pro­
posals for political actions before they can be seriously discussed. 
Otherwise, endless· discussions of a merely verbal character arc 
unavoidable. 

An example of such a translation may be given. A criticism 
of what I call protectionism has been proffered by Aristotle ·13 

and repeated by Burke, and by many modern lllatonists. Thi~ 
criticism asserts that protectionism takes too mean a view of the 
tasks of the state which is (using Burke's words) 'to be looked 
upon with other reverence, because it. is not .a partnership in 
things subservient only to the gross ammal existence of a tem­
porary and perishable nature '. In other words, the state is said 
to be something higher or nobler than an asso.ciation with rational 
ends ; it is an object of worship. It has higher tasks than the 
protection of human beings and their rights. It has moral tasks. 
' To take care of virtue is the business of a state which truly 
deserves this name ', says Aristotle. If we try to translate this 
criticism into the language of political demands, then we find 
that these critics of protectionism want t~vo things. First, they 
wish to mak: the state an object of wor~hip: From our point of 
view, there IS nothing to say against this Wish. It is a religious 
problem ; and the state-worshippers must solve for themselves 
how to reconcile their creed with their other religious beliefs, for 
example, with the First Commandment. The second demand 
is political. In practice, this demand would simply mean that 
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officers of the state should be concerned with the morality of the 
citizens, and that they should usc their power not so much for 
the protection of the citizens' freedom as for the control of their 
moral life. In other words, it is the demand that the realm of 
legality, i.e. of state-enforced norms, should be increased at the 
expense of the realm of morality proper, i.e. of norms enforced 
not by the state but by our own moral decisions-by our con­
science. Such a demand or proposal can be rationally discussed ; 
and it can be said against it that those who raise such demands 
apparently do not sec that this would be the end of the individual's 
moral responsibility, and that it would not improve but destroy 
morality. It would replace personal responsibility by tribalistic 
taboos and by the totalitarian irresponsibility of the individual. 
Against this whole attitude, the individualist must maintain that 
the morality of states (if there is any such thing) tends to be 
considerably lower than that of the average citizen, so that it 
is much more desirable that the morality of the state should be 
controlled by the citizens than the opposite. What we need and 
what we want is to moralize politics, and not to politicize 
morals. 

It should be mentioned that, from the protectionist point of 
view, the existing democratic states, though £'lr from perfect, 
represent a very considerable achievement in social engineering 
of the right kind. Many forms of crime, of attack on the rights 
of human individuals by other individuals, have been practically 
suppressed or very considerably reduced, and courts of law 
administer justice fairly successfully in difficult conflicts of interest. 
There are many who think that the extension of these methods u 

to international crime and international conflict is only a Utopian 
dream ; but it is not so long since the institution of an effective 
executive for upholding civil peace appeared Utopian to those 
who suffered under the threats of criminals, in countries where 
at present civil peace is quite successfully maintained. And I 
think that the engineering problems of the control of international 
crime are really not so difficult, once they are squarely and 
rationally faced. If the matter is presented clearly, it will not 
be hard to get people to agree that protective institutions are 
necessary, both on a regional and on a world-wide scale. Let 
the state-worshippers continue to worship the state, but demand 
that the institutional technologists be allowed not only to improve 
its internal machinery, but also to build up an organization for 
the prevention of international crime. 
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VII 

Returning now to the history of these movements, it seems that 
the protectionist theory of the state was first proffered by the 
Sophist Lycophron, a pupil of Gorgias. It has already been 
mentioned that he was (like Alcidamas, also a pupil of Gorgias) 
one of the first to attack the theory of natural privilege. That 
he held the theory which I have called ' protectionism ' is recorded 
by Aristotle, who speaks about him in a manner which makes it 
very likely that he originated it. From the same source we learn 
that he formulated it with a clarity which has hardly been attained 
by any of his successors. 

Aristotle tells us that Lycophron considered the law of the 
state as a ' covenant by which men assure one another of justice ' 
(and that it has not the power to make citizens good or just). 
He tells us furthermore 46 that Lycophron looked upon the state 
as an instrument for the protection of its citizens against acts of 
injustice (and for permitting them peaceful intercourse, especially 
exchange), demanding that the state should be a 'co-operative 
association for the prevention of crime'. It is interesting that 
there is no indication in Aristotle's account that Lycophron 
expressed his theory in a historicist form, i.e. as a theory concern­
ing the historical origin of the state in a social contract. On the 
contrary, it emerges clearly from Aristotle's context that Lyco­
phron's theory was solely concerned with the end of the state ; 
for Aristotle argues that Lycophron has not seen that the essential 
end of the state is to make its citizens virtuous. This indicates 
that Lycophron interpreted this end rationally, from a techno­
logical point of view, adopting the demands of equalitarianism, 
individualism, and protectionism. 

In this form, Lycophron's theory is completely secure from 
the objections to which the traditional historicist theory of the 
social contract is exposed. It is often said, for instance by 
Barker 46, that the contract theory ' has been met by modern 
thinkers point by point '. That may be so ; but a survey of 
Barker's points will show that they certainly do not meet the 
theory of Lycophron in whom Barker sees (and in this point I 
am _inclined to agr;e with him) the probable founder of the 
earliest form of a theory which has later been called the contract 
theory. Barker's points can be set down as follows : (a) There 
was, historically, never a contract ; (b) the ~tate was, historically, 
never instituted ; (c) laws arc not conventiOnal, but arise out of 
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tradition, superior force, perhaps instinct, etc. ; they are customs 
before they become codes ; (d) the strength of the laws does not 
lie in the sanctions, in the protective power of the state which 
enforces them, but in the individual's readiness to obey them, 
i.e. in the individual's moral will. 

It will be seen at once that objections (a), (b), and (c), which 
in themselves are admittedly fairly correct (although there have 
been some contracts) concern the theory only in its historicist 
form and arc irrelevant to Lycophron's version. We therefore 
need not consider them at all. Objection (d), however, deserves 
closer consideration. \Vhat can be meant by it? The theory 
attacked stresses the ' will ', or better the decision of the indivi­
dual, 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 and to obey them. How, then, 
can (d) 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 likely as it is in 
keeping with Plato's criticism. But one need not be selfish in 
order to be a protectionist. Protection need not mean self-pro­
tection ; many people insure their lives with the aim of protecting 
others and not themselves, and in the same way they may demand 
state protection mainly for others, and to a lesser degree (or 
not at all) for themselves. The fundamental idea of protec­
tionism is : protect the weak from being bullied by the strong. 
This demand has been raised not only by the weak, but often 
by the strong also. It is, to say the least of it, misleading to 
suggest that it is a selfish or an immoral demand. 

Lycophron's protectionism is, I think, free of all these objec­
tions. It is the most fitting expression of the humanitarian and 
equalitarian movement of the Periclean age. And yet, we have 
been robbed of it. It has been handed clown to later generations 
only in a distorted form ; as the historicist theory of the origin 
of the state in a social contract ; or as an essentialist theory 
claiming that the true nature of the state is that of a convention ; 
and as a theory of selfishness, based on the assumption of the 
fundamentally immoral nature of man. All this is due to the 
overwhelming influence of Plato's authority. 
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VIII 

There can be little doubt that Plato knew Lycophron's theory 
well, for he was (in all likelihood) Lycophron's younger contem­
porary. And, indeed, this theory can be easily identified with 
one which is mentioned first in the Gorgias and later in the Rejmblic. 
(In neither place does Plato mention its author ; a procedure 
often adopted by him when his opponent was alive.) In the 
Gorgias, the theory is expounded by Callicles, an ethical nihilist 
like the Thrasymachus of the Republic. In the Republic, it is 
~xpo~nded by Glaucon. In neither case does the speaker 
Identify himself with the theory he presents. 

The two passages are in many respects parallel. Both present 
the theory in a historicist form, i.e. as a theory of the origin of 
'ju_stice '. Both present it as if its logical premises were neces­
sanly selfish and even nihilistic ; i.e. as if the protectionist view 
?f. th~ state was upheld only by those who would like to inflict 
1Il.Justtce, but are too weak to do so, and who therefore demand 
that ~he strong should not do so either ; a presentation which is 
~ertamly not fair, since the only necessary premise of the theory 
Is the demand that crime, or injustice, should be suppressed. 

So far, the two passages in the Gorgias and in the Rejmblic run 
parallel, a parallelism which has often been commented upon. 
But there is a tremendous difference between them which has, 
so far as I know been overlooked by commentators. It is this 
In th ' b · h e Gorgias, the theory is presented y Callicles as one which 
t~ 0PP~ses ; and since he also opposes Socrates, the protectionist 
Pl~~~ Is, by implication, not ~ttacked but rather defended by 

· And, indeed a closer v1ew shows that Socrates upholds 
several f · ' "h"l" C 11· R . o Its features against the m I Ist a Ides. But in the 

epub[zc th · t d b Gl ti ' e same theory 1s presen e Y aucon as an elabora-
on and d · f Th · nih·r evelopment of the v1ews o rasymachus, 1.e. of the 

the ltthst Who takes here the place of Callicles ; in other words 
eor · · ·1· d S I ' viet . Y Is presented as mht 1st, an ocrates as t 1e hero who 

orlousl . . I d . f Th · Y destroys this dev!l1~ 1 octnne o selfishness. 
simi} ':Is the passages in wh1ch most commentators find a 

anty b · f h G · reveal · etween the tendencies 0 t e orgzas and the Rejmblic 
hostil~ ln fact, a complete change of front. In spite of Callicles' 
pro tect~re~entation, the tenden~y. of ~he Corgi as is favourable to 

H ~1Sl11 ; but the Republtc IS vwlently against it. 
ere Is 11· I ' h · G · ' Tl I an extract from Ca JC es speec m the orgzas 47 : 

1e aws are made by the great mass of the people which 



CHAPTER 6 : TOTALITARIAN JUSTICE I I 7 

consists mainly of the weak men. And they make the laws . . 
in order to protect themselves and their interests. Thus they 
deter the stronger men . . and all others who might get the 
better of them, from doing so ; .. and they mean by the word 
"injustice" the attempt of a man to get the better of his neigh­
bours ; and being aware of their inferiority, they are, I should 
say, only too glad if they can obtain equality.' If we look at 
this account and eliminate what is due to Callicles' open scorn 
and hostility, then we find all the clements of Lycophron's 
theory : equalitarianism, individualism, and protection against 
1111 usticc. Even the reference to the ' strong ' and to the ' weak ' 
who ~rc aware of.their inf'criority fits the J?rotcctionist view very 
well mclcccl, proVIded the clement of cancature is allowed for 
It is not at all unlikely that Lycophron's doctrine explicit}; 
raised the demand that the state should protect the weak a 
demand which is, o~ course, anything but i~noble. (The h~pe 
that this dcmat~d wtl~ ,one day be fulfi.lled ~s expressed by the 
Christian tcac.hmg : fhc m~ek shall n~hc~It the earth.') 

Calliclcs lumself docs not hke protect10msm ; he is in favo . 
of the ' natural ' rights of the stronger. It is very significant tl lilt 

· · C ll' I la Socrates, in }us argument agamst a 1c es, comes to the re 
. i. 1 . . I 1 . scuc ofprotcctiomsm; or 1c connects 1t wtt 1 us own central the · _ 

that it is bett:r to suffer injustice than to infl~c~ it. He says~~~or 
instance ·IS : Arc not the many of the opm10n, as )'OU 

. . . l' ? A d l were lately saying, that JUStice IS equa 1ty. n a so that it is . n· . . . h t cr . more 
disgracci\.Il to m 1ct IllJUstice t an o suu~r It? ' And later . 
, .. nature itself, and n.ot only conventiOn, affirms that · 
inflict iniusticc is more disgraceful than to suffer it d to 

~ · f · · d' · ' an that 
J·ustice is equality.' (In sp1te o Its m IVIdualistic and . 

· · d · tl G · equah-tarian and protectiOmst ten enc1es, 1e orgws also ex11·b· 
' · . • I lts so 

leanings which are stronglY. anti-dem~~ratic. The ex.plan ~le 
may be that Plato when wntmg the G01g1as had not yet d at10n 
his totalitarian theories ; although his sympathies we eveloped 

· '11 d S ' · fl re a1read anti-democratic, he was sti ~n cr aerates m. uence. Bo Y 
body can think that the Gorgzas and the Republzc can be b hw any-

. ' · · I · ot at th same time true accounts of Socrates opm10ns, fail to u d e 
Let us now turn to the RcjJublic, where Glatl n erstand.) 

. con pr 
Protectionism as a 1orrically more strmgent but I . esents 

o ' 'l '1' et llcall changed version of Thrasymachus 111 u Ism. ' J\1 y th Y un-
Glaucon 4D ' is the orirrin of justice, and what s . eme ': sa>:s 

' • 0 • • b 01 t of tJung xt really is Accordmg to some 1t IS Y nature an h' 
. . · . . . d b d . excellent t mg 

to mfltct mJUStJce upon others, an a a th111g to cr 't But suuer 1 • 
O.S.I.E.- VOL. I E 
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they hold that the badness of suffering injustice much exceeds 
the desirability of inflicting it. For a time, then, men will inflict 
injustice on one another, and of course suffer it, and they will get 
a good taste of both. But .ulti~a~ely, ~ose w:10 are n.ot. strong 
enough to repel it, or to en3oy mfhctmg 1t, dcc1dc that 1t 1s more 
profitable for them to join in a contract, mutually assuring one 
another that no one should inflict injustice, or suffer it. This is 
the way in which laws were established. . . And this is the 
nature and the origin of justice, according to that theory.' 

As far as its rational content goes, this is clearly the same 
theory ; and the way in which it is represented also resembles in 
detail 6° Callicles' speech in the Gorgias. And yet, Plato has made 
a complete change of front. The protectionist theory is now no 
longer defended against the allegation that it is based on cynical 
egoism ; on the contrary. Our humanitarian sentiments, our 
moral indignation, already aroused by Thrasymachus' nihilism, 
are utilized for turning us into enemies of protectionism. This 
theory, whose humanitarian character has been indicated in the 
Gorgias, is now made by Plato to appear as anti-humanitarian, 
and indeed, as the outcome of the repulsive and most uncon­
vincing doctrine that injustice is a very good thing-for those 
who can get away with it. And he does not hesitate to rub this 
point in. In an extensive continuation of the passage quoted, 
Glaucon elaborates in much detail the allegedly necessary assump­
tions or premises of protectionism. Among these he mentions 
for instance, the view that the inflictin? of injustice is ' the bes~ 
of all things ' 51 ; that justic~ is ~stabhshed only because many 
men are too weak to commit cnmes ; and that to the indivi­
dual citizen, a life of crime would be most profitable. And 
' Socrates ', i.e. Plato, vouches explicitly 52 for the authenticity 
of Glaucon's interpretation of the theolf presented. By this 
method, Plato seems to have succeeded m persuading most of 
his readers, and at any rate all Platonists, that the protectionist 
theory here developed is identical with the ruthless and cynical 
selfishness of Thrasymachus 53 ; and, what is more important, 
that all forms of individualism amount. to the same, namely, 
selfishness. But it was not only his admirers he persuaded ; he 
even succeeded in persuading his opponents, and especially 
the adherents of the contract theory. From Carneades 54 to 
Hobbes, they not only adopted his fatal historicist presentation, 
but also Plato's assurances that the basis of their theory was an 
ethical nihilism. 
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Now it must be realized that the elaboration of its allegedly 
selfish basis is the whole of Plato's argument against protectionism ; 
and considering the space taken up by this elaboration, we may 
safely assume that it was not his reticence which made him proffer 
no better argument, hut the fact that he had none. Thus 
protectionism had to be dismissed by an appeal to our moral 
sentiments-as an affront against the idea of justice, and against 
our feelings of decency. 

This is Plato's method of dealing with a theory which was not 
only a dangerous ri\·al of his own doctrine, but also representative 
of the new humanitarian and individualistic creed, i.e. the arch­
enemy of everything that was dear to Plato. The method is 
clever ; its astonishing success proves it. But I should not be 
fair if I did not frankly admit that Plato's method appears to me 
dishonest. For the theory attacked does not need any assumption 
more immoral than that injustice is evil, i.e. that it should be 
avoided, and brought under control. And Plato knew quite well 
that the theory was not based on selfishness, for in the Gorgias he 
had presented it not as identical with the nihilistic theory from 
which it is ' derived ' in the Republic, but as opposed to it. 

Summing up, we can say that Plato's theory of justice, as 
presented in the Republic and later works, is a conscious attempt 
to get the better of the equalitarian, individualistic, and pro­
tectionist tendencies of his time, and to re-establish the claims of 
tribalism by developing a totalitarian moral theory. At the 
same time, he was strongly impressed by the new humanitarian 
morality ; but instead of combating equalitarianism with argu­
ments, he avoided even discussing it. And he successfully enlisted 
the humanitarian sentiments, whose strength he knew so well, in the 
cause of the totalitarian class rule of a naturally superior master race. 

These class prerogatives, he claimed, are necessary for uphold­
ing the stability of the state. They constitute therefore the essence 
of justice. Ultimately, this claim is based upon the argument 
that justice is useful to the might, health, and stability of the 
state ; an argument which is only too similar to the modern 
totalitarian definition : right is whatever is useful to the might 
of my nation, or my class, or my party. 

But this is not yet the whole story. By its emphasis on class 
prerogative, Plato's theory of justice puts the problem ' Who 
should rule ? ' in the centre of political theory. His reply to 
this question was that the wisest, and the best, should rule. Does 
not this excellent reply modify the character of his theory? 



CHAPTER 7 : THE PRINCIPLE OF LEADERSHIP 

The wise shall lead and rule, and the ignorant 
shall follow. 

PLATO. 

Certain objections 1 to our interpretation of Plato's political 
programme have forced us into an investigation of the part played, 
within this programme, by such moral ideas as Justice, Goodness, 
Beauty, Wisdom, Truth, and Happiness. The present and the 
next two chapters are to continue this analysis, and the part played 
by the idea of Wisdom in Plato's political philosophy will occupy 
us next. 

We have seen that Plato's idea of justice demands, funda­
mentally, that the natural rulers should rule and the natural slaves 
should slave. It is part of the historicist demand that the state, 
in order to arrest all change, should be a copy of its Idea, or of 
its true ' nature '. This theory of justice indicates very clearly 
that Plato saw the fundamental problem of politics in the ques­
tion : Wlzo shall rule the state ? 

I 

It is my conviction that by expressing the problem of politics 
in the form ' Who should rule ? ' or ' Whose will should be 
supreme? ', etc., Plato created a lasting confusion in political 
philosophy. It is indeed analogous to the confusion he created 
in the field of moral philosophy by his identification, discussed in 
the last chapter, of collectivism and altruism. It is clear that 
once the question 'Who should rule?' is asked, it is hard to 
avoid some such reply as ' the best ' or ' the wisest ' or ' the born 
ruler' or 'he who masters the art of ruling' (or, perhaps, 
'The General Will' or 'The Master Race' or 'The Industrial 
Workers' or 'The People'). But such a reply, convincing as 
it may sound-for who would advocate the rule of' the worst' 
or 'the greatest fool' or 'the born slave' ?-is, as I shall try 
to show, quite useless. 

First of all, such a reply is liable to persuade us that some 
fundamental problem of political theory has been solved. But 
if we approach political theory from a different angle, then we 
find that far from solving any fundamental problems, we have 
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merely skipped on-r them, by assuming that the question '\Vho 
should rule? ' is fundamental. For even those who share this 
assumption of Plato's admit that political rulers arc not always 
sufficiently ' good ' or ' wise' (we need not worry about the 
precise meaning of these terms), and that it is not at all easy to 
get a government on whose goodness and wisdom one can 
implicitly rely. If that is granted, then we must ask whether 
political thought should not face from the beginning the possibility 
of bad government ; whether we should not prepare for the 
worst leaders, and hope for the best. But this leads to a new 
approach to the problem of politics, for it forces us to replace 
the question : fV!w should rule? by the new 2 question : How can 
we so organi::.e political institutions that bad or incompetent rulers can be 
prevented from doing too much damage ? 

Those who believe that the older question is fundamental, 
tacitly assume that political power is ' essentially ' unchecked. 
They assume that someone has the power-either an individual 
or a collective body, such as a class. And they assume that he 
who has the power can, very nearly, do what he wills, and 
especially that he can strengthen his power, and thereby approxi­
mate it further to an unlimited or unchecked power. They 
assume that political power is, essentially, sovereign. If this 
assumption is made, then, indeed, the question ' \Vho is to be 
the sovereign ? ' is the only important question left. 

I shall call this assumption the theoo• of (unchecked) sovereign()•, 
using this expression not for any particular one of the various 
theories of sovereignty, proffered more especially by such writers 
as Bodin, Rousseau, or Hegel, but for the more general assump­
tion that political power is practically unchecked, or for the 
demand that it ought to be so ; together with the implication 
that the main question left is to get this power into the best 
hands. This theory of sovereignty is tacitly assumed in Plato's 
approach, and has played its role ever since. It is also implicitly 
assumed, for instance, by those modern writers who believe that 
the main problem is : Who should dictate? The capitalists or 
the workers ? 

\Vithout entering into a detailed criticism, I wish to point out 
that there are serious objections against a rash and implicit 
acceptance of this theory. \Vhatever its speculative merits may 
appear to be, it is certainly a very unrealistic assumption. No 
political power has ever been unchecked, and as long as men 
remain human (as long as the 'Brave New \'Vorld' has not 
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materialized), there can be no absolute and unrestrained political 
power. So long as one man cannot accumulate enough physical 
power in his hands to dominate all others, just so long must 
he depend upon his helpers. Even the most powerful tyrant 
depends upon his secret police, his henchmen and his hangmen. 
This dependence means that his power, great as it may be, is 
not unchecked, and that he has to make concessions, playing 
one group off against another. It means that there arc other 
political forces, other powers besides his own, and that he can 
exert his rule only by utilizing and pacifying them. This shows 
that even the extreme cases of sovereignty are never cases of pure 
sovereignty. They are never cases in which the will or the 
interest of one man (or, if there were such a thing, the will or 
the interest of one group) can achieve his aim directly, without 
giving up some of it in order to enlist powers which he cannot 
conquer. And in an overwhelming number of cases, the limita­
tions of political power go much further than this. 

I. have stressed these empirical points, not because I wish to 
use them as an argument, but merely in order to avoid objections. 
My claim is that every theory of sovereignty omits to face a more 
fundamental question-the question, namely, whether we should 
not strive toward~ institutional control a: the rulers by balancing 
their powers agamst ?ther powers. .Thts ~heory of checks and bal­
ances can at least cla1m careful cons1derat10n. The only objec­
tions to this claim, as far as I can see, are (a) that such a control 
is practically impossible, or (b) that it is essentially inconceivable 
since political power is essentially sovereign 3• Both of these 
dogmatic objections are, I believe, refuted by the facts ; and 
with them fall a number of other influential views (for instance 
the theory that the only alternative to the dictatorship of one clas~ 
is that of another class). 

In order to raise the question of institutional control of the 
rulers, we need not assume more than that governments are not 
always good or wise. But since I have said something about 
historical facts, I think I should confess that I feel inclined to go a 
little beyond this assumption. I am inclined to think that rulers 
have rarely been above the average, either morally or intel­
lectually, and often below it. And I think that it is reasonable 
to adopt, in politics, the principle of preparing for the worst, as 
well as we can, though we should, of course, at the same time 
try to obtain the best. It appears to me madness to base all our 
political efforts upon the faint hope that we shall be successful 
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in obtaining excellent, or even competent, rulers. Strongly as I 
feel in these matters, I must insist, however, that my criticism of 
the theory of sovereignty docs not depend on these more personal 
opmwns. 

Apart from these personal opinions, and apart from the above 
mentioned empirical arguments against the general theory of 
sovereignty, there is also a kind of logical argument which can 
be used to show the inconsistency of any of the particular forms 
of the theory of sovereignty ; more precisely, the logical argu­
ment can be given different but analogous forms to combat the 
theory that the wisest should rule, or else the theories that the 
best, or the law, or the majority, etc., should rule. One par­
ticular form of this logical argument is directed against a too 
na'ivc version of liberalism, of democracy, and of the principle 
that the majority should rule ; and it is somewhat similar to 
the well-known 'jJaradox offreedom' which has been used first, 
and with success, by Plato. In his criticism of democracy, and 
in his story of the rise of the tyrant, Plato raises implicitly the 
following question : What if it is the will of the people that they 
should not rule, but a tyrant instead ? The free man, Plato 
suggests, may exercise his absolute freedom, first by defying the 
laws and ultimately by defying freedom itself and by clamouring 
for a tyrant 4• This is not just a far-fetched possibility ; it has 
happened a number of times ; and every time it has happened, 
it has put in a hopeless intellectual position all those democrats 
who adopt, as the ultimate basis of their political creed, the 
principle of the majority rule or a similar form of the principle 
of sovereignty. On the one hand, the principle they have adopted 
demands from them that they should oppose any but the majority 
rule, and therefore the new tyranny ; on the other hand, the 
same principle demands from them that they should accept any 
decision reached by the majority, and thus the rule of the new 
tyrant. The inconsistency of their theory must, of course, para­
lyse their actions 5 • Those of us democrats who demand the 
institutional control of the rulers by the ruled, and especially 
the right of dismissing the government by a majority vote, must 
therefore base these demands upon better grounds than a self­
contradictory theory of sovereignty. (That this is possible will 
be briefly shown in the next section of this chapter.) 

Plato, we have seen, came near to discovering the paradoxes 
of freedom and of democracy. But what Plato and his followers 
overlooked is that all the other forms of the theory of sovereignty 
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give rise to analogous inconsistencies. All theories of sovereignf)• are 
jJaradoxical. For instance, we may have selected ' the wisest' or 
'the best' as a ruler. But ' the wisest' in his wisdom may find 
that not he but ' the best ' should rule, and ' the best ' in his 
goodness may perhaps decide that ' the majority ' should rule. 
It is important to notice that even that form of the theory of 
sovereignty which demands the ' Kingship of the Law ' is open 
to the same objection. This, in fact, has been seen very early, 
as Heraclitus' rcrriark 6 shows: 'The law can demand, too, that 
the will of One Man must be obeyed.' 

In summing up this brief criticism, one can, I believe, assert 
that the theory of sovereignty is in a weak position, both empirically 
and logically. The least that can be demanded is that it must 
not be adopted without careful consideration of other possibilities. 

II 

And indeed, it is not difficult to show that a theory of demo­
cratic control can be developed which is free of the paradox of 
sovereignty. The theory I have in mind is one which docs not 
proceed, as it were, from a doctrine of the intrinsic goodness or 
righteousness of a majority rule, but rather from the baseness of 
tyranny ; or more precisely, it rests upon the decision, or upon 
the adoption of the proposal, to avoid and to resist tyranny. 

For we may distinguish two main t~pcs of governm~nt. The 
first type consists of governments of wh1ch we can. get nd without 
bloodshed-for example, by way of general electiOns ; that is to 
say, the social institutions provide means by which the rulers 
may be dismissed by the ruled, and the social traditions ' ensure 
that these institutions will not easily be destroyed by those who 
are in power. The second type consists of governments which 
t?e ruled cannot get rid of except by way of a successful revolu­
tion-that is to say, in most cases, not at all. I suggest the 
term 'democracy' as a short-hand label for a government of 
the first type, and the term ' tyranny ' or ' dictatorship ' for the 
second. This, I believe, corresponds closely to traditional usage. 
But I wish to make clear that no part of my argument depends 
on the choice of these labels ; and should anybody reverse this 
usage (as is frequently done nowadays), then I should simply 
say that I am in favour of what he calls ' tyranny ', and object 
to what he calls 'democracy' ; and I should reject as irrelevant 
any attempt to discover what ' democracy ' ' really ' or ' essen­
tially ' means, for example, by translating the term into ' the 
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rule of the people '. (For although ' the people ' may influence 
the actions of their rulers by the threat of dismissal, they never 
rule themselves in any concrete, practical sense.) 

If we make usc of the two labels as suggested, then we can 
now describe, as the principle of a democratic policy, the pro­
posal to create, develop, and protect political institutions for the 
avoidance of tyranny. This principle docs not imply that we 
can ever develop institutions of this kind which arc faultless or 
foolproof, or which ensure that the policies adopted by a demo­
cratic government will be right or good or wise-or even neces­
sarily better or wiser than the policies adopted by a benevolent 
tyrant. (Since no such assertions are made, the paradox of 
democracy is avoided.) What may be said, however, to be 
implied in the adoption of the democratic principle is the con­
viction that the acceptance of even a bad policy in a democracy 
(as long as we can work for a peaceful change) is preferable to 
the submission to a tyranny, however wise or benevolent. Seen 
in this light, the theory of democracy is not based upon the 
principle that the majority should rule ; rather, the various 
equalitarian methods of democratic control, such as general elec­
tions and representative government, arc to be considered as no 
more than well-tried and, in the presence of a widespread tradi­
tional distrust of tyranny, reasonably cffecti\·c institutional safe­
guards against tyranny, always open to improvement, and even 
providing methods for their own improvement. 

He who accepts the principle of democracy in this sense is 
therefore not bound to look upon the result of a democratic vote 
as an authoritative expression of what is right. Although he 
will accept a decision of the majority, for the sake of making 
the democratic institutions work, he will feel free to combat it 
by democratic means, and to work for its revision. And should 
he live to sec the day when the majority vote destroys the demo­
cratic institutions, then this sad experience will tell him only that 
there does not exist a foolproof method of avoiding tyranny. 
But it need not weaken his decision to fight tyranny, nor will 
it expose his theory as inconsistent. 

III 

Returning to Plato, we find that by his emphasis upon the 
problem ' who should rule ', he implicitly assumed the general 
theory of sovereignty. The question of an institutional control 
of the rulers, and of an institutional balancing of their powers, 
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is thereby eliminated without ever having been raised. The 
interest is shifted from institutions to questions of personnel, and 
the most urgent problem now becomes that of selecting the 
natural leaders, and that of training them for leadership. 

In view of this fact some people think that in Plato's theory, 
the welfare of the state is ultimately an ethical and spiritual 
matter, depending on persons and personal responsibility rather 
than on the construction of impersonal institutions. I believe 
that this view of Platonism is superficial. All long-term jJolitics are 
institutional. There is no escape from that, not even for Plato. 
The principle of leadership does not replace institutional prob­
lems by problems of personnel, it only creates new institutional 
problems. As we shall see, it even burdens the institutions with 
a task which goes beyond what can be reasonably demanded 
from a mere institution, namely, with the task of selecting the 
future leaders. It would be therefore a mistake to think that the 
opposition between the theory of balances and the theory of 
sovereignty corresponds to that between institutionalism and 
personalism. Plato's principle of leadership is far removed from 
a pure personalism since it involves the working of institutions ; 
and indeed it may be said that a pure personalism is impossible. 
But it must be said that a pure institutionalism is impossible also. 
Not only does the construction of institutions involve important 
personal decisions, but the functioning of even the best institutions 
(such as democratic checks and balances) will always depend, to 
a considerable degree, on the persons involved. Institutions are 
iike fortresses. They must be well designed and manned. 

This distinction between the personal and the institutional 
element in a social situation is a point which is often missed 
by the critics of democracy. Most of them are dissatisfied with 
democratic institutions because they find that these do not neces­
sarily prevent a state or a policy from falling short of some moral 
standards or of some political demands which may be urgent as 
well as admirable. But these critics misdirect their attacks ; they 
do not understand what democratic institutions may be expected 
to do, and what the alternative to democratic institutions would 
be. Democracy (using this label in the sense suggested above) 
provides the institutional framework for the reform of political 
institutions. It makes possible the reform of institutions without 
using violence, and thereby the use of reason in the designing of 
new institutions and the adjusting of old ones. It cannot provide 
reason. The question of the intellectual and moral standard of 
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its citizens is to a large degree a personal problem. (The idea 
that this problem can be tackled, in turn, by an institutional 
eugenic and educational control is, I believe, mistaken ; some 
reasons for my belief will be given below.) It is quite wrong to 
blame democracy for the political shortcomings of a democratic 
state. vVe should rather blame ourselves, that is to say, the 
citizens of the democratic state. In a non-democratic state, the 
only way to achieve reasonable reforms is by the violent over­
throw of the government, and the introduction of a democratic 
framework. Those who criticize democracy on any ' moral' 
grounds fail to distinguish between personal and institutional 
problems. It rests with us to improve matters. The democratic 
institutions cannot improve themselves. The problem of im­
proving them is always a problem for persons rather than for 
institutions. But if we want improvements, we must make clear 
which institutions we want to improve. 

There is another distinction within the field of political 
problems corresponding to that between persons and institutions. 
It is the one between the problems of the day and the problems of 
the future. vVhilc the problems of the day arc largely personal, 
the building of the future must necessarily be institutional. If 
the political problem is approached by asking' Who should rule ', 
and if Plato's principle of leadership is adopted-that is to say, 
the principle that the best should rule-then the problem of 
the future must take the form of designing institutions for the 
selection of future leaders. 

This is one of the most important problems in Plato's theory 
of education. In approaching it I do not hesitate to say that 
Plato utterly corrupted and confused the theory and practice of 
education by linking it up with his theory of leadership. The 
damage clone is, if possible, even greater than that inflicted upon 
ethics by the identification of collectivism with altruism, and upon 
political theory by the introduction of the principle ofsovereignty. 
Plato's assumption that it should be the task of education (or 
more precisely, of the educational institutions) to select the future 
leaders, and to train them for leadership, is still largely taken for 
granted. By burdening these institutions with a task which 
must go beyond the scope of any institution, Plato is partly 
responsible for their deplorable state. But before entering into a 
general discussion of his view of the task of education, I wish to 
develop, in more detail, his theory of leadership, the leadership 
of the wise. 
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IV 

I think it most likely that this theory of Plato's owes a number 
of its elements to the influence of Socrates. One of the funda­
mental tenets of Socrates was, I believe, his moral intellectualism. 
By this I understand (a) his identification of goodness and wis­
dom, his theory that nobody acts against his better knowledge, 
and that lack of knowledge is responsible for all moral mistakes ; 
(b) his theory that moral excellence can be taught, and that it 
does not require any particular moral faculties, apart from the 
universal human intelligence. 

Socrates was a moralist and an enthusiast. He was the type 
of man who would criticize any form of government for its short­
comings (and indeed, such criticism would be necessary and 
useful for any government, although it is possible only under a 
democracy) but he recognized the importance of being loyal to 
the laws of the state. As it happened, he spent his life largely 
under a democratic form of government, and as a good democrat 
he found it his duty to expose the incompetence and windbaggery 
of some of the democratic leaders of his time. At the same time 

' he opposed any form of tyranny ; and if we consider his cour-
ageous behaviour under the Thirty Tyrants then we have no 
reason to assume that his criticism of the democratic leaders was 
inspired by anything like anti-democratic leanings 8 • It is not 
unlikelv that he demanded (like Plato) that the best should rule 
which ~ould have meant, in his view, the wisest, or those wh~ 
knew something about justice. But we must remember that by 
'justice' he meant equalitarian justice (as indicated by the pas­
sages from the Gorgias quoted in the last chapter), and that he 
was not only an equalitarian but also an individualist-perhaps 
the greatest apostle of an individualistic ethics of all time. And 
we should realize that if he demanded that the wisest men should 

. ' 
rule, he clearly stressed that he did not mean the learned men · 
in fact, he was sceptical of all professional learnedness, whethe; 
it was that of the philosophers of the past or of the learned men 
of his own generation, the Sophists. The wisdom he meant was 
of a different kind. It was simply the realization : how little do 
I know ! Those who did not know this, he taught, knew nothing 
at all. (This is the true scientific spirit. Some people still think, 
as Plato did when he had established himself as a learned Pytha­
gorean sage 9 , that Socrates' agnostic attit~de must be ex~lained 
by the lack of success of the science of Ius day. But tl11S only 
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shows that they do not understand this spirit, and that they 
arc still possessed by the pre-Socratic magical attitude towards 
science, and towards the scientist, whom they consider as a 
somewhat glorified shaman, as wise, learned, initiated. They 
judge him by the amount of knowledge in his possession, instead of 
taking, with Socrates, his awareness of what he does not know 
as a measure of his scientific level as well as of his intellectual 
honesty.) 

It is important to sec that this Socratic intellectualism is 
decidedly equalitarian. Socrates believed that everyone can be 
taught ; in the 1\Jeno, we sec him teaching a young slave a 
version 10 of the now so-called theorem of Pythagoras, in an 
attempt to prove that any uneducated slave has the capacity to 
grasp even abstract matters. And his intellectualism is also anti­
authoritarian. A technique, for instance rhetoric, may perhaps 
be dogmatically taught by an expert, according to Socrates ; but 
real knowledge, wisdom, and also virtue, can be taught only by 
a method which he describes as a form of midwifery. Those eager 
to learn may be helped to free themselves from their prejudice ; 
thus they may learn self-criticism, and that truth is not easily 
attained. But they may also learn to make up their minds, and 
to rely, critically, on their decisions, and on their insight. In 
view of such teaching, it is clear how much the Socratic demand 
(if he ever raised this demand) that the best, i.e. the intellectually 
honest, should rule, differs from the authoritarian demand that 
the most learned, or from the aristocratic demand that the best, 
i.e. the most noble, should rule. (Socrates' belief that even 
courage is wisdom can, I think, be interpreted as a direct criticism 
of the aristocratic doctrine of the nobly born hero.) 

But this moral intellectualism of Socrates is a two-edged 
sword. It has its equalitarian and democratic aspect, which 
was later developed by Antisthenes. But it has also an aspect 
which may give rise to strongly anti-democratic tendencies. Its 
stress upon the need for enlightenment, for education, might 
easily be misinterpreted as a demand for authoritarianism. This 
is connected with a question which seems to have puzzled 
Socrates a great deal : that those who are not sufficiently 
educated, and thus not wise enough to know their deficiencies, 
arc just those who arc in the greatest need of education. Readi­
ness to learn in itself proves the possession of wisdom, in fact all 
the wisdom claimed by Socrates for himself; for he who is ready 
to learn knows how little he knows. The uneducated seems thus 
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to be in need of an authority to wake him up, since he cannot 
be expected to be self-critical. But this one element of authori­
tarianism was wonderfully balanced in Socrates' teaching by the 
emphasis that the authority must not claim more than that. 
The true teacher can prove himself only by exhibiting that self­
criticism which the uneducated lacks. ''Whatever authority I 
may have rests solely upon my knowing how little I know ' : 
this is the way in which Socrates might have justified his mission 
to stir up the people from their dogmatic slumber. This 
educational mission he believed to be also a political mission. 
He felt that the way to improve the political life of the city was 
to educate the citizens to self-criticism. In this sense he claimed 
to be 'the only politician of his day' 11, in opposition to those 
others who flatter the people instead of furthering their true 
interests. 

This Socratic identification of his educational and political 
activity could easily be distorted into the Platonic and Aristotelian 
demand that the state should look after the moral life of its 
citizens. And it can easily be used for a dangerously convincing 
proof that all democratic control is vicious. For how can those 
whose task it is to educate be judged by the uneducated ? How 
can the better be controlled by the less good? But this argument 
is, of course, entii'ely un-Socratic. It assumes an authority of 
the wise and learned man, and goes far beyond Socrates' modest 
idea of the teacher's authority as founded solely on his con­
sciousness of his own limitations. State-authority in these 
matters is liable to achieve, in fact, the exact opposite of Socrates' 
aim. It is liable to produce dogmatic self-satisfaction and 
massive intellectual complacency, instead of critical dissatisfaction 
and eagerness for improvement. I do not think that it is 
unnecessary to stress this danger which is seldom clearly realized. 
Even an author like Crossman, who, I believe, understood the 
true Socratic spirit, agrees 12 with Plato in what he calls Plato's 
third criticism of Athens : ' Education, which should be the major 
responsibility of the State, had been left to individual caprice .. 
Here again was a task which should be entrusted only to the man 
of proven probity. The future of any State depends on the 
younger generation, and it is therefore madness to allow the 
minds of children to be moulded by individual taste and force of 
circumstances. Equally disastrous had been the State's laissez 

Jaire policy with regard to teachers and schoolmasters and sophist­
lecturers.' 13 But the Athenian state's laissez jaire policy, criti-
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cized by Crossman and Plato, had the invaluable result of 
enabling certain sophist-lecturers to teach, and especially the 
greatest of them all, Socrates. And when this policy was later 
dropped, the result was Socrates' death. This should be a warn­
ing that state control in such matters is dangerous, and that the 
cry for the ' man of proven probity' may easily lead to the sup­
pression of the best. (Bertrand Russell's recent suppression is a 
case in point.) But as far as basic principles are concerned, we 
have here an instance of the deeply rooted prejudice that the 
only alternative to laissez faire is full state responsibility. I cer­
tainly believe that it is the responsibility of the state to see that 
its citizens are given an education enabling them to participate 
in the life of the community, and to make use of any opportunity 
to develop their special interests and gifts ; and the state should 
certainly also see (as Crossman rightly stresses) that the lack of 
' the individual's capacity to pay' should not debar him from 
higher studies. This, I believe, belongs to the state's protective 
functions. To say, however, that' the future of the state depends 
on the younger generation, and that it is therefore madness to 
allow the minds of children to be moulded by individual taste ', 
appears to me to open wide the door to totalitarianism. State 
interest must not be lightly invoked to defend measures which 
~ay endanger the most precious of all forms of freedom, namely, 
m~ellec.tual freedom. And although I do not advocate ' laissez 
fazre With regard to teachers and schoolmasters ', I believe that 
t~is policy is infinitely superior to an authoritative policy that 
g1ves officers of the state full powers to mould minds, and to 
control the teaching of science, thereby backing the dubious 
authority of the expert by that of the state, ruining science by 
the customary practice of teaching it as an authoritative doctrine, 
and destroying the scientific spirit of inquiry-the spirit of the 
search for truth, as opposed to the belief in its possession. 

I have tried to show that Socrates' intellectualism was funda­
mentally equalitarian and individualistic, and that the element 
of authoritarianism which it involved was reduced to a minimum 
by Socrates' intellectual modesty and his scientific attitude. The 
intellectualism of Plato is very different from this. The Platonic 
' Socrates ' of the Republic 14 is the embodiment of an unmitigated 
authoritarianism. (Even his self-deprecating remarks are not 
based upon awareness of his limitations, but are rather an ironical 
way of asserting his superiority.) His educational aim is not 
the awakening of self-criticism and of critical thought in general. 
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It is, rather, indoctrination-the moulding of minds and of souls 
which (to repeat a quotation from the Laws 15) arc ' to become, 
by long habit, utterly incapable of doing anything at all independ­
ently '. And Socrates' great equalitarian and liberating idea that 
it is possible to reason with a slave, and that there is an intellectual 
link between man and man, a medium of universal understanding, 
namely, 'reason', this idea is replaced by a demand for an 
educational monopoly of the ruling class, coupled with the 
strictest censorship, even of oral debates. 

Socrates had stressed that he was not wise ; that he was not 
in the possession of truth, but that he was a searcher, an inquirer, 
a lover of truth. This, he explained, is expressed by the word 
' philosopher', i.e. the lover of wisdom, and the seeker for it, as 
opposed to ' Sophist ', i.e. the professionally wise man. If ever 
he claimed that statesmen should be philosophers, he could only 
have meant that, burdened with an excessive responsibility, they 
should be searchers for truth, and conscious of their limitations. 

How did Plato convert this doctrine? At first sight, it might 
appear that he did not alter it at all, when demanding that the 
sovereignty of the state should be invested in the philosophers ; 
especially since, like Socrates, he defined philosophers as lovers of 
truth. But the change made by Plato is indeed tremendous. 
His lover is no loncrer the modest seeker, he is the proud possessor 
of truth. A trai;ed dialectician, he is capable of intellectual 
intuition, i.e. of seeing, and of communic~ting with, the eternal, 
the heavenly Forms or Ideas. Placed lugh above all ordinary 
men,_ he is 'god-like, if not .. di~ine' 16, both in his wisdom 
and m his power. Plato's ideal philosopher approaches both to 
om?iscience and to omnipotence. He is the Philosopher-King. 
It Is hard, I think to conceive a greater contrast than that 
between the Socrati~ and the Platonic ideal of a philosopher. It 
is ~he contrast between two worlds-the world of a modest, 
ratwnal individualist and that of a totalitarian demi-god. 

Plato's demand that the wise man should rule-the possessor 
of truth, the ' fully qualified philosopher ' 17-raises, of course, 
the prob_lem of selecting and educating the rulers. In a purely 
personalist (as opposed to an institutional) theory, this problem 
might be solved simply by declaring that the wise ruler will in 
his wisdom be wise enough to choose the best man for his suc­
cessor. This is not, however, a very satisfactory approach to the 
problem. Too much would depend on uncontrolled circum­
stances ; an accident may destroy the future stability of the state. 
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But the attempt to control circumstances, to foresee what might 
happen and to provide for it, must lead here, as everywhere, to 
the abandonment of a purely personalist solution, and to its 
replacement by an institutional one. As already stated, the 
attempt to plan for the future must always lead to institutionalism. 

v 

The institution which according to Plato has to look after 
the future leaders can be described as the educational department 
of the state. It is, from a purdy political point of view, by far 
the most important institution within Plato's society. It holds 
the keys to power. For this reason alone it should be clear 
that at least the higher grades of education are to be directly 
controlled by the rulers. But there are some additional reasons 
for this. The most important is that only ' the expert and . . the 
man of proven probity', as Crossman puts it, which in Plato's 
view means only the very wisest adepts, that is to say, the rulers 
themselves, can be entrusted with the final initiation of the 
future sages into the higher mysteries of wisdom. This holds, 
above all, for dialectics, i.e. the art of intellectual intuition, of 
visualizing the divine originals, the Forms or Ideas, of unveiling 
the Great M ystcry behind the common man's everyday world of 
appearances. 

What arc Plato's institutional demands regarding this highest 
form of education ? Thcv arc remarkable. He demands that 
only those who are past ti1cir prime of life should be admitted. 
' 'Vhen their bodily strength begins to fail, and when they arc 
past the age of public and military duties, then, and only then, 
should they be permitted to enter at will the sacred field .. .' 18 

namely, the field of the highest dialectical studies. Plato's reason 
for this amazing rule is clear enough. He is afraid of the power 
of thought. ' All great things arc dangerous ' 19 is the remark 
by which he introduces the confession that he is afraid of the 
effect which philosophic thought may have upon brains which 
arc not yet on the verge of old age. (All this he puts into the 
mouth of Socrates, who died in defence of his right of free discus­
sion with the young.) But this is exactly what we should expect 
if we remember that Plato's fundamental aim was to arrest 
political change. In their youth, the members of the upper class 
shall fight. When they arc too old to think independently, they 
shall become dogmatic students to be imbued with wisdom and 
authority in order to become sages themselves and to hand on 
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their wisdom, the doctrine of collectivism and authoritarianism, 
to future generations. 

It is interesting that in a later and more elaborate passage 
which a1 tempts to paint the rulers in the brightest colours, Plato 
modifies his suggestion. Now 20 he allows the future sages to 
begin their preparatory dialectical studies at the age of thirty, 
stressing, of course, ' the need for great caution' and the dangers 
of ' insubordination . . which corrupts so many dialecticians ' ; 
and he demands that ' those to whom the usc of arguments may 
be permitted must possess disciplined and well-balanced natures '. 
This alteration certainly helps to brighten the picture. But the 
fundamental tendency is the same. For, in the continuation of 
this passage, we hear that the future leaders must not be initiated 
into the higher philosophical studies-into the dialectic vision 
of the essence of the Good-before they reach, having passed 
through many tests and temptations, the age of fifty. 

This is the teaching of the Republic. It seems that the dia­
logue Parmenides 21 contains a similar message, for here Socrates 
is depicted as a brilliant young man who, having dabbled suc­
cessfully in pure philosophy, gets into serious trouble when asked 
to give an account of the more subtle problems of the theory of 
ideas. He is dismissed by the old Parmcnidcs with the admoni­
tion that he should train himself more thoroughly in the art of 
abstract thought before venturing again into the higher field of 
philosophical studies. It looks as if we had here (among other 
thing~) Plato's answer-' Even a Socrates '~as once too young 
for _dialectics '-to his pupils who pestered him for an initiation 
which he considered premature. 

Why is it that Plato does not wish his leaders to have originality 
or initiative? The answer, I think, is clear. He hates change 
and does not want to see that re-adjustments may become neces­
sary. But this explanation of Plato's attitude does not go deep 
enough. In fact, we arc faced here with a fundamental difficulty 
of the leader principle. The very idea of selecting or educating 
future leaders is self-contradictory. You may solve the problem, 
perhaps, to some degree in the field of bodily excellence. Physical 
initiative and bodily courage are perhaps not so hard to ascertain. 
But the secret of intellectual excellence is the spirit of criticism ; 
it is intellectual independence. And this leads to difficulties 
which must prove insurmountable for any kind of authori­
tarianism. The authoritarian will in general select those who 
obey, who believe, who respond to his influence. But in doing 
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so, he is bound to select mediocrities. For he excludes those who 
revolt, who doubt, who dare to resist his influence. Never can an 
authority admit that the intellectually courageous, i.e. those who 
dare to defy his authority, may be the most valuable type. Of 
course, the authorities will always remain convinced of their 
ability to detect initiative. But what they mean by this is only 
a quick grasp of their intentions, and they will remain for ever 
incapable of seeing the difference. (Here we may perhaps 
penetrate the secret of the particular difficulty of selecting capable 
military leaders. The demands of military discipline enhance 
the difficulties discussed, and the methods of military advance­
ment arc such that those who do clare to think for themselves arc 
usually eliminated. Nothing is less true, as far as intellectual 
initiative is concerned, than the idea that those who are good 
in obeying will also be good in commanding 22• Very similar 
difficulties arise in political parties : the ' !vlan Friday ' of the 
party leader is seldom a capable successor.) 

\Vc arc led here, I believe, to a result of some importance, 
and to one which can be generalized. Institutions for the selec­
tion of the outstanding can hardly be devised. Institutional 
selection may work quite well for such purposes as Plato had in 
mind, namely for arresting change. But it will never work well 
if we demand more than that, for it will always tend to eliminate 
initiative and originality, and, more generally, qualities which 
arc unusual and unexpected. This is not a criticism of political 
institutionalism. It only re-affirms what has been said before, 
that we should always prepare for the worst leaders, although we 
should try, of course, to get the best. But it is a criticism of the 
tendency to burden institutions, especially educational institu­
tions, with the impossible task of selecting the best. This should 
never be made their task. This tendency transforms our educa­
tional system into a race-course, and turns a course of studies 
into a hurdle-race. Instead of encouraging the student to devote 
himself to his studies for the sake of studying, instead of encourag­
ing in him a real love for his subject and for inquiry 2 3, he is 
encouraged to study for the sake of his personal career ; he is led 
to acquire only such knowledge as is serviceable in getting him 
over the hurdles which he must clear for the sake of his advance­
ment. In other words, even in the field of science our methods . ' of selection arc based upon an appeal to personal ambition of a 
somewhat crude form. (It is a natural reaction to this appeal if 
the eager student is looked upon with suspicion by his colleagues.) 
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The impossible demand for an institutional selection of intel­
lectual leaders endangers the very life not only of science, but of 
intelligence. . 

It has been said, only too truly, that Plato was the mvcntor 
of both our secondary schools and our universities. I do not 
know a better argument for an optimistic view of mankind, no 
better proof of their indestructible love for truth and decency, of 
their originality and stubbornness and health, than the fact that 
this devastating system of education has not utterly ruined them. 
In spite of the treachery of so many of their leaders, there arc 
quite a number, old as well as young, who arc decent, and 
intelligent, and devoted to their task. ' I sometimes wonder how 
it was that the mischief done was not more clearly perceptible,' 
says Samuel Butler 24, ' and that the young men and women 
grew up as sensible and goodly as they did, in spite of the attempts 
almost deliberately made to warp and stunt their growth. Some 
doubtless received damage, from which they suffered to their 
life's end ; but many seemed little or none the worse, and some 
almost the better. The reason would seem to be that the natural 
instinct of the lads in most cases so absolutely rebelled against 
their training, that do what the teachers might they could never 
get them to pay serious heed to it.' 

It may be mentioned here that, in. practice, Plato did not 
prove too successful as a selector of pohtlcal leaders. I have in 
mind not so much the disappointing outcome of his experiment 
with Dionysius the Younger, tyrant of Syracuse, but rather the 
participation of Plato's Academy in Dio's successful expedition 
against Dionysius. Plato's famous friend Dio was supported in 
this adventure by a number of members of Plato's Academy. 
One of them was Callippus, who became Dio's most trusted 
comrade. Mter Dio had made himself tyrant of Syracuse he 
ordered Heraclides, his ally (and perhaps his rival), to be mur­
dered. Shortly afterwards he was himself murdered by Callippus 
who usurped the tyranny, which he lost after thirteen months. 
(He was, in turn murdered by the Pythagorean philosopher 
Leptines.) But tl~is event was not the only one of its kind in 
Plato's career as a teacher. Clearchus, one of Plato's (and of 
!socrates') disciples, made himself tyrant of Heraclca after hav­
ing posed as a democratic leader. He was murdered by his 
relation, Chion, another member of Plato's Academy. (We can­
not know how Chion, whom some represent as an idealist, would 
have developed, since he was soon killed.) These and a few 
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similar experiences of Plato's 25-who could boast a total of at 
least nine tyrants among his one-time pupils and associates­
throw light on the peculiar difficulties connected with the selec­
tion of men who arc to be invested with absolute power. It is 
hard to find a man whose character will not be corrupted by it. 
As Lord Acton says-all power corrupts, and absolute power 
corrupts absolutely. 

To sum up. Plato's political programme was much more 
institutional than personalist ; he hoped to arrest political change 
by the institutional control of succession in leadership. The 
control was to be educational, based upon an authoritarian view 
of learning-upon the authority of the learned expert, and ' the 
man of proven probity '. This is what Plato made of Socrates' 
demand that a responsible politician should be a lover of truth 
and of wisdom rather than an expert, and that he was wise only 26 

if he knew his limitations. 
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And the state will creel monuments . . . to com­
memorate them. And sacrifices will he offered to 
them as demigods, ... as men who arc blessed 
by grace, and godlike. 

PLATO. 

The contrast between the Platonic and the Socratic creed is 
even greater than I have shown so far. Plato, I have said, 
followed Socrates in his definition of the philosopher. ' Whom 
do you call true philosophers?-Those who love truth ', we read 
in the Republic 1 • But he himself is not quite truthful when he 
makes this statement. He does not really believe in it, for he 
bluntly declares in other places that it is one of the royal privileges 
of the sovereign to make full use of lies and deceit : ' It is the 
business of the rulers of the city, if it is anybody's, to tell lies, 
deceiving both its enemies and its own citizens for the benefit 
of the city ; and no one else must touch this privilege.' 2 

'For the benefit of the city', says Plato. Again we find that 
the appeal to the principle of collective utility is the ultimate 
ethical consideration. Totalitarian morality overrules every­
thing, even the definition, the Idea, of the philosopher. It need 
hardly be mentioned that, by the same principle of political 
expediency, the ruled are to be forced to tell the truth. ' If the 
ruler catches arryone else in a lie . . then he will punish him for 
introducing a practice which injures and endangers the city .. .' 3 

Only in this slightly unexpected sense are the Platonic rulers­
the philosopher kings-lovers of truth. 

I 

. ~lato illustrates this application of his principle of collective 
utlhty. to the problem of truthfulness by the example of the 
P~YS1~Ian. The example is well chosen, since Plato likes to 
v1suahze his political mission as one of the healer or saviour of 
th~ sick body of society. Apart from this, the role which he 
assigns to medicine throws light upon the totalitarian character 
of Plato's city where state interest dominates the life of the citizen 
from the mating of his parents to his grave. Plato interprets 
medicine as a form of politics, or as he puts it himself, he ' regards 
Aesculapius, the god of medicine, as a politician ' '1• Medical 
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art, he explains, must not consider the prolongation of life as its 
aim, but only the interest of the state. ' In all properly ruled 
communities, each man has his particular work assigned to him 
in the state. This he must do, and no one has time to spend his 
life in falling ill and getting cured.' Accordingly, the physician 
has' no right to attend to a man who cannot carry out his ordinary 
duties ; for such a man is useless to himself and to the state '. To 
this is added the consideration that such a man might have ' chil­
dren who would probably be equally sick', and who also would 
become a burden to the state. (In his old age, Plato mentions 
medicine, in spite of his increased hatred of individualism, in a 
more personal vein. He complains of the doctor who treats even 
free citizens as if they were slaves, ' issuing his orders like a tyrant 
whose will is law, and then rushing off to the next slave-patient' 5 , 

and he pleads for more gentleness and patience in medical treat­
ment, at least for those who arc not slaves.) Concerning the use 
of lies and deceit, Plato urges that these are ' useful only as a 
medicine ' 6 ; but the ruler of the state, Plato insists, must not 
behave like some of those ' ordinary doctors ' who have not the 
courage to administer strong medicines. The philosopher king, 
a lover of truth as a philosopher, must, as a king, be ' a more 
courageous man ', since he must be determined ' to administer a 
great many lies and deceptions '-for the benefit of the ruled, 
Plato hastens to add. \Vhich means, as we already know, and as 
we learn here again from Plato's reference to medicine, ' for the 
benefit of the state '. (Kant remarked once in a very different 
spirit that the sentence ' Truthfulness is the best policy ' might 
indeed be questionable, whilst the sentence' Truthfulness is better 
than policy' is beyond dispute 7.) 

\Vhat kind of lies has Plato in mind when he exhorts his rulers 
to use strong medicine ? Crossman rightly emphasizes that 
Plato means ' propaganda, the technique of controlling the 
behaviour of .. the bulk of the ruled majority' s. Certainly, 
Plato had these first in his mind ; but when Crossman suggests 
that the propaganda lies were only intended for the consumption 
of the ruled, while the rulers should be a fully enlightened in­
telligentsia, then I cannot agree. I think, rather, that Plato's 
complete break with anything resembling Socrates' intellectualism 
is nowhere more obvious than in the place where he twice expresses 
his hope that even the rulers themselves, at least after a few genera­
tions, might be induced to believe his greatest propaganda lie ; 
I mean his racialism, his Myth of Blood and Soil, known as the 
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Myth of the Metals in Man and of the Earth born. Here we sec 
that Plato's utilitarian and totalitarian principles overrule every­
thing, even the ruler's privilege of knowing, and of demanding 
to be told, the truth. The motive of Plato's wish that the rulers 
themselves should believe in the propaganda lie is his hope of 
increasing its wholesome effect, i.e. of strengthening the rule of 
the master race, and ultimately, of arresting all political change. 

II 

Plato introduces his Myth of Blood and Soil with the blunt 
admission that it is a fraud. ' Well then', says the Socrates of 
the Republic, ' could we perhaps fabricate one of those very handy 
lies which indeed we mentioned just recently? With the help 
of one single lordly lie we may, if we arc lucky, persuade even the 
rulers themselves-but at any rate the rest of the city.' 9 It is 
interesting to note the use of the term' persuade'. To persuade 
somebody to believe a lie means, more precisely, to mislead or to 
hoax him ; and it would be more in tunc with the frank cynicism 
of the passage to translate' we may, if we are lucky, hoax even the 
rulers themselves '. But Plato uses the term ' persuasion ' very 
frequently, and its occurrence here throws some light on other 
passages. It may be taken as a warning that in similar passages 
he may have propaganda lies in his mind ; more especially where 
he advocates that the statesman should rule ' by means of both 
persuasion and force ' 1o. 
. ~ter announcing his ' lordly lie ', Plato, instead of proceed­
mg duectly to the narration of his Myth, first develops a lengthy 
preface, somewhat similar to the lengthy preface which precedes 
his discovery of justice ; an indication, I think,. of his uneasiness. 
It seems that he did not expect the proposal wluch follows to find 
much favour with his readers. The Myth itself introduces two 
ideas. The first is to strengthen the defence of the mother 
country ; it is the idea that the warriors of his city are autoch­
thonous, ' born of the earth of their country', and ready to 
defend t_heir country which is their mother. This old and well­
known Idea is certainly not the reason for Plato's hesitation 
(althou~h the wording of the dialogue cleverly suggests it). The 
second Idea, however, ' the rest of the story ', is the myth of 
racialism : ' God .. has put gold into those who are capable 
of ruling, silver into the auxiliaries, and iron and copper into the 
peasants and the other producing classes.' 11 These metals are 
hereditary, they are racial characteristics. In this passage, in 
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which Plato, hesitatingly, first introduces his racialism, he allows 
for the possibility that children may be born with an admixture 
of another metal than those of their parents ; and it must be 
admitted that he here announces the following rule : if in one of 
the lower classes ' children are born with an admixture of gold 
and silver, they shall .. be appointed guardians, and .. auxili­
aries '. But this concession is rescinded in later passages of the 
Rejmblic (and also in the Laws), especially in the story of the Fall 
ofJ\!Ian and of the Number 1 2, partially quoted in chapter 5 above. 
From this passage we learn that m~y admixture of one of the base 
metals must be excluded from the higher classes. The possibility 
of admixtures and corresponding changes in status therefore only 
means that nobly born but degenerate children may be pushed 
down, and not that any of the base born may be lifted up. The 
way in which any mixing of metals must lead to destruction is 
described in the concluding passage of the story of the Fall of 
:Man : 'Iron will mingle with silver and bronze with gold, and 
from this mixture variation will be born and absurd irregularity; 
and whenever these arc born they will beget struggle and hostility. 
And this is how we must describe the ancestry and birth of 
Dissension, wherever she arises' 13• It is in this lirrht that we 
must consider that the :rvlyth of the Earthborn cm~cludcs with 
the cynical fabrication of a prophecy by a fictitious oracle ' that 
the city must perish when guarded by iron and copper' u. 
Plato's reluctance to proffer his racialism at once in its more 
radical form indicates, I suppose, that he knew how much it was 
opposed to the democratic and humanitarian tendencies of his 
time. 

If we consider Plato's blunt admission that his :rviyth of Blood 
and Soil is a propaganda lie, then the attitude of the commentators 
towards the Myth is somewhat puzzling. Adam, for instance, 
writes : '\Vithout it, the present sketch of a state would be 
incomplete. \Vc require some guarantee for the permanence of 
the city . . ; and nothing could be more in keeping with the 
prevailing moral and religious spirit of Plato's .. education than 
that he should find that guarantee in faith rather than in reason.' 15 

I agree (though this is not quite what Adam meant) that nothing 
is more in keeping with Plato's totalitarian morality than his 
advocacy of propaganda lies. But I do not quite understand 
how the religious and idealistic commentator can declare, by 
implication, that religion and faith arc on the level of an oppor­
tunist lie. As a matter of fact, Adam's comment is reminiscent 
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of Hobbes' conventionalism, of the view that the tenets of religion, 
although not true, are a most expedient and indispensable political 
device. And this consideration shows us that Plato, after all, was 
more of a conventionalist than one might think. He docs not 
even stop short of establishing a religious faith 'by convention' 
(we must credit him with the frankness of his admission that it is 
only a fabrication), while the reputed conventionalist Protagoras 
at least believed that the laws, which are our making, arc made 
with the help of divine inspiration. It is hard to understand why 
those of Plato's co.mmentators. 16 ~ho praise him for fighting 
against the subvers1ve convent~onahs~ of the Sophists, and for 
establishing a spiritual nat~rahsm ult1m~tcly based on religion, 
fail to censure him for makmg a convention, or rather an inven­
tion, the ultimate basis of religion. In fact, Plato's attitude 
towards religion as revealed by his ' inspired lie ' is practically 
identical with that of Critias, his beloved uncle, the brilliant 
leader of the Thirty Tyrants who established an inglorious blood­
regime in Athens after the Peloponnesian war. Critias, a poet, 
was the first to glorify propaganda lies, whose invention he 
described in forceful verses eulogizing the wise and cunning man 
who fabricated religion, in order to ' persuade ' the people, i.e. 
to threaten them into submission. 17 

' Then came, it seems, that wise and cunning man, 
The first inventor of the fear of gods ... 
He framed a tale, a most alluring doctrine, 
Concealing truth by veils of lying lore. 
He told of the abode of awful gods, 
Up in revolving vaults, whence thunder roars 
And lightning's fearful flashes blind the eye. 
He thus encircled men by bonds of fear ; 
Surrounding them by gods in fair abodes, 
He charmed them by his spells, and daunted them­
And lawlessness turned into law and order.' 

In Criti~' view, religion is nothing but the lordly lie of a great 
~nd cl~ver statesman. Plato's views are strikingly similar, both 
m the mtroduction of the Myth in the Republic (where he bluntly 
admits that the Myth is a lie) and in the Laws where he says that 
the installation of rites and of gods is 'a matter for a great 
thinker' 18.-But is this the whole truth about Plato's religious 
attitude? Was Plato on{y an opportunist in these matters, and 
was the very different spirit of his earlier works merely Socratic? 
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There is of course no way of deciding this question with certainty, 
though I feel, intuitively, that there may sometimes be a more 
genuine religious feeling expressed even in the later works. But 
I believe that wherever Plato considers religious matters in their 
relation to politics, his political opportunism sweeps all other 
feelings aside. Thus Plato demands, in the Laws, the severest 
punishment even for honest and honourable people 10 if their 
opinions concerning the gods deviate from those held by the 
state. Their souls arc to be treated by a Nocturnal Council of 
inquisitors 20, and if they do not recant or if they repeat the 
offence, the charge of impiety means death. Has he forgotten 
that Socrates had fallen a victim to that very charge? 

That it is mainly state interest which inspires these demands, 
rather than interest in the religious faith as such, can be gauged 
by Plato's central religious doctrine. The gods, he teaches in 
the Laws, punish severely all those on the wrong side in the 
conflict between good and evil, a conflict which is explained as 
that between collectivism and individualism 21. And the gods, 
he insists, take an active interest in men, they arc not merely 
spectators. It is impossi.blc to appease them. Neither through 
prayers nor through sacr1~~cs c~n they be moved to abstain from 
punishment 22• The pohtlcal mterest behind this teaching is 
clear, and it is made even clearer by Plato's demand that the 
state must suppress all doubt about any part of this politico­
religious dogma, and especially about the doctrine that the gods 
never abstain from punishment. 

Plato's opportunism and his theory of lies makes it, of course, 
difficult to interpret what he says. How far did he believe in his 
theory of justice ? How far did he believe in the truth of the 
religious doctrines he preached ? 'Vas he perhaps himself an 
atheist, in spite of his demand for the punishment of other (lesser) 
atheists ? Although we cannot hope to answer any of these 
questions definitely, it is, I believe, difficult, and methodologically 
unsound, not to give Plato at least the benefit of the doubt. 
And especially the fundamental sincerity of his belief that there 
is an urgent need to arrest all change can, I think, hardly be 
questioned. (I shall return to this in chapter 10.) On the other 
hand, we cannot doubt that Plato subjects the Socratic love of 
truth to the more fundamental principle that the rule of the 
master class must be strengthened. 

It is interesting, hO\vcver, to note that Plato's theory of truth 
is slightly less radical than his theory of justice. .Justice, we have 
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seen, is defined, practically, as that which serves the interest of 
his totalitarian state. It would have been possible, of course, to 
define the concept of truth in the same utilitarian or pragmatist 
fashion. The Myth is true, Plato could have said, since any­
thing that serves the interest of my state must be believed and 
therefore must be called ' true ' ; and there must be no other 
criterion of truth. In theory, an analogous step has actually been 
taken by the pragmatist successors of Hegel ; in practice, it has 
been taken by Hegel himself and his racialist successors. But 
Plato retained enough of the Socratic spirit to admit candidly 
that he was lying. The step taken by the school of Hegel was 
one that could never have occurred, I think, to any companion 
of Socrates 23• 

III 

So much for the role played by the Idea of Truth in Plato's 
best state. But apart from Justice and Truth, we have still to 
consider some further Ideas, such as Goodness, Beauty, and 
Happiness, if we wish to remove the objections, raised in chapter 6 
against our interpretation ofPlat?'s P.o~itical programme as pure]; 
totalitarian, and as based on h1stonc1sm. An approach to the 
discussion of these Ideas, and also to that of \·Visdom, which has 
been partly discussed in the last chapter, can be made by con­
sidering the somewhat negative result reached by our discussion 
of the Idea of Truth. For this result raises a new problem : 
Why does Plato demand that the philosophers should be kings 
or the kings philosophers, if he defines the philosopher as a lover 
of truth, insisting, on the other hand, that the king must be 
' more courageous ', and use lies ? 

The only reply to this question is, of course, that Plato has 
in fact, something very different in mind when he uses the ter~ 
' philosopher '. And indeed, we have seen in the last chapter that 
his philosopher is not the devoted seeker for wisdom, but its proud 
possessor. He is a learned man, a sage. What Plato demands 
therefore, is the rule of learnedness-soplwcrary, if I may so call it: 
In order to understand this demand, we must try to find what 
kind of functions make it desirable that the ruler of Plato's state 
should be a possessor of knowledge, a ' fu.lly qualified philosopher ', 
as Plato says. The functions to be consrdered can be divided into 
two main groups, namely those connected with the foundation of 
the state, and those connected with its preservation. 
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IV 

The first and the most important function of the philosopher 
king is that of the city's founder and lawgiver. It is clear why 
Plato needs a philosopher for this task. If the state is to be stable, 
then it must be a true copy of the divine Form or Idea of the State. 
But only a philosopher who is fully proficient in the highest of 
sciences, in dialectics, is able to sec, and to copy, the heavenly 
Original. This point receives much emphasis in the part of the 
Rejmblic in which Plato develops his arguments for the sovereignty 
of the philosophers 2 ·1• Philosophers ' love to sec the truth ', 
and a real lover always loves to sec the whole, not merely the 
parts. Thus he docs not love, as ordinary people do, sensible 
things and their ' beautiful sounds and colours and shapes ', but 
he wants ' to sec, and to admire the real nature of beauty '-the 
Form or Idea of Beauty. In this way, Plato gives the term philosopher 
a new meaning, that of a lover and a seer of the divine world of 
Forms or Ideas. As such, the philosopher is the man who may 
become the founder of a virtuous city 25 : ' The philosopher who 
has communion with the divine ' may be ' overwhelmed by the 
urge to realize . . his heavenly vision ', of the ideal city and of 
its ideal citizens. He is like a draughtsman or a painter who has 
' the divine as his model '. Only true philosophers can ' sketch 
the ground-plan of the city ', for they alone can see the original, 
and can copy it, by ' letting their eyes wander to and fro, from the 
model to the picture, and back from the picture to the model '. 

As ' a painter of constitutions ' 26, the philosopher must be 
helped by the light of goodness and of wisdom. A few remarks 
will be added concerning these two ideas, and their significance for 
the phil~sophcr in his fu~1ction .as a ~ounder of the city. 

Plato s Idea of the Good 1s the highest m the hierarchy of Forms. 
It is the sun of the divine world of Forms or Ideas, which not only 
sheds light on all the other members, but is the source of their 
existence 27• It is also the source or cause of all knowledge and 
all truth 2~. Th~ p~wer of sc:ing, of appreciating, of kno,~in.g 
the Good Is thus mdispcnsablc .o to the dialectician. Since 1t IS 
the sun and the source of light in the world of Forms, it enables 
the philosopher-painter to discern his objects. Its function is 
therefore of the greatest importance for the founder of the city. 
But this purely formal information is all we get. Plato's Idea of 
the Good nowhere plays a more direct ethical or political role ; 
never do we hear which deeds are good, or produce good, apart 
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from the well-known collectivist moral code whose precepts arc 
introduced without recourse to the Idea of Good. Remarks that 
the Good is the aim, that it is desired by every man 30, do not 
enrich our information. This empty formalism is still more 
marked in the Philebus, where the Good is identified 3 1 with the 
Idea of ' measure ' or ' mean '. And when I read the report 
that Plato, in his famous lecture ' On the Good ', disappointed 
an uneducated audience by defining the Good as ' the class of 
the determinate conceived as a unity ', then my sympathy is 
with the audience. In the RejJUblic, Plato says frankly 3 2 that he 
cannot explain what he means by ' the Good '. The only 
practical suggestion we ever get is the one mentioned at the 
beginning of chapter 4-that good is everything that preserves, 
and evil everything that leads to corruption or degeneration. 
(' Good ' does not, however, seem to be here the Idea of Good, 
but rather a property of things which makes them resemble the 
ideas.) Good is, accordingly, an unchanging, an arrested state 
of things ; it is the state of things at rest. 

This does not seem to carry us very far beyond Plato's political 
totalitarianism ; and the analysis of Plato's Idea of Wisdom leads 
to equally disappointing results. Wisdom, as we have seen, docs 
not mean to Plato the Socratic insight into one's own limitations . 
nor does it mean what most of us would expect, a warm in teres~ 
in, and a helpful understanding of, humanity and human affairs. 
Plato's wise men, highly preoccupied with the problems of a 
superior world, ' have no time to look down at the affairs of 
men . . ; they look upon, and hold fast to, the ordered and the 
measured'. It is the right kind of learning that makes a man 
wise : ' Philosophic natures ~re lovers ~f that kind of learning 
which reveals to them a reahty that exists for ever and is not 
harassed by generation and degeneration.' It docs not seem 
that Plato's treatment of wisdom can carry us beyond the ideal 
of arresting change. 

v 

Although the analysis of the functions of the city's founder 
has not revealed any new ethical elements in Plato's doctrine, it 
has shown that there is a definite reason why the founder of the 
city must be a philosopher. But this does not fully justify the 
demand for the permanent sovereignty of the philosopher. It 
only explains why the philosopher must be the first lawgiver, but 
not why he is needed as the permanent ruler, especially since 
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none of the later rulers must introduce any change. For a full 
justification of the demand that the philosophers should rule, we 
must therefore proceed to analyse the tasks connected with the 
city's preservation. 

\Ve know from Plato's sociological theories that the state, 
once established, will continue to be stable as long as there is 
no split in the unity of the master class. The bringing up of 
that class is, therefore, the great preserving function of the 
sovereign, and a function which must continue as long as the 
state exists. How far does it justify the demand that a philosopher 
must rule? To answer this question, we distinguish again, 
within this function, between two different activities : the 
supervision of education, and the supervision of eugenic breeding. 

Why should the director of education be a philosopher ? 
Why is it not sufficient, once the state and its educational system 
arc established, to put an experienced general, a soldier-king, in 
charge of it? The answer that the educational system must 
provide not only soldiers but philosophers, and therefore needs 
philosophers as well as soldiers as supervisors, is obviously 
unsatisfactory ; for if no philosophers were needed as directors 
of education and as permanent rulers, then there would be no 
need for the educational system to produce new ones. The 
requirements of the educational system cannot as such justify 
the need for philosophers in Plato's state, or the postulate that 
the rulers must be philosophers. This would be different, of 
course, if Plato's education had an individualistic aim, apart 
from its aim to serve the interest of the state ; for example, the 
aim to develop philosophical faculties for their own sake. But 
when we see, as we did in the preceding chapter, how frightened 
Plato was of permitting anything like independent thought 33 ; 

and when we now see that the ultimate theoretical aim of this 
philosophic education was merely a ' Knowledge of the Idea of 
the Good ' which is incapable of giving an articulate account 
of this Idea, then we begin to realize that this cannot be the 
explanation. And this impression is strengthened if we remember 
chapter 4, where we have seen that Plato also demanded restric­
tions in the Athenian ' musical ' education. The great importance 
which Plato attaches to a philosophical education of the rulers 
must be explained by other reasons-by reasons which must be 
purely political. 

The main reason I can sec is the need for increasing to the 
utmost the authority of the rulers. If the education of the 
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auxiliaries functions properly, there will be plenty of good 
soldiers. Outstanding military faculties may therefore be insuffi­
cient to establish an unchallenged and unchallengeable authority. 
This must be based on higher claims. Plato bases it upon the 
claims of supernatural, mystical powers which he develops in his 
leaders. They are not like other men. They belong to another 
world, they communicate with the divine. Thus the philosopher 
king seems to be, partly, a copy of a tribal priest-king, an institu­
tion which we have mentioned in connection with Heraclitus. 
(The institution of tribal priest-kings or medicine-men or shamans 
seems also to have influenced the old Pythagorean sect, with 
their amazingly na'ive tribal taboos. Apparently, most of these 
were dropped even before Plato. But the claim of the Pytha­
goreans to a supernatural basis of their authority remained.) 
Thus Plato's philosophical education has a definite political func­
tion. It puts a mark on the rulers, and it establishes a barrier between 
the rulers and tlze ruled. (This has remained a major function of 
'higher' education down to our own time.) Platonic wisdom 
is acquired largely for the sake of establishing a permanent 
political class rule. It can be described as political ' medicine ' 

' giving mystic powers to its possessors, the medicine-men. 34 

But this cannot be the full answer to our question of the 
functions of the philosopher in the state. It means, rather, that 
the question why a philosopher is needed has only been shifted 
and that we would have now to raise the analogous question of 
the practical political functions of the shaman or the medicine­
man. Plato must have had some definite aim when he devised 
his specialized philosophic training. We must look for a 
permanent function of the ruler, analogous to the temporary 
function of the lawgiver. The only hope of discovering such a 
function seems to be in the field of breeding the master race. 

VI 

The best way to find out why a philosopher is needed as a 
permanent ruler is to ask the question : What happens, accord­
in~ to Plato, to a state which is not permanently ruled by a 
ph1losopher? Plato has given a clear answer to this question. 
If the guardians of the state, even of a very perfect one, arc 
unaware of Pythagorean lore and of the Platonic Number then 
the rae~ o~ the guardians, and with it the state, must dege~erate. 

RaCJahsm thus takes up a more central part in Plato's political 
programme than one would expect at first sight. just as the 
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Platonic racial or nuptial Number provides the setting for his 
descriptive sociology, ' the setting in which Plato's Philosophy of 
History is framed' (as Adam puts it), so it also provides the 
setting of Plato's political demand for the sovereignty of the 
philosophers. After what has been said in chapter 4 about the 
graziers' or cattle breeders' background of Plato's state, we are 
perhaps not quite unprepared to find that his kiTZg is a breeder 
king. But it may still surprise some that his jJ!zilosoplzer turns out 
to be a philosophic breeder. The need for scientific, for mathe­
matico-dialectical and philosophical breeding is not the least of 
the arguments behind the claim for the sovereignty of the 
philosophers. 

It has been shown in chapter 4 how the problem of obtaining 
a pure breed of human watch-dogs is emphasized and elaborated 
in the earlier parts of the Republic. But so far we have not met 
with any plausible reason why only a genuine and fully qualified 
philosopher should be a proficient and successful political breeder. 
And yet, as every breeder of clogs or horses or birds knows, 
rational breeding is impossible without a pattern, an aim to guide 
him in his efforts, an ideal which he may try to approach by the 
methods of mating and of selecting. Without such a standard, 
he could never decide which offspring is ' good enough ' ; he 
could never speak of the difference between ' good offspring ' 
and ' bad offspring'. But this standard corresponds exactly to 
a Platonic Idea of the race which he intends to breed. 

Just as only the true philosopher, the dialectician, can see, 
according to Plato, the divine original of the city, so it is only 
the dialectician who can see that other divine original-the Form 
or Idea of Man. Only he is capable of copying this model, of 
calling it down from Heaven to Earth 3s, and of realizing it here. 
It is a kingly Idea, this Idea of !vlan. It does not, as some have 
thought, represent what is common to all men ; it is not the 
universal concept ' man '. It is, rather, the godlike original of 
man, an unchanging superman ; it is a super-Greek, and a 
super-master. The philosopher must try to realize on earth 
what Plato describes as the race of ' the most constant, the most 
virile, and, within the limits of possibilities, the most beautifully 
formed men .. : nobly born, and of awe-inspiring character' 36• 

It is to be a race of men and women who are 'godlike if not 
divine .. sculptured in perfect beauty' 37_a lordly race, 
destined by nature to kingship and mastery. 

We see that the two fundamental functions of the philosopher 
O.S.I.E.-VOL. I F 



PLATO'S POLITICS 

king are analogous : he has to copy the divine original ~f the city, 
and he has to copy the divine original of man. He 1s the only 
one who is able, and who has the urge, ' to realize, in the individual 
as well as in the city, his heavenly vision' 38 • 

Now we can understand why Plato drops his first hint that a 
more than ordinary excellence is needed in his rulers in the sa~c 
place where he first claims that the principles of animal breedmg 
must be applied to the race of men. \Ve are, he says,_ mo~t 
careful in breeding animals. ' If you did not breed them m tlus 
way, don't you think that the race of your birds or your dogs 
would quickly degenerate? ' When inferring from this that man 
must be bred in the same careful way, ' Socrates ' exclaims : 
' Good heavens ! . . What surpassing excellence we shall have 
to demand from our rulers, if the same principles apply to the 
race of men ! ' 39 This exclamation is significant ; it is one of 
the first hints that the rulers may constitute a class of' surpassing 
excellence ' with status and training of their own ; and it thus 
prepares us for the demand that they ought to be philosophers. 
But the passage is even more significant in so far as it directly 
leads to Plato's demand that it must be the duty of the rulers, 
as doctors of the race of men, to administer lies and deception. 
Lies are necessary, Plato asserts, ' if your herd is to reach 
highest perfection ' ; for this needs ' arrangements that must 
be kept secret from all but the rulers, if we wish to keep the herd 
of guardians really free from disunion '. Indeed, the appeal 
(quoted above) to the rulers for more courage in administering 
lies as a medicine is made in this connection ; it prepares the 
reader for the next demand, considered by Plato as particularly 
important. He decrees 40 that the rulers should fabricate, for 
the purpose of mating the young auxiliaries, ' an ingenious system 
of balloting, so that the persons who have been disappointed . . 
may blame their bad luck, and not the rulers', who arc, secretly, 
to engineer the ballot. And immediately after this despicable 
advice for dodging the admission of responsibility (by putting 
it into the mouth of Socrates, Plato libels his great teacher), 

Socrates' makes a suggestion 41 which is soon taken up and 
elaborated by Glaucon and which we may therefore call the 
Glauconic Edict. I mean the brutal law 42 which imposes on every­
body of either sex the duty of submitting, for the duration of a 
war, to the wishes of the brave : ' As long as the war lasts, . . 
nobody may say " No " to him. Accordingly, if a soldier wishes 
to make love to anybody, whether male or female, this law will 
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make him more eager to carry off the price of valour.' The 
state, it is carefully pointed out, will thereby obtain two distinct 
benefits-more heroes, owing to the incitement, and again more 
heroes, owing to the increased numbers of children from heroes. 
(The latter benefit, as the most important one from the point 
of view of a long-term racial policy, is put into the mouth of 
' Socrates '.) 

VII 

No special philosophical training is required for this kind of 
breeding. Philosophical breeding, however, plays its main part 
in counteracting the dangers of degeneration. In order to fight 
these dangers, a fully qualified philosopher is needed, i.e. one 
who is trained in pure mathematics (including solid geometry), 
pure astronomy, pure harmonics, and, the crowning achievement 
of all, in dialectics. Only he who knows the secrets of mathe­
matical eugenics, of the Platonic Number, can bring back to 
man, and preserve for him, the happiness enjoyed before the 
Fall 43• All this should be borne in mind when, after the 
announcement of the Glauconic Edict (and after an interlude 
dealing with the natural distinction between Greeks and 
Barbarians, corresponding, according to Plato, to that between 
masters and slaves), the doctrine is enunciated which Plato 
carefully marks as his central and most sensational political 
demand-the sovereignty of the philosopher king. This demand 
alone, he teaches, can put an end to the evils of social life ; to 
the evil rampant in states, i.e. political instability, as well as to its 
more hidden cause, the evil rampant in the members of the race 
of men, i.e. racial degeneration. This is the passage. u 

'vVell,' says Socrates,' I am now about to dive into that topic 
which I compared before to the greatest wave of all. Yet I must 
speak, even though I foresee that this will bring upon me a deluge 
of laughter. Indeed, I can see it now, this very wave, breaking 
over my head into an uproar of laughter and defamation ' 
-' Out with the story ! ' says Glaucon. ' Unless,' says Socrates, 
' unless, in their cities, philosophers are vested with the might of 
kings, or those now called kings and oligarchs become genuine 
and fully qualified philosophers ; and unless these two, political 
might and philosophy, are fused (while the many who nowadays 
follow their natural inclination for only one of these two are 
suppressed by force), unless this happens, my dear Glaucon, the:e 
can be no rest ; and the evil will not cease to be rampant m 
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the cities-nor, I believe, in the race of men.' (To which Kant 
wisely replied : ' That kings should become philosophers, or 
philosophers kings, is not likely to happen ; nor would it be 
desirable, since the possession of power invariably debases the 
free judgement of reason. It is, however, indispensable that a 
king--or a kingly, i.e. self-ruling, people-should not suppress 
philosophers but leave them the right of public utterance.' '15) 

This important Platonic passage has been quite appropriately 
described as the key to the whole work. Its last words, ' nor, 
I believe, in the race of men ', are, I think, an afterthought of 
comparatively minor importance in this place. It is, however, 
necessary to comment upon t~em, since the habit of idealizing 
Plato has led to the interpretation 46 that Plato speaks here about 
' humanity ', extending his promise of salvation from the scope 
of the cities to that of' mankind as a whole'. It must be said 

' in this connection, that the ethical category of ' humanity ' as 
something that transcends the distinction of nations, races, and 
classes, is entirely foreign to Plato. In fact, we have sufficient 
evidence of Plato's hostility towards the equalitarian creed, a 
hostility which is seen in his attitude towards Antisthenes 47 

an old disciple and friend of Socrates. Antisthenes also belonged 
to the school of Gorgias, like Alcidamas and Lycophron, whose 
equalitarian theories he seems to have extended into the doctrine 
of the brotherhood of all men, and of the universal empire of 
men 4s. This creed is attacked in the Rej~ublic by correlating the 
natural inequality of Greeks and Barba~Ians to tl~at of masters 
and slaves . and it so happens that this attack IS launched 4u 

immediate}~ before the key passage we are here considering. For 
these and other reason~ so, it see~s safe to assume that Plato, 
when speaking of the e~Il rampant m the race or men, alluded to 
a theory with which his re~ders would be sufficiently acquainted 
at this place namely, to h1s theory that the welfare of the state 
depends, ulti~ately, upon the' n~ture' of the individual members 
of the ruling class ; and that the~r nature, and the. nature of their 
race, or offspring, is threatened.' m turn, b~ the evils of an indivi­
~ualistic education, and, more Important still, by racial degenera­
tion. Plato's remark, with i~s clear allusion to the opposition 
between divine rest and the evil of change and decay, foreshadows 
the story of the Number and the Fall of Man st. 

. I.t is ~ery appropriate th~t Plato sho~ld all~de to ~is racial­
Ism. I~ this key passage in ;-rh1ch he e~unc1~tes Ius most Important 
political demand. For w1thout the genume and fully qualified 
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philosopher ', trained in all those sciences which are prerequisite 
to eugenics, the state is lost. In his story of the Number and the 
Fall of Man, Plato tells us that one of the first and fatal sins of 
omission committed by the degenerate guardians will be their 
loss of interest in eugenics, in watching and testing the purity 
of the race : ' Hence rulers will be ordained who arc altogether 
unfit for their task as guardians ; namely, to watch, and to test, 
the metals in the races (which arc Hesiod's races as well as yours), 
gold and silver and bronze and iron.' 52 

It is ignorance of the mysterious nuptial Number which leads 
to all that. But the Number was undoubtedly Plato's own 
invention. (It presupposes pure harmonics, which in turn 
presupposes solid geometry, a new science at the time when the 
Republic was written.) Thus we sec that nobody but Plato him­
self knew the secret of, and held the key to, true guardianship. 
But this can mean only one thing. The philosopher king is Plato 
himself, and the Republic is Plato's own claim for kingly power­
to the power which he thought his due, uniting in himself, as 
he did, both the claims of the philosopher and of the descendant 
and legitimate heir of Coclrus the martyr, the last of Athens' 
kings, who, according to Plato, had sacrificed himself ' in order 
to preserve the kingdom for his children '. 

VIII 

Once this conclusion has been reached, many things which 
otherwise would remain unrelated become connected and clear. 
It can hardly be doubted, for instance, that Plato's work, full of 
allusions as it is to contemporary problems and characters, was 
meant by its author not so much as a theoretical treatise, but as a 
topical political manifesto. ''Ve do Plato the gravest of wrongs', 
says A. E. Taylor, ' if we forget that the Republic is no mere 
collection of theoretical discussions about government . . but a 
serious project of practical reform put forward by an Athenian 
.. , set on fire, like Shelley, with a " passion for reforming the 
world ".' 53 This is undoubtedly true, and we could have 
concluded from this consideration alone that, in describing his 
philosopher kings, Plato must have thought of some of the con­
temporary philosophers. But in the days when the Republic was 
written, there were in Athens only three outstanding men who 
might have claimed to be philosophers : Antisthenes, !socrates, 
and Plato himself. If we approach the Republic with this in mind, 
we find at once that, in the discussion of the characteristics of 
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the philosopher kings, there is a lengthy passage which is clearly 
marked out by Plato as containing personal allusions. It begins 5 '1 

with an unmistakable allusion to a popular character, namely 
Alcibiades, and ends by openly mentioning a name (that of 
Theages), and with a reference of' Socrates' to himself 55• Its 
upshot is that only very few can be described as true philosophers, 
eligible for the post of philosopher king. The nobly born 
Alcibiades, who was of the right type, deserted philosophy, in 
spite of Socrates' attempts to save him. Deserted and defenceless, 
philosophy was claimed by unworthy suitors. Ultimately, ' there 
is left only a handful of men who are worthy of being associated 
with philosophy '. From the point of view we have reached, 
we would have to expect that the ' unworthy suitors ' are 
Antisthenes and I socrates and their school (and that they arc 
the same people whom Plato demands to have ' suppressed by 
force ', as he says in the key-passage of the philosopher king). 
And, indeed, there is some independent evidence corroborating 
this expectation 56 • Similarly, we should expect that the' handful 
of men who are worthy ' includes Plato and, perhaps, some of his 
friends (possibly Dio) ; and, indeed, a continuation of this passage 
leaves little doubt that Plato speaks here of himself: 'He who 
belongs to this small band .. can see the madness of the many, 
and the general corruption of all public affairs. The philosopher 
· · is like a man in a carre of wild beasts. He will not share the 
• • • b 

I~Justlce of the many, but his power does not suffice for continuing 
his fight alone, surrounded as he is by a world of savages. He 
W?uld be killed before he could do any good, to his city or to his 
fr.Iends. . . Having duly considered all these points, he will hold 
his peace, and confine his efforts to his own work . .' 57• The 
strong resentment expressed in these sour and most un-Socratic 58 

':ords marks them clearly as Plato's own. For a full apprecia­
ti~n, however, of this personal confession, it must be compared 
With the following : ' It is not in accordance with nature that the 
skilled navigator should beg the unskilled sailors to accept his 
command ; nor that the wise man should wait at the doors of 
the rich. · . But the true and natural procedure is that the 
si~k, ':hether rich or poor, should hasten to the doctor's door. 
Likewise should those who need to be rulc:d besiege the door of 
him who can rule ; and never should a ruler beg them to accept 
his rule, if he is any good at all.' Who can miss'' the sound of 

.~ 

an immense personal pride in this passage? Here am I, says 
Plato, your natural ruler, the philosopher king who knows how 
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to rule. If you want me, you must come to me, and if you insist, I 
may become your ruler. But I shall not come begging to you. 

Did he believe that they would come? Like many great 
works of literature, the RejJublic shows traces that its author 
experienced exhilarating and extravagant hopes of success 59, 

alternating with periods of despair. Sometimes, at least, Plato 
hoped that they would come ; that the success of his work, the 
fame of his wisdom, would bring them along. Then again, he 
felt that they would only be incited to furious attacks ; that all 
he would bring upon himself was ' an uproar of laughter and 
defamation '-perhaps even death. 

Was he ambitious? He was reaching for the stars-for 
god-likeness. I sometimes wonder whether part of the enthusiasm 
for Plato is not due to the fact that he gave expression to many 
secret dreams 00• Even where he argues against ambition, we 
cannot but feel that he is inspired by it. The philosopher, he 
assures us 01, is not ambitious ; although ' destined to rule, he 
is the least eager for it '. But the reason given is-that his status 
is too high. He who has had communion with the divine may 
descend from his heights to the mortals below, sacrificing himself 
for the sake of the interest of the state. He is not eager ; but as 
a natural ruler and saviour, he is ready to come. The poor 
mortals need him. Without him the state must perish, for he 
alone knows the secret of how to preserve it-the secret of arrest­
ing degeneration. . . 

