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It will be seen . . . that the Erewhonians
are a meck and long-suffering people, easily led
by the nose, and quick to offer up common
scnsc at the shrine of logic, when a philosopher
arises among them vho carries them away . . .
by convincing them that their existing institu-
tions are not bascd on the strictest principles
of morality. SAMUEL BUTLER.



In my course I have known and, according to my mcasure,
have co-operated with great men ; and I have never yct scen
any plan which has not been mended by the observations of thosc
who were much inferior in understanding to the person who took
the lead in the business, EpmMunD BURKE.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

If in this book harsh words are 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 rcason. Their influence, too rarely challenged,
continues to mislead thosc 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 open-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 spccialized
interest to Notes which have been collected at the end of the book.

1943



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

Although much of what is contained in this book took shapc
at an earlier date, the final decision to write it was made in
March 1938, on the day I reccived the news of the invasion of
Austria. The writing extended into 1943 ; 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 timc 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 liablc to stand out as the
main point of the book. This view of it is not wholly wrong and
perhaps unavoidable, although thc aims of the book are much
wider. Marxism is only an episode—onc of the many mistakes
we have made in the perennial and dangerous struggle for build-
Ing a better and freer world.

Not unexpectedly, I have been blamed by some for being too
severe in my treatment of Marx, while others contrasted my
leniency towards him with the violence of my attack upon Plato,
But I still feel the need for looking at Plato with highly critical
€yes, just because the general adoration of the ¢ divine philo-
SOP}}CI‘ > has a real foundation in his overwhelming intellectual
achievement. Marx, on the other hand, has too often been
?.ttackcd 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 cver be finished. While working on it we learn
just cnough to find it immature the moment we turn away from
it. As to my criticism of Plato and Marx, this incvitable experi-
ence was not more disturbing than usual. But most of my posi-
tive suggestions and, above all, the strong fceling of optimism
which pervades the whole book struck me more and more as
naive, as the years after the war went by. My own voice began
to sound to me as if it came from the distant past—like the voice
of onc of the hopeful social rcformers of the cighteenth or even
the scventeenth century.

But my mood of depression has passcd, largely as the result
of a visit to thc United States; and I am now glad that, in
revising the book, I confined myself to the addition of ncw
matcrial and to the correction of mistakes of matter and style,
and that I resisted the temptation to subduc its tenor. For in
spite of the present world situation I fecl as hopeful as I ever did.

I sce now more clearly than ever before that even our greatest
troubles spring from somecthing that is as admirable and sound
as it is dangerous—from our impatience to better the lot of our
fellows. Tor these troubles are 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 frce themselves and their minds
from the tutelage of authority and prejudice. It is their attempt
to build up an open socicty 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 mcasure 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 supcrhuman authority, and their readiness to share the burden
of responsibility for avoidable suffering, and to work for its
avoidance. This revolution has created powers of appalling
destructiveness ; but they may yet be conquered.

1950
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THE OPEN SOCIETY 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 are fashionable nowadays. For
I am fully satisfied that . . thc accepted methods
must cndlessly increase these follies and blunders,
and that cven the complete annihilation of all
these fanciful achicvements could not possibly be
as harmful as this fictitious science with its accursed
fertility. KanT.

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

It sketches some of the difficultics faced by our civilization—
a civilization which might be perhaps described as aiming at
humancness 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 intellecctual 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
socicty ’, with its submission to magical forces, to the ‘ open
socicty ’ which scts free the critical powers of man. It attempts
to show that the shock of this transition is one of the factors that
have madc possiblec 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 trics thereby to contribute to our understanding of totali-
tarianism, and of the significance of the perennial fight against
1t.

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 engincering’ (as explained
in Chapter 9). And it tries to clear away some of the qb-
stacles impeding a rational approach to the problems of social
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2 INTRODUCTION

reconstruction. It does so by criticizing those social philosophics
which are responsible for the widespread prejudice against the
possibilities of democratic reform. The most powerful of thesc
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 connccted
with the other issues mentioned.

Although I am mainly interested in the mecthods 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.

Inthisconnection, one pointappeared 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 naive enough to belicve 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 and thus to become
totalitarian itself, Or they assert that our industrial system
cannot continue to function without adopting th(; m.cfhods of
collectivist planning, and they infer from the 1nev1tab1]1t¥ of: a
collectivist cconomic system that the adoption of totalitarian
forms of social life is also inevitable. )

. 'Su.ch arguments may sound plausiblc enough. But plausi-
bility is 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 it within
the power of any social science to make such sweeping historical
prophecies? Can we expect to get more than the irresponsible
reply of the soothsayer if we ask a man what the future has in
store for mankind ?



INTRODUCTION 3

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

A carcful 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
oursclves, and we do not depend on any historical necessity.
There are, 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 foresce the outcome of a battle ; and
that the boundarics between such a prediction and more sweeping
historical prophccics arc fluid. They assert that it is the task
of science in general to make predictions, or rather, to improve
upon our cveryday predictions, and to put them upon a more
sccurc basis ; and that it is, in particular, the task of the
social sciences to furnish us with long-term historical prophecies.
They also belicve that they have discovered laws of history
which cnable 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 Poverty of Historicism, I have tried to argue against
these claims, and to show that in spitc 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 prophecy. While 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 opinions
expressed are personal. What it owes to scientific method 18
largely the awarencss 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 wisdpm,
to the metaphysics of history and destiny, such as are fashion-
able nowadays. Itrather tries to show that this prophetic wisqom
is harmful, that the metaphysics of history impede the applica-
tion of the piecemeal methods of science to the problems of social
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reform. And it further tries to show that we may become the
makers of our fate when we have ceased to pose as its prophects.

In tracing the development of historicism, I found that the

dangerous habit of historical prophecy, so widesprcad 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 of history. Besides, there
is a tradition thatintellectual leaders are gifted with such powers,
and not to possess them may lead to loss of castc. 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 somectimes further and perhaps decper motives
for holding historicist beliefs. The prophets who prophesy the
coming of a millennium may give expression to a decp-scated
feeling of dissatisfaction ; and their dreams may indced 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 thosc
minor prophets who announce that certain cvents, 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.rovidcs 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
motive is to support the revolt against civilization. A further
motive, it seems, can be found if we consider that historicist
metaphysics are apt to relieve men from the strain of their respon-
sibilities.  If you know that things are bound to happen what-
ever you do, then you may feel free to give up the fight against
them. .YOH may, more especially, give up the attempt to control
those things 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 are 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, propagatc the attitude : ° either follow the Leader,
the Great Statesman, or become a Leader yourself’ ; an attitude
which for most pcople must mcan passive submission to the
forces, personal or anonymous, that rule society.

Now it is interesting to scc that some of those who denounce
rcason, and cven blame it for the social evils of our time, do so
on the one hand because they realize the fact that historical
prophecy gocs beyond the power of reason, and on the other
hand because they cannot conceive of a social science, or of
rcason in society, having another function but that of historical
prophecy. In other words, they arc disappointed historicists ;
they are men who, in spite of realizing the poverty of historicism,
are unawarc 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 r¢jection of the applicability of science or of reason
to the problems of social life—and ultimately, to a doctrine of
powecr, of domination and submission.

Why do all thesc social philosophies support the revolt against
civilization ?  And what is the secret of their popularity ? Why
do they attract and seduce so many intcllectuals? I am inclined
to think that the rcason is that they give expression to a deep-
felt 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.

Thesc last allusions are somewhat vague, but they must suffice
for this introduction. They will later be substantiated by histori-
cal material, espccially in the chapter ¢ The Open Society and Its
Encmics’. 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 this historical interpretation cannot be felt unless it is
preceded by the material discussed earlier in the book. It seems
that onc has first to be disturbed by the similarity between the
Platonic thcory 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 ENEMIES

VOL. I
THE SPELL OF PLATO

For the Open Society (about 430 B.C.) :
Although only a few may originate a policy,
we are all able to judge it.
PERICLES OF ATHENS.

Against the Open Socicty (about 8o ycars 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
zcal, nor cven 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 word, he should teach his soul, by long
habit, never to dream of acting independently,
and to become utterly incapable of it.

PLATO OF ATHENS.

THE MYTIH OF ORIGIN AND DESTIN

CHaPTER 1: HISTORICISM AND THE MYTH OF
DESTINY

It is widely belicved that a truly scientific or philosophical
attitude towards politics, and a deeper understanding of social
lifc in gencral, 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 pctty 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

7



8 THE MYTH OF ORIGIN AND DESTINY

the really important actors on the Stage of History are cither 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 coursc,
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 succced 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 idcas 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 thc social sciences gives poor results, I have also tried to
ouddine a method which, I believe, would yield better results.

But if historicism is a faulty method that produces worthless
results, 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
around the central historicist doctrine—the doctrine that history
1S controlled by specific historical or evolutionary laws whose

15Covery would enable us to prophesy the destiny of man.
rathe;St(;,nCism’ which I have 50 far characterized onl_y in a
and a Strac!; way, can be well l}lustratcd by one of the 51mple§t
qldcs_t of its forms, the doctrine of the chosen people. This
bOC:'lI}]]C.IS. one of the attempts to make history understandable
otY th:: ellstlc interpretation, i.c. by recognizing God as the author
N play performed on the Historical Stage. The theory of
t(:me chosen people, more speciﬁcally, assumes that God has .chos.en
€ people to function as the selected instrument of His will,
and that .this people will inherit the earth.

In this doctrine, the law of historical devclopment is laid
d?V\{n b}f the Will of God. This is the specific difference which
dlstmgulsl}es the theistic form from other forms of historicism.
A naturalistic historicism, for instance, might treat the develop-
}'nental law as a law of nature ; @ 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 forms the doctrine that there are specific
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historical laws which can be discovercd, 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.c. 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 * ;
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
peoplc is the remoteness of what it proffers as the end of history.
For although it may describe this end with some degree of
definitencss, 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
conccivable historical cvent well within the scheme of the inter-
prctation. No conccivable experience can refute it.* But to
thosc who believe in it, it gives certainty regarding the ultimate
outcomc 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 valuc as such can be seen from the
fact that its chief characteristics 3 arc shared by the two most
important modern versions of historicism, whose analysis will
form thc 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 (of Gobineau’s choice),
sclected 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
theorics 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 gocs back directly to the philosophy of
Hegel. We must, therefore, deal with that philosophy as well.
And since Hegel? 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.



CuarTEr 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 interprctation shares with the
Jewish is a certain vague fecling of destiny, and the idea of powers
behind the scenes.  But ultimate destiny, according to Homer, is
not disclosed ; unlike its Jewish counterpart, it remainsmysterious.

The first Greek to introduce a more markedly historicist doc-
trine was Hesiod, who was probably influcnced by oriental sources.
He made use of the idea of a general trend or tendency in his-
torical devclopment. 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
carly 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. Hec was strongly influenced in his histori-
cism by various forerunners, espccially by Hesiod ; 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 idcas, had viewed the world as a huge edifice of which
the material things were the building material.? It was the
totality of things—thc cosmos (which originally seems to have been
an oriental 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

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 ques-
tion ¢ Who has made it?’ was discussed by the oricntals, by
Hesiod, and by others). This very natural approach, natural
even to many of us to-day, was superseded by thc 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 onc of his sayings.*
He visualized the world not as an edifice, but rather as onc
colossal process ; not as the sum-total of all things, but rather
as the totality of all events, or changes, or facts. ¢ Evcrything
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 philosophics of Parmenides,
Democritus, Plato, and Aristotle can all be appropriatcly
described as attempts to solve the problems of that changing
world which Heraclitus had discovercd. 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 . . scems to sway’?® 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
ethico-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
remember the stability and rigidity of social life in a tribal
aristocracy. Social life is determined by social and religious
taboos ; everybody has his assigned place within the whole of
the social structure ; everyone feels that his place is the proper,
the * natural” place, assigned to him by the forces which rule the
world ; everyone *knows his place ’.

According to tradition, Heraclitus’ own place was that of heir
to the royal family of priest kings of Ephesus, but he resigned his
claims in favour of his brother. In spite of his proud refusal to
take part In 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.* ¢ 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, onc of Heraclitus’s aristocratic friends. His
interpretation of the pcople’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 of Tcutames, 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 Onc Man 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 pcople 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 ° :
¢ 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 : ‘We 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 are 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 thc 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 thesc historicists are
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 lcads 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 sca) 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.’ ® Thus all the other ¢ elements ’—
earth, water, and air—are transformed fire : ¢ Everything is an
exchange for fire, and fire for everything ; just as gold for wares,
and wares for gold.’

But having reduced all things to flames, to processes, like com-
bustion, Heraclitus discerns in the processes a law, a measure, a
Teason, 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.

Very process in the world, and especially fire itself, develops
according to a definite law, its ¢ measure’%. It is an inexorable
and 1rrf:sistib1e law, and to this extent it resembles our modern
conception 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 regularitics on the other is characteristic
of tribal tabooism : both kinds of law 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 Zcus’ 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 scasons which bring forth all
things. . . This cosmic order which is the same for all things
has not been crcated, ncither 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 Tire will scize, judge, and exccute, 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 réle 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 are 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. . . Evenifthey 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. . . Rcason
iscommontoall. . . 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 Heraclitcan
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 cxperienced. TFor
hc.de.clares that strife or war is the dynamic as well as the creative
principle of all change, and especially of all differences betwecen
men. And being a typical historicist, he accepts the judgement
9f history as a moral one ® ; for he holds that the outcome of war
Is always just ° : ¢ 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
kn.ow that war is universal, and that justice is strife, and that all
things d'evclop through strife and by necessity.’

But if justice is strife or war ; if ¢ the goddesses of Fate’ are
at th.e same time ‘ the handmaids of Justice > ; if history, or more
prccxsely, if SUCCCSS, l.e. success in war, is the criterion of merit,
then the standard of merit must itsclf be * in flux’. Heraclitus
meets this problem by his relativism, and by his doctrine of the
lder{UW of Opposites. This springs from his theory of change
(which remains the basis of Plato’s and even more of Aristotle’s
theory). A changing thing must give up somc property and
acquire 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 ' : ¢ Cold things
become warm and warm things become cold ; what is moist
becomes dry and what is dry becomes moist. . . Disease enables
us to appreciate health, . ., Life and death, being awake and
being asleep, youth and olq age, all this is identical ; for the one
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turns into the other and the latter rcturns 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 cach other, the best harmony results from discord,
and cverything develops by strife. . . The path that leads up
and thc path that leads down arc identical. . . The straight
path and the crooked path arc onc 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 cven be described as
an cthical 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 cthic 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
scck one thing above all others : eternal fame. . .
is worth more than ten thousand, if he is Great.’

It is surprising to find in these early fragments, dating from
about 500 B.C., so much that is characteristic of modern historicist
and anti-democratic tendencies. But apart from the fact that
Heraclitus was a thinker of unsul‘Pasf‘CC1 power and originality
and that, in consequence, many of his ideas have (through the
medium of Plato) become part of the main body of philosophic
tradition, the similarity of doctrine can perhaps be explained, to
some extent, by the similarity of social conditions in the relevant
periods. It scems as if historicist ideas easily 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 shattered
by the impact of the Babylonian CONQUESt ¥ Thepe oo po e
doubt, I believe, that Heraclitus’ philosophy is ap o ressi f
a feeling of drift ; a fecling which seems to be 3 tYpi‘cI;l cssion 0
to the dissolution of the ancient tribal formg of social lrf;acUcIm
modern Europe, historicist ideas were revived durin thl W d rf
trial revolution, and especially through the impact ofgih : llr-l .usl
revolutions in America and France 4. Tt appears ¢ ¢ po 1t1c«’f1

.. o be more
than a mere coincidence that Hggcl, who a opted h of
Heraclitus’ thought and passed it on to all o4 Soh{nuc 'cigt
movements, was a mouthpiece of the reactiop again rtnth lslt?(;glch
Revolution. st the

One man



Cuarter 3: PLATO’S THEORY OF FORMS OR IDEAS

1

Plato lived in a period of wars and of political strife which
was, for all we know, even more unscttled 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 . During his youth, democratic
Athens was involved in a deadly war against Sparta, the lcading
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-cight
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 B.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 régime against the
democrats. The re-establishment of the democracy and of peace
meant no respite for Plato. His beloved teacher Socrates, whom
he later made the majn speaker of most of his dialogues, was
tried 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
ultimately fateful part in the conspiracies and revolutions ? that
constituted Syracusan politics.

This brief outline of political events may help to explain why
we find in the work of Plato, as in that of Heraclitus, indications
that he suffered desperately under the political instability and

18
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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 Codrus, the last of the tribal kings of Attica *.
Plato was very proud of his mother’s family which, as he explains
in his dialogues (in the Charmides and the Timaeus), was related
to that of Solon, the lawgiver of Athens.  His uncles, Critias and
Charmides, the lcading 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 indeced,
most of his works fulfil this expectation. He himsclf relates
(if the Seventh Letter is genuine) that he was 5 ¢ from the beginning
most anxious for political activity ’, but that he was dcterred by
the stirring experiences of his youth. ¢ Secing that everything
swayed and shifted aimlessly, I felt giddy and desperate.” From
the feeling that socicty, and indeed © cverything’, 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 corruption 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, are destined to
decay. Plato, like Heraclitus, felt that the forces which are at
work in history are 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 conccived 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 36,000 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 Cronos—an age in which
Cronos 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 belicve that
all of it was literally true. On the other hand, there can be little
doubt that he visualized human history in a cosmic sctting ; that
he believed his own age to be onc of deep depravity—possibly
of the deepest that can be rcached—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.® Whether or not he also belicved 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 ccr-
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 (and lack of knowledge) ;
and moral degeneration, in its turn, is due mainly to racia]
degeneration. This is the way in which the gencral cosmic Jaw
of decay manifests itself in the field of human afTairs.

It is therefore understandable that the great cosmic turning-
point may coincide with a turning-point in the ficld 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 itself in the coming of a great law-giver whose powers
of reasoning 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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prophccy, 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 believed 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 political change. This, accordingly, is the aim
he strives for.? He trics to realize it by the cstablishment of a
statec which is frce from the evils of all other states because it does
not degenerate, because it does not change. The state which is
free from the cvil 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.

IIx

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 diflerence is, it gives
rise to further points of similarity between Plato and Heraclitus.

Heraclitus, despite the boldness of his rcasoning, scems to
have shrunk from the idca 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
conscquences of historicism is characteristic of many historicists.

In Plato, this tendency becomes paramount. (He was here
under the influence of the philosophy of Parmenides, 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
belicf in a perfect state that docs not change to the realm of ‘ all
things >.  He belicved that to cvery kind of ordinary or decaying
thing there corresponds also a perfect thing that does not decay.
This belief in perfect and unchanging things, usually called the
Theory of Forms or Ideas8, 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. 1t would hold that he cannot
O.S.I.E.—VOL. 1 B
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work against them, since all his plans and actions arc mcans by
which the inexorable laws of development realize his historical
destiny ; just as Oedipus met his fate because of the prophccy,
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 analysc 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 °.

v

The social engincer 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 carth. He does not bclieve that these
ends are imposed upon us by our historical background or by
the trends of history, but rather that they arc chosen, or cven
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 altcration of social institutions, ip
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 * anq * 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 engincer towards social institu-
tions, i.c. 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.c. their origin,
their development, and their present and future significance.
He may perhaps insist that their origin is duc to a definite plan
or design and to the pursuit of definite ends, cither human or
divine ; or he may assert that they are not designed to serve any
clearly conccived ends, but arc rather the immediate cxpression
of certain instincts and passions ; or he may assert that they
have once served as mecans to definite ends, but that they have
lost this character. The social engincer and technologist, on
the other hand, will hardly take much intcrest in the origin of
institutions, or in the original intentions of their founders
(although there is no rcason why he should not recognize the
fact that ‘ only a minority of social institutions are consciously
designed, while the vast majority have just “ grown ”, as the
undesigned results of human actions > ), Rather, he will put his
problem like this. If such and such are 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 engincer
or technologist will not worry much about the question whether
insurance originated as a profit-sceking business ; or whether its
historical mission is to scrve thc common weal. But he may offer
a criticism of certain institutions of insurances, showing, perhaps,
how to increasc 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
scrving.thc one end or the other. As another example of a social
institution, we may consider a police force. Some historicists
may describc 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 guestion of the ends
and their choice and questions concerning the facts, i.c. the
social effects of any measurc which might be taken !1.)
Speaking more generally, we can say that the engincer 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, cfficiency, simplicity, ctc.
The historicist, on the other hand, would rather attempt to find
out the origin and destiny of these institutions in order to asscss
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’, ctc. All
this does not mean that the social engincer or technologist will
be committed to the assertion that institutions are means to cnds,
or instruments ; he may be well aware of the fact that they are,
in many important respects, very diffcrent from mechanical
instruments or machines. He will not forget, for example, that
they ‘ grow’ in a way which is similar (although by no mcans
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 cnds, for example, if we wish
to eat them, or, perhaps, to make our living by selling them.)
The two attitudes, historicism and social cngineering, occur
sometimes in typical combinations. The earliest and probably
the most influential example of these 1s the social and political
Philosophy of Plato. It combines, as it were, some fairly obvioys
technological elements in the foreground, with a background
dominated by an elaborate display of typically historicist fea-
tures. The combination is representative of quite a number of
social and political philosophers who produced what have beep
later described as Utopian systems. All these systems recom-
mend some kind of social engincering, since they demand the
adoption of certain institutional means, though not always very
realistic ones, for the achievement of thcir ends. But when we
proceed to a consideration of thesc cnds, then we frequently
find that they are determined by historicism. Plato’s political
ends, especially, depend to a considerable extent on his historicist
doctrines. First, it is his aim to escape the Heraclitean flux,
manifested in socia] revolution and historical decay. Secondly,
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he believes that this can be done by cstablishing a state which
is so perfect that it docs not participate in the general trend of
historical development.  Thirdly, he belicves that the model or
original 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 are, as it were, the degencrate offspring of this perfect, or
best, or ‘idcal’ state 12; an ideal state which is not a mecre
phantasm, nor a drcam, nor an ‘idca in our mind ’, but which
is, in view of its stability, morc rcal than all thosc dccaying
socictics which arcin flux, and liable to pass away at any moment.
Thus ceven 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 Theory 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 ¢ Idca’. As before,
we must insist that the Form or Idca, in spitc of its name, is no
“idea in our mind ’; it is not a phantasm, nor a dream, but a
real thing. It is, indecd, more real than all the ordinary things
which arc in flux, and which, in spite of their apparent solidity,
are doomed to decay ; for the Form or Idca 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 are outside space,
and also outside time (because they are cternal). But they are
in contact with space and time ; for since they are the primo-
genitors or models of the things which are 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 are 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 are called by the name of their father, so arc the
sensible things, which bear the name of their Forms or Idecas ;
¢ They are all called after them’, as Aristotle says *®.