I think we must face the fact that behind the sovereignty of 
the philosopher king stands the quest for power. The beautiful 
portrait of the sovereign is a self-portrait. When we have 
recovered from the shock of this finding, we may look anew 
at the awe-inspiring portrait ; and if we can fortify ourselves with 
a small close of Socrates' irony then we may cease to find it 
so terrifying. We may begin to discern its human, indeed, its 
only too human features. We may even begin to feel a little 
sorry for Plato, who had to be satisfied with establishing the first 
professorship, instead of the first kingship, of philosophy ; who 
could never realize his dream, the kingly Idea which he had 
formed after his own image. Fortified by our dose of irony, we 
may even find, in Plato's story, a melancholy resemblance to 
that innocent and unconscious little satire on Platonism, the story 
of the Ugly Dac/zslzund, of Tono, the Great Dane, who forms his 
kingly Idea of' Great Dog' after his own image (but who happily 
finds in the end that he is Great Dog himself) 62• 
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What a monument of human smallness is this idea of the 
philosopher king. What a contrast between it and the simplicity 
and humaneness of Socrates, who warned the statesman against 
the danger of being dazzled by his own power, excellence, and 
wisdom, and who tried to teach him what matters most-that 
we arc all frail human beings. What a decline from this world 
of irony and reason and truthfulness down to Plato's kingdom 
of the sage whose magical powers raise him high above ordinary 
men ; although not quite high enough to forgo the usc of lies, 
or to neglect the sorry trade of every shaman-the selling of spells, 
of breeding spells, in exchange for power over his fellow-men. 



CHAPTER 9 : AESTHETICISM, PERFECTIONISl\if, 
UTOPIANISM 

' Everything has got to be smashed to start with. 
Our whole damned civilization has got to go, before 
we can bring any decency into the world.' 

' ::-, Iourlan ', in Du GARD's Les Thibaults. 

Inherent in Plato's programme there is a certain approach 
towards politics which, I believe, is most dangerous. Its analysis 
is of great practical importance from the point of view of rational 
social engineering. The Platonic approach I have in mind can 
be described as that of Utopian engineering, as opposed to another 
kind of social engineering which I consider as the only rational 
one, and which may be described by the name of piecemeal 
engineering. The Utopian approach is the more dangerous as 
it may seem to be the obvious alternative to an out-and-out 
historicism-to a radically historicist approach which implies 
that we cannot alter the course of history ; at the same time, it 
appears to be a necessary complement to a less radical historicism, 
like that of Plato, which permits human interference. 

The Utopian approach may be described as follows. Any 
rational action must have a certain aim. It is rational in the 
same degree as it pursues its aim consciously and consistently, 
and as it determines its means according to this end. To choose 
the end is therefore the first thing we have to do if we wish to act 
rationally ; and we must be careful to determine our real or 
ultimate ends, from which we must distinguish clearly those 
intermediate or partial ends which actually are only means, or 
steps on the way, to the ultimate end. If we neglect this dis­
tinction, then we must also neglect to ask whether these partial 
ends are likely to promote the ultimate end, and accordingly, 
we must fail to act rationally. These principles, if applied to the 
realm of political activity, demand that we must determine our 
ultimate political aim, or the Ideal State, before taking any 
practical action. Only when this ultimate aim is determined, 
in rough outline at least, only when we are in possession of 
something like a blueprint of the society at which we aim, only 
then can we begin to consider the best ways and means for its 
realization, and to draw up a plan for practical action. These 
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are the necessary preliminaries of any practical political move 
that can be called rational, and especially of social engineering. 

This, in brief, is the methodological approach which I call 
Utopian engineering 1 • It is convincing and attractive. In fact, 
it is just the kind of methodological approach to attract all those 
who are either unaffected by historicist prejudices or reacting 
against them. This makes it only the more dangerous, and its 
criticism the more imperative. 

Before proceeding to criticize Utopian engineering in detail, I 
wish to outline another approach to social engineering, namely, 
that of piecemeal engineering. It is an approach which I think 
to be methodologically sound. The politician who adopts this 
method may or may not have a blueprint of society before his 
mind, he may or may not hope that mankind will one day 
realize an ideal state, and achieve happiness and perfection on 
earth. But he will be aware that perfection, if at all attainable, 
is far distant, and that every generation of men, and therefore 
also the living, have a claim ; perhaps not so much a claim to be 
made happy, for there arc no institutional means of making a 
man happy, but a claim not to be made unhappy, where it can 
be avoided. They have a claim to be given all possible help, if 
they suffer. The piecemeal engineer will, accordingly, adopt 
the method of searching for, and fighting against, the greatest 
and most urgent evils of society, rather than searching for, and 
fighting for, its greatest ultimate good 2• This difference is far 
from being merely verbal. In fact, it is most important. It is 
the difference between a reasonable method of improving the 
lot of man, and a method which, if really tried, may easily lead to 
an intolerable increase in human suffering. It is the difference 
between a method which can be applied at any moment, and a 
method .whose advocacy may easily become a means of continually 
postpomng action until a later date, when conditions arc more 
favourable. And it is also the difference between the only 
method of improving matters which has so far been really success­
ful, at any time, and in any place (Russia included, as will be 
seen), and a method which, wherever it has been tried, has led 
only to the usc of violence in place of reason, and if not to its 
own abandonment, at any rate to that of its original blueprint. 

In favour of his method, the piecemeal engineer can claim that 
a systematic fight against suffering and injustice and war is more 
likely to be supported by the approval and agreement of a great 
number of people than the fight for the establishment of some 
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ideal. The existence of social evils, that is to say, of social 
conditions under which many men arc suffering, can be 
comparatively well established. Those who suffer can judge for 
themselves, and the others can hardly deny that they would not 
like to change places. It is infinitely more difficult to reason 
about an ideal society. Social life is so complicated that few 
men, or none at all, could judge a blueprint for social engineering 
on the grand scale ; whether it be practicable ; whether it 
would result in a real improvement ; what kind of suffering it 
may involve ; and what may be the means for its realization. 
As opposed to this, blueprints for piecemeal engineering are 
comparatively simple. They are blueprints for single institutions, 
for health and unemployed insurance, for instance, or arbitration 
courts, or anti-depression budgeting 3, or educational reform. If 
they go wrong, the damage is not very great, and a re-adjustment 
not very difficult. They are less risky, and for this very reason 
less controversial. But if it is easier to reach a reasonable agree­
ment about existing evils and the means of combating them than 
it is about an ideal good and the means of its realization, then 
there is also more hope that by using the piecemeal method we 
may get over the very greatest practical difficulty of all reasonable 
political reform, namely, the use of reason, instead of passion 
and violence, in executing the programme. There will be a 
possibility of reaching a reasonable compromise and therefore of 
achieving the improvement by democratic methods. (' Com­
promise ' is an ugly word, but it is important for us to learn its 
proper use. Institutions are inevitably the result of a compromise 
with circumstances, interests, etc., though as persons we should 
resist influences of this kind.) 

As opposed to that, the Utopian attempt to realize an ideal 
state, using a blueprint of society as a whole, is one which demands 
a strong centralized rule of a few, and which therefore is likely 
to lead to a dictatorship 4• This I consider a criticism of the 
Utopian approach; for I have tried to show, in the chapter on 
the Principle of Leadership, that an authoritarian rule is a most 
objectionable form of government. Some points not touched 
upon in that chapter furnish us with even more direct arguments 
against the Utopian approach. One of the difficulties faced by 
a benevolent dictator is to find whether the effects of his measures 
agree with his good intentions (as de Tocqueville saw clearly more 
than a hundred years ago 5). The difficulty arises out of the fact 
that authoritarianism must discourage criticism ; accordingly, 
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the benevolent dictator will not easily hear of complaints con­
cerning the measures he has taken. But without some such 
check, he can hardly find out whether his measures achieve the 
desired benevolent aim. The situation must become even worse 
for the Utopian engineer. The reconstruction of society is a big 
undertaking which must cause considerable inconvenience to 
many, and for a considerable span of time. Accordingly, the 
Utopian engineer will have to be deaf to many complaints ; 
in fact, it will be part of his business to suppress unreasonable 
objections. (He will say, like Lenin, 'You can't make an 
omelette without breaking eggs.') But with it, he must invari­
ably suppress reasonable criticism also. Another difficulty of 
Utopian engineering is related to the problem of the dictator's 
successor. In chapter 7 I have mentioned certain aspects of this 
problem. Utopian engineering raises a difficulty analogous to 
but even more serious than the one which faces the benevolent 
tyrant who tries to find an equally benevolent successor (sec note 
2 5 to c~apter 7). The very sweep of such a Utopian undertaking 
~akes It Improbable that it will realize its ends during the lifetime 
0 one social engineer, or group of engineers. And if the suc­
~~ssors do not pursue the same ideal, then all the sufferings of 

e xeople for the sake of the ideal may have been in vain. 
f h generalization of this argument leads to a further criticism 

0 t <: Utopian approach. This approach, it is clear, can be of 
practical v 1 1 · h h · · 1 bl · perha .a ue on.y 1f we assume t a~ t c ong1?a uepnnt, 
unfl ps. With certam adjustments, remams the bas1s of the work 
a ~ It Is completed. But that will take some time. It will be 
exp~·e of revolutions, both political and spiritual, and of new 
to b~ments and experience in the political field. It is therefore 
appear~~pecte~ that ideas and ideals will change. What had 
bluepr· the Ideal state to the people who made the original Int m 1 . 
granted 'h ay not appear so to t 1e1r successors. If that is 
first est~~li e~ the whole approach breaks down. The method of 
move to shmg an ultimate political aim and then beginning to 
siderabl;a~ds it is futile if we admit that the aim may be con­
at any m c anged during the process of its realization. It may 
away fr oment turn out that the steps so far taken actually lead 
our direo~ the realization of the new aim. And if we change 
to the s c ton ~ccording to the new aim, then we expose ourselves 
may ne~:e nsk again. In spite of all the sacrifices made, we 
toward ?et anywhere at all. Those who prefer one step 

s a distant ideal to the realization of a piecemeal com-
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promise should always remember that if the ideal is very distant, 
it may even become diflicult to say whether the step taken was 
towards or away from it. This is especially so if the course should 
proceed by zigzag steps, or, in Hegel's jargon, 'dialectically', or 
if it is not clearly planned at all. (This bears upon the old and 
somewhat childish question of how far the end can justify the 
means. Apart from claiming that no end could ever justify all 
means, I think that a fairly concrete and realizable end may 
justify temporary measures which a more distant ideal never 
could 6.) 

We sec now that the Utopian approach can be saved only by 
the Platonic belief in one absolute and unchanging ideal, together 
with two further assumptions, namely (a) that there are rational 
methods to determine once and for all what this ideal is, and 
(b) what the best means of its realization are. Only such far­
reaching assumptions could prevent . us from declaring the 
Utopian methodology to be utterly futile. But even Plato him­
self and the most ardent Platoni~ts would admit that (a) is certainly 
not true ; that there is no rational method for determining the 
ultimate aim, but, if anything, only ~orne ki~d of intuition. Any 
difference of opinion between U topmn engmeers must therefore 
lead, in the absence of rational methods, to the use of power 
instead of reason, i.e. to violence. If any progress in any definite 
direction is made at all, then it is made in spite of the method 
adopted, not because of it. The success may be clue, for instance, 
to the excellence of the leaders ; but we must never forget that 
excellent leaders cannot be produced by rational methods, but 
only by luck. 

It is important to understand this c:iticism properly ; I do not 
criticize the ideal by claiming that ~n Ideal can never be realized 
that it must always remain a Utopm. This would not be a valid 
criticism, for many things have been re~lized which have once 
been dogmatically declared to be unreahzablc, for instance the 
establishment of institutions for securing civil peace, i.e. fo; the 
prevention of crime wit!ti1l the state ; and I think that for instance 
th~ establi~hmcnt of corresponding instit~tions for the preventio~ 
of mternat10nal crime, i.e. armed aggressiOn or blackmail though 
often bra~~e? as Utopian, is not eve?' a very difficult pr~blem '· 
What I cntlciz~ under the name Utopia~ engmeering recommends 
the reconstruction of society as a whole, I.e. very sweeping changes 
whose practical consequences ar.e hard to calculate owing to 
our limited experiences. It claims to plan rationally for the 
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whole of society, although we do not possess anything like the 
factual knowledge which would be necessary to make good such 
an ambitious claim. \Ve cannot possess such knowledge since we 
have insufficient practical experience in this kind of planning, and 
knowledge of facts must be based upon experience. At present, 
the sociological knowledge necessary for large-scale engineering 
is simply non-existent. 

In view of this criticism, the Utopian engineer is likely to 
grant the need for practical experience, and for a social technology 
based upon practical experiences. But he will argue that we 
shall never know more about these matters if we recoil from 
making social experiments which alone can furnish us with the 
practical experience needed. And he might add that Utopian 
engineering is nothing but the application of the experimental 
method to society. Experiments cannot be carried out without 
involving sweeping changes. They must be on a large scale, 
owing to the peculiar character of modern society with its great 
masses of people. An experiment in socialism, for instance, if 
confined to a factory, or to a village, or even to a district, would 
never give us the kind of realistic information which we need 
so urgently. 

Such arguments in favour of Utopian engineering exhibit a 
prejudice which is as widely held as it is untenable, namely, the 
prejudice that social experiments must be on a ' large scale ', that 
they must involve the whole of society if they are to be carried 
out under realistic conditions. But piecemeal social experiments 
can be carried out under realistic conditions, in the midst of 
society, in spite ofbeing on a' small scale', that is to say, without 
revolutionizing the whole of society. In fact, we are making such 
experiments all the time. The introduction of a new kind of 
life-insura~ce, of a new kind of taxation, of a new penal reform, 
are all social experiments which have their repercussions through 
the whole of society without remodelling society as a whole. 
Even a n;an who opens a new shop, or who reserves a ticket for the 
theatre, Is carrying out a kind of social experiment on a small 
scale i and all our knowledge of social conditions is based on 
exper!ence g~ined by making experiments of this kind. The 
Utopian. engmeer we are opposing is right when he stresses that 
an cxpenment in socialism would be of little value if carried out 
under laboratory conditions, for instance, in an isolated village, 
since what we want to know is how things work out in society 
under normal social conditions. But this very example shows 
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where the prejudice of the Utopian engineer lies. He is con­
vinced that we must recast the whole structure of society, when we 
experiment with it ; and he can therefore conceive a more 
modest experiment only as one that recasts the whole structure of 
a small society. But the kind of experiment from which we can 
learn most is the alteration of one social institution at a time. 
For only in this way can we learn how to fit institutions into the 
framework of other institutions, and how to adjust them so that 
they work according to our intentions. And only in this way 
can we make mistakes, and learn from our mistakes, without 
risking repercussions of a gravity that must endanger the will to 
future reforms. Furthermore, the Utopian method must lead to 
a dangerous dogmatic attachment to a blueprint for which count­
less sacrifices have been made. Powerful interests must become 
linked up with the success of the experiment. All this does not 
contribute to the rationality, or to the scientific value, of the 
experiment. But the piecemeal method permits repeated experi­
ments and continuous readjustments. In fact, it might lead to 
the happy situation where politicians begin to look out for their 
own mistakes instead of trying to explain them away and to 
prove that they have always been right. This-and not Utopian 
planning or historical prophecy-would mean the introduction 
of scientific method into politics, since the whole secret of scientific 
method is a readiness to learn from mistakes s. 

These views can be corroborated, I believe, by comparing 
social and, for instance, mechanical engineering. The Utopian 
engineer will of course claim that mechanical engineers sometimes 
plan even very complicated machinery as a whole, and that their 
blueprints may cover, and plan in advance, not only a certain 
kind of machinery, but even the whole factory which produces 
this machinery. My reply would be that the mechanical engineer 
can do all this because he has sufficient experience at his disposal, 
i.e. theories developed by trial and error. But this means that he 
can plan because he has made all kinds of mistakes already ; or 
in other words, because he relics on experience which he has 
gained by applying piecemeal methods. His new machinery is 
the result of a great many small improvements. He usually has 
a model first, and only after a great number of piecemeal adjust­
ments to its various parts does he proceed to a stage where l~e 
could draw up his final plans for the production. Similarly, h1s 
plan for the production of his machine incorporates a great 
number of experiences, namely, of piecemeal improvements made 
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in older factories. The wholesale or large-scale method works 
only where the piecemeal method has furnished us first with a 
great number of detailed experiences, and even then only within 
the realm of these experiences. Few manufacturers would be 
prepared to proceed to the production of a new engine on the 
basis of a blueprint alone, even if it were drawn up by the greatest 
expert, without first making a model and' developing' it by little 
adjustments as far as possible. 

It is perhaps useful to contrast this criticism of Platonic 
Idealism in politics with Marx's criticism of what he calls 
'Utopianism'. What is common to Marx's criticism and mine 
is that both demand more realism. We both believe that 
Utopian plans will never be realized in the way they were con­
ceived, because hardly any social action ever produces precisely 
the result expected. (This docs not, in my opinion, invalidate 
the piecemeal approach, because here we may learn-or rather, 
we ought to learn-and change our views, while we act.) But 
there are many differences. In arguing against Utopianism, 
Marx condemns in fact all social engineering-a point which is 
rarely understood. He denounces the faith in a rational plan­
ning of social institutions as altogether unrealistic, since society 
must grow according to the laws of history and not according 
to our rational plans. All we can do, he asserts, is to lessen the 
birth pangs of the historical processes. In other words, he adopts 
a radically historicist attitude, opposed to all social engineering. 
But there is one element within Utopianism which is particularly 
characteristic of Plato's approach and which Marx does not 
oppose, although it is perhaps the most important of those 
elem~nts. whi~h I have attacked as unrcal~stic. It is the sweep of 
Utop1amsm, lts attempt to deal with soc1cty as a whole, leaving 
no stone unturned. It is the conviction that one has to go to the 
very. ro~t of the social evil, that nothing short of a complete 
~ra~Ication of the offending social system will do if we wish to 
. bnng a~y decency into the world' (as Du Gard says). It is, 
111 short, 1 ts u~compromising radicalism. (The reader will notice 
~hat I am usmg this term in its original and literal sense-not 
111 the now customary sense of a ' liberal progressivism ', but in 
order to characterize an attitude of' going to the root of the 
matter:·) Bot~ Plato and Marx are dreaming of the apocalyptic 
revolu~10n whtch will radically transfigure the whole social world. 

Thts sweep, this extreme radicalism of the Platonic approach 
(and of the Marxian as well) is, I believe, connected with its 
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<estheticism, i.e. with the desire to build a world which is not 
only a little better and more rational than ours, but which is 
free from all its ugliness : not a crazy quilt, an old garment badly 
patched, but an entirely new gown, a really beautiful new world 9 • 

This restheticism is a very understandable attitude ; in fact, I 
believe most of us suffer a little from such dreams of perfection. 
(Some reasons why we do so will, I hope, emerge from the next 
chapter.) But this resthetic enthusiasm becomes valuable only 
if it is bridled by reason, by a feeling of responsibility, and by 
a humanitarian urge to help. Otherwise it is a dangerous 
enthusiasm, liable to develop into a form of neurosis or hysteria. 

Nowhere do we find this <estheticism more strongly expressed 
than in Plato. Plato was an artist ; and like many of the best 
artists, he tried to visualize a model, the ' divine original ' of his 
work, and to' copy' it faithfully. A good number of the quotations 
given in the last chapter illustrate this point. What Plato 
describes as dialectics is, in the main, the intellectual intuition of 
the world of pure beauty. His trained philosophers are men 
who 'have seen the truth of what is beautiful and just, and 
good' 10, and can bring it down from heaven to earth. Politics, 
to Plato, is the Royal Art. It is an art-not in a metaphorical. 
sense in which we may speak about the art of handling men, or 
the art of getting things done, but in a more literal sense of the 
word. It is an art of composition, like music, painting, or 
architecture. The Platonic politician composes cities, for beauty's 
sake. 

But here I must protest. I do not believe that human lives 
may be made the means for satisfying an artist's desire for self­
expression. vVe must demand, rather, that every man should be 
given, if he wishes, the right to model his life himself, as far as 
this does not interfere too much with others. Much as I may 
sympathize with the resthetic impulse, I suggest that the artist 
might seek expression in another material. Politics, I demand, 
must uphold equalitarian and individualistic principles; dreams of 
beauty have to submit to the necessity of helping men in distress, 
and men who suffer injustice ; and to the necessity of con­
structing institutions to serve such purposes 11 • 

It is interesting to observe the close relationship between 
Plato's utter radicalism, the demand for sweeping measures, and 
his restheticism. The following passages are most characteris~c. 
Plato, speaking about ' the philosopher who has communion wxth 
the divine ', mentions first that he will be ' overwhelmed by the 
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urge . . to realize his heavenly vision in individuals as well as 
in the city ',-a city which ' will never know happiness unless its 
draughtsmen are artists who have the divine as their model '. 
Asked about the details of their draughtsmanship, Plato's 
' Socrates ' gives the following striking reply : ' They will take as 
their canvas a city and the characters of men, and they will, first 
of all, make their canvas clean-by no means an easy matter. But 
this is just the point, you know, where they will differ from all 
others. They will not start work on a city nor on an individual 
(nor will they draw up laws) unless they are given a clean canvas, 
or have cleaned it themselves.' 12 

The kind of thing Plato has in mind when he speaks of canvas­
cleaning is explained a little later. ' How can that be done? ' 
asks Glaucon. ' All citizens above the age of ten ', Socrates 
answers, 'must be expelled from the city and deported some­
where into the country ; and the children who are now free from 
the influence of the manners and habits of their parents must be 
taken over. They must be educated in the ways [of true philo­
sophy], and according to the laws, which we have described.' 
(The philosophers are not, of course, among the citizens to be 
expelled : they remain as educators, and so do, presumably, those 
non-citizens who must keep them going.) In the same spirit, 
Plato says in the Statesman of the royal rulers who rule in accord­
ance with the Royal Science of Statesmanship : ' Whether they 
happen to rule by law or without law, over willing or unwilling 
subjects ; ... and whether they purge the state for its good 
by killing or by deporting [or ' banishing '] some of its citizen~ 
· · .-so long as they proceed according to science and justice 
and preserve . . . the state and make it better than it was, thi~ 
form of government must be declared the only one that is right.' 

_T~is is the way in which the artist-politician must proceed. 
Thts IS what canvas-cleaning means. He must eradicate the 
existing institutions and traditions. He must purify, purge, 
expel, banish, and kill. (' Liquidate ' is the terrible modern 
term for it.) Plato's statement is indeed a true description of 
the uncompromising attitude of all forms of out-and-out radical­
ism-of the restheticist's refusal to compromise. The view that 
society should be beautiful like a work of art leads only too easily 
to violent measures. But all this radicalism and violence is both 
unrealistic and futile. (This has been shown by the example of 
Russia's development. After the economic breakdown to which 
the canvas-cleaning of the so-called ' war communism ' had led, 
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Lenin introduced his 'New Economic Policy', in fact a kind of 
piecemeal engineering, though without the conscious formulation 
of its principles or of a technology. He started by restoring most 
of the features of the picture which had been eradicated with 
so much human suffering. l\Joney, markets, differentiation of 
income', and private property-for a time even private enterprise 
in production-\\"ere reintroduced, and only after this basis was 
re-established began a new period of reform 13.) 

In order to criticize the foundations of Plato's <esthetic 
radicalism, we may distinguish two different points. 

The first is this. What some people have in mind who speak 
of our ' social system ', and of the need to replace it by another 
' system ', is very similar to a picture painted on a canvas which 
has to be wiped clean before one can paint a new one. But there 
are some great differences. One of them is that the painter and 
those who co-operate with him as well as the institutions which 
make their life possible, his dreams and plans for a better world, 
and his standards of decency and morality, are all part of the 
social system, i.e. of the picture to be wiped out. If they were 
really to clean the canvas, they would have to destroy themselves, 
and their Utopian plans. (And what follows then would prob­
ably not be a beautiful copy of a Platonic ideal but chaos.) The 
political artist clamours, like Archimedes, for a place outside the 
social world on which he can take his stand, in order to lever 
it off its hinges. But such a place does not exist ; and the social 
world must continue to function during any reconstruction. This 
is the simple reason why we must reform its institutions little by 
little, until we have more experience in social engineering. 

This leads us to the more important second point, to the 
irrationalism which is inherent in radicalism. In all matters, 
we can only learn by trial and error, by making mistakes and 
improvements ; we can never rely on inspiration, although in­
spirations may be most valuable as long as they can be checked by 
experience. Accordingly, it is not reasonable to assume that a complete 
reconstruction of our social world would lead at once to a workable system. 
Rather we should expect that, owing to lack of experience, many 
mistakes would be made which could be eliminated only by a 
long and laborious process of small adjustments ; in other words, 
by that rational method of piecemeal encineering whose appli-

• t> 
catiOn we advocate. But those who dislike this method as 
insufficiently radical would have again to wipe out their freshly 
constructed society, in order to start anew with a clean canvas ; 
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and since the new start, for the same reasons, would not lead to 
perfection either, they would have to repeat this process without 
ever getting anywhere. Those who admit this and are prepared 
to adopt our more modest method of piecemeal improvements, 
but only after the first radical canvas-cleaning, can hardly escape 
the criticism that their first sweeping and violent measures were 
quite unnecessary. 

Aestheticism and radicalism must lead us to jettison reason, 
and to replace it by a desperate hope for political miracles. This 
irrational attitude which springs from an intoxication with 
dreams of a beautiful world is what I call Romanticism 14 • It 
may seek its heavenly city in the past or in the future ; it may 
preach ' back to nature ' or ' forward to a world of love and 
beauty ' ; but its appeal is always to our emotions rather than to 
reason. Even with the best intentions of making heaven on 
earth it only succeeds in making it a hell-that hell which man 
alone prepares for his fellow-men. 
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• 
CHAPTER 10 : THE OPEN SOCIETY AND ITS ENEMIES 

He will restore us to our original nature, and heal 
us, and make us happy and blessed. 

PLATO. 

There is still something missing from our analysis. The 
contention that Plato's political programme is purely totalitarian, 
and the objections to tlus contention which were raised in 
chapter 6, have led us to examine the part played, within this 
programme, by such moral ideas as Justice, Wisdom, Truth, and 
Beauty. The result of this examination was always the same. 
We found that the role of these ideas is important, but that they 
do not lead Plato beyond totalitarianism and racialism. But one 
of these ideas we have still to examine : that of Happiness. It 
may be remembered that we quoted Crossman in connection with 
the belief that Plato's political programme is fundamentally a 
' plan for the building of a perfect state in which every citizen is 
really happy ', and that I described this belief as a relic of the 
tendency to idealize Plato. If called upon to justify my opinion, 
I should not have much difficulty in pointing out that Plato's 
treatment of happiness is exactly analogous to his treatment of 
justice ; and especially, that it is based upon the same belief that 
society is ' by nature ' divided into classes or castes. True hap­
piness I, Plato insists, is achieved only by justice, i.e. by keeping 
one's place. The ruler must find happiness in ruling, the warrior 
in warring ; and, we may infer, the slave in slaving. Apart from 
that, Plato says frequently that what he is aiming at is neither 
the happiness of individuals nor that of any particular class in the 
state, but only the happiness of the whole, and this, he argues, 
is nothing but the outcome of that rule of justice which I have 
shown to be totalitarian in character. That only this justice 
can lead to any true happiness is one of the main theses of the 
Republic. 

In view of all this, it seems to be a consistent and hardly 
refutable interpretation of the material to present Plato as a 
totalitarian party-politician, unsuccessful in his immediate and 
practical undertakings, but in the long run only too successful 2 

I6g 
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in his propaganda for the arrest and overthrow of a civilization 
which he hated. But one only has to put the matter in this blunt 
fashion in order to feel that there is something seriously amiss 
with this interpretation. At any rate, so I felt, when I had 
formulated it. I felt perhaps not so much that it was untrue, 
but that it was defective. I therefore began to search for evidence 
which would refute this interpretation 3 • However, in every 
point but one, this attempt to refute my interpretation was quite 
unsuccessful. The new material. made the identity between 
Platonism and totalitarianism only the more manifest. 

The one point in which I felt that my search for a refutation 
had succeeded concerned Plato's hatred of tyranny. Of course, 
there was always the possibility of explaining this away. It 
would have been easy to say that his indictment of tyranny was 
mere propaganda. Totalitarianism often professes a love for 
' true ' freedom, and Plato's praise of freedom as opposed to 
tyranny sounds exactly like this professed love. In spite of this, 
I felt that certain of his observations on tyranny 4, which will be 
mentioned later in this chapter, were sincere. The fact, of 
course, that ' tyranny ' usually meant in Plato's day a form of 
rule based on the support of the masses made it possible to claim 
~hat Plato'.s hatred of tyranny was consistent with my original 
mterpr~tat10n. But I felt that this did not remove the need for 
modpifymg my interpretation. I also felt that the mere emphasis 
on lata's funda 1 · · · · ffi · r h . menta smcenty was qmte msu 1Cient to accom-
p Is th1 1~ modification. No amount of emphasis could offset the 
genera Impress. f h . A . wh' h ron o t e picture. new p1cture was needed 

Ic would hav t . I d Pl ' . b I' f . . . as h 1 e o mc u e ato s smcere e 1e 111 his miSSIOn 
seen ea er of the sick social body, as well as the fact that he had 
happme ~re clearly than anybody else before or after him what was 

mng to G k . . 
identity f Pl r:c society. Smcc the attempt to reject the 
picture ~ aton~sm and totalitarianism had not improved the 
totalita;·ia \.vas ~Itlmately forced to modify my interpretation of 
Plato by amsml Itsel~. In other words, my attempt to understand 

na ogy With d 1' · · 1 d surprise to d' mo ern tota ttanamsm e me, to my own 
' mo Ify m . f 1' . . I d'f my hostilit b . Y VIew o tota ttanamsm. t did not mo 1 y 

both the 0~ ut It ultimately led me to see that the strength of 
and the 1' · 1 fact that th new tota ttanan movements rested on t 1e 

ey attem t d l badly conceived t . P e to answer a very rea need, however 
In th 1' h his attempt may have been. e Ig t of . . . 

Plato's de I . my new mterpretatwn, It appears to me that 
· c aration of his wish to make the state and its citizens 
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happy is not merely propaganda. I am ready to grant his 
fundamental benevolence 6• I also grant that he was right, to 
a limited extent, in the sociological analysis on which he based 
his promise of happiness. To put this point more precisely : I 
believe that Plato, with deep sociological insight, found that his 
contemporaries were suffering under a severe strain, and that this 
strain was due to the social revolution which had begun with the 
rise of democracy and individualism. He succeeded in discover­
ing the main causes of their deeply rooted unhappiness-social 
change, and social dissension-and he did his utmost to fight 
them. There is no reason to doubt that one of his most powerful 
motives was to win back happiness for the citizens. For reasons 
discussed later in this chapter, I believe that the medico-political 
treatment which he recommended, the arrest of change and the 
return to tribalism, was hopelessly wrong. But the recommenda­
tion, though not practicable as a therapy, testifies to Plato's power 
of diagnosis. It shows that he knew what was amiss, that he 
understood the strain, the unhappiness, under which the people 
were labouring, even though he erred in his fundamental claim 
that by leading them back to tribalism he could lessen the strain, 
and restore their happiness. 

It is my intention to give in this chapter a very brief survey of 
the historical material which induced me to hold such opinions. 
A few critical remarks on the method adopted, that of historical 
interpretation, will be found in the last chapter of the book. It 
will therefore suffice here if I say that I do not claim scientific 
status for this method, since the tests of an historical interpretation 
can never be as rigorous as those of an ordinary hypothesis. The 
interpretation is mainly a point of view, whose value lies in its 
fertility, in its power to throw light upon the historical material, 
to lead us to-find new material, and to help us to rationalize and 
to unify it. What I am going to say here is therefore not meant 
as a dogmatic assertion, however boldly I may perhaps sometimes 
express my opuuons. 

I 

Our Western civilization originated with the Greeks. They 
were, it seems, the first to make the step from tribalism to 
humanitarianism. Let us consider what that means. 

The early Greek tribal society resembles in many respects 
that of peoples like the Polynesians, the Maoris for instance. 
Small bands of warriors, usually living in fortified settlements, 
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ruled by tribal chiefs or kings, or by aristocratic families, were 
waging war against one another on sea as well as on land. There 
were of course, many differences between the Greek and the 
Poly~esian ways of life, for there is, admittedly, no uniformity in 
tribalism. There is no standardized ' tribal way of life '. It 
seems to me, however, that there arc some characteristics that 
can be found in most, if not all, of these tribal societies. I mean 
their magical or irrational attitude towards the customs of social 
life, and the corresponding rigidity of these customs. 

The magical attitude towards social custom has been discussed 
before. Its main element is the lack of distinction between the 
customary or conventional regularities of social life and the 
regularities found in' nature' ; and this often goes together with 
the belief that both are enforced by a supernatural will. The 
rigidity of the social customs is probably in most cases only another 
aspect of the same attitude. (There are some reasons to believe 
that this aspect is even more primitive, and that the supernatural 
belief is a kind of rationalization of the fear of changing a routine 
-a fear which we can find in very young children.) When I 
speak of the rigidity of tribalism I do not mean that no changes 
can occur in the tribal ways of life. I mean rather that the 
comparatively infrequent changes have the character of religious 
conversions or revulsions, or of the introduction of new magical 
taboos. They arc not based upon a rational attempt to improve 
social conditions. Apart from such changes-which are rare­
taboos rigidly regulate and dominate all aspects of life. They 
do not leave many loop-holes. There are few problems in this 
form of life, and nothing really equivalent to moral problems. I 
do not mean to say that a member of a tribe does not sometimes 
need much heroism and endurance in order to act in accordance 
:'ith the t.a?oos. What I mean is that he will rarely find himself 
m the positiOn ?f doubting how he ought to act. The right way is 
alw~ys ?etermmed, though difficulties must be overcome in fol­
l?wmg It: It is determined by taboos, by magical tribal institu­
tions which can never become objects of critical consideration. 
~ot even a Heraclitus distinguishes clearly between the institu­
tiOnal laws of tribal life and the laws of nature ; both are taken to 
b~ of the ~a.me magical character. Based upon the collective 
tnbal ~r~~Itlon, the institutions leave no room for personal 
responsibility. The taboos that establish some form of group­
responsibility may be the forerunner of what we call personal 
responsibility, but they are fundamentally different from it. They 
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arc not based upon a principle of reasonable accountability, but 
rather upon magical ideas, such as the idea of appeasing the 
powers of fate. 

It is well known how much of this still survives. Our own 
ways of life arc still beset with taboos; food taboos, taboos of 
politeness, and many others. And yet, there arc some important 
differences. In our own way oflife there is, between the laws of 
the state on the one hand and the taboos we habitually observe 
on the other, an ever-widening field of personal decisions, with 
its problems and responsibilities ; and we know the importance 
of this field. Personal decisions may lead to the alteration of 
taboos, and even of political laws which are no longer taboos. 
The great difference is the possibility of rational reflection upon 
these matters. Rational reflection begins, in a way, ·with 
Heraclitus 6 • With Alcmaeon, Phaleas and Hippodamus, with 
Herodotus and the Sophists, the quest for the ' best constitution ' 
assumes, by degrees, the character of a problem which can be 
rationally discussed. And in our own time, many of us make 
rational decisions concerning the desirability or otherwise of new 
legislation, and of other institutional changes ; that is to say, 
decisions based upon an estimate of possible consequences, and 
upon a conscious preference for some of them. We recognize 
rational personal responsibility. 

In what follows, the magical or tribal or collectivist society 
will also be called the closed society, and the society in which 
individuals arc confronted with personal decisions, the open 
society. 

A closed society at its best can be justly compared to an 
organism. The so-called organic or biological theory of the 
state can be applied to it to a considerable extent. A closed 
society resembles a herd or a tribe in being a semi-organic 
unit whose members are held together by semi-biological ties­
kinship, living together, sharing common efforts, common dan­
gers, common joys and common distress. It is still a concrete 
group of concrete individuals, related to one another not merely 
by such abstract social relationships as division of labour and 
exchange of commodities, but by concrete physical relationships 
such as touch, smell, and sight. And although such a society 
may be based on slavery, the presence of slaves need not create 
a fundamentally different problem from that of domesticated 
animals. Thus those aspects are lacking which make it impos­
sible to apply the organic theory successfully to an open society. 
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The aspects I have in mind arc connected with the fact that, 
in an open society, many members strive to rise socially, and to 
take the places of other members. This may lead, for example, 
to such an important social phenomenon as class struggle. We 
cannot find anything like class struggle in an organism. The 
cells or tissues of an organism, which arc sometimes said to 
correspond to the members of a state, may perhaps compete 
for food ; but there is no inherent tendency on the part of the 
legs to become the brain, or of other members of the body to 
become the belly. Since there is nothing in the organism to 
correspond to one of the most important characteristics of the 
open society, competition for status among its members, the 
so-called organic theory of the state is based on a false analogy. 
The closed society, on the other hand, docs not know much of such 
tendencies. Its institutions, including its castes, arc sacrosanct 
-taboo. The organic theory does not fit so badly here. It is 
therefore not surprising to find that most attempts to apply the 
organic theory to our society are veiled forms of propaganda for 
a return to tribalism 7 • 

As a consequence of its loss of organic character, an open 
society may become, by degrees, what I should like to term an 
' abstract society'. It may, to a considerable extent, lose the 
character of a concrete or real group of men, or of a system of 
such real groups. This point which has been rarely understood 
may be explained by way of an exaggeration. We could con­
ceive of a society in which men practically never meet face to 
face-in which all business is conducted by individuals in isola­
tion who communicate by typed letters or by telegrams, and 
who go about in closed motor-cars. (Artificial insemination 
waul~ ~llow even propagation without a personal element.) Such 
a fictitious society might be called a ' completely abstract or de­
personalized society '. Now the interesting point is that our 
modern society resembles in many of its aspects such a com­
pletely abstract society. Although we do not always drive alone 
in closed motor cars (but meet face to face thousands of men 
wa~king P.ast us in the street) the result is very nearly the sa:nc 
as. If we did-we do not establish as a rule any personal relatiOn 
WI~h our fellow-pedestrians. Similarly, membership of a tra~e 
umon may mean no more than the possession of a membership 
card and the payment of a contribution to an unknown secretary. 
There are many people living in a modern society who have 
no, or extremely few, intimate personal contacts, who live in 



CHAPTER I 0 : THE OPEN SOCIETY Ij5 

anonymity and isolation, and consequently in unhappiness. For 
although society has become abstract, the biological make-up of 
man has not changed much ; men have social needs which they 
cannot satisfy in an abstract society. 

Of course, our picture is even in this form highly exaggerated. 
There never will be or can be a completely abstract or even a 
predominantly abstract society-no more than a completely 
rational or even a predominantly rational society. Men still 
form real groups and enter into real social contacts of all kinds, 
and try to satisfy their emotional social needs as well as they 
can. But most of the social groups of a modern open society 
(with the exception of some lucky family groups) are poor sub­
stitutes, since they do not provide for a common life. And many 
of them do not have any function in the life of the society at 
large. 

Another way in which the picture is exaggerated is that it 
does not, so far, contain any of the gains made-only the losses. 
But there are gains. Personal relationships of a new kind can 
arise where they can be freely entered into, instead of being 
determined by the accidents of birth ; and with this, a new 
individualism arises. Similarly, spiritual bonds can play a major 
role where the biological or physical bonds are weakened ; etc. 
However this may be, our example, I hope, will have made plain 
what is meant by a more abstract society in contradistinction to 
a more concrete or real social group ; and it will have made it 
clear that our modern open societies function largely by way of 
abstract relations, such as exchange or co-operation. (It is the 
analysis of these abstract relations with which modern social 
theory, such as economic theory, is mainly concerned. This 
point has not been understood by many sociologists, such as 
Durkheim, who never gave up the dogmatic belief that society 
must be analysed in terms of real social groups.) 

In the light of what has been said, it will be clear that the 
transition from the closed to the open society can be described as 
one of the deepest revolutions through which mankind has passed. 
Owing to what we have described as the biological character 
of the closed society, this transition must be felt deeply indeed. 
Thus when we say that our Western civilization derives from the 
Greeks, we ought to realize what it means. It means that the 
Greeks started for us that great revolution which, it seems, is still 
in its beginning-the transition from the closed to the open 
society. 
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II 

Of course, this revolution was not made consciously. The 
breakdown of tribalism, of the closed societies of Greece, may be 
traced back to the time when population growth began to make 
itself felt among the ruling class of landed proprietors. This 
meant the end of 'organic' tribalism. For it created social 
tension within the closed society of the ruling class. At first, 
there appeared to be something ·like an ' organic ' solution of 
this problem, the creation of daughter cities. (The ' organic ' 
character of this solution was underlined by the magical pro­
cedures followed in the sending out of colonists.) But this ritual 
of colonization only postponed the breakdown. It even created 
new danger spots wherever it led to cultural contacts ; and 
these, in turn, created what was perhaps the worst danger 
to the closed society-commerce, and a new class engaged in 
trade and seafaring. By the sixth century B.c., this development 
had led to the partial dissolution of the old ways of life, and 
even to a series of political revolutions and reactions. And it 
had led not only to attempts to retain and to arrest tribalism 
by ~orce, ~s in Sp~~ta, b~t also to that great spiritual revolution, 
the mvent10n of cntlcal discussion, and, in consequence, of thought 
that was free from magical obsessions. At the same time we find 
the first symptoms of a new uneasiness. The strain of civilization 
was beginning to be felt. 

This strain, this uneasiness, is a consequence of the break­
down. of the closed society. It is still felt even in our day, 
especially in times of social change. It is the strain created by 
the ~ffort which life in an open and partially abstract society 
contmually demands from us-by the endeavour to be rational, 
to forgo at least some of our emotional social needs, to look after 
ourselv~s, an~ to accept responsibilities. We must, I believe, 
bear t~Is stram as the price to be paid for every increase in know­
ledge, m reaso.nableness, in co-operation and in mutual help, and 
consequently m our chances f . 1 d ·n the s1·ze of the 1 · . o survlVa , an 1 
popu anon .. It .Is the price we have to pay for being human. 

~he stram IS most closely related to the problem of the 
tensiOn between the classes which is raised for the first time by 
the breakdown of the closed society. The closed society itself 
does not know this problem. At least to its ruling members, 
slavery,. caste, and class rule are ' natural , in the sense of being 
unquestiOnable. But with the breakdown of the closed society, 
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this certainty disappears, and with it all feeling of security. The 
tribal community (and later the 'city') is the place of security 
for the member of the tribe. Surrounded by enemies and by 
dangerous or even hostile magical forces, he experiences the tribal 
community as a child experiences his family and his home, in 
which he plays his definite part ; a part he knows well, and plays 
well. The breakdown of the closed society, raising as it does the 
problems of class and other problems of social status, must have 
had the same effect upon the citizens as a serious family quarrel 
and the breaking up of the family home is liable to have on 
children 8 • Of course, this kind of strain was felt by the privileged 
classes, now that they were threatened, more strongly than by 
those who had formerly been suppressed ; but even the latte1 
felt uneasy. They also were frightened by the breakdown of 
their ' natural ' world. And though they continued to fight their 
struggle, they were often reluctant to exploit their victories ove1 
their class enemies who were supported by tradition, the statuJ 

quo, a higher level of education, and a feeling of natural authority. 
In this light we must try to understand the history of Sparta, 

which successfully tried to arrest these developments, and of 
Athens, the leading democracy. 

Perhaps the most powerful cause of the breakdown of the 
closed society was the development of sea-communications and 
commerce. Close contact with other tribes is liable to undermine 
the feeling of necessity with which tribal institutions are viewed ; 
and trade, commercial initiative, appears to be one of the few 
forms in which individual initiative 9 and independence can 
assert itself, even in a society in which tribalism still prevails. 
These two, seafaring and commerce, became the main charac­
teristics of Athenian imperialism, as it developed in the fifth 
century B.C. And indeed they were recognized as the most 
dangerous developments by the oligarchs, the members of the 
privileged, or of the formerly privileged, classes of Athens. It 
became clear to them that the trade of Athens, its monetary 
commercialism, its naval policy, and its democratic tendencies 
were parts of one single movement, and that it was impossible 
to defeat democracy without going to the roots of the evil and 
destroying both the naval policy and the empire. But the naval 
policy of Athens was based upon its harbours, especially the 
Piraeus, the centre of commerce and the stronghold of the demo­
cratic party ; and strategically, upon the walls which fortified 
Athens, and later, upon the Long Walls which linked it to the 
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harbours of the Piraeus and Phalerum. Accordingly, we find 
that for more than a century the empire, the fleet, the harbour, 
and the walls were hated by the oligarchic parties of Athens as 
the symbols of the democracy and as the sources of its strength 
which they hoped one day to destroy. 

Much evidence of this development can be found in Thucydides' 
History of the Pelopomzesian War, or rather, of the two great wars of 
431-421 and 419-403 n.c., between Athenian democracy and 
the arrested oligarchic tribalism of Sparta. ·when reading 
Thucydides we must never forget that his heart was not with 
Athens, his native city. Although he apparently did not belong 
to the extreme wing of the Athenian oligarchic clubs who 
conspired throughout the war with the enemy, he was certainly a 
member of the oligarchic party, and a friend neither of the 
Athenian people, the demos, who had exiled him, nor of its 
imperialist policy. (I do not intend to belittle Thucydides, the 
greatest historian, perhaps, who ever lived. But however 
successful he was in making sure of the facts he records, and 
however sincere his efforts to be impartial, his comments and 
moral judgements represent an interpretation, a point of view ; 
and in this we need not agree with him.) I quote first from a 
passage describing Themistocles' policy in 482 n.c., half a century 
before the Peloponnesian war : ' Themistocles also persuaded the 
Athenians to finish the Piraeus. . . Since the Athenians had 
now taken to the sea, he thought that they had a great oppor­
tunity for building an empire. He was the first who dared to 
say that they should make the sea their domain. . .' 10 Twenty­
five years later, 'the Athenians began to build their Long Walls 
to the sea, one to the harbour of Phalerum, the other to the 
Piraeus' 11 • But this time, twenty-six years before the outbreak 
of the Peloponnesian war, the oligarchic party was fully aware of 
the meaning of these developments. We hear from Thucydides 
that they did not shrink even from the most blatant treachery. As 
som~ti~es happens with oligarchs, class interest superseded their 
patnotism. An· opportunity offered itself in the form of a hostile 
Spartan expeditionary force operating in the north of Athens, 
and they determined to conspire with Sparta against their own 
cou~try. Thucydides writes : ' Certain Athenians were privately 
makmg overtures to them ' (i.e. to the Spartans) ' in the lwjJe that 
they would put an end to the democracy, and to the building of the 
Lo~g \Valls. But the other Athenians .. suspected their design 
agamst democracy.' The loyal Athenian citizens therefore went 
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out to meet the Spartans, but were defeated. It appears, how­
ever, that they had weakened the enemy sufficiently to prevent 
him from joining forces with the fifth columnists within their own 
city. Some months later, the Long ''Valls were completed, 
which meant that the democracy could enjoy security as long as 
it upheld its naval supremacy. 

This incident throws light on the tenseness of the class 
situation in Athens, even twenty-six years before the outbreak 
of the Peloponnesian war, during which the situation became 
much worse. It also throws light on the methods employed by 
the subversive and pro-Spartan oligarchic party. Thucydidcs, 
one must note, mentions their treachery only in passing, and he 
does not censure them, although in other places he speaks most 
strongly against class struggle and party spirit. The next passages 
quoted, written as a general reflection on the Corcyracan Revo­
lution of 427 n.c., arc interesting, first as an e.."Xcellent picture 
of the class situation ; secondly, as an illustration of the strong 
words Thucydides could find when he wanted to describe 
analogous tendencies on the side of the democrats of Corcyra. 
(In order to judge his lack of impartiality we must remember 
that in the beginning of the war Corcyra had been one of Athens' 
democratic allies, and that the revolt had been started by the 
oligarchs.) Moreover, the passage is an excellent expression of 
the feeling of a general social breakdown : 'Nearly the whole 
Hellenic world ', writes Thucydides, ' was in commotion. In 
every city, the leaders of the democratic and of the oligarchic 
parties were trying hard, the one to bring in the Athenians, the 
other the Lacedaemonians. . . The tie of party was stronger 
than the tie of blood. . . The leaders on either side used specious 
names, the one party professing to uphold the constitutional 
equality of the many, the other the wisdom of the nobility; 
in reality they made the public interest their price, professing, 
of course, their devotion to it. They used any conceivable means 
for getting the better of one another, and committed the most 
monstrous crimes. . . This revolution gave birth to every form 
of wickedness in Hellas. . . Everywhere prevailed an attitude 
of perfidious antagonism. There was no word binding enough, 
no oath terrible enough, to reconcile enemies. Each man was 
strong only in the conviction that nothing was secure.' 12 

The full significance of the attempt of the Athenian oligarchs 
to accept the help of Sparta and stop the building of the Long 
'Valls can be gauged when we realize that this treacherous 
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attitude had not changed when Aristotle wrote his Politics, more 
than a century later. We hear there about a~ ?ligarc~ic oath, 
which, Aristotle said, ' is now in vogue '. Thts 1s how 1t runs : 
' I promise to be an enemy of the people, and to do my best to 
give them bad advice ! ' 1 3 It is clear that we cannot understand 
the period without remembering this attitude. 

I mentioned above that Thucydides himself was an anti­
democrat. This becomes clear when we consider his description 
of the Athenian empire, and the way it was hated by the various 
Greek states. Athens' rule over its empire, he tells us, was felt 
to be no better than a tyranny, and all the Greek tribes were 
afraid of her. In describing public opinion at the outbreak of 
the Peloponnesian war, he is mildly critical of Sparta and very 
critical of Athenian imperialism. 'The general feeling of the 
peoples was strongly on the side of the Lacedaemonians ; for 
they maintained that they were the liberators of Bellas. Cities 
~n~ individuals were eager to assist them .. , and the general 
mdtgnation against the Athenians was intense. Some were 
~onging to be liberated from Athens, others fearful of falling under 
Its sway.' u. It is most interesting that this judgement of the 
Athenian empire has become, more or less, the official judgement 
of ' History ', i.e. of most of the historians. Just as the philo­
sophers find it hard to free themselves from Plato's point of view 
so are the historians bound to that ofThucydides. As an exampl~ 
~ ma~ quote Meyer (the best German authority on this period), 

fho s1mply repeats Thucydides when he says : ' The sympathies 
0A the educated world of Greece were .. turned away from 

thens.' 1s 

0 . But su.ch statements are only expressions of the anti-democratic 
Ph mt ofvrew. Many facts recorded by Thucydides-for instance 
~n e pa~sage quoted which describes the attitude of the democrati~ 

d oligarchic party leaders-show that Sparta was ' popular • 
not among the peoples of Greece but only among the oligarchs . 
a~o~g the' educated', as Meyer puts it so nicely. Even Meye;. 
\ mrts that ' the democratically minded. masses hoped in many 
~~ces for her victory' 1a, i.e. for the v1ctory of Athens ; and 

A hucydides' narrative contains many instances which prove 
t ens' d h But popularity among the democrats an t e suppressed. 

Thu wh? cares for the opinion of the uneducated masses? If 
h cydtdes and the' educated' assert that Athens was a tyrant, 

t en she Was a tyrant 
It is most in teres tin~ that the same historians_ who hail Rome 
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for her achievement, the foundation of a universal empire, 
condemn Athens for her attempt to achieve something better. 
The fact that Rome succeeded where Athens failed is not a 
sufficient explanation of this attitude. They do not really censure 
Athens for her failure, since they loathe the very idea that her 
attempt might have been successful. Athens, they believe, was a 
ruthless democracy, a place ruled by the uneducated, who hated 
and suppressed the educated, and were hated by them in turn. 
But this view-the myth of the cultural intolerance of democratic 
Athens-makes nonsense of the known facts, and above all of the 
astonishing spiritual productivity of Athens in this particular 
period. Even :Meyer must admit this productivity. ' What 
Athens produced in this decade', he says with characteristic 
modesty, ' ranks equal wi~h one of the mightiest decades of 
German literature.' 17 Pencles, who was the democratic leader 
of Athens at this time, was more than justified when he called 
her ' The School of Bellas '. 

I am far from defending e~erything that ~thens did in building 
up her empire, and I certamly do not Wish to defend wanton 
attacks (if such have occurred), or acts ?f brutality ; nor do I 
forget that Athenian der;wcracy was Still ~ase~ on slavery 1s. 
But it is necessary, I behevc, to sec that tnbahst exclusiveness 
and self-sufficiency could be superseded only by some form of 
imperialism. And it must be said that certain of the imperialist 
measures introduced by Athens were rather liberal. One very 
interesting instance .is tl~e fact that At,hens offered, in 405 B.c., 
to her ally, the loman Island Samos, that the Samians should 
be Athenians from now on ; and that both cities should be one 
state · and that the Samians should order their internal affai 

' . 1 . 1 ' 19 rs as they chose, and r.etam t leir . aws. Another instance is 
Athens' method oftaxmg her empire. Much has been said abo t 
these taxes or tributes, which have been described-very unJ·ustlu 

' d . y, I believe-as a shameless an tyranmcal way of exploiting the 
smaller cities. In an attempt to evaluate the significance of these 
taxes, we must, of course, compare them with the volume of the 
trade which, in return, was protected by the Athenian fleet. The 
necessary information is given by Thucydides, from whom we 
learn that the Athenians imposed upon their allies, in 413 B.c., 
'in place of the tribute, a duty of 5 per cent. on all things im­
ported and exported by sea ; and they thought that this would 
yield more' 2o. This measure, adopted under severe strain of 
war, compares favourably, I beli~ve, with the Roman methods 

O.S.I.E.-VOL. I G 
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of centralization. The Athenians, by this method of taxation, 
became interested in the development of allied trade, and so in 
the initiative and independence of the various members of their 
empire. Originally, the Athenian empire had developed out of 
a league of equals. In spite of the temporary predominance of 
Athens, publicly criticized by some of her citizens ( cp. Aristo­
phanes' Lysistrata), it seems probable that her interest in the 
development of trade would have led, in time, to some kind of 
federal constitution. At least, we know in her case of nothing 
like the Roman method of' transferring ' the cultural possessions 
from the empire to the dominant city, i.e. of looting. And 
whatever one might say against plutocracy, it is preferable to a 
rule of looters 21• 

This favourable view of Athenian imperialism can be sup­
ported by comparing it with the Spartan methods of handling 
foreign affairs. They were determined by the ultimate aim that 
dominated Sparta's policy, by its attempt to arrest all change 
and to return to tribalism. (This is impossible, as I shall con­
tend later on. Innocence once lost cannot be regained, and 
an artificially arrested closed society, or a cultivated tribalism, 
can_not equal the genuine article.) The principles of Spartan 
pohcy were these. ( 1) Protection of its arrested tribalism : shut 
out ~ll foreign influences which might endanger the rigidity 
of tr~bal taboos.-(2) Anti-humanitarianism : shut out, more 
~specially, all equalitarian, democratic, and individualistic 
Id~ologies.-(3) Autarky : be independent of trade.-(4) Anti­
unrversalism or particularism : uphold the differentiation between 
~ur tribe and all others ; do not mi~ with inferiors.-(5) 

astcry: dominate and enslave your ncighbours.-(6) But do 
not become too large : 'The city should grow only as long as it 
c~nkido so without impairing its unity ' 22, and especially, without 
ns ng th · 1· · d · e introduction of umversa Istic ten encics.-If we 
~~:::t.:r~ t~ese six principal tendencies with those of modern 
th ananrsm, then we see that they agree fundamentally, with 
b e sol.e exception of the last. The difference can be described 
t y dsayin_g that modern totalitarianism appears to have imperialist 
en enc1es B h" · · 1· h I f . · ut t IS 1mpena Ism as no e ement o a tolerant 

ut mvl~rsa!ism, and the world-wide ambitions of the modern 
ota Itanans · 1 . . ·u T are Imposed upon t 1em, as 1t were, agamst their 

WI • wo factors are responsible for this. The first is the 
ge~eral tendency of all tyrannies to justify their existence by 
savmg the state (or the people) from its enemies-a tendency 
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which must lead, whenever the old enemies have been success­
fully subdued, to the creation or invention of new ones. The 
second factor is the attempt to carry into effect the closely related 
points (2) and (5) of the totalitarian programme. Humani­
tarianism, which, according to point (2), must be kept out, has 
become so universal that, in order to combat it effectively at 
home, it must be destroyed all over the world. But our world 
has become so small that everybody is now a neighbour, so that, 
to carry out point (5), everybody must be dominated and enslaved. 
But in ancient times, nothing could have appeared more danger­
ous to those who adopted a particularism like Sparta's, than 
Athenian imperialism, with its inherent tendency to develop into 
a commonwealth of Greek cities, and perhaps even into a uni­
versal empire of man. 

Summing up our analysis so far, we can say that the political 
and spiritual revolution which had begun with the breakdown 
of Greek tribalism reached its climax in the fifth century, with 
the outbreak of the Peloponnesian war. It had developed into 
a violent class war, and, at the same time, into a war between the 
two leading cities of Greece. 

III 

But how can we explain the fact that outstanding Athenians 
like Thucydides stood on the side of reaction against these new 
developments ? Class interest is, I believe, an insufficient explan­
ation ; for what we have to explain is the fact that, while many 
of the ambitious young nobles became active, although not always 
reliable, members of the democratic party, some of the most 
thoughtful and gifted resisted its attraction. The main point 
seems to be that although the open society was already in exist­
ence, although it had, in practice, begun to develop new values, 
new equalitarian standards of life, there was still something miss­
ing, especially for the ' educated '. The new faith of the open 
society, its only possible faith, humanitarianism, was beginning 
to assert itself, but was not yet formulated. For the time being, 
one could not see much more than class war, the democrats' fear 
of the oligarchic reaction, and the threat of further revolutionary 
developments. The reaction against these developments had 
therefore much on its side-tradition, the call for defending old 
virtues, and the old religion. These tendencies appealed to the 
feelin!?s of most men, and their popularity gave rise to a movement 
to which, although it was led and used for their own ends by the 
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Spartans and their oligarchic friends, many upright men must 
have belonged, even at Athens. From the slogan of the move­
ment, ' Back to the state of our forefathers ', or ' Back to the old 
paternal state ', derives the term ' patriot '. It is hardly necessary 
to insist that the beliefs popular among those who supported this 
' patriotic ' movement were grossly perverted by those oligarchs 
who did not shrink from handing over their own city to the 
enemy, in the hope of gaining support against the democrats. 
Thucydides was one of the representative leaders of this move­
ment for the 'paternal state' 23 , and though he probably did 
not support the treacherous acts of the extreme anti-democrats, 
he could not disguise his sympathies with their fundamental 
aim-to arrest social change, and to fight the universalistic 
imperialism of the Athenian democracy and the instruments and 
symbols of its power, the navy, the walls, and commerce. (In 
view of Plato's doctrines concerning commerce, it may be inter­
esting to note how great the fear of commercialism was. When 
after his victory ove_r Athens in 404 B.c. the Spartan king, 
Lysander, returned With great booty, the Spartan ' patriots ', i.e. 
the members of the movement for the ' paternal state ', tried to 
prev~nt the import . of gold ; . ~nd though it was ultimately 
admitted, its possessiOn was lumte~. to the state, and capital 
punishment was imposed on any Citizen found in possession of 
precious metals. In Plato's Laws, very similar procedures arc 
advocated 2·1). 

Although the ' patriotic ' movement was partly the expression 
of the longing to return to more stable forms of life, to religion 
decency, law and order, it was itself morally rotten. Its ancien~ 
faith was lost, and was largely replaced by a hypocritical and 
even cynical exploitation of religious sentiments. 25 Nihilism as 
painted by Plato in the portraits of Callicles and Thrasymacl~us, 
could be found if anywhere among the young ' patriotic ' aristo­
crats who, if given the opportunity, became leaders of the demo­
cratic party. The clearest exponent of this nihilism was perhaps 
the oligarchic leader who helped to deal the death-blow at Athens, 
Plato's uncle Critias, the leader of the Thirty Tyrants. 2o 

But at this time, in the same generation to which Thucydides 
belonged, there rose a new faith in reason, freedom and the 
brotherhood of all men-the new faith, and, as I believe, the 
only possible faith, of the open society. 
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IV 

This generation which marks a turning point in the history 
of mankind, I would like to call the Great Generation ; it is 
the generation which lived in Athens just before, and during, the 
Peloponnesian war. 27 There were great conservatives among 
them, like Sophocles, or Thucydides. There were men among 
them who represent the period of transition ; who were wavering, 
like Euripides, or sceptical, like Aristophanes. But there was also 
the great leader of democracy, Pericles, who formulated the 
principle of equality before the law and of political individualism, 
and Herodotus, who was welcomed and hailed in Pericles' city as 
the author of a work that glorified these principles. Protagoras, 
a native of Abdera who became influential in Athens, and 
his countryman Democritus must also be counted among the 
Great Generation. They formulated the doctrine that human 
institutions of language, custom, and law arc not of the magical 
character of taboos but man-made, not natural but conventional, 
insisting, at the same time, that we arc responsible for them. 
Then there was the school of Gorgias-Alcidamas, Lycophron 
and Antisthcncs, who developed the fundamental tenets of anti­
slavery, of a rational protectionism, and of anti-nationalism, i.e. 
the creed of the universal empire of men. And there was, per­
haps the greatest of all, Socrates, who taught the lesson that we 
must have faith in human reason, but at the same time beware 
of dogmatism; that we must keep away both from misology 28, 

the distrust of theory and of reason, and from the magical attitude 
of those who make an idol of wisdom ; who taught, in other 
words, that the spirit of science is criticism. 

Since I have not so far said much about Pericles, and nothing 
at all ab~ut Democritus, I may use some of their own words in 
order to Illustrate the new faith. First Dcmocritus : ' Not out 
of fear but out of a fcelino- of what is right should we abstain 
from doing wrong. . . Virtue is based, most of all, upon 
respecting the other man. . . Every man is a little world of his 
own. · · vVe ought to do our utmost to help those who have 
suffered injustice. . . To be good means to do no wrong ; and 
also, not to want to do wrong. . . It is good deeds, not words, 
that co~nt. · : The poverty of a democracy is better than the 
prospen.ty whi_ch allegedly goes with aristocracy or monarchy, 
JUSt as liberty IS better than slavery. . . The wise man belongs 
to all countries, for the home of a great soul is the whole world.' 
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To him is due also that remark of a true scientist : ' I would 
rather find a single causal law than be the king of Persia ! ' 29 

In their humanitarian and universalistic emphasis some of 
these fragments of Democritus sound, although they are of earlier 
date, as if they were directed against Plato. The same impres­
sion is conveyed, only much more strongly, by Pericles' famous 
funeral oration, delivered at least half a century before the 
Republic was written. I have quoted two sentences from this 
oration in chapter 6, when discussing equalitarianism 30, but a few 
passages may be quoted here more fully in order to give a clearer 
impression of its spirit. ' Our political system docs not compete 
with institutions which are elsewhere in force. \Vc do not copy 
our neighbours, but try to be an example. Our administration 
favours the many instead of the few : this is why it is called a 
democracy. The laws afford equal justice to all alike in their 
private disputes, but we do not ignore the claims of excellence. 
When a citizen distinguishes himself, then he will be called to 
serve the state, in preference to others, not as a matter of privi­
lege, but as a reward of merit ; and poverty is no bar. . . The 
freedom we enjoy extends also to ordinary life ; we arc not sus­
picious of one another, and do not nag our neighbour if he 
chooses to go his own way. . . But this freedom docs not make us 
lawless. VVe are taught to respect the magistrates and the laws 
and never to forget that we must protect the injured. And w~ 
are also taught to observe those unwritten laws whose sanction 
lies only in the universal feeling of what is right. . . 

' Our city is thrown open to the world ; we never expel a 
foreigner. . . \Ve arc free to live exactly as we please, and Yet 
we are always ready to face any danger. . . We .love beauty 
~ithout indulging in fancies, and althou~h we try to Impr.ove our 
mtellcct this docs not weaken our will. . · To admtt one' 
poverty' is no disgrace with us ; but we co~sidcr. ~t disgracefu~ 
not to make an effort to avoid it. An Atheman Citizen does not 
neglect public affairs when attending to his private business ... 
We consider a man who takes no interest in the state not as 
ha~mless, but as useless ; and although only a few may originate a 
polzcy, we are all able to judge it. We do not look upon discussion 
~s ~ stumbling-block in the way of political action, but as an 
Indispensable preliminary to acting wisely. . . We believe that 
happiness is the fruit of freedom and freedom that of valour, and 
we do not shrink from the dangers of war. . . To sum up, I 
claim that Athens is the School of Bellas, and that the individual 
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Athenian grows up to develop a happy versatility, a readiness for 
emergencies, and self-reliance.' 31 

These words are not merely an eulogy on Athens ; they 
express the true spirit of the Great Generation. They formulate 
the political programme of a great equalitarian individualist, of 
a democrat who well understands that democracy cannot be 
exhausted by the meaningless principle that ' the people should 
rule', but that it must be based on faith in reason, and on humani­
tarianism. At the same time, they are an expression of true 
patriotism, of just pride in a city which had made it its task to 
set an example ; which became the school, not only of Hellas, 
but, as we know, of mankind, for millennia past and yet to come. 

Pericles' speech is not only a programme. It is also a defence, 
and perhaps even an attack. It reads, as I have already hinted, 
like a direct attack on Plato. I do not doubt that it was directed, 
not only against the arrested tribalism of Sparta, but also against 
the totalitarian ring or ' link ' at home ; against the movement 
for the paternal state, the Athenian ' Society of the Friends of 
Laconia' (as Th. Gomperz called them in 1902 32). The speech 
is the earliest 33 and at the same time perhaps the strongest 
statement ever made in opposition to this kind of movement. Its 
importance was felt by Plato, who caricatured Pericles' oration 
half a century later in the passages of the Republic 34 in which he 
attacks democracy, as well as in that undisguised parody, the 
dialogue called 1\tlenexenus or the Funeral Oration 35• But the friends 
of Laconia whom Pericles attacked retaliated long before Plato. 
Only five or six years after Pericles' oration, a pamphlet on the 
Constitution of Athens 3G was published by an unknown author 
(possibly Critias), now usually called the 'Old Oligarch'. This 
ingenious pamphlet, the oldest extant treatise on political theory, 
is, at the same time, perhaps the oldest monument of the desertion 
of mankind by its intellectual leaders. It is a ruthless attack 
upon Athens, written no doubt by one of her best brains. Its 
central idea, an idea which became an article of faith with 
Thucydides and Plato, is the close connection between naval 
imperialism and democracy. And it tries to show that there 
can be no compromise in a conflict between two worlds 37, the 
worlds o~ democracy and of oligarchy ; that only the use of 
ruthless vwlence, of total measures including the intervention of 
allies from outside (the Spartans), ~an put an end to the unholy 
rule of freedom. This remarkable pamphlet was to become the 
first of a practically infinite sequence of works on political 
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philosophy which wen; to repeat more or less, openly or covertly, 
the same theme down to our own day. Unwilling and unable to 
help mankind along their difficult path into an unknown future 
which they have to create for themselves, some of the' educated' 
tried to make them turn back into the past. Incapable of lead­
ing a new way, they could only make themselves leaders of the 
perennial revolt against freedom. It became the more necessary for 
them to assert their superiority by fighting against equality as 
they were (using Socratic language) misanthropists and miso­
logists-incapable of that simple and ordinary generosity 
which inspires faith in men, and faith in human reason and 
freedom. Harsh as this judgement may sound, it is just, I fear, 
if it is applied to those intellectual leaders of the revolt against 
freedom who came after the Great Generation, and especially 
after Socrates. We can now try to sec them against the back­
ground of our historical interpretation. 

The rise of philosophy itself can be interpreted, I think, as a 
response to the breakdown of the closed society and its magical 
beliefs. It is an attempt to replace the lost magical faith by a 
rational faith ; it modifies the tradition of passing on a theory 
or a myth by founding a new tradition-the tradition of challeng­
ing theories and myths and of critically discussing them 3s. (A 
significant point is that this attempt coincides with the spread 
of the so-called Orphic sects whose members tried to replace the 
lost feeling of unity by a new mystical religion.) The earliest 
philosophers, the three great Ionians and Pythagoras, were prob­
ably quite unaware of the stimulus to which they were reacting. 
They were the representatives as well as the unconscious antagon­
ists of a social revolution. The very fact that they founded 
schools or sects or orders, i.e. new social institutions or rather 
concrete groups with a common ~ife a~d con:mon functions, and 
modelled largely after those of an 1deahzed tnbc, proves that they 
were reformers in the social field, and therefore, that they were 
reacting to certain social needs. That they reacted to these needs 
and to their own sense of drift, not by imitating Hesiod in invent­
ing a historicist myth of destiny and decay 39, but by inventing 
the tradition of criticism and discussion, and with it the art of 
thinking rationally, is one of the inexplicable facts which stand 
at the beginning of our civilization. But even these rationalists 
reacted to the loss of the unity of tribalism in a largely emotional 
way. Their reasoning gives expression to their feeling of drift, 
to the strain of a development which was about to create our 
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individualistic civilization. One of the oldest expressions of this 
strain goes back to Anaximander ·10, the second of the Ionian 
philosophers. Individual existence appeared to him as hubris, 
as an impious act of injustice, as a wrongful act of usurpation, 
for which individuals must suffer, and do penance. The first 
to become conscious of the social revolution and the struggle of 
classes was Heraclitus. How he rationalized his feeling of drift 
by developing the first anti-democratic ideology and the first 
historicist philosophy of change and destiny, has been described 
in the second chapter of this book. Heraclitus was the first 
conscious enemy of the open society. 

Nearly all these early thinkers were labouring under a tragic 
and desperate strain 41 • The only exception is perhaps the 
monotheist Xenophanes 42 , who carried his burden courageously. 
We cannot blame them for their hostility towards the new develop­
ments in the way in which we may, to some extent, blame their 
successors. The new faith of the open society, the faith in man, 
in equalitarian justice, and in human reason, was perhaps begin­
ning to take shape, but it was not yet formulated. 

v 
The greatest contribution to this faith was to be made by 

Socrates, who died for it. Socrates was not a leader of Athenian 
democracy, like Pericles, or a theorist of the open society, like 
Protagoras. He was, rather, a critic of Athens and of her demo­
cratic institutions, and in this he may have borne a superficial 
resemblance to some of the leaders of the reaction against the open 
society. But there is no need for a man who criticizes democracy 
and democratic institutions to be their enemy, although both the 
democrats he criticizes, and the totalitarians who hope to profit 
from any disunion in the democratic camp, are likely to brand 
him as such. There is a fundamental difference between a 
democratic and a totalitarian criticism of democracy. Socrates' 
criticism was a democratic one, and indeed of the kind that is the 
very life of democracy. (Democrats who do not see the differ­
ence between a friendly and a hostile criticism of democracy are 
themselves imbued with the totalitarian spirit. Totalitarianism, 
of course, cannot consider any criticism as friendly, since every 
criticism of such an authority must challenge the principle of 
authority itself.) 

I have already mentioned some aspects of Socrates' teaching : 
his intellectualism, i.e. his equalitarian theory of human reason 
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as a universal medium of communication ; his stress on intel­
lectual honesty and self-criticism ; his equalitarian tl~e~ry . of 
justice, and his doctrine that it is better to be a victim o~ lllJUSl.tce 
than to inflict it upon others. I think it is this last doctnne winch 
can help us best to understand the core of his teaching, his cre~d 
of individualism, his belief in the human individual as an end m 
himself. 

The closed society, and with it its creed that the tribe is 
everything and the individual nothing, had broken down. 
Individual initiative and self-assertion had become a fact. 
Interest in the human individual as individual, and not only as 
tribal hero and saviour, had been aroused '13• But a philosophy 
which makes man the centre of its interest began only with 
Protagoras. And the belief that there is nothing more important 
in our life than other individual men, the appeal to men to 
respect one another and themselves, appears to be due to 
Socrates. 

Burnet has stressed 44 that it was Socrates who created the 
conception of the soul, a conception which had such an immense 
influence upon our civilization. I believe that there is much in 
this view, although I feel that its formulation may be misleading, 
especially the usc of the term ' soul ' ; for Socrates seems to have 
kept away from metaphysical theories as much as he could. His 
appeal was a moral appeal, and his theory of individuality (or 
of the ' soul ', if this word is preferred) is, I think, a moral and 
not a metaphysical doctrine. He was fighting, with the help of 
this doctrine, as always, against self-satisfaction and complacency. 
He demanded that individualism should not be merely the disso­
lution of tribalism, but that the individual should prove worthy 
of his liberation. This is why he insisted that man is not merely 
a piece of flesh-a body. There is more in man, a divine spark 
reason ; and a love of truth, of kindness, humaneness, a love of 
beauty and of goodness. It is these that make a man's life worth 
while. But if I am not merely a 'body', what am I, then? 
You are, first of all, intelligence, was Socrates' reply. It is your 
reason that makes you human ; that enables you to be more 
than a mere bundle of desires and wishes ; that makes you a 
self-sufficient individual and entitles you to claim that you are 
an end in yourself. Socrates' saying ' care for your souls ' is 
largely an appeal for intellectual honesty, just as the saying ' know 
thyself' is used by him to remind us of our intellectual limitations. 

These, Socrates insisted, are the things that matter. And 
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what he criticized in democracy and democratic statesmen was 
their inadequate realization of these things. He criticized them 
rightly for their lack of intellectual honesty, and for their obsession 
with power-politics 45 • \Vith his emphasis upon the human side 
of the political problem, he could not take much interest in 
institutional reform. It was the immediate, the personal aspect 
of the open society in which he was interested. He was mistaken 
when he considered himself a politician ; he was a teacher. 

But if Socrates was, fundamentally, the champion of the open 
society, and a friend of democracy, why, it may be asked, did he 
mix with anti-democrats? For we know that among his com­
panions were not only Alcibiades, who for a time went over to 
the side of Sparta, but also two of Plato's uncles, Critias who 
later became the ruthless leader of the Thirty Tyrants, and 
Charmides who became his lieutenant. 

There is more than one reply to this question. First we are 
told by Plato that Socrates' attack upon the democratic politicians 
of his time was carried out partly with the purpose of exposing 
the selfishness and lust for power of the hypocritical flatterers of 
the people, more particularly, of the young aristocrats who posed 
as democrats, but who looked upon the people as mere instruments 
of their lust for power 46 • This activity made him, on the one 
hand, attractive to some at least of the enemies of democracy ; 
on the other hand it brought him into contact with ambitious 
aristocrats of that very type. And here enters a second consider­
ation. Socrates, the moralist and individualist, would never 
merely attack these men. He would, rather, take a real interest 
in them, and he would hardly give them up without making a 
serious attempt to convert them. There arc many allusions to 
such attempts in Plato's dialogues. \Ve have reason, and this 
is a third consideration, to believe that Socrates, the teacher­
politician, even went out of his way to attract young men and 
to gain influence over them, especially when he considered them 
open to conversion, and thought that some day they might possibly 
hold offices of responsibility in their city. The outstanding 
example is, of course, Alcibiades, singled out from his very 
childhood as the great future leader of the Athenian empire. 
And Critias' brilliancy, ambition and courage made him one 
of the few likely competitors of Alcibiadcs. (He co-operated 
with Alcib~ades for a time, but later turned against him. It is 
not at all Improbable that the temporary co-operation was due 
to Socrates' influence.) From all we know about Plato's own 
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early and later political aspirations, it is more than likely that 
his relations with Socrates were of a similar kind 4 7 • Socrates, 
though one of the leading spirits of the open society, wa: not a 
party man. He would have worked in any circle \~here Ius :v~rk 
might have benefited his city. If he took interest m a prom~smg 
youth he was not to be deterred by oligarchic family connectiOns. 

But these connections were to cause his death. \Vhen the 
great war was lost, Socrates was accused of having educated the 
men who had betrayed democracy and conspired with the enemy 
to bring about the downfall of Athens. . 

The history of the Peloponnesian war and the fall of Athens IS 

still often told, under the influence of Thucydides' authority, in 
such a way that the defeat of Athens appears as the ultimate 
proof of the moral weaknesses of the democratic system. But 
this view is merely a tendentious distortion, and the well-known 
facts tell a very different story. The main responsibility for the 
lost war rests with the treacherous oligarchs who continuously 
conspired with Sparta. Prominent among these were three 
former disciples of Socrates, Alcibiades, Critias, and Charmides. 
After the fall of Athens in 404 B.c. the two latter became the 
leaders of the Thirty Tyrants, who were no more than a puppet 
government under Spartan protection. The fall of Athens, and 
the destruction of the walls, arc often presented as the final 
results of the great war which had started in 43 I B.c. But in 
this presentation lies a major distortion ; for the democrats fought 
on. At first only seventy strong, they prepared under the leader­
ship. of Thrasybulus and Anytus the liberation of Athens, where 
Cntlas was meanwhile killing scores of citizens ; during the 
eight months of his reign of terror the death-roll contained 
' rather a greater number of Athenians than the Pcloponnesians 
had killed during the last ten years of war' 48 • But after eight 
months (in 403 B.c.) Critias and the Spartan garrison were 
attacked and defeated by the democrats, who established them­
selves in the Piraeus, and both of Plato's uncles lost their lives 
in the battle. Their oligarchic followers continued for a time 
the re.ign of terror in the city of Athens itself, but their forces 
were m a state of confusion and dissolution. Having proved 
themse~ves incapable of ruling, they were ultimately abandoned 
by their Spartan protectors, who concluded a treaty with the 
democrats. The peace re-established democracy in Athens. 
Thus the democratic form of government had proved its 
superior strength under the most severe trials, and even its enemies 
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began to think it invincible. (Nine years later, after the battle 
of Cnidus, the Athenians could re-crect their walls. The defeat 
of democracy had turned into victory.) 

As soon as the restored democracy had re-established normal 
legal conditions "9 , a case was brought against Socrates. Its 
meaning was clear enough ; he was accused of having had his 
hand in the education of the most pernicious enemies of the state, 
Alcibiades, Critias, and Charmides. Certain difficulties for the 
prosecution were created by an amnesty for all political crimes 
committed before the re-establishment of the democracy. The 
charge could not therefore openly refer to these notorious cases. 
And the prosecutors probably sought not so much to punish 
Socrates for the unfortunate political events of the past which, as 
they knew well, had happened against his intentions ; their aim 
was, rather, to prevent him from continuing his teaching, which, 
in view of its effects, they could hardly regard otherwise than as 
dangerous to the state. For all these reasons, the charge was 
given the vague and rather meaningless form that Socrates was 
corrupting the youth, that he was impious, and that he had 
attempted to introduce novel religious practices into the state. 
(The latter two charges undoubtedly expressed, however clumsily, 
the correct feeling that in the ethico-religious field he was a 
revolutionary.) Because of the amnesty, the 'corrupted youth' 
could not be more precisely named, but everybody knew, of 
course, who was meant 50• In his defence, Socrates insisted that 
he had no sympathy with the policy of the Thirty, and that he 
had actually risked his life by defying their attempt to implicate 
him in one of their crimes. And he reminded the jury that 
among his closest associates and most enthusiastic disciples there 
was at least one ardent democrat, Chaerephon, who fought 
against the Thirty (and who was, it appears, killed in battle) 51• 

It is now usually recognized that Anytus, the democratic 
leader who backed the prosecution, did not intend to make a 
martyr of Socrates. The aim was to exile him. But this plan 
was defeated by Socrates' refusal to compromise his principles. 
That he w_anted to die, or that he enjoyed the role of martyr, I 
do not believe 52• He simply fought for what he believed to be 
right, and for his life's work. He had never intended to under­
mine democ~acy. In fact, he had tried to give it the faith it 
needed. Thts had been the work of his life. It was, he felt, 
serio~sly threatened. The betrayal of his former companions 
let hts work and himself appear in a light which must have 
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disturbed him deeply. He may even have welcomed the trial 
as an opportunity to prove that his loyalty to his city was 
unbounded. 

Socrates explained this attitude most carefully when he was 
given an opportunity to escape. Had he seized it, and become 
an exile, everybody would have thought him an opponent of 
democracy. So he stayed, and stated his reasons. This explana­
tion, his last will, can be found in Plato's Crito 53 • It is simple. 
If I go, said Socrates, I violate the laws of the state. Such an 
act would put me in opposition to the laws, and prove my 
disloyalty. It would do harm to the state. Only if I stay can 
I put beyond doubt my loyalty to the state, with its democratic 
laws, and prove that I have never been its enemy. There can 
be no better proof of my loyalty than my willingness to die for it. 

Socrates' death is the ultimate proof of his sincerity. His 
fearlessness, his simplicity, his modesty, his sense of proportion, 
his humour never deserted him. ' I am the gadfly that God 
has attached to this city ', he said in his Apology, ' and all day 
long and in all places I am always fastening upon you, arousing 
and persuading and reproaching you. You would not readily 
find another like me, and therefore I should advise you to spare 
me . . If you strike at me, as Anytus advises you, and rashly 
put me to death, ~hen. you will remain asleep for the rest of your 
lives, unless God m Ius care sends you another gadfly' s4. He 
showed that a man could die, not only for fate and fame and other 
grand things of this kind, but also for the freedom of critical 
thought, and for a self-respect which has nothing to do with 
self-importance or sentimentality. 

VI 

Socrates had only one worthy successor, his old friend 
Antisthenes, the last of the Great Generati?n. Plato, his most 
gifted disciple, was. soon to prove the least faithful. . He betrayed 
Socrates, just as Ius ~ncles ?ad ?one. . Th_ese, b~sidcs betraying 
Socrates had also tned to Implicate lum m their terrorist acts 
but the~ did not succeed, since he resisted. Plato tried t~ 
implicate Socrates in his grandiose attempt _to constr_uct the theory 
of the arrested society ; and he had no difficulty m succeeding, 
for Socrates was dead. 

I know of course that this judgement will seem outrageously 
harsh even to those who are critical of Plato 55• But if we look 
upon' the Apology and the Crito as Socrates' last will, and if we 
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compare these testaments of his old age with Plato's testament, 
the Laws, then it is difficult to judge otherwise. Socrates had been 
condemned, but his death was not intended by the initiators of 
the trial. Plato's Laws remedy this lack of intention. Here he 
elaborates coolly and carefully the theory of inquisition. Free 
thought, criticism of political institutions, teaching new ideas to 
the young, attempts to introduce new religious practices or even 
opinions, arc all pronounced capital crimes. In Plato's state, 
Socrates might have never been given the opportunity of defend­
ing himself publicly ; and he certainly would have been handed 
over to the secret Nocturnal Council for the purpose of ' attend­
ing ' to his diseased soul, and finally for punishing it. 

I cannot doubt the fact of Plato's betrayal, nor that his use 
of Socrates as the main speaker of the Republic was the most 
successful attempt to implicate him. But it is another question 
whether this attempt was conscious. 

In order to understand Plato we must visualize the whole 
contemporary situation. After the Peloponnesian war, the strain 
of civilization was felt as strongly as ever. The old oligarchic 
hopes were still alive, and the defeat of Athens had even tended 
to encourage them. The class struggle continued. Yet Critias' 
attempt to destroy democracy by carrying out the programme of 
the Old Oligarch had failed. It had not failed through lack of 
determination ; the most ruthless use of violence had been 
unsuccessful, in spite of favourable circumstances in the shape 
of powerful support from victorious Sparta. Plato felt that a 
complete reconstruction of the programme was needed. The 
Thirty had been beaten in the realm of power politics largely 
because they had offended the citizens' sense of justice. The 
defeat had been largely a moral defeat. The faith of the Great 
Generation had proved its strength. The Thirty had nothing 
of this kind to offer ; they were moral nihilists. The programme 
of the Old Oligarch, Plato felt, could not be revived without 
basing it upon another faith, upon a persuasion which re-affirmed 
the old values of tribalism, opposing them to the faith of the open 
society. lvfen must be taught that Justice is inequaliry, and that the 
tribe, the collective, stands higher than the individual 56• But 
since Socrates' faith was too strong to be challenged openly, Plato 
was driven to re-interpret it as a faith in the closed society. This 
was difficult ; but it was not impossible. For had not Socrates 
been killed by the democracy ? Had not democracy lost any 
right to claim him? And had not Socrates always criticized 
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multitude as well as its leaders for thc1r lack of 
th anonymous . 

. e ? It was not so very difficult, moreover, to rc-mtcrprct 
wtsdom. having recommended the rule of the 'educated', 
Socrates as . · · PI I 

1 d Philosophers. In tlus mtcrpretatwn, ato was muc 1 
the carne . f I 

d when he discovered that It was also part o t 1e 
encourage 1 · 

· t Pythagorean creed · and most of all, when he founc , m anCien ' 
Archytas of Tarentum, a Pythagorean sage as well ~s a great 

d successful statesman. Here, he felt, was the solutiOn of the 
a.~dle. Had not Socrates himself encouraged his disciples to 
narticipate in politics? Did this not mean that he wanted the 
~nlightened, the wise, to rule ? What a difference between the 
crudity of the ruling mob of Athens and the dignity of an 
Archytas ! Surely Socrates, who had never stated his solution of 
the constitutional problem, must have had Pythagorcanism in 
mind. 

In this way Plato may have found that it was possible to give 
by degrees a new meaning to the teaching of the most influential 
member of the Great Generation, and to persuade himself that 
an opponent whose overwhelming strength he would never have 
dared to attack directly, was an ally. This, I believe, is the 
simplest interpretation of the fact that Plato retained Socrates 
as his main speaker even after he had departed so widely from 
his teaching that he could no longer deceive himself about this 
deviation 57• But it is not the whole story. He felt, I believe, 
in the depth of his soul, that Socrates' teaching was very different 
indeed from this presentation, and that he was betraying Socrates. 
And I think that Plato's continuous efforts to make Socrates 
re-interpret himself arc at the same time Plato's efforts to quiet 
his own bad conscience. By trying again and again to prove that 
his teaching was only the logical development of the true Socratic 
doctrine, he tried to persuade himself that he was not a traitor. 

In reading Plato we are, I feel, witnesses of an inner conflict 
of a truly titanic struggle in Plato's mind. Even his famou~ 
' fastidious reserve, the suppression of his own personality ' ss, or 
rather, the attempted suppression-for it is not at all difficult to 
read between the lines-is an expression of this strucrcrle. And 
I b~lie~c that Pl.ato's influence can partly be cxplai~~d by the 
fascmatton of thts conflict between two worlds in one soul a 

' struggle whose powerful repercussions upon Plato can be felt 
under that surface of fastidious reserve. This struggle touches 
our feelings, for it is still going on within ourselves. Plato was 
the child of a time which is still our own. (\Ve must not forget 
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that it is, after all, only a century since the abolition of slavery 
in the United States, and even less since the abolition of serfdom 
in Central Europe.) Nowhere does this inner struggle reveal 
itself more clearly than in Plato's theory of the soul. That Plato, 
with his longing for unity and harmony, visualized the structure 
of the human soul as analogous to that of a class-divided society 59 

shows how deeply he must have suffered. 
Plato's greatest conflict arises from the deep impression made 

upon him by the example of Socrates, but his own oligarchic 
inclinations strive only too successfully against it. In the field 
of rational argument, the struggle is conducted by using the 
argument of Socrates' humanitarianism against itself. \.Yhat 
appears to be the earliest example of this kind can be found in 
the Euthyphro 00• I am not going to be like Euthyphro, Plato 
assures himself; I shall never take it upon myself to accuse my 
own father, my own venerated ancestors, of having sinned against 
a law and a humanitarian morality which is on the level of 
vulgar piety. Even if they took human life, it was, after all, only 
the lives of their own serfs, who arc no better than criminals ; and 
it is not my task to judge them. Did not Socrates show how hard 
it is to know what is right and wrong, pious and impious? And 
was he not himself prosecuted for impiety by these so-called 
humanitarians? Other traces of Plato's struggle can, I believe, 
be found in nearly every place where he turns against humani­
tarian ideas, especially in the Republic. His evasiveness and his 
resort to scorn in combating the equalitarian theory of justice, 
his hesitant preface to his defence of lying, to his introduction of 
racialism, and to his definition ofjustice, have all been mentioned 
in previous chapters. But perhaps the clearest expression of the 
conflict can be found in the 1Vlenexenus, that sneering reply to 
Pericles' funeral oration. Here, I feel, Plato rrives himself away. 
In spite of his attempt to hide his feelinrrs behi~d irony and scorn, 

I i:l • 1 ' he cannot Jut show how deeply he was impressed by Penc es 
sentiments. This is how Plato makes his ' Socrates ' maliciously 
describe the impression made upon him by Pericles' oration : 
' A feeling of exultation stays with me for more than three days ; 
not until the fourth or fifth day, and not without an effort, do 
I come to my senses and realize where I am.' s1 \Vho can doubt 
that Plato reveals here how seriously he was impressed by the 
creed of the open society, and how hard he had to struggle to 
come to his senses and to realize where he was-namely, in the 
camp of its enemies. 
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VII 

Plato's strongest argument in this struggle was, I believe, 
sincere : According to the humanitarian creed, he argued, we 
should be ready to help our neighbours. The people need help 
badly, they arc unhappy, they labour under a severe strain, a 
sense of drift. There is no certainty, no security 02 in life, when 
everything is in flux. I am ready to help them. But I cannot 
make them happy without going to the root of the evil. 

And he found the root of the evil. It is the 'Fall of IVIan ', 
the breakdown of the closed society. This discovery convinced 
him that the Old Oligarch and his followers had been funda­
mentally right in favouring Sparta against Athens, and in aping 
the Spartan programme of arresting change. But they had not 
gone far enough ; their analysis had not been carried sufficiently 
deep. They had not been aware of the fact, or had not cared 
for it, that even Sparta showed signs of decay, in spite of its 
heroic effort to arrest all change ; that even Sparta had been 
half-hearted in her attempts at controlling breeding in order to 
eliminate the causes of the Fall, the ' variations ' and ' irregu­
larities' in the number as well as the quality of the ruling race 63. 

(Plato realized that population increase was one of the causes of 
the Fall.) Also, the Old Oligarch and his followers had thought, 
in their superficiality, that with the help of a tyranny, such as 
that of the Thirty, they would be able to restore the good old 
days. Plato knew better. The great sociologist saw clearly that 
these tyrannies were supported by, and that they were kindling 
in their turn, the modern revolutionary spirit ; that they were 
forced to make concessions to the equalitarian cravings of the 
people ; and that they had indeed played an important part in 
the breakdown of tribalism. Plato hated tyranny. Only hatred 
can see as sharply as he did in his famous description of the tyrant. 
?n.Iy a genuine enemy of tyranny could say that tyrants must 

stir up one war after another in order to make the people feel 
the need of a general' , of a saviour from extreme danger. 
Tyranny, Plato insisted, was not the solution, nor any of the 
current. oligarchies. Although it is imperative to keep the 
people m their place, their suppression is not an end in itself. 
The :nd must be the complete return to nature, a complete 
clcanmg of the canvas. 

The difference between Plato's theory on the one hand, and 
that of the Old Oligarch and the Thirty on the other, is due to 
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the influence of the Great Generation. Individualism, equali­
tarianism, faith in reason and love of freedom were new, powerful, 
and, from the point of view of the enemies of the open society, 
dangerous sentiments that had to be fought. Plato had himself 
felt their influence, and, within himself, he had fought them. 
His answer to the Great Generation was a truly great effort. 
It was an effort to close the door which had been opened, and 
to arrest society by casting upon it the spell of an alluring 
philosophy, unequalled in depth and richness. In the political 
field he added but little to the old oligarchic programme against 
which Pericles had once argued 6 ·1• But he discovered, per­
haps unconsciously, the great secret of the revolt against freedom, 
formulated in our own day by Pareto 65 : ' To take advantage 
of sentiments, not wasting one's energies in futile efforts to destroy them.' 
Instead of showing his hostility to reason, he charmed all intel­
lectuals with his brilliance, flattering and thrilling them by his 
demand that the learned should rule. Although arguing against 
justice he convinced all righteous men that he was its advocate. 
Not even to himself did he fully admit that he was combating 
the freedom of thought for which Socrates had died ; and by 
making Socrates his champion he persuaded all others that he 
was fighting for it. Plato thus became, unconsciously, the pioneer 
of the many propagandists who, often in good faith, developed 
the technique of appealing to moral, humanitarian sentiments, 
for anti-humanitarian, immoral purposes. And he achieved the 
somewhat surprising effect of convincing even great humani­
tarians of the immorality and selfishness of their creed 66• I do 
not doubt that he succeeded in persuading himself. He trans­
figured his hatred of individual initiative, and his wish to arrest 
all change, into a love of justice and temperance, of a heavenly 
state in which everybody is satisfied and happy and in which the 
crudity of money-grabbing 67 is replaced by laws of generosity 
and friendship. This dream of unity and beauty and perfection, 
this <estheticism and holism and collectivism, is the product as 
well as the symptom of the lost group spirit of tribalism 68• It 
is the expression of, and an ardent appeal to, the sentiments of 
those who suffer from the strain of civilization. (It is part of the 
strain that we are becoming more and more painfully aware of 
the grcss imperfections in our life, of personal as well as of institu­
tional imperfection ; of avoidable suffering, of waste an~ ~f 
unnecessary ugliness ; and at the same time of the fact that It It 
not impossible for us to do something about all this, but that 
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such improvements would be just as hard to achi_eve as they are 
important. This awareness increases th_e stram of personal 
responsibility, of carrying the cross of bemg human.) 

VIII 

Socrates had refused to compromise his personal integrity. 
Plato, with all his uncompromising canvas-cleaning, was led 
along a path on which he compromised his integrity with every 
step he took. He was forced to combat free thought, and the 
pursuit of truth. He was led to defend lying, political miracles, 
tabooistic superstition, the suppression of truth, and ultimately, 
brutal violence. In spite of Socrates' warning against mis­
anthropy and misology, he was led to distrust man and to fear 
argument. In spite of his own hatred of tyranny, he was led 
to look to a tyrant for help, and to defend the most tyrannical 
measures. By the internal logic of his anti-humanitarian aim, 
the internal logic of power, he was led unawares to the same 
point to which once the Thirty had been led, _and at which, later, 
his friend Dio arrived, and others among his numerous tyrant­
disciples 69. He did not succeed in arresting social change. 
(Only much later, in the dark ages, was it arrested by the magic 
spell of the Platonic-Aristotelian essentialism.) Instead, he suc­
ceeded in binding himself, by his own spell, to powers which 
once he had hated. 

The lesson which we thus should learn from Plato is the exact 
opposite of what he tries to teach us. It is a lesson which must 
not be forgotten. Excellent as Plato's sociologica diagnosis was 
his own development proves that the therapy he recommended 
is worse than the evil he tried to combat. Arresting political 
change is not the remedy; it cannot bring happiness. We can 
never return to the alleged innocence and beauty of the closed 
society 70• Our dream of heaven cannot be realized on earth. 
One~ :v.e begin to rely upon our reason, and to use our powers 
of cntiCism, once we feel the call of personal responsibilities and 
with it, the responsibility of helping to advance knowledg~, we 
cannot return to a state of implicit submission to tribal magic. 
~or those who have eaten of the tree of knowledge, paradise 
IS lost. The more we try to return to the heroic age of tribalism, 
the more surely do we arrive at the Inquisition, at the Secret 
Police, and at a romanticized gangsterism. Beginning with the 
suppression of reason and truth, we must end with the most brutal 
and violent destruction of all that is human 71• There is 110 return 
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to a harmonious state of nature. If we tum back, then we must go the 
whole waJ•-we must return to the beasts. 

It is an issue which we must face squarely, hard though it 
may be for us to do so. If we dream of a return to our child­
hood, if we arc tempted to rely on others and so be happy, if 
we shrink from the task of carrying our cross, the cross of 
humaneness, of reason, of responsibility, if we lose courage and 
flinch from the strain, then we must try to fortify ourselves with 
a clear understanding of the simple decision before us. 'Ve can 
return to the beasts. But if we wish to remain human, then 
there is only one way, the way into the open society. \•Ve must 
go on into the unknown, the uncertain and insecure, using what 
reason we may have to plan as well as we can for both, security 
and freedom. 



NOTES 

GENERAL REMARKS. The text of the book is self-contained and may be 
read without these Notes. However, a considerable amount of material 
which is likely to interest all readers of the book will be found here, as well 
as some references and controversies which may not be of general interest. 
Readers who wish to consult the notes for the sake of this material may find 
it convenient first to read without interruption through the text of a chapter, 
and then to turn to the Notes. 

I wish to apologize for the perhaps excessive number of cross references 
which have been included for the benefit of those readers who take a special 
interest in one or other of the side issues touched upon (such as Plato's 
preoccupation with racialism, or the Socratic Problem). Knowing that .war 
conditions would make it impossible for me to read the proofs, I decided 
to refer not to pages but to note numbers. Accordingly, references to the 
text have been indicated by notes such as : ' cp. text to note 24 to chapter 3 ', 
etc. \Nar conditions also restricted library facilities, making it impossible for 
me to obtain a number of books, some recent and some not, which would 
have been consulted in normal circumstances. 

*Notes which make use of material which was not available to me when 
writing the manuscript for the first edition of this book (and other notes 
which I wish to characterize as having been added to the book since 1943) 
are enclosed by asterisks ; not all new additions to the notes have, however, 
been so marked.* 

NOTE TO THE INTRODUCTION 

For Kant's motto, see note 41 to chapter 24, and text. 
The terms ' oj;en society ' and ' closed society ' were first used, to my know­

ledge. by Henri Bergson, in Two Sources of Morality and Religion (Engl. ed. 
1 ~35). In spite of a considerable difference (due to a fundamentall; 
different ~pproach to nearly every problem of philosophy) between Bergson's 
wa~ of usmg these terms and mine, there is a certain similarity also which 
I Wis.h to acknowledge. (Cp. Bergson's characterization of the closed 'society 
op .. czt., :P· 229, as 'human s~ciety. fresh from the ~an?s of nature'.) Th~ 
m~m ?1fference, however, IS this. My terms md1cate, as it were a 
ratzo~alzst distinction ; the closed society is characterized by the belief in 
magical taboos, while the open society is one in which men have learned to 
be ~o some. extent critical of taboos, and to base decisions on the authority of 
tl;e1r own I.n~elligence (after discussion). Bergson, on the other hand, has a 
k~nd of relzgzous distinction in mind. This explains why he can look upon 
his open society as the product of a mystical intuition, while I suggest (in 
chapters 10 and 24) that mysticism may be interpreted as an expression of 
the longing for the lost unity of the closed society, and therefore as a reaction 
against the rationalism of the open society. From the way my term 'The 
Open Society' is used in chapter 10, it may be seen that there is some resem-

202 
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blancc to Graham \Vallas' term ' The Great Society ' ; but my term may 
cover a 'small society ' too, as it were, like that of Periclean Athens, while 
it is perhaps conceivable that a ' Great Society' may be arrested and thereby 
closed. There is also, perhaps, a similarity between my ' open society' and 
the term used by \Valtcr Lippmann as the title of his most admirable book, 
The Good Society (1937). See also notes 59 (2) to chapter 10 and notes 29, 
32, and s8 to chapter 24, and text. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER 1 

For Pericles' motto, sec note 31 to chapter 10, and text. Plato's motto 
is discussed in some detail in notes 33 and 34 to chapter 6, and text. 

1 I usc the term ' collectivism ' only for a doctrine which emphasizes tl~c 
significance of some collective or group, for instance, ' the state' (or a certam 
state ; or a nation ; or a class) as against that of the individual. The problem 
of collectivism versus individualism is explained more fully in chapter. 6, 
below ; sec especially notes 26 to 28 to that chapter, and tcxt.-Concc~·mng 
' tribalism', cp. chapter 10, and especially note 38 to that chapter (hst of 
Pythagorean tribal taboos). . 

2 This means that the interpretation does not convey any empincal 
information, as shown in my Logik der Forschung (1935). 

3 One of the features which the doctrines of the chosen people, the chosen 
race, and the chosen class have in common is that they originated, and became 
important, as reactions against some kind of oppression. The doctrine of t.he 
chosen people became important at the time of the foundation of the Jewish 
church, i.e. during the Babylonian captivity ; Count Gobincau's theory of 
the Aryan master race was a reaction of the aristocratic emigrant to t~c 
claim that the French Revolution had successfully expelled the Tcutomc 
masters. :tvlarx's prophecy of the victory of the proletariat is his reply to 
one of the most sinister periods of oppression and exploitation in modern 
history. Compare with these matters chapter 10, especially note 39, and 
chapter q, especially notes 13-15, and text. 

* One of the briefest and best summaries of the historicist creed can be 
found in the radically historicist pamphlet which is quoted more fully ~t the 
end of note 12 to chapter g, entitled Christians ill the Class Struggle, by <?ilb.ert 
Cope, Foreword by the Bishop of Bradford. (' Magnificat' Pubhcat1on 
No. 1, Published by the Council of Clergy and Ministers for Common Owner­
ship, 1942,28, :Maypole Lane, Birmingham 14.) Here we read, on PP· s-~,: 
'Common to all these views is a certain quality of" inevitability plus frccdo~ . · 
Biological evolution, the class conflict succession, the action of the Holy Spmt 
-all three arc characterized by a definite motion towards an end. ~hat 
motion may be hindered or deflected for a time by deliberate human actiOn, 
but its gathering momentum cannot be dissipated, and though the final 
stage is but dimly apprehended, . .' it is ' possible to know enough about 
the process to help forward or to delay the inevitable flow. In other words, 
the natural laws of what we observe to be " progress " are sufficiently 
understood by men so that they can .. either . . make efforts to arrest 
or divert the main stream-efforts which may seem to be successful for a 
time, but which arc in fact foredoomed to failure.'* 

4 Hegel said that, in his Logic, he had preserved the whole of Heraclitus' 
teaching. He also said that he owed everything to Plato.* It may be worth 
mentioning that Ferdinand von Lassalle, one of the founders of the German 
social democratic movement (and, like Marx, a Hegelian), wrote two volumes 
on Heraclitus.* 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 2 

1 The question ' What is the world made of? ' is more or less generally 
accepted as the fundamental problem of the carl">: Ionian philos<;>phcrs. I 
we assume that they viewed the world as an cd1fice, the questiOn of the 
ground-plan of the world would be complementary to tha.t of its b~ilding 
material. And indeed, we hear that Thalcs was not only mtcrcstcd m the 
stuff the world is made of, but also in descriptive astronomy and geography, 
and that Anaximandcr was the first to draw up a ground-plan, i.e. a map 
of the earth. Some further remarks on the Ionian school (and especially 
on Anaximander as predecessor of Heraclitus) will be found in chapter 10; 
cp. notes gB-40 to that chapter, especially note 39· 

* According to R. Eisler, J¥eltcnmantcl rmd Himmels::.clt, p. 6g3, Homer's 
feeling of destiny (' moira') can be traced b<l;ck to oriental astral mysticism 
which deifies time, space, and fate. Accordmg to the same author (Revue 
de Synthese Historique, 41, app., p. r6 f.), Hcsiod's father was a native of Asia 
Minor and the sources of his idea of the Golden Age, and the metals in man 
are oriental. (Cp. on this question Eisler's forthcoming posthumous study 
of Plato Oxford 1950.) Eisler also shows (Jesus Basi/eus, vol. II, 6rB f.) that 
the ide; of the world as a totality of things (' cosmos ') goes back to Baby­
lonian political theory. The idea of the world as an edifice (a house or 
tent) is treated in his Weltenmantel. * 

2 Sec Diels, Die Vorsocratiker, 5th edition, 1934 (abbreviated here as 'ns ') 
fragment 124; cp. also D 5, vol. II, p. 423, lines 21 f. (The interpolated 
negation seems to me methodologically as unsound as the attempt of certain 
authors to discredit the fragment altogether ; apart from this, I follow 
Riistow's emendation.) For the two other quotations in this paragraph, 
see Plato, Cratylus, 401d, 402ajb. 

My interpretation of the teaching of Heraclitus is perhaps different from 
that commonly assumed at present, for instance from that of Burnet. Those 
who may feel doubtful whether it is at all tenable arc referred to my notes 
especially t~e ~resent note. and notes 6! 7, and 11, in which I am dealing 
wrth Hcrachtus natural philosophy, havmg confined my text to a presentation 
of the historicist aspect of Hera.ciitus' teaching and to his social philosophy. 
I further re~er them t<;> the evrdc?ce, of ~haptcrs 4 to g, and especially uf 
chapter 10, ~~ whose l~ght Heracht~s phrlosol?hy, as. I sec it, appears as a 
somewhat typrcal reactron to the socml rcvolut1on wluch he witnessed. Cp. 
also the notes 39 and 59 to that chapter (and text), and the general criticism 
of Burnet's and Taylor's methods in note 56. 

As indicated in the text, I .hold (wi.th many others, for instance, with 
Zeller :;nd Grote) that the do~trmc of umvcrsal flux i? the central doctrine of 
Heraclitus. As opposed to tl1JS, Burnet holds that th1s ' is hardly the cent 1 
point in the. systc~' of H~raclitus (cp. Early Greek Philosophy, 2nd cd., r6;). 
But a close 1nspcct10n of h1s arguments (15B f.) leaves me quite unconvinc d 
that Heraclitus' fundamental discovery was the abstract metaphysical doctric 
' that w!sdom ~s not the k~owledge <;>f m,any things, but the perception oft~: 
underlymg umty of warrmg opposrtcs , as Burnet puts it. The unity of 
opposites is certainly an important part of Heraclitus' teaching but it can 
be derived (as far a~ such things can be derived ; cp. note II to ~his chapter, 
and the correspondmg text) from the more concre.te and intuitively under­
standable theory of flux ; and the same can be sa1d of Heraclitus' doctrine 
of the fire (cp. note 7 to this chapter). 

Those who suggest, with Burnet, that the doctrine of universal flux was 
not new, but anticipated by the earlier Ionians, arc, I feel unconscious 
witnesses to J:Ieracl.itus' originality ; for they fai.l now, after 2:400 years, to 
grasp his mam pomt. They do not see the drfference between a flux or 
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circulation within a vessel or an edifice or a cosmic framework, i.e. within a 
totality of things (part of the Hcraclitcan theory can indeed be understood in 
this way, but only that part of it which is not very original ; sec below), 
and a universal flux which embraces everything, c\·en the vessel, the framework 
itself (cp. Lucian in D 5 I, p. 190) and which is described by Heraclitus' 
denial of the existence of any fixed thing whatever. (In a way, Anaximander 
had made a beginning by dissolving the framework, but there was still a 
long way from this to the theory of universal flux. Cp. also note 15 (4) 
to chapter 3.) 

The doctrine of universal flux forces Heraclitus to attempt an c..xplanation 
of the ajJJJarCilt stabilil)• of the things in this world, and of other typical 
regularities. This attempt leads him to the development of subsidiary theories, 
especially to his doctrine of fire (cp. note 7 to this chapter) and of natural 
laws (cp. note 6). It is in this explanation of the apparent stability of the 
world that he makes much usc of the theories of his predecessors by developing 
their theory of rarefaction and condensation, together with their doctrine of 
the revolution of the heavens, into a general theory of the circulation of matter, 
and of periodicity. But this part of his teaching, I hold, is not central to it, 
but subsidiary. It is, so to speak, apologetic, for it attempts to reconcile the 
new and revolutionary doctrine of flux with common experience as well as 
with the teaching of his predecessors. I believe, therefore, that he is not a 
mechanical materialist who teaches something like the conservation and 
circulation of matter and of energy ; this view seems to me to be excluded by 
his magical attitude towards laws as well as by his theory of the unity of 
opposites which emphasizes his mysticism. 

My contention that the universal flux is the central theory of Heraclitus 
is, I believe, corroborated by Plato. The overwhelming majority of his 
explicit references to Heraclitus (Crat., 401d, 402ajb, 411,437 fl:, 440; Tlzeaet., 
153C/d, 16od, 177C, 179d f., 182a IT., 183a ff., cp. also Symp., 207d, Phil., 
43a; cp. also Aristotle's J\letajJh)'Sics, g87a33, 1010a13, 1078b13) witness to 
the tremendous impression made by this central doctrine upon the thinkers 
of that period. These straightforward and clear testimonies are much 
stronger than the admittedly interesting passage which docs not mention 
Heraclitus' name (Soph., 242d f., quoted already, in connection with Heraclitus, 
by Uebcrwcg and Zeller), on which Burnet attempts to base his interpretation. 
(His other witness, Philo Judaeus, cannot count much as against the evidence 
of Plato and Aristotle.) But even this passage agrees completely with our 
interpretation. (vVith regard to Burnet's somewhat wavering judgement 
c?ncerning the value of this passage, cp. note 56 (7) to chapter 10.) Heraclitus' 
discovery that the world is not the totality of things but of events or facts is not 
at all t.rivial ; this can be perhaps gauged by the fact that \Vittgcnstein has 
found It necessary to reaffirm it quite recently : ' The world is the totality 
of fact~, 1~01 of .things.' (Cp. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 1921/22, sentence 
1.1 ; Italics mme.) 

To sum up. I consider the doctrine of universal f!tLx as fundamental, and 
as e~erging f:om th.e realm of Heraclitus' social experiences. All other 
do~trme~ of his ar~ m a way subsidiary to it. The doctrine of fire (cp. 
Anstotle s i\1efaphyszcs, 9~4a7, w67a2; also g8ga2, gg6ag, 1001a15; Pll)•sics, 
~o?a3) I COilS!dcr to be Ius central doctrine in the field of natural philosophy ; 
It ~s an att~mpt ~o reconcile the doctrine of flux with our experience of stable 
thmgs, a lmk wrth the older theories of circulation and it leads to a theory 
of laws. And the doctrine of the unity of oppositds I consider as something 
less. central and more abstract, as a forerunner of a kind of logical or methodo­
logr~al. theory (as such it inspired Aristotle to formulate his law of con­
tradrctwn), and as linked to his mysticism. 

3 W. Nestle, Die Vorsokratiker (rgo5), 35• 
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• In order to facilitate the identification of the fragments quoted, give 

the numbers of Bywater's edition (adopted, in his English translation of the 
fragments, by Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy), and also the numbers of Dicls' 
sth edition. 

Of the eight passages quoted in the present paragraph, (1) and (2) arc 
from the fragments B 114 (= Bywater, and Burnet), D 5 121 (= Dicls, 
sth edition). The others arc from the fragments: (3) B II I, DG 29; 
cp. Plato's Republic, s86a/b ... (4) : B III, D 6 I04 ... (s) : B I I2, 
D 5 39 (cp. DG, vol. I, p. 65, Bias, I) ... (6) : B 5, D 5 17 ... (7) : B 110, 
D 6 33 ... (8) : B IOO, D 5 44· 

& The three passages quoted in this paragraph arc from the fragments : 
(1) and (2) : cp. B 4I, D 6 91 ; for {I) cp. also note 2 to this chapter. (3) : 
DG 74· 

6 The two passages arc B 21, D 6 31 ; and B 22, DG go. 
1 For Heraclitus' ' measures' (or laws, or periods), see B 20 21 23 29 . 

b . ' ' d ' I ' (l ) ' ' ' ' ns 30, 31 , 94· (D 31 rmgs mc~surc. an aw ogos together.) 
The five passages quoted later m this paragraph arc from the fragments . 

(I): ns, vol. I, p. 141, line 10. (Cp. Diog. Laert., IX, 7.) ... (2): B 29· 
ns 94 (cp. note 2 to chapter 5) .. · (3) : B 34, D 5 Ioo ... (4) : B 20: 

ns go ... (5) : B 26,. D 5 66. . . 
( 1) The idea of law 1s correlatwe t~ that of change or fl~'. smcc only Jaws or 

regularities within the fl~. can .explam the apl?arcnt stability of the world. 
The most typical regulanhcs withm the changmg world known to man are 
the natural periods : the d!'ly, the ~oon-mo.nth, a?d the year (the seasons). 
Heraclitus' theory of law IS, I believe, logically mtcrmediatc between the 
comparatively modc.rn views of '.causal ,laws ' (held by Lcucippus and 
especially by Democntus) and Anax1mandcr s dark powers of fate. Heraclitus' 
laws are still 'magical', i.e. he has not yet distinguished between abstract 
causal regularities and laws enforced, like taboos, by sanctions (with this 
cp. chapter 5, note 2). It appears that his theory of fate was connected with 
a theory of a 'Great Year' or 'Great Cycle' of 18,ooo or 36,ooo ordinary 
years. (Cp. for instance J: Adam's ~clition o~ The .Ref?ubl~c of Plato, vol. II, 
303.) I certain!~ do ~ot thu;k that th1s theory IS ~n md.1cat10;t that Heraclitus 
did not really believe m a umv;;sal flux, but only m vanous circulations which 
always re-established t~c stabiii.t">': of the framework ; but I think it possible 
that he had difficulties m conceivmg a law of change, and even of fate th 
than one involving a certain amount of periodicity. (Cp. also not~ 06 ~~ 
chapter 3.) 

(2) Fire plays a central role in Heraclitus' philosophy of nature. (Th 
may be some Persian influence here.) The flame is the obvious symbol ~re 
flux or process which afJpears in maTry respects as a thing. It thus cxpla· 0tl a 

• f bl h" d ") h" . InS lC expenence o sta c t mgs, an rcconci es t IS cxpcncnce with the d t .· 
of flux. This idea can easily be extended to living bodies which a~c ~~~c 
flames, only burning more slowly. Heraclitus teaches that all thinge ~ e 
in flux, all are like fire ; their flux has only different ' measures , 0 sl re 

· Th ' b I ' ' t h ' · I · h 1 fi r aws of motiOn. e ow or roug m w uc t 1e Ire burns will be · 
much slower flux than the fire, but it will be in flux nevertheless. It cha m a 
it has its fate and its Ia~, it must ~e burn~d into by the fire, and consu~gc~: 
even if it takes a longer time before 1ts fate 1s fulfilled. Thus, 'in its ad van 
the fire will judge and convict everything' (B 26, ns 66). ce, 

Accordingly, the fire is the symbol and the explanation of the apparent 
rest of things in spite of their real state of flux. But it is also a symbol of the 
transmutation of matter from one stage (fuel) into another. It thus provides 
the link between Heraclitus' intuitive theory of nature and the theories of 
rarefaction and condensation, etc., of his predecessors. But its flaring up and 
dying down, in accordance with the measure of fuel provided, is also an 
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instance of a law. If this is combined with some form of periodicity, then it 
can be used to explain the regularities of natural periods, such as days or yc~rs. 
(This trend of thought renders it ~nli~ely ~hat. Burnet i~ ri?ht in disbelic'-:mg 
the traditional reports of Heraclitus bchef m a pcnod1cal conflagratt~n, 
which was probably connected with his Great Year; cp. Aristotle, Plz)'Szcs, 
205a3 with D5 66.) 

s The thirteen passages quoted in this paragraph arc from the fragments. 
(I): B IO, D5 I23 ... (2): B II, D' 93 ... (3): B I6, D' 40 ... (4) : 
B 94, D' 73 ... (5) : B 95, D5 89 ... with (.l) and (5), cp. Plato's Republic, 
476C f., and 520C ... (6) : B 6, D 5 I9 ... (7) : B 3· ns 34 ... (8) : 
B Ig, D' 4I ... (g) : B 92, D" 2 ... (Io) : B gia, D5 I I3 ... (I I) : 
B 59, D 5 Io ... (I2) : B 65, D5 32 : . ·. (I3) : B 2~, D~ 64. . 

0 More consistent than most moral h1stonc1sts, Hcracl1tus IS also an eth1cal 
and juridical positivist (for this term, cp. chapter 5) : 'All things are,. to the 
gods fair and good and right · men however, have taken up some dungs as 
wro~g, and some as right.' '(ns I~2, B 6I ; sec passage (8) in note I I.) 
That he was the first juridical positivist is attested by Plato (Theact., I7ic/d). 
On moral and juridical positivism in general, cp. chapter 5 (text to notes I4-18) 
and chapter 22. 

IO The two passages quoted in this paragraph arc : (I) : B 44· D5 53 ..• 
(2) : B 62, D 5 8o. 

11 The nine passages quoted in this paragraph arc: (I) : B 39, D 5 126 
... (2) : B I04, D 5 I I I ... (3) : B 78, D 5 88 ... (4) : B 45· D 5 51 
... (5) : D 5 8 ... (6) : B 69, D 5 Go ... (7) : B so, D 5 59 ... (8) : 
B 6I, D 5 102 (cp. note 9) ... (g) : B 57, D 5 58. (Cp. Aristotle, Physics, 
I85b2o.) 

Flux or change must be the transition from one stage or property or 
position to another. In so far as flux presupposes something that changes, 
this something must remain identically the same, even though it assumes an 
opposite stage or property or position. This links the theory of flux to that 
of the unity of opposites (cp. Aristotle, l'v!etaphysics, 1005b25, I024a24 and 34, 
1062a32, 1063a25) as well as the doctrine of the oneness of all things ; they 
are all only different phases or appearances of the one changing something 
(of fire). 

'Whether ' the path that leads up ' and ' the path that leads down ' were 
originally conceived as an ordinary path leading first up a mountain, and 
later down again (or perhaps : leading up from the point of view of the man 
who is down, and down from that of the man who is up), and whether this 
metaphor was only later applied to the processes of circulation, to the path 
that leads up from earth through water (perhaps liquid fuel in a bowl ?) to 
the fire, and down again from the fire through the water (rain?) to earth ; 
or. whether Her~clitus'. path up and down was originally applied by hi~ to 
th1s process of c1rculat10n of matter · all this can of course not be decided. 
(Bu~ I _thin~ that ~he first alternative i; more likely in view of the great number 
of Similar Ideas m Heraclitus' fragments : cp. the text.) 

12 The fo~r pass~ges arc: (I): B I02, ns 24 ... (2): ~ w,I, D 5 25 
(a closer vennon wluch more or less preserves Heraclitus' pun IS : Greater 
death wins greater destiny.' Cp. also Plato's Laws, 903 d/c; contrast with 
Rep. 6I7 d/c) ... (3) : B I I I, D 5 29 (part of the continuation is quoted 
above ; see passage (3) in note 4) ... (4) : B I I3, D 5 49· 

13 It seems .v~ry prob~ble ( cp. Meyer's Gesch. d . .Alterlums, esp. vol. ~) th~t 
sue~ chara.ctenstJc tcachmgs as that of the chosen people originated m !his 
penod, which produced several other religions of salvation besides the JewiSh. 

• ~ 4 ~omte, who in France developed a historicist philosophy not very 
~ISSimila: from Hegel's Prussian version, tried, like Hegel, to stem the rcvo!u­
uonary tide. (Cp. F. A. von Hayek, The Counter-Revolution of Science, Economzca, 
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N.S. vol. VIII, I94I, pp. I Iglf, 281fT.) For Lassallc'sintcrcst in Heraclitus, sec 
note 4 to chapter 1.-It is interesting to note, in this connection, the paral­
lelism between the history of historicist and of cvolutionaz·y ideas. They 
originated in Greece with the scmi-Hcraclitcan Empcdocles (for Plato's 
version, sec note I to chapter I 1 ), and they were revived, in England as 
well as in France, in the time of the French Revolution. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER 3 

1 With this explanation of the term oligarchy, cp. also the end of notes 
44 and 57 to chapter 8. 

2 Cp. especially note 48 to chapter 10. 
3 Cp. the end of chapter 7, esl?. note. 25, and ,chapt~r 1 o, esp. note 6g. 
4 Cp. Diogenes Laert., III, I.-C:onccrm~g Pla~o s famzly connections, and 

especially the alleged descent of hzs fathers famzly from Codrus, • and even 
from the God Poseidon ', sec G. Grote, Plato and other Comj1anions of Socrates 
(ed. 1875), vol. I, 114. (Sec, however, the similar ~cmark on Critias' family, 
i.e. on that of Plato's mother, in E. Meyer, Geschzchte des Altertums, vol. v, 
Ig22, p. 66.) Plato says ofCodrus in the Symj1osium (2o8d) : 'Do you suppose 
that Alcestis ... or Achilles, ... or that your own Codrus would have 
sought death~in order to save the kirzg~hifJ_for lz~ clzil~ren-:-had they not expected 
to win that immortal memory of their vzrtuc m whzeh mdecd we keep them ? ' 

Plato praises Critias' (i.e. his mother's) family i~ the early Charmides (157c IT.) 
and in the late Timaeus (2oe), where the famzly IS traced back to the Athenian 
ruler (archOn) Dropides, the friend of Solon. 

s The two autobiographical quotations which follow in this paragraph arc 
from the Seventh Lette; (325). Plato's authorshiJ? of the Lette;s has been ques­
tioned by some cmment scholars (perhaps Without sufficient foundation . 
I think Field's treatment of this problem very convincing; cp. note 57 t~ 
chapter IO ; on the other hand, even the Seventh Letter looks to me a little 
suspicious-it repeats too much what we know from the Apology, and says 
too much what the occasion requires). I have therefore taken care to base 
my interpretation of Platonism mainly on some of the most famous dialogues. 
it is, however, in general agreement with the f:etters. For the reader's con~ 
~enience, a list of tho_se Platonic_ dialogu~s wh•_ch arc frequently mentioned 
m the text may be gtvcn here, m what zs thc1r probable historical order . 
cp. note 56 (8) to chapter 10. Crito-Apolog_v-f!ut;'fl/zro; Protagoras-lvfen~ 
-Gorgias; Cratylus-Menexenus-Pizaedo; RejJUblzc; Parmenides-Tizeaetetus . 
Sophist-Statesman (or Politicus)-Pizilebus; Timaeus-Critias; Laws. ' 

8 ( 1) That historical dcvclopmen~s may have a cyclic character is nowhere 
very clearly stated by Plato. It Js, however, alluded to in at least r. 
dialo~ucs, namely in the Phaedo, in the Repubpc, in the Statesman (or Politic~: 
and m the Laws. In all these places, Plato s theory may possibly allude to 
Heraclitus' Great Year (cp. note 6 to chapter 2). It may be however that 
the allusion is not to Heraclitus directly, but rather to Em~edocles ~vhosc 
theory (cp. also Aristotle, Met., 1oooa25 f.) Plato considered as m'ercly a 
'milder' version of the Hcraclitean theory of the unity of all flux. He 
expresses this in a_famous passage of the Sophist (242c f.). According to this 
passage? and to A_nst~tle (D_e Gen. Corr., B, 6., 334a6),_the1:e is a historical cycle 
embracmg a penod m wh1ch love rules, and a pcnod m which Heraclitus' 
strife rules ; and Aristotle tells us that, according to Empcdocles the present 
period is 'now a period of the reign of Strife, ~s it \\:as formerly o~e of Love '. 
This insistence that the flux of our own cosmic penod is a kind of strife and 
therefore bad, is in close accordance both with Plato's theories and' with 
his experiences. 
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The length of the Great Y car is, probably, the period of time after which 

all heavenly bodies return to the same positions relative to each other as were 
held by them at the moment from which the period is reckoned. (This would 
make it the smallest common multiple of the periods of the' seven planets'.) 

(2) The passage in the Phacdo mentioned under (1) alludes first to the 
Heraclitean theory of change leading from one state to its opposite state, or 
from one opposite to the other : ' that which becomes less must once have 
been greater .. ' (jOC/7Ia). It then proceeds to indicate a cyclic law of 
development : 'Are there not two processes which are ever going on, from 
one extreme to its opposite, and back again .. ? ' (loc. cit.). And a little later 
(72ajb) the argument is put like this: 'If the development were in a straight 
line only, and there were no compensation or cycle in nature, .. then, in 
the end, all things would take on the same properties .. and there would be 
no further development.' IL appears that the general tendency of the Phaedo 
is more optimistic (and shows more faith in man and in human reason) than 
that of the later dialogues, but there arc no direct references to human historical 
development. 

(3) Such references arc, however, made in the Republic where, in Books 
VIII and IX, we find an elaborate description of historical decay treated 
here in chapter 4· This description is introduced by Plato's Story of the Fall 
of Man and of the Number, which will here be discussed more fully in chapters 
5 and 8. J. Adam, in his edition of The Republic of Plato (1902, I92I),rightly 
calls this stmy ' the setting in which Plato's " Philosophy of History " is 
framed' (vol. II, ~!Io). This story docs not contain any explicit statement on 
the cyclic character of history, but it contains a few rather mysterious hints 
~vhich, ac~ording to Aristotle's (and Adam's) interesting but uncertain 
mtcrpretat10n, are possibly allusions to the Heraclitean Great Year, i.e. to 
the cyclic development. (Cp. note 6 to chapter 2, and Adam, op. cit., vol. 
II, 303 ; the remark on Empcdocles made there, 303 f., needs correction; 
sec ( 1) in this note, above.) 
. (4) T~crc is, furthermore, the myth in the Statesman (268e-274e). Accord­
mg to tillS myth, God himself steers the world for half a cycle of the great 
world period. \Vhcn he lets go, then the world, which so far has moved 
forward, begins to roll back again. Thus we have t\vo half-periods or half­
cycles in the full cycle, a forward movement led by God constituting the good 
period without war or strife, and a backward movement when God abandons 
the world, which is a period of increasing disorganization and strife. It is, 
of course, the period in which we live. Ultimately, things will become so 
bad that God will take the wheel again, and reverse the motion, in order to 
save the world from utter destruction. 
. This myth shows great resemblances to Empedocles' myth mention~d 
m (I) above, and probably also to Heraclitus' Great Year.-Adam (op. czt., 
vol. II, 296 f.) also points out the similarities with Hcsiod's story. * One 
of the points which allude to Hesiod is the reference to a Golden Age of 
Cr~nos ; a?d it is important to note that the men of this age arc earth-born. 
Tlus establ~shes a point of contact with the Myth of the Earth-born, and of 
th~ m~tal~ m _man, which plays a role in the Republic (414b ff. and 546c f.)_; 
tillS role IS d1~cussed below in chapter 8. The Myth of the Earth-born IS 

als<? alluded to m the Symposium ( 191 b) ; possibly the allusion is to the popular 
cla1m that the Athenians arc 'like grasshoppers '-autochthonous (cp. notes 
32 (I)c to chapter 4 and 11 (2) to chapter 8).* 

When, however, later in the Statesman (302b ff.) the six forms ofimpe!-fcet 
15ov;rn~ent arc ordered according to their degree of imperfection, there IS no 
~~d!catlon an_y longer to be found of a cyclic theory of history. Rather, the 
SIX forms, wh1ch arc all degenerate copies of the perfect or best state (States.man, 
293d/c ; 297c ; 303b), appear all as steps in the process of degeneration ; 
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i.e. both here and in the Republic Plato confines himself, when it comes to 
more concrete historical problems, to that part of the cycle which leads to 
decay. 

* (s) Analogous remarks hold for the Laws. Something like a cyclic theory 
is sketched in Book III, 676bjc-677b, where Plato turns to a more detailed 
analysis of the beginning of one of the cycles ; and in 678e and 679c, this 
beginning turns out to be a Golden Age, so that the further story again 
becomes one of deterioration.-It may be mentioned that Plato's doctrine 
that the planets are gods, together with the doctrine that the gods influenc~ 
human lives (and with hi~ belief that c?smic forces. arc at work in history), 
played an important part m the as.trological speculatiOns of the neo-Platonists. 
All three doctrines can be found m the Laws (sec, for example, 8211:rd and 
8ggb; 8ggd-gosd; ~77a ff.). ~trology, .it sho~ld be realized, ~hares with 
historicism the belief m a dctermmate destmy wluch can be predicted ; and 
it shares with some important versions of historicism (especially with Platonism 
and Marxism) the belief that, notwithstanding the possibility of predicting 
the future, we have some influence upon it, especially if we actually know 
what is coming.* 

(6) Apart from these scanty allusions, there is hardly anything to indicate 
that Plato took the upward or forward part of the cycle seriously. But there 
arc many remarks, apart from the elaborate description in the Rcjmblic and 
that quoted in (5), which show that he believed very seriously in the downward 
movement, in the decay of history. \\'e must consider, especially, the Timaeus 
and the Laws. ' 

(7) In the Timaeus (42b £, 90e ff., and especially 91d f.; cp. also the Phaedrus 
248d £),Plato describes what may be called the origin of species by degeneratio~ 
( cp. text to note 4 to chaJ?ter 4, and not.c I I to chapter I 1) : Men degenerate 
into women, and later mto lower ammals. 

(8) In Book III of the Law_s ( cp. also Book IV, 713a ff. ; see however the 
short allusion to a cycle mentiOned above) we !~ave a rather elaborate theory 
of historical decay, largely analogous to that m the Rejmblic. Sec also the 
next chapter, especially notes ~· 6, ?•. 27, ~I, ~nd 44· 

7 A similar opinion of Plato s pohtical aims IS expressed by G. C. Field 
Plato and His ContemjJoraries (I930), P· 9I : 'Thc.chiefaim ofPlato's philosoph~ 
may be regarded as the attempt to re-establish standards of thought and 
conduct for a civilization that seemed on the verge of dissolution.' Sec also 
note 3 to chapter 6, and text. 

s I .f<:>llow the majorit):' of the older and a good number of c?ntcmporary 
authontles (e.g. G. C. Field, F. M. Cornford, A. K. Rogers) m believing 
against John Burnet and A. E. Taylor, ~h~t th~ theory of Forms or Ideas i~ 
nearly entirely Plato's, and not Socrat~s , m spite of the fact that Plato puts 
it into the mouth of Socrates as his mam speak~r. Though Plato's dialogues 
arc our only first-rate source for Socrates' tcaclung, it is, I believe possible to 
distinguish in them between 'Socratic', i.e. historically true, and' Platonic' 
features of Plato's speaker 'Socrates'. The so-called Socratic Problem is 
discussed in chapters 6, 7, ,8, a~d I,o ; cp. especially note 56 to chapter IO. 

9 The term ' social cngmccrmg seems to have been used first by Roscoe 
Pound, in his Introduction to the Phil?sojJhy of Law (1922, p. 99 ; * Bryan Magee 
tells me now that the \Nebbs used It almost ccrtamly before I922.*) He uses 
the term in the' piecemeal 'sense. In another sense it is used by 1\tl. Eastman 
Jv!arxism : is it Science? (I940). I read Eastman's book after the text of m; 
own book was written ; my term ' social engineering ' is, accordingly used 
without any intention of alluding to ~astma~·~ ~erminology. As fa; as I 
can see, he advocates the approach wh1ch I cnticize in chapter 9 under the 
name ' Utopian social engineering' ; cp .. note ~ to that chapter.-See also 
note I8 (3) to chapter 5· As the first social engmeer one might describe the 
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own-planner Hippodamus of .Miletus. (Cp. Aristotle's Politics 1276b22, and 
R. Eisler, Jesus Basileus, II, p. 754.) 

The term 'social technology ' has been suggested to me by C. G. F. 
Simkin.-! wish to make it clear that in discussing problems of method, my 
main emphasis is upon gaining practical institutional experience. Cp. 
chapter g, especially tc.xt to note 8 to that chapter. For a more detailed 
analysis of the problems of method connected with social engineering and 
social technology, sec my Poverl)• of Historicism (2nd edition, 1g6o), part Ill. 

10 The quoted passage is from my Poverty of Historicism, p. 65. The ' un­
designed results of human actions ' arc more fully discussed below, in 
chapter 14, sec especially note 1 I and tc.xt. 

11 I believe in a dualism of facts and decisions or demands (or of 'is' 
and ' ought ') ; in other words, I believe in the impossibility of reducing 
decisions or demands to facts, although they can, of course, be treated as 
facts. More on this point will be said in chapters 5 (text to notes 4-5), 22, 
and 24. 

13 Evidence in support of this interpretation of Plato's theory of the best 
state will be supplied in the next three chapters ; I may refer, in the mean­
while, to Statesman, 293d/e; 297c; Laws, 7I3b/c; 739d/e; Timaeus, 22d ff., 
especially 25c and 26d. 

13 Cp. Aristotle's famous report, partly quoted later in this chapter (see 
especially note 25 to this chapter, and the text). 

14 This is shown in Grote's Plato, vol. III, note 11 on p. 267 f. 
15 The quotations arc from the Timaeus, socjd and 51e-52b. The simile 

which describes the Forms or Ideas as the fathers, and Space as the mother, 
of the sensible things, is important and has far-reaching connections. Cp. 
also notes I7 and 19 to this chapter, and note 59 to chapter IO. 

(I) It resembles Hesiod's myth of chaos, the yawning gap (space ; receptacle) 
which corresponds to the mother, and the God Eros, who corresponds to the 
father or to the Ideas. Chaos is the origin, and the question of the causal 
explanation (chaos = cause) remains for a long time one of origin (arche) or 
birth or generation. 

(2) The mother or space corresponds to the indefinite or boundless of 
Anaximander and of the Pythagorcans. The Idea, which is male, must 
therefore correspond to the definite (or limited) of the Pythagoreans. For 
the definite, as opposed to the boundless, the male, as opposed to the female, 
the light, as opposed to the dark, and the good, as opposed to the bad, all 
belong to the same side in the PJ•tlwgorean table of opposites. (Cp. Aristotle's 
lvfetajJhysics, g86a22 f.) We also can therefore expect to see the Ideas associated 
with light and goodness. (Cp. end of note 32 to chapter 8.) 
. (3) . The Ideas are boundaries or limits, they are definite, as opposed to 
mdcfimtc S~ace, and impress or imprint (cp. note 17 (2) to this chapt~r) 
~hemsclves hke rubber-stamps, or better, like moulds, upon Space (wh1ch 
IS not c;>nly space but at the same time Anaximander's unformed matter­
stuff ~v1thout property), thus generating sensible things. * J. D. Mabbott 
has kmdly drawn my attention to the fact that the Forms or Ideas, according 
to :!at~, do not impress themselves upon Space but are, rather, impressed 
or 1mpnnted upon it by the Demiurge. Traces of the theory that the Forms 
arc 'ca~scs both of being and of generation (or becoming) ' can be found 
already m the Phaedo ( wod), as Aristotle points out (in lvfetaphysics 108oa2). * 

~4) In consequence of the act of generation, Space, i.e. the receptacle, 
begins to labour, so that all things are set in motion, in a Heraclitean or 
Empedoclean flux which is really universal in so far as the movement or flux 
extend~ even. to the framework, i.e. (boundless) space itself. (For the late 
Herachtea':l Idea ?f .the receptacle, cp. the Cratylus, 412d.) . 

(5) ThiS descnption is also reminiscent of Parmenides' ' v\'ay of Delusive 
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Opinion', in which the world of experience and of flux is created by the 
mingling of two opposites, the light (or hot or fire) and the dark (or cold or 
earth). It is clear that Plato's Forms or Ideas would correspond to. the 
former, and space or what is boundless to the latter ; especially if we cons1dcr 
that Plato's pure space is closely akin to indeterminate matter. 

(6) The opposition between the determinate and indeterminate seems a~so 
to correspond, especially after the all-important discovery of the irrationality 
of the square root of two, to the opposition between the rational and the 
irrational. But since Parmcnidcs identifies the rational with being, this 
would lead to an interpretation of space or the irrational as non-being. In 
other words, the Pythagorean table of opposites is to be extended to cover 
rationality, as opposed to irrationality, and being, as opposed to non-being. 
(This agrees with MetajJ!rysics, 1004b27, where Aristotle says that 'all the 
contraries are reducible to being and non-being'; 1072a31, where one side 
of the table-that of being-is described as the object of (rational) thought; 
and 1093b13, where the powers of certain numbers-presumably in opposition 
to their roots-arc added to this side. This would further explain Aristotle's 
remark in Metaph;•sics, g86b27 ; and it would perhaps not be necessary to 
assume, as F. M. Cornford docs in his excellent article 'Parmcnides' Two 
Ways', Class. Qpart., XVII, 1933, p. 108, that Parmcnides, fr. 8, 53/54• 
' has been misinterpreted by Aristotle and Theophrastus ' ; for if we expand 
the table of opposites in this way, Cornford's most convincing interpretation 
of the crucial passage of fr. 8 becomes compatible with Aristotle's remark.) 

(7) ~ornford has explained (ojJ. cit., 100) that there arc three 'ways' in 
Par~emdes, the way of Truth, the way of Not-being, and the way of Seeming 
{or, 1f I may call it so, of delusive opinion). He shows (101) that they cor­
respond to three regions discussed in the RejJllblic, the perfectly real and rational 
world of the Ideas, the perfectly unreal, and the world of opinion (based on 
~~e perccp~ion of things in flux). He has also shown ( 102) that in the Sophist, 

~to mod.llies his position. To this, some comments may be added from the 
pomt of VlCW of the passages in the Timacus to which this note is appended. 

{8) The main difference between the Forms or Ideas of the RcjJublic and 
k~ose of the Timaeus is that in the for~cr,. the Forms (and also ~od ; cp. 
thp., 38od) arc petrified, so to speak, wlulc m the latter, they arc dctfi.cd. In 

e former, they bear a much closer resemblance to the Parmcnidcan One 
~J:d Adam's note to Rep., 38od28, 31), than in the latter. This dcvClopmcnt 
d"ffi 5 to the Laws, where the Ideas arc largely replaced by souls. The decisive 

1 ~renee is that the Ideas become more and more the starting points of 
~<;>hon and causes of generation, or as the Timaeusputsit, fathers or"the moving 
so~~g.s .. Th~ greatest contrast is perhaps between the Phacdo, 79c : 'The 

1Is mfimtely more like the unchangeable ; even the most stupid person 
(~ou ~not deny that' (cp. also R.efJ:• s8sc, Gog? _f.), and the Laws, 8gse/8g6a 
"p. haedrus, 245c IT.) : 'What IS the dcfimtwn of that which is named 

soul " ? C · · th d fi · · I ' · tl · an we Imagme any o cr c mtwn t Jan .. ' The motiOn 
lat mo . . . b I . vcs Itself"?' The transitiOn etwecn t 1esc two positions is, perhaps, 

~~~Vl~ed by th~ Sophist (which !ntroducc~ the Fon~ <;>r. Idea of motion it.sciq 
F Y the Tm1aeus, 35a, which dcscn bcs the divmc and unchangmg 
,~r~s. and the changing and corruptible bodies. This seems to explain 

\\ .1}:, m the Laws (cp. 8g4d/e), the motion of the soul is said to be 'first in 
~~~n ~~~~Power' and why the soul is .dcsc~·ibcd (g66c) as 'the most ancient 

. dJVme of all thin<Ts whose motiOn IS an ever-flowing source of real 
existence ' (S" 0 • PI 11 1· · ' · · . · mcc, accordmg to ato, a zvmg tnmgs have souls, It may be 
:Iam~cd that he admitted the presence of an at least partly formal principle 
m thmgs ; a point of view which is very close to Aristotclianism, especially in 
the presence of the primitive and widespread belief that all things arc alive.) 
(Cp. also note 7 to chapter 4.) 
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(g) In this development of Plato's thought, a development whose driving 
force is to explain the world of flux with the help of the Ideas, i.e. to make 
the break between the world of reason and the world of opinion at least 
understandable, even though it ca~not be bridged, the SojJhist seems to play 
a decisive role. Ap_art from ma~mg room, as Cor~ford mentions (op. cit., 
Io2), for the plurahty of Ideas, It presents them, m an argument against 
Plato's own earlier position (248a fT.) : (a) ~s ac.tivc ~auscs, which may interact, 
for example, with mind ; (b) as unchangmg m spite of that, although there 
is now an Idea of motion in which all moving things participate and which 
is not at rest ; (c) as capable of mingling with one another. It further intro­
duces 'Not-being', identified in the Timacus with Space (cp. Cornford, 
Plato's TheoiJ' of K_nozdcdg~, 1_935, note to 747), and thus makes it possible 
for the Ideas to mmglc Witl.l It. (cp. also Pl~rl~lar!s, fr. 2, 3, 5, Dicls 5), and to 
produce the world of flux with 1ts ch_aractensl!c Intermediate position between 
the being of Ideas and the not-bcmg of Space or matter. 

(IO) Ultimately, I ~vish to defend my con_tenti~m in the te.xt that the 
Ideas are not only outside space, ~ut. also o~tsidc time, though they are in 
contact with the world at the bcgmmng of time. This, I believe makes it 
easier to understand how they act witl~out being in motion; for all 'motion or 
flux is in space ~n~ time. Plato! I be~1eve, assul!les that time has a beginning. 
I think that ~his IS the. mh ost11 di_rect, mterp_,d·eta:IOn of Laws, 72 I c : • the race 
of man is twm-born w1t a time , eons1 ermg the many indications that 
Plato believed man to be created as one of the first creatures. {In this po· t 
1 disagree slightly with Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, 1937, p. I45, and ~np: 
26 IT.) Id r d ( 1 I) To sum ';'P• the cas arc car 1er an. better 
and decaying copies, and arc themselves not m flux. 
chapter 4·) . 

than their changing 
(Sec also note 3 to 

10 Cp. note 4 to tins chapter. 
11 ( 1) The role of the gods in the Timaer~s is similar to the one described 

in the text. Just as the Ideas ~tamp out thmgs, so the gods form the bodies 
of men. Only the human soul 1s created by t~1e Demiurgc himself who also 
creates the world and the gods. (For another hmt that the gods ar t . 1 
sec Laws, 7I 3cjd.) Men, the weak, degenerate children of go~ pa narchls, 
liable to further degeneration ; cp. note 6 (7) to this chapter sd, are t en 

' an 37-41 to chapter 5· 
(2 ) In an interesting passage o~ the Laws (681b; cp. also note 

to chapter 4) we find ano~her allusiOn t? the parallcl!sm between th;2 1( 1 '.a) 
!dea-thinos and the relatiOn jJarent-cluldren. In th1s passage tl r~ ~t10n 

"' · d b 1 · fl f t d"t" d ' lC ongm of law is explamc Y. t. 1e m uence o ra 1 IOn, an more especial! b 
transmission of a ng1d order from the parents to the child . y, Y the 
following remark is made : 'And they (the parents) would bcr~n ' and the 
upon their children, and upon their children's children th . urc to stamp_ 

. , ' Cir own cast of mmd. 
18 Cp. note 49, especially (3), to cl~aptcr 8. 
10 Cp. Tin_weus, ~I a. The te~~ which I have freely translated b , . 

th ·ng which IS their prototype Is a term frequently used b A .Y supcnor 1 . , · 1 • • · t ' I Y nstotle , "tl the meamng umvc~sa ' or ' genbenc. e~m . dtimeans a ' thing \vh· hv' . 1 
al ' or ' surpassmg or em racmg ; an suspect th . . 1c Is 

geners • embracing ' or ' covering ' in the sense in which a at lit onginally 
mean . mou d e b or covers what It moulds. m races 

20 Cp Republic, 597c. Sec also 596a (and Adam's second 
• For we ~re in the habit, you will :emcmb~r, of postulating a ~~~e to 5g6as) : 
one for each group of many particular thmgs to which we m1 or Idea-

' app y the same name. . PI 
21 There are innumerable passages m ato ; I mention only the Phaedo 

O.S.I.E.-VOL. I Jl 
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(e.g. 79a), the Republic, 54¥, the Theae/elus (I52djc, I 79d/c), the Timaeus 
(28b/c, 2gc/d, srd f.). Aristotle mentions it in lvletaphysics, g87a32; ggga2s·­
gggbio; IOioa6-I5; 1078br5; sec also notes 23 and 25 to this chapter. 

22 Parmenides taught, as Burnet puts it (Early Greek Philosophy 2, 208), 
that' what is .. is finite, spherical, motionless, corporeal ', i.e. that the world 
~ ;'" full globe, a. whole without any parts~ and tl~at_' th~rc is nothing beyond 
rt . I am quoting Burnet because (a) hrs dcscnptwn rs excellent and (b) it 
destroys his own interpretation (E.G.P., 208-r I) of what Parmenides calls the 
'Opinion of the Mortals' (or the \Vay of Delusive Opinion). For Burnet 
dismisses there all the interpretations of Aristotle, Theophrastus, Simplicius 
Gompcrz, and Meyer, as ' anachronisms ' or ' palpable anachronisms ' etc: 
Now the interpretation dismissed by Burnet is practically the same as th~ one 
here proposed in the text ; namely, that Parmcnides believed in a world of 
reality behind this world of appearance. Such a dualism, which would allow 
Parmcnidcs' description of the world of appearance to claim at least some 
kind of adequacy, is dismissed by Burn~t as hopcl~ssly_ anachronistic. 1 
suggest, however, that ifParmcnidcs had bchevcd solely m hrs unmoving world, 
and not at all in the changi!"'g world, th~n he. w'?ul~ have be_en_ really mad 
(as Empedoclcs hints). But m fact thcr~ rs an mdrcatwn. of a srmrlar dualism 
already in Xenophancs, fragm. 23-6, rf confronted with fragm. 34 (esp. 
'But all may have their fancy opinions'), so that we can hardly speak of 
a_n anachronism.-As indicated in note I5 (6-7), I follow Cornford's interpreta­
tion of Parmenides. (Sec also note 41 to chapter ro.) 

2 3 Cp. Aristotle's .111etapll)'Sics, I078b23 ; the next quotation is : op. cit., 
I078big. 

24 This valuable comparison is due to G. C. Field, Plato and His Contem­
poraries, 2 I I. 

26 The preceding quotation is from Aristotle, lvletapll)'sics, I078bi 5 ; the 
next from op. cit., g87b7. . . . 

2a In Aristotle's analysrs (m .111etaphyszcs, g87ago-bi8) of the arguments 
w_hi~h led to the theory of Ideas (cp. also n?tc ,56 (6) to chap~er Io), we can 
drstmguish the following steps : (a) Hc~achtus flux, (b) th~ Impossibility of 
true knowledge of things in flux, (c) the mfluencc of Socrates ethrca) essen 
(d) the Ideas as objects of true knowledge, (e) the influence of the Pythagore ces, 
(f) the 'mathematicals' as intermediate objects.-((e) and (f) I have ans, 
~entioned in the text, where I have mentioned instead (g) the Parmenid;ao~ 
mfluence.) 

It may be worth while to show how these steps can be identified in PI t , 
own work, where he expounds his theory ; especially in the Plzaedo and i; t~~ 
Republic, in the Tlzeaetetus and in the Sophist, and in the Timaeus. 

( 1) In the Phaedo, we find indications of all t?c point~ up to and including 
(e). In 6sa-66a, the steps (d) and (c) arc prommen_t, wrth _an allusion to (b). 
In 70e step (a), Heraclitus' theory appears, combmcd with an element of 
Pythago:eanism (e). This leads to 74.a ff., and to a statement of step (d). 
bg-roo IS an approach to (d) through (c), etc. For (a) to (d), cp. also the 

ratylus, 439C ff. 
I~ the Republic, it is of course especially Book VI that corresponds closely 

to Anstotl~'s report. (a) In the beginning of Book yr, 485a/b (cp. s 27a/b), 
the Heraclrtean flux is referred to (and contrasted wrth the unchanging world 
of Fonns). Plato there speaks of 'a reality which exists for ever and is 
exempt from generation and degeneration'. (Cp. notes 2 (2) and 3 to chapter 4 
and note 33 to c~apter 8,_ and text.) T~e _steps (b), (d) and especially (f) 
play a rather obviOUS role m the famous Srmrle of the Lme (Rep., sogc-s I IC 0 

~P· Adam:s notes, and his appendix I to Book VII) ; Socrates' ethical 
mfluence, I.e. step (c), is of course alluded to throughout the Republic. It 
plays an important role within the Simile of the Line and especially immc-
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diately before, i.e. in so8b ff., where the role of the good is emphasized ; see 
in particular so8b/c : ' This is what I maintain regarding the offspring of the 
good. 'What the good has begotten in its own likeness is, in the intelligible 
world, related to reason (and its objects) in the same way as, in the visible 
world', that which is the offspring of the sun, 'is related to sight (and its 
objects).' Step (e) is implied in <n, but more fully developed in Book VII, 
in the famous Curriculum (cp. especially 523a-527c), which is largely based 
on the Simile of the Line in Book VI. 

(2) In the Theaetetus, (a) and (b) arc treated e.xtcnsivcly ; (c) is mentioned 
in I 74b and I 75c. In the Sophist, all the steps, including (g), are mentioned, 
only (e) and (f) being left out ; see especially 247a (step (c)) ; 249c (step (b)) ; 
253d/e (step (d).) In the Philcbus, we find indications of all steps e.xcept per­
haps (f); steps (a) to (d) arc especially emphasized in sga-c. 

(3) In the Timaeus, all the steps mentioned by Aristotle are indicated, 
with the possible exception of (c), which is alluded to only indirectly in the 
introductory recapitulation of the contents of the Rejmblic, and in 2gd. Step 
(e) is, as it were, alluded to throughout, since ' Timacus ' is a ' western ' 
philosopher and strongly influenced by Pythagoreanism. The other steps 
occur twice in a form almost completely parallel to Aristotle's account ; first 
briefly in 28a-2gd, and later, with more elaboration, in 48c-ssc. Immediately 
after (a), i.e. a Heraclitcan description (4ga ff. ; cp. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology•, 
I78) of the world in fltLx, the argument (b) is raised (Sic-e) that ifwe are right 
in distinguishing between reason (or true knowledge) and mere opinion, we 
must admit the existence of the unchangeable Forms; these are (in SIC f.) 
introduced next in accordance with step (d). The Hcraclitcan fltLx then 
comes again (as labouring space), but this time it is explained, as a consequence 
of the act of generation. And as a next step (f) appears, in 53c. (I suppose 
that the 'lines and planes and solids' mentioned by Aristotle in A1etaph)'Sics, 
992 b 13, refer to 53c ff.) 

(4) It seems that this parallelism between the Timaeus and Aristotle's 
report has not been sufficiently emphasized so far ; at least, it is not used by 
G. C. Field in his excellent and convincing analysis of Aristotle's report 
(Plato and His Contemporaries, 202 ff.). But it would have strengthened Field's 
arguments (arguments, however, which hardly need strengthening, since they 
arc practically conclusive) against Burnet's and Taylor's views that the Theory 
ofldeas is Socratic (cp. note sG to chapter IO). For in the Timaeus, Plato does 
not put this theory into the mouth of Socrates, a fact which according to 
Bur..ct's and Taylor's principles should prove that it was not Socrates' theory. 
(They avoid this inference by claiming that ' Timaeus ' is a Pythagorean, and 
that he develops not Plato's philosophy but his own. But Aristotle knew 
Plato personally for twenty years and should have been able to judge these 
matters ; and he wrote his A1ctapll)•sics at a time when members of the Academy 
could have contradicted his presentation of Platonism.) . . .. 

(5) Burnet writes, in Greek Philosophy, I, I 55 ( cp. also p. xhv of h1s ed1t10n 
?f the Phaedo, I g I I) : ' the theory offorms in the sense in which i~ is maintained 
m the ~h~edo .and Republic is wholly absent from what we may fa1rly regard the 
~ost d1stmchvely Platonic of the dialogues, those, namely, m wh1ch _Socrat~s 
IS no ~onger the chief speaker. In that sense it is never even me~twned m 
any dialogue later than the Pamzenides .• with the single exceptiOn of the 
Timaezfs (Sic~, where the speaker is a Pythagorean.' But if it is m~intainec;i i? 
the Tzmaeus m the sense in which it is maintained in the Republ!c, then 1t IS 
certainly so maintained in the Sophist, 257d/e ; and in the Statesman, 26g.c/cl ; 
286a; 297b/c, and cjd; 30Ia and e; 302e; and 303b; and in the Phzlebus, 
ISa f.! and sga-d; and in the Laws, 7I3b, 739d/e, g62C f., g63C ff., and, 
most Important, g6sc (cp. Philebus, I6d), g6sd, and g66a ; sec also the next 
note. (Burnet believes in the genuineness of the Letters, especially the Seventh ; 
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but the theory of Ideas is maintained there in 342a ff. ; sec also note 56 
(5, d) to chapter IO.) 

27 Cp. Laws, 8g5d-e. I do not agree with England's note (in his edition 
of the Laws, vol. II, 4 72) that ' the word " essence " will not help us '. True 
if we meant by ' essence ' some important sensible part of the sensible thing 
(which might perhaps be purified and produced by some distillation), then 
' essence ' would be misleading. llut the word ' essential ' is widely used in 
a way which corresponds very ~veil indeed w!th what we wish to express here : 
something oppo.sed to the ac_c•~ental o.r ummporta~t o~ changing empirical 
aspect of ~he thmg, whether It IS conceived as dwcllmg m that thing, or in a 
metaphysical world of Ideas. 

I am using the term ' essentialism ' in opposition to ' nominalism ' in ord .. 
. 1 h . I d" d' . 1 ' ' Cl to avoid, and to rep ~~ed, t 1.e m~sbea )mg ~ra It~ona1 . tcz;m (Srealism ', wherever 

it is opposed (not to 1 ea 1sm ut to nomma Ism . . ce also note 26 fr 
to chapter II, and text, and. cspccia~ly. note 38.) . · 

On Plato's application ofh1S esscntmhst method, for mstance, as mentio ·d 
in the text, to the theory of the soul, s~e Laws, 8gsc f., q uotcd in note 15 C~) 
to this chapter, and cha~ter 5, esp/dccially note 23. Sec also, for instance, 
Meno, 86d/e, and Symposmm, Iggc : . 

2s On the theory of causal explanatiOn, cp. my Logzk der Forsc/zung, especial! . 
section I2 pp. 26 IT. Sec also note 6 to chapter 25, below. > 

20 The 'theory of language here indicated is that of Semantics, as devcl d 
. . C C I. d. . ope especially by A. Tarsk1 and R. Carnap. P· arnap, ntro uctzon to Semantics 

I942, and note 23 to chapter 8. • 
30 The theory that while the physical sciences arc based on a methodo!o . 1 

nominalism the social sciences must adopt essentialist (' realistic ') met~I~a 
has been m~de clear to me by K. Polanyi (in I925) ; he pointed out att 01 s, 

f h · 1 · ' lat time that a reform of the methodology o t e soc1a sciences might concei bl 
be a~hieved by abandoning this theory.-:-Thc t~leory is held? to some c.~~ni 
by most sociologists, especially by J. S. :t:-1•Il (for mstancc, Logzc, VI, ch. VI : 
see also his historicist formulations, e.g. m YI, ch: X, 2, last paragraph : • Th • 
fundamental problem of the social science IS to find the laws acco d' c 
to which any state ofso~idty produces the state which succeeds it .. ') K ~ ... •ng 

I h · d fi · · · ' · •vJ.arx 
(see below) ; M. \Veber (cp., _for ~xa~pf~~- •s, .~ mtdiOnGs m the beginning- of 
Metlzodische Grundlagen der So;:;zologze, m . 'Y zrtsctWJ I 11~ csellsclwjt, I, and in 
Ges. Aufsaet;:;e ;:;ur Wissenschaftslelzre). G. SJmmcl, A. VIcrkandt, R. M. Mac! 
and many more -The philosophical expression of all these tendcn . ver, 

· · · 1 f Cies i. E. Husscrl's 'Phaenomenology ', a systematic rcv1va o the methodo! . s 
essentialism of Plato and Aristotle. (Sec also chapter I I, especial! ogical 
44.) . . Y note 

The opposite, the nominalist attitude m ~ocu:Io9Y,. can be developed I 
think, only as a technological theory of social mstztutzoTIS. ' 

In this context I may mention how I came to trace historicism b k 
Plato and Heraclifus. In analysing historicism, I found that it need ac h to 
I call now methodological essentialism; i.e. I saw that the typical args w at 
· fi d · h h' · · • uments ~- av_o;zr )of essentialism are bo~n u1p hv:•t Is}oncJsll?- (cp. my Poverty of 

zstorzczsm . This led me to consider t 1c 1story o essentialism. I was t 
by t.he parallelism between Aristotle's report and the analysis which ~ rluc~ 
earned out originally without any reference to Platonism. In this \ lac 
was reminded of the roles of both Heraclitus and Plato in this developvay, I 

31 R. H. S. Crossman's Plato To-day (I937) was the first book (apartmfi~nt. 
G G , PI ) . I' . l . •om 

I .. ~~te s 1ato. I.1have found to coSntam1 a po 1t1ca mterpretation of Plato 
w 11c IS part y Simi ar to my own. cc a so notes 2-3 to chapter 6 and t . 
*Si?ce then I have found that simil~r views of ~Jato have been ex~rcssede~t. 
vanous ~uth?rs. C. M. Bowra. (A.nczent Greek L!leralurc~ I933) is perhaps th~ 
first ; h1s bnef but thorough cntiCISm of Plato as a wnter and a philosopher 
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(pp. 186-go) seems to me to be as fair as it is, without doubt, penetrating. 
The others arc W. Fitc (The Platonic Legend, 1934) ; B. Farrington (Science 
and Politics in the Anci.:nt World, 1939 ; a book with which I disagree in quite 
a number of points) ; A. D. Winspcar (The Genesis of Plato's Thought, I940) ; 
and Iv!. Kclscn (Platonic Love, in The American Imago, vol. 3, 1942). * 

NOTES TO CHAPTER 4 

1 Cp. Republic, 6o8c. Sec also note 2 (2) to this chapter. 
2 In the Laws, the soul-' the most ancient and divine of all things in 

motion' (g66c)-is described as the 'starting point of all motion' (8gsb). 
( 1) With the Platonic theory, Aristotle contrasts his own, according to which 
the ' good ' thing is not the starting point, but rather the end or aim of change, 
since' good' means a thing aimed at-the final cause of change. Thus he says_ of 
the Platonists, i.e. of 'those who believe in Forms', that they agree With 
Empcdoclcs (they speak 'in the same way' as Empedocles) in so far as they 
' do not speak as if anything came to pass for the sake of these ' (i.e. of things which 
arc' good') 'but as if all movement started from them'. And he points out that 
'good' means therefore to the Platonists not 'a cause qua good', i.e. an aim, 
but that 'it is only incidentally a good'. Cp. i\Jetapi!Jsics, g88a35 and b8 tr. 
and 1075a, 34/35· This criticism sounds as if Aristotle had sometimes held 
views similar to those of Spcusippus, which is indeed Zeller's opinion ; sec 
note 1 I to chapter I I. 

(2) Concerning the movement towards corruption, mentioned in the text in 
this paragraph, and its general significance in the Platonic philosophy, we 
mi}-St keep in mind the general opposition between the world of unchanging 
th~ngs or I.d.eas, and the world of sensible things in flu.-..::. Plato often c.xprcsses 
this opposition as one between the world of unchanging things and the world 
of corrufJtible things, or between things that are wzgenerated, and those that a~e 
generated and are doomed to degenerate, etc. ; sec, for instance, Republzc, 
485a/b, quoted in note 26 (I) to chapter 3 and in text to note 33 to chapter 8; 
Republic, so8d-e ; 527a/b ; and Republic, 546a, quoted in tc.xt to note ~7 to 
chapter 5 : 'All things that have been generated must degenerate (or 
de~y): That this problem of the generation and com1ption of the world of 
things m flux was an important part of the Platonic School tradition is indicated 
~y the ~act !ha! Aristotle devoted a separate treatise to this problem. Another 
~ntercst~ng md1cation is the way in which Aristotle talked about these matters. 
m the mtroduction to his Politics contained in the concluding sentences of 
the Nicomaclziarz Ethics (118Ib/15)': 'We shall try to .. find what it is that 
preserves or corrup'! the cities .. ' This passage is significant not only as .a 
gcn_c;al formulatiOn of what Aristotle considered the main problem of Ius 
.f'olztzcs, but a~so because of its striking similarity to an important passage 
111 .thc Laws, VIZ. 676a, and 676b/c quoted below in text to notes 6 and 25 to 
this chapter. (See also notes I, 3, and 24/25 to this chapter; see note 32 to 
cha~tcr _8, and the passage from the Laws quoted in note 59 to chapter 8.) 

Tlus quotation is from the Statesman, 26gd. (Sec also note 23 to tlus 
chapter.) Fo~ the hierarchy of motions, sec Laws, 8gsc-8gsb. For the theory 
that perfect thmgs (divine 'natures' ; cp. the next chapter) can only become 
less perfect when they change, see especially Republic, 380e-38Ic-in many 
ways (~ote the examples in s8oe) a parallel passage to Laws, 797d. The 
quotatiOns from Aristotle arc from the Metapi!Jsics, g88b3, and from De Gen. ~~ 
Corr., 335b14· The last four quotations in this paragraph are from Plato.s 
Law~, go4c _f., and 797d. Sec also note 24 to this chapter, and text.. (It 15 
poss~ble to mtcrprct the remark about the evil objects as another allus10~ to a 
cyclic development, as discussed in note 6 to chapter 2, i.e. as an allusiOn to 
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the belief that the trend of the development must reverse, and that things must 
begin to improve, once the world has reached the lowest depth of evilness. 

* Since my interpretation of the Platonic theory of change and of the 
passages from the Laws has been challenged, I wish to add some further 
comments, especially on the two passages (1) Laws, 904c, f, and (2) 797d. 

(I) The passage Laws, go4c, 'the less significant is the beginning decline 
in their level of rank ' may be translated more literally ' the less significant 
is the beginning movement down in the level of rank'. It seems to me certain 
from the context, that ' down the level of rank ' is meant rather than ' as ~~ 
level of rank', which clearly is also a possible translation. (My reason is 
not onl~ the whole dramatic context, _?,own ~rom ~o~, but also more especially 
the senes ' kala • • • kata • . • kato which, m a passage of gathering 
momentum, must colour the mc;aning, of ~t least the .second 'kata '·-Con­
cerning the word I translate by level , tlus may, admittedly, mean not on} 
' plane ' but also ' surface ' ; and the word I translate by ' rank ' may mea~ 
' space ' ; yet Bury's translation : ' the st,naller the change of char~cter, the 
less is the movement over surface m space docs not seem to me to y1cld much 
meaning in this context.) 

(2) The continuation of this passage (Laws, 798) is most characteristic 
It demands that 'the lawgiver must contrive, by whatever means at h' · 
disposal ('by hook or by crook', as Bury well translates), a method whi ~s 
ensures for his state that the whole soul of every one of its citizens will froc 1 

reverence and fear, resist any change of any of the things that are establish~ 
of old'. (Plato includes, explicitly, things which other lawgivers consid~r 
'mere matters of play '-such, as, for example, changes in the games f 
children.) 0 

(3) In general, the main evidence for my interpretation of Plato's the 
of change-apart from a great number of minor passages referred to in ~hy 
various notes in this chapter and the preceding one-is of course found in tl e 
historical or evolutionary passages of all the dialogues which contain le 
passages, especially the Republic (the decline and fall of the state fro~U~h 
ncar-perfect or Golden Age in Books VIII and IX), the Statesman (the th Its 
of the Golden Age and its decline), the Laws (the story of the primitive p~ory 
archy and of the Dorian conquest, and the story of t~e decline and falltr,f 
the Persian Empire), the Timaeus (the story of evolut10n by degenerar 0 
which occurs twice, and the story of the Golden Age of Athens, which is Jon, 
· d · h C · · ) con. tmue m t e rztzas . 

To this evidence Plato's frequent references to Hesiod must be add 
and the undoubted fact that .Plato's synt.hetic mind \~as not less keen thed, 
that of Empedoclcs (whose penod of stnfe 1s the one rulmg now · cp Ar1· t al n 
D G C ) · · · h "" · . ' · s ot e e en. et orr., 334a, b In conccivmg uman ana1rs m a cosmic sett" ' 
(Statesman, Timaeus). mg 

(4) Ultimately, I may perhaps refer to general psychological cons'd 
tions. On the one hand the fear of innovation (illustrated by many pa~ era­
in the Laws, e.g. 758cjd) and, on the other hand, the idealization of thesages 
(s~c~ as found in Hesiod or in the story of the lost paradise) are frequent~~~ 
stnkmg phenomena. It is perhaps not too far-fetched to connect the latt 
or even both, with the idealization of one's childhood-one's home 'one~, 
parents, and with the nostalgic wish to return to these early stages of one's 
l .fi t ' . . T . PI e s 
I e, o ones ongm. here are many passages m ato in which he takes 't 

for granted that the original state of affairs, or. original nature, is a state ~f 
blessedness. I refer only to the speech of Anstophanes in the SymjJosium . 
~ere it ~s taken for.gran~e~ t?at the urge a~d th~ suffering of passionate lov~ 
I~ s'l;lfficiently explame~ If It IS shown th!lt It _denves from this nostalgia, and 
simila~Iy, that the .feehngs of sexual gratification can be explained as those of 
a gratified nostalgia. Thus Plato says of Eros (Symposium, I93d) : ' He will 
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restore us to our original nature (sec also 191d) and heal us and make us happy 
and blessed.' The same thought underlies many remarks such as the follow­
ing from the Philebus (16c) : 'The men of old .. were better than we arc 
now, and . • lived nearer to the gods . .' All this indicates the view 
that our unhappy and unblessed state is a consequence of the development 
which makes us different from om· original nature-our Idea ; and it further 
indicates that the development is one from a state of goodness and blessedness 
to a state where goodness and blessedness arc being lost ; but this means that 
the development is one of increasing corruption. Plato's theory of anamnesis 
-the theory that all knowledge is re-cognition or re-collection of the know­
ledge we had in our pre-natal past is part of the same view: in the past 
there resides not only the good, the noble, and the beautiful, but also all 
wisdom. Even the ancient change or motion is better than secondary motion ; 
for in the Laws the soul is said to be (8g5b) ' the starting point of all motions 
the first to arise in things at rest •• the most ancient and potent motion ', 
and (g66e) 'the most ancient and divine of all things'. (Cp. note I5 (8) 
to chapter 3·) 

As pointed out before (cp. especially note 6 to chapter g), the doctrine 
of an historical and cosmic tendency towards decay appears to be combined, 
in Plato, with a doctrine of an historical and cosmic cycle. (The period of 
decay, probably, is a part of this cycle.)* 

' Cp. Timaeus, g1d-g2bjc. See also note 6 (7) to chapter 3 and note I I 
to chapter I I. 

6 See the beginning of chapter 2 above, and note 6 (1) to chapter 3· It 
is not a mere accident that Plato mentions Hcsiod's story of ' metals ' when 
discussing his own theory of historical decay (Rep., 546e/547a, esp. notes 39 
and 40 to chapter 5) ; he clearly wishes to indicate how well his theory fits 
in with, and explains, that of Hcsiod. 

0 The historical part of the Laws is in Books Three and Four (see note 6 (5) 
and (8) to chapter 3). The two quotations in the text are from the beginning 
of this part, i.e. Laws, 676a. For the parallel passages mentioned, see Republic, 
36gb, f. (' The birth of a city . .') and 545d (' How will our city be 
changed . .'). 

It is often said that the Laws (and the Statesman) are less hostile towards 
democracy than the Republic, and it must be admitted that Plato's general 
tone is in fact less hostile {this is perhaps due to the increasing inner strength 
of deJ?ocracy ; sec chapter I o and the beginning of chapter 1 1). But the only 
pract1cal concession made to democracy in the Laws is that political officers 
a_re to be .elected, by the membe1-s of the ruling (i.e. the military) class; and 
smce all_ Important changes in the laws of the state are forbidden anyway 
(cp., for mstancc, the quotations in note 3 of this chapter), this does not mean 
very much. The fundamental tendency remains pro-Spartan, and this 
tcn?cncy _was, as can be seen from Aristotle's Politics, I I, 6, I7 (1265b), com­
patlbl~ w1th a so-called' mixed' constitution. In fact, Plato in the Laws is, if 
anythmg, more hostile towards the spirit of democracy, i.e. towards the idea of 
the freedom of the individual, than he is in the RejJublic ; cp. especially the te."t 
to notes 32 and 33 to chapter 6 (i.e. Laws, 739c, ff., and 942a, £) and to 
notes Ig-22 to ~hapter 8 (i.e. Laws, gogc-goga).-See also next note. 

7 It seems hkcly that it was largely this difficulty of explaining the first 
change ~or the: Fall of Man) that led Plato to transform his theory of Ideru!, 
as mentmned 1? note I5 {8) to chapter 3 ; viz., to transform the Ideas into 
causes a~d actJve powers, capable of mingling with some of the other Ideas 
(cp. SoplzJSt, 252e, ff.), and of rejecting the remaining ones (Sophist, 223c), and 
thu~ to transform them into something like gods, as opposed to the Republic 
wluch {cp. g8o?) petrifies even the gods into unmoving and unmov~d 
Parmcmdean bemgs. An important turning point is, apparently, the SophiSt, 
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248e-249c (note especially that here the Idea of motic;m is not at rest). The 
transformation seems to solve at the same time the difficulty of the so-called 
' third man ' ; for if the Forms arc, as in the Timaeus, fathers, then there is 
no ' third man' necessary to explain their similarity to their oll:~pring. 

Regarding the relation of the Republic to the Statesman and to the Laws, 
I think that Plato's attempt in the two latter dialogues to trace the origin of 
human society further and further back is likewise connected with the 
difficulties inherent in the problem of the first change. That it is difficult to 
conceive of a change overtaking a perfect city is clearly stated in Republic, 
546a ; Plato's attempt in the Republic to solve it will be discussed in the next 
chapter (cp. text to notes 37-40 to chapter 5). In the Statesman, Plato adopts 
the theory of a cosmic catastrophe which leads. to the chan?e from ~he 
(Empcdoclcan) half-circle of love to the present pcnod, the half-circle of stnfc. 
This idea seems to have been dropped in the Timacus, in order to be replaced 
by~ theory (retained in the Laws) of more limited catastrophes, such as floods, 
wh1ch may destroy civilizations but apparently do not a!Tect the course of 
the universe. (It is possible th~t this solution. of t~e proble~ was suggested 
to Plato by the fact that in 373-372 B.C., the ancient City or l-Ichee was destroyed 
by ea~thquake and flood.) The earliest ~orm. o! soc1cty, removed in the 
RejJUblzc only by one single step from the still cx1stmg Spartan state, is thrust 
back to a more and more distant past. Although Plate:' continues to believe 
that the first settlement must be the best city, he now discusses societies prior 
to the first settlement, i.e. nomad societies, ' hill shepherds '. (Cp. especially 
note 32 to this chapter.) . 

8 The quotation is from Marx-Engels, The Communzsl Manifesto · c 
A Handbook of Marxism (edited by E. Burns, I935), 22. ' p. 

0 The quotation is from Adam's comments on Book VIII of the RejJub[" . 
sec his edition, vol. II, Ig8, note to 544a3. zc' 

1° Cp. Republic, 544c. 
11 (I) As opposed to my contention that. Plato, like many m d 

sociologists since Comtc, tries to outline the typical stages of social de~elcrn 
ment, most critics take Plato's story merely as a ~om~what dramatic presc op. 
tion of a purely logical classification of constitutiOns. But this not ~tj. 
contradict;; -:vhat Plato says (cp. Adam:s.note to R~p., 5:1-4cig, ojJ .. cit., vul. ~{ 
Igg), but 1t Is also against the whole spmt of Pl~to s l?~pc, accordmg to whic]' 
the essence of a thing is to be understood by Its ongmal nature i e b . 1 

historical origin. And we must not forget that he uses the same wo;d ·, g. Y Its 
. · 1 b" . • enus • to mean a class m the logical sense and a race m t 1e IO!ogical sense T ' 

logical 'genus' is still identical with the 'race', in the sense of • offsp.rin he 
the same parent'. (With this, cp. notes I5-20 to chapter 3, and textg of 
well as notes 23-24 to chapter 5 and text, where the equation nature _ .. ' as 

. d" ' . r - orzgm -race 1s . 1scussed.) Accordingly, there IS eve~ reason wr taking what PI -
says a! Its face val_ue ; for even if Adam ~ere nght when he says (loc. cit. ato 
~lato mtends to g1ve a • logical order', this order would for him be at th ) that 
lime that of a typical historical development. Adam's remark (l e sai?e 
that _the o~der' is primarily determined by psychological and not b h.oc. ~zt.) 
consideratiOns ' turns I believe against him. For he himself po" yts IStoncal 
. • • , 111 out (for 
mstance, op. ell., vol. II, 195, note to 543a, ff.) th~t ;Jato ' retains throu hout 
· · .t~e analogy between the Soul . and t~e C1ty : According to P1ato's 
political t?eory _of the soul (which w1ll be discussed m the next chapter) th 
psych~I.ogical history must run parallel to the social history and the au' ~ 
opp~sitiO_n between psychological and historical ~onsider~tions disapp~!~s 
turmng mto another argument in favour of our mterpretation ' 

(2) Ex~ctly the same reply could be made if somebody should argue 
tha~ Plato s order of the constitution is, fundamentally, not a logical but an 
ethical one ; for the ethical order (and the aesthetic order as well) is, in Plato's 
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philosophy, indistinguishable from the historical order. In this connection, 
it may be remarked that this historicist view provides Plato with a theoretical 
background for Socrates' cudcmonism, i.e. for the theory that goodness and 
happiness are identical. This theory is dc\·cloped, in the Republic (cp. especially 
s8ob), in the form of the doctrine that goodness and happiness, or badness 
and unhappiness, arc proportional ; and so they must be, if the degree of 
the goodness as well as of the happiness of a man is to be measured by the 
degree in which he resembles our original blessed nature-the perfect Idea of 
man. (The fact that Plato's theory leads, in this point, to a theoretical 
justification of an apparently paradoxical Socratic doctrine may well have 
helped Plato to convince himself that he was only expounding the true Socratic 
creed ; sec text to notes 56/;:,7 to chapter 10.) 

(3) Rousseau took over Plato's classification of institutions (Social Contract, 
Book II, ch. VII, Book III, ch. III IT., cp. also ch. X). It seems however 
that he was not directly influenced by Plato when he revived the Platonic 
Idea of a primitive society (cp., however, notes 1 to chapter 6 and 14 to 
chapter g) ; but a direct product of the Platonic Renaissance in Italy was 
Sanazzaro's most influential Arcadia, with its revival of Plato's idea of a 
blessed primitive society of Greek (Dorian) hill shepherds. (For this idea of 
Plato's, cp. text to note 32 to this chapter.) Thus Romanticism (cp. also 
chapter g) is hist ically indeed an offspring of Platonism. 

(4) How far the modern historicism of Comte and Mill, and of Hegel and 
Marx, is influenced by the theistic historicism of Giambattista Vico's New 
Science ( 1725) is very hard to say : Vi co himself was undoubtedly influenced 
by Plato, as well as by St. Augustine's De Civitate Dei and Machiavelli's Dis­
courses orz LiVJ'· Like Plato (cp. ch. 5), Vico identified the 'nature' of a 
thing with its 'origin' (cp. Opere, Ferrari's second ed., 1852-4, vol. V, p. gg) ; 
and he believed that all nations must pass through the same course of develop­
ment, according to one universal law. His ' nations ' (like Hegel's) may thus 
be said to be one of the links between Plato's ' Cities ' and Toynbce's 
'Civilizations'. 

1 : Cp. Republic, 549C/d ; the next quotations arc op. cit., 550d-e, and later, 
ojJ. czt., 551 a/b. 

13 Cp. op. cit., 556e. (This passage should be compared with Thucydides, 
III, ~2-4, quoted in chapter 10, text to note 12.) The next quotation is 
ojJ. czt., 557a. 

u For Pericles' democratic programme, sec text to note 31, chapter xo, 
note 17 to chapter 6, and note 34 to chapter 1 o. 

15. A~a~, in his edition of The RejJUhlic of Plato, vol. II, 2.40, not~ to 55_9d22. 
~The 1tahcs m the second quotation are mine.) Adam adm1ts that the p1c~ure 
~s ~oubtlcss somewhat exaggerated ' ; but he leaves little doubt that he thmks 
1t 1s, fundamentally true 'for all time'. 

16 Adam, loc. cit: 
17 .This quotation is from Republic, 56od (for this and the next quotation, 

cp. Lmdsay's translation) ; the next two quotations are froi? t~e ~arne work, 
s63 a-b, and d. (Sec also Adam's note to s6sd25.) It IS SJgmficant th~t 
Plato appeals here to the institution of private property, sev.ere.ly atta~ke~ m 
other parts of the RejJUb/ic, as if it were an unchallenged pnnc1ple of JUstice. 
I~ seems that when the property bought is a slave, an appeal to the lawful 
nght of the buyer is adequate. 

Anl?ther attack upon democracy is that ' it tramples under foot ' the 
edu~ahonal principle that ' no one can grow up to be a good man unless his 
carhest. years were given to noble games'. (Rep., 558b; see Lindsay:s 
tra~sl~tJon ; cp. note 68 to chapter xo.) See also the attacks upon cquah­
tanamsm quoted in note 14 to chapter 6. 