As a child may look upon his father, sccing in him an idcal,
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 ¢ virtuc > of which
he exists ; so Plato looks upon the Forms or Idcas. The Platonic
Idea is the original and the origin of the thing ; it is the rationalc
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 dialogucs. It is in
close agreement 1* with much of his earlier writing, on which it
throws considerable light. But in the Timaeus, Plato gocs 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 spacc 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 are created by the Forms which stamp or impress
themselves upon pure Space, and thereby give the offspring their
shape. *We 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 whosge
likeness the generated things are born. And we may compare
the receiving principle to a mother, and the model to a father,
and their product to a child.’> And he goes on to describe 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, ¢ apother 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 Idcas if we compare it with certain Greek religious
beliefs.  Asin 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
onc or other of the gods.  (Plato’s own family is reported to have
traced its descent from the god Poseidon 16.)  We have only to
consider that these gods arc immortal or cternal, and perfect—or
very ncarly so—while ordinary men are involved in the flux of
all things, and subject to decay (which indecd is the ultimate
destiny of every human individual), in order to sec that these
gods arc reclated to ordinary men in the samc way as Plato’s
Forms or Idcas are related to those sensible things which are their
copies 17 (or his perfect state to the various states now cxisting).
There is, however, an important difference between Greek
mythology and Plato’s Theory of Forms or Idcas. While the
Greceks 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 8 ; for it is onc of the central doctrines
of the Theory of Forms that there is only onc Form of every
‘race’ or ‘kind’ of things. The uniquencss of the Form which
corresponds to the uniqueness of the primogenitor is a necessary
clement 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 copics or imprints of one
I'jorm. Thus if there were two cqual or similar Forms, their
similarity would force us to assume that both are copies of a third
qriginal 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, morc precisely, not as one between
these two things, but in rcference to that superior thing which
is their prototype.”’ 1 1In the Republic, which is earlier than the
Timaeus, Plato had explained his point even more clearly, using
as his example the ‘ essential bed ’, i.c. 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 thosc two ; this,
and not thosc two, would then be the essential bed.” 2°

This argument shows that the Forms or Idcas 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 becausc of some virtuc or
property which they share, for instance, whitencss, or hardnecss,
or goodness, then this virtue or property must be onc 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 scnse in which children participate in
their father’s possessions and gifts ; just as the many particular
reproductions of an etching which are 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 induccd Plato to develop the
Theory of Ideas. I shall attempt to give an outline of this
development, using Aristotle’s account togcther 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. We can have no real know-
ledge of them, but, at the best, vaguc and dclusive ‘ opinions°,
This point, as we know from Plato and Aristotle *!, worried
many followers of Heraclitus. Parmenides, onc 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.

With 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 deceply impressed
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by Parmenides’ doctrinc of an unchanging, real, solid, and per-
fect world bchind 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 was knowlcdge, not opinion ; the pure rational knowledge
of a world that does 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 scemed as impossible as any
cxact knowledge of a world in flux ; there were no fixed objects
in the political ficld. How could onc discuss any political
questions when the mecaning of words like ¢ government’ or
“statc’ or ‘city ’ changed with every new phase in the historical
devclopment ?  Political theory must have secmed to Plato in
his Heraclitean 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 cthical reformer, a moralist who pestered all
kinds of pcople, forcing them to think, to explain, and to account
for the principles of their actions. He uscd 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 mcanings 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 ®4, 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 tcrms,
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 mecaning
or essence into a method of determining the real nature, the
Form or Idea of a thing. Plato retained ‘the Heraclitcan
doctrines that all sensible things are 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 werc always changing °,
there could be definitions and truc 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 2% 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 cxist by participating in
it’.

This account of Aristotle’s corresponds closely to Plato’s own
arguments proffered in the Timaeus 2%, 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 purc 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 wag
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. (1) 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



CHAPTER 3 : PLATO'S THEORY OF FORMS OR IDEAS 51

to build up a political science. (2) It provides the clue to the
urgently nceded theory 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 enginecring ; and it makes possible the forging of instru-
ments for arresting social change, since it suggests designing a
“ best statc’ which so closely rescmbles the Form or Idea of a
statc 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 arrcsting of social change, will be dealt with in chapters
6 to g, treating Plato’s political programme. Problem (1), 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 purc knowledge or ¢scicnce’ to discover and to describe the
truc nature of things, i.e. their hidden reality or essence. It
was Plato’s peculiar belicf that the essence of sensible things can
be found in other and more rcal 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 thesc essences may be discovered and dis-
cerncd 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 bc described in words. And a des-
cription of the essence of a thing they all called a ¢ definition ’.
Accordipg 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
questions may be formulated about any real thing. . . : A person
may give the name and ask for the definition ; or he may give
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the definition and ask for the name.’ As an cxample of this
method, Plato uses the essence of “ even ’ (as opposed to ‘ odd ’) :
‘ Number . . may be a thing capable of division into cqual
parts. If it is so divisible, number is named ‘ cven’*; and the
definition of the name ‘“even” is ‘““a number divisible into
equal parts”. . . And when we arc given thc name and asked
about the definition, or when we arc given the definition and
asked about the name, we spcak, 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 procceds
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.c. the theory that it is the aim
of science to reveal essences and to describe them by mecans 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 truc 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 thesc
events, i.e. their description with the help of universal laws 28,
And it sees in our language, and especially in thosc of its rules
which distinguish properly constructed sentences and inferences
from a mere heap of words, the great instrument of scientific
description 2 ; 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 1is cnergy P
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 uscful ?’ o
‘ 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 Pretcntious muddle which they have achieved by theirs.
As indicated by our example, methodological nominalism is
nowadays fairly generally accepted in the natural sciences. The
problems of the social sciences, on the other hand, are still for
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the most part treated by essentialist methods. This is, in my
opinion, onc of the main recasons for thcir backwardness. But
many who have noticed this situation 3¢ judge it differently.
They believe that the difference in method is necessary, and that
it reflects an ¢ essential * difference between the ¢ natures * of these
two ficlds of rescarch.

The arguments usually offered in support of this view
emphasize the importance of change in society, and exhibit other
aspcects of historicism. The physicist, so runs a typical argument,
deals with objects like encrgy or atoms which, though changing,
retain a certain degree of constancy. He can describe the
changes cncountered by these relatively unchanging entities, and
does not have to construct or detect esscnces or Forms or similar
unchanging entities in order to obtain something permanent on
which he can make definitc pronouncements. The social
scientist, however, is in a very different position. His whole
field of interest is changing. There are no permancnt entities in
the social recalm, where cverything is under the sway of historical
flux. How, for instance, can we study government ?  How could
we identify it in the diversity of governmental institutions, found
in diffcrent states at different historical periods, without assuming
.that:' they have somecthing essentially in common? We call an
institution a government if we think that it is cssentially a govern-
ment, i.e. if it complies with our intuition of what a government
1s, an intuition which we can formulate in a definition. The
same would hold good for other sociological ecntities, 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
reported above which, according to Aristotle, led Plato to his
doctrine of Forms or Idcas. The only difference is that Plato
(who did not accept the atomic theory and knew nothing about
encrgy) applied his doctrine to the realm of physics also, and
thus to the world as a whole. We have here an indication of the
fact that, in the social sciences, a discussion of Plato’s methods
may be topical even to-day.

I}CfOI'C proceeding to Plato’s sociology and to the use he made
of his methodological essentialism in that field, I wish to make it
qpite_c!ear that I am confining my treatment of Plato to his
historicism, and to his ¢ best state’>. I must therefore warn the
rca.dcr not to expect a representation of the whole of Plato’s
philosophy, or what may be called a © fair and just’ treatment
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of Platonism. My attitude towards historicism is onc of frank
hostility, based upon the conviction that historicism is futile, and
worse than that. My survey of the historicist fcatures of
Platonism is therefore strongly critical. Although I admirc 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
iIs 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.3!
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Plato was onc of the first social scientists and undoubtedly
by far the most influential. In the sense in which the term
¢ sociology > was understood by Comte, Mill, 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 spitec of Plato’s great influence, this side of
his teaching has been little noticed. This scems to be due to
two factors. Tirst 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. Sccondly, 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 dccay, of generation
and degenecration. 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

Greck city-states as well as the social and political forces at
work in his own day.

I

.Thc speculative or metaphysical setting of Plato’s theory of
social change has alrcady been sketched. It is the world of
un'chan‘gmg Forms or Ideas, of which the world of changing
things In 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
the Republic *, explained as ©everything that preserves’, and
‘evil” as ¢ cverything that destroys or corrupts’. The perfect
and good Forms or Ideas are prior to the copies, the sensible
things, and they are something like primogenitors or starting

35
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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 dircction of all
changes in the world of sensible things. TFor if thc 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 cvil, towards
corruption.

This theory can be developed in detail. Thc more closcly
a sensible thing resembles its Form or Idea, thc 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 truc 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 sccondary and tertiary
changes). But cvery 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 changcable 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
Lauws, 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 cxalted region’. The problem of the exceptional soul which
can save itsclf—and perhaps others—from the gencral 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 cvil thing, is the gravest of all the
trecachcrous dangers that can befall a thing—whcther it is now
a change of scason, 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 somcthing evil.’ In bricf, Plato teaches
that change is evil, and that rest is divine.

We see now that Plato’s theory of Forms or Ideas implies
a certain trend in the devclopment 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 likclihood of
corruption increases, but exceptional developments in the other
direction are 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-
crate step by step into the lower animals. Birds, we hear,
came into being through the transformation of harmless
but too ecasy-going pcople 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‘ clear that this theory can be applied to human society,
and to its history. It then explains Hesiod’s pessimistic law of
development, the law of historical decay. If we arc 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 mcet 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. 1t explains the general direction of the flux of all sensible
things, and thereby the historical tendency to degencrate shown
by man and human society. (And it docs still more ; as we shall
see in chapter 6, the theory of Forms dctermines the trend of
Plato’s political demands also, and even the means for thcir
realization.) If, asI believe, the philosophies of Plato as well as
Heraclitus sprang from their social experience, especially from
the experience of class war and from the abject fecling that their
social world was going to picces, 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 cxplaining
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 devclopment, Plato found, in his theory
of Forms, the theoretical basis for a pessimistic judgement in
Hesiod’s vein.

But Plato’s greatness as a sociologist does not lie in his genera]
and abstract speculations about the law of social decay. Tt
lies rather in the wealth and detail of his observations, and ip
the amazing acuteness of his sociological intuition. Hec sayw
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 society, of triba]
patriarchy, and, in general, his attempt to outline the typica]
periods in the development of social life. Another example ig
Plato’s sociological and economic historicism, his emphasis upon
the economic background of the political life and the historica)
de\:clopmcnt ; a theory revived by Marx under the name ¢ his-
torical materialism *, A third example is Plato’s most interestin
law of politica] revolutions, according to which all revolutions
Presuppose a disunited ruling class (or “¢lite’) ; a law which
forms the basis of hjs 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,
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I shall now proceed to a more detailed discussion of these
points, cspecially 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 dialoguc of much later
date called the Statesman (or the Politicus), and the Laws, the
latest and longest of his works. In spitc of certain minor
differences, there is much agreement between thesc dialogues,
which arc in some respects parallel, in others complementary,
to onc another. The Laws ¢, for instance, present the story of
the declinc and fall of human socicty as an account of Greek
prehistory merging without any break into history ; while the
parallel passages of the Republic give, in a more abstract way,
a systematic outline of the development of government ; the
Statesman, still morc 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 archctype or origin
of a statc ? ’ 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 spcculative difficulty which seems to have worried
Plato. Assuming as the starting point of the devclopment a
perlect and therefore incorruptible state, he found it difficult to
explain the first change, the Fall of Man, 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 his theory of social development.

.Accordmg to the Republic, the original or primitive form of
socicty, and at the same time, the one that resembles the Form
or Idga 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. Still, a change does take place ; and with it enters
Hcrachtus.’ strife, the driving force of all movement. According
to Plflto, mnternal strife, class war, fomented by self-interest and
especially material or economic sclf-interest, is the main force
of “social dynamics’. The Marxian formula ¢ 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. Thc.f.our
most conspicuous periods or ¢ landmarks in the history of political
degeneration ’, and, at the same time, ¢ thc most important .
varieties of existing states’?, are described by Plato in the
following order. First after the perfect state comes ¢ timarchy ’
or timocracy’, the rule of the noble who scck honour and
fame ; secondly, oligarchy, the rule of the rich families ;  next
in order, democracy is born’, the rule of liberty which mecans
lawlessness ; and last comes  tyranny . . the fourth and final
sickness of the city 10,

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 see later,
the statesman ought to be a physician (and vice versa)—a healer,
a saviour. 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
describe both the original course of development by which the
main forms of constitutional decay were first generated, and the
typical course of social change 1. We sce that Plato aimed at
setting out a system of historical periods, governed by a law of
evolution ; in other words, he aimed at a historicist thcory of
society. This attempt was revived by Rousseau, and was made
fashionable by Comte and Mill, and by Hegel and Marx ; but
considering the historical evidence then available, Plato’s system
oi: historica) Periods was just as good as that of any of thesc modern
historicists, (The main difference lies in the evaluation of the
course taken by history. While the aristocrat Plato condemned
the development he described, these modern authors applauded
It, believing a5 they did in a law of historical progress.)

efore discussing Plato’s perfect state in any detail, I shall give
ef sketch ofhis analysis of the réle played by economic motives
and tl}e class struggle in the process of transition between the four
decaying forms of the state. The first form into which the perfect
state dcgencrates, timocracy, the rulc of the ambitious noblemen,
1s said 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

a bri
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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 difference between the best or ideal state and
timocracy is that the latter contains an element 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, spcaking of the young timocrat, ¢ he hears his mother
complaining that her husband is not one of thc rulers . . 1*
Thus hc becomes ambitious and longs for distinction. But
decisive in bringing about the next change are competitive and
acquisitive social tendencies. ‘ We must describe ’, says Plato,
¢ how timocracy changes into oligarchy . . Even a blind man
must see how it changes . . It is the trcasure house that ruins
this constitution. They’ (the timocrats) ¢ begin by creating
opportunitics for showing off and spending moncy, 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-cstablished ways of feudal simplicity and the
ncw 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 recach the stipulated amount.
This change is imposcd 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
slightest pretext, whenever the onc party or the other manages
to obtain help from outside, the one from an oligarchic city, or
the other fron} a democracy. And does 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 born . . when the poor win the day, killing some . . ,
banishing others, and sharing with the rest the rights of citizen-
ship and of public offices, on terms of cquality . .’
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Plato’s description of democracy is a vivid but intcnscly
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 threc years before Plato
was born. (Pericles’ programme is discussed in chapter 10,
below 14.)  Plato’s description is a brilliant picce 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 1%
writes, ‘is onec of the most royal and magnificent picces of
writing in the whole range of litcraturc, whether ancient or
modern.” And when the same writer continues : ‘ the descrip-
tion of the democratic man as the chamelcon of the human
society paints him for all time’, then we sce that Plato has succeeded
at least in turning this thinker against democracy, and wc may
wonder how much damage his poisonous writing has done when
presented, unopposed, to lesser minds. . .

It seems that often when Plato’s style, to usc a phrase of
Adam’s 18, becomes a * full tide of lofty thoughts and images and
words ’, he is in urgent need of a cloak to cover up the rags
and tatters of his argumentation, or even, as in the present case,
the complete absence of rational arguments. In their stcad 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 unnccessary and
unclean desires, (‘ They fill their bellies likc the beasts’, was
‘Heraclitus’ way of putting it.) They arc accused of calling

reverence a folly . .; temperance they call cowardice . . ;
moderation and orderly expenditure they call meanness and
boorishness * 17 etc. ‘ And there are 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 men
copdescend to the young . . in order to avoid the appearance of
being 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



CHAPTER 4 : CHANGE AND REST 43

them, for instance the young Plato, as his companions and friends.
Plato himself, we have reason to belicve, 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
continucs, ¢ when slaves, male as well as female, who have been
bought on the market, arc every whit as frec as those whose
property they are. . . 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 cven in its mildest forms.” Here, after
all, Plato pays homage to his native city, even though he does it
unwittingly. It will for ever remain one of the greatest triumphs
of Athenian democracy that it treated slaves humanely, and that
in spitc of the inhuman propaganda of philosophers like Plato
himself and Aristotle it came, as he witnesses, very close to
abolishing slavery.18

Of much greater merit, although it too is inspircd by hatred,
is Plato’s description of tyranny and espccially of the transition
to it. IHc insists that he describes things which he has seen
himself 1 ; 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 succceds 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 ‘onc war after another which he must stir
up . . because he must make the people feel the need of a
gencral ’ . With tyranny, thc 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
here c.listinguishes six types of debascd states ; but this difference
1s unimportant, cspecially if we remember that Plato says in
the Republic 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 typcs,
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, thrce con-
servative or lawful and three utterly depraved or lawless forms
are distinguished ; monarchy, aristocracy, and a conscrvative
form of democracy are the lawful imitations, in order of merit.
But democracy changes into its lawless form, and deteriorates
further, through oligarchy, thc 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 cvil 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 mect 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
ty.rants, 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 cach 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 wecaken 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’ 29, 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,
togcther with the observation that economic intercsts are the
most likely causes of disunion, is Plato’s clue to history. But
it is morc. 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 rcalized in the best or perfect state of ancient times.

I

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, Timacus, and
Critias, that he is describing the distant past, and in spite of the
paral.lcl. 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
(likc his accounts of primitive socicty 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
ccrt.ain.ly knew that he did not possess thc 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 thc ancicnt 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 frec 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 idca of
a classless, equalitarian society ; for, as we can scc 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 statec 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 4
caste state. The problem of avoiding class war is solved, not
by abolishing classes, but by giving the ruling class a supcriority
which cannot be challenged. As in Sparta, the ruling class alope
is permitted to carry arms, it alone has any political or othey
rights, and it alone receives education, i.e. a specialized training
in the art of keeping down its human shcep or its human cattle
(In fact, its overwhelming superiority disturbs Plato a little ; he
fears that its members ¢ may worry the sheep ’, instcad of merely
shearing them, and act as wolves rather than dogs’ 28, This
problem is considered later in the chapter.) As long as the ruling
class is united, 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 claborating
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 intercst him at all, they arc only human cattle
whose sole function is to provide for the material needs of the
ruling class. Plato cven gocs so far as to forbid his rulers to
legislate for pcople of this class, and for their petty problems.?
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 bec admitted into the community, but who
have strong bodics 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 truc 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 who supported the aboli-
tionist movement. And he makes his view quite clear, for
cxample, in his description of timocracy, the second-best state,
and the one dircectly 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
contcmpt for them, Plato does not claboratc the point. This
conclusion is fully corroborated by the fact that a passage in the
Republic which criticizes the current practice of Greeks enslaving
Grceks.ends up with the explicit endorsement of the enslaving of
barbarians, and even with a recommendation to ¢ our citizens’
—i.c. those of the best city—to ¢ do unto barbarians as Greeks
now do unto Grecks’. 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 thc climination of
cconomic interests which may lead to disunion. This economic
abstinence is achieved and controlled by the introduction of
communism, i.c. 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 frec from disunion ; quarrcls
among the ruled are 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 otherwisec become a pos-
sible source of disunion ; therefore ¢ each should look upon all
as if belonging to one family > %, (This suggestion was ncither
so novel nor so revolutionary as it sounds ; we must remember
such Spartan restrictions on the privacy of family life as the ban on
private meals, constantly rcferred 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 wel]
as poverty. Both are dangers to unity : poverty, because it driveg
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 cxperiments possib]e,
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 thys
be derived from Plato’s fundamental sociological law of change ;
it is a necessary condition of the political stability which is its
fundamental characteristic. But although an important condi-
tion, it is not a sufficient onc. In order that the ruling class may
feel really united, that it should feel like one tribe, i.c. 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 thc feeling that the ruled are 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 3! : ¢ Any meddling
or changing over from onc 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 procced from
the claim that the rulers arc superior to the ruled. Accordingly,
Plato trics 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
are, of course, identical with thosc of the rulers of his best state,
will be discussed in chapters 6 to 8 ; I may therefore confine
mysclf 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 cxpress my belief that
personal superiority, whether racial or intcllectual or moral or
educational, can necver cstablish a claim to political prerogatives,
cven 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 intcllectually and morally and
cducationally superior ; and I cannot help fecling that the oppo-
site claims of certain intcllectualists and moralists only show how
little successful their cducation has been, since it failed to make
them aware of their own limitations, and of their Pharisaism.)

v

If we want to understand Plato’s views about the origin,
breeding, and cducation of his ruling class, we must not lose
sight of the two main points of our analysis. We 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 instance, in Sparta ; and secondly, that he is reconstructing
his city with a view to the conditions of its stability, and that
he sceks the guarantees for this stability solely within the ruling
class itself, and more especially, in its unity and strength.

Rcgarding the origin of the ruling class, it may be mentioned



50 PLATO’S SOCIOLOGY

that Plato speaks in the Statesman of a time, prior cven to that
of his best statc, 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 socicty,
which is prior even to the first and best city, is onc 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, scttled in the citics of the Pcloponnese, especially
%n Sparta, under the name of ¢ Dorians’. How this happened
1s 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 scrious description
of prehistoric events ; as a description not only of the origin of
the Dorian master race but also of thc origin of their humay
cattle, i.c. the original inhabitants. In a parallcl passage in the
Republic, Plato gives us a mythological yet very pointed descrip.-
tion of the conquest itself, when dealing with the origin of the
¢ earthborn ’, the ruling class of the best city. (The My of
the Earthborn will be discussed from a different point of vieyy
In chapter 8.) Their victorious march into the city, prcviously
founded by the tradesmen and workers, is described as follows
¢ After having armed and trained the earthborn, let us now make
them advance, under the command of the guardians, till they
arrive in the city. Then let them look round to find out the
best place for their camp—the spot that is most suitable for keep-
ing down the inhabitants, should anyone show unwillingness to
obey the law, and for holding back cxternal encmies who ma

come down like wolves on the fold.” This short but triumphant
.talc of the subjugation of a sedentary population by a conquer-
ing war horde (who are identified, in the Statesman, with the
nomad hill shepherds of the period before the scttlement) 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 herdsmanship, i.e. the art of managing
and kecping 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 are subject to the rulers like sheep-dogs to
the shepherds of the state’.

The breeding and the education of the auxiliarics 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 2. And
breeding and cducation arc not ecmpty symbols but, like arms,
instruments of class rule, and necessary for cnsuring the stability
of this rule. They arc trcated by Plato solcly from this point
of view, i.c. 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’ 34, 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 cver since.  (Infanticide was not an Athenian
institution ; Plato, sccing that it was practised at Sparta for
cugenic reasons, concluded that it must be ancient and there-
forc good.) He demands that the same principles be applied
to the breeding of the master race as arc applied, by an experi-
cenced breeder, to dogs, horses, or birds. ¢ If you did not breed
them in this way, don’t you think that the race of your birds
or dogs would quickly degenerate ? * Plato argues ; and he draws
the conclusion that ¢ the same principles apply to the race of
men’. The racial qualitics demanded from a guardian or from
an auxiliary are, 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 lcarning
identical with the philosophical attitude ?*

'.T.hc.mam difficulty which besets Plato is that guardians and
auxiliaries must be endowed with a character that is fierce and
gentle at th.e same time. It is clear that they must be bred to
be fierce, since they must ¢ meet any danger in a fearless and
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unconquerable spirit’.  Yet ‘if their nature is to bc like that,
how arc they to be kept from being violent against onc another,
or against the rest of the citizens?’ 35 Indeed, it would be
¢ simply monstrous if the shepherds should keep dogs . . who
would worry the sheep, behaving like wolves rather than dogs’.
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 thercfore sclf-control. Just 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 scrious
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. ¢ Well-bred dogs are
by nature most gentle to their friends and acquaintances, by
the very opposite to strangers’, he says. It is therefore proveq
¢ that the character we try to give our guardians is not contry
to nature’. The aim of breeding the master race is thyg
established, and shown to be attainable. It has bcen deriveq
from an analysis of the conditions which are necessary fq,
keeping the state stable.

Plato’s educational aim is cxactly the same. It is the purely
political aim of stabilizing the state by blending a fierce and ,
gentle element in the character of the rulers. The two discipline
In which children of the Greck upper class were educateq
gymnastics and music (the latter, in the wider sense of the Word’
included all literary studies), are correlated by Plato with thé
two elements of character, fierceness and gentleness. ¢ Have you
not observed ’, asks Plato 3%, ¢ how the character is affected by
an exclusive training in gymnastics without music, and how it
is aﬂ'ec.tcd by the opposite training ? . . Exclusive preoccupa-
tion with 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 are the outlines of our system of
cducation 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 réle in
the later parts of the Republic, he is not at all biased in favour
of the gentle element of the soul, or of musical, i.e. literary,
cducation. The impartiality in balancing the two clements is
the morc remarkable as it lcads him to impose the most severe
restrictions on literary cducation, compared with what was, in
his time, customary in Athens. This, of course, is only part of
his gencral tendency to prefer Spartan customs to Athcnian
ones. (Crete, his other model, was even morc anti-musical than
Sparta 37.) Plato’s political principles of literary education are
based upon a simple comparison. Sparta, he saw, trecated its
human cattle just a little too harshly ; this is a symptom or
cven an admission of a feeling of wecakness 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 trcatment 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 tru.e measurc or the true blend of the two elecments in the
cducation of the best state, and to lay down the principles of
his cducational policy. J udged from the Athcenian viewpoint, it
is nothing less than the demand that all literary education be
strangled * by a close adherence to the example of Sparta with
1ts strict state control of all literary matters. Not only poetry
but also music in the ordinary sense of the term are to be con-
trolled by a rigid censorship, and both are to be devoted entirely
to strcngthqning the stability of the state by making the young
more conscious of class discipline 49, and thus more ready to
serve class interests. Plato even forgets that it is the function
of music to make the young more gentle, for he demands such
f9rm§ of music as will make them braver, i.e. fiercer. (Con-
sidering that Plato was an Athenian, his arguments concerning

musiC Proper appear to me almost incredible in their superstitious
0.S.L.E—VOL. I c
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intolerance, especially if compared with a more enlightened con-
temporary criticism 4!. 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. Thec 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 cducation 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 strikc against cnemics
from without or from within the state. Children of both scxces,
we are told twice, ‘must be taken on horseback within the
sight of actual war ; and provided it can be done safcly, they
must be brought into battle, and made to taste blood ; just as
one does with young hounds’ 42. 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 indeced.

This is an outline of Plato’s theory of the best or most ancient
state, of the city which treats its human cattle cxactly as a wise byt
hardened shepherd treats his sheep ; not too cruelly, but with
the proper contempt. . . As an analysis both of Spartan socijg]
institutions and of the conditions of their stability and instability,
and as an attempt at reconstructing more rigid and primitiye
forms of tribal life, this description is excellent indeed. (Only
the descriptive aspect is dealt with in this chapter. The ethijca]
aspects will be discussed later.) I believe that much in Platgg
writings that has been usually considered as mere mythologica]
or Utopian speculation can in this way be interpreted as socjq-
logical description and analysis. If we look, for instance, at his
rpyth of the triumphant war hordes subjugating a settled Popula-
tion, then we must admit that from the point of view of descriptiye
SOCIOIOgy it is most successful. In fact, it could even claim to pe
an anticipation of an interesting (though possibly too sweeping)
modern theory of the origin of the state, according to which
centralized and organized political power generally originates in
such a conquest 43, 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 Idca. Hc tried to rcconstruct this Form or Idea of
a state, or at lecast 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 cven 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 cxisting 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 precoccupation
with cconomic aflairs, 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 done; that is to say, it
was to be constructed out of the Spartan state with an eyc
to the conditions necessary for the unbroken unity of the master
class, guaranteed by its cconomic abstinence, its breeding, and
its training.

Interpreting existing socicties as decadent copies of an ideal
state, Plato furnished Hesiod’s somewhat crude views of human
history at once with a thcoretical background and with a wealth
of practical application. He dcveloped a remarkably realistic
historicist thcory 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 Greck city-states, and especially to a criticism
of democracy, which he described as cffeminate and degenerate.
And we may add that later, in the Laws 44, he applied them
also to a story of the Decline and Fall of the Persian Empire,
thus making the beginning of a long series of Decline-and-Fall
dramatizations of the histories of empires and civilizations.
(O. Spengler’s notorious Decline of the West is perhaps the worst
but not the last 45 of them.) Al 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 socicty ;
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 ncarly
all the later stories, exhibit at least two characteristics which we
have not discussed so far. He conceived thesc declining socictics
as some kind of organism, and the decline as a process similar
to ageing. And he believed that the declinc is well deserved,
in the sense that moral decay, a fall and declinc of the soul, gocs
hand in hand with that of the social body. All this plays an
important réle in Plato’s theory of the first change—in the Story
of the Number and of the Fall of Man. This theory, and its

f:onnection with the doctrine of Forms or Ideas, will be discussed
in the next chapter.



CuartEr 5: NATURE AND CONVENTION

Plato was not the first to approach social phenomena in the
spirit of scientific investigation. The beginning of social science
goces back at lcast to the generation of Protagoras, the first of the
great thinkers who called themselves ¢ Sophists’. It is marked
by the realization of the nced 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 cver since the time of Protagoras. Most 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 ! of unchanging taboos, of laws and customs which are
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 thecoretical understanding of the difference between
‘naturc’ and ‘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) normative laws, or
norms, or prohibitions and commandments, i.c. 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
ab9ut it. A law in sense (a)—a natural law—is describing a
strict, unvarying regularity which ecither in fact holds in nature
(in this case, the law is a true statement) or does not hold (in

57
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this case it is false). If we do not know whether a law of nature
is truc or false, and if we wish to draw attention to our uncer-
tainty, we often call it an “hypothesis’. A law of naturc is unalter-
able ; there are 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 turncd
out that the supposed strict regularity did not hold, or in other
words, that the supposed law of nature was not a truc law of
nature, but a false statement. Since laws of nature arc unalter-
able, they can be neither broken nor enforced. They are 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
énactment 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 unacceptablc ; but only in a
metaphorical sense can it be called ¢ true ’ or ¢ false ’, since it does
not describe a fact, but lays down directions for our behavioyr,
If it has any point or significance, then it can !)c brok.cn 5 and if
it cannot be broken then it is superfluous and w1th0}1t s:g{uﬁcancc.
‘Do not spend more money than you posscss > 1s a significant
normative law ; it may be significant as a moral or legal rule,
and the more necessary as it is so often brokcn.. Do not take
more money out of your purse than there was in it > may be said
to be, by its wording, also a normative law ; but nobody woylq
consider seriously such a rule as a significant part of a moral] o
legal System, since it cannot be broken. Ifa significant normatiye
law is observed, then this is always due to human control—¢,
hu}‘ﬂan actions and decisions. Usually it is due to the decision
;o Introduce sanctions—to punish or restrain thosc who break the

aw.

I .belieVe, in common with a great number of thinkers, and
especially with many social scientists, that the distinction between
laws in senge (a), i.c. statements describing regularities of nature,
and laws in sense (b), i.c. norms such as prohibitions or com-
mandments, js 5 fundamental one, and that these two kinds
Of laVy have hardly more in éommon than a name. But this
view is by no means generally accepted ; on the contrary, many
thinkers believe that there are norms—prohibitions or command-
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ments—which arc ¢ natural ” in the sensc that they arc laid down
in accordance with natural laws in sensc (a). They say, for
cxample, that certain legal norms are in accordance with human
nature, and thercfore with psychological natural laws in sense
(a), while other legal norms may be contrary to human nature ;
and they add that thosc norms which can be shown to be in
accordance with human nature are really not very different
from natural laws in sense (). Others say that natural laws
in sensc (a) arc recally very similar to normative laws since they
arc laid down 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 (2) and laws in the sense of (4), and not to confuse
the issuc by a bad terminology. Thus we shall reserve the term
‘ natural laws * exclusively for laws of type (@), and we shall refuse
to apply this term to any norms which are claimed to be, in some
sensc or other, ‘ natural’. The confusion is quite unnecessary
since it is casy to spcak 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 devcloped. I shall first discuss what
scem to have been the starting point and the last step of the
devclopment, and later what secm to have been three intermedi-
ate steps, which all play a part in Plato’s theory. The starting
point can be described as a naive 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 ¢ naive monism’ is
the stage at which the distinction between natural and normative
laws is not yct made. Unpleasant experiences arc 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 unplcasant cxpcricnces
suffered in the natural environment. Within this stage, wc may
further distinguish between two possibilitics. The one can be
described as a naive naturalism. At this stage regularitics, whether
natural or conventional, are 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. Morc
important is a stage which we can describe as a naive conventional-
ism—a stage at which both natural and normative regularitics
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 thc sun, the
moon, and the planets, may be interpreted as obeying the ¢ laws ’
or ¢ decrees ’ or ‘ decisions > which ¢ rule heaven and carth ’, and
which were laid down and ‘ pronounced by the creator-god in
the beginning * 2. It is understandable that those who think in
this way may believe that even the natural laws are open to modi-
fications, under certain exceptional circumstances ; that with the
help of magical practices man may sometimes influence them ;
and that natural regularitics are upheld by sanctions, as if the
were normative. This point is well illustrated by Heraclitug’
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
the: sanctions imposed by one’s fellow-men. This realization js
quickened 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 experienceg
may lead to a conscious differentiation between the man-enforced
normat'ive laws, based on decisions or conventions, and the natura]
r.egulz.lrltics which are beyond his power. When this differentia-
tion 1s clearly understood, then we can describe the position
reached as a ¢riticql 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 sccms nccessary to explain
it in some detail.  Tirst, we must not think that critical dualism
implics 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 consciously 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.c. man-made,
arc therefore ¢ mercly 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 are man-made
in the sense that we must blame nobody but oursclves for them ;
ncither 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 are 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 ¢4, in spite of the fact
that we are part of this world. We are products of nature, but
nature has made us together with our power of altering the
world, of foresecing 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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II1

It is important for the understanding of this attitudc 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 cqual, and that no man
is born in chains. For even if all were born free, somc men
might perhaps try to put others in chains, and they may cven
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 preciscly,
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 cither ;
I mean those natural regularities which we describe with the help
of natural laws. It is perfectly true that our decisions must be
compatible with the natural laws (including thosc 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
am';l eat less, for example, cannot be carried out beyond a certain
pomnt for physiological reasons, i.e. because beyond a certain
Point it would be incompatible with certain natural laws of
Physiology. Similarly, the decision that all should work less and
eat.morc also cannot be carried out beyond a certain point, for
various reasons, including the natural laws of economics. (As
we s}}all see below, in section iv of this chapter, there are natural
laws in the social sciences also ; we shall call them ¢ sociological
laws’.)

"Thus certain decisions may be eliminated as incapable of being
executed, becauge 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 altcrable or unaltcrable, we can adopt various deci-
sions—such as to alter it ; to protect it from those who wish to
alter it; not to interfere, ctc. But if the fact in question is
unalterable—cither because an alteration is impossible in view
of the existing laws of nature, or because an alteration is for other
rcasons too difficult for those who wish to alter it—then any
decision to alter it will be simply impracticable ; in fact, any
dccision concerning such a fact will be pointless and without
significance.

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

But this dualism scems to be open to attack. Decisions are
facts, it may be said. If we dccide 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.c. the norms we
adopt, clearly depend upon certain psychological facts, such as
the influence of our upbringing, it scems 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 bcen 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 sensc can we describe a decision as
a fact. The situation is analogous with a number of other
cxpressions.  In one sense, we may spcak 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
{ield of descriptive statements. Let us consider the statement :

Napoleon died on St. Helena.” It will be useful to distinguish
this 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 diflerent
from the primary onc, 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 ¢ Napolcon dicd
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 dccisions
possible with respect to a certain relevant fact. For instance,
in face of the sociological fact that most people adopt the norm
‘ Thou shalt not steal ’, it is still possible to decide cither 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
to persuade them to adopt another norm. To sum up, it s
tmpossible to derive a sentence stating a morm or a decision or, say, q
broposal for q 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®.

. The statement that norms are man-made (man-made not
in the sense that they were consciously designed, but in the
sensc that men cap judge and alter them—that is to say, in the
sense that 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 choosc 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 element 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 mecans implics full arbitrariness.
Mathematical calculi, for instance, or symphonies, or plays,
are highly artificial, yct it does not follow that onc calculus or
symphony or play is just as good as any other. Man 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 cquality, for frcedom, and for helping the weak ¢ When
comparing the field of morals with the field of music or of mathe-
matics, I do not wish to imply that these similaritics reach very
far. There is, morc especially, a great diflerence between moral
dccisions and decisions in the field of art. Many moral decisions
involve the life and death of other men. Decisions in the field
of art are much less urgent and important. It is thercfore 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 are 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 are 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, ¢ Ye have heard that it was said
by them of old time. . . But I say unto you . .”; opposing in
cvery case the voice of conscience to mere formal obedience
and the fulfilment of the law.

I would not admit that to think of ecthical laws as being
man-made in this sense is incompatible with the religious view
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that they are given to us by God. Historically, all cthics
undoubtedly begin with religion ; but I do not now dcal with
historical questions. I do not ask who was the first cthical
lawgiver. I only maintain that it is we, and we alone, who are
responsible for adopting or rejecting some suggested moral laws ;
it is we who must distinguish between the truc prophets and
the false prophets. All kinds of norms have been claimed to
be God-given. If you accept the ‘ Christian > ethics of cquality
and toleration and freedom of conscience only becausc of its
claim to rest upon divine authority, then you build on a weak
basis ; for it has been only too often claimed that incquality is
willed by God, and that we must not be tolerant with unbelievers.
If, however, you accept the Christian cthics 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 crecation of moral decisions
1s merely a ‘ natural ’ process, i.c. 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 achicve-
ments. He thus held that ©institutions and conventions were
yvhat raised men above the brutes’, as Burnet 7 puts it. Byt
In spite of his insistence that man creates norms, that it is man
whc? 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. Itis at Zeus’
blddmg that Hermes gives to men an understanding of justice
and }}onour ; and he distributes this gift to all men equally. The
Way In which the first clear statement of critical dualism makes
room for a religious interpretation of our sense of responsibility
ShO\.NS .how little critical dualism is opposed to a religious attitude,
A similar approach can be discerned, I believe, in the historical
Socrates (see chapter 10) who felt compelled, by his conscience
as well as by hjs 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 conscicnce.
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So much concerning the dualism of facts and decisions, or
the doctrine of thc autonomy of cthics, first advocated by
Protagoras and Socrates 8. It is, I believe, indispensable for a
reasonable understanding of our social cnvironment. But of
coursc this does not mean that all ¢ social laws °; i.e. all regularities
of our social life, are 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 spcaking of sociological laws or natural laws of social
lifc, I do not think so much of the alleged laws of evolution in
which historicists such as Plato are intcrested, although if there
arc any such regularitics 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.c. of psychological and socio-psychological regularities of human
behaviour. I have in mind, rather, such laws as are formulated
by modern cconomic theories, for instance, the thcory 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 g3 and 9.) These laws play
a réle in our social life corresponding to the réle played in
mechanical cnginecring by, say, the principle of the lever.
For institutions, like levers, arec 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 machincs, they neced intelligent supervision by someonc
who understands their way of functioning and, most of all,
their purpose, since we cannot build them so that they work
entircly automatically. Furthermore, their construction nceds
some knowledge of social regularities which impose limitations
upon what can be achieved by institutions ?.  (These limitations
are somewhat analogous, for instance, to the law of conservation
of cnergy, which amounts to the statcment that we cannot
build a perpetual motion machine.) But fundamentally, insti-
tutions are always made by establishing the observance of
certain 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 arisc as the undesigned results
of human actions (cp. chapter 14) are the indirect results of
Purposive actions of some kind or other ; and their functioning
depf:nds, largely, on the observance of norms. (Even mechanical
ielf;glnnesdare made,. as it were, not 9nly of i{'on, b1.1t by combining
- tin norms ; i.e. !)y transforming physgcal things, bqt accord-
institut?ertam normative rules, nam.ely t}.1c1r Plan or design.) In
close] 10ns, normative la?vs.and socmlogmal, ic. natural, laws arc
the flZ’nm.tel'v.vovcn,.:«mc.l it is the}‘cforc 1mP0551b1e to ux}d(.zrsta’nd

thee:tlomng of institutions without bcxng able to distinguish
certain, these two. (These ren:larks are intended to suggest
the ana{’roblems 1:ather than to give .soh,}tmns. More especially,
not be iOgY mentioned between institutions and r.nac.hm.cs must
machine:ltefprcted as proposing the theory that institutions are
machines\m some essentialist sense. Of course they are not
obtajp, us- ; And al.though'the thesis is here proposed that we may
an institu:im and interesting results if we ask ourselves w'hcther
serve, i is on does serve any purp(.)sc,.an(.i what purposes it may
Purpoge ot asserted that every Institution serves some definite

T1ts essential purpose, as it were.)

v

the ds Indicateq before, there are many intermediate steps in
duali e OPment from a naive or r'na.glcz.ll monism to a critical
Natyry) IN Ich clearly realizes the distinction bct.w'/ccn norms and
t isa aWs.  Most of these intermediate positions arise from
it my PPrehension that if a norm is conventional or artificial,
Whicl, ¢ Wholly arbitrary. To unc!er.stand Plato’s position,
Urvey oo thlnes clements of them all, it is necessary to make a
¢ three most important qf these intermediate posi-
POsitiy; ey are (1) biological naturahs{n-, (2) ethical or juridical
lnteresﬁn > and (3) psychological or spiritual naturalism. It is
efeng;,, g th%t every one of these positions has been used for
oth er ; 8§ ethica] views which are radically opposed to each
for deferrlnoi;e CSPCCiE.lHy, for defending the worship of power, and
(1) Big] § the rights of the weak. . L
form of eth_oglcal naturalism, or more prcc1s'cly, .the biological
that mogy Ical naturalism, is the theory that in spite of the fact
eternal ypg 2Ws and the laws of states are ar})ltrary, there are some
norms. anging laws of nature from which we can derive such
food takenOOd habits, i.e. the number O_f mgals, and the qucl of
> are an example of the arbitrariness of conventions,
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the biological naturalist may argue ; yet there are undoubtedly
certain natural laws in this ficld. For instance, a man will die
if he takes cither insufficient or too much food. Thus it seems
that just as there are realities behind appearances, so behind
our arbitrary conventions there are some unchanging natural
laws and espccially the laws of biology.

Biological naturalism has been used not only to defend equali-
tarianism, but also to defend the anti-cqualitarian doctrine of the
rule of the strong.  One of the first to put forward this naturalism
was the poct 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 does with the weaker whatever he
likes. Thuslaws which protect the weak are not merely arbitrary
but artificial distortions of the true natural law that the strong
should be frec 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 idcntified
with cthical 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 says, 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 equalitarian
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 ’ ). 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
incvitable. 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 necds to be ashamed of breaking them ; shame and
punishment are only sanctions arbitrarily imposed from outside.
On this criticism of conventional morals, Antiphon bases 2
utilitarian ethics. ¢ Of the actions here mentioned, one would
find many to be contrary to nature. For they involve morc
suffering where there should be less, and less pleasure where
there could be more, and injury where it is unnecessary.” *2 At
the same time, he taught the nced 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 audicnce : “ 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 naturc.’ 13
This spirit was bound up with the Athcnian 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 frec born man.’
Elsewhere, he says: ¢ Man’s law of naturc is cquality.” 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 grcat 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 natura]
Sla\fes. The natural inequality of men is one of the reasons for
thel.r living together, for their natural gifts are complementary,
Social life begins with natural inequality, and it must continuc
upon that foundation. I shall discuss these doctrines later in
more detail. At present, they may scrve to show how biological
naturalism can be used to support the most divergent ethical
doctnr}es. In the light of our previous analysis of thc impossibility
of basing norms upon facts this result is not unexpected.