* For Socrates' attitude towards his young companions, see most of the 
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b I the Phaedo where Socrates' ' pleasant, ·m ' an. 1. d' Jogues ut a so ' , · · · • s ear ter ta ' . h' h h listened to the young man s cnttctsm I ectful manner m w tc c "1 to 
resp . d F r Plato's contrasting attitude, sec text to notes . 19--
descnbe . . s~c also the excellent lectures by H. Cherniss, !he Rrddle of the 
~~~t~cdd;my (1945), especially pp. 70 and 79 (on the Parmemdcs 135c-d), and 
c notes 18-21 to chapter 7, and text. . . . 
P· 1a Slavery (sec the preceding note) and the Athcma~ movement agamst tt 

will be further discussed in chapters 5 (notes 13 a~d text J, 1 o, .and 1 1 ; sec also 
note 29 to the present chapter. Like Plato, Anstotl.c (e.g. m Pol.\ 1.313b~ I, 
I3I9b20; and in his Constitution of Athens, 59. s) testifies to .Atl~cns hbcrahty 
towards slaves ; and so docs the Pscudo-Xcnophon (cp. hts Canst. of Athms, 
I, 10 f.) . 

19 Cp. Republic, 577a, f. ; sec Adam's notes to 577a5 and bE! (oj1. crt., 
val. II, 332 f.). 

20 RejJUblic, s66c ; cp. note 63 to chapter I 0. 

21 Cp. Statesman (Politiws), 301cjd. Although Plato distinguishes six types 
of debased states, he docs not introduce any new terms ; the names' monarchy' 
(or '~ingship ') and ' aristocrac~' arc used in the Refmblic (445d) of the best 
state 1tsclf, and not of the relatively best forms of debased states, as in the 
Statesman. 

22 Cp. Republic, 544d. 
23 Cp. Statesman, 297c/d : ' If the government I have mentioned is tl·c only 

true origin?-!, then the oth~rs' (which arc ' ol?l~ copies of this' ; cp. 2~7b/c) • must usc 1ts laws, and wntc them down; th1s 1s the only way in wh' ·I th 
can be preserved'. (Cp. note 3 to this chapter, and note I8 to I ICtl cy 
'And any violation of the laws should be punished with death ~laf cr 7-) 
severe punishments ; and this is very just and good, although '0~n t lC most 
the second best thing.' (For the origin of the laws, ep. note 32 ( cours) c, only 
chapter, and note 17 (2) to chapter g.) And in gooefgoia [I, a to this 
• The nearest approach of these lower forms of government to th ., we read : 
...,ent .. is to follow these written laws and customs. . . Whtrue govern­
... d . . h F I . en the . l rule an 1m1tate t e true •orm, then t 1e government 1s called a . t nc 1 

and when they do not heed the (ancient) laws oligarchy,' etc. It isrl~oe~~~y ; 
to note t?at ~ot l.aw~ulness or lawlessness in the abstract, but the prcscrvitio ant 
the anc1e~t mstJtutJOns of the original or perfect state is the c ·t . 11 of 

·n t (Th' · · · 1 , p n cnon of tl ciass!lCa Jon. 1s IS m contrast to Anstot e s olitics 1" I 1e 
xnain distinction is whether or not 'the law is suprcm~' -g2a, w.1ere the 
the mob.) ' or, for Instance 

24 The. passage, Laws, 7oge-714a, contains several allusion t ' 
man; fobr m;;an~e, 7IOd-c, which introduces, following Herod ~ oitihe States­
the num er C!J ru ers as the principle of classification · the en ° us I, 8o-82 
forrns of government in 7I2c and d . and 7I3b fT. i.e. tile umerations of th~ 

· the day of C ' ' ' myth of tl state 111 I . f ronos, ' of which the best of our present t le perfect 
tions '· n Vl~W 0 these allusions, I little doubt that Plato int 5 adtes arc imita­
of the fitn.css ofttyhranny for Utopian experiments to be under ten ed his theory 

tl·nuatwn o e story of th S 1 s ood as a k' d 
con · th · e talesman (and t ms also of th R ' 111 of quotations~~ Lis paragraph are from the Laws, 70ge, and e epublic).-The 
fl1ark frorn \ c .aws quoted above' is 797d quoted in the telt\oc;d ; the 're­
charter. .~ ~~~~e With E. B. England's n~te to this passa ·e .0 n~te 3, in this 
'{ftc Laws C!J h ' '921' vol. II, 258 that it is Plato's prin g. 'lln hJs edition of 
/. trimental ~od t e ~ower .. of anything' and therefore a~'P e that ' change is 
r,t '1 . but o bno agrc~ with him' that ~hangcfrom bad' s? to the power of 
cVl ' 'd ·nt to c mentiOned . . 'VIz. to d · 

I{ cVI t f PI t , as an exception ; 1t 1s not self. '.d goo , 1s too 
5t .• t of view o a o s doctrine of the evil nature of chan -ev, ent from the 
poltl ge. See also next 
(lot~-} Cp· Laws, 67fib/c (cp. 676a, quoted in the text to note 

6). In spite 
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of Plato's doctrine that 'change is detrimental' (cp. the end of the last note), 
E. B. England interprets these passages on change and revolution by giving 
them an optimistic or progressive meaning. He suggests that the object of 
Plato's search is what 'we might call " the secret of political vitality"'. 
(Cp. op. cit., vol. I, 344-) And he interprets this passage on the search for 
the true cause of (detrimental) change as dealing with a search for' the cause 
and nature of the true dcuelojl1ncnt of a state, i.e. of its progress towards perfection'. 
(Italics his ; cp. vol. I, 345.) This interpretation cannot be correct, for the 
passage in question is an introduction to a story of political decline ; but it 
shows how much the tendency to idc."1lizc Plato and to represent him as a 
progressivist blinds even such an excellent critic to his own finding, namely, 
that Plato bclic\·ed change to be detrimental. 

26 Cp. Rejmblic, 545d (sec also the parallel passage 465b). The next 
quotation is from the Laws, 683e. (Adam in his edition of the Republic, 
vol. II, 203, note to 545d21, refers to this passage in the Laws.) England, 
in his edition of the Laws, vol. I, 360 f., note to 683e5, mentions Republic, 
6oga, but neither 545d nor 465b, and supposes that the reference is 'to a 
fJTcvious discussion, or one recorded in a lost dialogue '. I do not see why 
Plato should not be alluding to the Republic, by using the fiction that some of 
its topics have been discussed by the present interlocutors. As Cornford 
says, in Plato's last group of dialogues there is ' no motive to keep up the 
illusion that the conversations had really taken place ' ; and he is also right 
when he says that Plato' was not the slave of his own fictions'. (Cp. Cornford, 
Plato's Cosmology, pp. 5 and 4.) Plato's law of revolutions was rediscovered, 
without reference to Plato, by V. Pareto ; cp. his Treatise on General Sociolog;•, 
§§ 2054, 2057, 2058. (At the end of§ 2055, there is also a theory of arresting 
history.) Rousseau also rediscovered the law. (Social Contract, Book III, 
ch. X.) 

27 (I) It may be worth noting that the intentionally non-historical traits 
of the best state, especially the rule of the philosophers, are not mentioned 
by Plato in the summary at the beginning of the Timaeus, and that in Book 
VIII of the RefJublic he assumes that the rulers of the best state are not versed 
in Py~hagore::n number-mysticism ; cp. Republic, 546cjd, where the rulers 
arc sa1~ to be 1gn_orant of these matters. (Cp. also the remark, Rep., 543d/544a, 
accordmg to winch the best state of Book VIII can still be surpassed, namely, 
as Adam says, by the city of Books V-VII-the ideal city in heaven.) 

In his book, Plato's Cosmology, pp. 6 ff., Cornford reconstructs the outlines 
and contents of Plato's unfinished trilogy, Timaeus-Critias-Hermocrates, and 
sho:vs how they arc related to the historical parts of the Laws (Book III). 
This reconstruction is I think a valuable corroboration of my theory that 
Plato's view of the w~rlcl was fundamentally historical, and that his interest 
in '!~ow it generated' (and how it decays) is linked with his theory of Ideas, 
and mdecd based on it. But if that is so, then there is no reason why _we 
shoul? ,as~ume that the later books of the Republic ' started from th.e ques~10n 
how_1t (I.e. the city) 'might be realized in thefuture and sketch~d ~ts po~1ble 
?eclmc through lower forms of politics' (Cornford, op. cit., 6; 1tahcs mme) ; 
ms~ead we should look upon the Books VIII and IX of the Republic, in view of 
the_Ir close parallelism with the Third Book of the Laws, as a simplified his­
toncal s~etch of the actual decline of the ideal city of the past, and as an 
explanatiOn of th~ origin of the existing states, analogous to the greate; task 
set by Plato for himself in the Timaeus in the unfinished trilogy, and m the 
Laws. ' 

, ( 2 ). In connection with my remark, later in the paragraph, that Plato 
certamly knew that he did not possess the necessary data', see for instance 

Laws, 683d, and England's note to 683d2. . 
(3) To my remark, further down in the paragraph, that Plato recogruzed 
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the Cretan and Spartan societies as petrified or arrested forms (and to the 
remark in the next paragraph that Plato's best state is not only a class state but 
a caste stale) the following may be added. (Cp. also note 20 to this chapter, 
and 24 to chapter 10.) 

In Laws, 797d (in the introduction to the 'important pronouncement', 
as England calls it, quoted in the text to note 3 to this chapter), Plato makes it 
perfectly clear that his Cretan and Spartan interlocutors arc aware of the 
' arrested ' character of their social institutions ; Clcnias, the Cretan inter­
locutor, emphasizes that he is anxious to listen to any defence of the archaic 
character of a state. A little later (799a), and in the same context a direct 
:cfc~cn~c is made to the Egypt~an _method of arresting the dcvelo~mcnt of 
mstltutwns ; surely a clear mdtcatwn that Plato recognized a tendency in 
Crete and Sparta parallel to that of Egypt, namely, to arrest all social change. 
. In this contcx~, a passage in th~ Timaeus (sec especially 2.la-b) seems 
Important. In th1s passage, Plato tncs to show (a) that a class division very 
similar to that of the RejJUblic was established in Athens at a very ancient 
period of its pre-historical development, and (b) that these institutions were 
closely akin to the caste system of Egypt (whose arrested caste institutions 
he assumes to have derived from his ancient Athenian stale). Thus Plato 
himself acknowledges by implication that the ideal ancient and perfect state 
of the Rej;ub/ic is a caste stale. It is interesting that Grantor, first commentator 
on the Timaeus, reports, only two generations after Plato, ~hat Pl~to. had been 
accused of deserting the Athenian tradition, and of becommg a dtsctplc of the 
Egyptians. (Cp. Gompcrz, Gre~k. Thinkers, G~rm. ed., II, 4_76.) Grantor 
alludes perhaps to !socrates' Buszns, 8, quote? m note 3 to chapter 13. 

For the problem of the castes in the Rej;ublzc, see furthermore notes 3 1 and 
32 (I, d) to this chapter, note 40 to c~apter 6, and notes Il-l<~ to chapter 8. 
A. E. Taylor, Plato: Tlze Jvian wzd 1-Ir.s Work, P· 269 f., forcefully denounces 
the view that Plato favoured a caste stat<:· . 

28 Cp. RejJublic, 41 Ga. The problem IS conszdered rn.ore fu.lly in this 
chapter, text to note 35· (For the problell?' of caste, menuoned m the next 
paragraph, see notes 27 (3) and ~~ t? this chapter.) . 

29 For Plato's advice against legJslatm!? for the common peopl~ With their 
c vulgar market quarrels', etc., sec Republtc, 425b-427.a/b; espccmlly 42Sd-e 
and 427a. These passages, of course, attack Atheman dcmo~r<l:cy, and all 
' piecemeal • legislation in th~ sense of chapter g. * Th<l:t tlu.s 1s so is also 
seen by Cornford, The Republzc of Plato (1941) ; . for ~c w.n ~es, m a note to a 
passage in which ~Jato r?commcnds U~opl~n cngmecnng (lt.IS Rejl~lblic_ sood, f., 
the recommendatiOn of canvas-cl,camng and of~ romanti.c rad.Ica! 1sm ; cp. 
note 12 to chapter g, and text) : Contrast the p!ece~cal tJ~kermg at reform 
satirized at 425e . .'. Cornford does not seem to like pJCecmeal reforms 
and he seems to prefer Plato's methods ; but his and my interpretation of 
Plato's intentions seem to coincide.* 

The four quotations further down in this paragraph are from the Republic 
371 dje ; 463a-b (' s~pportcrs' and 'employers') ; , 549a ; and 47Ib/c: 
Adam comments (ojJ. czt., vol. I, 97, note to 371e32) : Plato does not admit 
slave labour in his city, unless perhaps in the persons of barbarians.' I agree 
that Plato opposes in the Republic (46gb-c) the enslavement of Greek prisoners 
of war; but he goes on (in 471b--c) to encourage that of barbarians by Greeks 
and especially by the citizens of his best city. (This appears to be also th~ 
opinion of Tarn ; cp. note 13 (2) to chapter 15.) And Plato violently attacked 
the Athenian movement against slavery, and insisted on the legal rights of 
property when. the property was a slave (cp. text to notes 17 and 18 to this 
chapter). As IS shoWI_l also ?Y the third quotation (fro~ RejJ., 548c/549a) in 
the paragraJ.?h to wh1ch this note is appended, he d1d 1101 abolish slavery 
in his best City. (See also Rep., sgoejd, where he defends the demand that 
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the coarse and vulgar should be the slaves of the best man.) A. E. Taylor 
is therefore wrong when he twice asserts (in his Plato, I908 and I9I4, pp. I97 
and I I8) that Plato implies' that there is no class of slaves in the community'. 
For similar views in Taylor's Plato: The lvfan and His Work (I926), cp. end of 
note 27 to this chapter. 

Plato's treatment of slavery in the Statesman throws, I think, much light 
on his attitude in the Rejmblic. For here, too, he docs not speak much about 
slaves, although he clearly assumes that there arc slaves in his state. (Sec 
his characteristic remark, 28gbjc, that 'all property in tame animals, e.xcept 
slaves' has been already dealt with ; and a similarly characteristic remark, 
309a, that true kingscraft 'makes slaves of those who wallow in ignorance 
and abject humility'. The reason why Plato docs not say very much about 
the slaves is quite clear from 28gc, IT., especially 289djc. He docs not see a 
major distinction between 'slaves and other servants', such as labourers, 
tradesmen, merchants (i.e. all 'banausic' persons who earn money; cp. 
note 4 to chapter I I) ; slaves are distinguished from the others merely as 
'servants acquired by purchase'. In other words, he is so high above the 
baseborn that it is hardly worth his while to bother about subtle differences. 
All this is very similar to the Rejmblic, only a little more e.xplicit. (Sec also 
note 57 (2) to chapter 8.) 

For Plato's treatment of slavery in the Laws, see especially G. R. Morrow, 
' Plato and Greek Slavery' (lvfind, N.S., vol. 48, I86-20I ; sec also p. 402), 
an article which gives an excellent and critical survey of the subject, and 
reaches a very just conclusion, although the author is, in my opinion, still a 
little biased in favour of Plato. (The article does not perhaps sufficiently 
stress the fact that in Plato's day an anti-slavery movement was well on the 
way; cp. note I3 to chapter 5.) 

30 The quotation is from Plato's summary of the Republic in the Timaeus 
(t8c/d).-With the remark concerning the lack of novelty of the suggested 
community of women and children, compare Adam's edition of 71ze Republic 
of Plato, vol. I, p. 292 (note to 457b, IT.) and p. 308 (note to 463ci7), as well 
as pp. 345-55, csp. 354 ; with the Pythagorean element in Plato's communism, 
cp. oj1. cit., p. I99, note to 416d22. (For the precious metals, sec note 24 to 
chapter IO. For the common meals, sec note 34 to chapter 6; and for the 
communist principle in Plato and his successors, note 29 (2) to chapter 5, and 
the passages mentioned there.) 

31 The passage quoted is from Rcjlllblic, 434bjc. In demanding a caste 
state, Plato hesitates for a long time. This is quite apart from the ' lengthy 
preface' to the passage in question (which will be discussed in chapter 6 ; 
cp. notes. 24 and 40 to that chapter) ; for when first speaking about these 
matters, m 415a, ff., he speaks as though a rise from the lower tc:' the upper 
classes were permissible, provided that in the lower classes ' children were 
born ~vith an admixture of gold and silver' (4ISC), i.e. of upper class '?l~od 
~n~ VIrtue. ~ut in 434h-d, and, even more clearly, in 547a, this perm1sswn 
1s, ~~ cffc~t, Withdrawn; and in 547a any admixture of the metals IS declared 
an Impunty which must be fatal to the state. See also text to notes I I-14 
to c;~apter 8 (and note 27 (3) to the present chapter). . .. 

C:P· the Statesman, 27Ie. The passages in the Laws about the pnm1t1ve 
~omad1c shepherds and their patriarchs are 677e-68oe. The passage quoted 
IS Law~, 68oc. The passage quoted next is from the Myth of the Earthbor~, 
Republtc, 4ISd/e. The concluding quotation of the paragraph is from Republzc, 
44od.-It may be. necessary to add some comments on certain remarks in the 
paragraph. to wh1c~ this note is appended. 
, ( 1) It IS, stated m the text that it is not very clearly explaine~ how the 

settlement came about. Both in the Laws and in the Republtc we first 
hear (see (a) and (c), below) of a kind of agreement or social contract (for the 
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social contract, cp. note 29 to chapter 5 and notes 43-54 to chapter 6, and 
text), and later (see (b) and (c), below) of a forceful subjugation. 

(a) In the Laws, the various tribes of hill shepherds settle in the plains after 
having joined together to form larger war bands whose laws arc arri\'cd at 
by an agreement or contract, made by arbiters vested with royal powers 
(681 b and c/d ; for the origin of the laws described in 681 b, cp. note 17 (2) 
to chapter 3). But now Plato becomes evasive. Instead of describing how 
these bands settle in Greece, and how the Greek cities were founded, Plato 
switches over to Homer's story of the foundation of Troy, and to the Trojan 
war. From there, Plato says, the Achaeans returned under the name of 
Dorians, and ' the rest of the story .. is part of Laccdacmonian history ' 
(682e) 'for we have reached the settlement of Laccdacmon' (682cj683a). 
So far we have heard nothing about the manner of this settlement, and there 
follows at once a further digression (Plato himself speaks about the' roundabout 
track of the argument') until we get ultimately (in 683c/d) the ' hint' 
mentioned in the text ; see (b). 

(b) The statement in the text that we get a hint that the Dorian 'settle­
ment' in the Pcloponnesc was in fact a violent subjugation, refers to the Laws 
(683c/d), where Plato introduces what arc actually his first historical remarks 
on Sparta. He says that he begins at the time when the whole of the Pclopon­
nese was 'practically subjugated' by the Dorians. In the Mencxenus (whose 
genuineness can hardly be doubted ; cp. note 35 to chapter 10) there is in 
245c an allusion to the fact that the Pcloponncsians were ' immigrants from 
abroad' (as Grote puts it : cp. his Plato, III, p. s). 

(c) In the Republic (36gb) the city is founded by workers with a view to 
the advantages of a division of labour and of co-operation, in accordance with 
the contract theory. 

(d) But later (in :ep.~ 4.rsd/~ ;h s~e. the hquot~tion. in the text, to this 
paragraph) we get a. cscn~u~:m o ht ~ nutmhbp an~ mTvahslon of a warrior class 
of somewhat mystcnous ongm-t e ear orn · c decisive passa 
this description states that the c.arthborn, must loo~ round to find forge ?f 
camp the most suitable spot (htcr~lly) .for kcepmg_ down tho_sc "-'itl!fe~r 
i.e. for keeping down those already hvmg m the City, 1.c. for keejnng dorv,, ~h; 
inhabitants. h ' hb • 'd · 

(e) In the States~an (27Ia, f.) t esc cart orn arc ~- entJfied with the 
very early nomad hdl shepherds of the prc-se~tlement pe110~. Cp. also the 
allusion to the autochthonous grasshoppers m the SJ'IIIjJoswm, 1g 1b. 
note 6 (4) to chapter 3, and 1 1 (2) to chapter. 8. . ' cp. 

(f) To sum up, it sccmsd t~at Pbla~o had a fmrly cle~1r. 1dea of the Dorian 
conquest, which he preferrc d•.1?r o hv1oushreasons, to_ve1 m m1ystery. It also 
seems that there was a tra 1tl0n t at t c conquenng war 1ordcs were of 
nomad descent. . . 

(2) With the remark later in the text 1~ th1~ paragraph regarding Plato's 
• continuous emphasis ' on the fact that rulzng zs shepherdmg, cp. for inst . b h h . d . . ' ancc, 
the following passages : Rejmblzc, 343 , w ere t c 1 c~ IS mtroduced · 345c f 
where, in the form of the simile of the good shepherd, It becomes one ~f the c~~~ 
tral topics of the investigation; 375a-376b, 4o4a, 44od, .4.51?-e, 459a-46oc, 
and 466c-d (quoted in no.te 30 to ~haptcr 5) • whc!c the atn;'1hanes arc likened to 
sheep-dogs and where thc1r brecdmg and cduca~wn arc discussed accordingly . 
41 6a, ff., where the problem of the wolves Without and within the state i~ 
introduced ; cp. furthermore the States~za11, where the idea is continued over 
many pages, especially 261d-276d. With regard to the Laws, I may refer to 
the passage (6g4e), where Plato says of Cyrus that he had acquired for his sons 
'cattle and sheep and many herds of men and other animals'. (Cp. also 
Laws, 735, and Theaet., 174d.) 

(3) With all this, cp. also A. J. Toynbec, A Stuqy C?f History, csp. val. III, 
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pp. 32 (n. r), where A. H. Lybyer, The Govcmmmt of the Ottoma11 Empire, etc., is 
quoted, 33 (n. 2), so-roo ; see more especially his remark on the conquering 
nomads (p. 22) who ' deal with .. men ', and on Plato's 'human watch­
dogs' (p. 94, n. 2). I have been much stimulated byToynbce's brilliant ideas 
and much encouraged by many of his remarks which I take as corroborating 
my interpretations, and which I can value the more highly the more Toynbee's 
and my fundamental assumptions seem to disagree. I also owe to Toynbee a 
number of terms used in my tc.xt, especially 'human cattle', 'human herd' 
and 'human watch-dog'. 

Toynbee's Study of History is, from my point of view, a model of what I 
call historicism ; I need not say much more to express my fundamental 
disagreement with it ; and a number of special points of disagreement will 
be discussed at various places (cp. notes 43 and 45 (2) to this chapter, notes 
7 and 8 to chapter ro, and chapter 24 ; also, my criticism ofToynbee in chapter 
24, and in The Poverty of Historicism, p. 110 fT.). But it contains a wealth of 
interesting and stimulating ideas. Regarding Plato, Toynbee emphasizes a 
number of points in which I can follow him, especially that Plato's best state 
is inspired by his experience of social revolutions and by his wish to arrest 
all change, and that it is a kind of arrested Sparta (which itself was also 
arrested). In spite of these points of agreement, there is even in the inter­
pretation of Plato a fundamental disagreement between Toynbee's views and 
my own. Toynbee regards Plato's best state as a typical (reactionary) 
Utopia, while I interpret its major part, in connection with what I consider 
as Plato's general theory of change, as an attempt to reconstruct a primi­
tive form of society. Nor do I think that Toynbee would agree with my 
interpretation of Plato's story of the period prior to the settlement, and of 
the settlement itself, outlined in this note and the text ; for Toynbee says 
(op. cit., vol. III, 8o) that 'the Spartan society was not of nomadic origin'. 
Toynbee strongly emphasizes (op. cit., III, 50 ff.) the peculiar character of the 
Spartan society, which, he says was arrested in its development owing to a 
superhuman e!Tort to keep dow~ their' human cattle'. But I think that this 
emphasis on the peculiar situation of Sparta makes it difficult to understand 
the similarities between the institutions of Sparta and Crete which Plato found 
so striking (Rep., 544c ; Laws, 68ga). These, I believe, can be explained only 
as arrested forms of very ancient tribal institutions, which must be considerably 
older than the effort of the Spartans in tlte second Messenian war (about 
65o-:62o B.c. ; cp. Toynbee, op. cit., III, 53). Since the conditions of the 
surviVal of these institutions were so very different in the two localities, their 
similarity is a strong argument in favour of their being primitive and against 
an explanation by a factor which affects only one of them. 

* For problems of the Dorian Settlement, sec also R. Eisler in Caucasia, 
val. V, 1928, especially p. 113, note 84, where the term' Hellenes' is trans­
lated as the' settlers', and' Greeks' as the' graziers '-i.e. the cattle-bre7ders 
or nomads. The same author has shown (Orphisch-Dionisische lvfysterzenge­
da~zk~n, 1925, p. 58, note 2) that the idea of the God-Shepherd is of Orphic 
o_ngm. At the same place, the sheep-dogs of God (Domini Canes) arc men­
tiOned.* 

33 The fact that education is in Plato's state a class prerogative has been 
overlooked by some enthusiastic educationists who credit Plato with the idea 
of ma~i?g education independent of financial means ; they do not see that 
the evll!s t~e class prerogative as such, and that it is comparatively unimportant 
whether. th1~ prerogative is based upon the possession of money or upon any 
other cntenon by which membership of the ruling class is determined. Cp. 
notes 12 and 13 to chapter 7, and text. Concerning the carrying of arms, see 
also Laws, 753b. 

34 Cp. Republic, 46oc. (See also note 31 to this chapter.) Regarding 
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Plato's recommendation of infanticide, sec Adam, ojJ. cit., vol. I, p. !:!gg, no~c 
to 46oc18,_ and .PP· 357 ff. Although Adam rightly insists that Plato w~ Ill 
favo~r of mfanticide, and although he rejects as ' irrelevant ' all attempts to 
acqutt. P~ato of sanctioning ' such a dreadful practice, he tries to excuse Plato 
by pomtmg out ' that the practice was widely prevalent in ancient Greece'. 
But it was not s_o in Athens. Plato chooses throughout to prefer the ancient 
Spartan barbansm and racialism to the enlightenment of Pericles' Athens ; 
and for this choice he must be held responsible. For a hypothesis explaining 
the Spartan_practice, see note 7 to chapter 10 (and text) ; sec also the cross 
references given there. 

T~c later qu~tations in this paragraph which favour applying the principles 
of ammal brecdmg to man are from Republic, 459b (cp. note 39 to chapter 8, 
and text) ; those on the analogy between dogs and warriors, etc., from the 
Republic, 404a ; 375a ; 376ajb ; and 376b. Sec also note 40 (2) to chapter 5• 
and the next note here. 

ac; The two quotations before the note-number arc both from Rcjmblic, 
375b. The next following quotation is from 416a (cp. note 28 to this chapter) ; 
~he rema}ning ones arc from 375c-e. The problem of blending opposite 

natures (or even Forms; cp. notes 18-20 and 40 (2) to chapter 5, and text 
and note 39 to chapter 8) is one of Plato's favourite topics. (In the Statesman, 
283e, f., and later in Aristotle, it merges into the doctrine of the mean.) 

36 The quotations arc from Rejmblic, 410c; 41od; 410c; 41 1c/412a and 
412b. 

_37 In the Laws (68ob, ff.) Plato himself treats _Cr~te with some irony because 
of Its barbarous ignorance of literature. Th1s •gnorancc extends even to 
Homer, whom the Cretan interlocutor docs not know, and of whom he says: 
' foreign poets are very little read by Cretans '· (' llut they arc read in Sparta ', 
rejoins the Spartan interlocutor.) For Plato's preference for Spartan customs, 
sec also note 34 to chapter 6, and the text to note 30 to the present 
chapter. 

as For Plato's view on Sparta's treatment of t_hc hu~an catt.lc, sec note 
29 to this chapter, Republic, 548c/549a, where the tJmo~ratJc man Is compared 
with Plato's brother Glaucon : ' He would be _harder ~than Glaucon) ' and 
less musical' . the continuation of this passage IS quoted m the text to note 2g. 

Th d .d ' (IV 8 ) the treacherous murder of the 2,ooo helots . 
- ucy 1 es reports , o b · ' 
the best of the helots were selected for d~ath y a promise of freedom. It 
is almogt certain that Plato knew Thucyd•~cs wciJ,_ and we can be sure that 
he had I·n dd" . d" t sources of mformatiOn. a 1t10n more 1rec f 1 

For Plato's views on Athens' slack treatment o saves, sec note 18 to this 
chapter. . 

30 Considerin th d "d dly anti-Athcman and_ therefore anti-literary 
tendency of the Rg ,, bel. ~tel. e ]J"ttlc difficult to cxplam why so many cduca-

. epu zc, 1 IS a d t" 1 tl . I 
tiomsts. are so enthusiastic about Plato's c uca wna 1Cones. can sec only 
three likely explanations Either they do not undc~·st~nd the Rejmblic, in 
spite o~ its most outspoke~ hostility towards the th~n existm_g Athenian ~it crary 
educatiOn ; or they arc simply flattered by Plato s r~1ctoncal emphas1s upon 
the political power of education just as so many philosophers arc, and even 
some musicians (see text to no;c 41 ) ; or both. 

It is also difficult to see how lovers o~ Greek art and literature can find 
encouragement in Plato, who, especiallY m the Tenth B~ok of the Rej!~blic, 
launched a most violent attack against all poets ~nd tragcdmns, and espeCially 
against Homer (and even Hesiod). Sec Republzc~ 6ooa, where Homer is put 
below the level of a good technician or mcchamc (who would be generally 
despised by Plato as banausic and depraved ; cp. Rep_., 495c and sgoc, and 
note 4 to chapter 1 1) . Rep bl" 6ooc, where Homer IS put below the level 
of the Sophists Protagoras :nJc'Prodicus (see also Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, 
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German ed., II, 401) ; and Republic, 6osa/b, where poets are bluntly forbidden 
to enter into any well-governed city. 

These clear c.xprcssions of Plato's attitude, however, arc usually passea 
over by the commentators, who dwell, on the other hand, on remarks like the 
one made by Plato in preparing his attack on Homer (' . . though love and 
admiration for Homer hardly allow me to say what I have to say ' ; Rep., 
595b). Adam comments on this (note to 595b11) by saying that 'Plato 
speaks with real feeling ' ; but I think that Plato's remark only illustrates a 
method fairly generally adopted in the Republic, namely, that of making some 
concession to the reader's sentiments (cp. chapter 10, especially text to note 65) 
before the main attack upon humanitarian ideas is launched. 

4° For the rigid censorship aimed at class discipline, see Republic, 377e, ff., 
and especially 378c : 'Those who arc to be the guardians of our city ought 
to consider it the most pernicious crime to quarrel easily with one another.' 
It is interesting that Plato does not state this political principle at once, when 
introducing his theory of ecnsotohip in 376c, ff., but that he speaks first only 
of truth, beauty, etc. The censorship is further tightened up in 595a, ff., 
especially 6osa/b (sec the foregoing note, and notes 18-22 to chapter 7, and 
text). For the role of censorship in the Laws, sec 8oic/d.-Sce also the next 
note. 

For Plato's forgetfulness of his principle (Rep., 410C-412b, see note 36 
to this chapter) that music has to strengthen the gentle clement in man as 
opposed to the fierce, see especially 399a, f., where modes of music are 
demanded which do not make men soft, but arc' fit for men who are warriors'. 
Cp. also the next note, (2).-It must be made clear that Plato has not 
' forgotten ' a previously announced principle, but only that principle to which 
his discussion is going to lead up. 

41 ( 1) For Plato's attitude towards music, especially music proper, sec, for 
instance, Republic, 397b, ff. ; 3g8e, ff. ; 400a, ff. ; 410b, 424b, f., 546d. 
Laws, 657e, ff. ; 673a, 7oob, ff., 798d, ff., 8o1d, ff., 8o2b, ff., 816c. His 
attitude is, fundamentally, that one must 'beware of changing to a new 
mode of music ; this endangers everything ' since 'any change in the style 
of music always leads to a change in the most important institutions of 
the whole state. So says Damon, and I believe him.' (Rep., 424c.) Plato, 
as usual, follows the Spartan example. Adam (op. cit., vol. I, p. 216, note 
to 424c2o ; italics mine ; cp. also his references) says that ' the connection 
between musical and political changes .. was recognized universally 
throughout Greece, and particularly at Sparta, where .. Timotheus had his 
lyre confiscated for adding to it four new strings'. That Sparta's procedure 
inspired Plato cannot be doubted ; its universal recognition throughout 
Greece, and especially in Periclean Athens, is most improbable. (Cp. (2) of 
this note.) 

(2) In the text I have called Plato's attitude towards music (cp. especially 
Rep., 398c, ff.) superstitious and backward if compared with' a more enlightened 
contemporary criticism '. The criticism I have in mind is that of the 
anonymous writer, probably a musician of the fifth (or the early fourth) 
century, the author of an address (possibly an Olympian oration) which is 
now known as the thirteenth piece of Grenfell and Hunt, The Hibeh PapJ•ri, 
1go6, PP: 45 ff. It seems possible that the writer is one of' the various musicians 
wh_o cnhcJ_zc Socrates ' (i.e. the ' Socrates ' of Plato's Republic), mentioned by 
Amtotle (m the equally superstitious passage of his Politics, 1342b, where he 
repeats most of Plato's arguments) ; but the criticism of the anonymous author 
goes muc? furt~er than Aristotle indicates. Plato (and Aristotle) believed 
that certam mus1cal modes, for instance, the 'slack ' Ionian and Lydian modes, 
made people soft and effeminate, while others, especially the Dorian mode, 
made them brave. This view is attacked bv the anonymous author. ' They 
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say', he writes, 'that some modes produce temperate and others just men; 
others, again, heroes, and others cowards.' He brilliantly exposes the silliness 
of this view by pointing out that some of the most war-like of the Greek tribes 
use modes reputed to produce cowards, while certain professional (opera) 
singers habitually sing in the ' heroic' mode without ever showing signs of 
becoming heroes. This criticism might haYe been directed against the 
Athenian musician Damon, often quoted by Plato as an authority, a friend 
of Pericles (who was liberal enough to tolerate a pro-Spartan attitude in the 
field of _artistic criticism). But it might easily have been directed against 
Plato lumsclf. For Damon, sec Dicls 5 ; for a hypothesis concerning the 
anonymous author, see ibid., vol. II, p. 334, note. 

(3) In view of the fact that I am attacking a ' reactionary ' attitude 
towards music, I may perhaps remark that my attack is in no way inspired 
by a pe~onal sympathy for ' progress ' in music. In fact, I happen to lik_c 
old music (the older the better) and to dislike modern music intensely (especi­
ally most works written since the day when Wagner began to write music). 
I am altogether against 'futurism', whether in the field of art or of morals 
(cp. ch_apter 22, and note 19 to chapter 25.) But I am also against imposing 
one's hkcs and dislikes upon others, and against censorship in such matters. 
We can ~ove and hate, especially in art, without favouring legal measures for 
suppressmg what we hate or for canonizing what we love. 

42 c ' P· RejJUblic, 537a ; and 466c-467c. . 
The characterization of modern totalitarian education is due to A. Kolna1, 

The War against the West (1938) p. 318. 
43 PI ' ' · 1· d d . d . . ato s remarkable theory that the state, 1.c. ccn~ra 1z.c an orgamzc 

pol~bcal power, originates through a conquest (the subJugatiOn of a sedentary 
agn~ultural population by nomads or hunters) was,. as f~r as I know? fir~t 
re;~I~covcrcd (if we discount some remarks by Maclnavclh) by Hul?e m h1s 
cntiCISm of the historical version of the contract theory (cp. Ius Essa;•s, 
Moral, Political and Literary vol. II, 1752, Essay XII, Of the Original 
Contract) :-' Al:nost all the 'governments', Hu~c writes, 'which exist at 
pr~ent, or of which there remains any record 111 story, h,avc been foun~cd 
onginally, either on usurpation or conqu~st; or both . . And he POI~lts 
out that for 'an artful and bold man .. ' It IS often ca~y . : ' by ~ri?ploymg 
sometimes v· 1 t" r.alse pretences, to establish Ius donumon over 10 ence, some 1mcs Ii • · B 
a people a hundred times more numerous than h!s partizans .. : . y such 
ar~s. as these, many governments have been, established ; and th1s IS all. the 
orzgznal contract wh· h tl 1 e to boast of. The theory was next rcv1vcd 
by R , IC 1ey 1av N" 1 · 1 · G l enan, in What is a Nation? (1aa2 ), and. by 1 zetzsc 1e 111 us enea ogy of 
M~rals (1887) ; see the third German editiOn of 1894, p. g8. The latter 
wntes of the origin of the • state • (without reference to Hume) : 'Some 
~orde of blonde beasts a conquering master race with a war-like organiza-
tiOn I · ' I . h" I · . · · ay thezr terrifying paws heavily up~n a popu <l;tiOn "'! !C 1 IS perhaps 
m~~ensely superior in-numbers. . . This IS the w<>.y m wluch the " state " 
or_zgmat~s upon earth ; I think that the sentimentality w~ich lets it originate 
\~lth a contract", is dead.' This theory appeals to Nietzsche because he 
l~kcs these blonde beasts. But it has also been proffered more recently by 
I•. Oppenheimer (The State, trans!. Gittcrman, 1914, p. 68) ; by a Marxist, 
K. Kautsky (in his book on The Materialist Interpretation of Histol)•) ; and by 
~· C. Macleod (The Origin and History of Politics, 1931). I think it very 
hkely that something of the kind described by Plato, Burne, and Nietzsche 
~as happened in many, if not in all, cases. ~am spe~~ing only about' states' 
m the sense of organized and even centralized pohtzcal power. 

. I n:ay _menti~n that Toynbce has a very different the~n·~· ~u~ bef~re 
d1scussmg It, I Wish first to make it clear that from the anti-lustonczst pomt 
of view, the question is of no great importance. It is perhaps interesting in 
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itself to consider how ' states' originated, but it has no bearing whatever upon 
the sociology of states, as I understand it, i.e. upon political technology (sec 
chapters 3, g, and 25). 

Toynbcc's theory docs not confine itself to ' states ' in the sense of organized 
and centralized political power. He discusses, rather, the ' origin of civiliza­
tions'. But here begins the difficulty; for some of his 'civilizations' arc 
states (as here described), some arc groups or sequences of states, and some 
arc societies like that of the Eskimos, which arc not states ; and if it is ques­
tionable whether ' states ' originate according to one single scheme, then 
it must be even more doubtful when we consider a class of such diverse social 
phenomena as the early Egyptian and Mesopotamian states and their institu­
tions and tcchniqucon the one side, and theEskimo way oflivingonthcothcr. 

But we may concentrate on Toynbee's description (A Study of History, 
vol. I, 305 ff.) of the origin of the Egyptian and Mesopotamian' civilizations'. 
His theory is that the challenge of a difficult jungle environment rouses a 
response from ingenious and enterprising leaders ; they lead their followers 
into the valleys which they begin to cultivate, and found states. This 
(Hegelian and Bcrgsonian) theory of the creative genius as a cultural and 
political leader appears to me most romantic. If we take Egypt, then we 
must look, first of all, for the origin of the caste 5ystem. This, I believe, is 
most likely the result of conquests, just as in India where every new wave of 
conquerors imposed a new caste upon the old ones. But there are other 
arguments. Toynbcc himself favours a theory which is probably correct, 
namely, that animal breeding and especially animal training is a later, a 
more advanced and a more difficult stage of development than mere agri­
culture, and that this advanced step is taken by the nomads of the steppe. 
But in Egypt we find both agriculture and animal breeding, and the same 
holds for most of the early 'states' (though not for all the American ones, 
I gather). This seems to be a sign that these states contain a nomadic element ; 
and it seems only natural to venture the hypothesis that this element is due to 
nomad invaders imposing their rule, a caste rule, upon the original agri­
cultural population. This theory disagrees with Toynbee's contention (op. 
cit., III, 23 f.) that nomad-built states usually wither away very quickly. 
But the fact that many of the early caste states go in for the breeding of animals 
has to be explained somehow. 

The idea that nomads or even hunters constituted the original upper 
class is corroborated by the age-old and still surviving upper-class tradition 
according to which war, hunting, and horses are the symbols of the leisured 
classes ; a tradition which formed the basis of Aristotle's ethics and politics, 
and which is still alive, as Veblen (The Theory of the Leisure Class) and Toynbce 
have shown ; and to this evidence we can perhaps add the animal breeder's 
belief in racialism, and especially in the racial superiority of the upper 
class. The latter belief which is so pronounced in caste states and in Plato 
and in Aristotle is held by Toynbee to be 'one of the .. sins of our .. 
modern age' and 'something alien from the Hellenic genius' (op. cit., III, 
93). But although many Greeks may have developed beyond racialism, it 
seems likely that Plato's and Aristotle's theories are based on old traditions ; 
especially in view of the fact that racial ideas played such a role in Sparta. 

u Cp. Laws, 6g4a-6g8a . 
. 45 ( 1) Spen~le~'s Decline of the. "1-~est is not in my opinion to be taken 

senously. But .1t ~~ a sy.mptom; 1t 1s .the theory of one who believes in an 
upper class, \~h1ch 1s facmg de~eat.. L1ke Plato, Spengler tries to show that 
' the world IS to be blamed, With Its general law of decline and death. And 
like Plato, he dcm:'lnds (in his sequel, Prussianism and Socialism) a new order, 
a desperate. expenmcnt to stem the forces of history, a regeneration of the 
J'russmn rulmg class by the adoption of a ' socialism ' or communism, and of 
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economic abstinencc.-Conccrning Spengler, I largely grcc with. L .. Nelson, 
who published his criticism under a long ironical title whose bcgmnmg may 
be translated : '\Vitchcraft: Being an Initiation into the Secrets of Oswald 
Spengler's Art of Fort~nc Telling, and. a Most E':id.cnt ~roof of the I~rcf~table 
Truth of His Soothsaymg ', etc. I thmk that this IS a JUSt charactcnzat10n of 
Spengler. Nelson, I may add, was one of the first to oppose what I call 
historicism (following here Kant in his criticism of Herder ; cp. chapter 12, 

note s6). 
(2) My remark that Spengler's is not the last Decline and Fall is meant 

especially as an allusion to Toynbcc. Toynbcc's work is so superior .to 
Spengler's that I hesitate to mention it in the same contc.xt ; but the supcrionty 
is due mainly to Toynbcc's wealth of ideas and to his superior knowledge 
(which manifests itself in the fact that he docs not deal, as Spengler does, 
with everything under the sun at the one time). But the aim and method 
of the investigation is similar. It is most decidedly historicist. (Cp. my 
criticism of Toynbec in The Poverty of Historicism, p. 110 IT.) And it is, funda­
mentally, Hegelian (although I do not sec that Toynbce is aware of this 
fact). His ' criterion of the growth of civilizations ' which is ' progress 
towards self-determination ' shows this clearly enough ; for Hegel's law of 
progress towards ' self-consciousness ' and ' freedom ' can be only too easily 
recognized. (Toynbce's Hegelianism seems to come somehow through 
Bradley, a~ may be seen, for instance, by his remarks on relations, oj1. cit., III, 
223 : ' The very concept of " relations " between " things " or " beings " 
involves' a ' logical contradiction. . . How is this contradiction to be 
transcended? ' (I cannot enter here into a discussion of the problem of 
relations. But I may state dogmatically that all fproblcms concerning relations 
can be reduced, by certain simple methods o modern logic, to problems 
concerning properties, or classes ; in other words' jJcculiar jJizilosojJ!lica[ dijjiculties 
conceming relations do not exist. The method mentioned is due toN. \Vicncr and 
K. Kuratowski; sec Quine, A System of Logistic, 1934, P~· 16 ff.). Now I do 
not believe that to classify a work as belonging t? a ccrta!n .school is to dismiss 
it; but in the case of Hegelian historicism I thmk that It IS so, for reasons to 
be discussed in the second volume of this book. 

Concerning Toynbcc's historicism, I wish to make it especially clear that 
I doubt very much indeed whether civilizations are born, grow, break down 
and die. I am obliged to stress this point because I myself usc some of th~ 
terms used by Toynbcc, in so far as I speak o~ the ' breakdown ' and of the 
' arrcs~ing' of societies. ~ut I wis~ .t? m.ake It clear that my. term ' break­
down refers not to all kmds of CIVIlizatiOns but to on~ particular kind f 
phcnom<:non-to t)1cfeeling of bcw~ldcr~cnt conn~cted With the dissolution ~f 
the magical or tnbal 'closed society . Accordmgly, I do not believe 
Toynbee does, that Greek society suffered' its breakdown ' in the period of tts 
Peloponncsian war; and I find the symptoms of the breakdown wh· \e 
Toynbce describes much earlier. (Cp. with this notes 6 and 8 to chapter 11~1 

a~d text.) ~egarding ~ arrest~d' soc.ieties, I apply this term exclusively: 
e1ther to ~society .that chngs to Its mag1ca~ forms through closing itself up, by 
force, agamst t.he mflucncc of an open society, or to a society that attempts to 
retum to the trzbal cage. 

~!so I do .not think that our Western civilization is just one member of a 
species. I thm~ that the~e ar; many closed societies who may suffer all kinds of 
fates ; but a.n open socie~y can, I suppose, only go on, or be arrested and 
forced back mto the cage, I.e. to the beasts. (Cp. also chapter xo, especially 
the last note.) 

(3) Regarding the Decline and Fall stories, I may mention that nearly 
all of them stand under the influence of Heraclitus' remark : 'They fill their 
bellies like the beasts', and of Plato's theory of the low animal instincts. I 
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mean to say that they all try to show that the decline is due to an adoption 
(by the ruling class) of these ' lower ' standards which are allegedly natural 
to the working classes. In other words, and putting the matter crudely but 
bluntly, the theory is that civilizations, like the Persian and the Roman 
empires, decline owing to overfeeding. (Cp. note I9 to chapter IO.) 

NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 

1 The 'charmed circle' is a quotation from Burnet, Greek Philosophy, I, 
106, where similar problems are treated. I do not, however, agree with 
Burnet that 'in early days the regularity of human life had been far more 
clearly apprehended than the even course of nature'. This presupposes the 
establi hment of a differentiation which, I believe, is characteristic of a later 
period, i.e. the period of the dissolution of the ' charmed circle of law and 
custom'. l'viorcovcr, natural periods (the seasons, etc. ; cp. note 6 to chapter 
2, and Plato (?), Epinomis, 978d, ff.) must have been apprehended in very 
early days.-For the distinction between natural and normative laws, sec 
esp. note I8 (4) to this chapter. 

~ * Cp. R. Eisler, The Royal Art of Astrolog;•. Eisler says that the peculiarities 
of the movement of the planets were interpreted, by the Babylonian 'tablet 
writers who produced the Library of Assurbanipal' (op. cit., 288), as 'dictated 
by the " laws " or " decisions " ruling " heaven and earth " (pirishte shame u 
irsiti), pronounced by the creator god at the beginning.' (ibid., 232 f.). And 
he points out (ibid., 288) that the idea of' universal laws' (of nature) originates 
with this' mythological . . concept of . . "decrees of heaven and earth " .. .'* 

For the passage from Heraclitus, cp. D 5, B 29, and note 7 (2) to chapter 2 ; 
also note 6 to that chapter, and tc.xt. Sec also Burnet, loc. cit., who gives a 
different interpretation ; he thinks that ' when the regular course of nature 
began to be observed, no better name could be found for it than Right or 
Justice .. which properly meant the unchanging custom that guided human 
life.' I do not believe that the term meant first something social and was then 
extended, but I think that both social and natural regularities (' order ') were 
originally undifferentiated, and interpreted as magical. 

3 The opposition is expressed sometimes as one between 'nature' and 
'law' (or 'norm' or 'convention'), sometimes as one between 'nature' 
and the' positing' or' laying down' (viz., of normative laws), and sometimes 
as one between 'nature' and 'art', or 'natural' and 'artificial'. 

The antithesis between nature and convention is often said (on the 
authority of Diogenes Laertius, II, I6 and 4; Doxogr., 564b) to have been 
introduced by Archclaus, who is said to have been the teacher of Socrates. 
But I think that, in the Laws, 6gob, Plato makes it clear enough that he con­
siders' the Theban poet Pindar' to be the originator of the antithesis (cp. notes 
wand 28 to this chapter). Apart from Pindar's ,;'ragments (quoted by Plato ; 
sec also Herodotus, III, 38), and some remarks by Herodotus (loc. cit.), one of 
the earliest original sources preserved is the Sophist Antiphon's fragments On 
Tmth (see notes I I and I 2 to this chapter). According to Plato's Prota"oras 
the Sophist Hippias seems to have. been a pioneer of similar views (sec ncrte 13 
to this chapter). But the most mfluentta~ early treatment of the problem 
seems to have. been that <;>f Protagoras himself, alth<;mgh he may possibly 
have used a different termmology. (It may be mentioned that Democritus 
dealt with the antithesis which he applied also to such social ' institutions ' 
as language; and Plato did the same in the Crat_ylus, e.g. 384e.) 

' A very similar point of view can be found in Russell's ' A Free l'vian's 
Worship ' (in A!fysticism and Logic) ; and in the last chapter of Sherrington's 
f.Jan on His Nature. 
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6 ( 1) Positivists will reply, of course, that the reason why norms cannot be 
derived from factual propositions is that norms arc meaningless ; but this 
indicates only that (with Wittgcnstcin's Tmctnl!u) they define 'meaning' 
arbitrarily in such a way that only factual propositions arc called' meaningful'. 
(For this point, sec also my Logik der Forschung, pp. 8 ff., and 21.) The followers 
of 'psychologism ', on the other hand, will try to explain imperatives as 
expressions of emotions, norms as habits, and standards as points of view. 
But although the habit of not stealing certainly is a f.<ct, it is necessary, as 
explained in the text, to distinguish tllis fact from the corresponding norm.­
On the question of the logic of norms, I fully agree with most of the views 
expressed by K. Menger in his book, 1\1oral, Wille und Wcltgestnltung, 1935· 
He is one of the first, I believe, to develop the foundations of a logic of nonns. 
I may perhaps express here my opinion that the reluctance to admit that 
norms arc something important and irreducible is one of the main sources 
of the intellectual and other weaknesses of the more ' progressive ' circles in 
our present time. 

(2) Concerning my contention that it is impossible to derive a sentence 
stating a norm or decision from a sentence stating a fact, the following may 
be added. In analysing the relations between sentences and f.<cts, we arc 
moving in that field of logical inquiry which A. Tarski has called Semantics 
( cp. note 29 to chapter 3 and note 23 to chapter 8). One of the fundamental 
concepts of semantics is the concept o_f truth. As shown by Tarski, it is possible 
(within what Carnap calls a scmant1cal system) to derive a descriptive state­
ment like ' Napoleon died on St. Helena ' from the statement ' Mr. A said that 
Napoleon died on St. Helena', in conjunction with the further statement that 
what Mr. A said was true. (And if we usc the ~erm ' fact ' in such a wide 
sense that we not only speak about the fact descnbcd by a sentence but I 
about the fact that this sentence is true, then we could even say that it is p ?b~o 
to derive 'Napoleon died on St. Helena' from t~c two 'facts' that M~1 ;. 
said it, and that he spoke the truth.) Now. thc~e IS no reason why we sho~ld 
not proceed in an ex-:ctiy analogous fashiOn m the realm of norms. 
might then introduce, m correspondcne: to the concept of truth, the cone We 
of the validity or rightness. of a norm. !his would mean that a certain norme)S. 
could be derived (in a kmd of semantic of norms) from a sentence stating t] 
N is valid or right; or in ot?cr words, t~c norm or commandment c Th~at 
shalt not steal ' would be considered as equivalent to the assertion ' The u 

I " · I"d · ht' (A d · "f norm "Thou shalt not stca IS va 1 or ng · n agam, 1 we use th t 
' fact ' in such a wide sense that we speak about the fact that a norm ~ er~ 

. ld d · r r Th" IS valzd or rrght then we cou even cnvc norms •rom •acts. IS howcv d 
' f "d · · ' cr ocs not impair the correctness o our cons1 cratwns m the text which ' 

1 · h h · "b"J" f d · · f arc con-cerned sole y w1t t c Impossi 1 1ty o cnvmg norms rom psycho! . 1 · 1 · ·1 · · r ) og1ca or sociolog1ca or Simi ar, I.e. non-semantic, •acts. 
* (3) In my first discussion of these problems, I spoke of norms or d .. 

f ls Th I k · d c CCISIOllS but never o proposa . c proposa to spca , 1nstca , of proposal , · d 
to L. J. Russell; sec his paper 'Propositions and Proposals' in ths l~b ue 
of the Tenth International Congress of Philosophy (Amsterdam, Augu;t 11 _ 1 ~ 1 ra?' 
vol. I, Proceedings of the Congress. In this important paper statcmc t' 'f9i ' 

• · · ' d" · · h d fi · ' n s o •act or propositions are •stmgu1s e rom suggestwns for the adopt· f 1. d ( f · 1· f · Ion o a me of con uct o a certam po 1cy, oro ccrtam norzns, or of certain aim d ) 
and the latter are called ' proposals '. The great advantage of tl ~ or en .5 ' 

· h t b d 1 d" us termm-ology IS t a , as every o y mows, one can zscuss a proposal 1 "J . . 
h h d · 1 · h d" , w 11 c 1t 1s not so clear w ct cr, an m w uc sense, one can 1scuss a de>cis1·0 n 

b lk. f ' • ' d · · ' · 1. or a norm · thus y ta mg o norms or ec•swns , one IS ~able to sup 0 t tl h ' 
say that these things arc beyond discussion (either above it asp r dlosc w .0 

· t h · · ' some ogmahc theologians or me ap ysicians may say, or-as nonsensical-b 1 ·t . . . ) c ow 1 , as some positiVISts may say . 
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Adopting Russell's terminology, we could say that a proposition may be 

asserted or stated (or a hypothesis accej1tcd) while a proposal is adopted ; and we 
shall distinguish the fact of its adoption from the jnoposal which has been adopted. 

Our dualistic thesis then becomes the thesis that j1roposals arc not reducible 
to facts (or to statements of facts, or to propositions) Cl'tll though the.;• jJertain to 
facts.* 

o Cp. also the last note ( 71) to chapter 1 o. 
Although my own position is, I believe, clearly enough implied in the 

text, I may perhaps briefly formulate what seems to me the most important 
principles of humanitarian and equalitarian ethics. 

( 1) Tolerance towards all who are not intolerant and who do not propagate 
intolerance. (For this exception, cp. what is said in notes 4 and 6 to chapter 
7.) This implies, especially, that the moral decisions of others should be 
treated with respect, as long as such decisions do not conflict with the principle 
of tolerance. 

(2) The recognition that all moral urgency has its basis in the urgency 
of suffering or pain. I suggest, for this reason, to replace the utilitarian 
formula 'Aim at the greatest amount of happiness for the greatest number', 
or briefly,' Maximize happiness ',by the formula ' The least amount of avoid­
able suffering for all', or briefly, ' l'vlinimize suffering'. Such a simple 
formula can, I believe, be made one of the fundamental principles (admittedly 
not the only one) of public policy. (The principle 'Maximize happiness', 
in contrast, seems to be apt to produce a benevolent dictatorship.) We should 
realize that from the moral point of view suffering and happiness must not be 
treated as symmetrical ; that is to say, the promotion of happiness is in any 
case much less urgent than the rendering of help to those who suffer, and 
the attempt to p1·event suffering. (The latter task has little to do with 
'matters of taste', the former much.) Cp. also note 2 to chapter g. 

(3) The fight against tyranny ; or in other words, the attempt to safe­
guard the other principles by the institutional means of a legislation rather 
than by the benevolence of persons in power. (Cp. section n of chapter 7.) 

7 Cp. Burnet, Greek PhilosofJhy, I, 117.-Protagoras' doctrine referred to 
in this paragraph is to be found in Plato's dialogue Protagoras, 322a, ff. ; cp. 
also the Theactclus, esp. 172b (see also note 27 to this chapter). 

The difference between Platonism and Protagoreanism can perhaps be 
briefly expressed as follows : 

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

(Protagorcanism.) Man is the moral being in this world. Nature is 
neither moral nor immoral. Thus it is possible for man also to improve 
things.-It is not unlikely that Protagoras was influenced by Xenophanes, 
one of the first to express the attitude of the open society, and to criticize 
Hesiod's historical pessimism : ' In the beginning, the Gods did not show 
to man all he was wanting ; but in the course of time, he may search for the 
better, and find it.' (Cp. Diels 5, 18.) It seems that Plato's nephew and 
successor Speusippus returned to this progressive view ( cp. Aristotle's Meta­
physics, I 072 b3o and note I I to chapter I I) and that the Academy adopted 
with him a more liberal attitude in the field of politics also. 

Concerning the relation of the doctrine ofProtagoras to the tenets of religion, 
it may be remarked that he believed God to work through man. I do not 
see how this position can contradict that of Christianity. Compare with 
it for instance K. Barth's statement (Credo, I936, p. I88) : 'The Bible is a 
human document' (i.e. man is God's instrument). 

8 Socrates' advocacy o the autonomy of ethics (closely related to his 
insistence that problems of nature do not matter) is expressed especially in 
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his doctrine of the self-sufficiency or autarky of the ' virtuous ' individual. 
That this theory contrasts strongly with Plato's views of the individual will 
be seen later ; cp. especially notes 25 to this chapter and 36 to the next, and 
text. (Cp. also note 56 to chapter I o.) 

9 We cannot, for instance, construct institutions which work independently 
of how they arc being 'manned'. vVith these problems, cp. chapter 7 
(text to notes 7-8, 22-23), and especially chapter g. 

1° For Plato's discussion of Pindar's naturalism, sec esp. Gorgias, 484b ; 
488b; Laws, 6gob (quoted below in this chapter; cp. note 28); 714e/715a; 
cp. also 8goajb. (Sec also Adam's note to Rcj1., 359c2o.) 

11 Antiphon uses the term which, in connection with Parmenides and 
Plato, I have translated above by' delusive opinion' (cp. note 15 to chapter 
3); and he likewise opposes it to ' truth '. Cp. also Barker\ translation in 
Greek Political Theory, I-Plato and His Predecessors (1918), 83. 

12 Sec Antiphon, On Truth ; cp. Barker, of!. cit., 83-5. Sec also next 
note, (2). 

• 13 Hippias is quoted in Plato's Pro/agoras, 337C: For t.he next four quota­
tions, cp. ( 1) Euripides Ion, 854 ff. ; and (2) h1s Phocmssac, 538 ; cp. also 
Gomperz, Greek Thinkers (German ed.,. I~ 32~) ; and .Barker, ofJ. cit., 75 ; 
cp. also Plato's violent attack upon Eunp1des m Republrc, s68a-d. Further­
~ore ~3) Alcidamas in Schol. to Aristotle's Rhet., I, 13, 1373b18. (.~) Lycophron 
m AriStotle's Fragm., 91 (Rose) ; (cp. a!so the Pseudo-Plutarch, De Nobil., 
18.2). For the Athenian movement agamst slavery, cp. text to note 13 to 
chapter 4, and note 29 (with further references) to the same chapter ; also 
note 18 to chapter 1 o . 

. ( 1) It .is :vorth noting that most Plato.nists show .little sympathy with 
thts cquahtanan movement. Barker, for tnstancc, discusses it und tl 
h d . , I , ,,, 't (S er Je ca mg General Iconoc asm ; cp. Oy. a., 75· ce also the s d 
quotation from Field's Plato quoted in text to note 3, chapter 6) Th'ec,onk 

· dl PI ' · fl · Is ac · of sympathy ts due, undoubte y~ to . a to s t.n ~en~e. 
(2) For Plato's and Aristotle s antt-equahtanamsm mentioned . 

text, next paragraph, cp. also especially note 49 (and text) to chapter ~n the 
h , and 

notes 3-4 (and text) to c apter I!· . 
This anti-equalitarianism and 1ts devastatmg effects has been c] 1 

described by W. W. Tarn in his exccllen.tyaper 'Alexander the Create~~~ 
the Unity of Mankind' (Proc. of the Brztzslz Acad., XIX, 1933, pp. 12 ff. 
Tarn recognizes that in the fifth century, there may have been a mo 3 .). 

I h d d c: d' . . vemcnt towards ' something better than t te ar -an -•ast !VISIOn of Grc k d 
b b · ' h' I d · t r e s an ar anans · but ' he says, t IS ta no 1mpor ance IOr histoi·y b 

' ' 1 'd l' 1 'l 1 • , ccause anything of the sort was strangled by t11e z ea zst jmz osofJtzzes. Plato and \ . 1 I f . . PI 'd h II b b . , i nstot e e t no doubt about their views. ato sa1 t at a ar anans were . 
b · th h . enemies y nature · 1t was proper to wage war upon em, even tot e pomt of 1 . 

h ' b · ens avmg · · t em. Aristotle said that all bar anans were slaves by n t , 
(p. 124, italics mine). I fully agree with Tarn's appraisal of the pa ur.c. · · 
ant· h . . . f h 'd I' t h'I h . ernicious .1- umanttanan mflucncc o t c 1 ea IS . p 1 osop ers, I.e. of Plato and 
Anstotlc. I also agree with Tarn's emphasrs upon the immense sig 'fi 
of equalitari~nis~, of.the idea of the unity of ?Jankind (cp. op. cit. nr. Crance 
The only pomt m wh1ch I cannot fully agree lS Tarn's estimate of' th fi}~· 
.rcn~ury .equalitarian movement, and of the early cynics. I su osc te -
~s nght m !10Iding that the historical influence of these movem!!ts w hat hi~ 
rn companson with that of Alexander. But I believe that he as sma 
rated these movements more highly if he had only followed u th would h~vc 
between the cosmopolitan and the anti-slavery movement PTh e para:lcl!sm 
between the relations Greeks : barbarians and free men : slav;s 1·s Ie P1ara lehsm 
h b T · h d . c ear y enough s own Y arn m t c passage here quote ; and rf we consider the un t' 

able strength of the movement against slavery (see esp. note 13 to ch~~~~;o~) 
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then the scattered remarks against the distinction between Greeks and 
barbarians gain much in significance. Cp. also Aristotle, Politics, III, 5, 7 
(I278a) ; IV (VI), 4, I6 (I3Igb); and III, 2, 2 (I275b). See also note 48 to 
chapter 8. 

u For the theme' return to the beasts', cp. chapter 10, note 71, and text. 
15 For Socrates' doctrine of the soul, sec text to note 44 to chapter 10. 
16 The term ' natural right ' in an equalitarian sense came to Rome 

through the Stoics (there is the influence of Antisthcncs to be considered ; 
cp. note ,l8 to chapter 8) and was popularized by Roman Law (cp. Institu­
tiollcs, II, I, 2; I, 2, 2). It is used by Thomas Aquinas also (Summa, II, 91, 2). 
The confusing usc of the term ' natural law ' instead of ' natural right ' by 
modern Thomists is to be regretted, as well as the small emphasis they put 
upon equalitarianism. 

11 The monistic tendency which first led to the attempt to interpret norms 
as natural has recently led to the opposite attempt, namely, to interpret 
natural laws as conventional. This (physical) type of COIIVCiltiollalism has been 
based, by Poincare, on the recognition of the conventional or verbal character 
of dclinitions. Poincare, and more recently Eddington, point out that we 
define natural entities by the laws they obey. From this the conclusion is 
drawn that these laws, i.e. the laws of nature, arc definitions, i.e. verbal 
conventions. Cp. Eddington's letter in Nature, 148 (194I), 141 : 'The 
clements' (of physical theory) ' .. can only be defined .. by the laws 
they obey ; so that we find ourselves chasing our own tails in a purely formal 
system.'-An analysis and a criticism of this form of conventionalism can be 
found in my Logik dcr Forsclumg, esp. pp. 40 fT. 

1s (1) The hope of getting some argument or theory to share our 
responsibilities is, I believe, one of the basic motives of 'scientific' ethics. 
' Scientific ' ethics is in its absolute barrenness one of the most amazing of 
social phenomena. \Vhat docs it aim at? At telling us what we ought to 
do, i.e. at constructing a code of norms upon a scientific basis, so that we 
need only look up the index of the code if we arc faced with a difficult moral 
decision ? This clearly would be absurd ; quite apart from the fact that 
if it could be achieved, it would destroy all personal responsibility and therefore 
all ethics. Or would it give scientific criteria of the truth and falsity of moral 
judgements, i.e. of judgements involving such terms as ' good ' or ' bad ' ? 
But it is clear that moral judgcme11ts are absolutely irrelevant. Only a scandal­
monger is interested in judging people or their actions; 'judge not' appears 
to some of us one of the fundamental and much too little appreciated laws 
of humanitarian ethics. (vVe may have to disarm and to imprison a criminal 
in order to prevent him from repeating his crimes, but too much of moral 
judgement and especially of moral indignation is always a sign of hypocrisy 
and pharisaism.) Thus an ethics of moral judgements would be not only 
irrelevant but indeed an immoral affair. The all-importance of moral 
problems rests, of course, on the fact that we can act with intelligent foresight, 
and that we can ask ourselves what our aims ought to be, i.e. how we ought 
to act. 

Nearly all mor~l philosop~ers who h~ve dealt with the problem of how 
we ought to act (with the possible exceptiOn of Kant) have tried to answer it 
either by reference to 'human nature' (as did even Kant, when he referred 
to human reason) or to the nature of' the good'. The first of these ways 
leads nowhere, since all actions possible to us are founded upon ' human 
nature', ~o that the problem of ethics could also be put by asking w~ich 
elements m human nature I ought to follow and to develop, and which sides 
I ought to suppress or to control. But the second of these ways also leads no­
where ; for given an analysis of' the good ' in form of a sentence like : 'The 
good is such and such' (or 'such and such is good'), we would always have 
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to ask : What ~bout it? Why should this concern me? Only if the w~rd 
• good' is used m an ethical sense, i.e. only if it is used to mean ' that wh~ch 
I ought to do', could I derive from the information • xis good ' the concl~10n 
that I ought to do x. In other words, if the word good is to have any etlncal 
significance at all, it must be defined as • that which I (or we) ought to do 
(or to promote)'. But if it is so defined, then its whole meaning is exhausted 
by the defining phrase, and it can in every context be replaced by this phrase, 
i.e. the introduction of the term • good' cannot materially contribute to our 
problem. (Cp. also note 49 (3) to chapter I I.) . 

All the discussions about the definition of the good, or about the possibility 
of defining it, arc therefore quite useless. They only show how far' scientific' 
ethics is removed from the urgent problems of moral life. And they thus 
indicate that ' scientific ' ethics is a form of escape, and escape from the 
realities of moral life, i.e. from our moral responsibilities. (In view of these 
considerations it is not surprising to find that the beginning of ' scientific ' 
ethics, in the form of ethical naturalism, coincides in time with what may be 
called the discovery of personal responsibility. Cp. what is said in chapter 10, 
text to notes 27-38 and 55-7, on the open society and the Great Generation.) 

(2) It may be fitting in this connection to refer to a particular form of 
the escape from responsibility discussed here, as exhibited especially by the 
juridical positivism of the Hegelian school, as well as by a closely allied 
spiritual naturalism. That the problem is still significant may be seen from 
the fact that an author of the excellence of Catlin remains on this important 
point (as on a number of others) dependent upon Hegel; and my analysis 
will take the form of a critic~s~ of. Catlin's arguments in favour of spiritual 
naturalism, and against the d1stmcuon bet\~e~n laws of.n.ature and normative 
laws (cp. G. E. G. Catlin,. A Study cif the. P:znczples of Polztzcs, 1930, pp. 96-gg). 

Catlin begins by makmg a clear distmctwn between the laws of nature 
and ' Jaws .. which human I;g~slators. make ' ; and, he admits that, at first 
sight the phrase ' natural law , .1f apphcd to ~o~ms,. appears to be patently 
unscientific since it seems to fa1l to make a dJstmctwn between that hu 
law which' requires enforcement and t~c physical laws which arc in cap~!~ 
of breach • But he tries to show that 1t only afi!iears to be so, and that ' 0 

. ' I I ' • h ur criticism • of this way of using the term .. natura aw . was. too asty •. And 
he proceeds to a clear statement of spmtual naturalism, I.e. to a distinct' 

d' ' d I •on between 'sound law • which is • accor mg to nature ! an ot.lcr law : • Sound 
law, then, involves a formulation of hu,~an tcn~~ncics, .or, m brief, is a copv 
of the " natural " Jaw to be " found by poht1ca.l science. Sound law is 
in this sense emphatically found and ~ot made. It IS a copy of natural social 
law ' (i.e. of what I called ' sociolo~·~al laws ',; cp. text to note 8 to this 
chapter). And he concludes by ins1stmg that m so far as the legal system 
becomes more rational, its rules ' ce.asc to assume the cha•:acter of arbitrary 
commands and become mere dcductwns drawn from the pnmary social laws ' 
(i.e. from what I should call 'sociological laws'). 
. (3) This is a very strong statemer;t of ~piritua! nat~ralism. Its criticism 
1s t~e m~re important as Catlin combmes h1s .doctnnc with ~ t.hcory of' social 
engmeenng ' which may perhaps at first s1ght appear s•mliar to the one 
advocated here (cp. text to no~e 9.to chapter 3 and ~ext to notes 1-3 and 8-I I 

t~ chapter g). Before discussmg 1t, I vmh to explam why I consider Catlin's 
VIew to be dependent on Hegel's positivism. Such an explanation is necessary, 
because Catlin uses his naturalism in order to distinguish between • sound ' 
and other law ; in other words, he uses it in order to distinguish between 
'just ' and ' unjust ' law · and this distinction certainly docs not look like 
positivism, i.e. the rccogni;ion of the existing law as the sole standard of justice. 
In spite of all that I believe that Catlin's views arc very close to positivism ; 
my reason being that he believes that only ' sound ' law can be effective, and 
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in so far ' existent ' in precisely Hegel's sense. For Catlin says that when our 
legal code is not 'sound', i.e. not in accordance with the laws of human 
nature, then' our statute remains paper '. This statement is purest positivism ; 
for it allows us to deduce from the fact that a certain code is not only 'paper' 
but successfully enforced, that it is 'sound ' ; or in other words, that all 
legislation which docs not turn out to be merely paper is a copy of human 
nature and therefore just. 

(4) I now proceed to a brief criticism of the argument proffered by Catlin 
against the distinction between (a) laws of nature which cannot be broken, 
and (b) normative laws, which arc man-made, i.e. enforced by sanctions; 
a distinction which he himself makes so very clearly at first. Catlin's argument 
is a twofold one. He shows (a 1 ) that Jaws of nature also arc man-made, in 
a certain sense, and that they can, in a sense, be broken; and (b1) that in a 
certain sense normative laws cannot be broken. I begin with (a1) 'The 
natural laws of the physicist', writes Catlin, 'arc not brute facts, they are 
rationalizations of the physical world, whether superimposed by man or 
justified because the world is inherently rational and orderly.' And he 
proceeds to show that natural Jaws ' can be nullified ' when ' fresh facts ' 
compel us to recast the law. My reply to this argument is this. A statement 
intended as a formulation of a law of nature is certainly man-made. \Ve 
make the hypothesis that there is a certain invariable regularity, i.e. we describe 
the supposed regularity with the help of a statement, the natural law. But, 
as scientists, we arc prepared to Jearn from nature that we have been wrong ; 
we arc prepared to recast the law if fresh facts which contradict our hypothesis 
show that our suPfJoscd law was 110 law, si11ce it has been broke11. In other words, 
by accepting nature's nullification, the scientist shows that he accepts a hypo­
thesis only as long as it has not been falsified ; which is the same as to say 
that he regards a law of nature as a rule which cannot be broken, since he 
accepts the breaking of his rule as proof that his rule did not formulate a 
Jaw of nature. Furthermore : although the hypothesis is man-made, we 
may be unable to prevent its falsification. This shows that, by creating 
the hypothesis, we have not created the regularity which it is intended to 
describe (although we did create a new set of problems, and may have 
suggested new observations and interpretations). (b1) 'It is not true', 
says Catlin, ' that the criminal " breaks " the law when he does the for­
bidden act .. the statute does not say : "Thou canst not " ; it says, "Thou 
shalt not, or this punishment will be inflicted." As command', Catlin 
continues, ' it may be broken, but as law, in a very real sense, it is only 
broken when the punishment is not inflicted. . . So far as the Jaw is perfected 
and its sanctions executed, .. it approximates to physical Jaw.' The reply 
to this is simple. In whichever sense we speak of ' breaking ' the law, the 
juridical law can be broken; no verbal adjustment can alter that. Let us 
accept Catlin's view that a criminal cannot ' break ' the law, and that it is 
only ' broken ' if the criminal docs not receive the punishment prescribed by 
the law. But even from this point of view, the Jaw ca11 be broken ; for instance, 
by officers of the state who refuse to punish the criminal. And even in a 
state where all sanctions are, in fact, executed, the officers could, if they chose, 
prevent such execution, and so ' break ' the law in Catlin's sense. (That they 
would thereby ' break ' the Jaw in the ordinary sense, also, i.e. that they 
would become criminals, and that they might ultimately perhaps be punished 
is quite another question.) In other words: A normative law is always 
enforced by mm and by their sanctions, and it is therefore fundamentally 
different from a hypothesis. Legally, we can enforce the suppression of mur­
der, or of acts of kindness ; of falsity, or of truth ; of justice, or of injustice. 
But we cannot force the sun to alter its course. No amount of argument can 
bridge this gap. 
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19 The ' nature of happiness and misery ' is referred to in the TheaeteiUS,• 

I75c. For the close relationship between ' nature ' and ' Form' or ' Idea ' 
cp. especially Republic, 597a-d, where Plato first discusses the form or I~ea 
of a bed, and then refers to it as 'the bed which exists by nature, and wh~ch 
was made by God' (597b). In the same place, he proffers the correspo~ding 
distinction between the 'artificial' (or the 'fabricated' thing, which IS ~n 
'imitation') and ' truth'. Cp. also Adam's note to RefJublic, 597b10 (with 
the quotation from Burnet given there), and the notes to 476b13, so1b~, 
525CI5 ; furthermore Thcaetetus, I74b (and Cornford's note I to p. as in hiS 
Plato's Theory q{ Knowledge). Sec also Aristotle's A1elafJhysics, IOJ5a14 .. 

20 for Plato s attack upon art, sec the last book of the Republic, and especiallY 
the passages RejJllblic, Gooa-Gosb, mentioned in note 39 to chapter 4· 

21 Cp. notes 11, 12 and 13 to this chapter, and text. My contention that 
Plato agrees at least partly with Antiphon's naturalist theories (although he 
docs not, of course, agree with Antiphon's equalitarianism) will appear 
strange to many, especially to the readers of Barker, ojJ. cit. And it maY 
surprise them even more to hear the opinion that the main disagreement was 
not so much a theoretical one, but rather one of moral practice, and that 
Antiphon and not Plato wa~ morally in the right, as far as the practical issue 
of equalitarianism is concerned. (for Plato's agreement with Antiphon's 
principle that nature is true and right, sec also text to notes 23 and 28, and 
note 30 to this chapter.) 

22 These quotations arc from Sophist, 266b and 265c. But the passage 
also contains (265c) a criticism (similar to Ltfws, quoted in text to notes 23 
and 30 in this chapter) of what may be descnbed as a materialist interprcta· 
tion of naturalism such as was held, perhaps, by Antiphon ; I mean ' the 
belief .. that nature .. generates without .intelligence'. 

23 Cp. Laws, 8g2a and c. For the doctnne of the affinity of the soul to 
the Ideas, sec also note 15 (8) to chapter 3· Fo; the affinity of ' natures' 
and ' souls ', sec Aristotle's MetajJII)Isics, I o 15a 1;4, wtth t.hc passages of the Laws 
quoted, and with 8g6d/c : 'the soul dwcl.ls m all tlun~s that move .. ' 

Compare further especially the foll_owmg passages 111 which ' natures ' 
and ' souls ' arc used in a way that is obvwusly synonymous : Republic, 48sa;b 
48se/486a and d, 486b ('nature'); 486b and d ('soul'), 490e/491a (both)' 
491b (both), and many other places (cp. also AdaJ?'s note to 370a7). Th~ 
affinity is directly stated in 49ob(10). Forth; a~mty b.etwccn 'nature' and 
' soul' ~nd ' race ', cp. 501 c where the phrase , plulosopluc. natures ' or ' souls ' 
found 111 analogous passages is replaced by race of philosophers '. 

There is also an affinity between ' soul ' or ' nature' and the social class 
or caste ; sec for instance RefJllblic, 435b .. T.hc connection between caste 
a~d race is fundamental, for from the begmmng (415a), caste is identified 
With race. 

' Nature ' is used in the sense of ' talent ' or ' condition of the soul ' in 
Laws, 648d, 6sob, 6ssc, 71ob, 766a, 875c .. The ~riority and superiority of 
nature over art is stated in Laws 88ga, fl. for natural ' in the sense of 
'right', or 'true', see Laws 686d and 818e, respectively. 

:: Cp. the pas?ages quoted in note 32 .(I), (a). and (~), to chapter 4· 
The Socratic doctrine of autarky IS mentwned m RefJublic, 387d/e 

(cp. Apology, 41c, ff., and Adam's note to Rep., 387d25). This is only one 
o~ the few sca~te.red passages reminisc~nt of Socratic t~achin15 ;. but it is in 
~1rect contradictiOn to the main doctnne of the RefJllblzc, as 1t 1s expounded 
m the text .(see also note 36 to chapter 6, and text) ; this may be seen 
by contrastmg the quoted passage with 36gc, ff., and very many similar 
passages. 

26 Cp. for instance the passage quoted in the text to note 29 to chapter 4· 
For the 'rare and uncommon natures', cp. Republic, 491ajb, and many other 
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passages, for instance Timaeus, 51 e : ' reason is shared by the gods with 
very few men'. For the 'social habitat', sec 491d (cp. also chapter 
23)· 

While Plato (and Aristotle ; cp. especially note 4 to chapter I I, and text) 
insisted that manual work is degrading, Socrates seems to have adopted a 
very different attitude. (Cp. Xcnophon, Afemorabilia, II, 7 ; 7-IO ; 
Xcnophon's story is, to some extent, corroborated by Antisthenes' and 
Diogcnes' attit~dc towards manual work ; cp. also note 56 to chapter 10) 

27 Sec cspccmlly Tlzeaetetus, q2b (cp. also Cornford's comments on thiS 
passage in Plato's Theory of Knowledge). Sec also note 7 to this chapter. The 
clements of conventionalism in Plato's teaching may perhaps explain why 
the Republic was said, by some who still possessed Protagoras' writings, to 
resemble these. (Cp. Diogencs Laertius, III, 37.) For Lycophron's contract 
theory, sec notes 43-54 to chapter 6 (especially note 46), and text. 

28 Cp. Laws, ?gob/c ; sec note IO to this chapter. Plato mentions Pin~~r's 
naturahsm also 111 Gorgias, 484b, 488b; Lmcs, 7I4c, 8goa. For the oppo~1tlO~ 
between ' external compulsion ' on the one hand, and (a) ' free actiOn • 
(b) 'nature', on the other, cp. also Rejmblic, 6o3c, and Timaeus, 64d. (Cp. 
also RejJ., 466c-d, quoted in note 30 to this chapter.) 

2° Cp. Republic, 36gb-c. This is part of the contract theory. The ne..xt 
quota~ion, which is the first statement of the naturalist principle in the perfect 
state, 1s 370a/b-c. (Naturalism is in the Rcjmblic first mentioned by Glaucon 
in 358c, ff. ; but this is, of course, not Plato's own doctrine of naturalism.) 

( 1) For the further development of the naturalistic principle of the divis_ion 
of labour and the part played by this principle in Plato's theory of justtce, 
cp. especially text to notes 6, 23 and 40 to chapter 6. 

(2) For a modern radical version of the naturalistic principle, see Marx's 
formula of the communist society (adopted from Louis Blanc) : 'From each 
according to his ability : to each according to his needs ! ' (Cp. for instance 
A Handbook of Jliarxism, E. Burns, I935, p. 752; and note 8 to chapter I3; 
sec also note 3 to chapter I 3, and note 48 to chapter 24, and text.) , 

For the historical roots of this 'principle of communism', see Plato s 
maxim ' Friends have in common all things they possess ' (see note 36 to 
chapter 6, and text ; for Plato's communism see also notes 34 to chapter 6 and 
30 to chapter 4, and text), and compare these passages with the Acts: 'And 
all that believed were together, and had all things in common ; .. and 
parted them to all men, as every man had need.' (2, 44-45).-' Neither was 
there any among them that lacked : for . . distribution was made unto 
every man according as he had need'. (4, 34-35). 

30 Sec note 23, and text. The quotations in the present paragraph arc 
all from the Laws: (r) 88g, a-d (cp. the very similar passage in the Theaetetus, 
172b); (2) 8g6c-c; (3) 8goe/8gra. 

For the next paragraph in the text (i.e. for my contention that Plato's 
naturalism is incapable of solving practical problems) the following may 
serve as an illustration. Many naturalists have contended that men and 
women are ' by nature ' different, both physically and spiritually, and that 
they should therefore fulfil different functions in social life. Plato, however, 
uses the same naturalistic argument to prove the opposite ; for, he argues, 
are not dogs of both sexes useful for watching as well as hunting? ' Do you 
~grcc ', ~c writes (Rep., 466c-d), 'that women .. must participate with I?en 
m gua~dmg as ~vcll. as in hunting, as it is with dogs ; . . and that in so domg, 
they will be actmg 111 the most desirable manner since this will be not contrary 
to nature, but in accordance with the natural ~elations of the sexes? ' (Sec 
also tc;:xt to note 28 to this chapter ; for the dog as ideal guardian, cp. chapter 4, 
espeCially note 32 (2), and text.) 

31 For a brief criticism of the biological thcmy of the state, sec note 7 to 
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chapter 10, and text. *For the oriental origin of the theory, sec R. Eisler, 
Revue de Synthese Historique, vol. 41, p. 15. * 

32 For some applications of Plato's political theory of the soul, and for the 
inferences drawn from it, sec notes 58-g to chapter 1 o, and text. For the 
fundamental methodological analogy between city and individual, sec 
especially RejJUblic, 368c, 445c, 577c. For Alcmaeon's political theory of the 
human individual, or of human physiology, cp. note 13 to chapter G. 

33 Cp. Republic, 423, b and d. 
34 This quotation as well as the next is from G. Grote, Plato and the Other 

Companions qf Socrates (1875), val. III, 124.-Thc main passages of the Republic 
?re 439c, f. (the story ofLeontius) ; 571c, f. (the bestial part versus the rcason­
mg part) ; 588c (the Apocalyptic Monster ; cp. the ' Beast ' which possesses 
a Plat~nic r;rumbcr, in the Revelation 13, 17 and r8) ; 6o3d and 6o4b (man at 
war With himself). Sec also Laws 68ga-b and notes r;8-g to chapter ro. 

36 C R . ' ' ~ . P· epublzc, srge, f. ( cp. also note 1 o to chapter 8) ; the next two 
quotatiOns ar~ both from the Laws, 903c. (I have reversed their order) I~ 
may be mcnt10ned that the 'whole' referred to in these two passages ( /1011 

and 'lzo_lon ') is not the state but the world ; yet there is no doubt that the 
underlymg tendency of this cosmological holism is a political holism ; cp. 
Laws, 903d-c (where the physician and craftsman is associated with the states­
man), and the fact that Plato often uses 'holorz' (especially the plural of it) 
to mean :state' as well as 'world'. Furthermore, the first of these two 
phsages (m my order of quoting) is a shorter version of Rcjmblic, 42ob-421c; 
t e second of Republic, 52ob ff. (' We have created you for the sake of the 
:~::• as wei~ as for your O\~n sake.') Further j1assages on holism or collectivism 

2~ fepubl~e, 424a, 449c, 462a, f., Laws, 715b, 739c, 875a, f., _903~, 923b, 
94 h · h (Sec also notes 31/32 to chapter 6.) For the remark m tillS para­
rap t 6 at Plato spoke of the state as an organism, cp. Rejmblic, 462c, and 
aw:~ cS :~ whe~c t~c st~~c is even compared with the human body. 

ch t P dam m hiS edition of the Republic val. II, 303 ; sec also note 3 to ap er 4, and text ' 
37 This · · . 

and 30 . t~mt IS empha~izc~ by Adam, op. ci~., note ~46a, b7: and pp. 2~8 
48 1J e next quotatiOn m this paragraph 1s Republzc, 546a , cp. Republzc, 

5~a Thf~~ted in n?tc 26 (I) to chapter 3 and in text to note 33 ~o .chapter 8. 
t" 1 b r the mam point in which I must deviate from Adam s mterprcta-
wlohno.s ~ ~~ve Plato to indicate that the philosopher king of Books VI-VII, 

e mam mte t · · d d d d (Rep 8 b res IS m the things that are not generate an o not ccay 
with.,h! ~al sec t_hc last note and the passages there referred to), obtai~s 
Numbc dhe~ah_cal and dialectical training the knowledge of the Platomc 

r an With t h · l d · d h b the dcca f h 1 t c means of arresting soc1a egcncrat10n an t ere Y 
Y 0 t e state s · t The quot t" • cc especm\ly the text to no e 39· 

race of the ~ ~~~s that follow in this paragraph arc : ' keeping pure the 
' A city thus ar Ia~ ' ; cp. Republic 4Goc and text to note 34 to chapter 4· 

constituted , ' ' 
The reference to PI ',etc. : 546a. . . 

and astronomy, be ato s ~istinction, in the field of_math~~atics, acoustics, 
experience or per 'Pt" tween ratzonal knowledge and delusive opm10n based upon 
discussed ; sccc:s z:n _is to Republic, 523a, ff., 525d,. ff. (where 'calculation' is 
and 53 7d) ; see ~~~~all~ 526a) ; 527d, ff., 52gb, f., 531a, ff. (down to 534a 

39 * I have be 5 gd-5 I I e. 
in quotation mar~) ~lame~ for ' adding ' t.hc words (wh!ch I ncyer :placed 
R 2 a to d . lackmg a purely rat10nal method ; but m v1cw of 
i:fpiigs Iust th~;~o~:: see~ to me clear. that. Pla~o's reference to 'perception' 

6b ff. Not th ast. The quotatiOns m th1s paragraph arc from Rep., 
514 ' h. th c that, throughout this passage, it is ' The Muses ' who speak 
t 1roug .e mou of • Socrates , 

In my mterpretatio f h · 1 h n o t e Story of the Fall and the Number, ave 



CHAPTER 5/NOTE 39 

carefully avoided the difficult, undecided, and perhaps undecidable problem 
of the computation of the Number itself. (It may be undecidable since 
Plato may not have revealed his secret in full.) I confine my interpretation 
entirely to the passages immediately before and after the one that describes 
the Number itself; these passages arc, I believe, clear enough. In spite 
of that, my interpretation deviates, as far as I know, from previous attempts. 

(1) The crucial statement on which I base my interpretation is (A) that 
the guardians work by' calculation aided by jJcrcejJtiorz '. Next to this, I am using 
the statements (B) that they will not ' acciderztall;• !zit upon (the correct way of) 
obtaining good offspring' ; (C) that they will ' blwuler, and beget children 
in the wrong way ' ; (D) that they arc ' ignorant ' of such matters (that is, 
such matters as the Number). 

Regarding (A), it should be clear to every careful reader of Plato that 
such a reference to perception is intended to e.xprcss a criticism of the method 
in question. This view of the passage under consideration (546a, f.) is 
supported by the fact that it comes so soon after the passages 523a-537d 
(sec the end of the last note), in which the opposition between pure rational 
knowledge and opinion based on perception is one of the main themes, and 
in which, more especially, the term' calculation ' is used in a context emphasiz­
ing the opposition between rational knowledge and experience, while the term 
'perception' (sec also 51tc/d) is given a definite technical and deprecatory 
sense. (Cp. also, for instance, Plutarch's wording in his discussion of this 
opposition : in his Life of Jvlarcellus, 306.) I am therefore of the opinion, and 
this opinion is enforced by the context, especially by (B), (C), (D), that Plato's 
remark (A) implies (a) that 'calculation based upon perception' is a poor 
method, and (b) that there arc better methods, namely the methods of mathe­
matics and dialectics, which yield pure rational knowledge. The point I am 
trying to elaborate is, indeed, so plain, that I should not have troubled so 
much about it were it not for the fact that even Adam has missed it. In 
his note to 546a, b7, he interprets ' calculation ' as a reference to the rulers' 
task of determining the number of marriages they should permit, and ' per­
ception ' as the means by which they ' decide what couples should be joined, 
what children be reared, etc.' That is to say, Adam takes Plato's remark 
to be a simple description and not as a polemic against the weakness of the 
empirical method. Accordingly, he relates neither the statement (C) that 
the rulers will ' blunder ' nor the remark (D) that they are ' ignorant ' to 
the fact that they usc empirical methods. (The remark (B) that they will 
not ' hit ' upon the right method ' by accident ' would simply be left untrans­
latcd, if we follow Adam's suggestion.) 

In interpreting our passage we must keep it in mind that in Book VIII, 
immediately before the passage in question, Plato returns to the question of 
the first city of Books II to IV. (See Adam's notes to 449a, ff., and 543a, ff.) 
But the guardians of this city are neither mathematicians nor dialecticians. 
Thus they have no idea of the purely rational methods emphasized so much 
in Book VII, 525-534. In this connection, the import of the remarks on 
perception, i.e. on the poverty of empirical methods, and on the resulting 
ignorance of the guardians, is unmistakable. 

The statement (B) that the rulers will not ' hit accidentally upon' (the 
correct way of) 'obtaining good offspring, or none at all', is perfectly clear 
in ~y. interpr~tation. Since the rulers have merely empirical methods at 
the1r d1sposal, _1t \~ould be only a lucky accident if they did hit upon a method 
whose determmatlon needs mathematical or other rational methods. Adam 
s~ggests (note to. 546a, b7) the translation : ' none the more will they by calcula­
tiOn together. w1tl~ perception obtain good offspring ' ; and only in brackets, 
he adds : 'ht. h1t the obtaining of'. I think that his failure to make any 
sense of the ' hit ' is a consequence of his failure to see the implications of (A). 
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The interpretation here suggested makes (C) and (D) perfectly under­
standable ; and Plato's remark that his Number is ' master over better or 
worse birth', fits in perfectly. It may be remarked that Adam docs not 
comment on (D), i.e. the ignorance, although such a comment would ~c 
most necessary in view of his theory (note to 54Gd22) that ' the number IS 
not a nuptial .. number', and that it has no technical eugenic meaning. 

That the meaning of the Number is indeed technical and eugenic is, I 
think, clear, if we consider that the passage containing the Number is enclosed 
in passages containing references to eugenic knowledge, or rather, lack of 
eugenic knowledge. Immediately before the Number, (.tl), (B), (C), occur, 
and immediately afterwards, (D), as well as the story of the bride and bride­
groom and their degenerate offspring. Besides, (C) before the Number and 
(D) after the Number refer to each other ; for (G), the' blunder', is connected 
~ith a reference to 'begetting in the wrong way', and (D), the' ignorance', 
IS connected with an exactly analogous reference, viz., ' uniting bride and 
bridegroom in the wrong manner'. (Sec also next note.) . 

The last point in which I must defend my interpretation is my contention 
that those who know the Number thereby obtain the power to influence' better 
or worse births '. This docs not of course follow from Plato's statement that 
the Number itself has such power ; for if Adam's interpretation is right, then 
the Number regulates the births because it determines an unalterable period 
after which degeneration is bound to set in. But I assert that Plato's 
references to ' perception ', to ' blunder ' and to ' ignorance ' as the immediate 
cause of the eugenic mistakes would be pointless if he did not mean that, 
had they possessed an adequate knowledge of the appropriate mathematical 
an.d purely rational methods, the guardians would not have blundered. But 
this Il!akes the inference inevitable that the Number has a technical eugenic 
m~mng, a~d .that its knowledge is the key to the power of arresting degcner­
:on. (Th1s mference also seems to me the only one compatible with all we 

ow about this type of superstition ; all astrology, for instance, involves the 
~pparently somewhat contradictory conception that the knowledge of our 
at\ m~y help us to influence this fate.) 
b e d~ mk that the rejection of the explanation of the Number as a secret 
hrowe mg ta1boo arises from a reluctance to credit Plato with such crude ideas, 

ever c earl h 
tenden . Y ~ may express them. In other words, they arise from the 

cy to Ideahze Plato 
Decl~~e In ~his connection,. I must refer to an article by A. E. Taylor, ' The 
23 ff) a!n h~all of The State in Rejmblic, VIII ' (Mind N S 48 1939, PP· 

· · n t IS f l (" ' . . ' argues aga· b-r Ice, Taylor attacks Adam m my opinion not justly), and 
State is ex mst 1 Im.: ' It is true, of cou!"se, that the decay of the ideal 
out of dupress Y sa1d in 546b to begin when the ruling class " beget children 

e season " . d 
not mean, that PI ·. • But this n~e not mea?, and in my opinion does 
of reproducf a to 15 concerning h1mself here wah problems of the hygiene 
of man's m:~?· The main thought is the simp~e one that if. like everything 
this must of cmg, the State carries the seeds of Its own dissolution within it, 

' ourse I t th power will be · fi ? mean that sooner or a er e persons wielding supreme 
interpretations~: cnor to those who preceded !he~' (pp. 25 ff.). Now this 
statements, but ars tom~ not only untenable, m VIew of Plato's fairly definite 
writing such emb a t~lcal example of the a~tc?Jpt to eliminate from Plato's 
began by denying ~~assmg elements as ra~Jahsm or. s~perstition. Adam 
assertir.g that it · t the Number has techmcal eugeme Importance and by 
period. Taylor n~~ ~ot ~ ' nuptial n~mber ', but ?Jcrcly a cosi~ological 
in ' problems of the hon~mues by denymg that. Pl~to Is here at all interested 
thronged with allusi Ygicne of the reproduchon · But Plato's passage is 
pages before (p. 23) 0~ to. t~ese problems, and T~ylor himself admits two 

at 1t IS 'nowhere suggested that the Number 'is a 
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determinant of anything but the "better and worse births"'. Besides, 
not only the passage in question but the whole of the Republic (and similarly 
the Statesman, especially 310b, 3 Ioe) is simply full of emphasis upon the 
'problems of the hygiene of reproduction'. Taylor's theory that Plato, 
when speaking of the ' human creature ' (or, as Taylor puts it, of a 'thing 
of human generation '), means the state, and that Plato wishes to allude to 
the fact that the state is the creation of a human lawgiver, is, I think, with­
out support in Plato's text. The whole passage begins with a reference to 
the things of the sensible world in flux, to the things that arc generated and 
that decay (sec notes 37 and 38 to this chapter), and more especially, to living 
things, plants as well as animals, and to their racial problems. Besides, a 
thing 'of man's making' would, if emphasized by Plato in such a context, 
mean an ' artificial ' thing which is inferior because it is ' twice removed ' 
from reality. (Cp. text to notes 20-23 to this chapter, and the whole Tenth 
Book of the Rcjmblic down to the end of 6o8b.) Plato would never e.xpect 
anybody to interpret the phrase 'a thing of man's making' as meaning the 
perfect, the ' natural ' state ; rather he would expect them to think of some­
thing very inferior (like poetry; cp. note 39 to chapter 4). The phrase 
which Taylor translates ' thing of human generation ' is usually simply 
translated by ' human creature ', and this removes all difficulties. 

(3) Assuming that my interpretation of the passage in question is correct, 
a suggestion may be made with the intention of connecting Plato's belief 
in the significance of racial degeneration with his repeated advice that the 
number of the members of the ruling class should be kept constant (advice 
that shows that the sociologist Plato understood the unsettling effect of popu­
lation increase). Plato's way of thinking, described at the end of the present 
chapter (cp. text to note 45 ; and note 37 to chapter 8), especially the way 
he opposes The One monarch, The Few timocrats, to The Ivlany who are 
nothing but a mob, may have suggested to him the belief that an increase ill 
numbers is equivalent to a decline ilz quali~y. (Something on these lines is indeed 
suggested in the Laws, 710d.) If this hypothesis is correct, then he may 
easily have concluded that population increase is intcrdejiCizdcnt with, or perhaps 
ez•en caused by, racial degeneration. Since population increase was in fact the 
main cause of the instability and dissolution of the early Greek tribal societies 
(cp. notes 6, 7, and 63 to chapter 10, and text), this hypothesis would explain 
why Plato believed that the 'real' cause was racial degeneration (in keeping 
with his general theories of' nature', and of' change'). 

40 (1) Or 'at the wrong time'. Adam insists (note to 546d22) that we 
must not.translatc 'at the wrong time' but' inopportunely'. I may remark 
tha~ my u~tc~r.ctation is quite independent of this question ; it is fully com­
patible wzth mopportuncly' or 'wrongly' or 'at the wrong time' or 
'.out of due season'. (The phrase in question means, originally, something 
hke ' contrary to the proper measure ' · usually it means ' at the wrong 
time'.) ' 

* (2) Concerning Plato's remarks about 'mingling' and 'mixture', it 
may be ~bserved that Plato seems to have held a primitive but popular theory 
of heredity (apparently still held by race-horse breeders) according to which 
the offspnng zs an even mixture or blend of the characters or ' natures ' of 
his two parents, and t!1at their characters, or natures, or ' virtues ' (stamina, 
speed, etc., or, accordmg to the Republic, the Statesman, and the Laws, gentle­
ness, fierceness, boldness, self-restraint, etc.) are mixed in him in proportion 
to the number of ancestors (grandparents, great-grandparents, etc.) who 
pos~c;;sed these ~ha~actcrs. Accordingly, the art of breeding is one. or a 
JUdzczous and SCientific-mathematical or harmonious-blending or muClng 
of natures. Se.c e~pc~ially the Statesman, where the royal craft of statesmanship 
or herdsmanslup IS hkened to that of weaving, and where the kingly weaver 
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must blend boldness with self-restraint. (Sec also Rcjmblic, 375c-c, a~~ 
410c, ff.; Laws, 731b; and notes 34 f. to chapter 4·; 13 and 39 f. 
chapter 8 ; and text.) * 

41 For Plato's law of social revolutions, sec especially note 26 to chapter 4• 
and text. 

42 _The te~m 'meta-biology' is used by G. B. Shaw in this sense, i.e. ~ 
denotmg a kmd of religion. (Cp. the preface to Back to .Methuselah ; sec a1s 
note 66 to chapter 12.) 

:: ~P· Ad~~·~ note to Republic, 547a 3· . 
For a cntlcism of what I call' psychologism' in the method of sociology, 

c:!:" ~ext to ?Ole 19 to chapter 13 and chapter q, where !vlill's still popular 
e\6odolog1eal psychologism is discussed. . to 
, It has often been said that Plato's thought must not be squeezed 10• 

a system ' · d" 1 · ~ d olY 1n tl . • accor mg y, my attempts 111 tlus paragraph (an not o. . 
~15 • paragraph) to show the systematic unity of Plato's thought, wluch iS 

0 .v.io.usly based on the Pythagorean table of opposites will probably arouse 
cnt1c1sm B t I b 1· ' f anY · t · . u e iCVC that such a systematization is a necessary test 0 . 

~~~i~etabon. Those who believe that they do not need an interpretaU?0 ' 

heW ~t the);' can ' know ' a philosopher or his work and take him just ast 
as or h k · • · ' · t rpre both th' IS wor JUSt as 1t was ', arc mistaken. They cannot but !0 e 

interp e m(an and his work ; but since they arc not aware of the fact that they 
interpre~ ~hat their view is coloured by tradition, temperament, etc.), the~ 
10 (n r~ al!on must necessarily be naive and uncritical. (Cp. also chapte 
must 0taesk l-hs and 56), and chapter 25.) A critical interpretation, howeve~t' 

e t e fi f · · t"c · 1 
must t orm o a rational reconstructiOn, and must be systema I ' 

also w~ :o;econstmct the philosopher's thought as a consistent edifice.. Cpif 
Pure Rea · C. Ewing says of Kant (A Short Commentary on Kant's Crittque 0 

great p~it' 1938, P· 4) : ' .. we ought to start with the assumption that a 
sequent] osoghcr is not likely to be always contradicting himself, ~nd coc­
Kant coy, .w crcvcr there arc two interpretations, one of which Will ma 1 
rcasonab~IStcnt. and the other inconsistent prefer the former to the latter, 1 

tion in gy possible.' This surely applies aiso to Plato and even to interprcta-
encral. ' 

CHAPTER 6/NOTES I -2 

NOTES TO CHAPTER G 

F 1 Cp. note 3 t h h urthermo 0 c aptcr 4 and text, especially the end of that paragrap 
Nature, I wi:~ t n~tc 2 (2) t~ that chapter. Concerning the formu!a. Back ld 
by Plato. I ~ raw attentiOn to the fact that Rousseau was greatly 111fluence f 
analogies n ~ed, a glance at the Social Contract will reveal a wealth 0 

been com~s~~tcial!y wit~ those Platonic passages on naturalism which have 
g. There · ~d upon. 111 the last chapter. Cp. especially note 14 to chapter 
Gorgias, 4721~, & so an mte~cs~ing _similarity b_ctwcc~ R_ef~ublic,_ 591a, ff. (and 
Rousseau's ( ., where a similar Idea occurs m an 111div1duahst context), and 
Political Th and Hegel's) famous theory of punishment. (Barker, Greek 
But he do:ory, I, 388 ff., rightly emphasizes Plato's influence upon Roussea~· 
not general~ not see _the strong element of romanticism in P!ato ; and it IS 

France andy sgpreciated that the rural romanticism which mfluenccd both 
Arcadia has . akespeare's England through the medium of Sanazzaro's 

' Itso·· · d 32 to chapter ngm m Plato's Dorian shepherds; cp. notes I I (3), 26, an 
2 Cp R H 4, and note 14 to chapter g.) . . 

from p. ~I • • S: C:rossman, Plato To-Day (1937), 132 ; the next quotation IS 

has great! I ·en This Interesting book (like the works of Grote and. T. Gomperz) 
and to f~l couraged me to develop my rather unorthodox ':icws on Plato, 
quot t" ;!w them up to their rather unpleasant conclusiOns. For the 

a IOns Irom C. E. M. Joad, cp. his Guide to the Philosophy of Morals and 
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Politics (1938), 661, and 66o. I may also refer here to the very interesti.ng 
remarks on Plato's views on justice by C. L. Stevenson, in his article' Persuasxve 
Definitions' (Mind, N.S., vol. 47, 1938, pp. 331 ff.). . 

3 Cp. Crossman, op. cit., 132 f. The next two quotations are: F1eld 
Plato, etc., 91 ; cp. similar remarks in Barker, Greek Political TheoT)', etc. (see 
note 13 to chapter 5). 

The idealization of Plato has played a considerable part in the debates 
on the genuineness of the various works transmitted under his name. Many 
of them have been rejected by some of the critics simply because they contained 
passages which did not fit in with their idealized view of Plato. A rather naive 
as well as typical expression of this attitude can be found in Davies' and 
Vaughan's ' Introductory Notice' (cp. the Golden Treasury edition of the 
Republic, p. vi) : ' Mr. Grote, in his zeal to take Plato down from his supe~­
h:uman ~edestal, may b~ somewhat too ready to attribute t.o him th~ composx­
twns which have been Judged unworthy of so divine a philosopher. It docs 
not seem to occur to the writers that their judgement of Plato shoul~. depend 
on what he wrote, and not vice versa · and that if these compositiOns are 
genuine aiU! unworthy, Plato was not quite so di~inc a philosopher. (For 
Plato's divinity, sec also Simplicius in Arist. de coelo, 32b44, 319a15, etc.) 