Such considerations, however, are perhaps not sufficient to
defeat a theory as popular as biological naturalism ; I thercfore
Propose two more direct criticisms. First, it must be admitted
‘that Cert’ain forms of behaviour may be described as more

natural’ than other forms ; for instance, going naked or eating
only raw food ; and some people think that this in itself justifies
the ChOlCC.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 choicc of conformity with ¢ nature’
as a suprcme standard leads ultimately to consequences which
few will be prepared to face ; it does not lead to a more natural
form of civilization, but to beastliness %. Thec sccond criticism
is morc important. The biological naturalist assumes that he can
derive his norms from the natural laws which determine the con-
ditions of health, ctc., if he docs not naively belicve that we need
adopt no norms whatever but simply live according to the ‘ laws
of naturc’. 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
thercfore mistaken if he belicves 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
cthical naturalism the belicf 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 conscrvative, 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 are 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 are 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 oursclves 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 rcasons for
my belief that authoritarian or conservative principles are
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 coursc of
history, often been proffered in support of ecqualitarian 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, cthical naturalism may be used with very
different intentions. (It has recently been used for confusing
the whole issue by advertising certain allcgedly ‘ natural ’ rights
and obligations as ‘ natural laws’.) Conversely, there are also
humanitarian and progressive positivists. Tor if all norms are
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-sidedncss of these
views. The ethical positivist is right, this argument runs, if he
emphasizes that all norms are conventional, i.c. a product of
man, and of human society ; but he overlooks the fact that
they are therefore an expression of the psychological or spiritua]
nature of man, and of the nature of human society. The
biological naturalist is right in assuming that there are certain
natural aims or ends, from which we can derive natural norms ;
bUt_ he overlooks the fact that our natural aims are not neces-
sgnly such aims as health, pleasure, or food, shelter or propaga-
tion.  Human nature is such that man, or at least some men,
do not want to live by bread alone, that they seck higher aims,
Spiritual aims, We may thus derive man’s true natural ajmg
from his own true nature, which is spiritual, and social. Ang
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.c. of Socrates’ teaching that the spirit matters more
than the flesh 15, 1y 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 cthical decision ;
with a humanitarian attitude as well as with the worship of
power. Tor we can, for instance, decide to treat all men as
participating in this spiritual human naturc ; 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 ‘eclect’ or ‘wisc’ 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 18
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,
5pir.it.u:.11 naturalism can, in practical problems, become one with
positivism, in 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 gencral 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 socicty, nor to history. All these
ethical theorics attempt to find somebody, or perhaps some
argument, to take the burden from us 18. But we cannot shirk
this responsibility. Whatever authority we may accept, it is we
who accept it. We only deceive ourselves if we do not realize
this simple point.

VI

We now turn to a more dctailed analysis of Plato’s naturalism
and its relation to his historicism. Plato, of course, does not
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always use the term ‘naturc’ in the same scnsc. 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 cssen-
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’ 1. When 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 scems to be this. The Form or Idea of a sensible
thing is, as we have seen, not in that thing, but scparated from
it ; it is its forefather, its primogenitor ; but this Form or father
passes something on to the sensible things which are 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 of its properties which are the basis of its rescmblance
to, or of its innate participation in, its Form or Idca.

~ “Natural’ is, accordingly, what is innate or original or
divine in a thing, while ¢ artificial * is that which has bcen later
changed by man or added or imposed by him, through externg]
compulsion. Plato frequently insists that all products of human
‘art’ at their best arc only copies of ‘ natural’ sensible things,
But since these in turn are only copies of the divine Forms o
Ideas, the products of art are only copies of copies, twice removed
from reality, and therefore less good, less real, and less true 2o
than even the (natural) things in flux. We see from this thay
Plato agrees with Antiphon 2! in at least one point, namely iy,
assuming that the opposition between nature and convention o
art corresponds to that between truth and falschood, between
reality and appearance, betwcen primary or original and
sccond.ary or man-made things, and to that between the objects
of rational knowledge and thosc of delusive opinion. The
OPposition corresponds also, according to Plato, to that between

Fh.e offspring of divine workmanship’ or ¢the products of
divine art’, and ¢ what man makes out of them, i.e. the products
of human art>22  AJ] hose things whose intrinsic value Plato
w1shcs' 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 naturc : ‘ Necarly 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 ” onc 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.” 2?2 (Plato
here rc-aflirms his old theory that the soul is more closely akin
to the Forms or Idcas 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 ‘racc’ 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 closcly akin to the terms ‘essence’ and
¢ soul ’.

Plato’s theory of ‘nature’ opens another approach to his
historicist methodology. Since it scems to be the task of science
in general to examine the true naturc 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 socicty 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 ; 1t is, rather, a natural
convention, i.e. a convention which is based upon human
nature, and more precisely, upon the social naturc of man.

This social nature of man has its origin in thc imperfection
of the human individual. In opposition to Socrates *%, Plato
teaches that the human individual cannot be sclf-sufficient,
owing to the limitations inherent in human naturc. 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, thc manual
work, done by them 28, In this way, even thc ‘rarc and
uncommon natures’ who approach perfection depend upon
society, upon the state. They can rcach 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 othcr. Society owes its cXistence
to human nature, and especially to its lack of self-sufficiency ,
and the individual owes his existence to society, since he is ne¢
self-sufficient. But within this rclationship of interdepcndcncfg,
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 ip
the 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 degencrate,
To this point, the origin of political decay, and its dependence
upon the degeneration of human nature, I shall return presently ;
bu? 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 (whosc 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-
binecd some conventionalist ideas, and cven 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 are wholly arbitrary ; and Plato’s remarks on Protagoras
confirm this *?.  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 (scc above), i.e. ‘the principle
that thc stronger shall rule and the weaker be ruled ’, which
he describes as a principle  according to nature, as the Theban
poct 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,
O Pindar, wisest of poets, is surcly not contrary to nature, but
according to nature ; for what it demands is not external com-
pulsion but the truly natural sovercignty of a law which is
based upon mutual consent.’ 28

In the Republic we find elements 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 are not sclf-sufficient ; . . or is there another origin
of settlement in citics? . . Men gather into one settlement many
. . helpers, since they need many things. . . And when they
share thcir goods with one another, the one giving, the other par-
taking, does not every onc expect in this way to further his own
interest ? ’ 2 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 onc occupation
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 thc affinity betwecen 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 see 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.

We have seen that there is a considerable element of con-
ventionalism as well as of biological naturalism in Plato’s posi-
tion ; an observation which is not surprising when we consider
tha.t this position is, on the whole, that of spiritual naturalism
w.hlc}}, 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
greatest and most beautiful things are natural . . and the lesser
things artificial” So far he agrees ; but he then attacks the
materialists who say ‘that fire and water, and carth and air
all exist by nature . . and that all normative laws are altogcthe;

unnatural and artificial and based upon superstitions which are
not true.’”  Against this view, he shows first, that it is not bodjeg
nor elements, but the soul which truly ‘exists by nature’ 3o
(I have quoted this passage above) ; and from this he concludcg
that order, apq law, must also be by nature, since they sprip
g‘((:)ll)l(:ntci:;ltsoul: “If the 501:1] is p.ri.or to the bOd‘y, then thil}gs
upon the soul’ (i.c. spiritual matters) ¢ are also prigy
to those dependent upon body. . . And the soul orders ang
?izecés all things’ This supplies the theoretical bz'tckgrou'nd for
octrine that ‘laws and purposcful institutions exist by
nhature, and pet by anything lower than nature, since they are
bo.”} of reason and true thought.” This is a clear statement of
;plll:ltual Naturalism ; and it is combined as well with positivist
ti‘;:{i i(l)lf 13 conservative kind : ¢ Thoughtful and prudept legisla-
Ind a mogt powerful help because the laws will remain
unchanged once they have been laid down in writing.’

F rom .al.l this it can be seen that arguments derived from
Plato’s spiritua] naturalism are quite incapable of helping to
answer any question which may arise concerning the ‘just’ oy
¢ 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 conscrvativism. 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 morc concrete results; and so does
his anti-cqualitarian biological naturalism.

VII

It has been indicated above that because of its self-sufficiency,
the ideal state appcars 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 thcory of the state. The principle of this
theory will be criticized later 3!. 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 incntioning, in this connection, that the analogy
scrves to further the analysis of the individual rather than that
of the statc. Onc could perhaps defend the view that Plato
(perhaps under the influence of Alcmaeon) does 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 introduccs his fundamental analogy, it is used in this way;
that is to say, as a method of explaining and clucidating the
individual. The city, it is said, is greater than the individual,
and thereforc casier to examine. Plato gives this as his reason
for suggesting that ¢ we should begin our inquiry ’ (namely, into
thc 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 are
looking for?’ ,

From his way of introducing it we can sce that Plato (and
perhaps his readers) took his fundamental analogy for granted.
This may well be a symptom of nostalgia, of a longing for a
unified and harmonious, an ¢ organic * state : for a society of a
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morc primitive kind. (Sce chapter 10.) The city state ought
to rcmain 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 onc, and not many.?® Plato thus emphasizces 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, rcason, cnergy,
and animal instincts, corresponding to the three classes of his
state, the guardians, warriors, and workers (who still continuc to
¢ fill their bellies like the beasts’, as Heraclitus had said), Plato
goes so far as to oppose these parts to onc another as if they were
¢ distinct and conflicting persons’ 24. ¢ We arc thus told ’, says
Grote, ‘that though man is apparently One, he is in reality
Many . . though the perfect Commonwcalth 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 ig
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, i
closely related to the tribal collectivism mentioned in carlier
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 collcctive, hag
reality, not the passing individuals. It is ‘natural’ for the
individual to subserve the whole, which is no mere assembly of
individuals, but a ¢ natural > unit of a higher order.

Plato gives many excellent sociological descriptions of thjg
‘natural’, i.e. tribal and collectivist, mode of social life : ¢ The
law ’, he writes in the Republic, ¢. . is designed to bring aboyt
the welfare of the state as a whole, fitting the citizens into one
unit, by means of both persuasion and force. It makes them a])
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 of letting
them- l.oose, so that everybody can go his own way, but in order
to utilize them all for welding the city together.” **  That there
1s 1n this holism an cmotional astheticism, a longing for beauty,
can 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.” Within this whole, the different individuals, and
groups of individuals, with their natural inequalities, must
render their specific and very uncqual services.

All this would indicate that Plato’s theory was a form of the
organic theory of the state, cven if he had not sometimes spoken
of the statc 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, of this theory. His version of this
theory may be characterized as a personalist or psychological
ong, since he describes the state not in a gencral way as similar
to somc organism or other, but as analogous to the human
individual, and more specifically to the human soul. Especially
the discasc of the state, the dissolution of its unity, corresponds
to the discase of the human soul, of human nature. In fact,
the discasc of the state is not only correlated with, but is directly
produced by, the corruption of human nature, more especially
of ic 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 degencration of the human
soul; of human nature, of the human race. And since this
moral degencration 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 degencration of the race of men.

via

It was mentioned in the last chapter that the problem of the
beginning 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 itsell
the germ of dissolution, *for a city which carries within itself
the germ of dissolution is for that very rcason imperfect’ *°.
Plz§to tries to get over the difficulty by laying the blame on his
universally valid historical, biological, and perhaps cven cosmo-
logic.al, evolutionary law of degeneration, rather than on the
particular constitution of the first or perfect city 37: ¢ Every-
thing 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 werc
not trained (as he demands that the rulers of his hcavenly 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 mectals 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 cxactness, and is altogcther
on a low level, and pure rational knowledge, which is frec from
sensual experience and exact. This distinction he applies also
to the field of eugenics. A merely empirical art of brecding
cannot be precise, i.c. it cannot keep the race perfectly pure.
This explains the downfall of the original city which is so good,
l.e. 50 similar to its Form or Idea, that ¢ a city thus constituted
can hardly be shaken’. ¢But this’, Plato continuecs, ©is the
way it dissolves’, and he proceeds to outline his thecory of
breeding, of the Number, and of the Fall of Man.

All plants and animals, he tclls us, must be bred accordin
to definite periods of time, if barrenness and degeneration are tq
be avoided. Some knowledge of these periods, which are cop.
nected with the length of the life of the race, will be available ¢4
the rulers of the best state, and they will apply it to the breedip,
of the master race. It will not, however, be rational, but only
empirical knowledge ; it will be ¢ calculation aided by (or based on)
perceplion”’ (cp. the next quotation). But as we havc? Just seen,
perception and experience can never be exact and reliable, since
1ts objects are not the pure Forms or Ideas, but the world of things
in flux ; and since the guardians have no better kind of knoy,-
ledge at their disposal, the breed cannot be kept pure, and racja]
degeneration must creep in. This is how Plato explains the
matter : “ Concerning your own race’ (i.e. the race of men, g5
opposed to animals), ¢ the rulers of the city whom you haye
trained may be wise enough ; but since they are using calcula-
tion aided by perception, they will not hit, accidentally, upon the
way of getting either good offspring, or none at all.” Lacking a
purely rational method, 3 ¢ 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 thc discovery of a purely rational and mathematical
science which possesses in the ¢ Platonic Number’ (a number
determining the Truc Period of the human race) the key to the
master law of higher cugenics. 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 statc could not escape deccay. After partially
revealing the sccret 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 1,
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 are guardians, they
will not listen to us any more *—that is, in matters of musical and
gymna.st.ic education, and, as Plato espccially emphasizes, in the
supervision of breeding. ¢ Hence rulers will be appointed who
arc not altogcther fit for their task as guardians ; namely to watch,
and to test, the metals in the races (which arc Hesiod’s races as
w:_:ll as yours), gold and silver and bronze and iron. So iron will
mlnglc with silver and bronze with gold and from this mixture,
Variation 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 !aw of social revolutions discussed in the last chapter 4%,
For racial degeneration explains the origin of disunion in the
ruling class, and with it, the origin of all historical development.
The internal disunion of human nature, the schism of the soul,
leads to the schism of the ruling class. And as with Heraclitus,
war, class war, is the father and promoter of all change, and of
the history of man, which is nothing but the history of the
brczakdown of socicty. We see that Plato’s idealist historicism
}Jltlmately 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 the state, he was also the first to proffer a biological and
racial theory of social dynamics, of political history. The
Platonic Number’, says Adam 43, ‘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 skctch of Plato’s
descriptive sociology with a summary and an cvaluation.

Plato succeeded in giving an astonishingly true, though of
course somewhat idealized, reconstruction of an ecarly 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 achicvements are impaired by his hatred of the society
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, namecly,
the law of universal degeneration or decay. And the same
attitude is also responsible for the irrational, fantastic, anq
romantic elements of his otherwisc excellent analysis. Op the
other hand, it was just his personal interest and his partiality
which sharpened his eye and so made his achiecvements pogsip]e.
He derived his historicist theory from the fantastic philosophjcy]
doctrine that the changing visible world is only a decaying
of an unchanging invisible world. But this ingenious attempt
to combine a historicist pessimism with an ont019g1ca1 Optimism
leads, when elaborated, to difficulties. These dlﬂic.ultics fOI‘ccd
upon him the adoption of a biological naturalism, Je,
(together with ¢ psychologism * 44, i.c. the theory that g4
depends on the ¢ human nature’ of its members) to mys
and superstition, culminating in a pseudo-rational
matical theory of breeding. They cven endangered the
sive unity of his theoretical cdifice.
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Looking back at this edifice, we may bricfly consider jts
ground-plan 45, This ground-plan, conceived by a great archi-
tect, exhibits a fundamental metaphysical dualism in Pjatqs
thought. 1In the field of logic, this dualism presents itself ag t},¢
opposition between the universal and the particular. In the
field of mathematical speculation, it presents itself as the opposi-
tion 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. 1In the
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field of ontology, it is the opposition between the one, original,
invariable, and true, rcality, and the many, varying, and
delusive, appearances ; between pure being and becoming, or
more precisely, changing. In the field of cosmology, it is the
opposition between that which generates and that which is
generated, and which must decay. In cthics, it is the opposition
between the good, i.c. that which preserves, and the evil, i.c.
that which corrupts. In politics, it is the opposition between
the one collcctive, the state, which 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 (sce the next chapter).  And this whole dualist
philosophy, I belicve, originated from the urgent wish to explain
the contrast between the vision of an ideal society, and the hateful
actual state of aflairs in the social field—the contrast between a
stable socicty, and a socicty in the process of revolution.

O.8.I.LE.—VOL. I



CHAPTER 6 : TOTALITARIAN JUSTICE

The analysis of Plato’s sociology makes it casy to present
his political programme. His fundamental demands can be
expressed in either of two formula, the first corresponding to his
idealist theory of change and rest, the second to his naturalism.
The idealist formula is: Arrest all political change! Change is
evil, rest divine 1. All change can be arrested if the state is made
an exact copy of its original, i.c. of the Form or Ideca of th.e city.
Should it be asked how this is practicable, we can reply with the
naturalistic formula : Back to nature ! Back to thc 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 elements of Plato’s political
programme can be derived from these demands. They are, in
turn, based upon his historicism ; and they have to bc combined
with his sociological doctrines concerning the condltlons. for the
stability of class rule. The principal elements I have in ming
are : )

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

(B) The identification of the fate of the state with th.at of
the ruling class ; the exclusive intercst in this class, and In its
unity ; and subservient to this unity, the rigid rules for breF:d.mg
a.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
Instance the following : .

. (€) The ruling class has a monopoly of things like military
virtues and training, and of the right to carry arms and to receive
education of any king ; but it is excluded from any participation
In economic activities, and especially from earning money.

(D) There must be 4 censorship of all intellectual activities
of the ruhng Class, and a continual propaganda aiming at mould-

86
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ing and unifying their minds.  All innovation in education, legis-
lation, and religion must be prevented or suppressed.

(E) Thestate 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? Are there no other features of Plato’s
programme, elements which are 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? What
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 belicve 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
programme and that of fascism at some length, but who asserts
that there are 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 being morally superior to totalitarianism,
is fundamentally identical with 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 War . . Plato . .
was rarely condemned outright as a reactionary, resolutely
opposed to every principle of the liberal creed. Instead he was
clevated to a higher rank, . . removed from practical life,
dreaming of a transcendent City of God.” 2 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 cven they did not sce 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 revolutionarics a rcvolution-
ary. This kind of complete faith in Plato is undoubtedly still
d91mnant, and Tield, for instance, finds it necessary to warn
hls} rcaders 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,
were not fairly widespread. But TField himself has the same
kind 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.
And nearly always they have succeeded in persuading the
guileless and well-meaning. .

The idealization of the great idealist permeatcs not only the
interpretations 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 ecither toneq
down or misunderstood. This tendency begins with the trans],.
tion of the very title of Plato’s so-called * Republic °. What
comes first to our mind when hearing this title is that the authoy
must be a liberal, if not a revolutionary. But the title ¢ Republic *
18, quite simply, the English form of the Latin rendering of 5
Greck word that had no associations of this kind, and whose
proper English translation would be ‘The Constitution® of
‘ The City State’ or  The State’. The traditional translation

:Th.e 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 Justice and
the other Ideas mentioned, my thesis that his political demands
arec 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 off 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 Idcas of Truth, Wisdom, Goodness, and
Beauty.

I

What 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 scnses. However,
I think that most of us, especially those whose general outlook is
humanitarian, mean somcthing like this : (a) an equal distribu-
tion of the burden of citizenship, i.e. of those limitations of freedom
which arc necessary in social lifc 4 ; (4) equal treatment of the
citizens before the law, provided, of course, that (¢) the laws
show neither favour nor disfavour towards individual citizens
or groups or classes ; () impartiality of the courts of justice ; and
(¢) an cqual share in the advantages (and not only in the burden)
which membership of the state may offer to its citizens. If Plato
had mecant by ¢ justice’ anything of this kind, then my claim
that his programmec is purcly totalitarian would certainly be
wrong and all thosec would be right who believe that Plato’s
politics rested upon an acccptable 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
isin the interest of the best state . And what is in the interest of
this best state? To arrest all change, by the maintcnance of a
rigid class division and class rule. IfI 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 use of the method mentioned 8 in the last
chapter ; he first tries to scarch 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 necds, and its
limitations 8. ¢ 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 everyonc
should mind his own business ; that the carpenter should confine
himself to carpentering, the shoemaker to making shocs. Not
much harm is done, however, if two workers change their natural
places. ‘ But should anyone who is by nature a worker (or clse
a member of the money-carning 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 class prerogative,
Plato draws his final conclusion that any changing or intep.
mingling within the three classes must be injustice, and that the
opposite, therefore, is justice : ¢ When cach class in the city mings
its own business, the money-earning class as well as the auxiliarjes
and the guardians, then this will be justice.”  This conclusion jg
reaffirmed and summed up a little later : ‘ The city is just . . jf
each of its three classes attends to its own work.” But this state-
ment means that Plato identifics 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 is just if the ruler rules, if the worker works, and 7 if the slave slaves.

Tt will be seen that Plato’s concept of justice is fundamentally
dlﬂ‘cren.t from our ordinary view as analysed above. Plato calls
class privilege * just >, while we usually mean by justice rather the
absence of such privilege. But the difference goes further than
tha_t. ) \_Ne mean by justice some kind of equality in the treatment
of individuals, while Plato considers justice not as a relationship

en individuals, 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.

betwe

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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anyonc should hold that ‘justice” means the unchallenged rule
of onc class, then I should simply reply that I am all for
injustice. In other words, I belicve that nothing depends upon
words, and cverything 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
Jjustice 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
idca 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 himself who, in
the dialogue Gorgias (which is carlier than the Republic), speaks of
the view that ¢ justice is cquality > 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 thcory that some
men arc by nature born to slave®. Nobody could be less
intcrested 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
Jjust’, Aristotle says that it is the task of the judge to ‘ restore
cquality >.  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 are distinguished—‘ numerical > or ‘arithmetical’
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equality and ¢ proportionate ’ equality ; the sccond of which takes
account of the degree in which the persons in quecstion 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 cquality) >.  All
this is certainly not merely his personal impression of the mcaning
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 Gorgias
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 Republic 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,
.\’Vl}y did Plato claim, in the Republic, that justice meant incquality
if, in general usage, it meant equality? To me the only likcly
reply seems to be that he wanted to make propaganda for hig
totalitarian state by persuading the pcople that it was the ¢ jugt »
§ta.te. But was such an attempt worth his while, considering thay
1t 1s not words but what we mean by them that matters? Qf
course it was worth while ; this can be seen from the fact that he
fully succeeded in persuading his readers, down to our own day

b

that he was candidly advocating justice, i.c. that justice they

.. wer
striving for., ¢

s And it is a fact that he thereby spread doubt apg
Fonfusmn among equalitarians and individualists who, under the
influence of his authority, began to ask themsclves whether hjg

idea of justice was not truer and better than theirs.

Since th
word ¢ justice ’ ¢

V symbolizes to us an aim of such importance, anq
SIICE 50 many are prepared to endure anything for it, and to d,
all in .their power for its realization, the enlistment of these
humamta.rian forces, or at least, the paralysing of equalitarianism
Was certainly an aim worthy of being pursued by a believer i1;
totalitarianism. Byt was Plato aware that justice meant so much
to men ? He was ; for he writes in the Republic : ¢ 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
suflercd 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 hc 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 ? * 1!

Rcading 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 Republic must tend to pervert this faith, and to replace
it by a dircctly opposite faith. And in the light of the available
cvidence, it scems to me most probable that Plato knew very
well what hc was doing. Equalitarianism was his arch-cnemy,
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
cqualitarianism was not an honest attack. Plato did not dare to
face the encmy openly.

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

111

The Republic is probably the most claborate monograph on
justice ever written. It cxamines a variety of views about justice,
and it does this in a way which leads us to believe that Plato
omitted none of the more important thcories known to him. In
fact, Plato clcarly implies 12 that because of his vain attempts to
track it down among the current views, a new search for justice
is nccessary.  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 3, or he
purposely avoided it. The first possibility seems very unlikely
if we consider the care with which the Republic is composed, and
the nccessity for Plato to analyse the thcories of his opponents
if he was to make a forceful presentation of his own. But this
possibility appcars even more improbable if we consider the wide
popularity of the equalitarian thcory. We need not, however,
rely upon merely probable arguments since it can be easily shown
that Plato was not only acquaintcd with the equalitarian theory
but well aware of its importance when he wrote the Republic. As
already mentioned in this chapter (in section 1), and as will be
shown in detail later (in section vim), equalitarianism played a
considerable réle in the carlier Gorgias where it is even defended ;
and in spite of the fact that the merits or demerits of equali-
tarianism are nowhere scriously 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 belicf ; but it is treated only with scorn, and
all we hear about it consists of a few sneers and pin-pricks 14, 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 thcory
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 !5) 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 theorics have been examined
can be reconciled with the standards of intellectual honesty ;
though we must add that his failurc is undoubtedly duec to his
complete devotion to a cause in whose goodness he firmly belicved.

In order to appreciate fully the implications of Plato’s practi-
cally unbroken silence on this issuc, we must first sce 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 ney,
equalitarianism and humanitarianism. To show this, I sha))
discuss the main principles of the humanitarian movement, apg
contrast them with the corresponding principles of Platopje
totalitarianism.

The humanitarian theory of justice makes three main demands
or proposals, namely (a) the equalitarian principle proper, i.e, the
proposal to eliminate  natural ’ privileges, (4) the gener
ciple of individualism, and (¢) the principle that it shoul

task and the purpose of the statc to protect the frecd
citizens,

al prin-
d be the

< om of jts
To each of these political demands or proposals there

corresponds a directly opposite principle of Platonism, name]
(a') the principle of natural privilege, (6!) the genecral principle
of holism or collectivism, and (¢') 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.

y
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v

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 cqualitarian principle had been admirably formulated by
Pericles a few ycars before Plato’s birth, in an oration which has
been preserved by Thucydides 6. It will be quoted more fully
in chapter 10, but two of its sentences may be given here : ¢ Our
laws ’, 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 gencration, this movement was
represented by Euripides, Antiphon, and Hippias, who have all
been quoted in the last chapter, and also by Herodotus 7.
In Plato’s gencration, 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 lcaders. 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 8.

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 are cqual has a ccl‘tz_iin
sentimental appeal. But this appcal is small compared W}lh
that made by a propaganda that tclls them that they arc superior
to others, and that others are inferior to them.  Arc 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 opposc contempt, scorn, and ridicule to
the claim to natural equality. This explains why hc was anxious
to impute the naturalistic argument even to those of his opponents
who did not use it; in thc AMenexenus, a parody of Pericles’
oration, he therefore insists on linking togcther the claims to
equal laws and to natural cquality : ¢ The basis of our con-
stitution is equality of birth’, he says ironically. ¢ We arc all
brethren, and are all children of onec mother ; . . and the natural
equality of birth induces us to strive for cquality before the
law.” 10

Later, in the Laws, Plato summarizes his reply to cquali-
tarianism in the formula : ¢ Equal trcatment of uncquals must
beget inequity * 20 ; and this was developed by Aristotle into
the formula ‘Equality for cquals, incquality for unequals’.
This formula indicates what may be termed the standard objection
to equalitarianism : the objcction that cquality wquld be cxcellent
i only men were c’qual but that it is manifestly impossible since
thcy are not 1 i 1 cannot be madc cqual' '.Thls
o cqual, and sincc they caiin fact, most unrcalisti
Pparently very realistic objection 1S, in lact, <
o politicg] ‘ " - been founded upon natural
d& privileges have neve Plato docs not sec

erences of character. And, indced, ®2¢ G O

. icction when writing ¢
d muc . this objcctio w ing the
Repupy;, h confidence in

» for it ig used there only in Onc.0f his sncers at democracy
lity to cquals and uncquals

refer

plal.[ from this rCmFrk, thict prefers not to argue
Nism, but d that Plato never underrated the

man Jike po: € cqualitarian theorys SUP.porth as 1t was by 2
at al] . ¢ Pericleg, but that. in the Republic, he did not treat it

But h © Altackeqd j¢, Byt not squarcly and openly.

oW dig b try ’to establish his own anti-equalitarianism,

three diff, € of natyrq) rivilege ? In the Republic, he proffered
name ,lfrﬁnt argUmemI; though two of them hardly deserve the
: he first 22 is th’c surprising remark that, since all the

other three Virtues of the state have been cxamined, the remaining
re

againgt equ

s, 1n . .
Significap 8 Up, it can he sal
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fourth, that of * minding one’s own business ’, must be ¢ justice ’.
I am rcluctant 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 seccond argument is more intercsting, for it is an attempt to
show that his anti-cqualitarianism can be derived from the ordi-
nary (i.c. cqualitarian) 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 of just jurisdic-
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) of one’s own class or caste.

The sole purpose of this second argument is to impress upon
the rcader 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 kecp and to practise what is
onc’s own. My place (or my business) is my own. Thus it is
just for me to keep to my place (or to practisc my business).’
This is about as sound as the argument : ‘It is just to keep and
to practisc 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 isclear 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 ’, ¢.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 keeping 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 truc naturc of justice.

The third and last argument which Plato offers is much more
serious. It is an appcal 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 procceding to these points, I wish to draw attention
to the  preface > which Plato places before his description of the
‘discovery > which we arc here cxamining. 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
fa§c.d with a display of dramatic devices, designed to soothe his
critical faculties.

Having discovered wisdom as the virtuc proper to the
guardians and courage as that proper to the auxiliarics, ¢ Socrates ’
announces his intention of making a final effort to discover
Justice.  ‘ Two things arc left > 24, he says,  which we shall have
to discover in the city : temperance, and finally that other thing
which is the main object of all our investigations, namely justice.
—* Exactly’, says Glaucon. Socrates now suggests that tem.
perance shall be dropped- But Glaucon protests and Socraes
gives in, saying that ¢ it would be wrong ’ (or * crooked ) 1o refyse,
This little dispute preparcs the reader for the re-introduction of
justice, suggests to him that Socrates possesses the means for iy
¢ dlSCOV(:ry >, and reassurcs him that Glaucon is carcfully watchin
Plato’s intellectual honesty in conducting the argument which
he, the reader himself, need not therefore watch at all 25,

' Socrates next procecds to discuss temperance, which he
discovers to be the only virtue proper to the workers. By
the ‘way, the much debated question whether Plato’s ¢ justice
1S d1§tinguishab1c from his ¢ temperance’ can be casily answered.
JUS’UCC means fo keep one’s place; temperance means fo know
one's place—that is to say, more precisely, to be satisfied with
. What other virtue could be proper to the workers who fll
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 near 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 cven 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
instcad of protesting ¢ Go on with what? With our exploration,
i.c. 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 naive rcader 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 cscape us!’—¢ That is good news’,
replies Glaucon. ¢ Upon my word ’, says Socrates, ¢ we have
made utter fools of ourselves. What we were looking for at a
distance, has been lying at our very feet all the time ! And we
never saw it !’ With 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 ¢ We
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 of what 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.

A%

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 scem 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 use the term ¢ individualism ’ exclusively
in sense (a), using terms like  egoism’ or ©sclfishness ’ if sense
(b) is intended. A little table may be uscful :

(a) Individualism is opposed to (@') Collectivism.
(b) Egoism is opposed to (0" Altruism

Now these four terms describe certain attitudes, or demands,
or decisions, or proposals, for codes of normative laws. Though
necessarily vague, they can, I believe, be casily illustrated by
examples and so be used with a precision sufficient for our present
purpose. Let us begin with collectivism 26, since this attitude is
already familiar to us from our discussion of Plato’s holism. His
demand that the individual should subserve 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 onc 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 are crcated for the sake of
the whole and not the whole for the salfc -of you.” This quotation
not only illustrates holism and collcctivism, but also conveys s
strong emotional appeal of which Plato was conscious (as can be
seen from the preamblc to the passage.) The appeal is to varioys
feelings, e.g. the longing to belong to a group or a tribe ; and ope
factor in it is the moral appeal for a.ltrulsm and against selfishness
or cgoism. Plato suggests that if you cannot sacrifice you;
interests for the sake of the whole, then you are selfish.

Now a glance at our little table .w111 show that this is not so.
Collectivism is not opposed to egoism, nor is it identical with
altruism or unselfishness. COHCCHVC. or group egoism, for instance
class egoism, is a very common thing (Plato knew 28 this very
well), and this shows clearly enough that collectivism as such is
not opposed to selfishness. On the other hand, an anti-collectivist,
i.e. an individualist, can, at the samc time, be an altruist ; he
can be ready to make sacrifices in order to help other individuals.
One of the best examples of this attitude is perhaps Dickens. It
would be difficult to say which is the stronger, his passionate
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hatred of sclfishness 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 bodics or
collectives 2, but even of a genuincly 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 mecaning 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 cgoism. This is not a matter of
terminology, of mere words, for instead of four possibilities,
Plato recognized only two. This has crcated considerable
confusion in speculation on ethical matters, even down to our
own day.

Plato’s identification of individualism with cgoism 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.c. 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 cquali-
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
sociological intuition shows itselfin 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, 15
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emphasized by Aristotle, it will be remembered, when he says
“ justice is something that pertains to persons’ %, This indivi-
dualistic element had been emphasized by the gencration 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 3! that the state does not producc
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.’ '

:I'his individualism, united with altruism, has become the
basx§ of our western civilization. It is the central doctrine of
Christianity (‘ love your neighbour ’, say the Scripturcs, not ‘ love
your tribe’) ; and it is the core of all ethical doctrines which
hav!: grown from our civilization and stimulated it. It is also,
for instance, Kant’s central practical doctrine (¢ always recognize
that human individuals are 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 devclopment of man.

) Plato was right when he saw in this doctrine the enemy of
]‘ns caste state ; and he hated it more than any othcr.of the

subversive * doctrines of his time. In order to show this even
more clearly, T shall quote two passages from the Laws 32 whose
truly astonishing hostility towards the individual is, I think, too
little appreciated. The first of them is 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
eradicate from our life everywhere and in every way all that is
private and individual. So far as it can be done, even those
things which nature herself has made private and individual have
somehow become the common property of all. Qur 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



CHAPTER 0 : TOTALITARIAN JUSTICE 103

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 statc as ¢ divine °, and as the ¢ model * or ¢ pattern’
or ‘ original > of the state, i.c. as its Form or Idca. This is Plato’s
own view of the Republic, expressed at a time when he had given
up hope of realizing his political ideal in all its glory.

‘The sccond passage, also from the Laws, is, if possible, even
more outspoken. It should be emphasized that the passage deals
primarily with military cxpeditions 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 carliest 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 soldicrs) and the children,
but also the very beasts must spend their whole life in a state of
pcrmanent and total mobilization?3. ¢ 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
ha})ituatcd to letting him do anything at all on his own initiative,
nc.lthcr out of zcal, nor even playfully. But in war and in the
m.ldst of pcacc—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 24 . . 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 on should it be
fostered—this habit of ruling others, and of being ruled by others.
And cvery 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 worl'd of
sensible things. In the field of politics, the individual 1s 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,
as unselfish, as altruistic, and as Christian. E. B. England, for
instance, calls 35 the first of these two passages from the Laws ‘2
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 bcen
elevated into a conscious sense of harmony’. Such statcments
and countless similar ones can be easily explained if we remember
Plato’s identification of individualism with cgoism ; for all thesc
Platonists believe that anti-individualism is the same as sclfless-
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 cthical matters down to
our own time. But we must also realize that thosc who, deceived
by this identification and by high-sounding words, exalt Plato’s
Ieputation as a teacher of morals and announce to the world that
his ethics is the nearest approach to Christianity l?cforc Christ, are
Preparing the way for totalitarianism and ?spcm.ally for a totalj-
tarian, anti-Christian interpretation of Christianity. ~ And this is
a dangerous thing, for there have been times when Christianity
was dominated by totalitarian ideas. Thgrc was an Inquisition ;
and, in another form, it may come again.

It may therefore be worth while to mention some further
reasons why guileless people have persuaded themsclves of the

UManeness of Plato’s intentions. One 1s that when preparing
the ground for his collectivist doctrines, Plato usually begins by
quoting a mayim or proverb (which seems to be of Pythagorean
OTgIn) : ¢ Friends have in common all things they possess.’ 36
Th1§ is, undoubtedly, an unselfish, high-minded and excellent
S€htiment, Who cou’ld suspect that an argument starting from
such a commendaple assumption would arrive at a wholly anti-

UManitarian conclysion? Another and important point is that
Fherc are many genuinely humanitarian sentiments expressed
in Plato’s dialogues, particularly in those written before the
Republic when he was still under the influence of Socrates. I
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mention cspecially Socrates’ doctrine, in the Gorgias, that it is
worsc 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
rcal Socrates in him) are such as boxing a man’s ears, injuring, or
killing him. Socrates’ teaching that it is better to suffer such
acts than to do them is indced very similar to Christian teaching,
and his doctrinc of justice fits in cxcellently with the spirit of
Pericles. (An attempt to interpret this will be made in
chapter 10.)

Now the Republic develops a new doctrine of justice which is
not only incompatible with such an individualism, but utterly
!mstilc towards it. But a rcader may easily believe that Plato
15 still holding fast to the doctrine of the Gorgias. For in the
Republic, 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 proflerced in this work. Furthermore, we hear in the
Republic the opponents of ¢ Socrates * giving voice to the opposite
theory, that it is good and pleasant to inflict injustice, and bad to
suﬂ'f:r it. Of coursc, cvery 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 Justice in my presence, without doing my utmost to defend
!mr’ 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 of Thrasymachus, 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
bpgy 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 ‘I'hrasymachus
doctrine that the individual’s might is right by the equally 1.)2.lr'
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 usuall)'r call the
problems of justice, that is to say, in the impartial weighing _Of ic
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 lcgislate 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.” 3 He is conccr11cFl
solely with the collective whole as such, and justice, to him, is

nothing 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
aVe not yet outlined the humanitarian view of the state as such.
On the other hand, we have seen that Plato’s theory of the state
15 totalitarian ; but we have not yet cxplained the application
of this theory to the ethics of the individual. Both these.tasks
will be undertaken now, the second first ;-and. I shgll begin by
analysing the third of Plato’s arguments in his discovery * of
Justice, ap argument which has so far been sketched only very
roughly. Here is Plato’s third argument 0 :

OW see whether you agree with me’, says Sf)crates. ‘Do
you think it would do much harm to the city if a carpenter
Started Mmaking shoes and a shoemaker carpentering ? >—¢ Not
Very much__« But should one who is by nature a worker, or a
member of the money-earning class . . manage to get into the
WArTIOr ]y ; or should a warrior get into the guardians’ class
withoyt being worthy of it; then this kind of change and of
:mderhand Plotting would r,nean the downfall of the city ? *—

Most deﬁnitcly it would.’—¢ We have three classes in our city,
and I take j¢ that any such plotting or changing from one class
to another i , great crime against the city, and may rightly be
denounced as the utmost wickedness ? *—* Assuredly.’—‘ But you
declare that utmost wickedness towards pne’s own
cep__c¢ Certainly.’—* Then this is injustice. And
conversely, we sha]] say that when each class in the city attends to

will certainly
city is injusti
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its own busincss, the money-carning 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 rciteration of the
onc argument that what harms the city is injustice ; and (¢) 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 (¢) that the opposite of injusticc is
justice.  Of greater intcrest, 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.

We see here that Plato recognizes only one ultimate standard,
the interest of the statc. 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 hygienc.

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 statc.’” 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 réle 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 placc and must
retain that place. The first type of virtues, fitness for a speqﬁc
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 onc’s
place will be common to all of them ; and it will at the same
time be a virtuc 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
onc 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 w1t.h.in limits,
is again purely utilitarian. It is the intercst of stabilizing the
class rule. Should the guardians try to get too r?uch, 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 ” 11 g .
we must realize that even this tendency to restrict the exploita-
tion of class privileges is a fairly common ingredient of totaj;.
tarianism. Totalitarianism is not simply amoral. It is tpe
morality of the closed society—of the group, or of the tribe s it
15 not individual selfishness, but it is collective selfishness,

Consiflering 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 ‘::lll this uneasiness ?  (Platonists will of course reply that this
uneasiness exists only in my imagination. That may be so. Byt
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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lessness.  Plato was uncasy 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 purposcs. Whether we witness in Plato’s writings
a cynical and conscious attempt to employ the moral sentiments
of the new humanitarianism for his own purposcs, 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 sccret 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
uncqualled intelligence, though not always openly.  This explains
also why from time to time, amid all his totalitarianism, we find
some humanitarian ideas. And it explains why it was possiblc
for philosophers to represent Plato as a humanitarian.

_ Astrong 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
deman.(ls or of political proposals (cp. chapter 5, 1) should be used ;
t!lat 1s 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 are, we may ask : Why do
we prefer living in a well-ordered state to living without a state,
i.c. in anarchy ? This way of asking our question is a rational
one. Itis 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 : What 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 frecedom 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 rcady to see my own freedom of action somewhat curtailed
by the state, provided I can obtain protection of that frecdom
which remains, since I know that some limitations of my freedom
are necessary ; for instance, I must give up my ‘freecdom’ to
attack, if I want the state to support defence against any attack.
But T demand that the fundamental purpose of the state should
not be lost sight of; I mean, the protection of that frcedom
which does not harm other citizens. Thus I demand that the
state must limit the freedom of the citizens as cqually 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 whicl;
permits the social technologist to approach political problems
rz}tionally, i.e. from the point of view of a fairly clear and definite
aim.

Against the claim that an aim like this can be formulateq
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 are’
wanton cannot be decided rationally, but only by authority
But this objection is due to a muddle. It mixes up the funda:
fncntal question of what we want from a state with certain
lmportan.t technological difficulties in the way of the rcalization
of our aims. [t s certainly difficult to determine exactly the
fjegrce of freedom that can be left to the citizens without endanger-
ing that freedom whose protection is the task of the state. But
Fhat something like an approximate determination of that degree
is possible is proved by experience, i.c. 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 difficulties are 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.c. of aggression. And the whole
objcction that it is hard to know where frecdom 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
replicd : “ The frecedom of the movement of your fists is limited
by the position of your ncighbour’s nose.’

The view of the state which I have sketched here may be
called ¢ protectionism’. The term © protectionism’ has often
been used to describe tendencies which are opposed to freedom.
Thus the cconomist 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 tutclage 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 policy of strict
non-intervention (often, but not quite correctly, called * laissez faire ).
Liberalism and state-interference are not opposed to each other.
On the contrary, any kind of frecedom is clearly impossible unless
it is guaranteed by the state 2. A certain amount of state control
in education, for instance, is nccessary, if the young are to be
protected from a neglect which would make them unable to
defend their freedom, and the state should see that all educational
facilitics arc 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 frecdom 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
ki'nd, 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 elements 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 does 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 are
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 Platonists. Thig
criticism asserts that protectionism takes too mean a view of the
tasks of the state which is (using Burkc’§ words) ¢ to be looked
upon with other reverence, becausc it.IS not a partnership iy
things subservient only to the gross animal existence of a tem.
porary and perishable nature’. In other words, the state is sajq
to be something higher or nobler than an association 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 two things, First, they
wish to make the state an object of worship. Trom 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
cxample, with the First Commandment. The second demand
is political. In practice, this demand would simply mean that



CHAPTER 6 : TOTALITARIAN JUSTICE 113

officers of the state should be concerned with the morality of the
citizens, and that they should use 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.c. of state-cnforced norms, should be increased at the
expense of the rcalm of morality proper, i.e. of norms enforced
not by the statec but by our own moral dccisions—by our con-
science. Such a demand or proposal can be rationally discussed ;
and it can be said against it that thosec who raise such demands
apparently do not sce 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 nced 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 far 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 44
to international crime and international conflict is only a Utopian
drecam ; but it is not so long since the institution of an cffective
exccutive for upholding civil pcace 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 enginecring 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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Vil

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.c. as a thcory concern-
ing the historical origin of the statc in a social contract. On the
contrary, it emerges clearly from Aristf)tlc’s context that Lyco-
phron’s theory was solely concerned with the end of the state ;
for Aristotle argues that Lycophron has not scen 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 sccure 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 agree 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 state was, historically,
never instituted ; (¢) laws are 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
lic in the sanctions, in the protective power of the state which
enforces them, but in the individual’s readiness to obey them,
i.c. in the individual’s moral will.

It will be scen at once that objections (a), (4), and (¢), 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
neced not consider them at all.  Objection (d), however, deserves
closer consideration.  What can be mecant 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
cxplanation scems 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 necd not mean self-pro-
tcction ; many people insure their lives with the aim of protecting
others and not themselves, and in the same way they may demand
statc protection mainly for others, and to a lesser degree (or
not at all) for themsclves. 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 sclfish 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
cqualitarian movement of the Periclean age. And yet, we have
been robbed of it. It has been handed down 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 sclfishness, 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, indecd, this theory can be easily identified with
one which is mentioned first in the Gorgias and later in the Republic.
(In neither place does Plato mention its author ; a procedure
oftcn. adopted by him when his opponent was alive.) In the
Gorgias, the theory is expounded by Callicles, an cthical nihilist
like the Thrasymachus of the Republic. In the Republic, it is
expounded by Glaucon. In necither case does the speaker
identify himself with the theory he presents.