'The formulation of (a) emulates one of Kant's, who describes a just 
constitution as ' a constitution that achieves the greatest possible freedom qf human 
individuals by framing the laws in such a way that the freedom qf each ca!z 
co-exist with that qf all others'. (Critique qf Pure Reason 2, 373) ; see also his 
Theory q_f Right, where he says : 'Right (or justice) is the sum total of ~he 
conditions which are necessary for everybody's free choice to co-exist wxth 
that of everybody else, in accordance with a general law of liberty.' K~nt 
believed that this was the aim pursued by Plato in the Republic ; from which 
we may sec that Kant was one of the many philosophers who either wer.e 
deceived by Plato or who idealized him by imputing to him their own hum~m­
!arian ideas. I may remark, in this connection, that Kant's ardent liber~l~sm 
xs very little appreciated in English and American writings on poliucal 
philosophy (in spite of Hastie's Kant's PrincijJ!es qf Politics). He is only too 
often claimed to be a forerunner of Hegel ; but in view of the fact that ~e 
recognized in the romanticism of both Herder and Fichte a doctrine diametriC­
ally opposed to his own, this claim is grossly unjust to Kant, and there can be 
?o doubt that he. w~uld have strongly resented it. It is tht? tremen?ous 
mfiuence of Hegeharusm that led to a wide acceptance of this, I beheve, 
completely untenable claim. 

5 Cp. text to notes 32/33 to chapter 5· 
6 Cp. text to notes 2!?-29, chapter 5· The quotations in the. present 

pa.ragraph ~re : (1) Republzc, 433a; (2) Republic, 434a/b; (3) Republzc, 441d. 
\Vxth Plato s statement, in the first quotation 'we have repeated over and 
again', cp. also esp. RejJublic, 3g7e, where tl~c theory of justice is carefully 
prepared, and, of course, Republic, 369b-c, quoted in text to note 29, chapter 5· 
See also notes 23 and 40 to the present chapter. 

7 As pointed out in chapter 4 (note 13 and text, and note 29).' ~!at? does 
not say much abo';lt slaves in the Republic, although what he says IS sigmfi~ant 
enough ; but he d1spels all doubts about his attitude in the Laws (cp. especxally 
G. R. Morrow's article in Mind referred to in note 29 to chapter 4). 

8 The quotations arc from Ba;ker, Greek Political Theoo•, I, p. 180. Barker 
states (p. 1~6 f.) !h:;tt 'Platonic Justice' is 'social justice', and co~e'?tly 
emphasxzcs xts hohst1c nature. He mentions (17s f.) the possible cntxcxsm 
that this formula does' not .. touch the essence of what men generally mean 
by ju:>ti.ce '' i.e: ' ~ J?rinciple for dealing with the clash of wills ', i.e. j.ustice. as 
pertammg to mdxvxduals. But he thinks that ' such an objection IS bes~de 
the point •, and that Plato's idea is 'not a matter of law' but 'a conceptxon 
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of social morality ' ( 1 79) ; and he goes on to assert that this treatment of justice 
~orrcsponded, in a way, to the current Greek ideas of justice: 'Nor was ~Jato, 
~n conceiving justice in this sense, very far removed from the current Ideas 
m Greece.' He docs not even mention that there exists some e\·idencc to the 
contrary, as here discussed in the next notes, and text. 
• 9 Cp. Gorgias, 488c, ff. ; the passage is more fully quoted and discussed 
m section vm below (sec note 48 to this chapter, and text). For Aristotle's 
th~ory of_ slavery, sec note 3 to chapter 11 and text. The quotations from 
Anstot~c. m this paragraph arc: (1) and (2) Nicom. Ethics. V, 4, 7, and 8; 
(3) Polztzcs, III, 12, 1 ( 1282b ; sec also notes 20 and 30 to this chapter. The 
fa)ssagc_ ~ontains a reference to the Nicom. Eth.) ; (4) Nicom. Ethics, V, 4, 9; J Polztzcs, IV (VI), 2, 1 (1317b).-In the Nicom. Ethics, V, 3, 7 (cp. also 

ol._, II_I, 9, I ; 128oa), Aristotle also mentions that the meaning of' justice' 
~f~es m _democratic, oligarchic, and aristocratic states, according to their 

crcnt Ideas of 'merit'. 
th For Plato's views, in the Laws, on political justice and equalil)•, sec especially 
( c P~sagc on the two kinds of equality (Laws, 757b-d) quoted below under 
i2· b or the fact, mentioned here in the text, that not only virtue and bree~-
(agd ut also wealth should count in the distribution of honours and of sp01ls n cv · 
P en Size and good looks) sec Laws 7"" c quoted in note 20 ( 1) to the 

resent ch ' ' ..-r ' ( ) I aptcr, where other relevant passages arc also discussed. 
of tJ1 n the Laws, 757b-d, Plato discusses ' two kinds of equality '. 'The one 
art"thlcse: · is equality of measure, weight or number [i.e. numerical or 

metical !" ) ' d" "b e to th equa tty ; but the tmcst and best equality . . 1stn u_tcs mor 
ance ~i5,r~:;er and less to the smaller, giving each his due measure, m acco:d­
in vi t ure. · · By granting the greater honour to those who arc supc~wr 
it dzs" rt ':lbe, and the lesser honour to those who arc inferior in virtue and brccdmg, 

Tl Utes t I if [ " l] P oh t . And th" . 0 eacn what is jJro'Jer according to this principle o ratzona royor lotzs. 
1S Is p · 1 1. ' • • " A d h er ~ay found rcctse y what we shall call "political Jllftlce : . n w _oev . 

JUStice alo a sta~e must make this the sole aim of Ius le!?Isla~JOn. · ·. · thts 
as the sit nc. Whtch, as stated, is natural equality, and whtch IS dtstnbu~~d, 
wh· h uatiOn requires t I ' 'l'llis second of the two cquahttes 1c canst" , o unequa s. . . , ( d 1 t Ar" 1 
calls 'dist "btut.es what Plato here calls ' political JUSttce an (w d A . Istolt e) 
as 'Jnopor r_I Uhve justice') and which is described by Plato an . nstot e 
later caU~~n~te equality '-the tmcst, best, and most natural cquahty-was 
Moralia 7r b geometrical' (Gorgias so8a; sec also 46sb/c,_ a~d _Pluta_rch: 
equality. b~ /"!• . as opposed to the lower and dcmocrauc anllunet!cal 

(2) A . hts Identification the remarks under (2) may throw some hght. 
8 ccordm · · ' · · XV B I" 1 97, p. I I g to traditiOn (see Comm. zn Arzst. Graeca, pars ... , _er _m, 

over the do 7• 2 9• and pars XVIII Berlin Igoo p. II8, 18), an mscnptwn . or of PI , ' ' , . . enter my h ato s academy said: 'Nobody untramcd m geometry may 
emphasis upOUse ! ' . I suspect that the meaning of this is not merely an 
'Arithmetic(? the Importance of mathematical studies, but that it means: 
you must kno I.e. more precisely, Pythagorean number theory) is not enough; 
make me bci:V geometry ! ' And I shall attempt to sketch the reasons which 
most importa~~e tha~ the;: latter phrase adequately sums up one of Plato's 

As is now contnbutiOns to science. Sec also Addendum p. 3 19. 
adopted a m geheral!y believed, the earlier Pythagorean treatmc1~t of geometry 
metization • e~ od somewhat similar to the one nowadays called ' arith­
' natural' ~u beome~ry was treated as part of the theory of integers (or 
units ' ; cp Rm cbr~, I.e. of numbers composed of monads or ' indivisible 

· • cjJU lzc 525 ) d f I · ' l · ' · · twns. For cxa 1 ' e an o t lCJr ogoz , 1.e. thc1r ' rational ' propor-
sidcs in such rati?P ~· the Pythagorean rectangular triangles were those with 
general formultona P!'oportions. (Examplcsare3:4:s; or5:x2:I3.) A 
2n(n + r) + 1 a Bscnb~d to Pythagoras is this: 2n + 1 : 2n(n + 1) : 

· ut thts formula, derived from the 'gnomon', is not general 
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<'Hough, as the example 8 : 15 : 17 shows. A general fomwla, from which the 
Pythagorean can be obtained by putting m = n + 1, is this: m 2 - n 2 : 

~mn : m2 + n2 (where m > n). Since this formula is a close consequence 
of the so-called ' Theorem of Pythagoras ' (if taken together with that kind 
of Algebra which seems to have been known to the early Pythagoreans), and 
since this formula was, apparently, not only unknown to Pythagoras but 
even to Plato (who proposed, according to Proclus, another non-general 
formula), it seems that the 'Theorem of Pythagoras' was not known, in 
its general form, to either Pythagoras or even to Plato. (Sec for a less radical 
view on this matter T. Heath, A HistOT)' of Greek A1atlzcmatics, 1921, vol. I, 
pp. 8o-2. The formula described by me as ' general ' is essentially that 
of Euclid ; it can be obtained from Heath's unnecessarily complicated for­
mula on p. 82 by first obtaining the three sides of the triangle and by multi­
plying them by 2/mn, and then by substituting in the result m and 11 for 
p and q.) 

The discovery of the irrationality of the square root of two (alluded to by 
Plato in the Greater Hif,pias and in the A{eno; cp. note 10 to chapter 8 ; sec 
also Aristotle, Anal. Priora, 41a26 f.) destroyed the Pythagorean programme 
of' arithmctizing' geometry, and with it, it appears, the vitality of the Pytha­
gorean Order itself. The tradition that this discovery was at first kept secret 
is, it seems, supported by the fact that Plato still calls the irrational at first 
'arrlzetos ', i.e. the secret, the munentionablc mystery; cp. the Greater Hippias, 
303b/c ; Republic, 546c. (A later term is 'the non-commensurable' ; cp. 
Tlzeaetetus, 147c, and Laws, 82oc. The term 'alogos' seems to occur first in 
Democritus, who wrote two books On Irrational Lines and Atoms (or and Full 
Bodies) which are lost ; Plato knew the term, as proved by his somewhat 
disrespectful allusion to Democritus' title in the Republic, 534d, but never 
used it himself as a synonym for ' arrlzetos '. The first extant and indubitable 
usc in this sense is in Aristotle's Anal. Post., 76b9. See also T. Heath, op. cit., 
vol. I, pp. 84 f., 156 f. and my first Addendum on p. 319, below.) 

It appears that the breakdown of the Pythagorean programme, i.e. of the 
arithmetical method of geometry, led to the development of the axiomatic 
method of Euclid, that is to say, of a new method which was on the one side 
designed to rescue, from the breakdown, what could be rescued (including 
the method of rational proof), and on the other side to accept the irreducibility 
of geometry to arithmetic. Assuming all this, it would seem highly probable 
that Plato's role in the transition from the older Pythagorean method to that 
of Euclid was an exceedingly important one-in fact, that Plato was one of 
the first to develop a sjucijically geometrical method aiming at rescuing what could 
be rescued from, and at cutting the losses of, the breakdown ofPythagoreanism. 
Much of this must be considered as a highly uncertain historical hypothesis, 
but some confirmation may be found in Aristotle, Anal. Post., 76b9 (mentioned 
above), especially if this passage is compared with the Laws, 818c, 895e (even 
and odd), and 819e/82oa, 82oc (incommensurable). The passage reads : 
'Arithmetic assumes the meaning of" odd" and "even", geometry that of 
"irrational" . .' (Or 'incommensurable' ; cp. Anal. Priora, 41a26 f., 
soa37· See also Jl1etaplrysics, 983a2o, I06Ibi-3, where the problem of 
irrationality is treated as if it were the proprium of geometry, and 1089a, where 
as in Anal. Post., 76b4o, there is an allusion to the 'square foot' method of 
~he Theaetetus, .147d.) Plato's great interest in the problem of irrationality 
IS shown espcczally m two of the passages mentioned above, the Theaetetus 
147C-148a, and Laws, 819d-822d, where Plato declares that he is ashamed 
of th<: Greeks for not being alive to the great problem of incommensurable 
magm tudes. 

Now I suggest that the ' Theory of the Primary Bodies ' (in the Timaeus 
53c to 62c, and perhaps even down to 6¥ ; sec also Republic, 528b-d) was par~ 
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of Plato's amwer to the challenge. It preserves, on the one hand, the atomistic 
character of Pythagoreanism-the indivisible units (' monads') which also 
play a role in the school of the Atomists-am\ it introduces, on the other 
hand, the irrationalities (of the square roots of two and three) whose admission 
into the world bad bccomc: unavoidable. It docs so by taking two of the 
off(·uuing rc:r:tar1glllar triangles-the one which is half of a square and incor­
porates the square root of ·two, and the one which is half of a': equilate.ral 
triangle: and incorporates the square root of three-as the umts .of ,~]uch 
r:ver·ything else is composed. Indeed, the doctr-ine that these two rrrauonal 
triangles arc the limits (/'eras ; cp. i\Jcno, 75d-76a) or Forms of all elementary 
physical bodies rna y be said to be one of the central physical doctrines of the 
"FimnciH. 

All th!s would suggest that the warning against those untrained in geometry 
(an allus10n to it may perhaps be found in the Timacus, .'i•la) might have 
had tlw more pointed significance mentioned above, and that it may have 
been com1ec:tecl with the belief that geometry is something of higher import­
ance _than rs arithmetic. (Cp. Timacus, 31c.) And this, in turn would 
explam ':'·hy Plato's ' proportionate equality ', said by him to be so:ncthing 
mor·c1 anst?cratic than the democratic arithmetiCA'll or numerical equality, 
~vas 1 atr:r r?cntified with the 'geometrical equality', mentioned by Plato 
~ t ~e Gorgzas, !)OHa (cp. note 48 to this chapter), and why (for example by 

ut.t~ch, foe. czt.) arithmetic and geometry were associated with democracy 
and Spartan aristocracy respectively-in spite of the fact, then apparently 
f(~rgott<:n, that the Pythagoreans had been as aristocratically minded as Plato 
111ms~·lf ; that their programme had stressed arithmetic ; and that 'geo­
n_lctnca.l ', in their language, is the name of a certain kind of numerical 
(I. C. an thnwt ica\) proportion. . . . 

(3) In the Timacus, Plato needs for the constructiOn of.thc Pnmary Bodtcs 
an Elementary Square and an Elementary Equilateral Tnanglc. .These two, 
in turn, arc composed of two different kinds of sub-el~mentary trz~ngles-the 
half-square which incorporates "\/2, and the half-equrlateralh whrch incor­
prH·ates V3 respective\ The question why he choose~ I esc .two sub­
elementary tria~glcs in~~ead of the Square and the .Equrlaterba\ Itself, has 
b(:cn muc11 d". •1 ' 1 . ·J~rly a second questwn-scc claw under - rscussec ; anc srmr .. f f, b 
(4)-why he constructs his Elementary Squares out ? our su -elementary 
half-squares instead of two, and the Elementary Equrlatcral out of six sub­
elementary half-cquilaterals instead of two. (Sec the first two of the three 
figures below.) 

Concerning the first of these two questions, it seems to have been general! 
overlooked that Plato with his burning interest in the problem of irrationa\"t y 
wou~d. not havc;: intr~duced the two irrationalit!es y2. and .Y3 (which 1 1i~ 
c::xpl~crtl~ . mentt.ons in 54b) had !zc no~ bem an.-.:zous to wtroduce jJrecisely these 
zrratzonalztzes as zrrcduciblc clements wto Ills world. (Cornforcl, Plato's Cosm z 
PP· 2_14 and. 231 fT., gives a long discu.ssi~n of both. questions, but the coX:~~ 
solut10n whtch he offers for both-Ius hypothests' as he calls it on p. 234 
-;-app~ars to me quite unacceptable ; had Plato wanted to achieve some 
. graumg ' like the one discussed by Cornford-notc that there is no hint 
m Plato that anything smaller than what Cornford calls 'Grade B' exists-it 
would have been sufficient to divide into two the sides of the Elementary Squares 
and Equilaterals of what Cornford calls 'Grade B ', building each of them 
~p from four elementary figures which do not contaill atry irrationalities.) But 
1 ~dPlato was anxious to introduce these irrationalities into the world as the 
Sl cs of sub-elementary triano-lcs of which everything else is compos;d, then 
he. must have believed that 0he could, in this way, solve a problem; and 
thiS problem, I suggest was that of' the nature of (the commensurable and) 
the uncommensurab\e •' (Laws, 82oc). This problem, clearly, was particularly 
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hard to solve on the basis of a cosmology which made use of anything like 
atomistic ideas, since irrationals are not multiples of any unit able to measure 
rationals; but if the unit measures themselves contain sides in 'irrational 
ratios', then the great paradox might be solved ; for then they can measure 
both, and the existence of irrationals was no longer incomprehensible or 
'irrational'. 

But Plato knew that there were more irrationalities than y'2 and .Y3, 
for he mentions in the Tlzeaelelus the discovery of an infinite sequence of 
irrational square roots (he also speaks, 148b, of ' similar considerations con­
cerning solids', but this need not refer to cubic roots but could refer to the 
cubic diagonal, i.e. to •/3) ; and he also mentions in the Greater Hippias 
(303b-c ; cp. Heath, ojJ. cit., 304) the fact that by adding (or othenvise com­
posing) irrationals, other irrational numbers may be obtained (but also 
rational numbers-probably an allusion to the fact that, for example, 2 minus 
y2 is irrational ; for this number, plus ,12, gives of course a rational number). 
In view of these circumstances it appears that, if Plato wanted to solve the 
problem of irrationality by way of introducing his elementary triangles, he 
must have thought that all irrationals (or at least their multiples) can be 
composed by adding up (a) units ; (b) y2 ; (c) v3 ; and multiples of these. 
This, of course, would have been a mistake, but we have every reason to 
believe that no disproof existed at the time ; and the proposition that there 
are only two kinds of atomic irrationalities-the diagonals of the squares and 
of cubes-and that all other irrationalities arc commensurable relative to 
(a) the unit ; (b) y2 ; and (c) v3, has a certain amount of plausibility 
in it if we consider the relative character of irrationalities. (I mean the 
fact that we may say with equal justification that the diagonal of a square 
with unit side is irrational or that the side of a square with a unit diagonal 
is irrational. vVe should also remember that Euclid, in Book X, clef. 2, still 
calls all incommensurable square roots 'commensurable by their squares'.) 
Thus Plato may well have believed in this proposition, even though he could 
not possibly have been in the possession of a valid proof of his conjecture. 
(A disproof was apparently first given by Euclid.) Now there is undou~tedly 
a reference to some unproved conjecture in the very passage in the Tzmaeus 
in which Plato refers to the reason for choosing his sub-elementary triangles, 
for he writes (Timaeus, 53c/d) : 'all triangles are derived from two, each 
having one right angle .. ; of these triangles, one [the half-square] has on 
either side half of a right angle, .. and equal sides; the other [the scalene] 
. . has unequal sides. These two we assume as the first principles .. accord­
ing t~ an account which combines likelihood [or likely conjecture] with 
necessity [proof]. Principles which arc still further removed than these are 
known to heaven, and to such men as heaven favours.' And later, after 
explaining that there is an endless number of scalene triangles, of which 
' th7 best ' must be selected, and after explaining that he takes the half­
eqmlateral ~s the best, Plato says ( Timaeus, 5¥/b ; Cornford had to emend 
the passage m order to fit it into his interpretation · cp. his note 3 to p. 2 14) : 
' The reason is too long a story ; but if anybody puts this matter to the test, 
a~d proves that it has this property, then the prize is his, with all our good 
will. Plato docs not say clearly what 'this property' means ; it must b~ a 
(provable or .refutable) mathematical property which justifies that,. havmg 
chosen the tnangle incorporating y2 the choice of that incorporatmg v3 
is ' the best ' ; ~nd I think that, in' view of the foregoing consideratior:s, 
the property .whi~h he had in mind was the conjectured relative rationality 
of the other Irrationals, i.e. relative to the unit, and the square roots of two 
and three. 

(4) An additional reason for our interpretation, although one for which 
I do not find any further evidence in Plato's tc.xt, may perhaps emerge from 
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the following consideration. It is a curious fact that y:.! + ,;3 \"cry nearly 
approximates n. (My attention was drawn to this fact, in a different con­
text, by W. Marinelli.) The excess is less than o·oo.1-7, i.e. less than I! pro 
mille of JC, and we have reason to believe that no better upper boundary for :;r 

had been proved to exist. A kind of explanation of this curious fact is that 

Plato's Elementary Square, com­
posed of four sub-elementary iso­
sceles rectangular triangles 

Plato's Elementary Equilateral, com­
posed of six sub-elementary scalene 
rectangular triangles 

r(V2+V3) 
The rectangle ABCD has an area exceeding that of the circle 

by less than I J pro mille 

it follows from the fact that the arithmetical mean of the areas of the circum­
scribed hexagon and the inscribed octagon is a good approximation of the 
area of the circle. Now it appears, on the one hand, that Bryson operated 
with the means of circumscribed and inscribed polygc..ns (cp. Heath, op. cit., 
224),_ and we know, on the other hand (from the Greater Hippias), that Plato 
was mterested in the adding of irrationals, so that he must have added 
,12 + V3· There are thus two ways by which Plato may have found out 
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the approximate equation v'2 + v'3 R~ n, and the second of these ways 
seems almost inescapable. It seems a plausible hypothesis that Plato knew 
of this equation, but was unable to prove whether or not it was a strict 
equality or only an approximation. 

But if this is so, then we can perhaps answer the ' second question ' men­
tioned above under (3), i.e. the question why Plato composed his elementary 
square of four sub-elementary triangles (half-squares) instead of two, and 
his elementary equilateral of six sub-elementary triangles (half-cquilatcrals) 
instead of two. If we look at the first two of the figures below, then we 
sec that this construction emphasizes the centre of the circumscribed and 
inscribed circles, and, in both cases, the radii of the circumscribed circle. 
(In the case of the equilateral, the radius of the inscribed circle appears also ; 
but it seems that Plato had that of the circumscribed circle in mind, since 
he mentions it, in his description of the method of composing the equilateral, 
as the 'diagonal' ; cp. the Timaeus, 54d/e; cp. also 54b.) 

If we now draw these two circumscribed circles, or more precisely, if we 
inscribe the elementary square and equilateral into a circle with the radius r, 
then we find that the sum of the sides of these two figures approximates rn ; 
in other words, Plato's construction suggests one of the simplest approximate 
solutions of the squaring of the circle, as our three figures show. In view of all 
this, it may easily be the case that Plato's conjecture and his offer of 'a prize 
with all our good will', quoted above under (3), involved not only the general 
problem of the commensurability of the irrationalities, but also the special 
problem whether v'2 + v'3 squares the unit circle. 

I must again emphasize that no direct evidence is known to me to show 
that this was in Plato's mind; but if we consider the indirect evidence here 
marshalled, then the hypothesis does perhaps not seem too far-fetched. I do 
not think that it is more so than Cornford's hypothesis ; and if true, it would 
give a better explanation of the relevant passages. 

(5) If there is anything in our contention, developed in section (2) of 
this note, that Plato's inscription meant ' Arithmetic is not enough ; you 
must know geometry ! ' and in our contention that this emphasis was con­
nected with the discovery of the irrationality of the square roots of 2 and 3, 
then this might throw some light on the Theory of Ideas, and on Aristotle's 
much debated reports. It would explain why, in view of this discovery, 
~he Pyth~gorean view that things (forms, shapes) are numbers, and mor~l 
1dcas ratios of numbers, had to disappear-perhaps to be replaced, as m 
the Timaeus, by the doctrine that the elementary forms, or limits (' peras ' ; 
cp. t?e passage from the Meno, 75d-76a, referred to above), or shapes, or ideas 
of things, are triangles. But it would also explain why, one generation later, 
the Academy could return to the Pythagorean doctrine. Once the shock 
caused by the discovery of irrationality had worn off, mathematicians be~an 
to get used to the idea that the irrationals must be numbers, in spite of everythmg, 
since they stan~ in the elementary relations of greater or less to other (~ation~l) 
numbers. Th1s stage reached, the reasons against Pythagoreamsm dis­
appeared, although the theory that shapes are numbers or ratios of number:s 
meant, after the admission of irrationals, something different from what 1t 
had meant before (a point which possibly was not fully appreciated by the 
adherents of the new theory). Sec also Addmda, I, p. 319, below. 

10 The well-known representation of Them is as blindfolded, i.e. disregard­
ing the suppl.iant's station, and as carrying scales, i.e. as distributing equ~lity 
or as ~alancmg the. claims and interests of the contesting individuals, 1s a 
symbohc representatiOn of the equalitarian idea of justice. This represen:ta­
twn ea~n~t, however, be used here as an argument in favour of the content~on 
tl!at th.Js 1dea was .current in Plato's time; for, as Prof. E. H. Gombnch 
kmdly mforms me, lt dates from the Renaissance, and is inspired by a passage 
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in Plutarch's De !side et Osiride, but not by classical Greece. * On the other 
hand, the representation of Dike with scales is classical (for such a representa­
tion, by Timocharcs, one generation after Plato, sec R. Eisler, The Ro)·al Art 
of Astrology, 1946, pp. 1oo, 266, and Plate 5), and goes back, probably, to 
Hesiod's identification of the constellation of Virgo with Dike (in view of the 
neighbouring scales). And in view of the other evidence given here to show 
the association of Justice or Dike with distributive equality, the scales are 
likely to mean the same as in the case of Themis. * 

11 RejJUblic, 440c-d. The passage concludes with a characteristic sheep-dog 
metaphor : ' Or else, until he has been called back, and calmed down, by 
the voice of his own reason, like a dog by his shepherd? ' Cp. note 32 (2) to 
chapter 4· 

12 Plato, in fact, implies this when he twice presents Socrates as rather 
doubtful where he should now look out for justice. (Cp. 368b, fT., 432b, IT.) 

13 Adam obviously overlooks (under the influence of Plato) the equali­
tarian theory in his note to Rejmblic, 331c, ff., where he, probably correctly, 
says that ' the view that J usticc consists in doing good to friends and harm to 
enemies, is a faithful reflection of prevalent Greek morality'. But he is wrong 
when he adds that this was ' an all but universal view ' ; for he forgets his 
own evidence (note to 561c28), which shows that equality before the laws 
('isonomy') 'was the proud claim of democracy'. Sec also notes 14 and 17 
to this chapter. 

One of the oldest (if not the oldest) reference to ' isonomy ' is to be found 
in a fragment due to Alcmaeon the physician (early ~fth century; sec Diels G, 

chapter 24, fr. 4) ; he speaks of isonomy as a cond1t10n of health, and opposes 
it to 'monarchy '-the dominance of on~ over many. Here we have a 
political theory of the body, or more precisely, of human physiology. Cp. 
also notes 32 to chapter 5 and 59 to chapter 10. 

H A passing reference to equality (similar. to that in. the Gorgias, 4a3c/d . 
sec also this note below and note 47 to this chapter) 1s made in Cia ,' 

' ' · · k ucon s speech in Republic,, 359c ; but the Issue IS not ta en up. (F01· this Passa e 
cp. note 50 to th1s chapter.) g 

In Plato's abusive attack upon democracy (sec text to notes 1 
r )' ' ' 4-I8 chapter 4), three scornful jocular re.erences t~ e.qu~ 1tanamsm .occur. 'I'h~ 

first is a remark to the effect that democracy d1stnbutes cquahty to cq 1 
and to unequals alike' (558c; cp. Adam's.not7 to 55.8~r.G; sec also not ua s 
to this chapter) · this is intended as an 1romcal cntlcJsm. (EquaJ1·1 c121 

' · r · · tl d · · Y las been connected w1th democracy be1orc, VJZ. m JC cscnpt10n of the d 
cratic revolution ; cp. RejJ., 557a, quot~d in th~ text to .n~tc I 3, chaptc~m~­
The second charactenzes the 'democratic man as grat1fymg all his dcs'4) 
'equally', whether they may be good or bad ; . he is therefore called Ires 
' equalitarianist ' (' isonomist '), a punning allusiOn to the idea of • eq a~ 
laws for all' or 'equality before the law' ('isonomy' ; cp. notes 13 and u1; 
to this chapter). This pun occurs in Republic, 561e. The way for it is well 
paved, since the word 'equal' has already been used three times (Rep. S6Ib 
and c) to characterize an attitude of the man to whom all desires and ~hims 
are 'equal'. The third of these cheap cracks is an appeal to the reader's 
imagination, typical even nowadays of this kind of propaganda : 'I nearly 
forgot to mention the great role played by these famous " equal laws " 
and by this famous "liberty", in the interrelations between men and 
women .. ' (RejJ., 563b). 

Besides .the evidence of the importance of equalitarianism mentioned 
here .(and m the text to notes g-10 to this chapter), we must consider 
espec1ally Plato's own testimony in (I) the Gorgias, where he writes (488e/48ga · 
s:e also notes 47, 48! a~d 50 to the present chapter) : 'Does not the multitud~ 
(1.e. here : the maJonty of the people) believe . , that justice is equality?' 
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(2) The Menexenus (238e-239a ; see note I9 to this chapter, and text). The 
passages in the Laws on equality arc later than the Republic, and cannot _be 
used as testimony for Plato's awareness of the issue when writing the Republrc ; 
but see text to notes g, 20 and 2 I to this chapter. 

15 Plato himself says, in connection with the third remark (563b; cp. the 
last note) : ' Shall we utter whatever rises to our lips ? ' ; by which he appar­
ently wishes to indicate that he docs not see any reason to suppress the 
joke. 

10 I believe that Thucydidcs' (II, 37 ff.) version of Pericles' oration can 
be taken as practically authentic. In all likelihood, he was present when 
Pericles spoke ; and in any case he would have reconstructed it as faithfully 
as possible. There is much reason to believe that in those times it was not 
extraordinary for a man to learn another's oration even by heart ( cp. Plato's 
Phacdrus), and a faithful reconstruction of a speech of this kind is indeed not 
as difficult as one might think. Plato knew the oration, taking either 
Thucydides' version or another source, which must have been c.xtremely 
similar to it, as authentic. Cp. also notes 3I and 34/35 to chapter IO. (It 
may be mentioned here that early in his career, Pericles had made rather 
dubious concessions to the popular tribal instincts and to the equally pop~ar 
group egoism of the people ; I have in mind the legislation concermng 
citizenship in 45 I B.c. But later he revised his attitude towards these matters, 
probably under the influence of such men as Protagoras.) 

17 Cp. Herodotus, III, So, and especially the eulogy on 'isonomy', i.e. 
equality before the law (III, 8o, 6) ; sec also notes I3 and I4 to this chapter. 
The passage from Herodotus, which influenced Plato in other ways also 
(cp. note 24 to chapter 4), is one which Plato ridicules in the Republic just as 
he ridicules Pericles' oration ; cp. note I4 to chapter 4, and 34 to chapter IO. 

18 Even the naturalist Aristotle does not always refer to this naturalistic 
version of equalitarianism ; for instance, his formulation of the principles of 
democracy in Politics, I3I 7b (cp. note 9 to this chapter, and text), is q~te 
independent of it. But itis perhaps even more interesting that in the Gorgras, 
in which the opposition of nature and convention plays such an impor~ant 
role, Plato presents equalitarianism without burdening it with the dubiOUS 
theory of the natural equality of all men (see 488e/48ga, quoted in note 14 to 
this chapter, and 483d, 484a, and 508a). 

19 Cp. A1enexenus, 238e/239a. The passage immediately follows a clear 
allusion to Pericles' oration (viz., to the second sentence quoted in the text to 
note 17, in this chaptcr).-It seems not improbable that the reiteration of the 
t~rm ' equa~ bir~h ' in that passage is meant as a scornful allusion t~ the : !ow ' 
birth of Penc}es and Aspasia's sons, who were recognized as Atheman citizens 
only by special legislation in 429 B.c. (Cp. E. Meyer, Gesch. d. Altertrmzs, 
vol. IV, p. I4, note to No. 392, and p. 323, No. 558.) . 

It has been ,h.eld (even by Grote; cp. his Plato, III, p. I 1) tha.t Plat<? I~ 
~he Menexenus, . m his own rhetorical discourse, . . drops the irom.cal yem , 
I.e. that the middle part of the lvfcne:t:enus from which the quotauon m the 
text is t~ken, is not meant ironically. But in view of the quoted passage 
o~ equ~hty,. and in view of Plato's open scorn in the Republic when he deals 
With ~Ius pomt (cp. note 14 to this chapter), this opinion seems to me untenable. 
And It appe~rs to ~e equally impossible to doubt the ironical character of 
the passage Immediately preceding the one quoted in the text where Plato 
says of Athens (cp. 238cjd) : ' In this time as well as at presmt •. our govern­
?l~nt was always .an aristocracy •• ; though it is sometimes called a democracy, 
It IS really an ar!stocracy, that is to say, a rule of the best, with the apJ?royal 
of the many · · In view of Plato's hatred of democracy, this d~scnpuon 
needs no further comment. "' Another undoubtedly ironical passage ts 245c--<l 
(cp. note 48 to chapter 8) where • Socrates' praises Athens for its consistent 
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hatt·cd of foreigners and barbarians. Since elsewhere (in the RcJmblic, 562e, f., 
quoted in note 48 to chapter 8) in an attack on democracy-and this means 
Athenian democracy-Plato scorns Athens bcTausc: of its liberal treatment 
of foreigners, his praise in the JI.Iencxcnus cannot he anything but irony ; again 
the liberality of Athens is t·idiculcd hy a pro-Spartan partisan. (Strangers 
were forbidden to reside in Sparta, hy a law of Lycurgus ; cp. Aristophanes' 
Birds, IOI2.) It is interesting, in this connection, that in the Menexerms 
(236a; cp. note IS (I) to chapter 10) where 'Socrates' is an orator who 
attacks Athens, Plato says of' Socrates ' that he was a pupil of the oligarchic 
party leader Antiphon the Orator (of Rhamnus ; not to be confused with 
Antiphon the Sophist, who was an Athenian) ; especially in view of the fact 
that 'Socrates' produces a parody of a speech recorded by Thucydidcs, who 
in fact seems to have been a pupil of Antiphon whom he gTeatly admired.* 
For the genuineness of the Jl.lcnexmus, sec also note 3.'\ to chapter 10. 

20 Laws, 757a ; cp. the whole passage, 757a-c, of which the main parts 
arc quoted above, in note 9 (I) to this chapter. 

( 1) For what I call the standard objection against equalitarianism, cp. 
also Laws, 714b, IT. ' It would be excellent if everybody could .. have all 
things equal ; but since this is impossible . .', etc. The passage is especially 
interesting in view of the fact that Plato is often described as an enemy of 
plutocracy by many writers who judge him only by the Rcfmblic. But in this 
Important passage of the Laws (i.e. 744b, fl:) Plato demands that ' political 
offices, and contributions, as weB as distributions, should be proportional 
to the value of a citizen's wealth. And they should depend not only on his 
virtue or that of his ancestors or on the size of hi.s body and his good looks, 
but also upon his wealth or his povcr~y. ~n t~us way, a. man will receive 
honours and offices as equitably as possible, t.c. ~n prol?ort!on to his wealth, 
although according to a principle of unequal dtstnbutwn. * The doctrine 
of the unequal distribution of honour and, we may ~ssumc, of spoils, in pro­
portion to wealth and bodily size, is proba':>ly a rcstdue fn;>m the heroic age 
of conquest. The wealthy who arc hcavtly ~mel cxpcnstvcly armed, and 
th'?sc. who arc strong, contribute ~or.c to the vt;tory than the others. (The 
prmctplc was accepted in Homcnc times, and It ca!l be found, as R. Eisler 
assures me in practically all known cases of conquenng war hordes.) * "l'I 
basic idea ~f this attitude viz that it is unjust to treat unequals equally lc ' ., P t ( , can be found, in a passing remark, as early as the. ro agoras, 337a see also Corn' 
so8a, f., mentioned in notes 9 and 48 to tlus chapter) ; but Plato dicl . ..,zas, 
make much usc of the idea before writing the Laws. not 

(2) For Aristotle's elaboration of these ideas, cp. esp. his Politics III 
9'. I, I28.oa ~sec also I28~b-I284b an? I30ib2Q), where. he writes: • Ali me~ 
clmg to JUslice of some kmd but their conceptiOns arc Imperfect and d 

b ' . · · h ' o not em race the whole Idea. For example, JUStice Is t ought (by demo ts 
be equality ; and so it is although it is not equality for all, but only r0cra ) Ito 
A d · · · ' . 1. " r equa s . . n_ JUstice Is thought (by oligarchs) to be mcqua 1ty ; and so it is alth 1 
It IS not inequality for all, but only for uncquals.' Cp. also .Ni;lzom ~~ 1 

I I3Ih27, I IS8b30 IT. . ., 
b (3) A&"ai~st all this anti-equalitarianism, I hold, with Kant, that it must 

e1 the pnnc1ple of all morality that no man should consider himself more 
va uable than any other person. And I assert that this principle is the only 
f~e a a<:ccptable, considering the notorious impossibility of judging oneself 

f P rt~ally. I am therefore at a loss to understand the following remark 
0 ~n c~cellent writer like Catlin (PrincifJ[es, 3 14) : 'There is something 
pro oun . iy immoral in the morality of Kant which endeavours to roll all 
personahhes level . . and which ignores the Aristotelian precept to render 
equals. to equals and uncquals to unequals. One man has not socially the 
same nghts as another . . The present writer would by no means be prepared 
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to deny that . . there is something in " blood ".' Now I ask : If there were 
something in 'blood', or in inequality of talents, etc. ; and even if it were 
worth while to waste one's time in assessing these differences ; and even 
if one could assess them; why, then, should they be made the ground of 
greater rights and not only of heavier duties? (Cp. text to notes 3 I /32 to 
chapter 4.) I fail to sec the profound immorality of Kant's equalitarianism. 
And I fail to see on what Catlin bases his moral judgement, since he considers 
morals to be a matter of taste. \Vhy should Kant's ' taste ' be profoundly 
immoral? (It is also the Christian' taste'.) The only reply to this question 
that I can think of is that Catlin judges from his positivistic point of view 
(cp. note I8 (2) to chapters), and that he thinks the Christian and Kantian 
demand immoral because it contradicts the positively enforced moral valuations 
of our contemporary society. 

(4) One of the best answers ever given to all these anti-cqualitarianists is 
due to Rousseau. I say this in spite of my opinion that his romanticism 
(cp. note I to this chapter) was one of tl1e most pernicious influences in the 
history of social philosophy. But he was also one of the few really brilliant 
writers in this field. I quote one of his c..xccllcnt remarks from the Origilz of 
Inequality (sec, for instance, the Everyman edition of the Social Contract, p. I 74 ; 
the italics arc mine) ; and I wish to draw the reader's attention to the dignified 
formulation of the last sentence of this passage. ' I conceive that there arc 
two kinds of inequality among the human species ; one, which I call natural 
or physical because it is established by nature, and consists in a difference of 
age, health, bodily strength, and the qualities of tl1c mind or of the soul ; 
and another, which may be called moral or political inequality, because it 
depends on a kind of convention, and is established, or at least authorized, 
by the consent of men. Tlus latter consists of the different privileges, which 
some men enjoy . . ; such as that of being more rich, more honoured, or 
more powerful. . . It is useless to ask what is the source of natural inequality, 
because that question is answered by the simple definition of the word. Again, 
it is still more useless to inquire whether there is arry essential connection between the tu:o 
inequalities ; for this would be only asking, in other words, whether those 
who command arc necessarily better than those who obey, and whether 
strcngtl1 of body or of mind, or wisdom, or virtue, are always found .. in 
proportion to the power or wealth of a man ; a question fit perhajJs to be discussed 
by slaues in the hearing of their masters, but highly unbecoming to reasonable and free 
men in search of the truth.' 

21 Republic, 558c; cp. note 14 to this chapter (tl1e first passage in the attack 
on democracy). 

22 Republic, 433b. Adam, who also recognizes that tl1e passage is intended 
as an argument, triestoreconstruct the argument (note to 433b1I); but he 
confesses that ' Plato seldom leaves so much to be mentally supplied in his 
reasoning '. 

23 Republic, 433c/ 434a.-For a continuation of the passage, cp. text to 
note 4.0 to this chapter ; for the preparation for it in earlier parts of the 
Republzc, sec note 6 to this chapter.-Adam comments on the passage which 
I call tl~e ' second argument' as follows (note to 433e35) : ' Plato is looking 
for a I?omt of contact between his own view of justice and the popular judicial 
meamng of the word . .' (See the passage quoted in the next paragraph in 
the text.) Adam tries to defend Plato's argument against a critic (Krohn) 
w!1o s.aw, though perhaps not very clearly, that there was something wrong 
with 1t. 

:: Th~ quo.tations in this paragraph are from Republic, 43od, f[ 
- Tlus dcv1ce seems to have been successful even with a keen critic such as 

Gomperz, who, in his brief criticism (Greek Thinkers, Book V, II, 10; Germ. ed., 
vol. II, PP· 378/379), fails to mention the weaknesses of the argument; and 
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he even says, commenting upon the firs~ two books _(V, II, 5 ; I~· 368) :. '.An 
exposition follows which might be descnbed as a miracle of clanty, prcclSlon, 
and genuine scientific c~aractcr . .',_adding t_hat Plato's ~ntcrlocuto.rs <?laucon 
and Adeimantus, 'dnvcn by their burnmg enthusiasm .. dismiss and 
forestall all superficial solutions '. 

For my remarks on temperance, in the next paragraph of the text, sec 
the following passage from Davies' and Vaughan's' Analysis' (cp. the Golden 
Treasury edition of the Republic, p. xviii ; italics mine) : ' The essence of 
temperance is restraint. The essence of political temperance lies in recognizing 
the right of the governing body to the allegiance and obedience of the govemcd.' This 
may show that my interpretation of Plato's idea of temperance is shared 
(though expressed in a dilfcrent terminology) by followers of Plato. I may 
add that ' temperance', i.e. being satisfied with one's place, is a virtue in 
which all three classes share, although it is the only virtue in which the workers 
may participate. Thus the virtue attainable by the workers or money-earners 
is temperance ; the virtues attainable by the auxiliaries arc temperance and 
courage ; by the guardians, temperance, courage, and wisdom. 

The' lengthy preface', also quoted in the next paragraph, is from Rcjmblic, 
432b, ff. 

26 On the term 'collectivism', a terminological comment may be made 
here. vVhat H. G. Wells calls ' collectivism' has nothing to do with what 
I c_all by that name. vVells is an individualist (!n my sense of the word), 
as IS shown especially by his Rights of /.ian and _his Common Sense of I'Var and 
Peace, which contain very acceptable formulatiOns of the demands of an 
equalitarian individualism. But he also believes, rightly, in the rational 
planning of political institutions, wit~ the aim _of furthering the freedom and 
the welfare of individual human bcmgs. Tlus he calls ' collectivism • . t 
describe what _I bc~icvc to b<; the ~arr1:c tl;ing as his ~ collectivism ', I sh~ul~ 
use an expressiOn hke: ' ratiOnal 1nst1tutlonal plannmg for freedom • Th" 
expression may be long and clumsy, but it a:v~ids the ~anger that' collcc·t. . 1~ 

b · · · · d" "d 1 t sense 1 · 1 · IVIsm may e 1~tcrpretcd m the antl-m IVI ua IS IC m w 11c 1 1t is often used 
not only m the present book. ' 

27 Laws, 903c ; cp. text to note 35, chapter 5· The ' preamble • 
tioncd in the text (' But he needs .. some words of counsel to act as a clrncn­

larrn upon him', etc.) is Laws, go3b. . . 
28 There are innumerable places in the Rejmblzc ~nd m the Laws wh · 

Plato gives a warning against unbridled group eg01sm; cp., for insta ere 
R bl" d · · nee epu zc, 5~ge, and. the _passages referre to ~~ note 41 to th1s chapter. ' 

Rcgardmg the 1denuty often alleged to ex1st between collectivism d 
altruism, I may refer in this connection, to the vez·y pertinent qucsti an f 
Sherrington, who ask~ in Man on His Nature (p. 388) : 'Has the shoafn ~ 
the herd altruism ? ' an 

29 For Dickens' mistaken contempt of Parliament, cp. also note 23 to 
chapter 7· 

• 30 Aristotle's Politics, III, 12, 1 (1282b) ; cp. text to notes g and 20 t 
th1s c~ap_ter. (CI?. also Aristotle's remark in Pol., !II, g, 3, 128oa, to the ciTcc~ 
that JUStice pertams to persons as well as to thmgs.) With the quotat· 
f p . 1 1 . . 6 lOll rom cnc es ater m tillS paragraph, cp. text to note 1 to this chapter, and 
to note 31 to chapter 1 o. 

31 This remark is from a passage (Rep., 51ge, f.) quoted in the text to note 
35 to chapter 5· 

3_2 The important passages from the Laws quoted (1) in the present and 
(2) m the next paragraph are : 

( 1) Laws, 739c, .ff. Plato refers here to the Rej1ublic, and apparently 
espec1~lly to Republ!c, 462a ff., 424~, and 449e. (A list of passages on 
collectlvJsm and hohsm can be found m note 35 to chapter 5· On his com-
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munism, sec note 29 (2) to chapter 5 and other places there mentioned.) 
The passage here quoted begins, characteristically, with a quotation of the 
Pythagorean maxim 'Friends have in common all things they possess'. 
Cp. note 36 and text ; also the ' common meals ' mentioned in note 34· 

(2) Laws, 942a, f. ; see next note. Both these passages arc referred to as 
anti-individualistic by Gomperz (op. cit., vol. II, 406). See also Laws, 8o7d/e. 

33 Cp. note 42, chapter 4, and tcxt.-The quotation which follows in the 
present paragraph is Laws, g,pa, f. (sec the preceding note). 

We must not forget that military education in the Laws (as in the Republic) 
is obligatory for all those allowed to carry arms, i.e. for all citizens-for 
all those who have anything like civil rights (cp. Laws, 753b). All others 
arc 'banausic ', if not slaves (cp. Laws, 74Ic and 743d, and note 4 to chapter 
I I). 

It is interesting that Barker, who hates militarism, believes that Plato 
held similar views (Greek Political Theory, 2g8-goi). It is true that Plato 
did not eulogize war, and that he even spoke against war. But many militarists 
have talked peace and practised war ; and Plato's state is ruled by the military 
caste, i.e. by the wise ex-soldiers. This remark is as true for the Laws (cp. 
753b) as it is for the Republic. 

3 ~ Strictest legislation about meals-especially 'common meals '-and also 
about drinking habits plays a considerable part in Plato ; cp., for instance, 
Republic, 4I6e, 458c, 547d/e; Laws, 625c, 6gga (where the obligatory 
common meals are said to be instituted with a view to war), 762b, 78o-783, 
8o6c, f, 8ggc, 842b. Plato always emphasizes the importance of common 
~eals, in accordance with Cretan and Spartan customs. Interesting also 
1s the preoccupation of Plato's uncle Critias with these matters. (Cp. Diels 3, 

Critias, fr. 33.) 
With the allusion to the anarchy of the 'wild beasts', at the end of the 

present quotation, cp. also Refmblic, 56gc. 
36 Cp. E. B. England's edition of the Laws, vol. I, p. 514, note to 739b8 ff. 

·~Iu; quotations from Barker arc from ofJ. cit. ; pp. qg and 148. Countless 
srmrlar passages can be found in the writings of most Platonists. See however 
Sherrington's remark (cp. note 28 to this chapter) that it is hardly correct 
to s~y that a shoal or a herd is inspired by altruism. Herd instinct and tribal 
egOism, and the appeal to these instincts, should not be mixed up with 
unselfishness. 

36 Cp. Refmblic, 424a, 449c ; Phaedms, 279c ; Laws, 739c ; see note 32 (I). 
(Cp .. also. L.Y_sis, 2o7c, and Euripides, Orest., 725.) For the possible connection 
oftlus prmc1ple with early Christian and Marxian communism, see note 29 (2) 
to chapter 5· 

Reg~rding the individualistic theory of justice and injustice of the Gorgias, 
cp. for Instance the examples given in the Gorgias, 468b, ff., so8d/e. These 
passages I?ro~ably still show Socratic influence (cp. note 56 to chapter Io). 
Socrates' .mdrvidualism is most clearly expressed in his famous doctrine of t~e 
self-sufficre.ncy of the good man ; a doctrine which is mentioned by Plato m 
the. Republzc (387d/e) in spite of the fact that it flatly contradicts one of the 
mam theses of the Rejmblic, viz., that the state alone can be self-sufficient. 
(Cp. chapte~ 5, note 25, and the text to that and the following notes.) 

37 Republzc, 368bjc. 
38 Cp. especially Republic, g44a, ff. 
39 Cp. Laws, 923b. 
40 Republic, 434a-c. (Cp. also text to note 6 and note 23 to this chapter, 

andunotes 2? (3) and 3 I to chapter 4·) 
. Rcpublzc, ~66b,lc: Cp. also the Laws, 7I5b/c, and many other passag~s 

agarnst the antr-hohstrc misuse of class prerogatives. See also note 28 to thiS 
chapter, and note 25 (4) to chapter 7· 
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42 The problem here alluded to is that of the '/Jaradox of freedom ' ; cp. 

note 4 to chapter 7.-For the problem of state control in education, sec note 13 
to chapter 7· 

43 Cp. Aristotle, Politics, III, g, 6 IT. ( 12_8oa). Cp. Burke, French R_evolz!-
tion (ed. 1815; vol. V, 184; the pass~ge I.s.aptly q~otcd ~y j~\~ctt m hiS 
notes to the passage of Aristotle's ; sec h1s edition of Anstotlc s Pohtzcs, vol. II, 
I26). 

The quotation from Aristotle later in the paragraph is op. cit., III, g, 8, 
(I28ob). 

Field, for instance, proffers a similar criticism (in his Plato and His Con· 
temporaries, I I 7) : ' There is no question of the city and its laws exercising any 
educative effect on the moral character of its citizens.' However, Green has 
clearly shown (in his Lectures or1 Political Obligation) that it is impossible for the 
state to enforce morality by law. He would certainly have agreed with the 
formula : 'vVe want to moralize politics, and not to politicize morals.' (Sec 
end of this paragraph in the text.) Green's view is foreshadowed by Spinoza 
(Tract. Theol. Pol., chapter 20) : 'He who seeks to regulate everything by law 
is more likely to encourage vice than to smother it.' 

44 I consider the analogy between civil peace and international peace, 
and between ordinary crime and international crime, as fundamental for 
any attempt to get international crime under control. For this analogy 
and its limitations as well as for the poverty of the historicist method in such 
problems, cp. note 7 to chapter g. 

* Among those who consider rational methods for the establishment of 
international peace as a Utopian dream, H. J · ~o.rgcnthau may be mentioned 
(cp. his book, Scientific Man versus Power Polztzcs, E~glish edition, 1947). 
Morgenthau's position can be summed up a.s that ?fa dtsappointcd historicist. 
He realizes that historical predictions arc Impossible ;. hut since he assumes 
(with, for example, the Marxists) that the field of apph~ability of reason (or of 
the scientific method) is limited to the field of prcdzctability, he con I d 
from the imprcdictability of historical events that reason is inapplicablu es 
the field of international affairs. e to 

The conclusion docs not follow, because scientific prediction and 
diction in the sense of historical prophecy arc ~ot the same. (None ol~c­
natural sciences with practically the sole exception of the theory of the sol·1~ 

' I. . I I ) T <II system, attempts anything resembling 11stonca prop lc~y. he task of tl 
social sciences is not to predict ' trends ' or ' tendencies ' of dcvcloprn lc 
nor is this the task of the natural sciences. ' The best the so-called " s c~tl, 
I " d · ll d " t I I " ocJa aw~ can o IS exactly the best the so-ca c . ~a ura. aws can do, narncl 
to mdicatc certain trends • • Which con~JtJOns Will actually occur ~ 
help one particular trend to materialize, neither the natural nor tile a~ 1 . bJ r . SOCia SCiences arc able to foretell. Nor arc they a e to torccast WJth more th 
h. h d f . an a ig cgrcc of probability that in the presence o ccrtam conditions a cc l · 
t d "11 . 1" h ( fl" . r aul rcn WI matena 1ze ',writes Margent au PP· I20 · ; Italics mine) B t 
the. x:atural_ sciences do not attempt t~e pr_cdiction of trends, and oniy h~­
~onc1sts bchcv~ th~t they, and th<: social sciences,. have such aims. Accord­
mgly, _the ;~ahza~10n that these .a.Ims ar~ n~t rcahzablc will disappoint only 
the histoncJst. Many . . pohtJcal scientists, however, claim that they 
can .. actually .. predict social events with ~ high degree of certainty. 
In fact, they .. are the victims of .. delusiOns', writes Morgenthau. 
I certainly agree ; but this merely ~h~ws that. his~o:icism is to be repudiated. 
To ass_umc,_ hO\~evcr, ~h.at the repudiatiOn ofh1stoncJs~ means the repudiation 
of ratiOnalism m pohtJcs reveals a fundamentally historicist prejudice-the 
prejudice, namely, that historical prophecy is the basis of any rational politics. 
(I have mentioned this view as characteristic of historicism in the beginning 
of chapter 1.) 
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Morgcnthau ridicules all attempts to bring power under the control of 
reason, and to suppress war, as springing from a rationalism and scientism 
which is inapplicable to society by its very essence. But clearly, he proves 
too much. Civil peace has been established in many societies, in spite of 
that essential lust for power which, according to l\1orgenthau's theory, should 
prevent it. He admits the fact, of course, but docs not see that it destroys 
the theoretical basis of his romantic contentions.* 

45 The quotation is from Aristotle's Politics, III, g, 8, (1280). 
(I) I say in the text ' furthermore ' because I believe that the passages 

alluded to in the text, i.e. Politics, III, g, 6, and III, g, 12, are likely to 
represent Lycophron's views also. l'vly reasons for believing this are the 
following. From III, g, 6, to III, g, 12, Aristotle is engaged in a criticism of 
the doctrine I have called protectionism. In III, g, 8, quoted in the text, 
he directly attributes to Lycophron a concise and perfectly clear formulation 
of this doctrine. From Aristotle's other references to Lycophron (see (2) in 
this note), it is probable that Lycophron's age was such that he must have 
?ccn, if not the first, at least one of the first to formulate protectionism. Thus 
1t seems reasonable to assume (although it is anything but certain) that the 
whole attack upon protectionism, i.e. III, g, 6, to III, g, 12, is directed against 
Lycophron, and that the various but equivalent formulations of protectionism 
arc all his. (It may also be mentioned that Plato describes protectionism 
as a '.common view' in R<1J., 358c.) 
. Anstotlc's objections are all intended to show that the protectionist theory 
1s unable to account for the local as well as the internal unity of the state. 
It overlooks, he holds (III, g, 6), the fact that the state exists for the sake of 
the go?d life in which neither slaves nor beasts can have a share (i.e. for the 
~ood h~e of the virtuous landed proprietor, for everybody who earns money 
IS by h1s ' ~anausic' occupation prevented from citizenship). It also over­
looks the _trzb~l uniry of the ' true' state which is (III, g, 12) ' a community 
of wcll-bcmg 1_n families, and an aggregation qf families, for the sake of a complete 
and sclf-suffiCJcnt life .. established among men who live in the same place, 
and who intermarry '. 

. (2~ For Lycophron's equalitarianism, sec note 13 to chapter 5.-jowett 
(m Ans~otlc's Politics, II, 126) describes Lycophron as' an obscure rhetorician' ; 
but ~nstotlc must have thought otherwise, since in his extant writings he 
mentiOns Lycophron at least si.x times. (In Pol., Rlzet., Fragm., A1etaph., 
PhJ•s., Soph. El.) 

It is u~likely that Lycophron was much younger than Alcidamas, his 
colleague m Gorgias' school, since his equalitarianism would l~ardly have 
attracted so much attention if it had become known after Alc1damas had 
~uccccdcd Gorgias as the head of the school. Lycophron's epistemological 
mtcrests (mcnti<;med by Aristotle in Metaphysics, 1045bg, and Physics, 185~27) 
arc a~so, a cas_c m point, since they make it probable that he was a pup1l of 
Gorgl~s carhcr pedod, i.e. before Gorgias confined himself practically 
excluslv~ly to r~ctoric. Of course, any opinion on Lycophron must be highly 
speculatiVe, owmg to the scanty information we have . 

• 46 _Barker, Greek Political Theory, I, p. 16o. For Humc's criticism of the 
luston;al version of the contract theory, sec note 43 to chapter 4· Concerning 
Barke! s further contention (p. 161) that Plato's justice, as opposed to that 
of the contract theory, is not 'something external ', but rather, internal to 
the soul, I may remind the reader of Plato's frequent recommendations of 
mos~scvcrc sanctions by which justice may be achieved; he always recom­
m0en Is the use of' persuasion and force' (cp. notes 5, 10 and 18 to chapter 8). 

n -~~e other hand, some modern democratic states have shown that it is 
pos~v· ~to be liberal and lenient without increasing criminality. 

' It my remark that Barker sees in Lycophron (as I do) the originator 
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of the contract theory, cp. Barker, op cit., p. 63 : ' Protagoras did not anticipat.e 
the Sophist Lycophron in founding the doctrine of Contract.' (Cp. with tins 
the text to note 27 to chapter 5.) 

47 Cp. Gorgias, 483b, f. 
48 Cp. Gorgias, 488e, ff. 
From the way in which Socrates replies here to Calliclcs it seems possible 

that the historical Socrates (cp. note 56 to chapter 10) may h~vc countered the 
<l;rgum~nts in. s~pport of a biological naturalism of Pindar's type by arguing 
hke thiS : If 1t IS natural that the stronger should rule, then it is also natural 
that equality should rule, since the multitude which shows its strength by 
the fact that it rules demands equality. In other words, he may have shown 
the empty, ambiguous character of the naturalistic demand. And his success 
might have inspired Plato to proffer his own version of naturalism. 

I do not wish to assert that Socrates' later remark (5o8a) on ' geometrical 
equality ' must necessarily be interpreted as anti-equalitarian, i.e. ~vhy it must 
mean the same as the 'proportionate equity' of the Laws, 744b, !f., and 
757a-e (cp. notes g and 20 (1) to this chapter). This is what Adam suggests 
in his second note to Rejmblic, ss8c15. But perhaps there is something in his 
suggestion ; for the 'geometrical ' equality of the Gorgias, so8a, seems to 
allude to Pythagorean problems (cp. note 56 (6) to chapter 10 ; sec also the 
remarks in that note on the Cratylus) and may well be an allusion to 'geometri­
cal proportions'. 

49 Republic, 358c. Glaucon disclaims the authorship in 358c. In reading 
this passage, the rcadcr:s attention is ~asily_ dis.tract~d by the issue ' nature 
versus convention • wh1ch plays a maJor role m tlus passage as well as in 
Callicles' speech i~ the Gorgias: Hc;)\vcvcr, Plato's major concern in the 
Republic is not to defeat convcnt10nahsm, but to ~eno~ncc the rational pro­
tectionist approach as selfish. (That the conventiOnalist contract theory was 
not Plato's main enemy emerges from .notes 27-28 tC? cl~aptc.r s, and text.) 

60 If we compare Plato's presentatiOn of ,rr?te.ctiOmsm m the Rcjmblic 
with that in the Gorgias, then we find tha~ 1~ IS .mdeed the. same theory, 
although in the Re"ublic much less emphasis 1s la1d on equalzty. But 1' 1 . . • . even 
equality is mentioned, although o'? Y '? passmg, VIZ., m Republic, 3Sgc : 
' Nature .. , by conventional law, ~~ twisted round. a~d ~ompe.llcd by force 
to honour equality.' This remark mcreascs the similanty wah .Calliclcs' 
speech. (See Gorgias, esp. 483c/d.) But as opposed to the Gorg.zas, Plato 
drops equality at on.ce (or .rather, he. docs not even tak: the Issue up) 
and never returns to It ; which makes It only the m~re obvwus that he was 
at pains to avoid the problem. Instead, Plato revels m the ~escription of the 
cynical egoism which he presents as the ~ml?' s~urce from wlu~h protectionism 
springs. (For Plato's silence on equahtanamsm, cp. espccmlly note 14 to 
this chapter, and text.) A. E. Taylor, Plato: The A1an and His Work (1g26), 
p. 268, contends that while Calliclcs starts from ' nature', Glaucon starts 
from 'conventior. '. 

61 Cp. Rejmblic, 3sga ; my further allusions in the text arc to 359b, 36od, ff. ; 
see also 358c. For the ' rubbing in', cp. 359a-362c, and the elaboration 
down to 367e. Plato's dc~cription of the nihilistic tendencies of protectionism 
fills altogether nine pages in the Everyma~ edition of ~he Rejmblic ; an indi­
cation of the significance Plato attached to 1t. (There IS a parallel passage in 
the Laws, 8goa, f.) 

53 \Vhen Glaucon has finished his presentation, Adeimantus takes his 
place (with a very interesting and indeed most pertinent challenge to Socrates 
to criticize utilitarianism), yet not until Socrates has stated that he thinks 
Glaucon's presentation an excellent one (362d). Adcimantus' speech is an 
amendment of Glaucon's, and it reiterates the claim that what I call protec­
tionism derives from Thrasymachus' nihilism (see especially 367a, f[) Nter 
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Adcim~ntus, Socrates himself speaks, full of admiration fo; Gl~ucon as well 
as Adc1mantus, because their belief in justice is unshaken m sp1te o!" t_he fact 
that tluy jmsented the case for injustice so e."Ccellently, i.e. the theory that 1t IS ~~od 
to inflict injustice as long as one can 'get away with it'. By em~has1zmg 
the excellence of the arguments proffered by Glaucon and Ade1man~us, 
'Socrat~s' (i.~. Plato) implies that these arguments arc a fair pres~ntat10n 
of the views discussed ; and he ultimately states his own theory, not m o~der 
to show that Glaucon's representation needs emendation, but, as h7 em.ph~1ze~, 
in order to show that, contrary to the opinions of the protectiomsts, JUStice ~ 
good, and injustice evil. (It should not be forgotten-cp. note 49 to this 
chapter-that Plato's attack is not directed against the contr~ct theory as 
such but solely against protectionism ; for the contract theory. lS soon (Rep., 
g6gJ:c ; c.p. text to note 29 to chapter 5) adopted by Plato Iumself, at least 
partmlly ; mcluding the theory that people ' gather into settlements ' because 
'every one expects in this way to further his own interests'.) . . 

It must also be mentioned that the passage culminates with the Imprcss1v_e 
remark of 'Socrates' quoted in the text to note 37 to this chapte;. This 
show~ that Plato combats protectionism only by presenting it as an 1mmoral 
and ~ndeed _unholy form of egoism. 

Fmally, m for~ing our judgement on Plato's proce~ure, we m~st not 
forget th~t Plato hkcs to argue against rhetoric and sophistry ; and mdeed, 
that ~c. IS the man who by his attacks on the ' Sophists ' created the bad 
assoc~ahons connected with that word. I believe that we therefore have 
every reason to censor him when he himself makes usc of rhetoric and sophistry 
in place of argument. (Cp. also note 10 to chapter 8.) . 

53 vVe may take Adam and Barker as representative of the Platorusts 
mentioned here. Adam says (note to 358c, ff.) of Glaucon that he resuscitates 
-r:hr~sr.machus' theory, and he says (note to 373a, ff.) of Thrasymachus that 
Ius IS t?c same theory which is afterwards (in 358c, ff.) rcpresent.ed. by 
Glaucon. · Barker says (ojJ. cit., I 59) of the theory which I call protect_I~nlSm 
and wh1ch he calls ' pragmatism ' that it is ' in the same sp1nt as 
Thrasymachus '. ' 

64 That the great sceptic Carneadcs believed in Plato's presentation can 
~c seen from Cicero (De Republica, III, 8; 13; 23), where Glaucon's version 
lS presented, practically without alteration, as the theory adopted by Carneades. 
(See also. text to notes 65 and 66 and note 56 to chapter zo.) 

In this conne~tion I may express my opinion, that one can find a gre~t 
deal of comfort m the fact that anti-humanitarians have always found It 
necessary to appeal to our humanitarian sentiments; and also in the fact 
that they have frequently succeeded in persuading us of their sincer~ty. It 
shows that they arc well aware that these sentiments are deeply rooted m most 
of us, and that the despised' many • arc too good, too candid, and too ~ileless, 
rather than too bad; while they are even ready to be told by their _often 
uns~rupulous ' betters ' that they arc unworthy and materialistically mmded 
egoists who only want to 'fill their bellies like the beasts'. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER 7 

The motto to this chapter is from the Laws, 6gob. (Cp. note 28 to 
chapter 5.) 

~ C:P·. tcx~ to notes 2/3 to chapter 6. . . . 
. Similar Ideas have been expressed by J. s. Mill; thus he wntes m h1s 

Logzc (Ist cd., .P· 557 f.) : 'Although the actions of rulers are by ?o means 
wholly determmed by their selfish interests, it is as security against those 
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b -r~tes . · • s· 'Iarly c " . 

selfish mtcrcsts that constitutional checks arc reqUired. 1101 • res mine). 
!n The Subjection of IV omen (p. 2 5 r of the Evcryn~ar_t euitio~ ; h1~a 1 iness an~ 

Who doubts that there may be great g-ondn•·s,, .wd great PP? ]\{can 
great affection, under the absolute g-m-ernmcnt of a good m~n d, jo,[ll~b 
while laws and institutions require to be rulaj,tcd, not to good men, _buf to a ·tained rn 
as I agree with the sentence in italics, I fed that the .admr~I~~llc~~otc 25 (3) 
the first part of the sentence is not really called for. (C.p. cspccr. !)I t pass."~Se 

h. h ) -' · n exec en ts to t IS c aptcr. A similar admission may be founu 1!1 a ·. l\1'11 coDlba 
of his Rejmsentative Government (1861 ; sec especially P· 49) _whcr_c; · 1 n1fe sfzo~ld 
the Platonic ideal of the philosopher king becaHst·, csjit'CW~I;· if 11! ·.en's ,\·r!l, 
be a benevolent one, it will involve the ' abdication ' of the ordmary ClllZ f 
and ability, to judge a policy. I'll' was part 0 1 

It may be remarked that this admission of J. S. l\• 1 s 'c0v(T11rll(f! 
· ~r·Il's Essa" 011 1 to· an attempt to resolve the confhct between James '' 1 . "' )lis 1 1' 

a~d 'Macaulay's famous attack' on it (as J. S. l\l_il_l callttt; c~.· t5i-6l ;1 

hzograjJhy, chapter V One Stage Onward · 1st elhuon, 1 73•RP .. v Mar~ 
M , . . . ' . ' . J."/' b ,,, tVICI ' I til 

acaulay s cnl!ctsms were first published w the .t 111 11 " ·cat roe 
1829, June 182g, and October 182!)). This conflict playe~l adg~ndeed, thl 
J. ~- Mill's development; his attempt to resolve _it ~)eternunet :rs of what 
ultimate aim and character of his Logic (' the pnnc•plc chap c 11car froDl 

f ds S · . ') as we 
a _tcrwar published on the Logic of the Mural c1cnccs • . h 
hts AutobiograjJ!ry. M ulay ,\'h1c t 

The resolution of the conflict between his father a~d . a;::clicvinS' tha f 
J · S. Mill proposes is this. He says that his father was nght 1111 , tile t.rtJC ? 

1• ' • )' ' ~ t J:tt 1 <: Ill po Illes was a deductive science, but wrong in be •ev•ng · . s right 
dc~uc!ion (was) that of .. pure geometry ', while l'vfacaul~y ~~~cvinS tl_•at 
?ehevmg that it was more experimental than this, but wrong 111 50)ut1°0 

~twas like' the purely experimental method of chemistry'. '!"~1e ~r~~ededuc· 
1~· according to J. S. Mill, that the appropriate method ofpohucs 1 ~. d bY thCf 
live one. of dynamics-a method which, he believes, is charactcnz~sitio!l 0 

summatiOn of effects as exemplified in the principle of the comp 
forces. . . based, 

I do not think _that there is ":c~ much in this analysi_s (wl:t~~~~istrY)· 
~art from other things, upon a m•smterprctation of dynamiCS an 

et so much would seem to be defensible. 1 science 
f James Mill like many before and after him tried to 'deduce t 1~ y said 

0 governmcn~ from the principles of humaU: nature' as IYfa<::"~uka to dCS' 
(t<:>wards the end of his first paper), and Macaulay was right, I tlun 'd could 
cnbe this attempt as • utterly impossible'. Also Ivbcaulay's metho f his· 
per_haps be described as more empi~ical, in so fa; as he made f~ll usc ~t the 
toncal facts for the purpose of rcfutmg j. Mill's dogmatic thconcs. 13 viti• 
method which he practised has nothing to do with that of chemistry, ~~\the 
that which J. S. Mill believed to be the method of chemistry (or WI 1ulaY 
Ba · h' 1 · · · Mac.'~ c~m•an inductive method w IC 1• Irntated by J. Mill's syllog!sms, tra· 
~raise?). It was simply the ~ethod _of rejecting invalid logical dcntol~tcd, 
lions In a field in which nothing o_f mtercst can be logically demonstr tivc 
and ~f discussing theories and P.os~•.b!e situations, in the light _of altc~d~1cc· 
thcones and of alternative poss!bihhcs, and of factual histoncal ev• on­
One of the ma' . t t l·ssue was that J. Mill believed that he had dcr!l or m pom s a d . 1 f terr strated the nee 't f, monarchy an anstocracy to produce a rue o cs 
-a point whic%s~s 0~ily re~uted by examples. J. S. Mill's. two pass.~~­
quoted at th b . . f thiS note show the influence of th1s refutal! fs 

MacauJa c 1 cgmrung I asizcd that he only wanted to reject Mill's proo -~ 
and not to Y a ways emp J.c truth or falsity of his alleged conclusions. 'fill~ 
alone shouldprhonounccdon. clear that he did not attempt to practise the indue 
. ave rna e 1t d 

t1ve method which he praise · 
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3 Cp. for instance E. Meyer's remark (Gesclz. d. Altert11ms, V, p. 4) that 
'power is, in its very essence, indivisible'. 

·I Cp. Republic, s62b-s6se. In the text, I am alluding especially to s62C : 
'Docs not the excess' (of liberty) 'bring men to such a state that they badly 
want a tyranny? ' Cp. furthermore 563d/e : ' And in the end, as you know 
well enough, they just do not take any notice of the laws, whether written ~r 
unwritten, since they want to have no despot of any kind over them. Th1s 
then is the origin out of which tyranny springs.' (For the beginning of this 
passage, sec note 19 to chapter 4.) 

Other remarks of Plato's on the paradoxes of freedom and of democracy are : 
Rejmblic, 564a : ' Then too much freedom is liable to change into nothing 
else but too much slavery, in the individual as well as in the state . . Hence 
it is reasonable to assume that tyranny is enthroned by no other form of govern­
ment than by democracy. Out of what I believe is the greatest possible 
excess of freedom springs what is the hardest and most savage form of slavery.' 
Sec also Rejmblic, s6sc/d : ' And are not the common people in the habit 
of making one man their champion or party leader, and of exalting his position 
and making him great?'-' This is their habit.'-' Then it seems clear that 
whenever a tyranny grows up, this democratic party-leadership is the origin 
from which it springs.' 

The so-called fJaradox of freedqm is the argument that freedom in the 
sense of absence of any restraining control must lead to very great restraint, 
since it makes the bully free to enslave the meek. This idea is, in a slightly 
different form, and with a very different tendency, clearly expressed by 
Plato. 

Less well known is the jJaradox of tolerance : Unlimited tolerance must lead 
to the disappearance of tolerance. If we extend unlimited tolerance even to 
those who are intolerant, if we are not prepared to defend a tolerant society 
against the onslaught of tl1e intolerant, then the tolerant will be destroyed, 
and tolerance with them.-In this formulation, I do not imply, for instance, 
that we should always suppress the utterance of intolerant philosophies ; as 
long as we can counter them by rational argument and keep them in check 
by public opinion, suppression would certainly be most unwise. But we 
should claim the right to suppress them if necessary even by force; for it may 
easily turn out that they are not prepared to meet us on the level of rational 
argument, but begin by denouncing all argument ; they may forbid their 
followers to listen to rational argument, because it is deceptive, and teach 
them to answer arguments by the use of their fists or pistols. We should 
therefore claim, in the name of tolerance, the right not to tolerate the intolerant. 
We should claim that any movement preaching intolerance places itself out­
side the law, and we should consider incitement to intolerance and persecution 
as c1·iminal, in the same way as we should conside1· incitement to murder, or 
to kidnapping, or to the revival of the slave trade, as criminal. 

Anothe1· of the less well-known paradoxes is the paradox of democracy, or 
mo~·c precisely, of majority-rule ; i.e. the possibility that the majority may 
deCide that a tyrant should rule. That Plato's criticism of democracy can be 
interpreted in the way sketched here, and that the principle of majority-rule 
may lead to self-contradictions, was first suggested, as far as I know, by Leonard 
Nelson (cp. n?tc ~5 (2) to this chapter). I do not think, however, that 
Nelson, who, m sp1te of his passionate humanitarianism and his ardent fight 
for freedom, adopted much of Plato's political theory and especially Plato's 
principle of l~adership, was aware of the fact that an~logous arguments can 
be rmscd agmnst all the different particular forms of the theory of sovereignty. 

All these paradoxes can easily. be avoided if we frame our political demands 
in the way su!}'gestcd in section u of this chapter, or perhaps in some such 
manner as th1s. \Ve demand a government that rules according to the 
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principles of equalitarianism and protectionism ; that tolerates all who are 
prepared to reciprocate, i.e. who arc tolerant ; that is controlled by,_ a!ld 
accountable to, the public. And we may add that some form of maJonty 
vote, together with institutions for keeping the public well informed, is the best, 
though n<?t infallible, means of controlling such a government. (No infallible 
mt cans eXISt.) Cp. also chapter 6 the last four Jlara"raphs in the text prior 
o note 42 · t ' "' d t 6 ' ext to note 20 to chapter 17 · note 7 (.~) to chapter 24 j an 
no~ F to the present chapter. , 

urthcr remarks th" · · · b I o c on 1s pomt will be found m chapter 19, e ow. 
Thp.fcplasl sa~c (7) in note 4 to chapter 2. 

e o owmg r ks 1 · a)' possibly a emar on t 1c fiaradoxes of freedom and of soz:crczg11ty m 
discussed ppea} ~ to carry the argument too far · since however, the arguments 

m t us 1 ' · · ' · well to mak th Pace arc of a somewhat formal character, it may be JUSt. as 
hair-split!" c em more watertight, even if it involves something approachmg 
expect th~;fj .\!arcover, my experience in debates of this kind !~ads me to 
best or th .1c defenders of the leader-principle i c of the sovereignty of th~f 
, c WJsest rna II · ! · · . (a) 1 the wisest , h ' Y .actua y offer the followmg counter-argument · 1 
wise. As sfi ould dcc1dc that the maJ·ority should rule then he was not realby) 

a urthc "d ' · ( that a wise r cons1 cration they may support this by the asscrtwn 
dictions 11·krnahn would never establish a principle which might lead to contrad-

' c t at of · · ' 1 nee only to alter tl . d . ~aJorJty-rulc. My reply to (h) would be t 1at we li 
from centrad· 11~ ecJsJon of the' wise ' man in such a way that it becomes ree 
b d JChons (F · 1 . . f •crnmcnt oun to rul · . or mstancc, 1c could decide m favour o a g"O\ • • 
and control!~da~cordu~g ~o the principle of equalitarianism and protcctwms.m, 
up the severe· Y rn'\)or~ty vote. This decision of the wise man would give 
contradictions1,g~ty-pnnciple ; and since it would thereby become fi:ce froW 
not free the . ~ay be made by a ' wise ' man. But of course, tlu.s ,you 
The other arirmciple that the wisest should rule from its contradicUonsj 
~~osc to defini~;~~t, ~a~cly (a), is a different matter. It comes dangerous~ 

at he is called • ~ Wisdom' or ' goodness ' of a politician in such a "1'a. 
power A Wise' or' d' · . ' · d ·ve up us · nd ind d goo only 1f he 1s dctcrmmc not to gi 
tradict" cc the 1 · · · f· "rom con-b Ions Would b ' on Y sovcrcignty-themy wh1ch JS ICC 11 • 

?- solutely de term. ~ the theory which demands that only a man w~? JS 
m the leader- ri~n_c to cling to his power should rule. Those who be Je~e 
cr~cd. If frefd fi Ciplc should frankly face this logical consequence of their 
~Jscst, but the r {om contradictions it implies not the rule of the best or 
o chapter :24) u e of the strong man of the m~n of power. (Cp. also note 7 

7 * c . , 
in T!. p. rny lcct ...,... bl" bed 
kind ze R~tionalist re~c ... awards a Rational Theory of Tradition (fi~s~ pu IS a 
d .. of Jnterrncd· rbook, 1949), where I try to show that traditiOns play 1 ecis1on ) Iate and · . ( d persona 

8 F s and inst· . Intermediary role between jJersotlS an 
or Soc ztut10ns * 

tried t · rates' b 1 : 1 Tl · ty 0 1ffiplicat S c laVIour under the Thirty sec Apology, 3!2C. T 1e 11r 
meant d c · ocrat · h · . ' · d Tl · o ld have C eath to hi . cs m t c1r cnmes, but he rcs1ste . us ~v u r 

p. also notes rn If the rule of the Thirty had continued a little Ionge · 
For th 53 and 56 t 1 the r . e contenr 0 c lapter 10. . 

m 1?Jitations of 10~· later in the paragraph, that wisdom means knowmg 
can.mg of ' kn one s knowledge, sec the Clzarmides, 167a, 170a, where the 

~specially. :23a-b ow ~hysclf' is explained in this way ; th~ Af!ology (cp. 
m ,the TznzaeUs ) exlubas a similar tendency (of which there 1s. stdl an e~ho 
of know thys jf~2a).. For the important modification in the llltcrpretatJOn 
chapter. (C e Wh1ch takes place in the Plzilebus, sec note 26 to the present 

9 Cp. Piaf"• also note 15 to chapter 8.) . 
but very !argot Plzaedo, g6-gg. The Plzaedo.is, I believe, still partly SocratiC, 
by the Socrac Y Platonic. The story ?f his philosophical d_evelopment to!d 

· tes of the Phaedo has g1ven nse to mnch discussion. It JS, 
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I believe, an authentic autobiography neither of Socrates nor of Plato. 
I suggest that it is simply Plato's interfmtation of Socrates' development. 
Socrates' attitude towards science (an attitude which combined the keenest 
interest in rational argument with a kind of modest agnosticism) was 
incomprehensible to Plato. He tried to explain it by referring to the 
backwardness of Athenian science in Socrates' day, as opposed to Pytha­
gorcanism. Plato thus presents this agnostic attitude in such a way that 
it is no longer justified in the light of his newly acquired Pythagoreanism. 
(And he tries to show how much the new metaphysical theories of the soul 
would have appealed to Socrates' burning interest in the individual ; cp. 
notes 44 and 56 to chapter to, and note 58 to chapter 8.) 

10 It is the version that involves the square root of two, and the problem 
of irrationality ; i.e. it is the very problem that precipitated the dissolution 
ofPythagoreanism. By refuting the Pythagorean arithmctization of geometry, 
it gave rise to the specific deductive-geometrical methods which we know 
from Euclid. (Cp. note 9 (2) to chapter 6.) The use of this problem in 
the Jo.Ieno might be connected with the fact that there is a tendency in some 
parts of this dialogue to ' show off' the author's (hardly Socrates') acquaint­
ance with the 'latest' philosophical developments and methods. 

11 Gorgias, 521d, f. 
12 Cp. Crossman, Plato To-Day, t t8. 'Faced by these three cardinal errors 

of Athenian Democracy .. '-How truly Crossman understands Socrates may 
be seen from op. cit., 93 : 'All that is good in our ·western culture has sprung 
from this spirit, whether it is found in scientists, or priests, or politicians, or 
quite ordinary men and women who have refused to prefer political falsehoods 
to simple truth . . in the end, their example is the only force which can break 
the dictatorship of force and greed . . . Socrates showed that philosophy is 
nothing else than conscientious objection to prejudice and unreason.' 

13 Cp. Crossman, op. cit., I I 7 f. (first group of italics mine). It seems 
that Crossman has for the moment forgotten that, in Plato's state, education 
is a class monopoly. It is true that in the Republic the possession of money 
is not a key to higher education. But this is quite unimportant. The 
important point is that only the members of the ruling class are educated. 
(Cp. note 33 to chapter 4.) Besides, Plato was, at least in his later life, any­
thing but an opponent of plutocracy, which he much preferred to a classless or 
equalitarian society : cp. the passage from the Laws, 744b, ff., quoted in 
note 20 (I) to chapter 6. For the problem of state control in education, cp. 
also note 42 to that chapter, and notes 39-41, chapter 4· 

14 Burnet takes (Greek Philosophy, I, q8) the Republic to be purely Socratic 
(or even pre-Socratic-a view which may be nearer to the truth; cp. 
especially A. D. Winspcar, The Genesis of Plato's Thought, 1940). But he docs 
not even seriously attempt to reconcile this opinion with an important state­
ment which he quotes from Plato's Seventh Letter (326a, cp. Greek Philosophy, I, 
218) which he believes to be authentic. Cp. note 56 (5, d) to chapter to. 

15 Laws, 942c, quoted more fully in text to note 33, chapter 6. 
16 Republic, 540c. 
17 Cp. the quotations from the Republic, 473c-c, quoted in text to note 44, 

chapter 8. 
18 Republic, 498bjc. Cp. the Laws, 634d/e, in which Plato praises the 

Dorian law that ' forbids any young man to question which of the laws are 
right and which are wrong, and makes them all unanimous in proclaiming 
that th_e laws arc all good'. Only an old man may criticize a law, adds ~he 
old wntcr ; and even he may do so only when no young man can hear hrm. 
Sec also text to note 2 t to this chapter and notes t 7 23 and 40 to chapter 4· 

19 Republic, 497d. ' ' 
20 Op. cit., 537c. The next quotations are from 537d-e, and 539d. The 
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• continuation of this passage' is 540b-c. Another ~ost intcrc;;ting remark 
is 536c-d, where Plato says that the persons selected (m_ the pre\"IOll~ passage) 
for dialectical studies arc decidedly too old for lcarmng new subjects. 

21 * Cp. H. Chemiss, The Riddle of the Early Acarlctl!)', p. 79 ; and the 
Parmenides, 135c-d. * 

Grote, the great democrat, strongly comments on this point (i.e. on the 
'brighter' passages of the Republic, 537C-540) : 'The dictum forbidding 
dialectic debate with youth .. is decidedly anti-Socratic. . . It belongs 
indeed to the case of Mcletus and Anytus, in their indictment against Socrates. 
. . It is identical with their charge against him, of corrupting the youth ... 
And when we find him ( = Plato) forbidding all such discourse at an earlier 
age than thirty years-we remark as a singular coincidence that this is the 
e~ct prohibition which Critias and Charicles actually imposed upon Socrates 
hunsclf, during the short-lived dominion of the Thirty Oligarchs at Athens.' 
(Gr~!c, Plafo, and the Other. ComjJanions of Socrates, cd. 1 fl75, \"01. III, ~39.) 

. The 1dea, contested m the text, that those who arc good in obeying 
Will also be good in :ommanding is Platonic. Cp. Laws, 7G2c. 

To~nbce has adm1rably ~hown how succ~sfully a Platonic system of 
~frcatmg. r~lcrs may work-m an arrested soctcty ; cp. A SturiJ• of HistoT)', 

•2 ;s~ccta Y 33 ff. ; cp. notes 32 (3) and 45 (2) to chapter 4· 
orne mday pcr~aps ask how an individualist can demand devotion to 

any cause, an espccmlly to h b 
such a quest" ld sue an a stract cause as scientific inquiry. But 
chapter) th10~dwo~fi o~ly rcvc_al ~h~ old_ mistake (discussed in the foregoing 
can be u~elfu~ cntd 1~at!On of mdtv~duahsm and egoism. An individualist 
but also to th' ~n le can devote htmsclf not only to the help of individuals, 
people. (Apa:t fr~~ ~gmcnt of the il!stitutional m~ans for helping other 
?ut. only that it should at, I do not thmk that. dcvot10n shoul;J. be dcmande_d, 
tnshtutions for i t he encouraged.) I bchcve that devotion to certam 
traditions, :Oav fa~f an~lc, ~0 ~hose of a democratic state, and even to certain 
humanitarian "aims wf Wtth~n t_hc ~calm of individualism, provided that the 
must not be id nt"~ ~hesc: mstttuttons arc not lost sight of. Individualism 
mistake frequcntf 1 c Wttl~ an anti-institutional personalism. This is a 
to collectivism bY made ~y mdividualists. They arc right in their hostility 

· · ' ut they m t k · · · 1 · I I · b atms m them 1 IS a e mslituttons for collectives (w 11c 1 c atm to c 
which leads thsc ves), and therefore become anti-institutional personalists ; 
this partly e rz:t dan~crously close to the leadcr-principl~. (I believe that 
terminology (P .am~ _D1ck~ns' hostile attitude towards Parliament.) For my 
chapter 6. tndtvlduahsm ' and ' collectivism ') sec text to notes ~G-29 to 

24 c 
p. Samu I B tl 

25 Cp. for the u er, Erewhotl (1872), p. 135 of the Everyman's edition. 
488f. ; see 1 esc events : Meyer Gesch. d. Altertums, V, pp. 5~2-525, and 
breeding tyra so note 6g to chapt~r 1 o. The Academy was notorious for 
Pellene · Eu ants. Among Plato's pupils were Chairon, later the tyrant of 
Hermia~ latrastus and Coriscus the tyrants of Skcpsis (ncar Atarncus) · and 

' er t ' ' Strabo, XIII 6 Yrant of Atarncus and Assos. (Cp. Athen., XI, 508, and 
of Plato's. ' 10·) . licrmias was, according to some sources, a direct pupil 
authcnticit~ i:ccord~ng to the so-called 'Sixth Platonic Letter', whose 
to accept his dq~estiOnable, he was perhaps only an admirer of Plato's, ready 
head of the A Vtce. Hermias became a patron of Aristotle, and of the third 

For Perdic cademy, Plato's pupil Xcnocratcs. 
XI, 508 ff. ~as III, and his relations to Plato's pupil Euphacus, sec At/zen., 

( 1) Plato~ 1 ere Callippus is also referred to as Plato's puJ?i.i. . 
at the principi ack of success as an educator is not very surpnsmg tf we look 
Laws (from 6 es of education and selection developed in the First Book of ~he 
of education ~7d and especially 643a : ' Let me define the nature and mcanmg 

to the end of 6sob). For in this long passage he shows that 
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there is one great instrument of educating, or rather, of selecting the man one 
can trust. It is wine, drunkenness, which will loose his tongue, and give 
you an idea of what he is really like. ' \Vhat is more fitting than to make 
usc of wine, first of all to test the character of a man, and secondly, to train 
him? What is cheaper, and less objectionable? ' (649d/c). So far, I have 
not seen the method of drinking discussed by any of the educationists who 
glorify Plato. This is strange, for the method is still widely in use, even though 
it is perhaps no longer so cheap, especially in the universities. 

(2) In fairness to the lcadcr-prineiplc, it must be admitted, however, 
that others have been more fortunate than Plato in their selection. Leonard 
Nelson (cp. note 4 to this chapter), for instance, who believed in this principle, 
seems to have had a unique power both of attracting and of selecting a number 
of men and women who have remained true to their cause, in the most trying 
and tempting circumstances. But theirs was a better cause than Plato's ; it 
was the humanitarian idea of freedom and equalitarian justice. * (Some of 
Nelson's essays have just been published in an English translation, by Yale 
University Press, under the title Socratic Jlt!ethod and Critical Philosoph)•, 1949· 
The very interesting introductory essay is by Julius Kraft.) * 

(3) There remains this fundamental weakness in the theory of the 
benevolent dictator, a theory still flourishing even among some democrats. 
I have in mind the theory of the leading personality whose intentions arc 
for the best of his people and who can be trusted. Even if that theory were 
in order; even if we believe that a man can continue, without being controlled 
or checked, in such an attitude : how can we assume that he will detect a 
successor of the same rare excellence? (Cp. also notes 3 and 4 to chapter 9, 
and note 69 to chapter 10.) 

(4) Concerning the problem of power, mentioned in the text, it is interest­
ing to compare the Gorgias (525e, f.) with the RejJUblic (615d, f.). The t\vo 
passages arc closely parallel. But the Gorgias insists that the greatest criminals 
arc always ' men who come from the class which possesses power ' ; private 
persons may be bad, it is said, but not incurable. In the Republic, this clear 
warning against the corrupting influence of power is omitted. Most of the 
greatest sinners are still tyrant~ ; but, it is said, ' there are also some private 
people among them'. (In the Republic, Plato relics on self-interest which, 
he trusts, will prevent the guardians from misusing their power ; cp. Rep., 
466bjc, quoted in text to note 41, chapter 6. It is not quite clear why self­
interest should have such a beneficial effect on guardians, but not on tyrants.) 

20 * In the early (Socratic) dialogues (e.g. in the Apo!Og)' and the Charmides; 
cp. note 8 to the present chapter, note 15 to chapter 8 and note 56 (5) to 
chapter 10), the saying 'know thyself' is interpreted as 'know how little 
you know'. The late (Platonic) dialogue Philebus, however, introduces a 
subtle but very important change. At first (48cjd, f.), the saying is here 
interpreted, by implication, in the same way ; for the many who do not 
know themselves arc said to be 'claiming, .. and lying, that they arc 
wise'. But this interpretation is now developed as follows. Plato divides 
men into two classes, the weak and the powerful. The ignorance and folly 
of the weak man is described as laughable, while ' the ignorance of the strong ' 
is 'appropriately called "evil" and "hateful" .. '. But tlus implies the 
Platonic doctrine that he who wields power ought to be wise rather thm1 ignorant 
(or that only he who is wise ought to wield power) ; in opposition to the 
original Socratic doctrine that (everybody, and especially) he who wields power 
ought to be aware if his ignorance. (There is, of course, no suggestion in the 
Plzil~b~ t?at.' wi~dom ' in its turn ought to be interpreted as 'awareness of 
ones hm1tahons ; on the contrary, wisdom involves here an expert know­
ledge of Pythagorean teaching, and of the Platonic Theory of Forms, as 
developed in the Sophist.)* 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 8 

With the motto for this chapter, taken from Republic 540c-:-d, cp. note 37 
to this chapter, and note 12 to chapter 9, where the passage ts quoted more 
fully. 

1 Rejmblic, 475e; cp. for instance also 485c, f., so1c. 
2 Op. cit., 38gb, f. 
3 Op. cit., 38gcjd ; cp. also Laws, 730b, ff. . 
4 With this and the three following quotations, cp. Rejmblrc, 1-07c and 4o6c. 

See also Statesman, 293a, f., 295b-2g6c, etc. 
6 Cp. Laws, 720c. It is interesting to note that the passage ~7 18c-722b) 

serves to introduce the idea that the statesman should usc j1ersuasron, together 
with force (722b) ; and since by 'persuasion' of the masses, Plato me~ns 
largely lying propaganda-cp. notes g and 10 to this chapter and the quotatiOn 
from Republic, 41 4b/c, quoted there in the text-it turns out that. Pla~o's thought 
in our passage from the Laws, in spite of this novel gentleness, 1s st1ll pervaded 
by the old associations-the doctor-politician administering lies. Later on 
(Laws, 8s7c/d), Plato complains about an opposite type of doctor : one who 
talks too much philosophy to his patient, instead of concentrating on the cure. 
It seems likely enough that Plato reports here some of his experiences when 
he fell ill while writing the Laws. 

6 Republic, 38gb.-With the following short quotations cp. Republic, 459c. 
1 Cp. Kant, On Eternal Peace, Appendix. ( Werke, ed. Cassirer, 1914, vol. 

VI, 457-) Cp. M. Campbell Smith's translation ( 1903), pp. 162 If. 
8 Cp. Crossman, Plato To-Day (1937), 130; cp. also the immediately 

preceding pages. It seems that Crossman still believes that lying propaganda 
was intended only for the consumption of the ruled, and that Plato intended 
to educate the rulers to a full use of their critical faculties ; for I find now 
(in The Listener, vol. 27 p. 7SO) that he writes : 'Plato believed in free speech, 
~re~ discussion only for' the select few.' But the fact is that he did not believe 
111 1t at all. Both in the Rejmblic and in the Laws (_cp. the passages quoted in 
notes 18-2I to chapter 7, and text), he expresses h1s fear lest anybody who is 
not y~t _of!- the verge of old age should think or speak freely, and_ tim~ endange1. 
the ngtd1ty of the arrested doctrine, and therefore the petnfact10n of the 
arrested society. Sec also the next two notes. . 