The two passages are in many respects parallel.  Both present
Ef}e theory in a historicist form, i.e. as a theory of the origin of

Justice’.  Both present it as if its logical premises were neces-
sarily selfish and even nihilistic ; i.c. as if the protectionist view
of .the. state was upheld only by those who would like to inflict
lt;u;sttl{lzz,slgut are too weakdto do'slc:, a.nd who therefore dcr}nand
certainly ;c?tn% :shm':ld n(t)l: (c))nslo e;:;cg: ; a prescgtatlon which is
is the demandaltlﬁasznci?mce o i)1,1 o (:2113'l g)urlcélm]l;c of the theory

o far, the t ,g,in th{a Gor, zzas di @hsu}e)prcss.cd.
parallel, 4 porn o o has often. been come ilic run
But thc’r c _Parallcllsm whic .Ha o enb een commentcc} upon.
% fa ¢ is a tremendous difference between them which has,
o t(hea(S; I know, been ovezrlooked by commentators. It is thjs,
he op orgias, the theory is presented by Callicles as one whic},
theor}}?c;ses ; a'nd since he also opposes Socrates, the protectionist
Placy. S, by implication, not gttacked but rather defendeq B
severa] nd, indeed, a clqscr view s-ht.)\.vs that.Socrates upholds
Re[’ublicot its features agqlnSt the n(llh]lgllSt Callicles. But in the
tion g’ ¢ same theory is presente A y Glaucon as an elabora-
nihilig, evelopment of the views O Th}‘asymaf:hus, 1.e. of the
the the . O takes here the .pl.a.ce of Callicles ; in other words,
V‘CtoriouS}{ is presented as nihilist, 3nd Socrates as the hero who

_ Thuys z' destroys this devﬂ{sh octrine of selfishness.
similapy., ' Passages in wh-lCh most commentators find a
reveal, i aetween the tendencies of the Gorgias ar'ld the Republic
hostile pres;t’ 3 complete change Of;‘frl(lmt. II.‘l spite of Callicles’
Pl.otectiOniSIillt«::ltxon, the tendency of t f Gorgias is favourable to

Here j5 5 but the Republic .151 vio ently against it.
The laws - extract from Callicles’ speech in the Gorgias 47 :

are made by the great mass of the pcople which
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consists mainly of the weak men. And they make the laws . .
in order to protect themsclves 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 7 the attempt of @ man to get the better of his ncigh-
bours ; and being awarc of their inferiority, they are, I should
say, only too glad if they can obtain cquality.” If we look at
this account and climinate what is duc to Callicles’ open scorn
and hostility, then we find all the clements of Lycophron’s
theory : cqualitarianism, individualism, and protection against
injusticc.  Even the reference to the “ strong * and to the ¢ weak ’
who are aware of their inferiority fits the protectionist view very
well indeed, provided the clement of caricature is allowed for.,
It is not at all unlikely that Lycophron’s doctrine explicitly
raiscd the demand that the state should protect the weak a
demand which is, of course, anything but ignoble. (The h(;pc
that this demand will onc day be fulfilled is expressed by the
Christian tcaching : ¢ The meek shall inherit the carth.’)
Callicles himsclf does not like protectionism ; he is in favour
of the ¢ natural ’ rights of the stronger. It is very significant that
Socrates, in his argument against Callicles, comes to the rescue
of protcctionism; for he connects it with his own centra) thesis—
that it is better to suffer injusticc than to inflict it. He says, for
instancc %8 : ¢ Arc not the many of thc opinion, ag you \’Vere
latcly saying, that just.in: is_cquality? And al_so that it is more
disgracclul to inflict injustice than to suffer it?> Apg later :
¢, . naturc itsclf, and mot only convention, affirmg that t-
inflict injusticc is morc dlsgraccfu_l tl.lan. to suffer it, °
justice is cquality.’ .(In spite (_)f its 1nd1v1§1ualistic an
tarian and protectionist tcndcncu;s, the Gorg.zas also exhj
leanings which are strongly anti-democratic. The ex

d, cquali-
blts some

2. . la )
may be that Plato when writing the qugzas had not vet (:Il)evn]atlon
his totalitarian theorics ; although his sympathies y, cloped

anti-democratic, he was still under Socrates’ influence, ere already
body can think that the Gorgias and thc: I?epubh'c can be bot?w any-
same time true accounts of Socrates’ opinions, I faj] ¢o un 1 at the
Let us now turn to the Republic, where Glaucol €rstand.)
protectionism as a logically more §t1:i1.1gcnt but eth; Presents
changed version of Thrasymac.hus.’ nihilism, ¢ ‘ eCall,y un-
Glaucon %, ¢is the origin of justice, and what sort l;]ﬁ -’nsaz-’f
really is. According to some it is by nature ap of thing

A . CXce t thing
to inflict injustice upon others, and a bad thing ¢, Suﬂ‘(la,lrc?t- But
0.8.I.E.— VOL. I 4
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they hold that the badness of suffering injusticc 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 ultimately, those who are not strong
enough to repel it, or to enjoy inflicting it, decide that it s 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 5 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 mentiong
for instance, the view that the inflicting of injustice is ¢ the besé
of all things’ 51; that justice is established only becauge many
men are too weak to commit crimes; 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 theory presented. By this
method, Plato seems to have succeeded in 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 5% ; 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 rcalized that the elaboration of its allegedly
sclfish basis is the whole of Plato’s argument against protectionism ;
and considering the space taken up by this claboration, we may
safely assume that it was not his reticence which made him proffer
no better argument, but the fact that he had none. Thus
protectionism had to be dismissed by an appcal to our moral
sentiments—as an affront against the idea of justice, and against
our feeclings of decency.

This is Plato’s method of dealing with a theory which was not
only a dangcrous rival of his own doctrine, but also representative
of the new humanitarian and individualistic creed, i.e. the arch-
cnemy of everything that was dear to Plato. The method is
clever ; its astonishing success proves it. But I should not be
fair if T did not frankly admit that Plato’s method appears to me
dishonest. For the theory attacked does not need any assumption
morc immoral than that injustice is evil, i.e. that it should be
avoided, and brought undecr control. And Plato knew quite well
that the thcory 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 tine, he was strongly impressed by the new humanitarian
morality ; but instcad of combating equalitarianism with argu-
ments, he avoided even discussing it.  And he successfully enlisted
thc humanitarian sentiments, whose strength he knew so well, in the
causeof the totalitarian classrule of a naturally superior master race.

Thesc 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 uscful 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 thcory. 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 ?
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The wise shall lead and rule, and the ignorant
shall follow.

PraTo.

Certain objcctions ! 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 : Who shall rule the state?

1

It is my conviction that by expressing the problem of politics
in the form ¢ Who should rule?’ or ‘Whose will should he
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

120
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mercly skipped over them, by assuming that the question  Who
should rulc?’ is fundamental. For even those who share this
assumption of Plato’s admit that political rulers are not always
sufficiently € good’ or ‘wisc’ (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 preparc 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 : IWho should rule ? by the new 2 question : How can
we so organize political institutions that bad or incompetent rulers can be
prevented from doing too much damage?

Those who belicve that the older question is fundamental,
tacitly assume that political power is ¢ essentially > unchecked.
They assume that somconc has the power—ecither 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
espccially that he can strengthen his power, and thereby approxi-
mate it further to an unlimited or unchecked power. They
assume that political power is, cssentially, sovereign. If this
assumption is made, then, indced, the question ¢ Who is to be
the sovercign ? * is the only important question left.

I shall call this assumption the theory of (unchecked) sovereignty,
using this cxpression not for any particular one of the various
theorics of sovercignty, proffered more especially by such writers
as Bodin, Rousscau, 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; togcther 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 rélc ever since. It is also implicitly
assumed, for instance, by those modern writers who believe that
the main problem is : Who should dictatc? The capitalists or
the workers ?

Without entering into a detailed criticism, I wish to point out
that therc are serious objections against a rash and implicit
acceptance of this theory. Whatever 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 World ’> has not
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materialized), there can be no absolute and unrestrained political
power. So long as one man cannot accumulate cnough 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 are 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 ncver cases in which the will or the
interest of one man (or, if therec 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 towards institutional control of the rulers by balancing
their powers against other powers. This theory of checks and bal-
ances can at least claim careful consideration. 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 ;
with them fall a number of other influential views (for inst
the theory that the only alternative to the dictatorship of on
is that of another class).

In order to raise the question of institutional control of the
rulers, we nced 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 goa
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

and
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in obtaining cxcellent, or even competent, rulers.  Strongly as I
feel in these matters, I must insist, however, that my criticism of
the theory of sovercignty does not depend on these more personal
opinions.

Apart from these personal opinions, and apart from the above
mentioned empirical arguments against the general theory of
sovercignty, there is also a kind of logical argument which can
be used to show the inconsistency of any of the particular forms
of the thcory of sovercignty ; 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 theorics 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
naive version of liberalism, of democracy, and of the principle
that the majority should rule; and it is somewhat similar to
the well-known ¢ paradox of freedom’ 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 excrcisc his absolute frcedom, first by defying the
laws and ultimately by defying freedom itself and by clamouring
for a tyrant4. 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 thercfore the new tyranny ; on the other hand, the
same principle demands from them that they should accept any
decision rcached by the majority, and thus the rulc of the new
tyrant. The inconsistency of their theory must, of course, para-
lyse their actionss. 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
thercforc base these demands upon better grounds than a self-
contradictory theory of sovercignty. (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 frecdom 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 risc to analogous inconsistencies.  All theories of Jovere.’ignly are
paradoxical. For instance, we may have sclected ¢ 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 scen very carly,
as Heraclitus’ remark® shows : ¢ The law can demand, too, that
the will of One Man must be obeyed.’

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

1I

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 thcory I have in mind is one which does 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 dccision, or upon
the adoption of the proposal, to a.void and to resist tyranny,

For we may distinguish two main types of government. The
first type consists of governments of which we can get rid withouyt
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
the ruled cannot get rid of except by way of a successful revolu-
tion—that is to say, in most cases, not at all. T 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 * “ recally > 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 does not imply that we
can ever develop institutions of this kind which arc faultless or
foolproof, or which cnsurc that the policies adopted by a demo-
cratic government will be right or good or wisc—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
implicd 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. Secn
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 clec-
tions and representative government, are to be considered as no
more than well-tried and, in the presence of a widespread tradi-
tional distrust of tyranny, reasonably effective 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 sensc 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 thc 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 li.VC_ to seec the day when the majority vote destroys the demo-
cratic institutions, then this sad experience will tell him only that
therc 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 thcory,
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. Al long-term politics 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
Sfuture leaders. 1t would be thereforc a mistake to think that the
opposition between the theory of balances and the theory of
sovereignty corresponds to that betwecen 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 impossib]e.,
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 institutiong
(such as democratic checks and balances) will always depend, to
a considerable degree, on the persons involved. Institutions are
like fortresses. They must be well designed and manned,
This distinction between the personal and the institutiona]
element in a social situation is a point which is often misseq
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)
providcs 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. Lhe 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
cugenic and cducational control is, I believe, mistaken ; some
rcasons for my belicf will be given below.) It is quite wrong to
blame democracy for the political shortcomings of a democratic
statc.  We should rather blame ourselves, that is to say, the
citizens of the democratic state. In a non-democratic state, the
only way to achieve rcasonable reforms is by the violent over-
throw of the government, and the introduction of a democratic
framework. Thosc 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 futurc. While the problems of the day are largely personal,
the building of the futurc 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
sclection of future leaders.

This is onc 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 done is, if possible, even greater than that inflicted upon
cthics by the identification of collectivism with altruism, and upon
political theory by the introduction of the principle of sovereignty.
Plato’s assumption that it should be the task of cducation (or
morc preciscly, of the educational institutions) to selcct the future
leaders, and to train them for leadership, is still largely taken for
grantced. 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

devclop, in more detail, his theory of leadership, the leadership
of the wise.
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v

1 think it most likely that this theory of Plato’s owes a number
of its elements to the influence of Socrates. Onc 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 facultics, 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 nccessary 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 pg
reason to assume that his criticism of the democratic lcaders was
inspired by anything like anti-democratic leanings®. It is not
unlikely that he demanded (like Plato) that the best should ryle
which would have meant, in his vicw, the wiscst, or those wh(;
knew something about justice. But we must remember that by
‘ justice * he meant equalitarian justicc (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 indiviclualist—pcrhaps
the greatest apostle of an individualistic cthics of all time. And
we should realize that, if he demanded that the wisest men should
{'ule, he clearly stressed that he did not mean the learned men ;
in fact, he was sceptical of all professional lcarnedness, whether
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 ?, that Socrates’ agnostic attitt.xde must be explained
by the lack of success of the science of his day. But this 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
sciecnce, 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 awarcness of what he does not know
as a mcasurc of his scientific level as well as of his intellectual
honesty.)

It is important to sec that this Socratic intellectualism is
decidedly cqualitarian.  Socrates belicved that everyone can be
taught ; in the Afeno, we sec him teaching a young slave a
version 19 of the now so-called theorem of Pythagoras, in an
attempt to prove that any uneducated slave has the capacity to
grasp cven 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 thcy may lecarn self-criticism, and that truth is not casily
attained. But they may also learn to make up their minds, and
to rcly, 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.c. 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 hcro.)

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 nced for enlightenment, for education, might
casily be misinterpreted as a demand for authoritarianism. This
is connccted with a question which seems to have puzzled
Socrates a grcat deal : that those who are not sufficiently
educated, and thus not wisc cnough to know their deficiencies,
arc just those who are 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 rcady
to learn knows how little he knows. The uneducated scems thus
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to be in need of an authority to wake him up, sincc he cannot
be expected to be self-critical. But this one element of authori-
tarianism was wonderfully balanced in Socrates’ tcaching 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 1
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 scnse he claimed
to be ‘ the only politician of his day’ 1, in opposition to those
others who flatter the people instead of furthering their true
nterests.

This Socratic identification of his educational and political
activity could easily be distorted into the Platonic and Aristotclian
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, entirely 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 cop.
sciousness of his own limitations. State-authority in thege
matters is liable to achieve, in fact, the exact opposite of Socrates’
aim. It is liable to produce dogmatic self-satisfaction apg
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 2 with Plato in what he calls Plato’s
third criticism of Athens : ¢ Education, which should be the major
responsibil{ly 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 tastc and force of
circumstances. Equally disastrous had been the State’s laissez

faire policy with regard to teachers and schoolmasters and sophist-
lecturers.” **  But the Athenian state’s laissez faire policy, criti-
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cized by Crossman and Plato, had the invaluable result of
cnabling 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 statc control in such matters is dangerous, and that the
cry for the  man of proven probity > may casily 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 lifc of the community, and to make use of any opportunity
to develop their special interests and gifts ; and the statc should
certainly also sce (as Crossman rightly stresses) that the lack of
¢ .thc 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 gencration, 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. Statc
Interest must not be lightly invoked to defend measures which
may endanger the most precious of all forms of freedom, namely,
intellectual freedom. And although I do not advocate  laissez
faz_re with regard to teachers and schoolmasters >, I believe that
tl_ns policy is infinitely superior to an authoritative policy that
gives 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
bascd 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 1%) are ‘ to become,
by long habit, utterly incapable of doing anything at all independ-
ently’. And Socrates’ great cqualitarian and liberating idca 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 wisc ; that he was not
in the possession of truth, but that he was a scarcher, an inquirer,
a lover of truth. This, he explained, is expressed by the word
¢ philosopher ’, i.e. the lover of wisdom, and the secker for it, as
opposed to ¢ Sophist ’, i.e. the professionally wisc man. If ecver
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 longer the modest seeker, he is the proud possessor
of truth. A trained dialectician, he is capable of intcllectual
intuition, i.e. of seeing, and of communic?ting with, the eternal,
the heavenly Forms or Ideas. Placed high above all ordinary
men, he is ¢ god-like, if not . - divine’ 1§, both in his wisdom
and in his power. Plato’s ideal philosopher approaches both to
Ompiscience and to omnipotence. He is the Philosopher-King.
It is hard, 1 think, to conccive a greater contrast than that
!Jetween the Socratic and the Platonic ideal of a philosopher. It
1s the contrast betwcen two worlds—the world of a modest,
rational individualist and that of a totalitarian demi-god.

Plato’s demand that the wise man should rule—the posscssor
of truth, the fully qualified philosopher’ '"—raiscs, of course,
the problem 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 purcly 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 purcly political point of view, by far
the most important institution within Plato’s society. It holds
the keys to power. TFor this rcason 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
futurc sages into the higher mysteries of wisdom. This holds,
above all, for dialectics, i.c. the art of intellectual intuition, of
visualizing the divine originals, the Forms or Ideas, of unveiling
the Great Mystery behind the common man’s everyday world of
appearances.

What are Plato’s institutional demands regarding this highest
form of education ? They are remarkable. He demands that
only those who are past their prime of life should be admitted.
“When their bodily strength begins to fail, and when they are
past the age of public and military dutics, 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 clcar enough. He is afraid of the power
of thought. ¢ All great things are dangerous’ 1 is the remark
by which he introduces the confession that he is afraid of the
effect which philosophic thought may have upon brains which
are 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 are 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 claborate passage
which attempts to paint the rulers in the brightest colours, Plato
modifies his suggestion. Now 2° he allows the future sages to
begin their preparatory dialectical studies at the age of thirty,
stressing, of course, ¢ the nced for great caution ’ and the dangers
of ¢ insubordination . . which corrupts so many dialccticians’ ;
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 studics—into the dialectic vision
of the essence of the Good—becfore 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-
!Oguc Parmenides 2! contains a similar message, for here Socrates
1s depicted as a brilliant young man who, having dabbled suc-
ccssi:ully 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 Parmenides with the admoni-
tion that he should train himself more thoroughly in the art of
abstract thought before venturing again into the higher ficld of
philosophical studies. It looks as if we had here (among other
things) Plato’s answer—°‘ Even a Socrates was 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 are 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 sclect mediocrities. For he excludes thosc who
revolt, who doubt, who dare to resist his influence. Never can an
authority admit that the intellectually couragcous, i.e. those who
darc 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 sccing the difference. (Here we may perhaps
penctrate the sceret of the particular difficulty of selecting capable
military lcaders. The demands of military discipline enhance
the difficulties discussed, and the mcthods of military advance-
ment arc such that those who do dare to think for themselves arc
usually climinated. 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??. Very similar
difficulties arise in political parties : the ‘ Man Friday’ of the
party lcader is seldom a capable successor.)

We are led here, I believe, to a result of some importance,
and to onc 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
are unusual and unexpected. This is not a criticism of political
institutionalism. It only rc-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
himsclf to his studies for the sake of studying, instead of encourag-
ing in him a real love for his subject and for inquiry 23, he is
cncouraged 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 sclection are 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 scl?-cti.on of intcl-
lectual leaders endangers the very life not only of science, but of
intelligence. .
1t has been said, only too truly, that Plato was the inventor
of both our secondary schools and our universitics. 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 ruincd them.
In spite of the treachery of so many of their leaders, there arc
quite a number, old as well as young, who are decent, and
intelligent, and devoted to their task. ‘I somectimes woncer 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 scem to be that the natural
instinct of the lads in most cases so absolutely rebelled against
their training, that do what the tcachers 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 political leaders. 1 have in
mind not so much the disappointing outcome of his experiment
with Dionysius the Younger, tyrant of _S)’Iracuse, but rather the
participation of Plato’s Academy 1n .DIO s S}lcCCSSful 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. After Dio had made himself tyrant of Syracusc 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 thirtcen months.
(He was, in turn, murdered by the Pythagorcan philosopher
Leptines.) But this event was not the only one of its kind in
Plato’s career as a teacher. Clearchus, one of Plato’s (and of
Isocrates’) disciples, made himsclf tyrant of Heraclea 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 dCVClOPCd, sincc he was soon l\lllC(l) These and a few
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similar cxperiences of Plato’s **>—who could boast a total of at
least ninc tyrants among his onc-time pupils and associates—
throw light on the pcculiar 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 lecadership. 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 2¢
if he knew his limitations.
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And the state will erect monuments . . . to com-
memorate them. And sacrifices will be offered to
them as demigods, . . . as men who are blessed

by grace, and godlike.
PraToO.

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 *. But he himself is not quite truthful when he
makes this statement. He does not really belicve in it, for he
bluntly declares in other places that it is one of the royal privileges
of the sovercign to make full use of lics and dececit : ¢ It is the
business of the rulers of the city, if it is anybody’s, to tell lics,
deceiving both its encmics 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 politica]
expediency, the ruled are to be forced to tell the truth. ¢ If the
ruler catches anyone else in a lie . . then he will punish him for
introducing a practice which injures and endangers the city. . s
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
Utlht_y.to the problem of truthfulness by the example of the
P.hYSNS.lan. The example is well chosen, since Plato likes to
v_lsua!lze his political mission as one of the healer or saviour of
the sick body of society. Apart from this, the réle 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
medicinc as a form of politics, or as he puts it himself, he ‘ regards
Aesculapius, the god of medicine, as a politician’ 4. Medical

138
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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, cach man has his particular work assigned to him
in the state. This he must do, and no one has time to spend his
lifc 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 ’ 3,
and he pleads for more gentleness and patience in medical treat-
ment, at lcast for those who are not slaves.) Concerning the use
of lies and deceit, Plato urges that these are ‘ useful only as a
medicine ’ ¢; 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. Which mecans, 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.)

What 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 > 8. 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 Earthborn. Here we sce
that Plato’s utilitarian and totalitarian principles overrule cvery-
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 lic is his hope of
increasing its wholesome effect, i.c. of strengthening the rule of
the master race, and ultimately, of arresting all political change.

11

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 fabricatc one of thosc very handy
lies which indeed we mentioned just recently ? With thc help
of one single lordly lie we may, if we are lucky, persuadc even the
rulers themselves—but at any rate the rest of the city.’? It is
interesting to note the use of the term ‘ persuade’.  To persuade
somequy to believe a lie means, more precisely, to mislcad 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 espccially where
he advqcatcs that the statesman should rule ¢ by means of both
persuasion and force’ 10.