0 Republic, 4I4b/c. In 4 I4d, Plato reaffirms h1s hope of persu_ading • the 
rulers themselves and the military class, and then the rest of the ctty ', of the 
truth of his lie. Later he seems to have regretted his frankness ; for in the 
Statesman, 26gb, ff. (see especially 27Ib; cp. also note 6 (4) to chapter 3) he 
speaks as if he believed in the truth of the same Myth of the Earthborn which 
in the Republic, he had been reluctant (see note I I to this chapter) to introduc~ 
even as a lordly ' lie '. 

* What I translate as a ' lordly lie ' is usually translated ' noble lie ' or 
'noble falsehood' or even 'spirited fiction'. 

The literal translation of the word 'gennaios' which I now translate by 
'lordly' is 'high born' or 'of noble descent'. Thus 'lordly lie' is at least 
as literal as 'noble lie', but it avoids the associations which the term 'noble 
lie : might s~ggest, and which are in no way warranted by the situation, viz. 
a. he by wh1ch a man nobly takes something upon himself which endangers 
htm-su_ch as Tom Sawyer's lie by which he takes Becky's guilt upon himself 
and wh1ch Judge ~hatcher (in chapter XXXV) describes as 'a noble, a 
~e~erous, a magnan~mous lie'. There is no reason whatever why the' lordly 
~1e should be cons1~cred in this light ; thus the translation ' noble lie ' is 
~ust one of t?e typ1cal attempts at idealizing Plato.-Cornford translates 

a · · bold fl1ght of invention ', and argues in a footnote against the trans-
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lation ' noble lie ' ; he gives passages where 'gemzaios ' means ' on a generous 
scale ' ; and indeed, ' big lie ' or ' grand lie ' would be a perfectly appro­
priate translation. But Cornford at the same time argues against the usc of 
the term ' lie ' ; he describes the myth as ' Plato's harmless allegory ' and 
argues against the idea that Plato 'would countenance lies, for the most part 
ignoble, now called propaganda ' ; and in the next footnote he says : ' Note 
that the Guardians themselves arc to accept this allegory, if possible. It is 
not " propaganda " foisted on the masses by the Rulers.' But all these 
attempts at idealization fail. Plato himself makes it quite clear that the lie 
is one for which one ought to feel ashamed ; sec the last quotation in note r r, 
below. (In the first edition of this book, I translated 'inspired lie', alluding 
to its 'high birth', and suggested 'ingenious lie' as an alternative; this was 
criticized both as too free and as tendentious by some of my Platonic friends. 
But Cornford's ' bold flight of invention ' takes 'gcmzaios' in precisely the 
same sense.) 

Sec also notes ro and r8 to this chapter.* 
10 <;p. Republic, 5 r gc, f., quoted in the text to note 35 to chapter 5 ; on 

fJersuaszon and force, sec also Refmblic, 366d, discussed in the present note, below, 
and the passages referred to in notes 5 and r 8 to this chapter. 

The Greek wore! (' pcitho '; its personification is an alluring goddess, an 
attendant of Aphrodite) usually translated by persuasion can mean (a) 'per­
suasion by fair means' and (b) 'talking over by foul means', i.e. 'make­
believe' (sec below, sub. (D), i.e. Rep., 414c), and sometimes it means 
even 'persuasion by gifts', i.e. bribery (sec below, sub. (D), i.e. Rep., 
39oc). Especially in the phrase 'persuasion and force', the term 'per­
suasion ' is often (RejJ. 5486) interpreted in sense (a), and the phrase is often 
(and often appropriately) translated 'by fair means or foul' (cp. Davies' 
and Vaughan's translation 'by fair means or foul', of the passage (C), 
Rej1., 365d, quoted below). I believe, however, that Plato, when recom­
mending ' persuasion and force ' as instruments of political technique, uses 
the words in a more literal sense, and that he recommends the use of rhetorical 
propaganda together with violence. (Cp. Laws, 66/c, 71 Ic, 753a.) 

~he ~allowing passages are significant for Plato's use of the term ' per­
suasiOn' .m sense (b), and especially in connection with political propaganda. 
(A) Gorgzas, 453a to 466a, especially 454b-455a ; Plzaedrus, 26ob, fT., Tlzeaetetus, 
20Ia ; Sophist, 222C; Statesman, 2g6b, ff., 304C/d; Philebus, s8a. In all 
these passages, persuasion (the ' art of persuasion ' as opposed to the 'art 
of imparting true knowledge ') is associated with rhetoric, make-believe, and 
propaganda. In the Republic, 364b, f., especially 364c-365d (cp. Laws, 
9°Qb)~ deserves attention. (B) In 364c ('they persuade', i.e. mislead into 
?ehevmg, ' not only individuals, but whole cities '), the term is used much 
Ill the same sense as in 414b/c (quoted in the text to note g, this chapter), the 
pas?agc ?f the 'lordly lie'. (C) 365d is interesting because it uses a term 
wh!~h Lmds;;ty t;anslates very aptly by ' cheating ' as a kind of paraphrase 
for pe:suadmg . (' In order not to be caught .. we have the masters of 
pers:uaslOn at our disposal ; . . thus by persuasion and force, we shall escape 
pumshmcnt. But, it may be objected, one cannot cheat, or force, the gods · .') 
Furthermo:c (D) in Republic, 3goe, f., the term ' persuasion ' is used in the 
sense o_f bnbcry. (~his must be an old use; the passage is supposed to be a 
quo.tat!On f:om Hes10d. It is interesting that Plato, who so often argues 
aga~nst the: l~ea that men can ' persuade ' or bribe the gods, makes some con­
cessiOn to Jt 111, the n~t passage, 39gajb.) Next we come to 414bjc, the 
passage of the .lordl_y be' ; immediately after this passage, in 414c (cp. also 
the next note m tlus chapter), 'Socrates' makes the cynical remark (E) : 
'It would need mu~h persuading to make anybody believe in this story.' 
Lastly, I may ment10n (F) Republic, 51 rd and 533e, where Plato speaks of 
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persuasion or belief or faith (the root of the Greek word for ' persuasion' ;s 
the same as that of our ' faith') as a lower cognitin: faculty of th~ soU: 
corresponding to the formation of (delusive) opinion about things Jn flul' 
(cp. note ~ 1 to chapter 3, and especially the usc of' persuasion ' in Tim., 51 c), 
as opposed to rationa I knowledge of the unchanging Forms. For the problcill 
of ' moral ' persuasion. sec also chapter G, especially notes 5~/5·~ and wet, 
and chapter 10, especially text to notes 56 and 65, and note 6g. h 

11 Republic, 415a. The next quotation is from 415c. (Sec also t ~ 
Cratylus, 398a.) Cp. notes 1 ~-14 to the present chapter and text, and not 
~7 (3), 29, and 31 to chapter 4· , 

(I) For my remar~ in the text, earlier in this paragraph, concerning Plato~ 
uneasiness, sec Republzc, 414c-d, and last note, (E) : 'It would need muc 
persuading to make anybody believe in this story,' says Socrates.-' You sccill 
to be rather reluctant to tell it,' replies Glaucon.-' You will understand IllY 
reluctance', says Socrates, 'when I have told it.'-' Speak and don't. be 
frightened', says Glaucon. This dialogue introduces what I call thcjirst 1dea 
of the Myth (proffered by Plato in the Statesman as a true story ; cp. note 9 to 
this chapter ; sec also Laws, 740a). A~ mentioned in the text, Plato suggests 
that it is th~ '.first id,ca ' wh~ch is the reason for his hesitation, for Glauco~ 
replies to this Idea : Not Without reason were you so long ashamed to tel 
your lie.' No similar rhetorical remark is made after Socrates has told ' the 
rest of the story', i.e., the Myth of Racialism. 

* (2) Concerning the autochthonous warriors, we must remember that 
the Athenian nobility claimed (as opposed to the Dorians) to be the aborigines 
of their country, born of the earth 'like grasshoppers' (as Plato says in the 
Symposium, Igib ; sec also end .of note ~2. to the present chapter). It has 
been suggested to me by a fncndly cnhc that Socrates' uneasiness, and 
Glaucon's comment that Socrates had reason to be ashamed, mentioned here· 
under (r), is to be i~tcrp~etcd as an ironical allusio~ of Plato's to the Athenians 
who in spite of their claim to be autochthonous, d1d not defend their country 
as they would defend a mother. But this ingenious suggestion docs not appear 
to me a tenable one. Plato, with his openly admitted preference of Sparta 
would be the last to charge the Athenians with lack of patriotism ; and thcr~ 
would be no justice in such a charge, for in the Pcloponncsian war the 
Athenian democrats never gave in to. ~part~ (a~ wi!l be shown in chaptc; IO), 
while Plato's own beloved uncle Cntias d1d g1vc m, and became the leader 
of a puppet government under the protection of the Spartans. If Plato 
intended to allude ironically to an in~dcquatc defence of Athens, then it could 
be only an allusion to the Pcloponncsian war, and thus a criticism of Critias­
the last person whom Plato would criticize in this way. 

(3) Pl~to. calls his Myt~ a 'Phocni<:ian lie'. A suggestion which may 
expla1~ th1s I~ due to R. E1sler. He P.omts out that the Ethiopians, Greeks 
(the silver mmes), Sudanese, and Synans (Damascus) were in the Orient 
described, respectively, as golden, silver, bronze, and iron races and that tllis 
descripti~n ~as utilized in Egypt for purposes of political pr~paganda (cp. 
also Damcl, 11. 3 I -45) ; and he suggests that the story of these four races was 
brought to Greece in Hesiod's time by the Phoenicians (as might be expected) 
and that Plato alludes to this fact.* ' 

u The passage. is froi? the Republic, 54:6a, ff. ; cp. t~xt to notes 36-40 to 
chapter 5· The mtermedure of classes 1s clearly forb1ddcn in 434c also ; 
cp. notes 27 (3), 31 and 34 to chapter 4, and note 40 to chapter 6. 

The passage from the Laws (930d-e) contains the principle that the child 
of a mixed marriage inherits the ~ste of his lesser pare~t. 

13 RejJUb!ic, 547a. (For the m1xturc theory of hered1ty, see also text to 
note 39/40 to chapter 5, especially 40 (~), and to notes 39-43, and 52, to 
the present chapter.) 
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14 Op. cit., 415c. 

. lu Cp. Adam's note to RejJUblic, 414b, ff., italics mine. The great exception 
IS Grote (Plato, and the Other ComjJanions of Socrates, London, 1875, III, 240), 
who sums up the spirit of the Rejmblic, and its opposition to that of the Apology: 
' In the .. _Apology, we find Socrates confessing his own ignorance. . • But 
the Repubhc presents him in a new character. . . He is himself on the 
throne of. King Nomos : the infallible authority, temporal as well as spiritual, 
from wh1ch all public sentiment emanates, and by whom orthodoxy is 
determined. . . He now e.'Cpects every individual to fall into the place, and 
co~tract the opinions, prescribed by authority ; includi11g among these opinions 
dr:iz.bcrate ethical and political fictions, such as about the . . earthbom men. . . 
Neither the Socrates of the Apology, nor his negative Dialectic, could be 
allowed to exist in the Platonic Republic.' (Italics mine; sec also Grote, 
op. cit., p. 188.) 

The doctrine that religion is opium for the people, although not in this particular 
formulation, turns out to be one of the tenets of Plato and the Platonists. 
(Cp. also note 17 and text, and especially note 18 to this chapter.) It is, 
apparently, one of the more esoteric doctrines of the school, i.e. it may be 
discussed only by sufficiently elderly members (cp. note 18 to chapter 7) of 
the upper class. But those who let the cat out of the bag arc prosecuted for 
atheism by the idealists. 

1° For instance Adam Barker, Field. 
17 Cp. Dicls, Vorsokratiker 5 , Critias fragm. 25. (I have picked about eleven 

characteristic lines out of more than forty.)-It may be remarked that the 
passage commences with a sketch of the social contract (which even some­
what ~e~embles Lycophron's equalitarianism ; cp .. note 45 to chapter 6). 
On Cnhas, cp. especially note 48 to chapter 10. · Smce Burnet has suggested 
that the poetic and dramatic fragments known under the name of Critias 
should be attributed to the grandfather of the leader of the Thirty, it should 
be noted that Plato attributes to the latter poetic gifts in the Charmides, 157e ; 
and in 162d, he alludes even to the fact that Critias was a dramatist. (Cp. 
also Xenophon's JlJcmorabilia, I, iv, 18.) 

18 Cp. the Laws, goge. It seems ~~a~ Critias' view later ~ven became part 
of the Platonic school tradition, as md1cated by the followmg passage from 
Aristotle's A1etapi!Ysics (!074b3) whicl~ at, the, same time J?rovides another 
example of the use of the term' persuasiOn for pr~paganda (cp. notes 5 and 
10 t_o this chapter). • The rest .. has been added m the form of a myth! ~vith 
a v1ew to the persuasion of the mob, and to legal and general (pohhcal) 
~xpediency .. ' Cp. also Plato's atte~pt in the S!atesm~n, 271a, f;, to argue 
m favour of the truth of a myth in wh1ch he certamly d1d not beheve. (See 
notes 9 and 15 to this chapter.) 

19 La 
20 ws, 9o8b. 

Op. cit., 909a 
21• For the conflict between good ~nd e~~l, ~ee ,op. cit., 904-90~. See 

espec•<~;lly Q06ajb (justice versus injustice ~ JUShce ~ea~ here, still, the 
collechvJst JUstice of the RejJublic). Immed1ately precedmg 1s 903c, a passage 
quoted above in the text to note 35 to chapter 5 and to note 27 to chapter 6. 
See also note 32 to the present chapter. 

22 O'ft . 
u . czt., 905d-9o7b. . . . 

The parag1·aph to which this note IS appended md1cates my adherence 
~o an 'absolutist • theory of truth which is in accordance with the common 
1de~ t?at a statement is true if (and only if) it agrees with tlze facts it describes. 
Th.ts absolute' or • correspondence theory of truth' (which goes back to 
Anstz~l~) was first clearly developed by A. Tarski (Der Wahrheitsbegri.ff in den 
for"!a uzerten Sprachen, Polish ed. 1933, German translation 1936), and is the 
basiS of a theory of logic called by him Semantics (cp. note 29 to chapter 3 
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and note 5 (2) to chapter 5) ; sec also _R. Ca~nap's /ntroduc~ion to Seman~ics~ 
1942, which develops the theory of truth m detail. I. am quotm~ from p .. -8 · 
'It is especially to be noticed that the concept of truth. m the sense Just CXJ?lamed 
-we may call it the semantical concept of truth-Is fundamentally different 
from concepts like "believed", "verified", "hif?hly confi~mcd ", ctc.'­
A similar, though undeveloped view can be found m m~ Logzk de~ Forsclumg, 
ch. 84, on' Truth' and' Confirmation' (pp. 203 ff.) ; tins was wnttcn before 
I became acquainted with Tarski's Semantics, which is the reaso~ why _my 
theory is only rudimentary. The pragmatist theory of truth (wh~ch den.vcs 
from Hegelianism) was criticized by Bertrand Russell from the pomt of vieW 
of an absolutist theory of truth as early as 1907 ; and recently he has shc;>wn 
the connection between a relativist theory of truth and the creed of fascism. 
Sec~ Russell, Let tlze PeojJ/e Think, pp. 77, 79· . . . 

·' I mean especially Republic, 474c-so2d. The followmg quotation IS 
op. cit., 475c. 

26 For the seven quotations which follow, in this paragraph, sec: (1) a~d 
(2), RejJublic, 476b ; (3), (4), (5), ojJ. cit., sood-c ; (6) and (7) : ojJ. czt., 
SOia.fb ; with (7), cp. also the parallel passage, ojJ. cit., 484c. See, furthermore, 
Soph2z:t, 253d/e ; Laws, g6~-g66a (esp. g6sb/c). 

Cp. op. cit., 501c. 
~ 7 Cp. especially Republic, saga, f.-See sogb : ' The sun induces the 

sensible things to generate ' (although he is not himself involved in the process 
of generation) ; similarly, 'you may say of the objects of rational knowledge 
that. not only do they owe it to the Good that they can be known, but their 
reahty and even their essence flows from it ; although the Good is not itself 
an esse.nce but transcends even essences in dignity and power.' (With sogb, 
cp. Anstotle, De Gen. et Corr., 336a 15, 31, and Ph.ys., 194b 13.)-In 510b, 
the ~ood is described as the absolute origin (not merely postulated or assumed), 
and m 51 Ib, it is described as 'the first origin of everything •. 

28 Cp. especially Rejmblic, so8b, ff.-See soBb/e: 'What the Good has 
begotten in its own likeness ' (viz. truth) ' is the link, in the intelligible world 
between reason and its objects' (i.e. the Ideas) 'in the same way as in the 
~isible -:vorld, that thing ' (viz. ~ight ":hich, is _the offsJ?ring of the sun) ', which 
Is the lmk between sight and Its obJects (1.e. sensible thmgs). :o Cp. OjJ. cit., sosa ; 534b, ff. 

3 ° Cp. op. cit., sosd. 
3~ Plzilebus, 66a. 

Republic! .so6d, ff., and 509-511. , 
( ~h': defimtion of the Good, here quoted, as the class of the determinate 
ord lDite, or limited) conceived as a unity ' is, I believe, not so hard to 
~nl erstand, and is in full agreement with others of Plato's remarks. The 

c. as~ 0{ the determinate ' is the class of the Forms or Ideas, conceived as male 
prmcip( es, or progenitors, as opposed to the female, unlimited or indeterminate 
space cp. not~ 15 (2) to chapter 3). These Forms or primogenitors are, of 
co~rse, good, m so far as they are ancient and unchanging originals, and in 
so ar as each of them is one as opposed to the many sensible things which it 
f~nerates. If we conceive the class or race of the progenitors as many, then 

ey <1;re not absolutely good ; thus the absolute Good can be visualized if we 
cAOJ:?-CteivMe them as a unity, as One-as the One primogenitor. (Cp. also 

ns ., 'et., g88a IO.) 
f P~ato. s Idea of the Good is practically empty. It gives us no indication 

0 w _at IS good, in a moral sense, i.e. what we ought to do. As can be seen 
~sp~cially ~rom notes 27 and 28 to this chapter, all we hear is that the Good 
IS highest m. t?e realm of Form or Ideas, a kind of super-Idea, from wh~ch 
the Ide~s .ongmate, and receive their existence. All we could possibly denve 
from th1s IS that the Good is unchangeable and prior or primary and therefore 
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ancient (cp. note 3 to chapter 4), and One Whole; and, therefore, that 
those things participate in it which do not change, i.e., the good is what 
preserves (cp. notes 2 and 3 to chapter 4), and what is ancient, especially 
the ancient laws {cp. note 23 to chapter 4, note 7, paragraph on Platonism, 
to chapter 5, and note I8 to chapter 7), and that holism is good (cp. note 2I 
to the present chapter) ; i.e., we arc again thrown back, in practice, to 
totalitarian morality (cp. text to notes 40/4I to chapter 6). 

If the Seventh Letter is genuine, then we have there (3I4b/c) another 
statement by Plato that his doctrine of the Good cannot be formulated ; for 
he says of this doctrine : ' It is not capable of expression like other branches 
of study.' (Cp. also note 57 to chapter ro.) 

It is again Grote who clearly saw and criticized the emptiness of the 
Platonic Idea or Form of Good. After asking what this Good is, he says 
(Plato, III, 24I f.) : 'This question is put • . But unfortunately it remains 
unanswered. . . In describing the condition of other men's minds-that 
they divine a Real Good .. do everything in order to obtain it, but puzzle 
themselves in vain to grasp and determine what it is-he' (Plato) 'has 
unconsciously described the condition of his own.' It is surprising to sec how 
few modern writers have taken any notice of Grote's excellent criticism of Plato. 

For the quotations in the next paragraph of the text, see {I) : Republic, 
5oob-c ; (2) : op. cit., 485ajb. This second passage is very interesting. It 
is, as Adam reaffirms (note to 485bg), the first passage in which 'generation ' 
and 'degeneration ' arc employed in tllis half-technical sense. It refers to the 
flux, and to Parmcnides' changeless entities. And it introduces the main 
argument in favour of the rule of the philosophers. See also note 26 (I) to 
chapter 3 and note 2 (2) to chapter 4· In the Laws, 68gc-d, when discussing 
the' degeneration' (688c) of the Dorian kingdom brought about by the' worst 
ignorance' (the ignorance, namely, of not knowing how to obey those who 
arc rulers by nature; see 68gb), Plato e.xplains what he means by wisdom: 
only such wisdom as aims at the greatest unity or ' unisonity ' entitles a man 
to authority. And the term ' unisonity ' is e.xplained in the Republic, 59 I b 
and d, as the harmony of the ideas of justice (i.e. of keeping one's place) and 
of temperance (of being satisfied with it). Thus we are again thrown back 
to our starting point. 

33 * A critic of tllis passage asserted that he could find no trace, in Plato, 
of any fear of independent thought. But we should remember Plato's insist­
ence on censorship (see notes 40 and 4I to chapter 4) and his prollibition of 
higher dialectical studies for anybody under 50 years of age in the Republic 
(see notes I9 to 2 I to chapter 7), to say nothing of the Laws (see note I8 to 
chapter 7, and many other passages).* 

34 For the problem of the priest caste, see the Timaeus, 24a. In a passage 
which clearly alludes to the best or ' ancient ' state of the Republic, the priest 
caste takes the place of the ' philosophic race ' of the Republic. Cp. also the 
attacks on priests (and even on Egyptian priests), diviners, and shamans, in the 
Statesman, 2goc, f. ; see also note 57 (2) to chapter 8, and note 29 to chapter 4· 

T~c remark of Adam's, quoted in the text in the paragraph after the 
next, IS from his note to Republic, 547a3 (quoted above in text to note 43 to 
chapter 5). 

36 Cp. for instance Republic, 484c, 5ooe, ff. 
38 ReP_ublic, 535ajb. All that Adam says (cp. his note to 535b8) about the 

term which I have translated by ' awe-inspiring ' supports the usual view 
that the term means 'stern' or 'awful ', especially in the sense of' inspiring 
terror'. Adam's suggestion that we translate' masculine' or' virile' follows 
the general tendency to tone down what Plato says and it clashes strangely 
with Theaeletus I4ga. Lindsay translates : 'of .• ~turdy morals'. 

37 Op. cit., 540c; see also 5ooc--d: 'tl1e philosopher himself .. becomes 
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godlike', and note 12 to chapter g, where 54oc, f., is quoted mo~c. fullb; 
It is most interesting to note how Plato transforms the Parmcmd .. ~n nt 
when arguing in favour of an aristocratic hierarchy. The oppOSitiOn ° e 
-mal!)' is not preserved, but gives rise to a system of grade;; : thee~: 
Idea-the ~cw who come close to it-the more who arc thc1r help As 
the many, 1.e. ~he mo~ (this division is fundamental in the S!a!esmantieatic 
oppos~~ to thL~, Antlsthcnes' monotheism preserves the ongmal bably 
opp~Slt!On between the One (God) and the Many (whom he r:~henes 
cons_1dercd as brothers because of their equal distance from God).-Ant!S b bly 
was mfluenccd by Parmcnides through Zcno's influence upon Gorgias. P~o a n 
there was also the influence of Dcmocritus who had taught : ' The WiSe ~d • 
belongs to all countries alike for the home 'or a great soul is the whole wor · 

38 R bl' ' epu zc, 500d. ( to 
39 The quotations arc from Republic, 45gb, and ff. ; cp. also notes. 3t1 ' of 

c1haptcr 4, and especially 40 (2) to chapter 5· Cp. also the three suni esthe 
~ lc Statesman, where the ruler is compared with ( 1) the shepherd, (2) 1 0 
I f~t~, (3) the weaver whose functions arc explained as those of a man w 1 
J c~o s characters by skilful breeding (310b, f.). tant 
. b Op. cit., 46oa. My statement that Plato considers this law very i~p~r the 
1~. ascd on the fact that Plato mentions it in the outline of the RepubliC 10 
'zm4aeus, I8dje . 

. 1 ~ OjJ. ci_t., 46ob. The ' suggestion is taken up ' in •l68c ; sec the ncx\ n~~c~ 
i. OjJ. czt., 468c. Though it has been denied by my critics, my trans1t:hc 
Ps correct, and so is my remark about ' the latter benefit '. Shorey ca s 

assagc ' deplorable ' . 
u F h . to tins cha or t c Story of the Number and the Fall, cp. notes 13 and 52 
pter, notes 3 I t I d 
44 R b . 9 40 o c 1aptcr 5, an text. d the 

evil . epu lzc, 473c-c. Note the opposition between (divine) rest, a? tl c 
tcr:nl.c, change in the form of corruption, or degeneration. Conccrn1nglt ~s 
cqui translated here by 'oligarchs' cp. the end of note 57, beloW· Th cnt to 'hereditary aristocrats'. nt 
for in-~ Phrase which, for stylistic reasons, I have put in brackets, is impor~ al 
Polit' 1. Plato demands tlze suppression of all' pure' jJ!zilosojJ!zers (and unphilosop ~Jc 
the ~Ians). A more literal translation of the phrase would be this : ';v 1 
nowadany '.(who have) 'natures' (disposed or gifted) 'for drifting a 00.~~ 
that th ays, m _one alone of these two, are eliminated by force'. Adam adn~~-e 
PUrsu·~ ~eanmg of Plato's phrase is' that Plato 1·cfuscs to sanction the cx~Iusl' f 
the l~t 0 knowledge ' ; but his suggestion that we soften the mcani0ff 0 

exc[USiv 1 Words _of the phrase by translating : ' are forcibly debarred J~~ 
ed. of ~~ePursum~ either ' (italics ~is ; . cp. note. t? 4 73d24, v'!l. I,_ 330, 0e0~1 
to ideal' Republzc) has no foundatiOn m the ongmal,-only m h1s tend 'b)~ 
debarre~:ze Plato .. The sa.mc holds for Lindsay's transl?-tion (' are for~! 1 
believe tl from this behavwur ').-\Vhom docs Plato w1sh to suppress· , 
Plato tat ' the many ' whose limited or incomplete talents or ' naturd) 
\vith tho~dernns here arc identical (as far as philosophers arc concerned . 
and a! e m_any whose natures arc incomplete', mentioned in Republic, 495 -~ 
inevitab~ ~lth the 'many' (professed philosophers) 'whose wickedness 1 
to this ch • mentioned in 48gc (cp. also 490C/49Ia) ; cp: notes 47, 56, ~nd ~ 
on the apter (and note 23 to chapter 5). The attack 1s, therefore, d1rec\ 
other haone hand against the ' uneducated ' democratic politicians, on t lC 
'unedu nd most probably mainly against the half-Thracian Antisthenes, the 

45 I<. cated bastard', the equalitarian philosopher ; cp. note 47, below. 
vol, VI ant, On Etemal Peace, Second Supplement (Wcrke, cd. Cassirer, I91t 
' posses'· 456) · Italics mine ; I have also abbreviated the passage. (T lC 

46 Cion of P.ower' may well allude to Frederick the Great.) 
p. for mstance Gompcr:z, Greek Thinkers, V, 12, 2 (German ed. 
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~o.I. ~I 2 , 382) ;_ or Lindsay's translation of the Republic. (For a criticism of 
t lis InterpretatiOn, cp. note 50, below.) 

47 It must be admitted that Plato's attitude towards Antisthencs raises a 
highly speculative problem ; this is of course connected with the fact that 
vcly little is known about Antisthcncs from first-rate sources. Even the old 
Stoi~ tradition that the Cynic school or movement can be traced back to 
Anhsthenes is at present often questioned (cp., for instance, G. C. Field's 
Plato, 1930, or D. R. Dudley, A History tif Cpzicism, 1937) although perhaps 
~ot on quite sufficient grounds (cp. Fritz's review of the last-mentioned book 
m A1ind, vol. 47, p. 390). In view of what we know, especially from Aristotle, 
about Antisthcnes, it appea1·s to me highly probable that there are many 
allusions to him in Plato's writings ; and even the one fact that Antisthenes 
wa~, apa1·t from Plato, the only member of Socrates' inner circle who taught 
phllosophy at Athens, \vould be a sufficient justification for searching Plato's 
Work for such allusions. Now it seems to me rather probable that a series of 
attacks in Plato's work first pointed out by Ducmmler (especially Rep., 495d/e, 
mentioned below in note 56 to this chapter; Rep., 535e, f., SojJ/z., 251b-e) 
represents these allusions. There is a definite resemblance (or so at least it 
appears to me) between these passages and Aristotle's scornful attacks on 
An_tisthencs. Aristotle, who mentions Antisthenes' name, speaks of him as of 
a Simpleton, and he speaks of' uneducated people such as the Antistheneans ' 
(~p: note 54 to chapter I I). Plato, in tl1e passages mentioned, speaks in a 
Slmllar way, but more sharply. The first passage I have in mind is from 
the SojJln"st, 25Ib, f., which corresponds very closely indeed to Aristotle's first 
Passage. Regarding the two passages from the Republic, we must remember 
that, according to the tradition, Antisthenes was a ' bastard ' (his mother 
came from barbarian Thrace), and that he taught in the Athenian gymnasium 
reserved for ' bastards'. Now we find, in Republic, 535e, f. (cp. end of note 
52 to this chapter), an attack which is so specific that an individual person 
m';lst be intended. Plato speaks of' people who dabble in philosophy without 
be1ng restrained by a feeling of their own unworthiness', and he contends that 
' the baseborn should be debarred ' from doing so. He speaks of the people 
as 'unbalanced' (or 'skew' or 'limping') in their love of work and of 
relaxation; and becoming more personal, he alludes to somebody with a 
' crippled soul ' who, though he loves truth (as a Socratic would), docs not 
attain it, since he ' \\'allows in ignorance ' (probably because he does not accept 
the theory of Forms) ; and he warns the city not to trust such limping 'bas­
tards '. I think it likely that Antisthenes is the object of tl1is undoubtedly 
personal attack ; the admission that the enemy loves truth seems to me an 
especially strong argument, occurring as it does in an attack of extreme vio­
lence. But if this passage refers to Antisthcnes, then it is very likely that a very 
similar passage refers to him also, viz. Republic, 495d/e, where Plato again 
describes his victim as possessing a disfigured or crippled soul as well as body 
He insists in this passage that the object of his contempt, in spite of aspirin · 
to be a philosopher, is so depraved that he is not even ashamed of do" g 
degrading (' banausic'; cp. note 4 to chapter I I) manual labour. Now~ ... ~~ 
know of Antisthencs that he recommended manual labour which he h ld · 
high esteem (for Socrates' attitude, cp. Xenophon, Mem., ri 7 IO) J m 
he practised what he taught ; a further strong argument tl~at' the ' an t~aht 
the crippled soul is Antisthenes. man Wit 

Now in the same passage, Rejmblic, 495d, there is also a k 
'tf:e many who~e natures are incomplete', and who neverth;~mar ~bout 
plulosophy. Th1s seems to refer to the same group (the , A . ess asp1re to 
Aristotle). of ' m~ny natures ' whose suppression is deman nt!stl~eneans ' ?f 
473c-e, discussed m note 44 to this chapter.-Cp. also Republic d~d m Ref?ublzd 
in notes 59 and 56 to this chapter. • 4 ge, mentwne 
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'a We know (from Cicero, De Natura Dcorum, an.d Pln!odcmus,_ rcssed hiS 
that Antisthencs was a monotheist ; and the form m winch he .c"P trUth, 
monotheism (there is only One God 'according to nature', J.c.,l t\ad in 
although there arc many ' according to convention ') shows that lC ember 
mind the opposition na~ure-cont·ention which, in the m!nd of a formr :phron 
of the school of Gorgms and contemporary of Alc1dama~ and /,arianism. 
(cp. note 13 to chapter 5), must have been connected \\:Jth equal 1 e half· 

This in itself docs not of course establish the conclusiOn that t ~arian5· 
barbarian Antisthencs believed in the brotherhood of Greeks and bar 
Yet it seems to me extremely likely that he. did. . tc 13 (2) 

W. W. Tarn (Alexander the Great and the Um()' of Alankmd ; cp. n? a of the 
to chapter 5) has tried to show-and I believe successfully-that the 1de I think 
unity of mankind can be traced back at least to Alexander the Great. 1 er. to 
that by a very similar line of reasoning, we can trace it back fa.rtl, 0[tbc 
Diogencs, Antisthcncs, and even to Socrates and the ' Great Gcncrauon •ithout 
Periclean age (cp. note 27 to chapter 10, and text). This seems, even.'\ n idea 
considering the more detailed evidence, likely enough ; for a cosm~poht~105e of 
can be expected to occur as a corollary of such impcrialisttcndcncJCS .as baptcr, 
the Periclean age (cp. Rep., 494e/d, mentioned in note 50 (5) to tlus cd 47 to 
and the First Alcibiades, 105b, IT. ; sec also text to notes 9-22, 36 a~ ~t. 
chapter 10). This is especially likely if other equalitarian tcndcncJ~ ideas 
I do not intend to belittle the significance of Alexander's deeds, but \liS ntury 
seem to me, in a way, a renaissance of some of the best ideas of fifth-ce 
Athenian imperialism. that 

Proceeding to details, I may first say that there is strong evi~cnc.e nism 
at least in Plato's (and Aristotle's) time, the problem of equah.tarJa that 
was clearly seen to be concerned with two fully analogous distincuons, :s (or 
between Greeks and barbarians on the one side and that between 711°~/'~" we 
free men) and slaves on the other ; cp. with this note 13 to chapter 5· 0'ainst 
have very strong evidence that the fifth-century Athenian movement .ag mas, 
slavery was not .confined .to :'- few intellectualists like Euri~idcs, AlcJd~tical 
Lycophron, Antiphon, H1ppms, etc., but that it had considerable pra mies 
success. This evidence is contained in the unanimous reports of the en~ cp. 
of Athenian democracy (especially the' Old Oligarch', Plato, Aristotle' 
notes 17, 18 and 29 to chapter 4, and 36 to chapter 10). ·dence 

If we now consider in this light the admittedly scanty available cvJ--P~ 
f<?r the existence of cosmopolitism, it appears, I believe, reasonably strong In 
vrded that we include the attacks of the enemies of this movement among the evidellCC·1 of 
other words, we must make full usc of the attacks of the Old Oligar~ j; to 
Plato, .and of Aristotle against the humanitarian movement, if we W1~ens 
assess 1ts real significance. Thus the Old Oligarch (2, 7) attacks A J'lan 
for an eclectic cosmopolitan way of life. Plato's attacks on cosmoP0 1 (1 
~nd s~milar tendencies, although not frequent, are especially valu~biC· and 

ave m mind passages like RejJ., 562c/563a-' citizens, resident ahcn5• l~ich 
strangers from abroad, arc all on a footing of equality '-a passage~ in 
s~~ld be compared with the ironical description in Mc11exenus, 245c f bar· b 1;h Plato sarcastically eulogizes Athens for its consistent hatred 0 t be 
afl~ns; Rep., 494c/d; of course, the passage Rep., 469b-471c, fll~ 6.) 

considered in this context too. Sec also end of note 19 to chapt~ustice 
Much as I admire Tarn's analysis, I do not think that he docs ful~ J nee 
to the yarious extant statements of this fifth-century mov?~cnt, for 1n;sta ias, 
to Antiphon (cp. p. 149, note 6 of his paper) or Eunp1des or Il1P[ 12) 
or Democritus (cp. note 29 to chapter 10), or to Diogencs (p. 150, not the 
a?d A;ntisthenes. I do not think that Antiphon wanted only. to stress er; 
b1olog1cal kinship between men, for he was undoubtedly a soctal refor~ lly 
and ' by nature' meant to him' in truth'. It therefore seems to me pracuca 
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certain that he attacked the distinction between Greeks and barbarians as 
being fictitious. Tarn comments on Euripides' fragment which states that a 
noble man can range the world like an eagle the air by remarking that ' he 
knew that an eagle has a permanent home-rock ' ; but this remark does not 
do full justice to the fragment ; for in order to be a cosmopolitan, one need 
not give up one's permanent home. In the light of all this, I do not see '\~hy 
Diogenes' meaning was purely ' negative ' when he replied to the questiOn 
' where are you from? ' by saying that he was a cosmopolite, a citizen of the 
whole world; especially if we consider that a similar answer ('I am a man of 
the world ') is reported of Socrates, and another (' The wise man belo~gs to 
all countries, for the home of a great soul is the whole wodd ' ; cp. D1els 5, 

fr. 247; genuineness questioned by Tarn and Diels) of Dcmocritus. . 
Antisthenes' monotheism also must be considered in the light of this 

evidence. There is no doubt that this monotheism was not of the Jewish, 
i.e. tribal and exclusive, type. (Should the story of Diog. Laert., VI, I3, that 
Antisthcnes taught in the Cynosarges, the gymnasium for ' bastards ', be ~e, 
then he must have deliberately emphasized his own mi.xed and barbanan 
descent.) Tarn is certainly right when he points out (p. I45) that Alexander's 
monotheism was connected with his idea of the unity of mankind. But .the 
same should be said of the Cynic ideas, which were influenced, as I bel.Ieve 
(sec the last note), by Antisthenes, and in this way by Socrates. (Cp. espec1ally 
the evidence of Cicero, Tuscul, V., 37, and of Epictetus, I, g, I, with D.L., 
VI, 2, 63-7I ; also Gorgias, 492e, with D.L., VI, I05· See also Epictetus, III, 
22 and 24.) 

In view of all this it does not seem very unlikely that Alexander (who was, 
as Tarn hints, not particularly impressed by his teacher Aristotle) may have 
been genuinely inspired, as the tradition reports, by Diogcnes' ideas ; and 
the ideas which impressed him must have been in the spirit of the equalitarian 
tradition. 

4° Cp. Republic, 469b-47Ic, especially 47ob-d, and 46gbjc. Here indeed 
we have (cp. the next note) a trace of something like the introduction of a ne~ 
ethical whole, more embracing than the city ; namely the unity of Hellemc 
superiority. As was to be expected (see the next note {I) (b)), Plato elaborates 
the point in some detail. * (Cornford justly summarizes this passage when 
he says that Plato 'ex-presses no humanitarian sympathies extending beyond 
the borders of Hellas'; cp. Tlze Republic q.f Plato, I94I, p. I65.)* 

50 In this note, further arguments are collected bearing on the interpreta­
tion of RejJUblic, 473e, and the problem of Plato's humanitarianism. I wish to 
express my thanks to my colleague, Prof. H. D. Broadhead, whose criticism has 
greatly helped me to complete and clarify my argument. 

(x) One of Plato's standard topics (cp. the methodological remarks, 
Rep:, 368e, 445c, 577c, and note 32 to chapter 5) is the opposition and com­
panson between the individual and the whole, i.e. the city. The introduction 
of a new whole, even mo1·e comprehensive than the city, viz. mankind, would 
be a most important step for a holist to take ; it would need (a) preparation 
and (b) elaboration. (a) Instead of such a preparation we get the above 
mentioned passage on the opposition between Greeks and barbarians (Rep., 
46gb-471c). (b) Instead of an elaboration, we find, if anything, a withdrawal 
of the ambiguous expression 'race of men'. First, in the immediate con­
tinuation of the key-passage under consideration, i.e. of the passage of the 
philosopher .kin~ (Republic, 473d/e), there occurs a paraphrase of the qucstion­
ab.le exprcsswn, m form of a summary or winding up of the whole speech ; and 
t~us paraphrase, Plato's standard opposition, ciry-individual, replaces that of 
czry-human race. The paraphrase reads : 'No other constitution can establish 
a st:'lt~ ofhappim;:ss, neith<:r in private affairs nor in those of the city.' Secondly, 
a Similar result IS found If we analyse the six repetitions or variations (viz. 
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487e, 49gb, sooe, 501e, 536a-b, discussed in note 52 below, and the sum~ry 
54od/e with the afterthought 541b) of the key-passage under consideratio!i 
(i.e. _of &p., . 4 73d/e). In two of them (487e, sooe) the c.ity ~lo.n~u~~ 
mentiOned ; m all the others Plato's standard opposition cz(J-rndzUt . 
again replaces that of ci(J-hu~an race. Nowhere is there a further allUSI~n 
to the allegedly Platonic i.dea that sophocracy alone can sa\'e not onlY It e 

fli . . . b all fli . , -• c car su ermg cztzes, ut su ermg mankind.-In Yiew of all this it seeu~ . d 
that in all these places only his standard opposition lingered in Plato's ~m 
(without, however, the wish to give it any prominence in this connectiO~), 
probably in the sense that sophoeracy alone can attain the stability an.d.dt lC! 
h . h d' . . dzuz ua .appmess-t e. tvme res~-of ~ny state, as well as that of all its rn vii of 
cztzzens and their progeny (m which otherwise evil must grow-the e 
degeneration). . 
. (2) ~~c te~ '~~ma,n' (' anthropinos ') is used by Plato, as a rul~, e~~~c~ 
~n oppostlion to divmc (and, accordingly sometimes in a slightly dtsP g 
tng s · 11 'f 1 I' · . ' art arc ense, espeeta y 1 t 1e 1mttat10ns of human knowledge or human • L 
t b d y· ' aws o e strcsse , cp. . zmaellS, 2gcjd ; 77a, or Soj,!zist, 266c, 268d, or t ' 
6gic, f., 854<1), or m a zoo[oaical sense in opposition or with reference 0

' . I r "' , , • d' Jogucs 
aruma s, •or example, eagles. Nowhere except in the early Socratic 1~ 
(for one further exception, see this note under (6), below) do I find t}us ~e;m 
(~r the term ' man ') used in a humanitarian sense, i.e. indicating somet :~~~ 
t at transcends the distinction of nation race or class. Even a ' meLn aws 
use f h · ' ' · a • o t e term ' human ' IS rare. (I have in mind a use such as Ill • al-
?37h.: 'a humanly impossible piece of folly'.) In fact, the extreme nauonare 
tst v~ews of Fichtc and Spengler, quoted in chapter 12, text to not~ 7~f ·ng 
a pomted expression of the Platonic usage of the term' human', as stglll Y~es 
~ z?ol~gical ~ather t~an. a moral category. A number of ~!atonic _rasB~a; 

dtcatmg tlus and stmtlar usages may be given : Republzc, 365d • 4ft irs 
1:'59h/c; 514b; 522c; 6o6e, f. (where Homer as a guide to human a;_ C opposed to the com~oser of hymns to the gods) ; 62?b.-P!zaedo,. 82 o;as, 

ratylllS, 392b.-Parmemdes, 134C.-T!teactetus Io7b.-Cnto, 4Gc.-P1010g ot a 
344e.-statesman, 274d (the shepherd of the human flock who is a god, n f a 
~an).-!-aws, 673d ; 688d ; 737b (Bgob is perhaps anoth~r ~xampl~:y '). 

tsparagmg use-' the men ' seems here nearly equivalent Wtth the m•. but 
. . (3) It is of course true that Plato assumes a Form or Idea qf Mall ' on. 
It IS a ';llistakc to think that it represents what all men have in ~o~~ased 
ra~e:, It is an aristocratic ideal of a proud super-Greek. ; and 011 tl~ts tStures • 
a . chef, not in the brotherhood of men, but in a h1erarchy of .na t ' 
ahtstocratie or slavish in accordance with their greater or lesser likeness 0 

t e original the anci~nt primogenitor of the hum.an rae~. (The Greeks a~ 
m;>re like hlm than an other race.) Thus' inte~hgenee. 15 shared by thC go 
With only r Y n • (rrim SIC • cp Anstotle, m the text to note 3, 
h a very .ew me .I.' ., ' • 

e apter I I) 
. (4) The. , C't ·n Heaven' (Rep., 592b) and its citizens arc, as Adam 

~~ghtly points 0~[, ~ot Greek ; but this docs not imply that they belong to 
humanity • as he thinks (note to 470c3o, and others) ;, they arc rathcrsupcr­

~xc!Usive, super-Greek (they arc 'above' the Greek City of 47oe, fT.)-more 
t ern?te from the barbarians than ever. (This rcm~rk does not implY tl~at 
he tdea of the City in Heaven-a3 those of the Lion lfi ~eavcn, for eltamP c, 

and of other constellations-may not have been of ol'lental origin.) 
. ~5) Finally, it may be mentioned that the passage 499C/d rescinds the 

dtstmction between Greeks and barbarians no more th.an that between ~he 
past, the present and the future : Plato tries here to gtve drastic cxprcsston 
to a sweeping g;ncralization in regard to time and space ; he wishes to sa~ 
no more than . • If at any time whatever, or if at any place wbateV~ 
(we may add:. even in such an extremely unlikely place as a barbanan 
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country) • such a thing did happen, then ... ' The remark, Republic, 494c(d, 
expresses a similar, though stronger, feeling of being faced with somethmg 
approaching impious absurdity, a feeling here aroused by Alcibiades' h?pes 
for a universal empire of Greeks and foreigners. (I agree with the views 
expressed by Field, Plato and His Contemporaries, 130, note I, and by Tarn ; 
cp. note 13 (2) to chapter 5·) 

To sum up, I am unable to find anything but hostility towards the 
humanitarian idea of a unity of mankind which transcends race and class, 
and I believe that those who find the opposite idealize Plato ( c~. note 3 t? 
chapter 6, and text) and fail to see the link between his aristocratiC: and anti­
humanitarian exclusiveness and his theory of Ideas. See also this chapter, 
notes 51, 52, and 57, below. 

* (6) There is, to my knowledge, only one real exception, one passage 
which stands in flagrant contrast to all this. In a passage (Theaetetus, 174e, f.), 
designed to illustrate the broad-mindedness and the universalistic outlook of 
the philosopher, we read: 'Every man has had countless ancestors, and 
among them are in any case rich and poor, kings and slaves, barbarians .and 
Greeks.' I do not know how to reconcile tlus interesting and defimtcly 
humanitarian passage-its emphasis on the parallelism master v. slave and 
Greek v. barbarian is renliniscent of all those theories which Plato opposes­
with Plato's other views. Perhaps it is, like so much in the Gorgias, Socratic ; 
and the Theaetetus is perhaps (as against the usual assumption) earlier than 
the Rejmblic. Sec also my Addenda, II p. 320 below.* 

Gl The allusion is, .I belie,ve, to tw~ places in the Story of the N~mber 
where Plato (by speakmg of your race ') refers to the race of men : con­
cerning your own race ' (546ajb ; cp. note 39 to chapter 5, and text) and 
' testing tl1e metals within your races ' (s46dje, £ ; cp. notes 39 and 40 to 
chapter 5, and the next passage). Cp. also the arguments in note 52 to 
this chapter, concerning a ' bridge ' between the two passages, i.e. the key 
passage of t~1e philosopher king, and the Story of the Number. 

52 Repubbc, 546dje, f. The passage quoted here is part of the Story of the 
Number and the Fall of Man, 546a-547a, quoted in text to notes 39/40. to 
chapter 5; see also notes 13 and 43 to the present chapter.-My cc:'ntention 
(cp. text to the last note) that the remark in the key-passage of the philosopher 
king, Republic, 4?3e (cp. notes 44 and 50 to this chapter), foresh~dows th:e Story 
of the Number, IS strengthened by the observation that there ex1sts a bndge, as 
it were, bet\veen the two passages. The Story of the Number is undoubtedly 
foreshad?wed by Republic, 536a/b, a passage which, on the oth:er hand, II?-ay 
be descnbed as the converse (and so as a variation) of the philosopher kmg 
passage ; for it says in effect that the worst must happen if the ~v~ong men 
are selected as rulers, and it even finishes up with a direct remmiscence. of 
the great wave: 'if we take men of another kind .• then we shall brmg 
?own u~on philo~opJ:y ~nother deluge oflaughter '. This clear reminiscence 
1s, I behevc, an Indication that Plato was conscious of the character of the 
P?-ssage ("':hich proceeds, as it were, from the end of 473c-e ba~k to its begin­
nmg), wluch shows what must happen if the advice given 1n the passage 
of the philosopher king is neglected. Now this • converse' passage (536ajb) 
may be described as a bridge between the • key passage' (473e) and the 
'Number-passage' (546a, ff.) · for it contains unambiguous references to 
racialism, foresh:'ldowing the p~ssage (546d, f.) on the same S';'-~ject to _which 
the prcs~n~ note 1s ~ppende?· (This may be interpreted as add1tmnal evidence 
that racmhsm was m Plato s mind and alluded to when he wrote the passage 
of the plulosopher king.) I no~ quote the b~ginning of the 'converse' 
passage (sg6a/b) : 'We must distinguish carefully between the true-born 
and the bastard. For if an individual or a city docs not know how to l?ok 
upon matters such as these, they will quite innocently accept the services 
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of the unbalanced (or limping) bastards in any capacity ; perhaps as friends, 
or even as rulers.' (Cp. also note 47 to this chapter.) 

For something like an explanation of Plato's preoccupation with matters 
of racial degeneration and racial breeding, sec text to notes 6, 7, and 63 to 
chapter 10, in connection with note 39 (3) and 40 (2) to chapter 5· 

*For the passage about Codrus the martyr, quoted in the next paragraph 
of the text, see the S;·mposium, 2o8d, quoted more fully in note 4 to chapter~·­
R. Eisler (Caucasica, 5, Ig28, p. I29, note 237) asserts that 'Codrus' IS a 
pre-~;llenic word for,' king'. This would give some further colour to tl~e 
tradthon that Athens nobility was autochthonous. (Sec note I I (2) to tlus 
chapter; 52 to chapter !3; and Rcjmblic 3G!Ja and 5Boh;c.) * . 

~ 3 A. E. Taylor, Plato (Igo8, I914), p. 122 f. I agree with this intercstmg 
passage as far as it is quoted in the text. I have however omitted the w~rd 
' patriot ' ft ' A h · • · I ' ' · auon . a er t cman smce do not fully agree with this characte~IZ. , 
of Plato m the sense in which it is used by Taylor. For Plato's 'patriOtism 
~P· text to notes I4-I8 to chapter 4· For the term 'patriotism', and the 

paternal st~te ', cp. notes 23-26 and 4- to chapter 10. 
h . u Republzc, 494b : ' But will not one \~l10 is of this type be first in every­

t mg, from childhood on ? ' 
66 0 . . 
~e 'P· czt., 496c : ' Of my own spiritual sign I need not speak.' 
e Cp. what Adam says in his cd. of the RcjJ~blic, notes to 49Sd23 an~ 

~~~p~~;.)and my note 47 to t~e present chapter. (Sec also note 59 to tlus 

Bark67 RepGublkic, 496c-d ; cp. the Seventh Letter 325d (I do not think that 
cr ree p {'( z ..,.., ' · 1 a)'S of th ' 0 1 zca ~ tleory, I, Io7, n. 2, makes a good guess when IC s 

Cyni~ pas~ge quoted that ' it is possible .. that Plato is thinking of the 
whom n' k c passage certainly docs not refer to Antisthcncs ; and Diogencs 

ar er must have ·n · d · vriucn, 
quite apart from th 1 mm , was hardly famous when 1t wa.s '. this 
way.) e fact that Plato would not have referred to hun 111 

(I) Earlier in the . . mark 
which may be a rcfi same passage. of the RejJUb[zc, there ts another Je f the 
worthy and those ;~~n~e 1 to Plat~ htmsclf. .Speaking of the small ban II~ bred 
character who e ong to It, he ment10ns ' a nobly-born and we the 
fate of Alcibia~as sa~ed by flight' (or 'by exile' ; saved, that is, from atic 
philosophy) A es, w 0 . became a victim of flattery and deserted So~r d '· 
but the fii ht t dam thmks \note to 496bg) that ' Plato was hardly. elnlc ' 
may well ~ando Mc.gara of Socrates' disciples after the death of the1r ~af.7,r 
That the pas out m Plato's memory as one of the turning-points of Ius 1 c. 
he Went intosag~ refers to Dio is hardly possible since Dio was about 40 whc~ 
there was noteT e,. and therefore well beyond the critical youthful age ; ~n 
Alcibiades (q .as m Plato's case) a parallelism with the Socratic compa~t~n 
ment, and h ~te ';~-Part from the fact that Plato had resisted Dio's bants 1" 
refers to Plat~ t~ned to get it rescinded). If we assume that the passa~l~ 
doubt the pas' 'b·fn we shall have to assume the same of 502a : 'Who '~1 
is a born Phil 51 1 tty that kings or aristocrats may have a desccndan~ '~ 10 
to the previouosophcr? ' ; for the continuation of that passage is so slmtlar 
actcr '. Th' ~ one that they seem to refer to the same 'nobly-born char­
her that PI~~ mtlrprctation of 502a is probable in itself, for we must rcmcm­
on his father 0 a;ays S~1owed his family pride, for instance, in the eulogy 
I cannot agre an. hn hts brothers, whom he calls 'divine'. (Rep., g6Ba; 
remark on Pic w~t Adam, who takes the remark as ironical ; cp. also t.he 
his alleged d ato 8 alleged ancestor Codrus in SymjJ., 208d, togethe~ W 11!1 
adopted the es~ent from Attica's tribal kings.) If tlus interpretatiOn. IS 
fits Plat~ pe fire erence in 499b-c to 'rulers, kings, or their sons ', wl11ch 
ruler Dropi~ ec)tly (he was not only a Codride, but also a descendant of the 

es • Would have to be considered in the same light, i.e. as a 



CHAPTER 8 /NOTES 58-59 

preparation for 502a. But this would solve another puzzle. I have in mind 
499b and 502a. It is difficult, if not impossible, to interpret these passages 
as attempts to flatter the younger Dionysius, since such an interpretation could 
hardly be reconciled with the unmitigated violence and the admittedly (576a) 
personal background of Plato's attacks (572-580) upon the older Dionysius. 
It is important to note that Plato speaks in all three passages (473d, 49gb, 
502a) about hereditary kingdoms (which he opposes so strongly to tyrannies) 
and about 'dynasties' ; but we know from Aristotle's Politics, 1292b2 (cp. 
Meyer, Gesch. d. Altertums, v, p. 56) and I 293a I I' that 'dynasties' are hereditary 
oligarchic families, and therefore not so much the families of a tyrant like 
Dionysius, but rather what we call now aristocratic families, like that of Plato 
himself. Aristotle's statement is supported by Thucydides, IV, 78, and 
Xenophon, Hellmica, V, 4, 46. (These arguments arc directed against 
Adam's second note to 499bi3.) Sec also note 4 to chapter 3· 

* (2) Another important passage which contains a revealing self-reference 
is to be found in the Statesman. Here the essential characteristic of the royal 
statesman is assumed (258b, 292c) to be his knowledge or science ; and the result 
is another plea for sophocracy : 'The only right government is that in which 
the rulers arc true Masters of Science' (293c). And Plato proves that ' the 
man who possesses the Royal Science, whether lze ntles or does not rule, must, 
as our argument shows, be proclaimed royal ' (2g2ej2g3a). Plato certainly 
claimed to possess the Royal Science ; accordingly, this passage implies 
unequivocally that he considered himself a ' man who must be proclaimed 
royal'. This illuminating passage must not be neglected in any attempt to 
interpret the Republic. (The Royal Science, of course, is again that of the 
romantic pedagogue and breeder of a master class which must provide the 
fabric for covering and holding together the other classes-the slaves, labourers, 
clerks, etc., discussed in 28gc, ff. The task of the Royal Science is thus 
described as that of ' interweaving ' (blending, mi..,dng) ' of the characters of 
temperate and courageous men, when they have been drawn together, by 
kingscraft, into a community life of unanimity and friendship'. See also 
notes 40 (2) to chapter 5 ; 29 to chapter 4 ; and note 34 to the present 
chapter.) * 

6B In a famous passage in the Plzaedo (8gd) Socrates warns against mis­
anthropy or hatred of men (with which he compares misology or distrust in 
rational argument). See also note 28 and 56 to chapter IO, and note 9 to 
chapter 7· 

The next quotation in this paragraph is from Republic, 48gbjc.-The con­
nection with the previous passages is more obvious if the whole of 488 and 489 
is considered, and especially the attack in 48ge upon the ' many ' philosophers 
whose wickedness is inevitable, i.e. the same' many' and 'incomplete natures' 
whose suppression is discussed in notes 44 and 47 to this chapter. 

An indic~tion that Plato had once dreamt of becoming the philosopher 
king and sav10ur of Athens can be found, I believe, in the Laws, 704a-707c, 
where Plato tries to point out the moral dangers of the sea, of seafaring, trade, 
and imperialism. (Cp. Aristotle, Pol., I326b-I327a, and my notes g-22 
and 36 to chapter 10, and text.) 

See es~ecially Laws, 704d : ' If the city were to be built on the coast, and 
well ~upphed With natural harbours .. then it would need a mighty saviour, 
and mde~d, a super-hu.man legislator, to make her escape variability and 
degeneration.' Does this not read as if Plato wanted to show that his failure 
in Athens "';as due t.o th~ super-human difficulties created by the geography 
of the P!ace · . (Bu.t m sp1te of all disappointments-cp. note 25 to chapter ?­
Plato str!l beheves m the method of winning over a tyrant; cp. Laws, 7zocjd, 
quoted m te:;t to note 24 to chapter 4·) 

69 There IS a passage (beginning in Republic, 498djc; cp. note I2 to 
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chapter g) in which Plato even expresses his hope that ' the many ' may 
change their minds and accept philosophers as rulers, once th~y hav~ le:u·ncd 
(perhaps from the Republic?) to distinguish between the genu me plulosophcr 
and the pseudo-philosopher. . 

With the last two lines of the paragraph in the text, cp. Rtjmblzc, 473c-

4743-• and 517a/b. , .. I 
eo Sometimes such dreams have even been openly confessed. 1·. l'hetzsc lC, 

The Will to Power (cd. I9I 1, Book IV, Aphor. 95U ; the reference is to Tlzcages, 
125e/I26a), writes: 'In Plato's Thcages it is written : "Every one of us 
wants to be the lord of all men, if it were only possible-and most of all he 
would like to be the Lord God Himself." This is the spirit which must c.omc 
again.' I need not comment upon Nietzsche's political views ; but there a_re 
other philosophers, Platonists, who have naively hinted that if a PlatorutJ 
were, by some lucky accident, to gain power in a modern state, he wo~ 
move towards the Platonic Ideal, and leave things at least nearer perfccl!O~ 
than he found them. ' . . men born into an " oligarchy " or " democracy " ' 
we read (in the context this may well be an allusion to England in 1939), 
' with the ideals of Platonic philosophers and finding themselves, by somd 
fortunate turn of circumstance, possessed of supreme political power, woul 
certainly try to actualise the Platonic State, and even if they were not com· 
plctcly successful, as they might be, would at least leave the commonwealth 
nearer to that model than they found it.' (Quoted from A. E. Taylor,' The 
Decline and Fall of the State in RejJublic, VIII', Mind, N.S. 48, 1939, P· 31·) 
The argument in the next chapter is directed against such romantic drca~s. 

* A searching analysis of the Platonic lust for power can be found ill 
H. Kelsen's brilliant article Platonic Loue (The American Imago vol. III, 1942 • 
pp. I ff.).* . , 

:~ Op. cit., 520a-52Ic, the quotation is from 52od. 
Cp. G. B. Stern, The Ugly Dachshund, 1938. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER 9 

The motto, from Les Tlzibaults, by Roger Martin du Gard is quoted from 
P· 5?5 of the ~n&"lish edition .(Summe~ 1914, London, I940). ' . . 

~y descn~tlon or Ut<;>p!an SOCial engineering seems to coin~ide Wit~ 
th~t kmd of social engmccrmg advocated by M. Eastman in Marxzsm: Is tl 
Sczence? ; see cs~ecially pp. 22 IT. I have the impression that Eastman's vi;ws 
represent the s~mg of the. pendulum from historicism to Utopian cngi_nccnng. 
But I maY: possibly. be ffilStakcn, and what Eastman really has in mmd may 
be mo,rc m the_ direction of what I call piecemeal engineering. Roscoe 
Pounds conception of' social engineering ' is clearly ' piecemeal ' ; cp. note 9 
to chapter. 3· Sec also note I 8 (3) to chapter 5· 

2 I beheve . that there is, from the ethical point of view, no symmetry 
between suffe_nng a~d happiness, or between pain and pleasure. Both the 
greatest happmess prmciple of the Utilitarians and Kant's principle' Promote 
other people,'s h~ppincss .. ' seem to me (at least in their formulat!ons) 
wrong on this pomt which, however, is not completely decidable by rauonal 
argument. (For the irrational aspect of ethical beliefs, sec note I I to the 
present chapter, and for the rational aspect, sections II and especially III. of 
chapter 24). In my opinion (cp. note 6 (2) to chapter 5) human suffenng 
J?a~es a dircc~ moral appeal, namely, the appeal ~or h~lp, while there is no 
Similar call to mcreasc the happiness of a man who iS domg well anyway. (~ 
further criticism of the Utilitarian formula 'Maximize pleasure' is that 1t 
assumes, in principle a continuous pleasure-pain scale which allows us to 
treat degrees of pain' as negative degrees of pleasure. But, from the moral 
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point of view, pain cannot be outweighed by pleasure, and especially not 
one man's pain by another man's pleasure. Instead of the greatest happiness 
for the greatest number, one should demand, more modestly, the least amount 
of avoidable suffering for all; and further, that unavoidable suffering-such 
as hunger in times of an unavoidable shortage of food-should be distributed 
as equally as possible.) I find that tl1ere is some kind of analogy between 
this view of ethics and the view of scientific methodology which I have 
advocated in my Logik der Forschrmg. It adds to clarity in the field of ethics 
if we formulate our demands negatively, i.e. if we demand the elimination 
of suffering rather than the promotion of happiness. Similarly, it is helpful 
to formulate the task of scientific method as the elimination of false theories 
(from the various theories tentatively proffered) rather than tl1e attainment 
of established truths. 

3 A very good example of this kind of piecemeal engineering, or perhaps 
of the corresponding piecemeal technology, arc C. G. F. Simkin's two articles 
on 'Budgetary Reform' in the Australian Economic Record (1941, pp. 192 ff., 
and 1942, pp. 16 ff.) I am glad to be able to refer to these two articles since 
they make conscious use of the methodological principles which I advocate ; 
they thus show that these principles are useful in the practice of technological 
research. 

I do not suggest that piecemeal engineering cannot be bold, or that it 
must be confined to ' smallish ' problems. But I think that the degree of 
complication which we can tackle is governed by the degree of our experience 
gained in conscious and systematic piecemeal engineering. 

4 This view has recently been emphasized by F. A. von Hayek in various 
interesting papers (cp. for instance his Freedom and the Economic System, Public 
Policy Pamphlets, Chicago, 1939). What I call 'Utopian engineering' 
corresponds largely, I believe, to what Hayek would call 'centralized' or 
' collectivist ' planning. Hayek himself recommends what he calls ' planning 
for freedom'. I suppose he would agree that this would take the character 
of 'piecemeal engineering'. One could, I believe, formulate Hayek's 
objections to collectivist planning somewhat like this. If we try to construct 
society according to a blueprint, then we may find that we cannot incorporate 
individual freedom in our blueprint ; or if we do, that we cannot realize it. 
The reason is that centralized economic planning eliminates from economic 
life one of the most important functions of the individual, namely his function 
as a chooser of the product, as a free consumer. In other words, Hayek's 
criticism belongs to the realm of social technology. He points out a certain 
technological impossibility, namely that of drafting a plan for a society which 
is at once economically centralized and individualistic. 

* Readers of Hayek's The Road to Serfdom (1944) may feel puzzled by 
this note ; for Hayek's attitude in this book is so explicit that no room is 
left for the somewhat vague comments of my note. But my note was printed 
before Hayek's book was published; and although many of his leading ideas 
were foreshadowed in his earlier writings, they were not yet quite as explicit 
as in The Road to Serfdom. And many ideas which, as a matter of course, we 
now associate with Hayek's name were unknown to me when I wrote my note. 

In the light of what I know now about Hayek's position, my summary of 
it does not appear to me to be mistaken, although it is, no doubt, an under­
statemcn.t of his position. The following modifications may perhaps put the 
matter nght . 

. (~) Hay~k. would. not himself use the word 'social engineering' for any 
pohtical actrv1ty whrch he would be prepared to advocate. He objects to 
this term because it is associated with a general tendency which he has called 
'scientism '-the naive belief that the methods of the natural sciences (or, 
rather, what many people believe to be the methods of the natural sciences) 
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d . "I I . . 1 · 1 · I fi II (Cp I·Iaycks must pro ucc s1m1 ar y Impressive resu ts 111 t n: soc1a 1c t • . • IX-XI 

two series of articles, Scientism and tlze Study of Society, Econo,nca, ' "' 
1g42-44, and Tlze Counter-revolution of Scimce, ibid., VIII, 194 r.) . ·cnce 

If by' scicntism' we mean a tendency to ape, in the fidd of soc1al sci . ;,,:Z 
d b I I I . tl historzc ... what arc suppose to c t 1c met 1ods of the natura sc1cnces, _1cn . tistic 

can be described as a form of scimtism. A typical and influcntta_l sclc~ cs . 
argument in favour of historicism is, in brief, this : ' \\'c c:m prcd1ct cc~P~at~ 
why should we not be able to predict revolutions? ' ; or, m a mor~ cia .0 nccs 
form : ' The task of science is to predict ; thus the task of the s<_Jcwl sc!C futc 
m~t _be to make social, i.e. historical, predictions.' I hav_c _tned to rehecy, 
th1s kmd of argument (cp. my Poverty of Historicism, and l'rcdrctwrl and ProP rcss 
and tlz.eir Significance for Social Theory, Library of the Xth Internation~l Co~lgand 
?f Ph~losophy, Amsterdam, 19,~8 ; . now in my Corzjtc/urcs and Urfutatwns) ' 
m th1s sense, I am opposed to sc1cntism. f the 

But if by 'scicntism' we should mean the view that the methods 0 the 
social sciences arc, to a very considerable extent, the same as those _of n 
natural scic~ccs! tl~cn ~ sl~ould be obliged to plead : g~ittr ' to betng t~c 
adherent of sctent1sm ; mdecd, I believe that the sumlanty bctwcc~d 5 
social and the natural sciences can even be used for correcting wrong: 1 .c~o 
about the natural sciences by showing that these arc much more si1mlal 
the social sciences than is generally supposed. 1 
, I_t is for_ this_ rcas~n that I have continued to usc Roscoe Pound's tcri~s 

socml engmccrmg ' m Roscoe Pound's sense, which as far as I can sec, 
free of t~at ' scicntism ' w~ich, _I think, must be rejected. . as 

Termmology apart, I still tlunk that Hayek's views can be mtcrprctcd d 
favourable to what I call 'piecemeal engineering'. On the other ha~ ' 
~ayek has given a much clearer formulation of his views than my old outhnl~ 
!nd1~ates. The part of his views which corresponds to what I should cat 
socta~ engineering' (in Pound's sense) is his suggestion that there is an ur~~. 

need, m a free society, to reconstruct what he describes as its' !ega/framework, d 
• 5 Bryan Magee has drawn my attention to what he rightly calls e 
focqueville's superbly put argument' in L'mrcicn ri~ime . 

• 0 The problem whether or not a good end justifies bad means sccrns !0 

anse out of such cases as whether one should lie to a sick man in order .0 

set his mind at rest ; or whether one should keep a people in ignorance :r 
0~~cr to make them happy ; or whether one should begin a long and bloO Y 
ClVll war in order to establish a world of peace and beauty. 
. In all these cases the action contemplated is to bring about first a rnore 
~~mediate result (called 'the means') which is considered an evil, in _order 
t lat _a secondary result (called 'the end') may be brought about winch is 
constde~cd a good. . 

I th1nk that in all such cases three different kinds of questions anse. 
. (a) How far are we entitled to assume that the means. will in fact lead ~~ 
~he expected end? Since the means arc the more immcchatc result, they WI 

m most cases be the more certain result of the contemplated action, and the 
end, which is more remote, will be less certain. 1 

The question here raised is a factual question rather than one of mora 1 
valuations. It is the question whether, as a matter of fact, the assumed causa 
co;mection between the means and the end can be relied upon ; and 0~~ 
might therefore reply that if the assumed causal connection docs not hold, t 
case was simply not one 'of means and ends. . . 

This may be true. But in practice, the point here cons1dcrcd conta.1ns 
what is perhaps the most important moral issue. For although the qucstlc::} 
(whether the contemplated means will bring about the contemplated en/ 1 
is a factual one our attitude towards this question raises some of the most Jundamell a • . h n our moral problems-the problem whether we ought to rely, m sue cases, 0 
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conviction that such a causal connection holds ; or in other words, whether 
we ought to rely, dogmatically, on causal theories, or whether we should adopt 
a sceptical attitude towards them, especially where the immediate result of 
our action is, in itself, considered evil. 

'J?hi_s question is perhaps not so important in the first of our three: examples, 
but It Is so in the t\vo others. Some people may feel very certam that the 
causal connections assumed in these two cases hold ; but the connection may 
?e a very remote one ; and even the emotional certainty of their bel_ief may 
Itself be the result of an attempt to suppress their doubts. (The issue, mother 
words, is that between the fanatic and the rationalist in the Socratic sense-­
the man who tries to know his intellectual limitations.) The issue will be 
the more important the greater the evil of' the means'. However that may 
be, to educate oneself so as to adopt an attitude of scepticism towards one's 
causal. theories, and one of intellectual modesty, is, without doubt, one of the 
most Important moral duties. 

But let us assume that the assumed causal connection holds, or in other 
words, that there is a situation in which one can properly speak of means and 
ends. Then we have to distinguish between two further questions, (b) and (c). 

(b) Assuming that the causal relation holds, and that we can be reasonably 
certain of it, the problem becomes, in the main, one of choosing the lesser of 
two evils-that of the contemplated means and that which must arise if these 
means are not adopted. In other words, the best of ends do not as such 
justify bad means, but the attempt to avoid results may justify actions which 
~re. in themselves producing bad results. (Most of us do not doubt that it 
IS nght to cut off a man's limb in order to save his life.) 

In this connection it may become very important that we arc not really 
able to assess the evils in question. Some :rvrarxists, for example (cp. note 9 
t~ chapter 19), believe that there would be far less suffering involved in a 
VIOlent social revolution than in the chronic evils inherent in what they call 
'Capitalism'. But even assuming that this revolution leads to a better state 
of affairs-how can they evaluate the suffering in the one state and in the 
other? Here, again, a factual question arises, and it is again our duty not 
to over-estimate our factual knowledge. Besides, granted that the con­
templated means will on balance improve the situation-have we ascertained 
whether other means would not achieve better results, at a lesser price? 

~ut the same e.xamplc raises another very important question. Assuming, 
~gam, that the sum total of suffering under ' Capitalism ' would, if it con­
tmucs for several generations, outweigh the suffering of civil war-can we 
~ondcmn on~ generation to suffer for the sake of later generations ? (There 
IS a great difference between sacrificing oneself for the sake of others, and 
between sacrificing others-or oneself and others-for some such end.) 

(c) The third point of importance is that we must not think that the 
so-called 'end', as a final result, is more important than the intermediate 
~esult, the 'means'. Tlus idea, which is suggested by such sayings as 'All 
IS well that ends well', is most misleading. First, the so-called' end' is hardly 
ever the end of the ~attcr. Secondly, the means arc not, as it were, super­
seded once the end 1s achieved. For example ' bad ' means such as a new 
:powcrrul weapon used in war for the sake of ~ictory, may, ~fter this 'end' 
IS aclucved, cr~atc new trouble. In other words, even if something can be 
co:rectly descnbcd as a means to an end, it is, very often, much more than 
this. It produces o~her results apart from the end in question ; and what 
we have to balance IS not the (past or present) means against (future) ends, 
but. the total results, as far as they can be foreseen, of one course of action 
~gamst tl~osc of a~10ther. These results spread over a period of time which 
mcludcs Intcrm_cdiate results ; and the contemplated • end , will not be the 
last to be considered. 
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1 (I) I believe that the parallelism between the ins~itution~l problem~ of 

civil and ofintcmational peace is most important. Any mt:rn~uonal orgamza­
tion which has legislative, administrative and judicial institutiOn~ as zull as. all 
armed executive which is prejJared to acl should be as successful m upholdmg 
international peace as arc the analogous institutions within the state. But 
it seems to me important not to expect more. \Ve have been able to reduce 
crime within the states to something comparatively unimportant, but w~ have 
not been able to stamp it out entirely. Therefore we shall, for a long time to 
come, need a police force which is ready to strike, and which someti~cs 
does strike. Similarly, I believe that we must be prepared for the probab1hty 
that we may not be able to stamp out international crime. If we declare 
that our aim is to make war impossible once and for all, then we may under­
take too much, with the fatal result that we may not have a force which is 
ready to strike when these hopes arc disappointed. (The failure of the League 
of Nations to take action against aggressors was, at least in the case of the 
attack on Manchukuo, due largely to the general feeling that the League had 
been established in order to end all wars and not to wage them. This shows 
that propaganda for ending all wars is self-dcll:ating. \Ve must end inter­
national anarchy, and be ready to go to war against any international crime. 
(Cp. especially H. Mannheim, War and Crime, 1941 ; and A. D. Lindsay, 
'War to End \Var ', in Background and Issues, 1940.) 

But it is also important to search for the weak spot in the analogy between 
civil and international peace, that is to say, for the point where the analogy 
breaks down. In the case of civil peace, upheld by the state, there is the 
individual citizen to be protected by the state. The citizen is, as it were, 
a ' natural ' unit or atom (although there is a certain ' conventional ' clement 
even in the conditions of citizenship). On the other hand, the members or 
units or atoms of our international order will be states. llut a state can 
never be a ' natural ' unit like the citizen ; there are 110 natural boundaries to a 
state. The boundaries of a state change, and can be deli ned only by applying 
the principle of a status quo ; and since every status quo must refer to an arbitrarily 
chosen date, the determination of the boundaries of a stale is purely 
conventional. 

The attempt to find some ' natural ' boundaries for states, and accordingly, 
to look upon the state as a ' natural ' unit, leads to the /JTinciple qf the 11atio11al 
state and to the romantic fictions of nationalism, racialism, and tribalism. 
But this principle is not' natural', and the idea that there exist natural units 
like nations, or linguistic or racial groups, is entirely fictitious. Here, if 
anywhere, we should learn from history; for since the dawn of history, men 
have been continually mixed, unified, broken up, and mixed again ; and this 
cannot be undone, even if it were desirable. 

There is a second point in which the analogy between civil and inter· 
national peace breaks down .. The state must protect the individual citizen, 
its units or ato~s ;. .but the mternational organization also must ultimately 
protect human mdlV!du~ls,. and not its units or atoms, i.e. states or nations. 

The complete renun~1at1on of the principle of the national state (a principle 
which owes its populanty solely to the fact that it appeals to tribal instincts 
and that it is the cheapest and surest method by which a politician who has 
nothing better to offer can ~akc his way), and the recognition of the neces· 
sarily conventional demarcation of all states, together with the further insight 
that human individuals and not states or nations must be the ultimate concern eve11 of 
international organizations, will help us to realize clearly, and to get over, the 
difficulties arising from the breakdown of our fundamental analogy. (Cp. 
also chapter 12, notes 51-64 and text, and note 2 to chapter 13.) 

(2) It seems to me that the remark that human individuals must be 
recognized to be the ultimate concern not only of international organizations, 



CHAPTER 9/NOTE 7 28g 

but of all politics, international as well as ' national ' or parochial, has impor­
tant applications. \-Ve must realize that we can treat individuals fairly, evm if 
we decide to break up tlze power-organization of an aggressive state or ' nation ' to which 
these individuals belong. It is a widely held prejudice that the destruction 
and control of the military, political and even of the economic power of a 
state or ' nation ' implies misery or subjugation for its individual citizens. 
But this prejudice is as unwarranted as it is dangerous. 

It is unwarranted provided that an international organization protects 
the citizens of the thus weakened state against c.xploitation of their political 
and military weakness. The only damage to the individual citizen that can­
not be avoided is one to his national pride ; and if we assume that he was a 
citizen of an aggressor country, then this is a damage which will be unavod­
able in any case, provided the aggression has been warded off. 

The prejudice that we cannot distinguish between the treatment of a 
state and of its individual citizens is also very dangerous, for when it comes 
to the problem of dealing with an aggressor country, it necessarily creates 
two factions in the victorious countries, viz., the faction of those who demand 
harsh treatment and those who demand leniency. As a rule, both overlook 
the possibility of treating a state harshly, and, at the same time, its citizens 
leniently. 

But if this possibility is overlooked, then the following is likely to happen. 
Immediately after the victory the aggressor state and its citizens will be treated 
comparatively harshly. But the state, the power-organization, will probably 
not be treated as harshly as might be reasonable because of a reluctance to 
treat innocent individuals harshly, that is to say, because the influence of 
the faction for leniency will make itself felt somehow. In spite of this reluc­
tance, it is likely that individuals will suffer beyond what they deserve. After 
a short time, therefore, a reaction is likely to occur in the victorious countries. 
Equalitarian and humanitarian tendencies are likely to strengthen the faction 
for leniency until the harsh policy is reversed. But this development is not 
only likely to give the aggressor state a chance for a new aggression ; it will 
also provide it with the weapon of the moral indignation of one who h3;s been 
wronged, while the victorious countries are likely to become affiictcd w1th the 
diffidence of those who feel that they may have done wrong. 

This very undesirable development must in the end lead to a new aggres­
sion. It can be avoided if, and only if, from the start, a clear distinction is 
made between the aggressor state (and those responsible for its acts) on the 
one hand, and its citizens on the other hand. Harshness towards the aggressor 
state, and even the radical destruction of its power apparatus, will not produce 
this moral reaction of humanitarian feelings in the victorious countries if it 
is combined with a policy of fairness towards the individual citizens. 

But is it possible to break the political power of a state without injuring 
its citizens indiscriminately? In order to prove that this is possible I shall 
construct an example of a policy which breaks the pblitical and military 
power of an aggressor state without violating the interests of its individual 
citizens. 

The fringe of the aggressor country, including its sea-coast and its main 
(not all) sources of water power, coal, and steel, could be severed from the 
state, and administered as an international territory, never to be returned. 
Harbours as well as the raw materials could be made accessible to the citizens 
of the ~tat~ for their legitimate economic activities, without imposing any 
ccono~u~ d1sadvantages on them, on the condition that they invite international 
commiSSions to control the proper usc of these facilities. Any use which 
may help to build up a new war potential is forbidden and if there is reason 
for suspi~ion that the internationalized facilities and ra~v materials may be so 
used, the1r use has at once to be stopped. It then rests with the suspect party 
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to invite and to facilitate a thorough investigation, and to offer satisf.'lctory 
guarantees for a proper usc of its ~cs~mrccs. . . . , , . 

Such a procedure would not chmmatc _the posstblltty ?f a nc~' at~~ck 
but it would force the aggressor state to make tt~ attac_k on ~~<.: mtcrnauonahzcd 
territories previous to building up a new war potenttal. ~bus such an attack 
would be hopeless provided the other countnes have retauwd and developed 
their war potential. Faced with this situation the former af{gressor s~ate 
would be forced to change its attitude radically, and adopt one of co-operatiOn. 
It would be forced to invite the international control of its industry and to 
facilitate the investigation of the international controlling authority (instead 
of obstructing them) because only such an attitude would guarantee its use 
of the facilities needed by its industries ; and such a development woul(~ ?c 
likely to take place without any further interference with the internal pohucs 
of the state. 

The danger that the internationalization of these facilities might be mis­
used for the purpose of exploiting or of humiliating the population of the 
defeated country .can be counter-acted by international legal measures that 
provide for courts of appeal, etc. 

This example shows that it is not impossible to treat a state harshly and 
its citizens leniently. 

* (I have left parts ( 1) and (2) of this note exactly as they were written 
in 1942. Only in part (3), which is non-topical, have I made an addition, 
after the first two paragraphs.) * 

(3) But is such an engineering approach towards the problem of peace 
scientific? Many will contend, I am sure, that a truly scientific attitude 
towards the problems of war and peace must be different. They will say 
that we must first study the causes of war. vVe must study the forces that lead to 
war, and also those that may lead to peace. It has been recently claimed, 
fo~ instance, that' lasting peace' can come only if we consider fully the' under· 
lymg dynamic forces ' in society that may produce war or peace. In order 
to find out these forces, we must, of course, study history. In other words, 
we must approach the problem of peace by a historicist method, and 
not by a technological method. This, it is claimed, is the onlv scientific 
approach. · 

The historicist may, with the help of history, show that the causes of war 
can ~e found in the clash of economic interests ; or in the clash of classes ; 
or of tdeo_logies, for instance, freedom versus tyranny ; or in the clash of races, 
or of natt~ns, or of imperialisms, or of militarist systems ; or in hate ; or in 
fear ; or m envy ; or in the wish to take revenge ; or in all these things 
together,. and in countless others. And he will thereby show that the task 
?f remo~mg. these causes is extremely difficult. And he will show that there 
ts no pomt m constructing an international organization, as long as we have 
not ~e~oved the causes of war, for instance the economic causes, etc. 
. ,Stmtlarly, psychologism may argue that the causes of war arc to be found 
m human nature', or, more specifically, in its aggressiveness, and that the 
way. to peace. is that of preparing for other outlets fm· aggression. (The 
rcadmg of thnllers has been suggested in all seriousness-in spite of the f.'lct 
that some of our late dictators were addicted to them.) 

I do not th~~ that these methods of dealing with this important problem 
are very promts~ng. And I do not believe, more especially, in the plausible 
argument that m order to establish peace we must ascertain the cause or 
the causes of war. 

Admittedly, there are cases where the method of searching for the causes 
of some evil, and of removing them, may be successful. If I feel a pain 
in my foot I may_ find that it is caused by a pebble and remove it. But we 
must not generalize from this. The method of removing pebbles does not 
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even cover all cases of pains in my foot. In some such cases I may not find 
' the cause' ; and in others I may be unable to remove it. 

In general, the method of removing causes of some undesirable event 
is applicable only if we know a short list of necessary conditions (i.e. a list 
of conditions such that the event in question never happens except if 
one at least of the conditions on the list is present) and if all of these con­
ditions can be controlled, or, more precisely, prevented. (It may bcrcmarkcd 
that necessary conditions arc hardly what one describes by the vague term 
'causes' ; they arc, rather, what arc usually called 'contributing causes' ; as 
a rule, where we speak of' causes' we mean a set of sufficient conditions.) 
But I do not think that we can hope to construct such a list of the necessary 
conditions of war. \Vars have broken out under the most varying circum­
stances. \Vars arc not simple phenomena, such as, perhaps, thunderstorms. 
There is no reason to believe that by calling a vast variety of phenomena 
'wars', we ensure that they arc all ' caused ' in the same way. 

All this shows that the apparently unprejudiced and convincingly scientific 
approach, the study of the ' causes of war ', is, in fact, not only prejudiced, 
but also liable to bar the way to a reasonable solution ; it is, in fact, pseudo­
scientific. 

How far should we get if, instead of introducing laws and a police force, 
we approached the problem of criminality 'scientifically', i.e. by trying to 
find out what precisely arc the causes of crime? I do not imply that we 
cannot here or there discover important factors contributing to crime or to 
war, and that we cannot avert much harm in this way ; but this can well be 
done after we have got crime under control, i.e. after we have introduced our 
police force. On the other hand, the study of economic, psychological, 
hereditary, moral, etc., ' causes ' of crime, and the attempt to remove these 
causes, would hardly have led us to find out that a police force (which does 
not remove the cause) can bring crime under control. Quite apart from the 
vagueness of such phrases as ' the cause of war ', the whole approach is any­
thing but scientific. It is as if one insisted that it is unscientific to wear an 
overcoat when it is cold ; and that we should rather study the causes of cold 
weather, and remove them. Or, perhaps, that lubricating is unscientific, 
since we should rather find out the causes of friction and remove them. This 
latter example shows, I believe, the absurdity of the apparently scientific 
criticism ; for just as lubrication certainly reduces the 'causes ' of friction, 
so an international police force (or another armed body of this kind) may 
reduce an important ' cause ' of war, namely the hope of ' getting away 
with it'. 

8 I have .tried to show this in my Logik der Forschung. I believe, in 
~ccor~ancc w1th the m.cthodology outlined, that systematic piecemeal engincer­
mg Will help. us to bmld up an empirical social technology, arrived at by the 
method of t~·I~l and c:rror. . Only in this way, I believe, can we begin to build 
up an cmpmcal social science. The fact that such a social science hardly 
~xists so far, and that the historical method is incapable offurthering it much, 
IS on~ of th~ stron.gest .arguments against the possibility of large-scale or 
Utopian socml cngmccnng. See also my Poverry of Historicism. 

~ F~r a very ~imilar formulation, see John Carruthers' lecture Socialirm & 
Rad1calzsm (published as a pamphlet by the Hammersmith Socialist Society, 
~ondon, 18~4~· He argues in a typical manner against piecemeal reform : 

Every palliative measure brings its own evil with it and the evil is generally 
greater than that it was intended to cure. Unless ,~e make up our minds to 
!1ave ~new ~arment altogether, we must be prepared to go in rags, for pat~­
mg Will not Improve the old one.' (It should be noted that by' radicalism • 
used by Carruthers in the title of his lecture he means about the opposite 
of what is meant here. Carruthers advocates ~n uncompromising programme 
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of canvas-cleaning and attacks 'radicalism', i.e. the prog-ramme of 'pro· 
grcssive' reforms advocated by the ' radical liberals '. Tl;is usc of the terrn 
'radical' is, of course, more customary than mine ; JH'\Trthclcss, the te.rrn 
means .originally' going to the root '-of the evil, for instance-or' cradicaung 
the ev1l'; and there is no proper substitute for it.) , 

_For the quotations in the next paragraph of the text (the' divine original 
Wh h h . Sec also 

IC t e artist-politician must 'copy'), sec Rcjmblir, sooe :)O Ja, 

notes 25 and 26 to chapter 8. cat 
. In Plato's Theory of Forms arc, I believe, clements which arc .of gr cct 
importance for the understanding, and for the theory, of art. -r:1us asJd as 
of Platonism is treated by J. A. Stewart, in his book Plato's Doc/nne o.( /of 
(lgog), 128 ff. .I believe, however, that, he stresses t~o much tl~~ obJC~nlY 
P~re ~ontcmplat10n (as opposed to that pattcm ' wluch the art1st not 
VJsuahzcs, but which he labours to reproduce, on his cam·as). 1 • 

c 10 Rej,ublic, 520c. For the 'Royal Art', s<oc cspt~cially the StaltS17101 ' 

p. note 57 (2) to chapter 8. ·cal 
11• It has often been said that ethics is only a part of a:sthetics, since ctlurn 

<testt~ns are ultimately a matter of taste. (Cp. for instance G. E. G: Cat 1n~ 
th7ze Scunce and Methods of Politics, 315 ff.) If by saying this, no more IS rnca of 

:'-n that ethical problems cannot be solved by the rational methods ral 
~Cicnbce, I agree. But we must not overlook the vast difference between rno '1 

pr? lerns of taste' and problems of taste in a:sth~tics. If I dislike a ~ovc; f pkece of music, or perhaps a picture, I need not read it, or listen to 11• 0 ) 
00 

1 at it. .£sthetic problems (with the possible exception of architectured 
tahre. ar~ely of a private character, but ethical problems concern men, an 

Cir hves T h' I . 'If b tween them. · o t IS extent, t 1cre IS a fundamental ell crence e 

12 Fo h' d' · . ('taliCS mine) . r t IS and the precc mg quotatiOns, cp. Rtjmblzc, sood-so Ia. I • r "5 
and B) cp. also notes 29 (end) to chapter 4, and 25, 26, 37, 38 (espec1all} -T1 to chapter 8. 
and fi c two quotations in the next paragraph arc from the Rejlllblic, 54 1a' 

It r~:m!- the Statesman, 293c-e. . f 
roma ~~ Inter~ting (because it is, I believe, charactel'istic of the hystcna 0 ) 

to se~ :~ radicalism with its hubris-its ambitious arrogance of godlikcllff 
and th at both passages of the Rejlllblic-thc cauvas-clcaning of sood, 1 ., 
Philosoe Jiurgc of 541a-arc preceded by reference to the godlikeness of :/•e 
and ~ crs ; cp. sooc-d, ' the philosopher becomes . . godlike himse c~ 
mon~e~-d (ep. note 37 to chapter 8 and text), ' Ami the state will er~d 
sacrifices ts? at the expense of the public, to commemorate them ; a ho 
are biessc~1~ be offered to theJ?, ~s demigods, . . or at least as men W 

It is 1 .Y grace, and godhkc. 
is prcced~~o Interesting (for the same reasons) that the first of these passa?~ 
Plato ex by the passage (4g8dje, f. ; sec note 5g to chapter 8) in wlucl 
even to ~res} ses his hope that philosophers may become, as rulers, acceptab c 

* C t le many ' on · d' calism m cerning the term ' liquidate ' the following modern outburst of. r~ l-

-reai ad be quoted: 'Is it not obvious that if we are to have soezaliS: 
"liquida~ d ~.crJ?ancnt socialism-ail the fundament~! oppo~ition must ·r 
necessary~ . (1.c. rendered politically inactive by disfranchisement, a~d d 
on p. l8 0{ 1mpr~sonmcnt)?' This remarkable rhetorical. question is pnnte 
by Gilb ~he Shii more remarkable pamphlet Christians 111 tlze Class Struggle, 
the hist cr~. ope, with a Foreword by the Bishop of Bradford. (1942; f?r 
his F oncJSm of this pamphlet see note 3 to chapter I.) The Bishop, Jldl 
Un Chor~"':'ord, denounces ' our p' resent economic system ' as ' immoral an f 

- nst1an ' d h · 1 · 1 ·k o the d . ' an c says that ' when something IS so P am y the wo1 . 
evd ... nothing can excuse a minister of the Church from workmg 
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fm· its destruction'. Accordingly, he recommends the pamphlet 'as a lucid 
and penetrating analysis '. 

A few more sentences may be quoted from the pamphlet. ' Two parties 
may ensure partial democt·acy, but a full democracy can be established only 
by a single party .. .' (p. 17).-' In the period of transition .. the v.:orkers 
. . must he led and organized by a single party which tolerates the existence 
of no othct· party fundamentally opposed to it .. .' (p. Ig).-' Freedom 
in the socialist state means that no one is allowed to attack the principle of 
common ownership, but everyone is encouraged to work for its more effc~t.ive 
realization and operation. . . The important matter of how the opposttlon 
is to be nullified depends upon the methods used by the opposition itself' 
(p. I8). 

Most interesting of all is perhaps the following argum~t. (also . to be 
found on p. I8) which deserves to be read carefully : ' "Why IS It possible to 
have a socialist party in a capitalist country if it is not possible to have .a 
capitalist party in a socialist state? The answer is simply that the ~ne IS 
a movement involving all the productive forces of a great majority agmnst _a 
small minority, while the other is an attempt of a minority to restor~ t?e1r 
position of power and privilege by renewed c.xploitation of the maJO~Jty.' 
In other words, a ruling 'small minority·• can afford to be tolerant, wlule a 
'great majority' cannot afford to tolerate a 'small minority'. This si_mple 
answer is indeed a model of' a lucid and penetrating analysis', as the B1shop 
puts it.* 

13 Cp. for this development also chapter I3, especially note 7, and text. 
u It seems that romanticism, in literature as well as in philosophy, may 

be traced back to Plato. It is well known that Rousseau was directly influenced 
by him (cp. note I to chapter 6). Rousseau also knew Plato's Statesman (cp. 
the Social Contract, Book II, ch. VII, and Book III, ch. VI) with its eulogy 
of the early hill-shepherds. But apart from this direct influence, it is J?ro_b_ai;>le 
that Rousseau derived his pastoral romanticism and love for pnmillVI_ty 
indirectly from Plato ; for he was certainly influenced by tl1e Italian Renal~­
sance, which had rediscovered Plato, and especially his naturalism and h1s 
dreams of a perfect society of primitive shepherds (cp. notes I I (3) an~ 32 
to chapter 4 and note I to chapter 6).-It is interesting that Voltaire recogmzed 
at once the dangers of Rousseau's romantic obscurantism ; just as Kant was 
not prevented by his admiration for Rousseau from recognizing this danger 
when he was faced with it in Herder's ' Ideas' (cp. also note 56 to chapter 
12, and text). 

NOTES TO CHAPTER 10 

This chapter's motto is taken from the Symposium 193d. 
1 ~P· Repu~lic, 419a, ff., 421b, 465c, fT., and 51 ge; see also chapter 6, 

cspecmlly sectwns II and IV. 
" I am thinking not only of the medieval attempts to arrest society, attempts 

that were bas_ec;l on the Platonic theory that the rulers are responsible for _the 
souls, the sp1ntual welfare of the ruled (and on many practical devices 
developed by Plato in the Republic and in the Laws), but I am thinking also 
of many later developments. 

8 I have tried, in other words, to apply as far as possible the method which 
I have describ:d in my L_ogik der Forschung. 

4 Cp. especmlly Republzc, 566e ; see also below, note 63 to this c~apter. 
6 In my story there should be ' no villains . . Crime is not intercstmg · · 

It is what men ?oat their best, with good intentions .. that really concerns 
us'·. I have t:Jed as far as possible to apply this methodological princ~ple t_o 
my 1nterpretat10n of Plato. (The formulation of the principle quoted m this 
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note I have taken from G. B. Shaw's Pr!'facc to Saint Joan · sec the first sentences 
in the section 'Tragedy, not Melodrama'.) ' . 

G For Heraclitus, sec chapter 2. For Alcmaeon 's and I krmlotus' thcoriC,S 
ofisono~y, sec ?Ot~ 13, 14, and 17, to chapter G. For Pbalcas of Chalccdon 5 

economic cquahtananism, sec Aristotle's Politics, 12GGa, ami Dicls 6 , chaptc~ _39 
(also on Hippodamus). For Hippodamus of :\Iiletus, see Aristotle's Po/lltCS, 
1267b22, and note g to chapter 3· Among the first political theorists, .we 
must, of course, also count the Sophists, 'Protagoras, Antiphon, Hippias, 
Alcidamas, Lycophron; Critias (cp. Dicls 6, fr. ·G, 30-3B, and note I? to 
chapter 8), and the Old Oligarch (if these were two person.~) ; and Dcmocr~tus. 

For the terms 'closed society' and 'open society', and their usc 1n t 
somewhat similar sense by Bergson, sec the :'\otc to th•~ Introduction. ~ Y 
ch~racterizatio?. of the closed society ?-s ma!-firal ami of the open soci~ty ~~ 
;atiOnal and cnllcal of course makes It Impossible to apply these terms w1tho. 
Idealizing the society in question. The magical attitude has by no means did 
appeared from our life, not even in the most' open' societies so far rcalizcd,.an. 
I think it unlikely that it can ever completely disappr·ar. In spite of tlus, ~ 
seems to be possible to give some useful criterion of the transition from the close 
society to the open. The transition takes place when social institutions ~rc 
~rst consciously recognized as man-made, and wlwn their conscious altcrat!on 
IS discussed in terms of their suitability for the achie\-cnwnt of human a!rns 
or purposes. Or, putting the matter in a less abstract way, the closed society 
~rcaks down when the supernatural awe with which the social order is .conf 
SJdcrcd gives way to active interference, and to the conscious pursu_1 ~ 0 

~crsonal or group interests. It is clear that cultural contact through civihz~f 
lion. may engender such a brcakdo_wn, and, even more, the development 
an Impoverished, i.e. landless, scctwn of the ruling class. , . 

I may mention here that I do not like to speak of' social breakdown_ 1~ 
a general way. I think that the breakdown of a closed society, as dcscnbc, 
here, is a fairly clear affair, but in general the term 'social brcakdo'r!~e 
seems to me to convey very little more_ than that the observer docs ~ot 1 h 
th~ course of the development he dcscnbcs. I think that the term JS mu~ 
misused. But I admit that, with or without reason, the member of a ccrtalll 
~oci~ty might have the feeling that 'cvc1·ything is breaking down'. 'fh~rc 
15 h_t~le doubt that to the members of the anrim regime or of the Russian 
nobJhty, the French or the Russian revolution must have appeared as a 
complete social breakdown; but to the new rulers it appeared very di!Terently. 

f Toynbcc (cp. A Study of History, V, 23-35 ; 338) describes' the appcara~ce 
~0 sch1sm_in the body_ social' as a criteria? o~ a society which has b~ok~~ 
G wn. Smcc schism m the form of class d1sumon, undoubtedly occuncd 1 

h \cck society long b~forc the Pcloponncsian war, it is not quite clear why he 
d 0 ds. that this war (and not the breakdown of tribalism) marks what he 
hcnbes as the breakdown of Hellenic civilization. (Cp. also note 45 (2 ) to 

c apter 4, and note 8 to the present chapter.) 
Concerning the similarity between the Greeks and the Maoris, some 

~~~a~~ can be found in Burnet's Early Greek P!tilosojJ!ty 2, especially PP· 2 

7 I owe this criticism of the organic theory of the state, together wi_th r;.:;:; ?thcr suggestions, to J. Poppcr-Lynkcus ; he writes. (Die a?lgemelllt. 
ers 1!/lzcht, 2nd cd., 1923, pp. 71 f.) : 'The excellent l\;Iencmu~ Agnppa ·. · 

~ iluadcd the insurgent plebs to return ' (to Rome) by tcllmg them l~Is 
Slm e of the body's members who rebelled against the belly. • · Why did 
~~t one of them say : " Right, Agrippa ! If there must be a belly, then we, 

e plebs, want to be the belly from now on ; and you · · may play th,e 
r6le of the members 1 "' (For the simile sec Livy II, 32, and Shakespeare s 
r> • l · ' a uorzo anus, Act I, Scene t.) It is perhaps interesting to note that even 
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modern and apparently progressive movement like ' Mass-Observation ' makes 
propaganda for the organic theory of society (on the cover of its pamphlet, 
First Year's Work, I937-3_8). Sec also note 3I to chaptc~ 5· , . , 

On the other hand, It must be admitted that the tnbal closed society 
has something like an ' organic ' character, just because of the absence of 
social tension. T~1c fact that such a society may be based on _slavery. (as 
it was the case With the Greeks) docs not create in itself a soc1al tenswz:t, 
because slaves sometimes form no more part of society than its catt!e ; the1r 
aspirations and problems do not necessarily create anything that IS felt by 
the rulers as a problem within society. Population growth, howc:ver,_ does 
create such a ~robl~m. In Sparta, which did not send out col?ru:s, 1t le? 
first to the subjugatiOn of neighbouring tribes for the sake of wmnmg the1r 
territory, and then to a conscious effort to arrest all change _by .me:'lsurcs 
that included the control of population increase through the mst.ltutwn of 
infanticide, birth control, and homosexuality. All this was seen qu1te clearly 
by Plato, who always insisted (perhaps under the influence of H1ppod:'lmus) 
on the need for a fixed number of citizens, and who recommended 111 the 
Laws colonization and birth control, as he had earlier recommended homo­
sexuality (explained in the same way in Aristotle's Politics, 1272a23) as means 
for keeping the population constant; sec Laws, 740d-741a, and 838e. (For 
Plato's recommendation of infanticide in the Republic, and for similar problems, 
sec especially note 34· to chapter 4 ; furthermore, notes 22 and 63 to chapter 
10, and 39 (3) to chapter 5.) . 