. After announcing his ¢ lordly lic’, Plato, instcad of proceed-
ing directly to the narration of his Myth, first develops a lengthy
E;efa_ce, somewhat similar to the lengthy preface which precedes
Itsséléi::]c)v;ry of justicc ; an indication, I think, of his uncasiness.
s fZ \t/ at he.dld not expect the proposal \:vluch_follows to find
o our with his readers. The Myth itself introduces two
1deas. The first is to strengthen the defence of the mother
country ; it is the idca that the warriors of his city are autoch-
thonous, ‘];)orn of the earth of their country’, and ready to
defend their country which is their mother. This old and well-
known idea is certainly not the reason for Plato’s hesitation
(although the wording of the dialogue cleverly suggests it). The
secc.mc.l idea, however, ‘the rest of the story’, is the myth of
rac1al}sm t ‘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.’ '* 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 mectal 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-
arics . But this concession is rescinded in later passages of the
Republic (and also in the Laws), especially in the story of the Fall
of Man and of thc Number 12, partially quoted in chapter 5 above.
From this passage we learn that any admixture of onc of the base
mctals must be excluded from the higher classes. The possibility
of admixturcs and corresponding changes in status therefore only
means that nobly born but degencrate children may be pushed
down, and not that any of the basc 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 are born they will beget struggle and hostility.
And this is how we must describe the ancestry and birth of
Dissension, wherever she arises” 3. It is in this light that we
must consider that the Myth of the Earthborn concludes with
the cynical fabrication of a prophecy by a fictitious oracle ‘ that
the city must perish when guarded by iron and copper’ 4.
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 Myth of Blood
and Soil is a propaganda lie, then the attitude of thc commentators
towards the Myth is somewhat puzzling. Adam, for instance,
writes : ¢ Without it, the present sketch of a state would be
incomplete. We require some guarantee for the permanence of
the city . .; and nothing could be more in kecping with the
prevailing moral and religious spirit of Plato’s . . education than
that he should find that guarantee in faith rather than in reason.’ *3
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 recligion and faith are on the level of an oppor-
tunist lic. 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 does 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 commentators ** who praise him for fighting
against the subversive conventionalism of the Sophists, and for
establishing a spiritual naturalism ultimately based on rcligion,
fail to censure him for making 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-
régime in Athens after the Peloponnesian war. Critias, a poet,
was the first to glorify propaganda lies, whose invention he
described in forceful verses culogizing the wise and cunning man
who fabricated religion, in order to ¢ persuade’ the people, i.c.
to threaten them into submission.?

‘ 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 Critias’ view, religion is nothing but the lordly lie of a great
and clever statesman. Plato’s vicws are strikingly similar, both
in the introduction 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 > *8.—But is this the whole truth about Plato’s religious
attitude ?  Was Plato only an opportunist in these matters, and
was the very different spirit of his earlier works merely Socratic ?
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There is of coursc 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
feclings aside. Thus Plato demands, in the Laws, the severest
punishment cven for honest and honourable people *° if their
opinions concerning the gods deviate from those held by the
state. Their souls are to be treated by a Nocturnal Council of
inquisitors *, and if they do not recant or if they repeat the
offence, the charge of impicty means death. Has he forgotten
that Socrates had fallen a victim to that very charge ?

That it is mainly statc 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 are not merely
spectators. It is impossible to appease them. Neither through
praycrs nor through sacrxﬁges can they be moved to abstain from
punishment 2. The political interest behind this teaching is
clear, and it is made cven clearer by Plato’s demand that the
state must suppress all doubt about any part of this politico-
rcligious 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?  Was he perhaps himself an
atheist, in spite of his demand for the punishment of other (lesser)
athcists? Although we cannot hope to answer any of these
questions definitely, it is, I belicve, difficult, and methodologically
unsound, not to give Plato at least the benefit of the doubt.
And especially the fundamental sincerity of his belicf 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, however, to notc 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 intercst of
his totalitarian state. It would have been possible, of course, to
definc 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 statc must be belicved 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 réle played by the Idea of Truth in Plato’s
best state. But apart from Justice and Truth, we have stil] 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 of Plato’s political programme ag purel;
totalitarian, and as based on historicism. 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 kin s
or the kings philosophers, if he defines the philosopher as a lov§r
:)f 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 fz.nct, somcthing very different in mind when he uses the tcrrr;
¢ Phllosopher ". 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—sophocracy, if I may so call itf
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  fully qualified philosopher ’
as Plato says. The functions to be considered can be divided into’
two main groups, namely those connected with the Soundation of
the state, and those connected with its preservation.
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v

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 nceds 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
scicnees, in dialectics, is able to sce, and to copy, the heavenly
Original. This point rcceives much emphasis in the part of the
Republic in which Plato devclops his arguments for the sovereignty
of the philosophers 3. Philosophers ¢ love to see the truth’,
and a rcal lover always loves to see the whole, not merely the
parts. Thus he does not love, as ordinary people do, sensible
things and their ¢ beautiful sounds and colours and shapes ’, but
he wants ‘ to sce, 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 5 : ¢ 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’ 2%, 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 philosopher in his function as a founder of the city.

Plato’s Idea of the Good is the highest in the hierarchy of Forms.
It is the sun of the divine world of Forms or Ideas, which not only
Shf:(ls light on al! the other members, but is the source of their
existence 27. It is also the source or cause of all knowledge and
all truth *. The power of seeing, of appreciating, of knowing
the Good is thus indispensable # to the dialectician. Since it 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 al] we get. Plato’s Idea of
the Good nowhere plays a more direct ethjcal or political rdle ;
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 are
introduced without recourse to the Idea of Good. Remarks that
the Good is the aim, that it is desired by every man 3°, do not
enrich our information. This empty formalism is still more
marked in the Philebus, where the Good is identified 3! 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 dcfining the Good as ¢ the class of
the determinate conceived as a unity’; then my sympathy is
with the audience. In the Republic, Plato says frankly 32 that he
cannot cxplain 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, scem 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, does
not mean to Plato the Socratic insight into one’s own limitations -
nor does it mean what most of us would expect, a warm interesz
in, and a helpful understanding of, humanity and human affaiys,
Plato’s wise men, highly preoccupied with the problems of 3
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 are lovers of that kind of learning
which reveals to them a reality that exists for ever and is not
harassed by generation and degeneration.” It does 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 1s 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 procecd to analyse the tasks connected with the
city’s preservation.

We 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 grcat preserving function of the
sovereign, and a function which must continue as long as the
statc exists. How far does it justify the demand that a philosopher
must rule? To answer this question, we distinguish again,
within this function, betwcen two different activities: the
supervision of education, and the supervision of cugenic breeding.

Why should the director of education be a philosopher ?
Why is it not sufficient, once the state and its educational system
are 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
nced for the educational system to produce new ones. The
requirements of the educational system cannot as such Jjustify
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 I.dea, 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 e)fplamed by other reasons—by reasons which must be
purely political.

The main reason I can see 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 thercfore 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 Pythagorcan sect, with
their amazingly naive 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 the ruled. (This has remained a major function of
¢ higher > ecducation down to our own time.) Platonic wisdom
is acquired largely for the sake of cstablishing 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 nceded 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 g
permanent function of the ruler, analogous to the temporary
function of the lawgiver. The only hope of discovering such 2
function seems to be in the field of breeding the master race.

At

The best way to find out why a philosopher is needed as a
permanent ruler is to ask the question : What happens, accord-
ing to Plato, to a state which is not permanently ruled by a
philosopher ?  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 race of the guardians, and with it the state, must degenerate.

Racialism 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 sctting for his
descriptive sociology, ¢ the setting in which Plato’s Philosophy of
History is framed’ (as Adam puts it), so it also provides the
sctting 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 king is a breeder
king. But it may still surprisc some that his philosopher 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 bchind 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 claborated
in the earlier parts of the Republic. But so far we have not met
with any plausible rcason why only a genuine and fully qualified
philosopher should be a proficient and successful political breeder.
And yet, as every breeder of dogs 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 25, and of realizing it here.
It is a kingly Idea, this Idea of Man. 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
forr.ned men . . : nobly born, and of awe-inspiring character ’ 3°.
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
0.S.I.LE.—VOL. 1 F
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king are analogous : he has to copy the divinc original of the city,
and he has to copy the divine original of man. He is 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 same
place where he first claims that the principles of animal breeding
must be applied to the race of men. We are, he says, most
careful in breeding animals. ¢ If you did not breed them in this
way, don’t you think that the race of your birds or your dogs
would quickly degencrate ? > When inferring from this that man
must be bred in the same careful way, ¢ Socrates’ cxclaims :
¢ Good heavens ! . . What surpassing cxcellence we shall have
to demand from our rulers, if the same principles apply to the
race of men !’3° 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 nceds 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 decrecs ¢ 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 are, 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. 1 mean the brutal law 42 which imposes on every-
body of either scx 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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makc 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 onc from the point
of view of a long-term racial policy, is put into the mouth of
‘¢ Socrates ’.)

v

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 neceded, 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 cugenics, 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
carcfully marks as his central and most sensational political
demand—the sovereignty of the philosopher king. This demand
alone, he tcaches, 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.c. racial degeneration. This is the passage.'*

¢ Well,” says Socratcs, ¢ 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 foresce that this will bring upon me a deluge
of laughter. Indeed, I can sce 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, thef'e
can be no rest; and the evil will not cease to be rampant in
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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.c. self-ruling, people—should not suppress
philosophers but leave them the right of public utterance.’ %)
This important Platonic passage has been quite appropriatcly
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 them, since the habit of idcalizing
Plato has led to the interpretation *¢ that Plato spcaks 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 Antisthencs 47
an old disciple and friend of Socrates. Antisthenes also bclonge(i
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 4, This crced is attacked in the Republic by corrclating the
natural inequality of Greeks and Barban:ians to that of masters
and slaves ; and it so happens that this attack is launcheq v
immediately before the key passage wc are here considering.  For
these and other rcasons %, it seems safe to assume that Plato
when speaking of the evil rampant 1in the race of men, alluded to
a theory with which his readers would be sufficiently acquainted
at this place, namely, to his t‘heory th,at the .wel.fare of the state
depends, ultimately, upon the * nature of the individual members
of the ruling class ; and that tlle{r nature, and the nature of thejr
race, or offspring, is thrcateneq, In turn, by the evils of an indivi-
d}lalistic cducation, and, more important Stil], by racial degcncra-
ton.  Plate’s remark, with its clear allusion to the opposition
betweer, divine rest and the evil of change and decay, foreshadows
the story of the Number and the Fall of Man s,
It Is very appropriate th?t Plato should allude to his racial-
1sm in this key passage in which he enunciates his most important
political demand, For without the ‘ genuine and fully qualified
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philosopher *, trained in all those sciences which are prerequisite
to cugenics, 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 are altogether
unfit for their task as guardians ; namely, to watch, and to test,
the metals in the races (which are 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 gecometry, a new science at the time when the
Republic was written.) Thus we see 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 Codrus 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 rcached, 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. ‘ We 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 .* 83 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, Isocrates,
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 clcarly
marked out by Plato as containing personal allusions. It begins 54
with an unmistakable allusion to a popular character, namecly
Alcibiades, and ends by openly mentioning a name (that of
Theages), and with a refercnce 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 thc point of view wc have reached,
we would have to expect that the unworthy suitors’ are
Antisthenes and Isocrates and their school (and that they are
the same people whom Plato demands to have ¢ suppressed by
force’, as he says in the key-passage of the philosopher king).
Ar}d, indeed, there is some independent evidence corroborating
this expectation 6. Similarly, we should expect that the ¢ handful
of men who are worthy ’ includes Plato and, perhaps, some of his
friends (possibly Dio) ; and, indced, a continuation of this passage
leaves little doubt that Plato spcaks here of himself : ¢ He who
belongs to this small band . . can sec the madness of the many,
and- the general corruption of all public affairs. The philosopher
<o s .like a man in a cage of wild beasts. He will not share the
Injustice of the many, but his power does not suffice for continuing
his fight alone, surrounded as he is by a world of savages. He
would be killed before he could do any good, to his city or to his
fr_lends. -+ Having duly considered all these points, he will hold
his peace, and confine his efforts to his own work . .’ 7, The
strong resentment expressed in these sour and most un-Socratic 58
words marks them clearly as Plato’s own. Tor a full apprecia-
thn, however; of this personal confession, it must be compared
Wl_th the fol-lowing : ¢TIt 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
t!1e rich. . . But the true and natural procedure is that the
sick, whether rich or poor, should hasten to the doctor’s door.
L}kCWlse should those who need to be ruled 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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torule. Ifyou 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 Republic shows traces that its author
experienced exhilarating and extravagant hopes of success %°,
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 thc stars—for
god-likeness. I sometimes wonder whether part of the enthusiasm
for Plato is not duc to the fact that he gave expression to many
secret dreams . Even where he argues against ambition, we
cannot but feel that he is inspired by it. The philosopher, he
assures us %!, is not ambitious ; although ° destined to rule, he
is the least cager 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 rcady to come. The poor
mortals need him. Without him the state must perish, for he
alone knows the sccret 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 dose 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, instcad 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 Dachshund, 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) ¢2.
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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 Socratcs, who warned the statesman against
the danger of being dazzled by his own power, excellence, and
wisdom, and who tried to tcach him what matters most—that
we are 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 use of lies,
or to neglect the sorry trade of every shaman—the sclling of spells,
of breeding spells, in exchange for power over his fellow-men.



CuaprTER 9 : AESTHETICISM, PERFECTIONISM,
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.’
‘NMourlan’, in Du Garp’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 vicw of rational
social engincering. The Platonic approach I have in mind can
be described as that of Utopian engineering, as opposed to another
kind of social engincering which I consider as thc only rational
onc, and which may be described by the namc of piecemeal
engincering. The Utopian approach is the more dangerous as
it may scem to be thc 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
appcars to be a nccessary 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 ecnds, from which we must distinguish clearly those
intermediatc 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 arc likely to promote the ultimate end, and accordingly,
we must fail to act rationally. These principles, if applied to the
rcalm of political activity, demand that we must determine our
ultimate political aim, or the Idecal 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 blucprint of the socicty 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

157
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are the necessary preliminaries of any practical political move
that can be called rational, and especially of social enginecring.

This, in brief, is the methodological approach which I call
Utopian engineering *. 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 engincering 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 socicty 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 thercfore
also the living, have a claim ; perhaps not so much a claim to be
made happy, for there are no institutional mcans 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 piecemecal engincer will, accordingly, adopt
the mecthod of searching for, and fighting against, the greatest
and most urgent evils of society, rather than scarching for, and
fighting for, its greatest ultimate good % This differcnce is far
from being merely verbal. 1In fact, it is most important. It is
the difference between a reasonable method of improving the
lot 9f man, and a method which, if really tried, may casily 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 casily become a means of continually
postponing action until a later date, when conditions are 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 favo.ur of his method, the piecemcal engineer can claim that
a systematic fight against suffering and injustice and war is more
likely to bc 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 cvils, that is to say, of social
conditions under which many men arc suffering, can be
comparatively well established. Those who suffer can judge for
themsclves, and the others can hardly deny that they would not
like to change places. It is infinitely morc difficult to rcason
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 mecans for its realization.
As opposed to this, blucprints for piecemeal cngineering 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.  Butif it is easier to reach a rcasonable 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 gct over the very greatest practical difficulty of all reasonable
political reform, namely, the use of reason, instcad of passion
and violence, in ecxecuting the programme. There will be a
possibility of rcaching a reasonable compromise and therefore of
achieving the improvement by democratic methods. (* Com-
promisc ’ 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 achicve the
desired benevolent aim. The situation must become even worsc
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 engincer will have to be deaf to many complaints ;
in .fact, it will be part of his business to suppress unrcasonable
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
topian enginecring is related to the problem of the dictator’s
successor.  In chapter 7 I have mentioned certain aspects of this
problem. Utopian engincering raises a difficulty analogous to
t)ut €ven more serious than the one which faces thc benevolent
2Yr2t1;1t }\:/ho tries to find an equally benevolent successor (see note
H?ake:ita'pter 7). The very sweep of such a Utopu}n undertaking
of one lf{lprobaplc that it will realize its ends during t.hC lifetime
cossone c;)cml engineer, or group_of engineers. And if the suc-
the O not pursue the samc idcal, then all the spﬂ‘crmgs of
People for the sake of the ideal may have been in vain.
of thegeriﬂl‘azlization of this argument leads to a further criticism
practica] opian approz.lch. This approach, it 1s-c!ear, can be of
Perhape value on¥y if we assume tha? the orlglpal blueprint,
until o i:vxth certain ad_]ustmcnts,.rcmams the b.asw of the work
a time o Climplet-cd. But that -\A’/lll take some time. It will be
€XPerimeng ZOlc;mons, ‘both .polltlcal and Isplrltual, and of new
0 be expect T(l1 experience in th.e pohtlc.a field. It is therefore
appeareq €d that ideas and ideals will change. Whati had
Uepring rrf ldeal state to the people. who made the original
granteq, ’henay not appear so to their successors. If that is
ISt estab);g i the whole approac.h. breal'cs down. The method of
Move tq Ng an ultimate political aim and then beginning to
i Wards it is futile if we admit that the aim may be con-
Chan d . A ) .. Yy
at any mon ged during the process of its realization. It may
aAway from ent turq out that the steps so far taken 'actually lead
our direction e reah.zation of the new aim. And if we change
to the same Z}CCOrdu:lg to the new aim, then we exposc ourselves
may ncver ei again. In spite of all the sacrifices made, we
towards a digst anywhere at all. Those who prefer one step
ant ideal to the realization of a piecemcal com-
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promisc should always remember that if the ideal is very distant,
it may cven 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, 1 think that a fairly concretc and realizable end may
justify temporary measurcs which a more distant ideal never
could ¢.)

We see 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 () 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 Platonists would admit that (a) is certainly
not true ; that there is no rational method for determining the
ultimate aim, but, if anything, only some kind of intuition. Any
difference of opinion between Utopian engineers must therefore
lead, in the absence of rational methods, to the use of power
instead of reason, i.c. 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. T he success may be due, 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 criticism properly ; I do not
criticize the ideal by claiming that an 1dca1. can never be realized,
that it must always remain a Utopia. This would not be a valid
criticism, for many things have been rea}hzed which have once
been dogmatically declared to be unrealizable, for instance, the
establishment of institutions for securing civil peace, i.e. for the
prevention of crime within the state ;- and I think that, for instance,
the establishment of corresponding mStitl.ltiOns for the prevention
of international crime, i.e. armed aggression or blackmail, though
often branded as Utopian, is not even a very difficult problem *.
What I criticize under the name Utopian engineering recommends
the reconstruction of society as a whole, i.e. Very sweeping changes
whose practical consequences are 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. We 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 cngincering
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 arguc 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 hc might add that Utopian
enginecring 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 engincering exhibit a
prCJ:udice which is as widely held as it is untcnable, 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 piccemeal social experiments
can be carried out under realistic conditions, in the midst of
society, in spite of being on a ‘ small scale ’, that is to say, without
rcvoll_ltlonizing the whole of socicty. In fact, we are making such
experiments all the time. The introduction of a new kind of
hfc-msurar}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 socicty as a whole.
Evena man who opens a new shop, or who rescrves a ticket for the
theatre, is carrying out a kind of social experiment on a small
scale; and all oyr knowledge of social conditions is based on
experience gfxincd by making cxperiments of this kind. The
Utopian .engineer we are opposing is right when he stresses that
an cxperiment 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 conccive a more
modest experiment only as one that recasts the whole structure of
a small socicty. But the kind of experiment from which we can
learn most is the altcration of one social institution at a time.
For only in this way can we learn how to fit institutions into the
framcwork 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 scicentific 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 recadiness to learn from mistakes 8.

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.c. theories developed by trial and error. But this means that he
can plan because he has made all kinds of mistakes alrcady ; or
in other words, because he relies 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 he
could draw up his final plans for the production. Similarly, his
plan for the production of his machinc incorporates a great
number of experiences, namely, of pieccemeal improvements made
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in older factories. The wholesale or large-scale mcthod 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 cnginc 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 belicve that
Utopian plans will never be realized in the way they were con-
ceived, because hardly any social action ever produces preciscly
the result expected. (This does 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 engincering—a point which is
r:frely 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
blrthgangs of the historical processes. In other words, he adopts
a radically historicist attitude, opposed to all social cngineering,
But there.is one clement within Utopianism which is particularly
characteristic of Plato’s approach and which Marx does not
OpPpose, although it is perhaps the most important of those
elements which I have attacked as unrecalistic. It is the sweep of

Utoplamsm, its attempt to deal with socicty as
1o stone unturned. It is the conviction that one has to go to the
very root of the

s social evil, that nothing short of a complete
?Isg:lcgauon Zf the offending social system will do if we wish to
) any decency into th rld ’ (as Du Ga :
in short, its unc 4 € wo ( rd says). It is,

ompromising radicalism. (The reader wi tic
that I am using tp g ( er will notice

in the his term in its original and litera]l sense—not
NOW customary sense of a ¢ liberal p rogressivism °, but in
order to char

o B acterize an attitude of ¢ going to the root of the
matter ’.) Both Plato ang Marx are dreaming of the apocalyptic

rcvolut.ion which will radically transfigure the whole social world.
This sweep, thl§ extreme radicalism of the Platonic approach
(and of the Marxian a well) is, I believe, connected with its

a whole, leaving
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xstheticism, 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 entircly new gown, a really beautiful new world °.
This stheticism 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 @sthetic 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 @stheticism more strongly expressed
than in Plato. Plato was an artist ; and like many of the best
artists, he tried to visualize a model, the ¢ divinc 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 scen the truth of what is beautiful and just, and
good * 19, 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 spcak 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. We 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 ®sthetic impulse, I suggest that the artist
might seek expression in another material. Politics, I demand,
must uphold cqualitarian 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 1.

It is interesting to observe the close rclationship between
Plato’s utter radicalism, the demand for sweeping measures, and
his @stheticism. The following passages are most characteristic.
Plato, speaking about ¢ the philosopher who has communion with
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 casy 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 citizens
- .—s50 long as they proceed according to science and justice,
and preserve . . . the state and make it better than it was, this
form of government must be declared the only one that is right.’
.This is the way in which the artist-politician must proceed.
Tl}ls. is what canvas-cleaning means. Hec must eradicate the
existing institutions and traditions. Hc 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 @stheticist’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
piccemeal engincering, 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. Money, markets, differentiation of
income, and privatc property—for a time cven private enterprise
in production—were reintroduced, and only after this basis was
rc-cstablished began a new period of reform 13.)

In order to criticize the foundations of Plato’s wsthetic
radicalism, we may distinguish two diffcrent points.

The first is this. What some peoplc have in mind who speak
of our ‘social system’, and of the need to replace it by another
¢ system ’, is very similar to a picturc painted on a canvas which
has to be wiped clecan 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 itshinges. 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 cngineering.