Of course, all these practices are far from being completely explicable 
in rational terms ; and the Dorian homose"--uality, more especially, is close!y 
connected with the practice of war, and with the attempts to recapture, In 
the life of the war horde, an emotional satisfaction which had been largely 
destroyed by the breakdown of tribalism ; see especially the ' war horde 
composed of lo\·crs ',glorified by Plato in the S_pnposium, I78c. In the Laws, 
636b, f., 836bjc, Plato deprecates homosexuality (cp., however, 838e). 

8 I suppose that what I call the ' strain of civilization ' is similar to the 
phenomenon which Freud had in mind when writing Civili;;:atiorz and its 
Discontents. Toynbee speaks of a Sense of Drift (A Study of History, V, 4I2 ff.), 
but he confines i~ to ' ages of disintegration', while I find my strain very 
clearly expressed m Heraclitus (in fact, traces can be found in Hcsiod)-Io_ng 
before the time when, according to Toynbee, his ' Hellenic society ' begms 
to 'disintegrate'. Meyer speaks of the disappearance of 'The status _of 
birth, which ll:ad determined every man's place in life, his civil and so~ml 
rights and duties, together with the security of earning his living ' (Geschzchte 
des Altertums, III, 542). This gives an apt description of the strain in Greek 
society of the fifth century n.c. 

0 Another profession of this kind which led to comparative intellec~ual 
independence, was that of a wandering bard. I am thinking here mamly 
of Xcnophancs, the progressivist ; cp. the paragraph on ' Protagoreanism ' 
in note 7 to chapter 5· (Homer also may be a case in point.) It is clear that 
this profession was accessible to very few men. . 

I happen to have no personal interest in matters of commerce, or 111 
commercially minded people. But the influence of commercial initiative 
seems to me rather important. It is hardly an accident that the oldest known 
civilization, that of Sumcr, was, as far as we know a commercial civilization 
with strong ~en:ocratic fe~tures ; and that the arts' of writing and arithmet~c, 
<~;nd the bcgmnmgs of SCience, were closely connected with its commerc1al 
hfe. (Cp. a!so text to note 24 to this chapter.) 

10 Tlwcy_dzd~s, I_, 93 (I mostly follow Jowett's translation). For the problem 
of Thuc'>:d1dcs bms, cp. note I 5 (I) to this chapter. 

11 Th1s and the next quotation : op. cit., I, Io7. Thucydides' story of the 
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. . '1 ' I t. c version treacherous oligarchs can hardly be rccogmzcd m 1v eyer s apo oge 1 cs • 

(Gesch. d. Altertums, III, 594), in spite?~ the fact that he ~~~s no ~Jct_tcr sour~ot~ 
it is simply distorted beyond recogmt10n. (For Meyers part1ahty, see the 
I5 (2) to the present chaptcr.)-For a similar treachery (m 479 D.c., on 
eve of Plataca) cp. Plutarch's Aristides, I 3· . is 

12 Thucydides, III, 82-84. The following conclusiOn ?f ~he. passage t 
characteristic of the clement of individualism and humamtanamsm prcscn 
in Thucydides, a member of the Great Generation (sec below, and note ~~ 
to this chapter) and, as mentioned above, a moderate : ' \\'hen men ta t 
rev~nge, they are reckless ; they do not consider the ~uturc, ~u~d ~~ ~~~ 
hes1tate to annul those common laws of humanity on wh1ch c\·ery mdi\1~ . 
must rely for his own deliverance should he ever be overtaken by calai11 1~Y ~ 
they forget that in their own hour of need they will look for them in v:un· 
For a further discussion of Thucydides' bias sec note I 5 ( 1) to this cbaptc\ 

13 ~istotlc, Politics, ':'~II, (V), ~· IO/II ; 1310a. Arist?tlc docs 0 fd 
agree With such open hoshhty ; he thmks it wiser that ' true Oligarchs sh00 

affect to be advocates of the people's cause ' . and he is anxious to give thcr 
good advice : ' They should take, or they silOuld at least J1retmd to take, t lC 

opposite line, by including in their oath the pledge : I shall do no har111 to 
the people.' 

11 Thucydides, II, g. 
15 Cp. E. Meyer, Geschichte des Altertums IV (1915) 3GB. · 

. (I) In or~er to judge Thucydidcs' alleged impartiality, or rather, hi~ 
mv~luntary b1as, one must compare his treatment of the most importall 
aff<~;1r of Plataea which ma:ked the outbreak of the first part of the pclopon: 
ncslan war (Meyer, followmg Lysias, calls this part the Archidamian war [ 
cp. Meyer, Gesch. d. Altertums, IV, 307 and y p VII) with his treatment 0 
the M r cr · h • fi ' • · ·ar f e 1an aua1r, At ens ust aggressive move in the second part (the '' . 
~~~\.lcibiades). T_he Archidamian war broke out with an attack on dcrnocraU~ 

taea-a hghtnmg attack made without declaration of war by ThcbcS,f 1 
pa[tner of totalitarian Sparta, whose friends inside l'lataca, the oligarchic fi 111 

~o~~n, had by nigh~ open~d the doors of Piataca to the c~emy. Th~~~1 1 
briefl unportant as the lmmc.diatc cause of the war, the incident 1s comparaU' th~ 
rno { related by Thucyd1des (II, I-7) . he docs not comment upon f 
ther~hi:Spect, apart fr?m calling ' the aff~ir of Plataca a glaring violation f~r 
the" h ty years truce ; but he censures (II 0 ) the democrats of Plataca 1 
th lr d"arsh treatment of the invaders and' ~ n expresses doubts whet 1~r 
wi~h ~ not break an oath. This rne~hod 0~v~cscntation contrasts stro~~ Y 
Dial t e famous and most elaborate th F of course fictitious, 1\IIC ~an 
irnp~J?~~ (Thuc., V,. 85-I I3) in which Th~~g ~ides tries to brand At~~n~:S 
rna ~a Ism. Shockmg as the Mclian affa" Y ms to have been (Alc1~1a t 
atti k av~ been responsible ; cp. Plutarchlr l~e I 6) the Athenians dtd no An Without warning, and tried to ne ' t" ~~ bcf~rc using force. . 
(in V other case in point, bearing on T1° la didcs' attitude, is his eulogy 
tio JI.I, 68) of the oligarchic party leader 1~~~ orator Antiphon (who is men~ 
to neh m Plato's Menexenus, 236a, as a teacher of Socrates ; cp. end of note I 

c apter 6). . . 
But (2 ) E. Meyer is one of the greatest modern authorities on this pcrtofidi 

to appreciate his point of view on t read the following scornb~ remark d . c mus f t 1s 
kind) . s ,on emocratu: governments (there arc a grea~ man.Y passage_s o the 
e ·. _Much more 1mportant' (viz., than to arrn) wa.s ~~ to cont1nue as 
i~~rtammg game of party-quarrels, and to secure un~lmltcd ~rcedoillG!.) 
B rpr~ted by everybody according to his particular. wterests_. (V,_ ular 
. ut IS It more, I ask, than an ' interpretation accordlllg to hts paruc nd 
mterests, when Meyer w~ites: 'The wonderful freedom, of ~mocrac~:out 
of her leaders, have mamfestly proved their inefficienCY· ( ' 6g.) 
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the Athenian democratic leaders who in 403 o.c. refused to surrender to 
Sparta (and whose refusal was later even justified by success-although no 
such justification is necessary), Meyer says : 'Some of these leaders might 
have been honest fanatics; .. they might have been so utterly incapable 
?f any sound judgement that they really believed ' (what they said, namely :) 
~hat. Ath_ens must never capitulate.' (IV, 65g.) Meyer censures other 

lustonans m the strongest ter·ms for being biased. (Cp. e.g. the notes in V, 
8~ and 102, where he defends the older tyrant Dionysius against allegedly 
biased attacks, and 1 13 bottom to 114 top, where he is also exasperated by 
5?me. anti-I?ionysian 'parroting historians'.) Thus he calls Grote 'an 
Enghsh radical leader', and his work 'not a history, but an apology for 
Athens', and he proudly contrasts himself with such men : 'It will hardly 
be p_ossible to deny that we have become more impartial in questions of 
pohtrcs, and that we have arrived thereby at a more correct and more com-
prehens_ive historical judgement.' (All this in III, 239.) . 

Bclund Meyer's point of view stands-Hcgcl. This explams everytlung 
(as will be clear, I hope, to readers of chapter 12). l\1eyer's Hegelianism 
~ecomes obvious in the following remark, which is an unconscious but nearly 
htcral quot.ation from Hegel ; it is in III, 256, when Meyer speaks of a ' ~at 
and momhzing evaluation, which judges great political undertakings wrth 
~~e ya~dstick of civil morality ' (Hegel speaks of' the litany of private vi~·tu~ '), 

Ignonng the deeper, the truly moral factors of the state, and of histoncal 
responsibilities '. (This corresponds exactly to the passages from Hegel 
quoted i~ chaptei· 12, below; cp. note 75 to chapter 12.) I wish tc;> usc ~is 
?PPOrtumty once more to make it clear that I do not pretend to be Impartial 
m my historical judgement. Of course I do what I can to ascertain the 
relevant facts. But I am aware that my evaluations (like anybody else's) n:rust 
~lcpcnd entirely on my point of view. This I admit, although I fully beheve 
m my point of view, i.e. that my evaluations arc right. 

16 Cp. l'v!cycr, op. cit., IV, 367. 
17 Cp. Meyer, op. cit., IV, 464. . 
18 It mu~t however be kept in mind that, as the reaction~ries compl3;med, 

~lavery was m Athens on the verge of dissolution. Cp. the eVIdence mentwned 
m notes 17, 18 and 29 to chapter 4; furthermore, notes 13 to chapter 5, 
48 to chapter 8, and 27-37 to the present chapter. 

1° Cp. Meyer, op. cit., IV, 659. 
. Meyer comments upon this move of the Athenian dcmo~ra~: 'N<?w when 
1t was too late they made a move towards a political constitution which later 
!1elpcd Rome .. to lay the foundations of its greatness.' In other words, 
mstead of crediting the Athenians with a constitutional invention of the f_irst 
?rder, he reproaches them ; and the credit goes to Rome, whose conservatism 
IS more to Meyer's taste. 

The incident in Roman history to which Meyer alludes is Rome's alliance, 
or federation, with Gabii. But immediately before, and on the very page 
on which Meyer describes this federation (in V, 135) we can read also: 
' All these towns, when incorporated with Rome, lost their existence . · 
without even receiving a political organization of the type of Attica's 
~· demes ".' A little later, in V, 147, Gabii is again referred to, and Rome 
m her generous ' liberality ' again contrasted with Athens ; but at the turn 
of the same page Meyer reports without criticism Rome's looting and total 
destruction of Vcii, which meant the end of Etruscan civilization. 

The worst perhaps of all these Roman destructions is that of Carthage. 
It took place at a moment when Carthage was no longer a danger to Rome, 
and it robbed Rome, and us, of most valuable contributions which Carthage 
could have made to civilization. I only mention the great treasures of 
geographical information which were destroyed there. (The story of the 
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decline of Carthage is not unlike that of the fall of Athens in 404 B.C., discussed 
in this chapter below ; sec note 48. The oligarchs of Carthage preferred the 
fall of their city to the victory of democracy.) . 

Later under the influence of Stoicism, derived indirectly from Ant1sthcncs, 
Rome b;gan to develop a very liberal and humanitarian outlook. It reached 
the height of this development in those centuries of peace after Augustus 
(cp. for instance Toynbcc, A Study of History, V, 343-346), but it is here that 
some romantic historians sec the beginning of her decline. . 

Regarding this decline itself, it is, of course, na'ivc and romantic to behcvc, 
as many still do, that it was due to the degeneration caused by long-continued 
peace, or to demoralization, or to the superiority of the younger barbarian 
peoples, etc. ; in brief, to over-feeding. (Cp. note 45 (3) to chapter 4·) 
The devastating result of violent epidemics (cp. H. Zinsser, Rats, Lice, and 
History, 1937, 131 ff.) and the unchecked and progressive exhaustion of the 
soil, and with it a breakdown of the agricultural basis of the Roman economic 
system (cp. V. G. Simkhovitch, 'Hay and History', and 'Rome's Fall 
Reconsidered', in Towards the Understanding of Jesus, 1927),seem to have been 
some of the main causes. Cp. also \V. 1-Icgemann, Erztlarvle Geschichte ( 1934). 

20 Thucydides, VII, 28 ; cp. Meyer, ofJ. cit., IV, 535· The important 
remark that ' this would yield more ' enables us, of course, to fix an approxi­
mate upper limit for the ratio between the taxes previously imposed and 
the volume of trade. 
, 21 This is an allusion to a grim little pun which I owe to P. Milford: 

A Plutocracy is preferable to a Lootocracy.' 
22 Pl~to, Republic, 423b. For the problem of keeping the size of the 

P0P~3lat10n constant, cp. note 7, above. 
2~ Cp. ~eyer, Geschiclzte des Altertums, IV, 577· 

h OjJ. ctt., V, 27. Cp. also note 9 to this chapter, and text to note 30 to 
~ aptcr 4· * For the passage from the Laws, sec 742a-c. Plato elaborates 
t ere the Spartan attitude. He lays down ' a law that forbids private citizens 

0 .Possess any gold or silver. . . Our citizens should be allowed only such 
~~1115 as arc legal tender among ourselves, but valueless elsewhere. . . For 
t~ sake of an expeditionary force or official visit abroad, such as embassies or 
~ 1~r ~ccessary missions .. it is ~ccessary that the state should always po~scss 
t c emc (gold) coinage. And if a private citizen should ever be obhgcd 
t~cgo ab:oad, he may do so, provided he has duly obtained perm~ssion from 
left magistrates. And should he have, upon his rctur!l, any. forcJg~ money 
c , then he must surrender it to the state and accept Its cqu_Jvalcnt Ibn horne 
urrency. And should an bod be found to keep it, then It. must c con. 

fi~cated, and he who impori'cd i'{ and anybody who failed t_o mfo~II_l against 
~~m, should be liable to curses, and condemnatio~, and, ~~ addJti~n, to a 

e of not less than the t of the money mvolved. Rcadmg this 
passage, one wonders whctahmc oun does not wrong Plato in describing him 
as a rc · r one 1· · t I · f' S for hcractlOnary who copied the laws of the tota ltanan. o:vns up o par~a; 

h' c he anticipates by more than 2000 years the prmc1ples and practices 
w Ich n?wadays arc nearly universally accepted as sound policy by the most 
hrogressive Western European democratic governments (who, like Plato, 

ope that some other government will look after the 'Universal Hellenic 
gold currency') . 

. A later passage (Laws, 95od) has, however, less of a liberal Western ring. 
' First, no man under forty years shall obtain permission for going abroad 
to whatever place it may be. Secondly, nobody shall obtain such permission 
in a private capacity ; in a public capacity, permission may be granted only 
to heralds, ambassadors, and to certain missions of inspection. . . And 
these men, after their retum, will teach the young that the political imtitutiotts of other 
countries are inferior to their own.' 
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Similar laws arc laid down for the reception of strangers. For ' inter­

communication bct\\'ccn states necessarily results in a mixing of characters 
and in importing novel customs ; and this must cause the greatest harm to 
people who enjoy .. the right laws ' (949c/gsoa). * 

26 This is admitted by Meyer (op. cit., IV, 433 f.), who in a very interesting 
passage says of the two parties : ' each of them claims that it defends " the 
paternal state" .. , and that the opponent is infected with the modern 
spirit of selfishness and revolutionary violence. In reality, both are in­
fected. . . The traditional customs and religion arc more deeply rooted in 
the democratic party ; its aristocratic enemies who fight under the flag of 
the restoration of the ancient times, arc .. entirely modernized.' Cp. also 
ojJ. cit., V, 4 f., I4, and the nc..xt note. 

2° From Aristotle's Athenian Constitution, ch. 34, § 3, we learn that the 
Thirty Tyrants professed at first what appeared to Aristotle a ' moderate ' 
programme, viz., that of the 'paternal state '.-For the nihilism and the 
modernity of Critias, cp. his theory of religion discussed in chapter 8 (see 
especially note I7 to that chapter) and note 48 to the present chapter . 

• ~ 7 I~ is most interesting to contrast Sophocles' attitude towards the new 
fanh wrth that of Euripides. Sophocles complains (cp. Meyer, op. cit., IV, 
III) : ' It is wrong that .. the lowly born should flourish, while the brave 
and nobly born arc unfortunate.' Euripides replies (with Antiphon ; cp. 
note I3 to chapter 5) that the distinction between the nobly and the low 
born (especially slaves) is merely verbal : 'The name alone brings shame 
upon the slave.'-For the humanitarian clement in Thucydidcs, cp. the 
quotation in note I2 to this chapter. For the question how far the Great 
Generation was connected with cosmopolitan tendencies, sec the evidence 
marshalled in note 48 to chapter 8-espccia\ly the hostile witnesses, i.e. the 
Old Oligarch, Plato, and Aristotle. 

28 ' lVIisologists ', or haters of rational argument, arc compared by Socrates 
to ' misanthropists ', or haters of men ; cp. the Phaedo, Bgc. In contrast, 
cp. Plato's misanthropic remark in the Rejmblic, 496c-d (cp. notes 57 and 
s8 to chapter 8). 

29 The quotations in this paragraph are from Democritus' fragments, 
Diels, Vorsokratiker 5, fragments number 4I ; I79; 34; 26I ; 62; 55; 25I ; 
247 (genuineness questioned by Dicls and by Tarn, cp. note 48 to chapter 8) ; 
II8. 

3° Cp. text to note I 6, chapter G. 
31 Cp. TlwC)'dides, II, 37-41. Cp. also the remarks in note r6 to chapter 6. 
32 Cp. T. Gompcrz, Greek Thi11kers, Book V, ch. I3, 3 (Germ. ed., II, 407). 
33 Herodotus' work with its pro-democratic tendency (cp., for example, 

III, 8o) appeared about a year or two after Pericles' oration (cp. Meyer, 
Gesclz. d .. Altertums, IV, 36g). . 

3 '1 Tlus has been pointed out for instance by T. Gompcrz, Greek Thwkers, 
V, I3, 2 (Germ. ed., II, 406 f.) ; the passages in the Republic to which he 
draws attention arc : 5S7d and 56Ic, ff. The similarity is undoubtedly 
intentional. Cp. also Adam's edition of the Rejmblic, vol. II, 235, note to 
557d26 .. See also the Laws, Gggd/c, ff., and 704d-7o7d. For a similar 
observatiOn regarding Herodotus III, 8o, sec note I 7 to chapter 6. 

35 Some hold the Menexenus to be spurious, but I believe that this shows 
only their tendency to idealize Plato. The .Afenexenus is vouched for by 
Aristotle, who quotes a remark from it as due to the ' Socrates of the Funeral 
Dialo?uc' (Rhetoric, I, g, 30 = 1367b8 ; and III, q, II = I415b3o). See 
especmlly also end of note Ig to chapter 6; also note 48 to chapter 8 and 
notes IS (I) and 6I to the present chapter. 

30 The Old Oligarch's (or the Pseudo-Xenophon's) Constitution of Athens 
was published in 424 o.c. (according to Kirchhoff, quoted by Gomperz, 
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~reek Think~s, Germ. cd., I, 477). For iL~ attribution to Critias, cp. J. E. 
S andys, Arrstotle's Constitution of Athws, Introduction IX, especially note .3· 
I c~~lso not.cs 18 and 48 to this chaptcl'. Its infh1<·nre upnn ThucydidCS 15' 
F t 1!'lk, noticeable in the passages quoted in not1·s 10 and 1 1 to this chapter. 
·or Its influence upon l~lato, sec cspcciall y note :i9 to chapter 8, and. LalL'f• 

704<1-707d. (Cp. Aristotle, Politics, 132Gb-1327a · CicCJ"o De Rrpub/lca, I ' 
3 and 4·) ' ' 
C 3 ~ I am alluding to the title of 1\I. :VI. l{adcr's hook .'Yo ComjJromise-Thf 
r~t15.zct between Two rVorlds (1939), an excellent r.ritirism of the ideology 0 

m. 
misWith the allusion, later in this paragraph, l<> Sonatcs' warning against 

~~thropy and misology, cp. note 2B, abo\'c. . . l 
h "'( 1) For the theory that what may he called 'the in\'ention of cnuca f 

t ?~ght' consists in the foundation of a new tradition-the tradition ° 
~~hcally discussing the traditional myths and theories-sec now my addr~ 

oward~ a Rational Theory ofTradition '. pulJlished in the Rationalist An11!f0 ' !P69· (Only such a new tradition can e~plain the fact that, in the I_onJa~ 
c (ol, the three first generations producetl thn:e dill't·rent philosoplucs.) f 

t 'b ~) Schools (especially Uni\'et·sitics) ha\'c retained certain aspects 0 f 
t~ a tsrn ever since. But we must think nnt only of their emblems, or 0 

o/thOld School Tic with all its social implications of caste, etc., but also 
11 t .c patriarchal and authoritarian character of so many schools. It _was 
foo J:t an accident that Plato, when he had failcu to re-establish tribalism, 
b:· ed a school instead ; nor is it an accident that schools arc so often 

~ons o~ reaction, and school teachers dictators in pocket edition. . 
he s a.n Illustration of the tribalistic character of these early schools, I g•ve 
Burc a ,ltst of some of the taboos of the early Pythagorcans. (The list is from 
krar:ket s Early Greek Philosophy •, 10G, who takes it from Dicls ; cp. Vor~o­
p z er 6• vol. I, pp. 97 IT. ; but sec also Aristoxenus' c\'idcncc in op. elf;, 
~TO!.) Burnet speaks of' genuine taboos of a thoroughly primitive type 1· 
a w~· abstain from bcans.-Not to pick up what has fallen.-Not to touc 1 

stir t Itc cock.-Not to break bread.-Not to step O\'Cr a crossbar.-Not to 
-N he fire with iron.-Not to cat from a whole loaf.-Not to pluck a garland. 
highot to sit on a quart mcasurc.-Not to cat the hcart.-Not to walk on 
offthays.-Not to let the swallows share one's roof.-\Vhcn the pot is taken 
Not te ~rc, not to leave the mark of it in the ashes, hut to stir them togcthcr.­
roU th ook in a mirror beside a light.-After rising from the bedclothes, to 

3o Arn .togcthc_r and to s~ooth out. the impress of ~he body. . 
tribal' n tntercstmg parallcltsm to thts development 1s the dcstrucuon of 
Meyc~rn .through the Persian conquests. This social revolution led, a} 
Prophei-01~ts out (ojJ. cit., vol. III, 167 If.), to the emergence of a number 0 

tion a ~· t.c. in our terminology, of historicist, religions of destiny, degcncra­
chaptc~ )salvation, among them that of the ' chosen people', the jews (cp. 

S I. 

crcati~e 0~f these religions were also characterized _by tl~e doctrine ~at the 
be corn the world is not yet concluded, but sttll gomg on. Thts I"?ust 
and withared with the early Greek conception of the world as an cdtfice 
(see not the Hcraclitean destruction of this conception, described in chapter 2 

Anaxirnac d 1 to that chapter). It may be mentioned here that even 
indetcrrn~ cr fclt_uneasy about the edifice. His stress upon the boundless or 
the exp tn~te or mdcfinitc character of the building-material may have been 
that it r:~10~ of~ feeling that the building may possess no definite framework, 

The d y e 111 flux (cp. next note). 
is pr b b~vel~prncnt of the Dionysian and the Orphic mysteries in Greece 
He do a Y epcndent upon the religious development of the east (cp. 

ro otus, II, 8t). Pythagoreanism, as is well known, had much in common 
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with Orphic teaching, especially regarding the theory of the soul (see also 
note 44 below). But Pythagoreanism had a definitely 'aristocratic' flav.our, 
as opposed to the Orphic teaching which represented a kind of' prolctanan ' 
version of this movement. 1\-Icycr (ojJ. cit., III, p. 4::18, § ::146) is probably 
right when he describes the beginnings of philosophy as a rational counte.r­
current against the tnovcment of the mysteries ; cp. Heraclitus' attitude m 
these matters (fragm. 5, 14, I5; and 40, I::!9, Diels 5 ; I::!4-I29; and I6-I7, 
Bywater). He hated the mysteries and Pythagoras; the Pythagorean Plato 
despised the mystel"ies. (RcjJ., 36.1-c, f. ; cp. however Adam's Appendix IV to 
Book IX of the Rcjmblic, vol. II, 378 ff., of his edition.) 

4° For Ana.ximandcr (cp. the preceding note), see Diels 5, fragm. 9: 'The 
origin of things ... is some indeterminate (or boundless) nature ; .. out 
of those things from which existing things arc generated, into these they dissolve 
again, by necessity. For they do penance to one another for their offence 
(or injustice), according to the order of time.' That individual e.xistencc 
appeared to Anaximandcr as injustice was the interpretation of Gomperz 
(Greek Thinkers, Germ. cd., vol. I, p. 46 ; note the similarity to Plato's theory 
of justice) ; but this interpretation has been severely criticized. . 

u Parmcnidcs was the first to seek his salvation from this stram by 
interpreting his dream of the arrested world as a revelation of true reality, 
and the world of flux in which he lived as a dream. ' The real being is 
indivisible. It is always an integrated whole, which never breaks away 
from its order ; it never disperses, and thus need not re-unite.' (D5, fragm. 
4·) For Parmcnidcs, cp. also note 2::! to chapter 3, and text. 

~ 2 Cp. note 9 to the present chapter (and note 7 to chapter 5). 
43 Cp. Meyer, Gesclziclzte des Altertums, III, 443, and IV, I::!O f. 
u J. Burnet, 'The Socratic Doctrine of the Soul', Proceedings of the British 

Academy, VIII (I9I5/I6), ::135 ff. I am the more anxious to stress this partial 
agreement since I cannot agree with Burnet in most of his other theories, 
especially those that concern Socrates' relations to Plato ; his opinion in 
particular that Socrates is politically the more reactionary of the two (Greek 
PhilosojJizy, I, 2 I o) appears to me untenable. Cp. note 56 to this chapter. 

Regarding the Socratic doctrine of the soul, I believe that Burnet is right 
in insisting that the saying ' care for your souls ' is Socratic ; for this saying 
expresses Socrates' moral interests. But I think it highly improbable that 
Socrates held any metaphysical theory of the soul. The theories of the 
Phacdo, the Republic, etc., seem to me undoubtedly Pythagorean. (For the 
Orphic-Pythagorean theory that the body is the tomb of the soul, cp. Adam, 
Appendix IV to Book IX of the Republic ; sec also note 39 to this chapter.) 
And in view of Socrates' clear statement in the Apology, I gc, that he had 
' nothing whatever to do with such things ' (i.e. with speculations on nature ; 
sec note 56 (5) to this chapter), I strongly disagree with Burnet's opinion 
that Socrates was a Pythagorean; and also with the opinion that he held 
any definite metaphysical doctrine of the ' nature ' of the soul. 

I believe that Socrates' saying ' care for your souls' is an expression of 
his moral (and intellectual) individualism. Few of his doctrines seem to be 
so well attested as his individualistic theory of the moral self-sufficiency of 
the virtuous man. (See the evidence mentioned in notes 25 to chapter 5 
and 36 to chapter 6.) But this is most closely connected with the idea expressed 
in the sentence 'care for your souls'. In his emphasis on self-sufficiency, 
Socrates wished to say : They can destroy your body, but they cannot destroy 
your moral integrity. If the latter is your main concern, they cannot do any 
really serious harm to you. 

It appears that Plato, when becoming acquainted with the Pythagorean 
metaphysical theory of the soul, felt that Socrates' moral attitude needed a 
metaphysical foundation, especially a theory of survival. He therefore 
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. . ' I . I of the 

substituted for ' they cannot destroy your moral mtcgnty t 1e I< ca 
indestructibility of the soul. (Cp. also notes 9 f. to chapter 7·) . ·ans 

Against my interpretation, it may be contended by both mctap~1Y51c!dca 
and positivists that there can be no such moral and non-mctaphys1caJ 1 ust 
of the soul as I ascribe to Socrates, since any way of speaking of the sou. rn·ng 
be metaphysical. I do not think that I have much hope of conv~n~l ts 
Platonic metaphysicians ; but I shall attempt to show positivists (or matcnn:h~ i 
etc.) that they too believe in a' soul', in a sense very similar to that wh~C hlY 
attribute to Socrates, and that most of them value that ' soul ' more hlg 
than the body. ly 

First of all, even positivists may admit that we can make a p~rfe~t n 
empiricaJ. and. 'meaningful', . although somewhat unpr.ccis~,. di~unc.uoof 
betv.:ccn phys1cal.' a~d ' psychical ' maladies. In fact, tl11S d~stmcuon 15 (It 
cons1dcrable practical 1mportancc for the org:mization of hospitals, etc. . 
is quite p:obab~e that one day it may be superseded by somcthi.n.g .more prccd15~[ 
but that 1s a d1ffcrcnt questiOn.) Now most of us even positiVISts, woul .' 
we had to choose, prefer a mild physical malady ~0 a mild form of insamtYd 
~vcn positivists would moreover probably prefer a lengthy and in the c~ 
mcurable physical illness (provided it was not too painful, etc.) to an equabt 
!engt~y period of incurable insanity, and perhaps even to a period of curn: ~ 
msamty. In this way, I believe, we can say without using mcraphYS'cca 
terms that they care for their ' souls ' more than for their ' bodies '· . ( P: 
Phaedo, 82d : they ' care for their souls and arc not servants of their ~od1.csdc: 
see also Apology, 2gd-gob.) And this way of speaking would be qmt<; 10 
pendent of any theory they might have concerning the ' soul ' ; even 1f the{; 
~haul~ maintain that, in the last analysis it is only part of the body, and ~d 
msamty only a physical malady, our con~lusion would still hold. . (It wou 
come to something like this : that they value their brains more lughly than 
other parts of their bodies.) 1 ' 

.we. can now proceed to a similar consideration of an idea of the 'sou 
whlc_h IS closer still to the Socratic idea. Many of us arc prepared to undcr~o 
~~nsJdcrablc physical hardship for the sake of purely int~llcc.tual ends. \ ~ 

e, for example ready to suffer in order to advance sc1cnt1fic knowlcdg ' 
and 1 r ' 1 1 · for h a so •or the sake of furthering our own intellectual c eve opment, 1.e. 
~ e sake of attaining ' wisdom '. (For Socrates' intellectualism~ cp. for 
f:~~nc~ the Crito, 44d/c, an?- 47b.) Similar .thin.gs ~ould be Sa!d of th~ 
C . ermg of moral ends, for mstance cqualitanan Jusuce, peace, etc. (Cp f 
u~zto,h't7~/48a, where Socrates explai~s that he means by'. so';l)' t~atdpart 0 

0 w IC is ' improved by justice and depraved by inju~ucc · n many 
t~i~sgwlikld say, with Socrates, that these things arc morde 1;nPft~an~o dus thany 
m s e health, even though we like to be in goo :ea · n I?an 
. ayheven agree with Socrates that the possibility of adoptmg such an attitude 
IS w at m k d · I . a es us prou to be men, and not amrna s. . a1 
th All thJs, I believe, can be said without any reference to a metaphysJCld 

e~ry of the ' nature of the soul , . And I see no reason why we shou 
~ttnbute ~uch a theory to Socrates in the face of his clear statement that he 

adanothmg to d~ with ~pcc~lations of that sort. . 
p In the Gorgzas, which IS, I believe, Socratic In parts ~although. thi~ 

ythagorean elements which Gompcrz has noted shoW, I thmk, that 1t f 
largely Platonic ; cp. note s6 to this chapter) Plato puts into the mouth o 
Socra~es an attack on ' the ports and ship-yard~ and walls ' of Athens, and 0cf 
the tnbutcs or taxes imposed upon her Allies. These attacks, as they staf_l ' 
arc certainly Plato's, which may explain why they sound very much }Ike 
those of the oligarchs. llut I think it quite possible that ~ocr~tcs .may. h.ave 
made similar remarks, in his anxiety to stress the things wh1ch, ~~ h1s op!O'w~ 
mattered most. But he would, I believe, have loathed the Idea that 
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moral cnhctsm could be turned into treacherous oligarchic propaganda 
against the open society, and especially, against its representative, Athens. 
(For the question of Socmtcs' loyalty, cp. csp. note 53 to this chapter, 
and text.) 

• 48 !he typical figures, in Plato's works, are Calliclcs and Thrasyma_c~1US. 
Htstoncally, the nearest realizations are perhaps Thcramcnes and Cnttas; 
Alcibiadcs also, whose character and deeds, however, arc very hard to judge. 

47 The following remarks arc highly speculative and do not bear upon my 
arguments. 

I consider it possible that the basis of the First Alcibiades is Plato's own 
conversion by Socrates, i.e. that Plato may in this dialogue have chosen the 
figure of Alcibiadcs to hide himself. There might have been a strong induce­
ment. for him to tell the story of his conversion ; for Socrates, when acc':sed 
of bcmg responsible for the misdeeds of Alcibiades, Critias, and Charmtdes 
(sec below), had referred, in his defence before the court, to Plato as a living 
example, and as a witness, of his true educational influence. It seems not 
unlikely that Plato with his urge to literary testimony felt that he had to tell 
the talc of Socrates' relations with himself, a talc which he could not tell 
in court (cp. Taylor, Socrates, note I to p. IOS)· By using Alcibiades' name 
and the special circumstances sut·rounding him (e.g. his ambitious political 
dreams which might well have been similar to those of Plato before his con­
vcrsi<?n) he would attain his apologetic purpose (cp. text to notes 49-50), 
showmg that Socrates' moral influence in general, and in particular on 
Alcibiadcs, was very different from what his prosecutors maintained it to be. 
I think it not unlikely that the Charmides is also, largely, a self-portrait. (It 
is not without interest to note that Plato himself undertook similar conversions, 
but as far as we can judge, in a different way ; not so much by direct personal 
moral appeal, but rather by an institutional teaching of Pythagorean mathe­
matics, as a pre-requisite for the dialectical intuition of the Idea of the Good. 
Cp. the stories of his attempted conversion of the younger Dionysius.) For 
the First Alcibiades and related problems, see also Grote's Plato, I, especially 
pp. 351-355· 

48 Cp. Meyer, Geschichte des Altertums, V, 38 (and Xenophon's Hellenica, II, 
4, 22). In the same volume, on pp. 19-23 and 36-44 (see especially P·_36) 
can be found all the evidence needed for justifying the interpretation giVen 
in the text. The Cambridge Ancient Histo1~ (1927, vol. V; cp. especially PP· 
369 ff.) gives a very similar interpretation of the events. 

It may be added that the number of full citizens killed by the Thirty 
during the eight months of terror approached probably I,soo, which is, as 
far as we know, not much less than one-tenth (probably about 8 per cent.) 
of the total number of full citizens left after the war, or 1 per cent. per month­
an achievement hardly surpassed even in our own day. 

Taylor writes of the Thirty (Socrates, Short Biographies, 1937, p. IOO, 
note I) : ' It is only fair to remember that these men probably " lost their 
heads " under the temptation presented by their situation. Critias had 
previously been known as a man of wide culture whose political leanings 
were decidedly democratic.' I believe that this attempt to minimize the 
responsibility of the puppet government, and especially of Plato's beloved 
uncle, must fail. \\'e know well enough what to think of the shortlived 
democratic sentiments professed in those days at suitable occasions by the 
young aristocrats. Besides, Critias' father (cp. Meyer, vol. IV, p. 579, and 
Lys., I2, 43, and 12, 66), and probably Critias himself, had belonged to 
the oligarchy of he Four Hundred ; and Critias' extant writings show his 
treacherous pro-Spartan leanings as well as his oligarchic outlook (cp., for 
instance, Diels 6 , 45) and his blunt nihilism (cp. note I7 to chapter 8) and 
his ambition (cp. Diels 6 , I5 ; cp. also Xenophon's Memorabilia, I, 2, 24; 
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and his Hellcnica, II, 3, 36 and 47). But the decisive point is that he simply 
tried to give consistent effect to the programme of the ' Old Oligarch ', the 
author of the Pseudo-Xcnophontic Constitution of Athens (cp. note 36 to the 
present chapter) : to eradicate democracy; and to make a determined 
attempt to do so with Spartan help, should Athens be defeated. The degree 
of violence used is the logical result of the situation. It docs not indicate that 
~ritias lost his head ; rather, that he was very well aware of the difficulties, 
I.e. of the democrats' still formidable power of resistance. 

Me;:er,. whose great sympathy for Dionysius I proves that he is at least 
not prCJUdi~ed against tyrants, says about Critias (op. cit., V, p. q), after a 
sketch of h1s amazingly opportunistic political career, that ' he was just as 
unscrup~ous as Lysander', the Spartan conqueror, and therefore the 
appropnate head of Lysander's puppet government. 

f It. ~eerns to m~ that there is a striking similarity between the characters 
0 f ~nttas,, the soldier, :esthete, poet, and sceptical companion of Socrates, and 
0 ~rcdenck II of Prussia, called 'the Great' who also was a soldier, an 
~t etc, a poet, and a sceptical disciple of Voltaire, as well as one of the worst 
\~ra~ts and most ruthless oppressors in modern history. (On Frederick, cp. 
to~a ~cm~n?, Erztlarv_te. Geschichte, 1934 ; sec especially p. go on his attitude 

4i Th~ehgi.on,_ remm1sccnt of that of Critias.) 
193 IS pomt Is very well explained by Taylor, Socrates, Short Biographies, 
onl 7• P·. 10~· wh~ follows here Burnet's note to Plato's Eutyphro, 4c, 4.-The 
Ta~1t?mt m wh1ch I feel inclined to deviate but only very slightly, from 
interprst c~ccllent treatment (op. cit., 103 12~) of Socrates' trial is in the 

rc at!On ofth d . , . ing th · . c ten enc1es of the charge, espccmlly of the charge concern-
50 E 1.~troduct10n of ' novel religious practices ' (op. cit., 109 and 111 f.). 

espcciall1 ence to show this can be found in Taylor's Socrates, II3-115; cp. 
the So hY. 115, note I, where Aesclzines I 173 is quoted : ' You put Socrates 

P Ist to d th b ' ' ' d C · · ' 61 It ea ecausc he was shown to have educate nt1as. 
was th 1' 1 · I · acts of t . e po Icy of the Thirty to implicate as many pcop c 111 t 1c1r 

Socrates erronsm as they could · cp. the excellent remarks by Taylor in 
> IOI f ( · 11 ' 6 (5) e0, to th · espec1a y note 3 to p. 101). For Chacrcphon, see note 5 , 

u As C c Present chapter. 
agree in th~oss~an and others do ; cp. Crossman, Plato To-Day, 91 /92. I 
that pag IS pomt with Taylor Socrates 1 16 · sec also his notes I and 2 to e. ' ' , 

That the 1 
that the t . 1 P an of the prosecution was not to make a martyr of Socrates ; 
been pr na could have been avoided or managed differently, had Socrates 
keep quf~ared to compromise i e to' leave Athens, or even to promise to 
in the A; l all this seems fair!/ cl~~r in view of Plato's (or Socratc.s') allusions 
where So~rogy as well as in the Crito. (Cp. Crito, 45C and csp<;:cially 52b/c, 
offered to ~tes says that he would have been permitted to emigrate had he 

6a Cp. es o s? at the trial.) . . 
accept the 0 Pec1ally. Crito, 53b/c, where Socrates exp~a1~s that! 1f h~ wer7 to 
for he wh PPortunity for escape he would confirm h1s JUdges 111 thctr behef; 

T 0 corru ' h I he Ap l Pts the laws is likely to corrupt t e young a so. 
death. Th: ogy_ and Crito were probably written not long after. Socrates' 
Socrates' r Crzto (possibly the earlier of the two) was perhaps wntten upon 
known. I eduest that his motives in declining to escape should be made 
Socratic d~ 1 eed, such a wish may have been the first inspiration of the 
358) belie:~ ogues .. T. Gompcrz (Greek Thinkers! Y_, 11, 1, Germ. ed., ,II, 
that it was p:hc Crzto to be of later date and expla111s 1ts tendency by assummg 
writes Com ato Who was anxious to stress his loyalty. 'We do not know', 
its cxistenceP:rz, ' t?e. immediate situation. to whi~h this small di.alogue owes 
interested in ' but ~t 1s hard to resist the 1mpre~s10n that PI.a~o 1s here mosl 

defendmg himself and his group agamst the suspicion of harbour-
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!ng revolutiona~ views.' !'-!though C:omperz's suggestion would easily fit 
mto my general mterpretation of Plato s vrews, I feel that the Crito is much 
~ore likcl">: to be ~ocrates' defence than Plato's. But I agree with Gomperz's 
!nterpreta_twn ?f Its ten~ency. So~r.ates h~d certainly the greatest interest 
m defe~dmg !nr:nscif agan;st a suspicion which endangered his life's work.­
R~gardmg this mterpretation of the contents of the Crito, I again agree fully 
With Taylor (Socrates, I24 f.). But the loyalty of the Crito and its contrast 
to the obvious disloyalty of the Republic which quite openly takes sides with 
Sparta against Athens seems to refute Burnet's and Taylor's view that the 
Republic is Socratic, and that Socrates was more strongly opposed to democracy 
than Plato. (Cp. note 56 to this chapter.) 

Concerning Socrates' affirmation of his loyalty to democracy, cp. especially 
the following passages of the Crito: 5Id/e, where the democratic character 
of the laws is stressed, i.e. the possibility that the citizen might change the 
laws without violence, by rational argument (as Socrates puts it, he may try 
to convince the laws) ;-52b, f., where Socrates insists that he has no quarrel 
with the Athenian constitution ;-53c/d, where he describes not only virtue 
and justice but especially institutions and laws (those of Athens) as the best 
things among men ;-54c, where he says that he may be a victim of men, 
but insists that he is not a victim of the laws. 

In view of all these pas~ages (and especially of Apology, 32c ; cp. note 8 to 
chapter 7), we must, I believe, discount the one passage which looks very 
different, viz. 52e, where Socrates by implication praises the constitutions 
of Sparta and Crete. Considering especially 52bjc, where Socrates said that 
he was not curious to know other states or their laws, one may be tempted to 
suggest that the remark on Sparta and Crete in 52e is an interpolation, ~ade 
by somebody who attempted to reconcile the Crito with later writings, especially 
with the Republic. 'Whether that is so or whether the passage is a Platonic 
addition, it seems extremely unlikely that it is Socratic. One need only 
remember Socrates' anxiety not to do anything which might be interpreted 
as pro-Spartan, an anxiety of which we know from Xenophon's Anabasis, III, 
I, 5· There we read that ' Socrates feared that he ' (i.e. his friend, the yo~ng 
Xenophon-another of the young black sheep) ' might be blamed for be.mg 
disloyal ; for Cyrus was known to have assisted the Spartans in the war ag~I~st 
Athens.' (This passage is certainly much less suspect than the Mcmorabzlza ; 
there is no influence of Plato here, and Xenophon actually accuses himself, 
by implication, of having taken his obligations to his country too lightly, and 
of having deserved his banishment, mentioned in op. cit., V, 3, 7, and VII, 
7. 57-) 

6 ~ Apology, 30e/3Ia. 
55 Platonists, of course, would all agree with Taylor who says in the last 

sentence of his Socrates : ' Socrates had just one " successor "-Plato.' Only 
Grote seems sometimes to have held views similar to those stated in the text ; 
what he says, for instance, in the passage quoted here in note 2 I to chapter 7 
(see also note IS to chapter 8) can be interpreted as at least an expression of 
doubt whether Plato did not betray Socrates. Grote makes it perfectly clear 
that the Republic (not only the Laws) would have furnished the theoretical basis 
for condemning the Socrates of the Apolog;•, and that this Socrates would never 
have been tolerated in Plato's best state. And he even points out that Plato's 
theory agrees with the practical treatment meted out to Socrates by the 
Thirty. (An example showing that the perversion of his master's teaching 
by a pupil is a thing that can succeed, even if the master is still alive, famous, 
and protests in public, can be found in note 58 to chapter I2.) 

For the remarks on the Laws, made later in this paragraph, see especially 
the passages of the Laws referred to in notes rg-23 to chapter 8. Even Taylor, 
whose opinions on these questions are diametrically opposed to those presented 
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here (see also the next note), admits : 'The person who first proposed to make 
false opinions in theology an offence against the state, was Plato himself, in the 
tenth Book of the Laws.' (Taylor, op. cit., 108, note 1.) 

In the text, I contrast especially Plato's AjJology and Crito with his Laws. 
The reason for this choice is that nearly everybody, even Burnet and Taylor 
(see the next note), would agree that the AjJologY. and the Crito represent the 
Socratic doctrine, and that the Laws may be dcscnbcd as Platonic. It seems to 
me therefore very difficult to understand how Burnet and Taylor could possibly 
defend their opinion that Socrates' attitude towards democracy was more 
hostile than Plato's. (This opinion is expressed in Burnet's Greek Philosophy, I, 
209 f., and in Taylor's Socrates, ISO f., and 170 f.). I have seen no attempt to 
defend this view of Socrates, who fought for freedom (cp. especially note 53 to 
this chapter) and died for it, .and of Pla~o, who wrote the Laws. 

Burnet and Taylor hold thzs strange vzcw because they arc committed to 
the opinion that the Repub~ic. is ~ocratic and ~ot Platon~c ; and because ~t 
may be said that the Republzc zs shgh~ly less antl-dcmocratzc than the Platomc 
Statesman and the Laws. But the dzffc:cnc<;S between the Rejmblic and the 
Statesman as well as the Laws arc very shght mdced, especially if not only the 
first books of the Laws arc considered but also the la.st ; in fact, the agreement 
of doctrine is rather closer than one would expect m two books separated by 
at least one decade, and probably by three or more, and most dissimilar in 
temperament and style (sec. not~ 6 to .cha~tcr 4, and many other places in 
this book where the similanty, if not zdcnllty, between the doctrines of the 
Laws and the Republic is shown). There is not the slightest internal difficulty 
in assuming that the Republic an~ the Laws arc both Platonic ; but Burnet's and 
Taylor's own admission that thczr theory leads to the conclusion that Socrates 
was not only an enemy of dcmoc.racy but .eve~ a greater enemy than Plato 
shows the difficulty if n<;>t absurdzty of t~czr vzcw that not only the AjJo/ogy 
and the Crito arc Socratic but the Republzc as well. For all these questions 
sec also the next note and the Addmda, III, ll(2), below. ' 

5a I need hardly s;y that this sentence is an attempt to sum up m . t r 
• fPl ' h f" · Y m c-prctation of the historical role? a to .s t cory 0 JUstice (for the moral failure 

of the !hirty, cp. Xcnophon s Hellemca, I~, .4' 4°~42) ; and. particularly of 
the mam political doctrmcs of the Republzc ' . an mtcrprctat10n which tries 
to explain the contradictions among the early dzalogucs, especially the G · 
and the Rehublic as arising from the fundamental difference between tl or~zas, 

r ' PI Th . 1e VIews of Socrates and those of the later ato. . e cardmal importance of the 
question which is usually called the Socratzc Problem may J. ustify m . 

· 1 h d 1 · 1 d Y entcnng here mto a lengthy and part y met ~ o ogzca ebatc. 
( 1) The older solution of the Socratic Problem assumed that a grou f h 

Platonic dialogues, especially the Apology and the Crito, is Socratic (i / ? ~l e 
~ain historically correct, an? intended as sue~) wh_ile the majorit/ ~f t~~ 
dialogues arc Platonic, includmg many of those m whzch Socrates is th · 
~pe~ker, a~ for instance the Phae~o and th,e. RejJublic. The older aut~o~ti~ 
JUStified thzs opinion often by rcfcrnng to an mdependent witness ' Xenophon 
and by pointing out the similarity be~ween the Xenophontic Soc;ates and th~ 
Socrates of the ' Socratic ' group of dzalogues, and the dissimilarities between 
t~e Xenophontic ' Socrates ' and the ' Socrates ' of the Platonic group of 
dialogues. '!'he metaphysical theory of Forms or Ideas, more especially, was 
usually conszdered Platonic. 

( 2 ) Against this view, an attack was launched by ]. Burnet, who was 
supported by A. E. Taylor. Burnet denounced the argument on which the 
' older solution' (as I call it) is based as circular and unconvincing. It is 
not soun~, he held, to select a group of dialogues solely because the theory 
of Forms 15 less prominent in them, to call them Socratic, and then to say that 
the theory of Forms was not Socrates' but Plato's invention. And it is not 
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sound to claim Xcnophon as an independent witness since we have no reason 
whatever to believe in his independence, and good reason to believe that 
he must have known a number of Plato's dialocrucs when he commenced 
writing the _A1emorabilia. Burnet demanded that we should proceed from 
the assumptiOn that Plato real!)• meant what he said and that when he made s . ' ' d ocratcs pronounce a certam doctrine, he believed and wished his rea ers 
to believe, that this doctrine was characteristic or' Socrates' teaching. 

(3) Although Burnet's views on the Socratic Problem appear to me 
untenable, they have been most valuable and stimulating. A bold theory 
of this kind, even if it is false, always means progress ; and Burnet's books 
are full of bold and most unconventional views on his subject. This is the 
more to be appreciated as a historical subject always shows a tendency to 
become stale. But much as I admire Burnet for his brilliant and bold theories, 
and much as I appreciate their salutary effect, I am, considering the evidence 
available to me, unable to convince myself that these theories are tenable. 
In his invaluable enthusiasm, Burnet was, I believe, not always critical enough 
towards his own ideas. This is why others have found it necessary to criticize 
these ideas instead. 

Regarding the Socratic Problem, I believe with many others that the 
view which I have described as the 'older solution' is fundamentally correct. 
This view has lately been well. defended, against Burnet and Taylor, especially 
by G. C. Field (Plato and Hzs Contemporaries, 1930) and A. K. Rogers (Tize 
Socratic Problem, 1 933) ; and many other scholars seem to adhere to it. In 
spite of the fact that the arguments so ~ar offered appear to me convincing, 
I may be permitted to add_ ~o. them, usmg some results of the present book. 
But before proceeding to cnllcize ~urnet,_ I ~ay state that it is to Burnet that 
we owe our insight into the followmg pnnciple of method. Plato's evidence is 
tlze only first-rate eviden~c a~ailable to us ; all other evidence is secondary. (Burnet 
has applied this prmciple to Xcn?phon ; but we must apply it also to 
Aristophancs, whose evidence was reJected by Socrates himself, in the Apology ; 
sec under (5), below.) 

(4) Burnet explains that it !s his m~thod to assume ' that Plato really 
meant what he said'. Accordmg to t~llS methodological principle, Plato's 
• Socrates ' must be intended as a portrazt of tlze historical Socrates. (Cp. Greek 
Plzilosoplzy, I, 128, 212 f., and note on P· 349/;>o; cp. Taylor's Socrates, 14 f., 
32 f., IS3·) I admit that Burnet's methodological principle is a sound starting 
point. But I shall try to sh.ow, un.der (s), that the facts are such that they 
soon force everybody to give 1t up, mcludmg Burnet and Taylor. They are 
forced like all others, to interpret what Plato says. But while others become 
consci~us of this fact and therefore careful and critical in their interpretations 
it is inevitable that 'those who cling _to the b~Iie_f that they do not interpre~ 
Plato but simply accept ~vhat h~. said make It Impossible for themselves to 
examine their interpretatiOns cntical,ly. 

(S) The facts that make Burnet s me_thodology inapplicable and force 
him and all others to interpret what Plato sa1d, ~rc, of course, the contradictions 
in Plato's alleged portrait of Socrates. Even If we accept the principle that 
we have no better evidence than Plato's, we are forced by the internal 
contradictions in his writing not to take hi~ at his word, and to give up the 
assumption that he ' really meant what he sa~d '· _If a witn~ss involves himself 
in contradictions, then we cannot ~ccept Ius t_esllmony Without interpreting 
it, even if he is the best witness available. I giVe first only three examples of 
such internal contradictions. 

(a) The Socrates of the Apology very impressively repeats three times 
( 18b-c ; 1gc-d ; 23d) that h«; is not inter:sted i~ natural philosophy (and 
therefore not a Pythagorean) : I know nothmg, neither much norlittle, about 
such things', he said (1gc) ; 'I, men of Athens, have nothing whatever to 
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do with such things' (i.e. with speculations about nature). Socrate~ asserts 
that many who arc present at the trial could testify to the truth of tillS state­
ment ; they have heard him speak, but neither in few nor in ma':y words 
has anybodv ever heard him speak about matters of natural philosophy. 
(Ap., 19, c-d.) On the other hand, we have (a') the Phacdo (cp. esp~cially 
1o8d, f., with the passages of the Aj1ology referred to) and the Rcjmb!tc. In 
these dialogues, Socrates appears as a Pythagorean philosopher of ' nature ' ; 
so much so that both Burnet and Taylor could say that he was in fact a leading 
member of the Pythagorean school of thought. (Cp. Aristotle, who says of 
the Pythagorcans ' their discussions .. arc all about nature ' ; sec 111ela­
physics, end of g8gb.) 

Now I hold that (a) and (a') flatly contradict each other ; and this 
situation is made worse by the fact that the dramatic date of the Rejmblic is 
earlier and that of the Phaedo later than that of the Aj1ology. This makes it 
impossible to reconcile (a) with (a') by assuming that Socrates either gave up 
Pythagoreanism in the last years of his life, between the Rcjmblic and the 
Apolog;•, or that he was converted to Pythagorcanism in the last month of his 
life. 

I do not pretend that there is no way of removing this contradiction by 
some assumption or interpretation. Burnet and Taylor may have reasons, 
perhaps even good reasons, for trusting the Phaedo and the Rcjmblic rather 
than the Apology. (But they ought to realize that, assuming the correctness 
of Plato's portrait, any doubt of Socrates' veracity in the AjJo!ogy makes of 
him one who lies for the sake of saving his skin.) Such questions, however, 
do not concern me at the moment. My point is rather that in accepting 
evidence (a') as against (a), Burnet and Taylor arc forced to abandon their 
fundamental methodological assumption ' that Plato really meant what he 
said ' ; they must interpret. 

But interpretations made unawares must be uncritical ; this can be 
illustrated by the use made by Burnet and Taylor of Aristophancs' evidence. 
They hold th~t Aristophanes' jests would be pointless if Socrates had not been 
a .natural philosopher. But it so happens that Socrates (I always assume, 
'mth Burnet and Taylor, that the Aj1ologv is historical) foresaw this very 
~rgumcnt. . In his ;;pology, he warned his judges against precisely this very 
InterpretatiOn of Anstophancs, insisting most earnestly (Aj1., Igc, IT. ; sec also 
2.oc-e) that ~c had neither little nor much to do with natural philosophy, but 
~·mh~y nothmg at all. Socrates felt as if he were fighting against shadows 
•n t ~ matter, against the shadows of the past (Ap., 18d-c) ; but we can now 
~ay t dat .he was also fighting the shadows of the future. For when he chal­
cnJ~ hiS fellow-citizens to come forward-those who believed Aristophancs 
~7 t a.red to call Socrates a liar-no/ one came. It was 2,300 years before some 

a I~niSts made up. their minds to answ~r his challc~gc. 
ant'-d may be mentiOned, in this connectwn, that Anstophancs, a moderate 
we 1e democrat, attacked Socrates as a 'sophist', and that most of the sophists 

r emocrats. 

the~) ~f the Aj1ology (4oc ff.) Socrates takes up an agnostic attitude towards 
of th:~ em of survival · '(b') the Phaedo consists mainly of elaborate prools 
editionu~mhrtality of th~ soul. This difficulty is discussed by Burnet (in his 
me at a~ t (e Phaedo, 191 r, pp. xlviii ff.), in a way which docs not convince 
whether h . CI?· notes g to chapter 7, and 44 to the present chapter.) But 
up his me~h nght .or not, his own discus~ion proves that he is forced to give 

(c) Th odologtcal principle and to mterpret what Plato says. 
'sts · et Socrates of the Apology holds that the wisdom even of the wisest 

~f1h. 111 h: realization of how little he knows, and that, accordingly, the 
ti~~ . 1~n s~yhng.' know thyself' must be interpreted as ' know thy limita-

' an e Implies that the rulers, more than anybody else, ought to 
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know their limitations. Similar views can be found in other early dialogues. 
But the main speakers of the Statesman and the Laws propound the doctrine 
that the powerful ought to be wise; and by wisdom they no longer mean 
a knowledge of one's limitations, but rather the initiation into the deeper 
mysteries of dialectic philosophy-the intuition of the world of Forms or 
Ideas, or the training in the Royal Science of politics. The same doctrine 
is expounded, in the Philebus, even as part of a discussion of the Delphian 
saying. (Cp. note !:!6 to chapter 7.) 

(d) Apart from these three flagrant contradictions, I may mention two 
further contradictions which could easily be neglected by those who do not 
believe that the Scumtlz Lc//cr is genuine, but which seem to me fatal to Burnet 
who maintains that the Seventh Letter is authentic. Burnet's view (untenable 
even if we neglect this letter; cp. for the whole question note !:!6 (5) to chapter 
3) that Socrates but 11ot Plato held the theory of Forms, is contradicted in 
34!:!a, 0~, of this letter ; and his view that the Republic, more especially, is 
Socratic, in 3!:!6a (cp. note 14 to chapter 7). Of course, all these difficulties 
could be removed, but only by interpretation. 

(e) There arc a number of similar although at the same time more subtle 
and more important contradictions which have been discussed at some length 
in previous chapters, especially in chapters 6, 7 and 8. I may sum up the 
most important of these. 

(c1) The attitude towards men, especially towards the young, changes 
in Plato's portrait in a way which cannot be Socrates' development. Socrates 
died for the right to talk freely to the young, whom he loved. But in the 
Republic, we find him taking up an attitude of condescension and distrust 
which resembles the disgruntled attitude of the Athenian Stranger (admittedly 
Plato himself) in the Laws and the general distrust of mankind expressed so 
often in this work. (Cp. text to notes 17-18 to chapter 4; 18-!:!I to chapter 
7 ; and 57-58 to chapter 8.) 

(e.) The same sort of thing can be said about Socrates' attitude towards 
truth- and free speech. He died for it. But in the Republic, ' Socrates ' 
advocates lying ; in the admittedly Platonic Statesman, a lie is offered as truth, 
and in the Laws, free thought is suppressed by the establishment of an 
Inquisition. (Cp. the same places as before, and furthermore notes 1-23 
and 40-41 to chapter 8 ; and note 55 to the present chapter.) 

(e3 ) The Socrates of the Aj;ology and some other dialogues is intellectually 
modest; in thePhaedo, he changes into a man who is assured of the truth ofhis 
metaphysical speculations. In the Republic, he is a dogmatist, adopting an atti­
tude not far removed from the petrified authoritarianism of the Statesman and of 
the Laws. (Cp. text to notes 8-14 and !:!6 to chapter 7 ; 15 and 33 to 
chapter 8 ; and (c) in the present note.) 

(c4 ) The Socrates of the Apology is an individualist ; he believes in the 
self-sufficiency of the human individual. In the Gorgias, he is still an indivi­
dualist. In the Republic, he is a radical collectivist, very similar to Plato's 
position in the Laws. (Cp. notes 25 and 35 to chapter 5 ; text to notes !:!6, 
32, 36 and 48-54 to chapter 6 and note 45 to the present chapter.) 

(e 5 ) Again we can say similar things about Socrates' equalitarianism. In 
the Meno, he recognizes that a slave participates in the general intelligence 
of all human beings, and that he can be taught even pure mathematics ; in 
the Gorg_ias, he defends the equalitarian theory of justice. But in the Republic, 
?e desp1~es work~rs and slaves and is as n;mch opposed to equalitarianism as 
1s Plato m the Tzmaeus and in the Laws. (Cp. the passages mentioned under 
(e 4 ) ; furthermore, notes 18 and !:!9 to chapter 4; note 10 to chapter 7, and 
note so (3) to chapter 8, where Timaeus, 51e, is quoted.) 

(eo) The Soc~ates of the Aj1olog;• and Crito is loyal to Athenian democracy. 
In the Meno and m the Gorgias (cp. note 45 to this chapter) there are suggestions 

O.S.I.E.-VOL. I L 
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of a hostile criticism ; in the Republic (and, I believe, in the A/ene.w:nus), he is 
an open enemy of democracy ; and altho~gh. Plato expresses hi'!lsclf ~.ore 
cautiously in the Statesman and in the bcgmmng of the Laws, Ius pohtJcal 
tendencies in the later part of the Laws arc admittedly (cp. text to note 32 to 
chapter 6) identical with those of the ' Socrates ' of the RejJllblic. (Cp. notes 
53 and 55 to the present chapter and notes 7 and 14-18 to chapter 4·) 

The last point may be further supported by the following. It seems that 
Socrates, in the Aj1olog;•, is not merely loyal to Athenian democracy, but that 
he appeals directly to the democratic party by pointing out that Chaercphon, 
one of the most ardent of his disciples, belonged to their ranks. Chacrcphon 
plays a decisive part in the Aj1ology, since by approaching the Oracle, he !s 
mstrumcntal in Socrates' recognition of his mission in life, and thereby ulti­
mately in Socrates' refusal to compromise with the Demos. Socrates intro­
duces this important person by emphasizing the fact (AjJo[., 2oej21a) that 
C~aerephon was not only his friend, but also a friend of the people, whose 
~xlle he shared, and with whom he returned (presumably, he participated 
m_ the fight af?ainst the Thirty) ; that is to say, Socrates chooses as the main 
Wl~ncss for h1s defence an ardent democrat. (There is some independent 
cv1dcncc for Chaerephon's sympathies, such as in Aristophancs' Clouds, I 04, 
5°1• ff. Chaercphon's appearance in the Charmides may be intended to create 
a kind of ~alance ; the prominence of Critias and Charmidcs would otherwise 
~~e~tc !he Impression of a pro-Thirty manifesto.) Why docs Socrates emphasize 

IS mtJmacy with a militant member of the democratic party? We cannot 
assbme that thi~ was merely special pleading, intended to move his judges 
~h e more ~erc1ful : the whole spirit of his apology is against this assumption. 
d' e_ rros~ hkely hypothesis is that Socrates, by pointing out that he had 

hsclp es m. the democratic camp, intended to deny, by implication, the 
c a~ge (wh1ch also was only implied) that he was a follower of the aristocratic 
~ar Y a?d a teacher of tyrants. The spirit of the Apology c.xcludcs the 
~~~mptJbn' that Socrates was pleading friendship with a democratic leader 
concfut. emg truly sympathetic with the democratic cause. And the same 
em hus1.0 n ~ust _he _drawn from the passage (Aj1ol., 32b-d) in which he 
unfcrast ~zcs his fa1th m democratic legality, and denounces the Thirty in no 

am terms. 

fore~) u Itt is simply the internal evidence of the Platonic dialogues which 
attemptst ~ assume that they arc not entirely historical. We must therefore 
comparccf m_t~pret this evidence, by proffering theories which can be critically 
have vc Wit the evidence, using the method of trial and error. Now we 
for it is cl;, strolg ~cason to believe that the AjJology is in the main historical, 
importan e onJ dialogue which describes a public occurrence of considerable 
we knowc~~n well known to a great number of people. On the other hand, 
Epinomis) at the Laws arc Plato's latest work (apart from the doubtful 
assumpti~ and that they are frankly • Platonic'. It is, therefore, the simplest 
agree with t~hat the dialogues will be historical or Socratic so far as they 
these tend ~ tendencies of the Apology, and Platonic where they contradict 
which I haC:c~s. _(This assumption brings us practically back to _the position 

If we e ~scnbed above as the • older solution' of the Socratic Problem.) 
find that constder the tendencies mentioned above under (e1) to (e0), we 
way that ;:e can ~asily order the most important of the dialogues in such a 
Apology d or any smglc one of these tendencies the similarity with the Socratic 
series. ecreases and that with ~he Platonic Laws increases. This is the 

-L~~~~ogy and Crito-Meno-Gorgias-P/zaedo-Republic-Statesman-Timaeus 

t ro~ th(e f:)act that this series orders the dialogues according to all the 
en encies 8 1 to (e8) is in itself a corroboration of the theory that we are 
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here faced with a development in Plato's thought. But we can get quite 
independent evidence. ' Stylometric ' investigations show that our series 
agrees with the chronological order in which Plato wrote the dialogues. Lastly, 
the series, at least up to the Timaeus, exhibits also a continually increasing 
interest in Pythagorcanism (and Eleaticism). This must therefore be another 
tendency in the development of Plato's thought. 

A very different argument is this. \\Te know, from Plato's own testimony 
in the Phacdo, that Antisthenes was one of Socrates' most intimate friends ; 
and we also know that Antisthcnes claimed to preserve the true Socratic 
creed. It is hard to believe that Antisthenes would have been a friend of the 
Socrates of the Republic. Thus we must find a common point of departure 
for the teaching of Antisthcnes and Plato ; and this common point we find 
in the Socrates of the AjJolog)' and Crito, and in some of the doctrines put into 
the mouth of the ' Socrates ' of the Afeno, Gorgias, and Plwedo. 

These arguments arc entirely independent of any work of Plato's which 
has ever been seriously doubted (as the Alcibiades I or the Theages or the 
Letters). They arc also independent of the testimony of Xenophon. They 
are based solely upon the internal evidence of some of the most famous Platonic 
dialogues. But they agree with this secondary evidence, especially with the 
Seventh Letter, where in a sketch of his own mental development (325 £), Plato 
even refers, unmistakably, to the key-passage of the Republic as his own central 
discovery : ' I had to state . . that . . never will the race of men be saved 
from its plight before either the race of the genuine and true philosophers 
gains political power, or the ruling men in the cities become genuine philo­
sophers, by the grace of God.' (326a; cp. note I4 to chapter 7, and (d) in 
this note, above.) I cannot see how it is possible to accept, with Burnet, 
this letter as genuine without admitting that the central doctrine of the 
Republic is Plato's, not Socrates' ; that is to say, without giving up the fiction 
that Plato's portrait of Socrates in the Republic is historical. (For further 
evidence cp. for instance Aristotle, Sophist. El., 183b7 : ' Socrates raised 
q uestion; but gave no answers · for he confessed that he did not know.' 

' ' d . I This agrees with the Apology, but hardly with the Gorgias, an certam y not 
with the Plzaedo or the Republic. See furthermore Aristotle's famous report 
on the history of the theory of Ideas, admirably discussed by Field, op. cit. ; 
cp. also note 26 to chapter g.) . 

(7) Against evidence of this character: the type of cvrdence used by 
Burnet and Taylor can have little weight. The following is an example. 
As evidence for his opinion that Plato was politically more moderate than 
Socrates, and that Plato's family was ratl1er 'vVhiggish ', Burnet uses the 
argument that a member of Plato's family was named' Demos'. (Cp. Gorg., 
48Id, srsb.-lt is not, however, certain, although probable, that Demos' 
father Pyrilampes here mentioned is really identical with Plato's uncle and 
stepfather mentioned in Charm., 158a, and Pamz., 126b, i.e. that Demos 
was a relation of Plato's.) vVhat weight can this have, I ask, compared with 
the historical record of Plato's two tyrant uncles ; with the extant political 
fragments of Critias (which remain in the family even if Burnet is right, which 
he hardly is, in attributing them to his grandfather; cp. Greek Phil., I, 338, 
note I, with Channides, 157e and 162d, where the poetical gifts of Critias the 
tyrant are alluded to) ; with the fact that Critias' father had belonged to the 
Oligarchy of. the Fo~r Hu~dred .(Lys., 12, 66) ; and with Plato's own writings 
which combme famrly pndc With not only anti-democratic but even anti­
Athenian tendencies? (Cp. the eulogy, in Timaeus 2oa of an enemv of 
Athens like I~ermocrates of Sicily, father-in-law of the 'older' Dionysius.) The 
purpose belun~ !3urnet's. argument is, of course, to strengthen the theory 
that the Republzc Is Socratic. Another example of bad method may be taken 
from Taylor, who argues (Socrates, note 2 on p. 148 f. ; cp. also p. 162) in 
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favour of the view that the Phaedo is Socrati~ (cp. _my _no.tc 9 to ch~p.tcr ~).: 
' In the Phaedo (72c] .. the doctrine that ' lcarnmg IS JUSt recogn~uon IS 
expressly said by Simmias' (this is a slip of Taylor's pen ; the speaker IS C::cbc~) 
'speaking to Socrates, to be "the doctrine )"Oil arc _so c~nstantly repcatmg : 
Unless we arc willing to regard the Phaedo as a g1gantlc and unpa!donabl~ 
mystification, this seems to me proof that the theory really belongs to .~ocratcs. 
(For a similar argument, sec Burnet's edition of the Phacdo, p. xu, ~nd of 
chapter ii.) On this I wish to make the following comments : (a) It IS here 
assumed that Plato considered himself a historian when writing this passage, for 
otherwise his statement would not be ' a gigantic and unpardonable mystifica­
tion' ; in other words, the most qucstion.able and the most central P?int ?f the 
theory is assumed. (b) But even if Plato had considered himself a Justonan (I 
do not think that he did), the expression 'a gigantic .. etc.' seems to be too 
strong. Taylor, not Plato, puts ' you' in italics. Plato might only have 
wished to indicate that he is going to assume that the readers of the dialogue 
arc acquainted with this theory. Or he might have intended to refer to _the 
Meno, and thus to himself. (This last explanation is I think almost ccrtamly 
true, in view of Phacdo, 73a, f., with the allusion to diagram~.) Or his pen 
might have slipped, for some reason or other. Such things arc bound to occur, 
even t? historians. Burnet, for example, has to explain Socrates' Pyth~­
gorcamsm; to do this he makes Parmcnidcs a Pythagorean rather than a pupil 
of Xcnophancs, of whom he writes (Greek PhilosoJillJ•, I, G4) : 'the story that 
he founded the Eleatic school seems to be derived from a playful remark of 
Pl?-to's which would also prove Homer to have been a Heraclitcan.' To 
this, Burnc_t adds the footnote : 'Plato, SojJ/1., 242d. Sec E. Gr. Ph. 2 , p. I40'. 
Now I bchcvc that this statement of a historian clearly implies three things. 
(I) that t~c passage of Plato which refers to Xenophanes is playful, i.e. not 
~cant scnou~ly, (2) that this playfulness manifests itself in the reference to 

omcr, that 1s, (3) by remarking that he was a 1-Ieraclitean, which would, of 
~oursc, be a very playful remark since Homer lived long before Heraclitus. 

ut non~ of these three implications can be upheld. For we find (I) that the 
p~ssa_g<: 111 the SojJhist (242d) which refers to Xcnophanes is not' playful, but 
~ . atlt IS rccommc~dcd by Burnet himself, in the methodological appendix to 
tis a~ly Greek PhzlosojJhy, as important and as full of valuable historical in­
or~tion ; (2) that it contains no reference at all to Homer ; and (3) that 
a~o~ cr passag~ which contains this reference ( Theaet., qgd/c ; cp. I 52djc, 
I ~ ) r""'th wlych Burnet mistakenly identified SojJ/zist, 242d, in Greek Philo­
s;/_' ry, h(the mistake is not made in his Early Greek PhilosojJ/ry 2), docs not refer to 

enol ahs; nor docs it call Homer a Hcraclitean, but it says the opposite, 
name y, t at some of Heraclitus' ideas arc as old as Homer (which is, of 
~~mrsc, ~uc? less playful). This heap of misunderstandings, misintcrpreta-
IOns, t? n;usquotations can be found in one single historical remark of a truly 

rTeat ustonan such as Burnet. From this we must Jearn that such things do 
?appc~, c~en. to _the best of historians : all men are fallible. (A more serious 
~aO:ft~ 0 ~his kmd of fallibility is the one discussed in note 26 (5) to chapter 3·) 
.uti! :;tt ls so,_ can it be right I ask to dismiss the possibility of a compara-
~~'e Y ;mno~. m1stake in a statcmen; made by Plato (who perhaps had no 
1 :a t lat IS dramatic dialogues would ever be considered as historical 
evidence) _o11r to. argue that such a mistake would be a' gigantic and unpardon­
able mysti 1cat1on ' ? 

• (~) The chronological order of those Platonic dialogues which play a 
role m th.ese. arguments is here assumed to be nearly the same as that of the 
styl?metnc hst o~ Lutoslawski (The Origin and Growth of Plato's Logic, I~97). 
A hst of those dialogues which play a role in the text of this book will be 
found i~ note 5 to chaJ?ter 3. It is drawn up in such a way that there is ~ore 
uncertamty of date Within each group than between the groups. A mmor 
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deviation from the stylometric list is the position of the Eut;phro which for 
reasons of its content (discussed in text to note Go to this chapter) appears to 
me to be probably later than the Crito ; but this point is of little importance. 
(Cp. also note 47 to this chapter.) 

67 There is a famous and rather puzzling passage in the Second Letter 
(3 qc) : 'There is no writing of Plato nor will there ever be. What goes 
by his name really belongs to Socrates turned young and handsome.' The 
most likely solution of this puzzle is that the passage, if not the whole letter, 
is spurious. (Cp. Field, Plato and His Contemporaries, 200 f., where he gives 
an admirable summary of the reasons for suspecting the letter, and especially 
the passages' 3I2d-3I3C and possibly down to 3I4C'; concerning 3I4c, an 
additional reason is, perhaps, that the forger might have intended to allude 
to, or to give his interpretation of, a somewhat similar remark in the Sevmtlz 
Lcl/cr, 34Ib/c, quoted in note 32 to chapter 8.) But if for a moment we assume 
with Burnet (Greek PhilosojJf!)•, I, 2 I 2) that the passage is genuine, then the 
remark ' turned young and handsome ' certainly raises a problem, especially 
as it cannot be taken literally since Socrates is presented in all the Platonic 
dialogues as old and ugly (the only exception is the Parmenides, where he is 
hardly handsome, although still young). If genuine, the puzzling remark 
would mean that Plato quite intentionally gave an idealized and not an historical 
account of Socrates ; and it would fit our interpretation quite well to see that 
Plato was indeed conscious of re-interpreting Socrates as a young and handsome 
aristocrat who is, of course, Plato himself. (Cp. also note I I (2) to chapter 4, 
note 20 (I) to chapter 6, and note 50 (3) to chapter 8.) 

ss I am quoting from the first paragraph of Davies' and Vaughan's intro­
duction to their translation of the Rej111blic. Cp. Crossman, Plato To-Day, 
96. 

Go ( 1) The ' division ' or ' split ' in Plato's soul is one of the most outstand­
ing impressions of his work, and especially of tl1e Republic. Only a man 
who had to struggle hard to uphold his self-control or the rule of his reason 
over his animal instincts could emphasize this point as much as Plato did ; 
cp. the passages referred to in note 34 to chapter 5, especially the story of 
the beast in man (Rep., s88c), which is probablyofOrphicorigin, and in notes 15 
(I)-(4), I7, and I9 to chapter 3, which not only show an astonishing similarity 
with psycho-analytical doctrines, but might also be claimed to exhibit strong 
symptoms of repression. (See also tl1c beginning of Book IX, 57Id and 575a, 
which sound like an exposition of the doctrine of the Oedipus Complex. 
On Plato's attitude to his mother, some light is perhaps thrown by Republic, 
548c-549d, especially in view of the fact that in 548e his brother Glaucon 
is identified with the son in question.)* An excellent statement of the 
conflicts in Plato, and an attempt at a psychological analysis of his will to 
powcr,arcmadcbyH.Kelscnin TheAmericanlmago, vol. 3, 1942, pp. I-IIO, 
and \V crncr Fi tc, The Platonic Legend, 1939· * 

Those Pl<:tonists who arc not prepared to admit that from Plato's longing 
and clamourmg for unity and harmony and unisonity, we may conclude that 
he was himself disunited and disharmonious, may be reminded that this 
way of arguing was invented by Plato. (Cp. Symposium, 2ooa, f., where 
Socrates arglfes that it is a necessary and not a probable inference that he who 
loves or desrres does not possess what he loves and desires.) 

What I haye called. P.l~to's political theory :if the soul (sec also text to note 32 
to chapter 5), ~.e. the diviSI<;>n of the soul according to the class-divided society, 
has lo~g remamed th~ baSIS of most psychologies. It is the basis of psycho­
analysis too. Acco~dmg to Freud'.s theory, what Plato had called the ruling 
1~art <;Jf the soul ~nes t~ upl~old. Its tyra~y by a 'censorship', while the 
1 ebell10us proletan~n anu~al-mstmcts, which correspond to the social under­
world, really exercise a Iudden dictatorship ; for they determine the policy 
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of the apparent ruler.-Since Heraclitus' ' flu:"< '. and ' war ', the realm of 
social experience has strongly influenced the thconcs, metaphors, and symbo~s 
by which we interpret the physical world around us (~nd ourselv~s) to OUI.­

sclvcs. I mention only Darwin's adoption, under the mfluence of :Lvlalthus, 
of the theory of social competition. . . . . . . 

(2) A remark may be added here 0~1 TI!)'Stl~l~l7~, 11~ 1ts rclatwn to the 
closed and open society, and to the stram of CIVlhzatl?!l. . . 

As McTaggart has shown, in his excellent study Af)'Stzczsm (cp. Phzl~sojJ/ucal 
Studies, edited by S. V. Keeling, 1934, esp. pp. 47 if.), th~ fundamental_ ideas of 
mysticism arc two : (a) the doctrine of the mystic union, 1.e. the assertiOn ti:at 
there is a greater unity in the world of realities than that which we _re_cog_n_1ze 
in the world of ordinary experience, and (b) the doctrine of the m;•stzc mtuztzon, 
i.e. the assertion that there is a way of knowing which ' brings the kno~·m 
into closer and more direct relation with what is known ' than is the rclatwn 
between the knowing subject and the known object in ordinary expericnc~. 
McTaggart rightly asserts (p. 48) that ' of these two characteristics the mystiC 
unity is the more fundamental ', since the mystic intuition is ' an example 
of the mystic unity'. We may add that a third characteristic, less funda­
~en!~l still, is (c) the nrystic love, which is an example of mystic unity and mystic 
mtUltlon. 

Nc;>w it is interesting (and this has not been seen by McTaggart) that in 
the h1story of Greek Philosophy, the doctrine of the mystic unity was first 
clearly asserted by Parmcnides in his holistic doctrine of the one (cp. note •P 
to th~ ~rese_n_t chapter) ; next by Plato, who added an elaborate doctrine. of 
mystl: mtu1t1on and communion with the divine (cp. chapter 8), of wh1ch 
do~tnne there. arc just. the very first beginnings in Parmenides ; next by 
Anstotlc, e.g. m De Amma, 425b3o f. : ' The actual hearing and the actual 
~oun~ arc merged into one ' · 430a2o and 431 a 1 : ' Actual knowledge is 
ldenhcal with its object' (see als~ De Anim~ 404b 16 and Afctaj7h"sics 1072 hw and 
I075a2 d PI ' ' ' " ' 'an cp. ato s Timaeus 45b-c 47a-d · 1.\1eno 81a fT · Phaedo, 79d); 
and ne t b 1 ' ' ' ' ' ·' f h' ~ Y t 1C Neo-Platonists, who elaborated the doctrine of the mystic love, 
~ w IC only the beginning can be found in Plato (for example, in his doctrine, 
d ep., '1:75 ff., that the philosopher loves truth, which is closely connected with the 

ocirme_s of holism and the philosopher's communion with the divine truth). 
~ ;'lew of these facts and of our historical analysis, we arc led to interpret 

~y~t~clSm as one of the typical reactions to the breakdown of the closed 
a~~e Y ~- ~reaction which, in its origin, was directed against the open society, 
wh' ~ ;c n:ay be ~cscribed as an escape into the dream of a paradise in 

1~h.t 1.c tnbal m;lly reveals itself as the unchanging reality. 
S 1s mterprctatlon is in direct conflict with that of Bergson in his Two 
~~~es ih ~oraliry and Religion ; for Bergson asserts that it is mysticism which 

*e~ t e. cap from the closed to the open society. 
t t u It _must of course be admitted (as Jacob Viner very kindly pointed 

oul't'o ~~ 10 .a letter) that mysticism is versatile enough to work in any 
po J lea . 1 ~ect10n ; and even among the apostles of the open society, mystics 
~n tt mysticism .h~ve their representatives. It is the mystic inspiration of a 

le crS, a ess d1v1ded, world which undoubtedly inspired not only Plato, but 
a so aerates.* 

dltB may be remarked that in the nineteenth century, especially in Hegel 
an ergson, w~ fin~ an evolutionary nrysticism, which, by extolling change, 
seems to stand m direct opposition to Parmenides' and Plato's hatred of 
change. And yet, the underlying experience of these two forms of mysticism 
~eems to be the same, as shown by the fact, that an over-emphasis on change 
IS common to both. Both are reactions to the frightening experience of social 
change : the one combined with the hope that change may be arrested; the 
other With a somewhat hysterical (ancl undoubtedly ambivalent) acceptance 
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of change as real, essential and wclcome.-Cp. also notes 32-33 to chapter I I, 
36 to chapter I2, and 4, 6, 29, 32 and 58 to chapter 24. 

00 The Eut)j1hro, an early dialogue, is usually interpreted as an unsuccessful 
attempt of Socrates to define piety. Eutyphro himself is the caricature of a 
popular 'pietist' who knows exactly what the gods wish. To Socrates' 
question ' What is piety and what is impiety ? ' he is made to answer : ' Piety 
is acting as I do ! That is to say, prosecuting any one guilty of murder, 
sacrilege, or of any similar crime, whether he be your father or your mother .. ; 
while not to prosecute them is impiety' (5, d/e). Eutyphro is presented as 
prosecuting his father for having murdered a serf. (According to the evidence 
quoted by Grote, Plato, I, note to p. 312, every citizen was bound by Attic 
Jaw to prosecute in such cases.) 

01 Aferzexenus, 235b. Cp. note 35 to this chapter, and the end of note 19 
to chapter 6. 

G3 The claim that if you want security you must give up liberty has become 
a mainstay of the revolt against freedom. But nothing is less true. There 
is, of course, no absolute security in life. But what security can be attained 
depends on our own watchfulness, enforced by institutions to help us watch­
i.e. by democratic institutions which arc devised (using Platonic language) to 
enable the herd to watch, and to judge, their watch-dogs. 

03 With the 'variations' and 'irregularities', cp. Republic, 547a, quoted 
in the text to notes 39 and 40 to chapter 5· Plato's obsession with the problems 
of propagation and birth control may perhaps be explained in part by the fact 
that he understood the implications of population growth. Indeed (cp. text to 
note 7 to this chapter) the ' Fall ', the loss of the tribal paradise, is caused by 
a ' natural ' or ' original ' fault of man, as it were : by a maladjustment in his 
natural rate of breeding. Cp. also notes 39 (3) to ch. 5, and 34 to ch. 4· 
With the next quotation further below in this paragraph, cp. Republic, 566e, 
and text to note 20 to chapter 4.-Crossman, whose treatment of the period 
of tyranny in Greek history is excellent (cp. Plato To-Day, 27-30), writes : 
'Thus it was the tyrants who really created the Greek State. They broke 
down the old tribal organization of primitive aristocracy .. ' (op. cit., 29). 
This explains why Plato hated tyranny, perhaps even more than freedom : 
cp. Republic, 577c.-(See, however, note 6g to this chapter.) His passages 
on tyranny, especially s6s-s68, arc a brilliant sociological analysis of a con­
sistent power-politics. I should like to call it the first attempt towards a 
logic of jJower. (I chose this term in analogy to F. A. von Hayek's use of the 
term logic of choice for the pure economic theory.)-The logic of power is fairly 
simple, and has often been applied in a masterly way. The opposite kind of 
politics is much more difficult ; partly because the logic of anti-power politics, 
i.e. the logic of freedom, is hardly understood yet. 

u It is well known that most of Plato's political proposals, including 
the proposed communism of women and children, were ' in the air ' in the 
Periclean period. Cp. the e.xcellent summary in Adam's edition of the 
Republic, vol. I, p. 354 f., * and A. D. Winspcar, The Genesis of Plato's Thought, 
I940·* 

85 Cp. V. Pareto, Treatise on General Sociolog;·, §1843 (English translation : 
The Mind arzdSociety, 1935, vol. III, pp. 1281); cp. note 1 to chapter 13, where 
the passage is quoted more fully. 

80 Cp. the effect which Glaucon's presentation of Lycophron's theory had 
on Carneades (cp. note 54 to chapter 6), and later, on Hobbes. The professed 
• a-mor<:lity ' .of so m.any Ma:xists is also a case in point. Leftists frequently 
believe m the1r own Immorality. (This, although not much to the point, is 
sometimes more modest and more pleasant than the dogmatic self-righteousness 
of many reactionary moralists.) 

87 Money is one of the symbols as well as one of the difficulties of the open 
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society. There is no doubt that we have not yet mastered the rational control 
of its usc ; its greatest misuse is that it can buy political power. (The most 
direct form of this misuse is the institution of the slave-market ; but just 
this institution is defended in Republic, 5G3b ; cp. note I 7 to chapter 4 ; and 
in the Laws, Plato is not opposed to the political iuflucnce of wealth ; cp. 
not_e 20 (1) to chapter 6.) From the point of view of an individualistic 
soc1cty, money is fairly impo1·tant. It is part of the institution of the (partially) 
fre~ market, which gives the consumer some measure of control over production. 
Without some such institution, the producer may control the market to 
such a degree that he ceases to produce for the sake of consumption, while 
the _consu~er consumes largely for the sake of production.-The sometimes 
glanng m1susc of money has made us rather sensitive, and Plato's opposition 
between money and friendship is only the first of many conscious or unconscious 
attempts to utilize these sentiments for the purpose of political propaganda. 
• 

68 Th7 group-spirit of tribalism is, of course, not entirely lost. It manifests 
1 ~elf, :or mstance, in the most valuable experiences offriendshijJ and comradeship; 
~so, ~n youthful tribalistic movements like the boy-scouts (or the German 
. out Movement), and in certain clubs and adult societies, as described, for 
ms~ance, by Sinclair Lewis in Babbitt. The importance of this perhaps most 
um versa! of all · 1 · · d d N 1 1 _emot10na and ;:esthetiC expenenccs must not be un crrate . 
in~ar Y ~1 bso~1al movements, totalitarian as well as humanitarian, are 
po:~~c~ Y It. It plays an important role in war, and is one of the most 
and inu werpons ';lf the revolt against freedom; admittedly also in peace, 
often en~evo ts agam_st tyranny, but in these cases its humanitarianism is 
ful attem a~~ered _by ~ts romantic tendencics.-A conscious and not unsucccss­
a class r P1 ° revive It for the purpose of arresting society and of perpetuating 
one can ~ e seems to have been the English Public School System. ('No 
noble gamr~\; ~P. to be a good man unless his earliest years were given to 

Another IS Its motto, taken from Republic, 558b.) 
is, of course ~~od~ct and symptom of the loss of the tribalistic g10up-spirit 
(cp. chapte~ 8 ato s e~phasis upon the analogy between politics and medicine 
that the bod '/sp~clally note 4), an emphasis which expresses the feeling 
time of Platy 0 society '.s sick, i.e. the feeling of strain, of drift. ' From the 
to this comp~-·on, the mmds of political philosophers seem to have recurred 
Study of the pu~o:' between medicine and politics,' says G. E. G. Catlin (A 
G. Santayanarznczples of Politics, 1930, note to 458, where Thomas Aquinas, 
the quotation~ ~nd Dc~n lnge are quoted to support his statement ; cp. also 
most characte !n. op. czt., note to 37, from Mill's Logic). Catlin also speaks 
protection wh's~cally (op. cit., 459) of ' harmony' and of the ' desire for 
18 to cha~ter et)er assured by the mother or by society'. (Cp. also note 

6D C 5· 
. p. chapte ( 

n;ne such disc· { 7 note 24 and text ; see At/zen., XI, 508) for the names of 
suppose that p~p e~ of Plato (including the younger Dionysius and Dio). I 
'persuasion and ~to s repeated insistence upon the usc, not only of force, but of 
:-vas meant as a ~r~~ '. (cp. Laws, 722b, and notes .5' 10, and 18 to chapter 8), 
mdecd primiti rihcism of the tactics of the Thirty, whose propaganda was 
re~ipe for uti!~~- But ~his would imply that ~Jato was well aware of Par~to's 
D10 ( cp. note 2 ng senhments instead of fightmg them, That Plato's fncnd 
Meyer in his d 5{; to chapter 7) ruled Syracuse as a tyrant is admitted even by 
for Plato as a e c~c.e _of Dio whose fate he explains, in spite of his admiration 
'theory and prpo ~hc,an, by pointing out the 'gulf between' (the Platonic) 
· · act1ce ' ( '" · ) M f D' (l 't ) ' Tl 1deal kmg had b o,,, czt., V, 999 . eyer says o 10 oc. cz. , 1e 
tyrant.' But he bcrme, externally, indistin_guishable .from t~e contc~pti?Ie 
and that he suft e Ieves that, internally as 1t were, D10 rcmamed an 1deahst, 
I t f <l . II Hcred deeply when political necessity forced murder (especially 

t 1a o 11s a y eracl'd ) . · · h I es and similar measures upon !urn. I tlunk, owever, 
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that Dio acted according to Plato's theory ; a theory which, by the logic 
of powc;, drove Plato in the Laws to admit even the goodness of tyranny 
(7ogc, fl. ! at the same place, there may also be a suggestion that the debacle 
of the Thu·ty was due to their great number : Critias alone would have been 
all right). 

70 The tribal paradise is, of course, a myth (although some primitive 
people, most of all the Eskimos, seem to be happy enough). There may 
have been no sense of drift in the closed society, but there is ample evidence 
of other forms of fear-fear of demoniac powers behind nature. The attempt 
to revive this fear, and to usc it against the intellectuals, the scientists etc., 
characterizes many late manifestations of the revolt against freedo~. It 
is to the credit of Plato, the disciple of Socrates, that it never occurred to him 
to present his enemies as the offspring of the sinister demons of darkness. 
In this point, he remained cnlightenecl. He had little inclination to idealize 
the evil which was to him simply debased, or degenerate, or impoverished 
goodness. (Only in one passage in the Laws, 8g6e and 8g8c, there is what 
may be a suggestion of an abstract idealization of the evil.) 

7 1 A final note may be added here in connection with my remark on the 
retum to the beasts. Since the intrusion of Darwinism into the field of human 
problems (an intrusion for which Dam•in should not be blamed) there have 
been many ' social zoologists ' who have proved that the human race is 
bound to degenerate physically, because insufficient physical competition, 
and the possibility of protecting the body by the efforts of the mind, prevent 
natural selection from acting upon our bodies. The first to formulate this 
idea (not that he believed in it) was Samuel Butler, who wrote : 'The one 
serious danger which this writer' (an Ercwhonian \\Titer) 'apprehended was 
that the machines' (and we may add, civilization in general) 'would so .. 
lessen the severity of c~mpetition, that many persons of inferior physique 
would escape detection and transmit their inferiority to their descendants.' 
(Erewhon, 1872 ; cp. Everyman's edition, p. 161.) The first as far as I know 
to write a bulky volume on this t11eme was W. Schall mayer ( cp. note 65 to chapter 
12), one of the founders of modern raciali~m: II~ fact, Butlcr:s tl!c?ry has been 
continually rediscovered (especially by bwlogical n~turahsts m the sense 
of chapter 5, above). According to some _modern wntcrs (sec, for exa~~le, 
G. H. Estabrooks, A1an: The 1l1edzanical Mzsjit, .1941), man made the decisive 
mistake when he became civilized, and especially when he began to help 
the weak ; before this, he was an almost perfect man-beast ; but civilization, 
with its artificial methods of protecting the weak, lead to degeneration, and 
therefore must ultimately destroy itsel~ !n reply t.o such arguments, we 
should I think first admit that man IS hkely to disappear one day from 
this w~rld ; bu: we should add that this is also true of even the most perfect 
beasts, to say nothing of those whic~ arc only '~h~ost perfect'. The theory 
that the human race might live a httle lo.nger If It had not ~ade the fatal 
mistake of helping the weak is most questiOnable ; but even If it were true 
-is mere length of survival of the race really all we want? Or is the almost 
perfect man-beast so eminently val.uable that _we should prefer a prolongation 
of his existence (he did exist for qUite a long time, anyway) to our experiment 
of helping the weak ? 

Mankind, I believe, has not done so badly. In spite of the treason of 
some of its intellectual leaders, in spite of the stupefying effects of Platonic 
methods in education and the devastating results of propaganda, there have 
been some surprising successes. Many weak men have been helped, and 
for nearly a hundred years slavery has been practically abolished. Some 
say it will soon be re-introduced. I feel more optimistic ; and after all it 
will depend on ourselves. But even if all this should be lost again and e~en 
if we had to return to the almost perfect man-beast, this would n~t alter the 



CHAPTER IO/NOTE 71 
fact that once upon a time (even if the time was short), slavery did disappear 
from the face of the earth. This achievement and its memory may, I bchev~, 
compensate some of us for all our misfits, mechanical or otherwise ; and lt 
may even compensate some of us for the fatal mistake made by our forcfath_crs 
when they missed the golden opportunity of arresting all change-of retur!llng 
to the cage of the closed society and establishing, for ever and ever, a perfect 
zoo of almost perfect monkeys. 



ADDENDA 

I 

PLATO Al~D GEOMETRY 

In the second edition of this book, I made a lengthy addition to ~ote .9 
to chapter 6 (pp. 248 to 253). The historical hypothesis propounded m this 
note was _later am~lified. in my paper 'The Nature of Phi_losophical P~oblcms 
and Their Roots m Science'. (British Journal for the Plnlo~oplzy of Sczerzce, 3, 
1952, pp. 124 IT.; now also m my Conjectures and Rifutatwns). It may be 
restated as follows : ( 1) the discovery of the irrationality of the square r~>Ot 
of two which led to the breakdown of the Pythagorean programme of rcducmg 
geometry and cosmology (and presumably all knowledge) to arithmetic, pro­
duced a crisis in Greek mathematics · (2) Euclid's Elcmerzts are not a textbook 
of geometry, but rather the final attempt of the Platonic School to resolve 
this crisis by reconstructing the whole of mathematics and cosmology on a 
geometrical basis, in order to deal with the problem of irrationality systematically 
rather than _ad hoc, thus inverting the Pythagorean programme of arithmeti~a­
tion ; (3) It was Plato who first conceived the programme later earned 
out by Euclid : it was Plato who first recognized the need for a reconstruc­
tion ; who chose geometry as the new basis and the geometrical method 
of proportion as the new method ; who dre\~ up the programme for a geo­
metrization of mathematics, astronomy, and cosmology ; and who became 
the founder of the geometrical picture of the world, and thereby also the 
founder of modern science-of the science of Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, 
and Newton. 

I suggested that the famous inscription over the door of Plato's Academy 
alluded to this programme of gcomctrization. 

In the middle of the last paragraph on p. 249 I suggested ' that Plato was 
one of the first to develop a specifically geometrical method aiming at rescuing what 
could be rescued . . . from the breakdown of Pythagoreanism '; and I 
described th~s suggestion as ' a highly uncertain historical hypothesis '. I 
no longer tlunk that the hypothesis is so very uncertain. On the contrary, 
I now feel that a re-reading of Plato, Aristotle, Euclid, and Proclus, in the 
light of this hypothesis, would produce as much corroborating evidence as 
one could expect. In addition to the confirming evidence referred to in the 
paragraph quoted, I now wish to add that already the Gorgias (451ajb; c; 
453c) takes the ?iscu~si(;m of'. odd ' and ' even ' as characteristic of arithmet~c, 
thereby clearly 1dentifymg anthmctic with Pythagorean number theory, while 
characterizing the geo~eter as the man who adopts the method of proportions 
(465bjc). Moreov«:;r, m the. passage from the Gorgias (so8a) Plato speaks 
not only of geo~etr.Ical eql!ahty (cp. note 48 to chapter 8) but he also states 
implicitly th": prmcip_le wluch he was later to develop fully in the Timaeus: 
that the cosmic ~rdcr IS a geometrical order. Incidentally, the Gorgias also proves 
that the word alogos' was not associated in Plato's IIlind with irrational 
numbers, since 465a say~ ~hat even a technique, or art, must not be alogos ; 
~hich would hold, a fortz~n for, a sci~nce such as geometry. I think we may 
simply translat«:; a._log_os as alogtcal '. (Cp. also Gorgias 496ajb; and 
52_2e·{ The pomt IS ~~portant for the interpretation of the title of Demo­
cntus s lost book, mentioned earlier on p. 249· 
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My paper on 'The Nature of Philosophical Problems' contains some 
further suggestions concerning Plato's theory of forms. 

* Since this addendum was first published in 1957, in the third edition of 
this book, I have found, almost by accident, some interesting corroboration 
of the historical hypothesis formulated above, in the first paragraph under (2). 
It is a passage in Proclus' commentaries to the First Book of Euclid's Elements 
(ed. Friedlein, 1873, Prologus ii, p. 71, 2-5) from which it becomes clear that 
there existed a tradition according to which Euclid's clements were a Platonic 
cosmology, a treatment of the problems of the TimacrLr. 



II 

THE DATING OF THE THE:\ETETUS 

There is a hint in note 50, (6), to chapter 8, p. 28I, that' the 71zeaetetus 
is perhaps (as against the usual assumption) earlier than the Republic'. This 
suggestion was made to me by the late Dr. Robert Eisler in a conversation not 
long before his death in I 949· But since he did not tell me any more about his 
conjecture than that it was partly based on TI1caetetus I 74c, f.-the crucial 
passage whose post-Rejmblican dating did not seem to me to fit into my theory 
-I felt that there was not sufficient evidence for it, and that it was too ad hoc 
to justify me in publicly saddling Eisler with the responsibility for it. 

However, I have since found quite a number of independent arguments 
in favour of an earlier dating of the 71~eaetetus, and I therefore wish now to 
acknowledge Eisler's original suggestion. 

Since Eva Sachs (cp. Socrates, 5, I9I7, 53 I f.) established that the proem 
of the Theaetetus, as we know it, was written after 369, the conjecture of a 
Socratic core and an early dating involves another-that of an earlier lost 
edition, revised by Plato after Theactctus' death. The latter conjecture was 
proposed independently by various scholars, even before the discovery of 
a papyrus (ed. by Dicls, Berlin. Klassikerhefte, 2, I905) that contains part of a 
Commentary to the 711eactetus and refers to two distinct editions. The following 
arguments seem to support both conjectures. 

(I) Certain passages in Aristotle seem to allude to the Tl~eaetetus : they 
fit the text of the Thcaetetus perfectly, and they claim, at the same time, that 
the ideas there expressed belong to Socrates rather than to Plato. The 
passages I have in mind arc the ascription to Socrates of the invention of 
induction (l\1ctajJh)'Sics I078b17-33; cp. 987b1 and 1086b3) which, I think, is 
an allusion to Socrates' maieutic (developed at length in the 71~eaetetus), his 
method of helping the pupil to perceive the true essence of a thing through 
purging his mind of his false prejudices ; and the further ascription to Socrates 
of the attitude so strongly expressed again and again in the Theaetetus : 
' Socrates used to ask questions and not to answer them ; for he used to 
confess that he did not know' (Soph. El. 183b7). (These passages are dis­
cussed, in a different context, in my lecture' On the Sources of Knowledge and 
of Ignorance', Proceedings of the British Acaden!)', 46, 1960 (see especially p. 50) 
which is also separately published by Oxford University Press.) 

(2) The Theaetetus has a surprisingly inconclusive ending, even though it 
turns out that it was so planned and prepared almost from the beginning. 
(In fact, as an attempt to solve the problem of knowledge which it ostensibly 
tries to do, this beautiful dialogue is a complete failure.) But endings of a 
similarly inconclusive nature arc known to be characteristic of a number of 
early dialogues. 

(3) ' Know thyself' is interpreted, as in the Apology, as ' Know how little 
you know '. In his final speech Socrates says ' After tl1is, 71zeaetetus . . • you 
will be less harsh and gentler to your associates, for you will have the wisdom 
no~ to. think that yo~ know what you do not know. So much my art [of 
mazeuttc] ca~ accomplish ; nor do I know any of the things that are known by 
others ... 
. (4) That ours is a second edition, revised by Plato, seems likely, especially 
m vtew o~ the f~ct that the Introduction to the dialogue (142a to the end of 
I43c) whtch m1~ht well have bct;n added as a memorial to a great man, 
actually contradicts a passage whtch may have survived the revision of the 
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earlier edition of this dialogue ; I mean its very end which, like a number 
of other early dialogues, alludes to Socrates' trial as imminent. The contra­
diction consists in the fact that Euclid, who appears as a charactcr in the 
Introduction and who narrates how the dialogue came to be written down, 
tells us (142cjd, 143a) that he went repeatedly to Athens (from l'vlcgara, 
presumably), using every time the opportunity of checking his notes with 
Socrates, and making 'corrections' here and there. This is told in a way 
which makes it quite clear that the dialogue itself must have taken place at 
least several months before Socrates' trial and death ; but this is inconsistent 
with the ending of the dialogue. (I have not seen any reference to this point, 
but I cannot imagine that it has not been discussed by some Platonist.) It 
n:ay even be that the reference to 'corrections', in 143a, and also the much 
discussed description of the 'new style' in 143b-c (sec for example C. Ritter's 
P_lato, vol. I, 1910, pp. 220 f.) were introduced in order to explain some devia­
tion~ of the revised edition from the original edition. (This would make it 
possible to place the revised edition even after the SojJhist.) 



III 
REPLY TO A CRITIC 

I have been asked to say something in reply to the critics of this volume. 
But before doing so, I should like to thank again those whose criticism has 
helped me to improve the book in various ways. 

Of the others-those I have come across-! feel reluctant to say much. 
In attacking Plato I have, as I now realize, offended and hurt many Platonists, 
and I am sorry for this. Still, I have been surprised by the violence of some of 
the reactions. 

I think most of the defenders of Plato have denied facts which, it seems to 
me, cannot be seriously denied. This is true even of the best of them : Pro­
fessor Ronald B. Levinson in his monumental book (645 closely printed pages) 
In Defense of Plato. 

In trying to answer Professor Levinson I have before me two tasks of very 
unequal importance. The less important task-defending myself against a 
number of accusations-will be tackled first (in section A), so that the more 
important task-replying to Professor Levinson's defence of Plato (in section B) 
-will not be too much obscured by my personal defence. 

A 
The portrait of myself painted by Professor Levinson has caused me to 

doubt the truth of my own portrait of Plato ; for if it is possible to derive 
from a living author's book so distorted an image of his doctrines and inten­
tions, what hope can there be of producing anything like a true portrait of an 
author born almost twenty-four centuries ago ? 

Yet how can I defend myself against being identified with the supposed 
original of the portrait painted by Professor Levinson ? All I can do is to 
show that some at least of the mistranslations, misrepresentations, and distor­
tions of Plato with which Professor Levinson charges me are really non­
existent. And even this I can only do by analysing two or three representative 
samples, taken at random from hundreds : there seem to be more such charges 
in the book than there arc pages. Thus all I can do is to prove that some at 
)east of the most violent accusations levelled against me are baseless. 

I should have liked to do this without raising any counter-accusation of 
misquotation, etc. ; but as this has turned out to be impossible, I wish to 
make it quite clear that I now sec that Professor Levinson, like other Platonists, 
must have found my book not only exasperating, but almost sacrilegious. 
And since I am that man by whom the offence cometh, I must not complain 
if I am bitterly denounced. 

So let us examine a few of the relevant passages. 
Professor Levinson writes (p. 273, note 72) of me: 'As with others of 

whom he disapproves, so here with Critias, Popper has further blackened his 
character by exaggeration. For the verses cited represent religion, though 
a fabrication, as being aimed at the general good of society, not at the selfish 
benefit of the cunning fabricator himself.' 

Now if this means anything, it must mean that I have asserted, or at least 
hinted, i~ the passages quoted by Professor Levinson (that is, pp. 179 and 140 
of A, which corresponds to pp. 183-184, and pp. 142-143 of E 1) that Critias' 

--. ----· 

1 'A' stands in this Addmdum for the American editions of 1950 and 1956 ; 
' E' for the present edition and for the English editions from 1952 on, 
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verses which I have quoted represent religion not only as a fabriration, l?ut as 
a fabrication ' aimed ... at the selfish benefit of the cunning fabncator 
himself'. . d 

I deny that I either asserted, or <'VC'n hinted at. anything of the ktn d 
On the contrary, my concern has been to poinL out that tlw 'general ~od 
of society' is one of the dominant preoccupations of Plato, and that his atu~u f 
in this respect 'is practically identical with that of Critias '. The basts 0d 
my criticism is clearly announced at the beginning of chapter U (sccon 
paragraph) where I write: '"For the benefit of the city", says ~Jato: 
Again we find that the appeal to the principle of collective utility is the ultnnate 
ethical consideration.' d 

·what I assert is that this moral principle which posits ' the general goo 
of society ' as a moral aim, is not good enough as a basis of ethics ; lor examplef 
that it leads to lying-' for the general good of society' or ' for the benefit 0 

the city'. In other words, I try to show that ethical collectivism is mischievous, 
and that it corrupts. But I nowhere interpret Critias' quoted verses in the 
sense alleged by Professor Levinson. I should be inclined to ask ' WhO 
blackens whose character by exaggeration?', were it not for tht' fact that 1. 
recognize that the severity of my attack was a provocation which excuses 
Professor Levinson's charges. But it docs not make them true. 

A second example is this. Professor Levinson writes (p. 35·~ f.) : 'one 
of Popper's most extravagant assertions is that Plato had viewed as a " favour­
abl_c circumstance" the presence in Athens of Spartan troops, summoned t~ 
asstst the Thirty in maintaining themselves and their iniquitous regime anc 
had felt no other emotion than approval at the thought of Athens beneath 
the Spartan yoke; he would have been prepared, we arc lt.:d to suppose, to 
su_mmon them again, if their presence could aid him in achieving his nco· 
ohgarchical revolution. There is no text which Popper can cite in support 
of such a charge ; it arises solely from his picture of Plato as a third head upon 
the double-headed monster whom he has created, called " the Old Oligarch 
a~d Critias " ; it is guilt by association, the very ultimate example of the 
Wttch-hunt technique.' , 

To this my reply is : if this is one of my ' most extravagant assertions • 
then I cannot have made any extravagant assertions. For this assertion was 
never ~ade by me; nor docs it fit into the picture which I have of Plato, 
and Whtch I have tried-not wholly successfully, it seems-to convey. d 
1 I. do b~lieve that Plato was led, by his distrust of the common man, an . 
Jy hts ethtcal collectivism, to approve of violence ; but I simply never have 
~~e any assertion about Plato even faintly similar to the one which Profess~~ 

evtnson here asserts, somewhat extravagantly, that I have made. There 1: 

therefore no text which Professor Levinson can cite in support of his chargt. 
that I ~ave made this assertion : it arises solely from his picture of Popper 
as a thtrd head upon the double-headed monster of Otto Ncurath and J. ('>· 
~auwerys which Professor Levinson has created ; and as to ' guilt by assoctaj 
tlOn ', I can only refer to Professor Levinson's p. 441. There he is' hclpcc 
towards answering this question '-the question of 'the predisposing ca~5'' 
t?at leads Popper chronically to indulge these sinister imaginings '-by asso~ta· 
tmg me with ' an older compatriot of Popper's, the late versatile Austrian phtlo· 
sopher and sociologist, Otto Neurath '. (In fact neither Ncurath nor I had 
any sympathy for the other's philosophy, as emerges only too clearly frod 
Neurath's and my own writings ; Neurath, for example, defended Hegel, an . 
attacked both Kantianism and my own praise of Kai?t.. c;f Neurath's _attac~ 
on Plato I heard for the first time when I read about tt ill I rofessor Levmson 
book; and I have not yet seen Neurath's relevant papers.) "d 

But to return to my alleged ' extravagant assertion ' : what I ~ctually sat 
(p. 195E = IgoA) about Plato's feelings is almost the opposttc of what 
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Professor Levinson (p. 354-) reports. I did not at all suggest that Plato viewed 
as a ' favourable circumstance ' the presence in Athens of Spartan troops, or 
that he 'felt no other emotion than approval at the thought of Athens beneath 
the. Spartan yoke '. ':\'hat, ~ trie_d to convey, and what I said, ~vas that the 
Tlurty Tyrants had failed m spite of favourable circumstances m the shape 
of powerful suppor~ fr~m vic~orious Sparta ' ; and I suggested that ~Jato 
saw the cause of the1r fallurc-Just as I do-in the moral failure of the Thirty. 
I wrote : ' Plato felt that a complete reconstruction of the programme was 
needed. The Thirty had been beaten in the realm of power politics largely 
because they had offended the citizens' sense of justice. The defeat had been 
largely a moral defeat.' 

This is all I say here of Plato's feelings. (I say twice 'Plato felt_'.) . I 
suggest that the fmlure of ~he Thirty induced a partial mor31I conversiOn. m 
Plato-though n?t a su~c1ently far-reaching one. There Is. no suggestion 
here of those feclmgs which Professor Levinson makes me attnbute to Plato ; 
and I would never have dreamt that anybody could read this into my tc..xt. 

I certainly do attribute to Plato a measure of sympathy with the Thirty 
Tyrants and especially with their pro-Spartan aims. But this is of course some­
thing completely different from the 'extravagant assertions' which Profc~sor 
Levinson attributes to me. I can only say that I did suggest that he adm1r~d 
his uncle Critias, the leader of the Thirty. I did suggest that .he was 111 

sympathy with some of Critias' aims and views. But I also said th~t he 
considered the oligarchy of the Thirty as a moral failure, and that tlm led 
him to reconstruct his collectivist morality. 

It will be seen that my answer to two of Professor Levinson's charges has 
taken up almost as much space as the charges themselves. This is unavoid­
able; and I must therefore confine myself to only two further examples (out 
of hundreds), both connected with my alleged mistranslations of Plato's text. 

The first is Professor Levinson's allegation that I worsen, or c..xaggerate, 
Plato's text. 'Popper, however, as before, employs the unfavourable ~vord 
"deport" in his translation, in place of" send out",' writes Professor Le.vmson 
on p. 349, note 244. But this is simply a mistake-Professor Levmson's 
mistake. If he loo~s at the passage again, he will find that I ;mpl?Y ~c word 
' deport ' where h1s translation-or rather Fowler's-uses bamsh • (The 
part of the passage in which Fowler's translation uses ' send out ' simply does 
not occur in my quotation but is replaced by dots.) 

As a consequence of this mistake, it turns out that, in this context, Professor 
Levinson's remark ' as before ' is highly appropriate. For before the passage 
just discus~ed he writes of me (p. 348, note 243) : ' Popper reenforces his 
interpretation [p. 166E = p. 162A] of the Platonic passage [Rep. 540e/541a] 
by slight inaccuracies in the translation, tending to give the impression of 
greater scorn or violence in Plato's attitude. Thus he translates " send 
away " (ajJopempo) as " expel and deport " .. .' Now first of all, there is 
another of Professor Levinson's slips here (which makes two in two consecutive 
footnotes~; for. Plato ?ocs not usc here the word 'apopemp6 ', but the word 
'ekpemp6 . Th1s certamly docs not make much difference; yet 'ekpempo' has, 
at any rate, the ' ex ' of ' expel ' ; and one of its dictionary meanings is ' to 
drive away' and .another.' to send away in disgrace' (or 'to send away with 
the collatc.ral notwn of disgrace' as my edition of Liddell and Scott has it). 
The ~ord_Is a soll?-ewhatstr~ngcr ~orm of'pempii'-' to send off',' to dispatch' 
-wh1ch, 1f used ~n. connection with Hades (' to send to Hades ') ' commonly 
means to send a hvmg man to Hades, i.e. to kill him'. (I am quoting Liddell 
a~d Scott. Nowadays s?mc people might even' commonly' say' to dispatch 
lum '; Closely related Is the meaning intended when Phaedrus tells us in 
Plato s Symposzum I 79e-~ passage referred to by Professor Levinson on p. 348 
-that the gods, redeemmg and honom·ing Arhilks for his valour and his 
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love of Patroclus 'sent him to the Islands of the Blessed '-while Homer sent 
him to Hades.)' It seems obvious that neither of the translati?ns 'expel' 
or ' deport ' is open to criticism here on scholarly grounds. '\ ct Professor 
Levinson is open to criticism when he quotes me as writing ' expel and deport' 
for I do not usc the words in this way. (He would have, been at least tech­
nically correct had he quoted me ' must be expelled . . . and deported ' : 
the three dots make some difference here, for to write 'expel and deport' 
could be an attempt to exaggerate, by way of' re-enforcing ' the one expression 
with the other. Thus this slight inaccuracy tends to re-enforce my alleged 
misdeed-my alleged re-enforcing of my interpretation of this Platonic passage 
by slight inaccuracies in my translation.) 

But anyhow, this case amounts to nothing. For take the passage in Shorey's 
translation. (Shorey is, rightly, accepted as an authority by Professor 
Levinson.) 'All inhabitants above the age of ten', Shorey translates, ' they 
[the 'philosophers' who have become 'masters of the state 'J will send out 
into the fields, and they will take over the children, remove them from the 
manners and habits of their parents, and bring them up in their own customs 
and laws which will be such as we have described.' Now docs this not say 
exactly what I said (though perhaps not quite as clearly as I did on my p. 166E 
= 1.62A) ? For who can believe that the 'sending away ' of ' all the in­
habttants above the age of ten ' can be anything but a violent expulsion and 
deportation? Would they just meekly go, leaving their children behind, 
when' sent away', if they were not threatened, and compelled, by the' philo­
sophers.' who have become ' masters of the state ' ? (Professor Levinson's 
sugg~st10n, p. 349, that they arc sent to ' their . . . country estates, outside 
the Clt~ proper ' is supported by him, ironically enough, with a reference to the 
Symposzum 1 79c and the ' Islands of the Blessed ', the place to which Achilles 
was sent by the gods-or more precisely by Apollo's arrow.) 

In all ~his, there is an important principle involved. I mean the principle 
that /~ere ts no such thing as a literal trmzslation ; that all translations arc inter­
pretatiOns; and that we always have to take the context into account, and 
even parallel passages. 
h That .the passages with which (on p. 166E = 162A) I have associated 

t c o;c JUst quoted may indeed be so associated is confirmed by Shorey's 
?wn ootnotcs : he refers, especially, to the passage which I have called the 
s~~nvas-clcaning ' passage, and to the • kill-and-banish ' passage from the 
0 a esm~n •. 293c-c. ' Whether they happen to rule by law or without law, 
r:e~ Wilhng or unwilling subjects ; . . . and whether they purge the stale 
w~tht~good, by killing or by deporting [or, as Professor Levinson translates 
th' fl owler, 'by killing or banishing' ; sec above] some of its citizens ... 
(S~e %m of government must be declared to be the only one that is right.' 

p 1, text, p. 166E = p. 162A.) 
ret h~o cs~or Levinson quotes (p. 349) part of this passage more fully than I do. 
ha omzts to quote that j1art which I quoted as its commencement, ' vVhcther they 
T:pcn .to r;tlc. by law or without law, over willing or unwilling subjects'. 

~ P~nt .1s mteresting, because it fits Professor Levinson's attempt to 
rna d~ t 1e kill-and-banish passage appear in an almost innocent light. 1m­
met ta~e Y after quoting the passage, Professor Levinson writes : ' Fair inter­
pr~ atl?n. of this stated principle ' [I do not sec any 'principle ' here stated, 
unless It Is that all is permitted if it is done for the benefit of the slate] ' requires 
at east a br' f · d' · I · 

f . 1e m 1cat10n of the genera pattern of the dialogue.' In the 
course o th1s • b · f · d' · f PI ' · d · h . h . rie m 1cat10n ' o ato s mms an tendencies, we car-
Wit out a d.tre~t quotation from Plato-that 'Other traditional and currently 
act:pted cr.tteria, such as ~hcthcr rul.c be exercised. . . . over willing or unwilling 
su >Ject~, or m accord or not m accord wzlh law, are reJected as irrelevant or non­
essential.' The words from Professor Levinson's passage which I have here 
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italicized will be seen to be a near-quotation of the commencement (not 
quoted by Professor Levinson) of my own quotation from Plato's kill-and-banish 
passage. Yet this commencement appears now in a very harmless light : 
no longer arc the rulers told to kill and banish 'with or without law', as I in­
dicated ; and Professor Levinson's readers get the impression that this question 
is here merely dismissed as a side issue-as ' irrelevant ' to the problem in hand. 

But Plato's readers, and even the participants in his dialogue, get a different 
impression. Even the 'Younger Socrates', who intervened just before (after 
the commencement of the passage as quoted by me) with the one e:-.clama­
tion ' Excellent ! ' is shocked by the lawlessness of the proposed killing ; for 
immediately after the enunciation of the kill-and-banish principle (perhaps 
it really is a 'principle', after all) he says, in Fowler's translation (the italics 
arc of course mine) : 'Everything else that you have said seems reasonable; 
but that government [and such hard measures, too, it is implied] should be 
carried out without laws is a hard saying.' 

I think that this remark proves that the commencement of my quotation 
-'by law or without law '-is really meant by Plato to be part of his kill-and­
banish principle ; that I was right in commencing the quotation where I did; 
and that Professor Levinson is simply mistaken when he suggests that ' with 
or without law' is here merely intended to mean that this is a question which 
is here ' rejected as irrelevant ' to the essence of the problem in hand. 

In interpreting the kill-and-banish passage, Professor Levinson is clearly 
deeply disturbed ; yet at the end of his elaborate attempt to defend Plato by 
comparing his practices with our own he arrives at the following view of the 
passage : ' Looked at in this context, Plato's statesman, with his apparent 
readiness to kill, banish, and enslave, where we should prescribe either the 
penitentiary, at one end, or psychiatric social service, at the other, loses much 
of his sanguinary coloration.' 

Now I do not doubt that Professor Levinson is a genuine humanitarian­
a democrat and a liberal. But is it not perturbing to see that a genuine 
humanitarian, in his eagerness to defend Plato, can be led to compare in this 
fashion our admittedly very faulty penal practice and our no less faulty social 
services with the avowedly lawless killing and banishing (and enslaving) of 
citizens by the 'true statesman '-a good and wise man-' for. the benefit of 
the city ' ? Is this not a frightening example of the spell wh1ch Plato casts 
over many of his readers, and of the danger of Platonism ? 

There is too much of this-all mi.xed with accusations against a largely 
imaginary Popper-for me to deal with. But I wish to say that I regard 
Professor Levinson's book not only as a very sincere attempt to defend Plato, 
but also as an attempt to sec Plato in a new light. And though I have found 
only one passage-and quite an unimportant one-which has led me to think 
that, in this jJ!ace, I interpreted Plato's text (though not his meaning) somewhat 
too freely, I do not wish to create the impression that Professor Levinson's 
is not a very good and interesting book-especially if we forget all about the 
scores of places where 'Popper' is quoted, or (as I have shown) slightly 
misquoted, and very often radically misunderstood. 

But more important than these personal questions is the question : how 
far docs Professor Levinson's defence of Plato succeed ? 

B 
I ha":e ~carnt that _when faced with a new attack on my book by a defender 

of Pla~o It IS best to.d1sregard the smaller points and to look for answers to the 
followmg five cardmal points. 
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(I) How is my assertion met that the Rcjmblic and the Laws condemn the 
Socrates of the Apology (as pointed out in chapter 10, second paragraph. of 
section vi) ? As explained in a note (note 55 to chapter I?). the. asscruon 
was in effect made by Grote, and supported by ~aylor.. If 1t 1s fa1r~and I 
think it is-then it supports also my assertion mentioned m my next pou~t, (_2). 

(2) How is my assertion met that Plato's anti-liberal and anti-humamt~nan 
attitude cannot possibly be explained by the alleged fact th.at b~tter 1dcas 
were not known to him, or that he was, for those days, comji(/ralzvcly hberal and 
humanitarian? 

(3) How is my assertion met that Plato (for example in the canvas-cleaning 
passage of the Rejmblic and in the kill-and-banish passage of the Statesman) 
encouraged his rulers to usc ruthless violence ' for the benefit of the state ' ? 

(4) How is my assertion met that Plato established for his philosop~1er 
kings the duty and privilege of using lies and deceit for the benefit of the c1ty, 
especially in connection with racial breeding, and that he was one of the 
founding fathers of racialism ? 

(5) What is said in answer to my quotation of the passage from the Lau•s 
used as a motto for The SjJell of Plato on p. 7 (and, as announced at the begin­
ning of the Notes on p. 203, 'discussed in some detail in note 33 and 34 to 
chapter 6 ') ? 

I often tell my studenL~ that what I say about Plato is-necessarily­
merely an interpretation, and that I should not be surprised if Plato (should 
~ <;ver meet his shade) were to tell me, and to establish to my satisfaction, that 
It 1s a misrepresentation ; but I usually add that he would have quite a task 
to explain away a number of the things he had said. 

Has Professor Levinson succeeded on Plato's behalf in this task, regarding 
any of the five points mentioned above? 

I really do not think he ha~. 
(I') As to the first point, I ask anybody in doubt to read carefully the 

text of the last speech made by the Athenian Stranger in book X of the Laws 
(go7d down to, say, gogd). The legislation there discussed is concerned with 
the. type of crime of which Socrates was accused. My contention is that, 
while Socrates had a way out (most critics think, in view of the evidence of the 
AjJology, tha.t he would probably have escaped death had he been willing to 
accept bamshment), Plato's Laws do not make any such provision. I shall 
fuo~c from a P'7'sage in Bury's translation (which seems to be acceptable to 
. evmson) ~f th1s very long speech. After classifying his ' criminals ' (that 
~· th,ose gu1lty of ' impiety ' or ' the disease of atheism ' : the translation is 
t~:y s ; cjJ. 9?8c)! the Athenian Stranger discusses first ' those who, though 

Y utterly d1sbeheve the existence of gods, possess by nature a just character 
· · B and · ·. ·.are incapable of being induced to commit unjust actions'. 
(go b-e ; th1s IS almost a portrait-of course an unconscious one-of Socrates, 
a~art from the important fact that he docs not seem to have been an atheist, 
t o~gh accused of impiety and unorthodoxy.) About these Plato says: 
h · · · those criminals . . . being devoid of evil disposition and character, 

s all be placed by the judge according to law in the reformatory for a period 
?f not less than five years, during which time no other of the citizens shall hold 
mtercourse with them save only those who take part in the nocturnal assembly, 
and t~1ey sha~l company with them [I should translate ' they shall attend to 
~hem J, to mmister to their soul's salvation by admonition ... ' Thus the 

good among the impious men get a minimum of five years of solitary confine­
ment, only relieved by ' attention ' to their sick souls from the members of the 
No~turn~l Council. ' ... and when the period of their incarceration has 
expired, 1f any of them seems to be reformed, he shall dwell with those who 
arc reformed, but if not and if he be convicted again on a like charge, he 
shall b~ punished by d~ath.' 
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I have nothing to add to this. 
(2') The second point is perhaps the most important from Professor 

Levinson's point of view : it is one of his main claims that I am mistaken in 
my assertion that there were humanitarians-better ones than Plato-among 
those whom I have called the 'Great Generation'. 

He asserts, in particular, that my picture of Socrates as a man very different 
from Plato in this respect is quite fictitious. 

Now I have devoted a very long footnote (note s6 to chapter IO), in fact 
quite an essay, to this problem-the Socratic Problem ; and I do not see any 
reason to change my views on it. But I wish to say here that I have received 
support in this historical conjecture of mine about the Socratic Problem, from 
a Platonic scholar of the eminence of Richard Robinson ; support which is 
the more significant as Robinson castigates me severely (and perhaps justly) 
for the tone of my attack on Plato. Nobody who reads his review of my 
book (Philosoj1hical Review, 40, 1951) can accuse him of undue partiality 
for me; and Professor Levinson quotes him approvingly (p. 20) for speaking 
of my ' rage to blame ' Plato. But although Professor Levinson (in a footnote 
on p. 20) refers to Richard Robinson as ' mingling praise and blame in his 
extensive review of the OjJelz Society', and although (in another footnote, on 
p. 6r) he rightly refers to Robinson as an authority about 'the growth of 
Plato's logic from its Socratic beginnings through its middle period', Professor 
Levinson never tells his readers that Robinson agrees not only with my main 
accusations against Plato, but also, more especially, with my conjectural 
solution of the Socratic Problem. (Incidentally, Robinson also agrees that my 
quotation mentioned here in point (5) is correct ; sec below.) 

Since Robinson, as we have heard, 'mingles praise and blame', some of 
his readers (anxious to find confirmation for their ' rage to blame ' me) may 
have overlooked the praise contained in the surprising last sentence of the 
following forceful passage from his review (p. 494) : 

' Dr. Popper holds that Plato perverted the teaching of Socrates . . . 
To him Plato is a very harmful force in politics but Socrates a very beneficial 
one. Socrates died for the right to talk freely to the young ; but in the 
Republic Plato makes him take up an attitude of condescension and distrust 
towards them. Socrates died for truth and free speech ; but in the Republic 
' Socrates ' advocates lying. Socrates was intellectually modest ; but in the 
Republic he is a dogmatist. Socrates was an individualist ; but in the Republic 
he is a radical collectivist. And so on. 

'What is Dr. Popper's evidence for the views of the real Socrates? It is 
drawn exclusively from Plato himself, from the early dialogues, and primarily 
from the Apology. Thus the angel of light with whom he contrasts the demon 
Plato is known to us only from the demon's own account ! Is this absurd ? 

'It is not absurd, in my opinion, but entirely correct.' 
This passage shows that at least one scholar, admitted by Professor Levinson 

to be an authority on Plato, has found that my view on the Socratic Problem 
is not absurd. 

But even if my conjectural solution of the Socratic Problem should be mis­
taken, there is plenty of evidence left for the existence of humanitarian 
tendencies in this period. 

Concerning the speech ~fHippias, to be found in Plato's Pro/agoras, 337e (see 
above p. 70 ; Professor Levznson seems for once not to object to my translation ; 
see hi~ p. 144), Prof<_:ssor Levinso~ writ<_:s (p. 147) : 'We must begin by 
assummg that Plato rs here reflectmg fazthfully a well-known sentiment of 
Hippias.' So far Professor Levinson and I agree. But we disagree completely 
about the relevance of Hippias' speech. On this I have now even stronger 
vi:ws than those I expressed in the text. of this volume. (Incidentally, I don't 
thmk I ever asserted that there was evzdence that Hippias was an opponent 



330 ADDENDA 

of slavery · what 1 said of him was that ' this spirit was bound up with the 
Athenian ~ovement against slavery ' ; thus Professor Levinson's elaborate 
argument that I am not justified ' in including him [Hippias] among the 
opponents of slavery' is pointless.) . . 

I now sec Hippias' speech as a mamfesto-thc first perhaps-of a humam­
tarian faith which inspired the ideas of the Enlight_en:nent and. the french 
Revolution : that all men arc brothers, and that It IS conventional, man­
made law and custom which divide them and which arc the source of much 
avoid~blc unhappiness ; so that it is not impossible for m~n to mak~ th~ngs 
better by a change in the laws-by legal reform. These 1deas also msp1red 
Kant. And Schiller speaks of conventional law as ' the fashion ' which sternly 
-Beethoven says ' insolently '-divides mankind. 

As to slavery, my main contention is that the Rcjmblic contains evid~~ce 
of the existence of tendencies in Athens which may be described as opposnwn 
to slavery. Thus the 'Socrates' of the Rejmblic (563b) says, in a speech 
satirizing Athenian democracy (I quoted it in chapter •b ii, p. 43E = ,HA ; 
but I am here using Shorey's translation) : 'And the climax of popular 
liberty ... is attained in such a city when the purchased slaves, male and 
female, arc no less free than the owners who paid for them.' 

Shorey has a number of interesting cross-references in connection with this 
passage ; but the passage speaks for itself. Levinson says of this passage 
elsewhere (p. I 76) : ' Let us contribute the just-quoted passage to help fill 
the modest inventory of Plato's social sins', and on the next page he refers 
to it when he speaks of ' Another instance of Platonic hauteur '. But this 
is no answer to my contention that, taken together with a second passage 
from the RefJublic quoted in my text (p. 43E = p. 44A), this first passage 
supplies evidence of an anti-slavery movement. The second passage (which 
follows in Plato immediately after an elaboration of the first, here quoted at 
the end of the preceding paragraph) reads in Shorey's translation (Rejmblic 
s63d ; the previous passage was RejJublic s63b) : 'And do you know that the 
sum total of all these items ... is that they render the souls of the citizens 
so sensitive that they chafe at the slightest suggestion of servitude [I translated 
'slavery'] and will not endure it? ' 

How docs Professor Levinson deal with this evidence? First, by separating 
the two passages : the first he docs not discuss until p. I 76, long after he has 
smashed to bits (on p. I53) my alleged evidence concerning an anti-slavery 
m~:wemcnt. The second he dismisses on p. I 53 as a grotesque mistranslation of 
rome; for he writes there : 'Yet it is all a mistake; though Plato uses the 
word doulei~ (slavery or servitude), it bears only ajiguratiue allusion [my italics] 
to slavery m the usual sense.' 

This may sound plausible when the passage is divorced from its immediate 
predecessor (only m~ntioned by Professor Lcvins~n _more than twenty pa~cs 
la~cr, where he explams it by Plato's hauteur) ; but mltscontcxt-in connccuon 
Wl~h Plato's complaint about the licentious behaviour of slaves (and even of 
ammals)-there can be no doubt whatever that, in addition to the meaning 
which Professor Levinson correctly ascribes to the passage, the passage also 
bears a second meaning which takes 'douleia' quite literally ; for it says, and it 
means, that the free democratic citizens cannot stand slavery in any form­
not only do they not submit themselves to any suggestion of servitude (not even 
to laws, as Plato goes on to say), but they have become so tenderhearted that 
they cannot bear ' even the slightest suggestion of servitude '-such as the 
slavery of ' purchased slaves, male or female '. 
, . Profcs.sor Levinson (p. I 53, after discussing this ~ccond p~ssagc) ask!: : 

m the hght of the evidence ... what then, can fa1rly be smd to remam 
standing in Popper's case ... ? The' simplest answer is "Nothing," if 
words are taken in anything like their literal sense.' Yet his own case rests 
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upon taking 'douleia ', in a context which clearly refers to slavery, not in 
its literal sense but as 'only a figurative allusion', as he himself has put it 
a few lines earlier. 

And yet, he says of the grotesque ' mistake ' I made in translating 'douleia ' 
literally : ' This misreading has borne fruit in the preface to Sherwood Ander­
son's play, Barefoot in Athens . . . where the unsuspecting playwright, follow­
ing Popper ' (Professor Levinson asserts on p. 24 that ' the Andcrsonian 
version of Plato plainly bespeaks a close and docile reading of Popper', but 
he gives no evidence for this strange accusation) ' passes on to his readers in 
turn the illusion, and declares flatly ... as on Plato's own authority, that 
the Athenians ... "advocate( d) the manumission of all slaves" .. .'. 

Now this remark of Sherwood Anderson's may well be an e.xaggeration. 
But where have I said anything similar to this? And what is the worth of 
a case if, in its defence, the defender has to exaggerate the views of his 
opponent, or blacken them by associating them with the (alleged) guilt of 
some ' docile ' reader ? 

(3') My contention that Plato encouraged his rulers to usc ruthless and 
lawless violence, though it is combatted by Professor Levinson, is nowhere 
really denied by him, as will be seen from his discussion of the' kill-and-banish ' 
passage of the Statesman mentioned in this addendum towards the end of section 
A. All he denies is that a number of other passages in the Republic-the 
canvas-cleaning-passages-arc similar, as both Shorey and I think. Apart 
from this, he tries to derive comfort and moral support from some of our 
modern violent practices-a comfort which, I fear, will be diminished if he 
re-reads the passage of the Statesman together with its commencement, quoted 
by me, but first omitted by Professor Levinson, and later dismissed as irrelevant. 

(4') As to Plato's racialism, and his injunction to his rulers to use lies and 
deceit for the benefit of the state, I wish to remind my readers, before entering 
into any discussion with Professor Levinson, of Kant's saying (sec p. 139E = 
137A) that though' tmtlzfulness is the best policy' might be questionable,' tmtliful­
IZess is better tlzmz policy ' is beyond dispute. 

Professor Levinson writes (p. 434, referring to my pp. 138 ff. E = 136 ff. A, 
and especially to pp. xsoE = 148A) very fairly: 'First of all, \~c J?Ust.agrec 
that the usc of lies in certain circumstances is advocated [my 1tahes] m the 
Republic for purposes of government ... ' This, after all, is my main point. 
No attempt to play it down or to diminish its significance-and no counter­
attack on my alleged exaggerations-should be allowed to obscure this 
admission. 

Professor Levinson also admits, in the same place, that ' there can be no 
doubt that some use of the persuasive art of speech would be required to make 
the auxiliaries "blame chance and not the rulers" when they are told' (see 
my p. 150E = I 48A] ' that the fall of the lot has determined their marriages, 
whereas really these are engineered by the rulers for eugenic reasons'. 

This was my second main point. 
Professor Levinson continues (pp. 434 f. ; my italics) : ' In this instance 

we have the only sanctioning by Plato of an outright practical lie, to be told, 
to be sure, for .benevolent reasons (and only for such purposes does Plato 
sanction the tellmg), b'!t ~lie and nothing more. We, like Popper, find this 
policy dist~t~ful. . Th!s l~e, then, and any others like it which Plato's rather 
general permtsszon might JUstify, constitute such basis as exists for Popper's charge 
that Plato proposes to use "lying propaganda" in his city.' 

~s this not enough ? Let us assume that I was wrong in my other points 
(which, of course, I deny), does not all this at least excuse my suspicion that 
Plato would not have scrupled to make some further use of his ' rather general 
permissio~' of' ,the usc o_f li;s '-especially in ':iew of the fact that he actually 

advocated the use of hes , as Professor Levmson has it ? 
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Moreover, the lying is here used in connection with ' eugenics:, or more 
precisely, with the breeding _of the master rac~-the race of the gt~ar~l .. ans. . 

In defending Plato agamst my accusal! on tl~at he wa~ a rac1_ahst, Professor 
Levinson tries to compare him favourably With some notonous modern 
totalitarian racialists whose names I have tried to keep out of my book. (An~ 
I shall continue to do so.) He says of these (p. 54.1 ; my ital_ics) that thc1r 
' breeding schedule ' • was primarily intcndc? to jJTcservc the jJtm'! of the maste~ 
race an aim which we have been at some pams to show Plato d1d not share. 

Did he not? Was my quotation from one of the main eugenic discussions 
of the RejJUblic (46oc) perhaps a mistranslation? I wrote (pp. 51 E = 52 A; 
I am here introducing new italics) : . 

'" Tlze race of the guardiai!S must be keptjmre ", says Plato (in def~ncc of ~n­
fanticidc) when developing the racialist argument that we breed ammals With 
great care while neglecting our own race, an argument which has been repeated 
ever since.' 

Is my translation wrong ? Or my assertion that this has been, ever since 
Plato, the main argument of racialists and breeders of the master race? Or 
are the guardians not the masters of Plato's best city ? 

As to my translation, Shorey puts it a little differently ; I shall quote from 
his translation (the italics arc mine) also the preceding sentence (referring to 
infanticide) : ' ... the offspring of the inferior, and any of those of tl~.C other 
sort who arc born defective, they [the rulers] will properly dispose of in secret. 
so that no one will know what has become of them. " That is the condition," 
he said, " of preserving the purity of the guardian's breed." ' 

It will be seen that Shorey's last sentence is slightly weaker than mine. 
But the difference is trifling, and docs not affect my thesis. And at any 
rate, I stick to my translation. ' At all events the breed of the guardians 
must be preserved pure' or' If at all events [as we agree] the purity of the breed 
of the guardians must be preserved ' would be a translation which, using some 
of Shorey's words, brings out precisely the same meaning as my translation in 
the body of the book (pp. 51E = p. 52A) and here repeated. 

I cannot sec, therefore, what the difference is between Professor Levinson's 
formulation of that ' notorious . . . breeding schedule ' of the totalitarians, 
and Plato's formulation of his own breeding aims. Whatever minor difference 
there may be is irrelevant to the central question. 

~s to the pr~blcm whether Plato allowed-very exceptionally-a mingling 
of his races (wh1ch would be the consequence of promoting a member of the 
lower race), opinions may differ. I still believe that what I said is true. 
B~t I cannot sec that it would make any difference if exceptions were per­
mitted. (Even those modern totalitarians to whom Professor Levinson alludes 
permitted exceptions.) 

. (5') .I have been repeatedly and severely attacked for quoting-or rather 
m1squotmg-a passage from the Laws which I have taken as one of the nvo 
mottos of T~e SjJell of Plato (the other and contrasting passage is from Pericles' 
fun~ral orat10n). These mottos were printed by my American publishcrs.on 
the pckct o~ the American edition; the English editions have no such advertiSe­
ment. As IS usual with jackets I was not consulted by the publishers about 
them. (But I certainly have no' objection to my American publishers' choice : 
why sho~ld .they not print my mottos-or anything else I wrote in the book 
-on thc1r Jackets ?) 

My translati~n and interpretation of this passage has been pronounced to 
be correct by R1chard Robinson as mentioned above · but others went so 
far as to ask me whether I had ~ot consciously tried t~ hide its identity, in 
order to make it impossible for my readers to check the text ! And th~s 
although I have taken more trouble, I think, than most authors to make 1t 
possible for my readers to check any passage quoted or referred to. Thus 
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I have a reference to my mottos at the beginning of my notes-although it 
is somewhat unusual to make references to one's mottos. 

The main accusation against me for using this passage is that I do not 
say, or do not emphasize sufficiently, that it refers to military matters. But 
here I have testimony in my favour from Professor Levinson himself who 
writes (p. 53 r, footnote ; my italics) : 

'Popper, in citing this passage in his text, p. 102 [ = p. ro3E] duly emphasizes 
its reference to military matters.' 

Thus this charge is answered. However, Professor Levinson continues : 
' ... but [Popper] protests simultaneously tlmt Plato means the same 
" militarist principles " to be adhered to in peace as well as in war, and that 
they arc to be applied to every area of peaceful existence rather than simply 
to the program of military training. He then quotes the passage with perverse 
mistranslations which tend to obscure its military reference .. .' and so 
on. 

Now the first charge here is that I 'protest simultaneously' that Plato 
means these militarist principles to be adhered to in peace as well as in war. 
Indeed I have said so-quoting Plato : it is Plato who says so. Should I have 
suppressed it? Plato says, in Bury's translation of which Professor Leyinson 
approves (though I prefer mine : I ask my readers whether the~e 1s any 
difference of meaning between them, as distinct from one of clanty ; sec 
p. ro3E = ro2A) : ' ... nor should anyone, whether at work or in play, 
grow habituated in mind to acting alone and on his own initiative, but he 
should live always both in war and peace, with his eyes fLxcd constantly on his 
commander .. .' (Laws, Loeb Library, vol. ii, p. 477; my italics). 

And later (p. 479) : 
' This task of ruling, and of being ruled by, others must be practised in 

jJeace from earliest childhood . . . ' 
As to mistranslation, I can only say that there is practically no differcnc,c 

between my translation and Bury's-except that I have ?roken up Plato s 
two very long sentences which, as they stand, are not qwt~ easx. to follow; 
Professor Levinson says (p. 531) that I have' made g~e~t an~ 1lleg~t~atc usc 
of this passage ; and he continues : ' His journalistic _nusapphcatwn of a 
selection from it on the dust cover' [the publishers' adveruse.ment ; sec above] 
' and on the title page of Part I of his book will be dissected m our note, where 
we also print the passage in full.' 

The dissection of my 'journalistic misapplication ' in this note consists, 
apart from some alleged' corrections' of my translation which I do not accept, 
mainly of the same charge-that I have printed the passage on the jacket and 
in other important places. For Professor Levinson writes (p. 532 ; italics 
mine): 

' This small unfairness is entirely eclipsed, however, by what Popper has 
done with the passage elsewhere. On the title page of Part I of his book, 
and also on the dust jacket' [who is unfair to whom?] 'he prints a carefully 
chosen selection from it, and beside it prints, as its very antithesis, a sentence 
drawn from Pericles' funeral oration. . . . This is to print in parallel a political 
ideal and a proposed military regulation ; yet Popper has not only failed to apprise 
the reader _of this selection of its military reference, but employing the same 
mistranslatwns, has deleted absolutely all those parts of the passage which 
would reveal the fact.' 

My answer to this is very simple. (a) The mistranslations are non­
existent. (b) I have tried to show at length that the passage, in spite of its 
military reference, formulates, like the Pericles passage (which incidentally 
also has some, though less, military reference) a political ideal-that is Plato's 
political ideal. ' ' 

I have seen no valid reason to change my belief that I am right in holding 
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that this passage-like so many similar p~ssag~s ~n t.he Lmvs -formulates 
Plato's political ideal. But whether this bchcf ?I mmc IS true m: not, I ~1avc 
certainly given strong reasons for it (reasons wh1~h Professor Lcvm~on fa1ls to 
undermine). And since I have done so, and smcc Professor L~~nnson. docs 
not at all question the fact that I believe that. I have done so, It consll~utc~ 
neither a' small unfairness' nor a great one 1f I try to prescnt.the passag.e 
as what I believe it to be: Plato's own description of his political1deal-oflns 
totalitarian and militaristic ideal state. 

As to my mistranslations, I shall confine myself to the one which Profess~r 
Levinson finds important enough to discuss in his text (as distinct from Ins 
footnote). He writes, on p. 533 : 

'A further objection concerns Popper's usc of the word "leader." Plato 
uses " archOn ", the same word he employs for officials of the state and f~r 
military commanders ; it is clearly the latter, or the directors of the athletiC 
contests, whom he has here in mind.' 

Clearly, there is no case for me to answer. (Should I have perhaps 
translated ' director ' ?) Anybody who consults a Greek dictionary can 
ascertain that ' archon ', in its most basic meaning, is properly and prccis~ly 
rendered by the English word 'leader' (or the Latin 'dux' or the Itahan 
' it duce '). The word is described, by Liddell and Scott, as a participle of 
the verb ' archO ' whose fundamental meaning, according to these authorities, 
is ' t~ be first ', either ' in point of Time ', or ' in point of Place or Station '· 
In th1s second sense the first meanings given arc : ' to lead, mle, govern, command, 
be learjer or commander'. Accordingly we find, under archon, ' a ruler, command~r, 
captazn ; also, with respect to Athens, the chief magistrates at Athens, nine m 
number.' This should suffice to show that 'leader' is not a mistranslation, 
provi~ed it fits the text. That it docs can be seen from Bury's own version 
111 Which, it will be remembered, the passage is rendered as follows : ' but 
he s~ould live always, both in war and peace, with his eyes fLxcd constantly 
on h1s ~on_1mander and following his lead'. In fact, ' leader ' fits the text only too 
tell. : It IS the horrifying fittingness of the word which has produced Professor 
c~mson's protest. Since he is unable to sec Plato as an advocate of totali­

tanan leadership, he feels that it must be my ' perverse mistranslations ' 
(p. 531) which arc to be blamed for the horrifying associations which this 
passage evokes. 
I But I.assert that it is Plato's text, and Plato's thought, which is horrifying. 

am, as IS Professor Levinson, shocked by the 'leader', and all that this term 
cor:Jotcs. Yet these connotations must not be played down if we wish to 
u~ crstand the appalling implications of the Platonic ideal state. These I 
se ~~~ to bring home, as well as I could. 

l h IS perfectly true that in my comments I have stressed the fact that, 
~ t o~gh_ the passage refers to military expeditions, Plato leaves no doubt that 
Its pnnclples are to apply to the whole life of his soldier-citizens. It is no 
answer to say that a Greek citizen was, and had to be, a soldier · for this is 
trude 0h Pc~icles and the time of his funeral oration at least as much as of Plato 
an t e time of his La Th' . . ws. 

'blls IS the pOint which my mottos were meant to bring out as clearly as 
possJ c. This made it necessary to cut out one clause from this unwieldy 
pa;,sagc, thereb">: ?mitting (as indicated by the insertion of dots) som~ of t~osc 
re erences to m1htary matters which would have obscured my mam pomt : 
I mean the fact that the passage has a general application, to war and to peaqc, 
and that many Platonists have misread it, and m1sscd its point, because of 1ts 
!en~t~ and obscure formulation, and because of their anxiety to idealize Plato. 
fh1s IS how the case stands y ct I am accused in this context by Professor 
Levi~son (p. ~32) of using·' tactics' which 'make it necessary to chec~ ~n 
merciless detail every one of Popper's citations from the Platonic text , m 
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order to ' reveal how far from the path of objectivity and fairness Popper has 
been swept '. 

Faced with these accusations and allegations, and with suspicions cast 
upon me, I can only try to defend myself. But I am conscious of the principle 
that no man ought to be judge in his own cause. It is for this reason that 
I wish here to quote what Richard Robinson says (on p. 491 of The Philo­
sojJhical Review, 6o) about this Platonic passage, and about my translation 
of it. It should be remembered that Robinson is ' mingling praise with 
blame ' in his review of my book, and that part of the blame consists in the 
assertion that my translations of Plato arc biased. Yet he writes : 

' Biased though they arc, they should certainly not be disregarded. They 
draw attention to real and important features of Plato's thought that are 
usually overlooked. In particular, Dr. Popper's show piece, the horrible 
passage from Laws 942 about never acting on one's own, is correctly trans­
lated. (It might be urged that Plato intended this to apply only to the 
military life of his citizens, and it is true that the passage begins as a prescription 
for army discipline ; but by the end Plato is clearly wishing to extend it to 
all life ; cf. " the anarchy must be removed from all the life of all tl1c men " 
[Laws 942d 1].)' 

I feel that I should add nothing to Robinson's statement. 

To sum up. I cannot possibly attempt to answer even a fraction of the 
charges Professor Levinson has brought against me. I have tried to answer 
only a few of them, bearing in mind, as well as I could, that more important 
than the problem of who is unfair to whom is the question whether or not 
my assertions about Plato have been refuted. I have tried to give reasons for 
my belief that they have not been refuted. But I repeat that no man ought 
to be judge in his own cause : I must leave it to my readers to decide. 

Yet I do not wish to end tl1is long discussion without re-affirming my 
conviction of Plato's overwhelming intellectual achievement. My opinion 
that he was the greatest of all philosophers has not changed. Even his moral 
and political philosophy is as an intellectual achievement, without parallel, 
though I find it morally r~pulsivc, and indeed horrifying. As to his phy~i.cal 
cosmology, I have changed my mind between the first and second editiOn 
of this book ; and I have tried to give reasons why I now tl1ink that he is the 
founder of the geometrical theory of the world ; a theory whose importance has 
continuously increased down the ages. His literary powers I should think it 
presumptuous to praise. What my critics have shown is, I believe, that Plato's 
greatness makes it all the more important to fight his moral and political 
philosophy, and to warn tlwse who may fall under his magic spell. 
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Chosen People, doctrine of the, 8-g, 
203, 300 (see also tribalism, Jewish; 
historicism, Jewish). 

Christianity, 65, I02, I04, I I7, 235; 
humanitarian, see ethics, Chris­
tian ; vs. slavery and private pro­
perty, 241. 

Christians in the Class Stmggle (G. Cope), 
203, 292, ch. g, n. I 2 (see also 
liquidation). 

civilization, 317 (see also western 
civilization). 

class, classes, historicist theory of 
society, 38-41 ; Marx on, 40 ; 
Plato's theory of, 46--7, 87, 106, 
~58 ; class distinction, 46, 49, go, 
I 48, 225 ; mixture of classes, i, 49, 



344 INDEX OF SUBJECTS 

82, I4I, 225, 272 (sec also breed­
ing) ; class privileges, 5 I, 86, go, 
I I9, 227, 259, 267 (sec also Sparta); 
ruling class, 49, 54, ch. 4(IV) ; 
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rationalism) ; ami cducauon, I 30, 
135 ; Plato on, 53, Bli! 229, 267: 
268, 270, 275· 27b-7, ~Q8, 
Socrates on, 12~), 130 ; and p_ohucs, 
sec politics ; rational trachuon of, 
188, 300. 

cynics, 236, 277, 279, 2B2. 

dark ages, 200. 
Darwinism, 31 7. 
decay, Plato's theory of, 19, 20, 36, 

37, 55, 76, 217 (sec also change; 
corruption ; cosmology) ; arrest 
of, 20-1, ch. 3(Il), 37· 
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54., 148 (cp. 227) ; Plato on, 47, 49, 
51-2, 133-4, ch. 7(V), 142, I47• 
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221, 227, 228, 258, 267-9. 326; 
Socrates on, 129-30, 133 ; state 
control of, 103, III, 130-1; total­
itarian, 54, 103. 

egoism, 100, 101, 104 (sec also collec­
tivism ; utilitarianism, collectivist). 

Egypt, 224, 231, 275. 
elections, general, 124-:> (sec also 

paradox, of democracy ; of sover­
eignty). 

ends and means, 161, 286-7, ch. g, 
n. 6. 

engineering, 68, 163 ; social, sec social 
engineering. 

Enlightenment, the, :no. 
equalitarianism, 6g, 70, 95, ch. 6(IV. 

235, ch. 5, n. 6, 284, ch. 9, n. 2 ; in 
Greece, 46, 69, 70, 95, r86, 236, 
261, 278, 299 (sec also slavery, 
.-\thcnian movement for abolition 
of) ; Plato's standard objection to 
and Rousseau's reply, 256-7 ; ch. 
6, ~- 20 ; Kant's, 256. 

cquahty : arithmetical and geometri­
cal, 248, 250, 262 ; before the law, 
89. 96, 254. 255· 

Eros, 211, 218. 
escapism, 238, 3 , 4 . 
css~ncc, 29, 31 (sec also defini­

tiOn, methodological essentialism) 
Plato, 28-3o, 74, 75, 200 ; So­
c_ratcs, 29-30. 

ethics, morals, morality equalitarian 
humanitarian and Christian, 65, 66: 
73, 735 •. ch. 5, n. 6, 257, 263 ; 
totahtanan collectivist and tribalist, 
I~I-3, !07-8, I I2-I3, 139, 256, 
~~8, 324, 328, 333 ; and a:sthctics, 
J' r65, 292 ; and politics, 113, 
'.3~· 26° ; and religion, sec re­
ligiOn ; 'scientific ', 237, ch. 5, 
n. 1.8.; sec also dualism of facts and 
dccJsJons · n t 1• • •. . . • a ura Ism ; posJttvtsm ; 
reldatJVJsm ; utilitarianism · ends 
an means· · d ' 
1 . . • pam an pleasure. 

evo utlOms.~, 40 (cp. 3I4; sec also 
pro~rcssJvJsm) ; ofHegcl, 3 , 4 . 

cxpenmcnt: .social,_ I62, 163, I67 
(s~c also social cngmccring . social 
SCience). ' 

explanation : causal, 21 1 t. 

faith in reason, I 85. 
faiJ?-e and _fate, Hcraclitean and Hege­

lian philosophy of, 17t. 
O.S.I.E.-\'OL. I 

fire, Heraclitus' theory of, I.J, 15, 73, 
206-7, ch. 2, n. 7, 212. 

flux, Heraclitus' theory of, 12, rBg, 
204-7, ch. 2, n. 2, 208, 211, 2 q, 
2Ij, 300,301, 314. 

forms, sec ideas. 
freedom: limitations of, IIo-II, 247, 

131 (sec also paradox of freedom) ; 
of thought and speech, Plato 
against, 267, 268, 270, 275 (sec also 
state, state censorship; education). 

French Revolution, the, 17, 203, 208, 
294. 330. 

funeral oration of Pericles, 186, 255, 
ch. 6. n. 16. 

futuris~ : xsthctic, 230. 

geometrical theory of the world, 248-
253, 3 I 9, 335· 

geometry, Plato's, 248-53, ch. 6, n. 9, 
267, 3 I 9-20 ; vs. arithmetic, 248. 

'Glauconic edict', the, 150t, I5I. 
God (sec monotheism) ; Antisthcnes 

on, 276, 278; Plato on, 2I3, 276; 
will of, and historicism, 8, 24. 

Golden Age, 11, 19, 21, 25, 43, 204, 
209, 2IO, 2I8. 

'golden rule', Kant's, 102, 256. 
good, the, 237--8 ; Plato's idea of, 

q.5-6, ch. U(IV), 2I7, 274-5, ch. 8, 
n. 32. 

Gorgias, 116. 
government, 124 (see also state) ; 

Plato on, 222, 261. 
Great Generation, the, 70, 185t-18g, 

19.j., 196, 199, 278, 299, 329. 
great men, genius, 1 7, 23 I ( cp. page 

vii). 
Great Year or Great Cycle, I9, 206t, 

207, 208-19, ch. 3, n. 6, 2I9, 220. 
Greeks, I 71-2, 294, 334· 

happiness : Plato on, 74, I69, 240. 
harmony, 108, 197, 3I3. 
' hauteur ', Platonic, 330. 
Heaven on earth, 165. 
hedonism, sec utilitarianism. 
Hegel, influenced by Heraclitus, 17, 

203. 
Hegel's influence, 238, 297. 
Heraclitus, I 2, I 89 ; cosmology, 12-

I 3, 204-5 ; influence, 12, 203 (sec 
also Hegel) ; natural philosophy, 
14, 6o, 206, ch. 2, n. 7· 
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heredity, Plato's theory of, sec breed­
ing. 

historical materialism, 38. 
historicism, 2, 3t-8, 21, 1 14-15, 260 ; 

author's attitude towards, 31 ; and 
change, 14, 21 (cp. 314); and 
essentialism, 28, 216; a~ an out­
come of oppression, I, I 7, 203, 207, 
30<;' ;_ and peace, 260, 290-I ; and 
rehg10n, 300 ; and astrology, 2 IO, 
244 ; and scicntism, 286 ; Hera­
clitus, '4-I6; Hcsiod, 1 I ; Marx, 
I64; Morgcnthau, 260 · Plato Ig 

' ' ' 2 I, 24-5, 55, 75, 78, 84; Jewish, 
I7, 203, 207, 300 (sec also Chosen 
People) ; Theistic, 8 ; other 
modern forms 22 I 

~is~oricist methodology, 21 , 75. 
ohsm, Bot, Ioo (see also individuals 

a_nd. society ; mysticism ; intui­
hom~m) ; Heraclitus, 16 ; Par­
mcmdes, 30I, 314; Plato, 48, 8o-I, 

h IOO, 242t, 274-5, 279, 314. 
uman cattle, 46, 4 7, 48, so, 5 I' 53, 

h I 54, 226, 2271, 228. 
uman watchdog, 46, 

6 51, 52, 149. 
22 , _227t, 24I, 254· 

~umamtarianism 263 327, 329. 
YPothesis, 5a, 239. ' 

ideas, Plato' f: 
th" s, as athcrs of sensible 

mgs, 2I I-I3 ch 
220 2 ( ' · 3, n. I5, 2I9-
of ' ?b4 sec also space as mother 

sensi Ie thin ) . P ' . Socrati .. gs , latomc, non-
21o 2~' ongm of Plato's theory of, 
Table of5 0 (see . also Pythagorean 
blem ) . , ppositcs ; Socratic Pro­
man • ' problem of the third 

, 220 · stag · d of, 21 4_ 15 ' h es In cvelopment 
as triangle~ c · 3, n. 26, 219-20; 
<esthetics). ' 253, 3l8, 3I9 (see also 

identity. of opposites . 
opposites. ' see umty of 

imperialism, 18 1, I8 . . 
176-83 278 . R 2 • Athcman, 
AI , , oman I8I 2 7 . 

cxander, 236, 278 . 'pl - ' 2~ ' 
283, 302- 3 . • ato agamst 

individualism, IOo-2 ch 6 (V) 
<>58 ch - n 2 ( ' • , I go, 

. d- . .'d .I" . 3 see also altruism) 
m IVI ua s and society . PI · 

on 76 78 ' 30 ' ato , , ---9. 102, I07-8 139 228 
279-80 (cp. 239). ' ' ' 

indu~tivism : Mill, 264, ch. 
Anstotlc, 321. 7• n. 2 ; 

Industrial Revolution, 17. 

infanticide, Plato's defence of, 51, 228, 
245. 295. 315, 33::?. 

Inquisition, the, IO.J, 200 ; Plato's 
recommendation of, 195· 

institutionalism : and individualism, 
268. 

institutions : international, 288-9 ; 
political, 109, 121, 123. I25; 
social, 2:~. 67, 1:.!;}. ch. 7(III), 159, 

I 72, I 73, 2~H ; impro\·emcnt and 
planning of social, 127, 163 

intellectual honesty, Socratic, 129, 
1go, 222. . 

international relations, internatiOnal 
crime and peace, 107, 113, I61, 
260, 288-gr, ch. ~1. n. 7· .. 

interpretations : of history, '7 I, 11, 

266, 267-8, ch. 25(1II), .'JO.'J, 336, 
337 ; of Heraclitus' teaching, 204; 
of Parmcnides' teaching, 214; of 
Plato's teaching, 54, 170-I, 246, 
308, 328. 

intuition, intuitiOnism : Aristotle, 
314 ; Heraclitus, 15 ; Plato, I45, 
274· 

Ionian school, the, sec tradition, 
rational. 

irrational numbers, 212, 248-53, 3I8, 
3I9. 

Islands of the Blessed, 326. 
isonomy, sec equality, before the law. 

Jews, historicism of, sec historicism, 
Jewish ; tribalism of, I 7, 203, 279 
(see also Chosen People). 

justice, B.r;, ch. 6(1), 113, 247, 256, 
325 ; Anaximander on, 301 ; Aris­
totle on, 256 ; Greek outlook, 91-B, 
ch. 6(11), 254; humanitarian, 8g, 
91, 94 (see also ethics ; equality) ; 
Kant on, 247, ch. 6, n. 4 ; Plato on, 
89, 90, 94, g6, 97, 106, 107, I 19, 
22I, 235, 248, 256, 263 ; Plato on 
the power of faith in, 92-3 ; So­
crates on, Io5, 117 ; two sorts of, 
9 I-2 (see also ethics) ; totalitarian, 
go, 94, 107-8, I 19. 

'kill and banish' (Plato), 1 I6, 325-8, 
33 1• 

knowledge,_ see science ; hypothesis ; 
explanation; and opinion, 82, 2I4, 
236. 

know thyself: Socrates' doctrine, ch. 
7, n. 26; 228-3o, 266, 269 (cp. 129, 
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146, 287) ; Plato's perversion, 132, 
137 ; sec also sophocracy. 

laisse::.faire, in education, 130-1. 
language, 32, 65 ; of political de­

mands or proposals, 109t, 112, 234-
235t. 

law, legislation, 110-11 ; rule of, 166, 
326. 

laws, 57-9, ch. s(I), 233 ; natural, 
57-9 ; normative, 57-9, 61, 62, 65, 
239 ; sociological, 22, 62, 67, ch. 
s(IV), 236. 

leadership, see sovereignty ; dictator ; 
rulers ; Plato's ' greatest principle ', 
7, 103 ; Plato's theory of, 126-7, 
135, 169,269,333-4· 

League of Nations, 288. 
legal framework, 286. 
legislation, sec law. 
liberalism, 11 1; Kant's, 102. 
' liquidation ', Plato on, 166 ; modern 

sense of, 292. 
logic, 232; of freedom, 315t; of 

norms, 234t (sec also language of, 
political demands) ; of power, 1, 
137, 315t, 317. 

'lordly lie', the, 138-40, ch. 8(1), 150, 
270-2. 

lying, ~42-3, 183-4, 32·1. 331. 

magic, 15, 57, 6o, 148, 172, 206, 335 
(see also taboos). 

ma?ag~rialism, 4· 
maJeUtlc, 32 I. 
Maoris, 1 71. 
Ma~, .viii; the moralist, 315; uto­

piamsm, I 64 ; compared with 
Pla~o,,38, 40, 78, I68. 

mate~Jahsm : of Antiphon, 240. 
mea~u~g, theory of, see positivism. 
mcdicu;te : Plato on, 139, 270, 31 6. 
meta-biOlogy, 83, 246. 
methodological essentialism 3I-2t · 

?ominalism, 32t, Iog, 2 I6.' ' 
M1ddlc Ages, 293, 24 I, 302. 
misanthropy and misology, 283, 299. 
monarchy, Plato on, 222, 283. 
mon~y, 3I6, ch. 10, n. 67. 
momsm, 73t (see also naive monism) · 

Catlin's 237-g, ch. 5, n. I8. ' 
monotheism, ~76, 278, 279. 
morals, morahty, see ethics. 
music, 230 ; anonymous Greek writer 

on, 229-30 ; Plato on, 52-4, 229. 

mysticism, 84,202, 3I4, ch. IO, n. 59; 
Greek, 3 I 4 (sec Pyth~gorean sect ; 
Orphic sects) ; Anstotle, 314; 
Bergson, 202, 3I4; Heraclitus, IS, 
205; Parmenides, 30I, 3I4; Plato, 
i, 56, 84,314. 

Myth : Empedocles' myth of the 
Great Year, 208-g, ch. 3, n. 6 (see 
also Great Year) ; Great Myth of 
Sparta, 4I t ; Hesiod's myth of 
chaos, 211; of decay, II, x88; of 
metals in man, 2I9; Plato's myth 
of beast in men, 242, 3I3; of 
blood and soil, I39-41, ch. 8(II); 
of decline and fall, ss-6, 232-3, 
ch. 4(V), 244; of earth born, so, 
I40t, 2og, 226, 270, 272 ; of fall of 
man, 36, 37, 39, 81-3, ch. s(Vlll): 
I41, I5I-3, 198,209,219,281,315' 
of metals in man, 83, 140, 209, 
225, 272 (sec however 281 ; also 
racialism, of Plato) ; of numbers, 
82, 14 1, 148-53, 198, 209, ~4;2-4, 
ch. s, n. 39· 272, 281:-2 ; ongm o~ 
species by degeneration, ~7, 210, 
Plato's attitude towards h1s m~ths, 
142_3, 272, 273 ; interpretatiOns 
of Plato's myths, 54· 

naive monism, sgt, 73. 17~· 
national state and nattonal self­

determination, principles of, 288. 
nationalism, 288. 
naturalism, 68t, ch. s(V), 69-73, 95• 

237-a, 299, 317 ; barrenness of, 70, 
78-9, 241, 262 ; naive, 6ot; Kant, 
73, 237 ; Marx, 241 ; Plato, 70, 
ch. s(VI), 73, ?4-8, 96; Socrates 
on, 117, 262. 

nco-Platonism, 210, 314 (see also 
Platonism). 

'New Economic Policy', I66-7, ch. 
13, n. 7· · 

nihilism, 72t, 184 (see also po~J­
tivism) ; of Critias, 142, 303 ; m 
Greece, I84 ; Plato on, I I6, 118, 

262. ' dl 
'noble lie ', 270 ; see also lor Y 

lie'. 
Nocturnal Council, 143, 195, 328. 
nomads, hill shepherds (and Plato on 

the Dorian conquest), so, 220, 
225-7,ch.4,n·32,230-I,246,2g3. 

norms, normative laws, see laws ; 
logic, of norms. 

numbers, see irrational numbers ; 
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myth of numbers ; geometry, t•s. 
arithmetic. 

Oedipus, complex, 3I3; fate a result 
of the prophecy (called 'Oedipus 
effect' in The Poverty of Historicism), 
22. 

oligarchy, Greek, I 77-8, I 87 ; Plato 
on, 40t, 4 I, 222 (sec also 302-3 ; 
aristocracy ; plutocracy) ; Aris­
totle on, 296. 

open society, the, 7, I 73t, I 74, I 83, 
I89, I9I, I97, !WI, ch. w(VIII), 
202t, 232, 294t, 303 ; the rise of 
the, I74-5, ch. Io(l). 

organic theory of society and state, 
173-4, 294-5, 3I6; oriental origin 
of, 242 ; Plato, 22, 40-I, 56, 77, 
79-8I, ch. 5(VII), I08, I38-9, 220, 
242 ; Poppcr-Lynkeus' attack on, 
294, ch. 10, n. 7· 

oriental influences, I I, 204, 23 I, 233, 
242, 272, 300. 

origin of state, I 15, 230-I. 
Orphic sects, I88, 300-I, 3 I 3· 

pain and pleasure, asymmetry of, I s8, 
235,284-5,ch.9,n.2. 

paradoxes : of democracy, I 7, I 2 I, 
I24, I25, 265; of freedom, I23t­
I24, 265-G, ch. 7(!), ns. 4, 6; 
Heraclitus on, I3 ; Plato on, 265; 
of sovereignty, I23-4, 266, ch. 7, 
n. 6 ; of tolerance, 265-6. 

paternal state, patriotism, I 84t, ch. 
IO(III), 272, 282, 299· 

peace, sec international relations. 
Pcloponncsian war, I 78-8o, I 83, I 92-

I93, 296. 
pcrs~ma~ism, I26, 268 (sec also in­

stitutiOnalism). 
persuasion and force, Plato's demand 

and Pareto's advice, I I8, I I9, I40, 
I42, I95, 19.9, 263, 270-2, ch. 8, 
n .. 1<?• 273, 3I6. 

pcss•~·~m, ofHcsiod, 37-8, I88, 235· 
phansa1sm, 49t, 237. 
ph~nomcnology, 216, ii, I6, 292. 
philosopher king, I32, I38-56, ch. 

R!y), 326, 328; Kant on, I52 ; 
l'vh~l on, 263-4 ; Plato's sclf-por­
~rait, I 53-6, 282-4, ch. 8(VIII). 

phllosop~~Y of history, Plato, 83, 209. 
Plato,. VIII,_ ~4, I 55, 198-g ; aristo­

cratic ongm, ~9, 27, I 53, 208, 282 ; 
youth and historical background, 

I8, 19, rh. 3(l), B.h 17I If.; con­
\"crsion by Socrates. 109. 191-2, 
303 : founder or the i\_r~dcmy, 
I36-55, 300: political acllYity, I8, 
43_5, 136, I 53· 2B2 : internal con­
flict, 109, I!Jr;-i· 1 ~)!). :P 3, ~h. 
10(Vl), n. 59( 1) : a(h"ocat~~ \"IOI­
cncc (' can\"as ckaning- '). 16~. 195, 
200, 325-G. :12B. :tl• : distorts 
Socrates' teaching, 1 ~J.I. :>• 305, ch. 
IO, ns. 55, 50 : as artist, .~2, 165; 
as mathematician, 2.Jll, 267, 318, 
:B5 ; as philosophn, gil. :.q6, ch. 
5· n. 45, 335 ; as so('ial scil'ntist, 35· 
38, 5·~· 56, 70, B.~. 101. 171, 198; 
as teacher, 43, 2(i!l, 2!i!J ; Plat~'s 
authoritarianism, w:~. 13·1-· 136 ; 
hauteur, 330 ; intuitionism, 145, 
274- ; irrationalism, B.J., q 1 ; mis­
anthropy, 283, 299 (ep. 51. 139, 
228); mysticism, 31·1·; romanti­
cism, 84, 165, 218 ; self-portrait, 
sec philosopher king ; the idealiza­
tion of Plato, 87-8, IO.J., Lp, I,j2, 
223, 229, 2+h 2+7· 2jl, 2j,j, 276. 
299, 323-35 ; his pupils becoming 
tyrants, 136-7, 268, 3di-17; in­
fluenced by i\naximandcr, 301 : 
by Herodotus, 222, 255 ; by 
Hcsiod, 11, 211, ~!18, 219; by 
Heraclitus, I 1, 16. 205, 208 (sec 
also flux) ; by 'Old Oligarch', 
300 ; by Paramcnidcs, 21, 28-g, 
2I2, 30I ; by Pythagorean sect, 83, 
I48, I96, 211-12, 246, 30I, 319; 
by Socrates, 29, 72, 109, 144, I97• 
22 I, 240, 317 ; compared with 
Socrates, 42, I 28, 138, Lt3. 146, 
I 541 1.95, 268, 269, 30 I -2 1 305, JIJ 
(sec also self-sufficiency, Socratic 
vs. Platonic theory of Socratic prob­
lem) ; on Antisthcncs, 276-7, ch. 
8, n. 47 ; on Homer, 228-9, 280; 
on Socrates, 222, 267, 273, JIJ ; 
a~d. the Great Generation, I99; 
h1s mflucnce, 42, 54, I IS, 127, 
I36, I99, 22I, 228, 246, 273, 293 1 

313-I4, 315, 316,; contemporary, 
236 ; on medieval Europe, 200, 293 
(sec also Marx). 

Platonism, Platonists, I I 2, 22 I, 236, 
284, 334 (sec also Nco-Platonism). 

plutocracy, Plato on, 256,267,316. 
point ofvicw and interpretation, 17I, 

326, 328. 
politics, I I 1, I 13, I 35, I 8g (sec also 
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institutions, political ; ethics, and 
politics) ; Kant on, 139 ; 'Old 
Oligarch' on, 187-8; Pericles on, 
186 ; Plato on, 138-g; Socrates 
on, 130. 

positivism, ethical or juridicial, 68t, 
71-2, 73 ; Catlin, 238-g, 257 ; 
Heraclitus, 16, 207. 

positivism, logical ; positivist theory 
of meaning, 234· 

power, Plato on misuse of, 259, 26g. 
prediction, 3, 260, 286. 
prejudice, 129, 267. 
progress in art, 230. 
progressivism and ethics, 234 ; and 

evolutionism, 40. 
propaganda, Critias on, 273 ; Plato 

on, 184, 298, 331 (sec also per­
suasion). 

proposals, 63t, 234, ii, 328 (see also 
language, of proposals and de­
mands). 

protectionism, political, 1 11 t, ch. 
6(Vl), 115, 261 ; Aristotle and 
Burke against, 1 12, 261 ; Lyco­
phron for, 114-15, ch. 6(Vll), 
117, 261 ; Plato's presentation of, 
6g, 1 1 7-18, 262-3, ch. 6, n. 52. 

psychoanalysis, 313. 
psychologism, 84t, 23•h 290. 
public opinion, Heraclitus on, 13. 
punishment, 261, 28g-go; Antiphon 

on, 6g ; Hegel on, 246 ; Heraclitus 
on, 14, 6o ; Plato on, 138, 143, 
195· 222, 261. 

Pythagorean sect, 148, 188-g, 250, 
301 ; communism, 104, 241, 259; 
mathematical programme, 248-g, 
267, 318, 319; natural philosophy, 
308 ; table of opposites, 21 1, 212 ; 
taboos, 148, 300. 

racialis~, g, 49, 231, 288, 317 (sec also 
breedmg) ; of Plato, 49, 51, 75, 
82-3, 1.p, 149-52, 240, 242, 279, 
ch. 8, n. 50, 328, 331-2 (see also 
27; myth, of metals in man). 

radicalism, 164, 167, 291-2, ch. g, 
n. 12. 

rationalism, critical, 32, ii, 230-2, 233, 
23~, 238, 253 ; and the open 
society, 173, 202 ; and ethics, 287, 
ii, 232, 238-40. 

relativism, ethical, 16t; ofHeraclitus, 
16, '7· 

relativism, philosophical, see para­
dox; truth. 

religion, 1, 9, 65, 66, 235 (see also 
Christianity ; faith in reason ; 
meta-biology) ; Critias on, 142 ; 
Plato on, I41-3, 213, 273; Pro­
tagoras on, 235 ; Greek, 27 ; 
historicist, 207, 3oo; 'is opium', 
273· 

Renaissance, the, 221, 293· 
responsibility, 4, 5, 49, 61, 65, 66, I 13, 

I73, 200-I. 
return to the beasts, 201, 232, 31 7-

3I8, ch. 10, n. 7I. 
revolt against freedom, 188, 199, 315, 

3I7. 
revolt against reason, 317. 
revolutions, Plato's law of, 38t, 44-5, 

223. 
rhetorics, 129, 263. 
romanticism, 168t, 218, 288, 292; of 

Heraclitus, 17 ; medievalist, I 6, 
25; of Plato, 84, 218; Rousseau's 
rural and pastoral, 246, 293· 

Rome, Roman imperialism, 233, 
297-8, ch. 10, n. 19. 

rulers, 122, 333-4. 
ruling, I20-I (sec also philosopher 

king ; democratic control ; para­
dox, of sovereignty). 

scepticism, 267, 287. 
science, natural and social, 33, 67, 

216, 286 ; Socratic approach to, 
28-9, I 3 I, 267 (see also intellectual 
honesty) ; social, see social science. 

scientific method, 3, I63, 285, 307 ; 
and ethics, 1, 6g, 233, 285 ; and 
piecemeal social engineering, I 26, 
29I. 

scientism, 286t. 
security, I I I, Ig8, 20I, 315. 
self-sufficiency of the individual So-

cratic vs. Platonic theory of, 76, 
236, 240, 259 ; of the state, Plato's 
theory, 76, 87, 182. 

semantics (A. Tarski), 216, 234, 273-
274, ch. 8, n. 23. 

sense of drift, sec strain of civilization. 
slavery, 62, 65, 330 ; in closed 

societies, 295 ; Athenian move­
ment for abolition and the evidence 
for its existence in Plato's and 
Aristotle's attacks on it, 43, 46, 47, 
53, 70, 221, 222, 224-5 (ch. 4, ns. I8 
and 29), 236, ch. 8, n. 48, 261, 278, 
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6 Socrates' attitude 299. 31 , 330 j 
towards, 129. 

social contract, theory of, I 15 ; 
Critias, 273 ; Lycophron, 76-7, 
114, 261-2 ; Plato, 76-7, 226, 
263 ; Rousseau, 2<}6 ; Barker on, 
114-15,261 ; Hume and Neitzsche 
on, 230. 

social dynamics, r6, 39, 83 (see also 
social equilibrium). 

social engineering, 22-4, ch. 3(IV), 
2IOt j piecemeal, 158t, 159, 162, 
167, 285, 286t, 291, ch. 9, n. 8 (see 
also social technology) ; Utopian, 
157t, 159-63, 167, 284, 285, 291 
(see also Utopianism, radicalism) ; 
Marx against, 164 ; Hayek on, 28.c;. 

social equilibrium, 46-9, ch. 4(IIl), 
52. 

soc!al experiment, see experiment. 
social institutions see institutions . 

. 1 ' soc1a science, 2, 5, ii, 9, 21, 216, 221-
222, 256 (see also laws, sociological); 
backwardness of, 2, 33 ; the task of, 
22. 

soc!al system, the, 167. 
soc~al technology, 211, 285. 
soc~al z~ology, 317, ch. ro, n. 71. 
soc~olog1cal laws, see laws. 
sociology, see social science. 
Socrates, 189-99, ch. 10(V), 283, 313, 

315, 329; see cosmopolitanism; 
the democratic critic, 128, r88, 191, 
194, 303 ; the ethical reformer, 29, 
193 ; the individualist, 128, rg6, 
267, 301, 329; the teacher, 130, 
~9 1 -2, 222, 303 ; intellectual 

onesty, 128 129 190 222 · and 
th T · ' ' ' ' e h1rty, 128, 193, 266, 303, 
3I 0 i trial and martyrdom, 193, 
~~4, 268, 304, 305, 31 o; his in-

Ifference to natural philosophy, 
A_0 !' 308 ; Aristophanes on, 308 ; 
26Istotle on, 311 ; Crossman on, 
S 7 ; _and Plato, see Plato; see 
1 ocratlc problem ; his teaching, 
I os,_ I28-32, ch. 7(IV), I8s, I89-
92 ' agnosticism 128 267 308 · 

on d ' ' ' ' 8- emocracy, 305 ; on wisdom, 
:~ffi ~o, 308-9 (sec also soul ; self-

, ~Ieney ; science). 
Socr~c problem, 2Io, 221, 299, 301, 

3° I3, ch. IO, n. s6, 328-g. 
solar ~ystem, 26o, 286. 
Sophists, 57, I28, I3I, 132 142, I73• 

26J, 308. , 

sophocracy, 1.1:4t, 283. 
soul, the, 301-2, ch. 10, n. ·H; Freud 

on, 313; Plato on, 75, 78, Bo, Br, 
197. 212, 217, 2.}0, J02, 313; 
Pythagorean and Orphic sects on, 
301, ii, 285. 

sovereignty, 121-2 (sec also paradox, 
of sovereignty) ; Rousseau on, 125. 

space as mother of sensible things, 
211-I 3, 274 (sec also ideas, as 
fathers of sensible things). 

Sparta, 177, 182, 184, 198, 227, 228, 
259, 29s, 298, 32,1-5 ; great myth 
of, 41. 

state, 288 (sec also protectionism) ; 
censorship, 53, 86, 132, 229, 267, 
268, 275 ; control of education, 
103, I II, 130, 131 ; control of 
economics, 1 1 1, ii, 125-30 ; inter­
ference, IIO-I r ; origin of the, 115, 
230-I (sec also organic theory of 
the state) ; Aristotle's classifica­
tion of, 222 ; Plato's, 40, ch. 4(Il), 
44, 220, 222 (see also classes) ; 
Aristotle's theory, 1 12 ; Plato's 
theory, 25, 31, 39, 53· 45-9, 50-4, 
.226. 

statesmen, sec rulers. 
status quo, 110, 117, 288. 
stoicism, 277, 298. 
strain of civilization, 5, 171, 1761, 

I88-9, 195, 199, 295t, ch. 10(VII), 
301,316,317. 

Sumcr, 295, ii, so. 

taboo, tabooism, 15, 60, 65, 14!::, I 72, 
173, 300 (see also tribalism). 

technology {proper), 163 ; social, sec 
social technology. 

Theaetetus, dating of, 32 1. 
Themis, 253. 
Thirty Tyrants, the, r8, 128, 142, 192, 

193, 195,200,266,2g9,393-1.324-
32S, ch. 10, n. 48. 

timocracy, 40t-4I, 47· 
tolerance, 235, 265, 266. 
Tom Sawyer (Mark Twain), 270. 
totalitarianism, 1, 2, 4, 5, 107-8, 113, 

I 19, 170, 182, 189 ; Plato's, 86, 87, 
138-g, 332, 334· 

Tractatus Logico-Pizilosoj1hiws (L. Witt­
genstein), 205, 234· 

tradition, rrs, 124, 231, 266, 268 ; 
rational, 188, 204, 300. 

translations, literal, 326. 
trial and error, 167, 286. 
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tribalism, 9t, 172, I 74 (sec also col­
lectivism) ; breakdown of, 176-7, 
294 ; Greek, I 76-7 ; (see also 
Sparta); Jewish, 17, 203, 279; 
modern, 316 ; Aristotle, 261 ; 
Plato, So, 199. 

truth, 273-4, ii, 221, 26I (sec also 
semantics) ; Hegel's theory of, I44, 
274; Plato's theory of, I43-4; 
pragmatic, 274· 

tyranny, 124-5, 151-2, 159, 235, 315; 
Plato against, 40-4, 123, I 70, I 98, 
200, 315 (sec however 317) ; Plato 
on inevitability of war under, 43, 
198; Plato on tyranny and 
Utopian engineering, 44, 222. 

unity of mankind, 152, 236, 278, 279, 
281. 

unity of opposites, 16, I 7t, 204-5, 207, 
209. 

utilitarianism, 235, 254, 284-5 ; 
Plato's collectivist, 107, 108, I 38 ; 
of Antiphon, 69. 

Utopianism, 157t, 164 (see also 
a:stheticism ; ' canvas-cleaning ' ; 
romanticism ; social engineering, 
Utopian). 

violence, 32·!. 331. 
Virgo, constellation, 254· 

\Var, see international relations; 
Heraclitus on, 16 (see also fame 
and fate) ; Plato on, 43, 198, 259· 

west, the, western civilization, 102, 
171, 175· 232, 267. 

wisdom, Plato on, 128, I44, ch. 
8(III), 145, 146, 269, 275 ; So­
crates on, 128-g, 308-g. 

workers, working class, Aristotle on, 
261 ; Plato on, ,n, 76, 98, 225, 258, 
259 (sec also human cattle). 

Zeus, 15, I 6, 4.3, 66. 
zoologism, 31 7t. 
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