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 bec 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 cxpect 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 engineering whose appli-
cation we advocate. But those who dislike this method as
insufliciently radical would have again to wipe out their freshly
constructed society, in order to start anew with a clcan 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 4. It
may seek its heavenly city in the past or in the futurc ; 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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CuarTer 10: THE OPEN SOCIETY AND ITS ENEMIES

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

There is still something missing from our analysis. The
contention that Plato’s political programme is purely totalitarian,
and the objections to this contention which were raised in
chapter 6, have led us to cxamine 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 réle of these ideas is important, but that they
do not lead Plato beyond totalitarianism and racialism. But onc
of these ideas we have still to examine : that of Happiness. It
may be remembered that we quoted Crossman in connection with
the belicf that Plato’s political programme is fundamentally a
¢ plan for the building of a perfect state in which cvery citizen is
really happy’, and that I described this belicf 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 trcatment 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 !, 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

169
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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 intcrpretation . However, in cvery
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
merc 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
lt”ﬁ;et bljtlsed on the support of the masses n‘}ade it possible to claim
interpr;t;;)t s hatred of tyranny was consistent with my original
mochyin 1on. But I fel.t that this did not remove the need fqr
on Plato’g f{:y c;nterpretat.lon. ' I also fclt' thflt the mere emphasis
plish this mo?li ﬁame.ntal sincerity was quite 1nsu{ﬁmcnt to accom-
gencral imprcsS'Catlon. No. amount of cmphags could offset the
which woulq hlon of .the picture. , A' new picture was nc.:cc!ed
as healer of theav‘e to m;lude Plato’s sincere belief in his mission
scen more clog] SIC}I;: social body, as well as the fact.that he had
happening o é’rt lc:n anybody c}se before or after him w.hat was
idcntity of PlatOn(i:C society. 'Sm.cc .thc attempt to reject the
picture, T yyas ultism and totalitarianism had not 1mproqu the
totalitarianisy, itg lrfl‘latdy forced to modify my Interpretation of
Plato by analogy C;v N In other wor(.IS, my attempt to understand
surprise, to mgq dify 1t modern tota}xtagaqlsm led me, to my WD
my hostility, bu itmy view of totalitarianism. It did not modify
both the o]q and ultimately led me to see that the strength of
fact that they agy € new totalitarian movements rested on the
badly conceiveq t(;]r_npted to answer a very real need, however

In the light of rlri attempt may hal.ve b.cen.

Plato’s declaration Y new }nterprctatlon, 't appears to me .that
of his wish to make the statc and jts citizens
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happy is not merely propaganda. I am ready to grant his
fundamental benevolence 8. T 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 : 1
belicve that Plato, with deep sociological insight, found that his
contemporarics were suffering under a severe strain, and that this
strain was duc to the social revolution which had begun with the
risc of democracy and individualism. He succeeded in discover-
ing the main causcs of their deeply rooted unhappiness—social
change, and social dissension—and he did his utmost to fight
them. There is no rcason 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 kncw 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 thercfore 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 opinions.

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 carly Greck tribal society rescmbles in many respects
that of pcoples like the Polynesians, the Maoris for instance.
Small bands of warriors, usually living in fortified scttlements,
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ruled by tribal chiefs or kings, or by aristocratic familics, were
waging war against one another on sea as well as on land. There
were, of course, many differences between the Greek and the
Polynesian 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 rcgularitics 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 belicve
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 rcligious
conversions or revulsions, or of the introduction of new magical
tabf)os. They are not based upon a rational attempt to improve
social cqnditions. Apart from such changes—which are rarc—
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
3‘;3‘3 :}Tll:i};bhcroism and enduraqcc in order toact in accor('iancc‘
i the pOSitiOoos.f Wha.t I mean is that he will rarely ﬁpd hlmse.lf
always dote no doubting howy he oqght toact. The right way is
lowing it ;m}ned, thoggh difficulties must be overcome in .fol-

owing 1t. 1t is determined by taboos, by magical tribal institu-
;\lIoortlse:;:hricz Itzlan never b.eCS)me.objects of critical consideration.
) C_rachtus distinguishes clearly between the institu-
tional laws of tribal life and the laws of nature ; both are taken to
be of the same magical character. Based upon the collective
tribal F”}C}ltmﬂ, the institutions leave no room for personal
TCSPODSfbflftY- The taboos that establish some form of group-
respon51b31§ty may be the forerunner of what we call personal
responsibility, but they are fundamentally different from it. They
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are 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 are still beset with taboos; food taboos, taboos of
politencss, and many others. And yet, there are some important
differences. In our own way of life there is, between the laws of
the statc 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 ficld. Personal decisions may lead to the alteration of
taboos, and cven of political laws which are no longer taboos.
The great difference is the possibility of rational reflection upon
thesc matters. Rational reflection begins, in a way, with
Heraclitus . 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 are confronted with personal decisions, thc open
soctety.

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
socicty 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 are connected with the fact that,
in an open society, many members strive to risc socially, and to
take the places of other members. This may lcad, 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 somectimes said to
correspond to the members of a state, may perhaps competc
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 mcmbers, the
so-called organic theory of the state is based on a falsc analogy.
The closed society, on the other hand, does 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 rcal 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 qf a society in which men practically never meet face to
fgcc—m 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
woulq allow even propagation without a personal element.) Such
a ﬁCtltiO}lS society might be called a ¢ completely abstract or de-
personallzed. society . Now the interesting point is that our
modern society resembles in many of its aspects such a com-
Pletcly abstract society. Although we do not always drive alone
n clpsed motor cars (but meet face to face thousands of men
walking past us in the street) the result is very nearly the same
as if we did—we do not establish as a rule any personal relation
wn.h our fellow-pedestrians. Similarly, membership of a trade
union may mean no more than the possession of a membership
card and the payment of a contribution to an unknown sccretary.
There are many people living in a modern socicty who have
no, or extremely few, intimate personal contacts, who live in
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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 necds 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 socicty—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 madec—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
réle 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 socicties 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 cconomic 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 socicty can be described as
one of the dcepest 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.



176 THE BACKGROUND OF PLATO’S ATTACK

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 proprictors. 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 i:orce, as in Sparta, but also to that great spiritual revolution,
the invention of critical 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.
was beginning to be felt.

This strain, this uneasiness, is a consequence of the break-
down. of t‘he closed society. It is still felt even in our day,
especially in times of social change. It is the strain created by
the effort which life in an open and partially abstract society
continually demands from us—by the endeavour to be rational,
to forgo at least some of our emotional social needs, to look after
oursclv?s, anfi to accept responsibilities. We must, I belicve,
bear tl}ls strain as the price to be paid for every increase in know-
ledge, in reasonableness, in co-operation and in mutual help, and
consequently in our chances of survival, and in the size of the
population. .It.is the price we have to’ pay for being human.

The strain is most closely related to the problem of the
tension between the clasges which is raised for the first time by
the breakdown of the closed society. The closed society itself
does not know this problep. 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,

The strain of civilization
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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 cven 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 cffect 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 werc threatened, more strongly than by
those who had formerly been suppressed ; but even the latter
felt uncasy. 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 oves
their class encmies who were supported by tradition, the status
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 tricd 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 sca-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 ® and independence can
assert itsclf, even in a society in which tribalism still prevails.
These two, scafaring 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 Piracus 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. .
Mouch evidenceof thisdevelopment can be found in Thucydides’
History of the Peloponnesian War, or rather, of the two great wars of
431-421 and 419-403 B.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 beclong
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 ncither of the
Athenian pcople, the demos, who had cxiled 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 B.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 grcat oppor-
tunity for building an empire. He was the first who dared to
say that they should make the sea their domain. . > Twenty-
five years later, ¢ the Athenians began to build their Long Walls
tf{ the sea, one to the harbour of Phalerum, the other to the
Piracus’ 11, Byt this time, twenty-six yecars 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§times happens with oligarchs, class interest superseded their
patriotism. A opportunity offcred itsclf 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
COllr%try, Thucydides writes : ¢ Certain Athenians were privatcly
making overtures to them * (i.e. to the Spartans) ©in the hope that
they would put an end to the democracy, and to the building of the
Long Walls. But the other Athenians . . suspected their design
against democracy.’ The loyal Athenian citizens therefore went
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out to mect the Spartans, but were defeated. It appears, how-
cver, that they had weakened the enemy sufficiently to prevent
him from joining forces with the fifth columnists within their own
city. Some months later, thc Long Walls were completed,
which meant that the democracy could enjoy security as long as
it upheld its naval supremacy.

This incident throws light on the tensecness 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. Thucydides,
onc must note, mentions their treachery only in passing, and he
does not censure them, although in other places he spcaks most
strongly against class struggle and party spirit. The next passages
quoted, written as a gencral reflection on the Corcyraean Revo-
lution of 427 B.C., are interesting, first as an excellent 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 gencral 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 Lacedacmonians. . . The tie of party was stronger
than the tiec 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 mcans
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.’ 2

The full significance of the attempt of the Athenian oligarchs
to accept the help of Sparta and stop the building of the Long
Walls can be gauged when we realize that this treacherous
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attitude had not changed when Aristotle wrote his Politic.:, more
than a century later. We hear there about an oligarch.lc oath,
which, Aristotle said, ¢ is now in vogue’. This is how it runs:
‘1 promise to be an enemy of the pcople, and to do my best to
give them bad advice ! > 13 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 fecling of the
Peoples was strongly on the side of the Lacedaemonians ; for
they maintained that they were the liberators of Hellas. Cities
‘.md. individuals were eager to assist them . . , and the general
mdlgnation against the Athenians was intense. Some were
¥0ng1ng to be liberated from Athens, others fearful of falling under
s sway.’ 14 Tt is most interesting that this judgement of the
Aﬂ‘lel’qan empire has become, more or less, the official judgement
of History *, i.c. of most of the historians. Just as the philo-
sophers find it hard to free themselves from Plato’s point of view
30 are the historians bound to that of Thucydides. Asan cxamplé

may quote Meyer (the best German authority on this period)

mho simply repeats Thucydides when he sa .

the ed d 1d of G 7 e oympahies
ucated world o recce were . . tur c
Athens ~ oL urned away from

_But such statements are only expressions of the anti-
Point of view,
the pagssy
and

democratic
Many facts recorded by Thucydides—for instance

>Sage q'uoted which describes the attitude of the democratic
not aohgarchlc: party leaders—show that Sparta was ¢ popular *
amonrnong ‘the peoples of Greece but only among the oligarchs :
a dmitg the ?ducated >, as Meyer puts it s0 nicely. Even Meyer
pla that ¢ the democratically mmded'masscs hoped in map
ces fpr her victory’ 19, i.e. for the victory of Athens; anq
A ueclzrc’hdes, Narrative contains many instances which proye
But WZOPOPUIarlty among the democrats and the suppressed.
ThUCy > Cares for the opinion of the uneducated masses? If

dldes an ¢ H
then sh d the ‘ educated * assert that Athens was a tyrant,

¢ € was a tyrant.
1S most Interesting 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 succecded 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 vicw—the myth of the cultural intolerance of democratic
Athens—makes nonscnsc 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
modecsty, ¢ ranks equal with one of the mightiest decades of
German literature.” 27 Pericles, who was the democratic leader
of Athens at this time, was more than justified when he called
her ¢ The School of Hellas’.

I am far from defending everything that Athens did in building
up her empire, and I certainly do not wish to defend wanton
attacks (if such have occurred), or acts of brutality ; nor do I
forget that Athenian democracy was still based on slavery 18,
But it is nccessary, 1 believe, to sce that tribalist exclusiveness
and sclf-sufficiency could be superseded only by some form of
imperialism. And it must be said that certain of the imperialist
measurcs introduced by Athens were rather liberal. One very
intcresting instance 1s tl}c fact that Athens offered, in 405 B.C.,
to her ally, the Ionian island Samos, ¢ that the Samians should
be Athenians from now on ; and that both cities should be one
statec ; and that the Sarr'lians should order their internal affairs
as they chose, and retain their laws.’ ¥ Another instance is
Athens’ method of taxing her empire.  Much has been said about
these taxes, or tributes, which have been describcd~very unjustly
I believe—as a shameless and tyrannical way of exploiting thé
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 flect. 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 al] things im-
ported and exported by sca ; and they thought that this would
yield more’ ®. This measure, adopted under severe strain of
war, compares favourably, I believe, with the Roman methods

0.5.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.c. 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
forelgn 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,
cannot equal the genuine article.) The principles of Spartan
Policy were these. (1) Protection of its arrested tribalism : shut
out all foreign influences which might endanger the rigidity
of trl.bal taboos.—(2) Anti-humanitarianism : shut out, more
Specially, 4] equalitarian, democratic, and individualistic
ldc,OIOgit‘S-~(3) Autarky : be independent of trade.—(4) Anti-
universalism or particularism : uphold the differentiation between
Your tribe and all others ; do not mix with infcriors.~(5)
no:tislt)cry: dominate and enslave your neighbours.—(6) But do
can dt(t)comc.too lax:gc . .‘.Th(? city .sho’uggl grow only. as long as it
riSking S(:hWIthout impairing its unity * 22, ?md cspccmllly, without
Compar e mtr?duct-lon. of umvcrsglhstlc. tendencies.—If e
totalita:i tl}esc six principal tendencies with those of modern
the sop. amsm,. then we see that they agree fundamentally, with

Y sayin eX;:leptlon of the 1a§t. . Tl.lc difference can bc. described
tﬁndenciist at mode'rn.totallyar.lamsm appears to have imperialist
UHiVersalis. But this imperialism has no.glemcnt of a tolerant
to talitaria:;’ and the world-wide amblt.lons of the- modern
will. Ty i;ri imposed upon -thcm, as it were, against their
general tc‘:ndeC oo responS}blc fo.r this, The ﬁ.rSt 1s the

: ney of all tyrannies to justify their existence by
saving the state (or the people) from its enemics—a tendency



CHAPTER I0 ! THE OPEN SOCIETY 183

which must lead, whenever the old enemies have been success-
fully subdued, to the crcation 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 commonwcalth 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 Pcloponnesian 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 cqualitarian 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
devclopments. 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
feelings 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 nccessary
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 over Athens in 404 B.c. the Spartan king,
Lysander, returned with great booty, the Spartan ° patriots ’, i.c.
the members of the movement for the ¢ paternal state ’, tried to
prevent the import of gold; and though it was ultimatcly
admitted, its possession was limited to the state, and capital
punishment was imposed on any citizen found in possession of
precious metals. In Plato’s Laws, very similar procedures apq
advocated 24),

Although the ¢ patriotic > movement was partly the expressiop,
of the longing to return to more stable forms of life, to religion
decency, law and order, it was itsclf morally rotten. Its ancicn;
faith was lost, and was largely replaced by a hypocritica] and
even cynical exploitation of religious sentiments. 25 Nihilism, as
painted by Plato in the portraits of Callicles and Thrasymachus
could be found if anywhcre 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. 26

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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v

This gencration 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.2? 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 lcader 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 samec time, that we arc responsible for them.
Then therc was the school of Gorgias—Alcidamas, Lycophron
and Antisthenes, 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 *8,
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 about Democritus, I may use some of their own words in
order to illustrate the new faith. First Democritus : ¢ Not out
of fear but out of a fceling of what is right should we abstain
from (%Oing wrong. . . Virtue is based, most of all, upon
respecting the other man. . . Every man is a little world of his
owln. . . .‘Nc 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 count. . . The poverty of a democracy is better than the
prosperity which 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 !’ 20

In their humanitarian and universalistic emphasis some of
these fragments of Democritus sound, although they are of carlier
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 scntences from this
oration in chapter 6, when discussing equalitarianism 3¢, but a few
passages may be quoted here more fully in order to give a clearer
impression of its spirit. ¢ Our political system does not compete
with institutions which are elsewhere in force. We do not copy
our ncighbours, 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 are not sus-
picious of one another, and do not nag our necighbour if he
chooses to go his own way. . . But this freedom does not make us
lawless. We are taught to respect the magistrates and the laws,
and never to forget that we must protect the injured. And we
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 expe]
fOreigner. . . We are free to live exactly as we please, ang yet
we are always ready to face any danger. . . We love beayt
without indulging in fancies, and although we try to 1mprove gy,
intellect, this does not weaken our will. . . To admit one’s
Poverty is no disgrace with us; but we consider it disgracefy]
not to make an effort to avoid it. An Athenian citizen doeg ot
neglect public affairs when attending to his private business, . .

e consider a man who takes no interest in the state not as
hal:mless, but as useless ; and although only a few may originate a
policy, we are all able to judge it. 'We do not look upon discussion
as a stumbling-block in the way of political action, but as an
lndlsPensable 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 Hellas, and that the individual
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Athenian grows up to develop a happy versatility, a readiness for
emcrgencies, and self-reliance.’ 31

These words are not merely an culogy 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 mecaningless 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 alrcady 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 1go2 3?). The speech
is the ecarliest 3 and at the same time perhaps the strongest
statement cver 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 3% in which he
attacks democracy, as well as in that undisguised parody, the
dialogue called Menexenus 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 3¢ 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 of democracy and of oligarchy ; that only the use of
ruthless violence, of total measures, including the intervention of
allies from outside (the Spartans), can 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 were 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 lcad-
ing a new way, they could only make themselves lcaders of the
perennial revolt against freedom. Tt became the morc nccessary 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 gcnerosity
which inspires faith in men, and faith in human rcason 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 see them against thc 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 socicty and its magical
beliefs. 1t 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 2, (A
significant point is that this attempt coincides with the sprcad
of the so-called Orphic sects whose members tried to replace the
lost feeling of unity by a new mystical religion.) The carliest
philosophers, the three great Ionians and Pythagoras, were prob-
ably quite unaware of the stimulus to which they were reactin
:They were the representatives as well as the unconscious antagog’:
ists of a social revolution. The very fact that they foundeq
schools or sects or orders, i.e. new social institutions or rather
concrete groups with a common life and common functions’ and
modelled largely after those of an idealized tribe, proves that the
were reformers in the social field, and thercfore, that they werz
reacting to certain social needs. That they reacted to these needs
falnd to their own sense of drift, not by imitating Hesiod in invent-
ing a historicist myth of destiny and decay ¥, but by inventing
the tradition of criticism and discussion, and with it the art of
thmking rationally, is one of the inexplicable facts which stand
at the beginning of our civilization. But even these rationalists
Teacted 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 , the sccond of the Ionian
philosophers. Individual existence appcared 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 carly thinkers were labouring under a tragic
and desperate strain4l. 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 nced 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 sce 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’ tcaching :
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 theory of
justice, and his doctrine that it is better to be a victim of injustice
than to inflict it upon others. I think it is this last doctrine which
can help us best to understand the core of his tcaching, his creed
of individualism, his belief in the human individual as an end in
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 #3. But a philosophy
which makes man the centre of its interest began only with
Protagoras. And the belief that there is nothing morc important
in our life than other individual men, the appecal to men to
respect one another and themselves, appcars to be due to
Socrates.

Burnet has stressed 4 that it was Socrates who created the
Fonception of the soul, a conception which had such an immense
m{luepcc upon our civilization. I believe that there is much in
this view, although I feel that its formulation may be misleading
especially the use of the term ‘ soul ’ ; for Socrates seems to hav::
kept away from metaphysical theories as much as he could. His
appeal was a moral appeal, and his theory of individualit (or
of the “soul *, if this word is preferred) is, I think, a moralyand
not a metaphysical doctrine. He was fighting, with the help of
this doctrine, as always, against self-satisfaction and complaccgc
He' demanded that individualism should not be merely the dissc))’:
lution of tribalism, but that the individual should prove worth
of }fis liberation. This is why he insisted that man is not merely
a piece of flesh—a body. There is more in man, a divine spary
reason : and a love of truth, of kindness, humaneness, 2 love }
beal.uty and of goodness. It is these that make a man’s life wortoh
while. But if I am not merely a ‘body’, what am I, then?
You are, first of all, intelligence, was Socrates’ reply. It i you;'
reason that makes you human ; that enables you to be more
than a mere bundle of desires and wishes ; that makes you a
self-sufﬁczient 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.  'With 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 licutenant.

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 sccond consider-
ation. Socratcs, 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. We have rcason, and this
is a third consideration, to believe that Socrates, the teacher-
politif:ian, 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 cmpire.
And Ciritias’ brilliancy, ambition and courage made him one
of the few likely competitors of Alcibiades. (He co-operated
with Alcibiades 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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carly and later political aspirations, it is more than likely that
his rclations with Socrates were of a similar kind ¢7. Socrates,
though onc of the leading spirits of the open socicty, was not a
party man. He would have worked in any circle where his work
might have benefited his city. If he took interest in a promising
youth he was not to be deterred by oligarchic family connections.

But these connections were to cause his death. When 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
pr90f .of t.he 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
consplrcq \:vith 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
lcaders of the Thirty Tyrants, who werc no more than a puppet
government .under Spartan protection. The fall of Athens, and
the destruction of the walls, arc often presented as thc’ﬁnal
re§ults of the. great war which had started in 431 B.c. But in
this presentation lies a major distortion ; for the democrats fought
01111.. At first only seventy strong, they prepared under the leader-
s lP.Of Thrasybulus and Anytus the liberation of Athens, where
Qntlas was meanwhile killing scores of citizens ; during the
S:lght months of his reign of terror the death-roll contained

rath(?r a greater number of Athenians than the Peloponnesiang
had killed during the last ten years of war’ *8.  But after eight
months (in 403 B.c.) Critias and the Spartan garrison wgére
attackgd and defeated by the democrats, who established them-
§elves in the Piraeus, and both of Plato’s uncles lost their lives
in the‘ battle. Their oligarchic followers continued for a time
the reign of terror in the city of Athens itself, but their forces
B’lerc lrll a state of confusion and dissolution. Having proved
s, 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-erect their walls. The defeat
of democracy had turned into victory.)

As soon as the restored democracy had re-established normal
legal conditions ¥, 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
prosccution 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. Ior 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 cverybody 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) 5.

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 wanted to die, or that he enjoyed the réle of martyr, I
do not believe 2. He simply fought for what he believed to be
right, and for his life’s work.” He had never intended to under-
mine democracy. In fact, he had tried to give it the faith it
needed. This had been the work of his life. It was, he felt,
seriously threatened. The betrayal of his former companions
let his 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 T 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 bcen 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 sensc of proportion
his humour never deserted him. ‘I am the gadfly that Goci
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 rashl
put me to death, then you will remain asleep for the rest of ou}t,'
lives, unless God in his care sends you another gadfly * 54 yHc
showed that a man could dic, not only for fate and famec and.othcr
grand things of this kind, but also for the freedom of critica]

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 frieng
Antisthenes, the last of the Great Generation. Plato, his most
gifted disciple, was soon to prove the least faithful. He betrayed
Socrates, just as his uncles had done. These, besides betrayin
Socrates, had also tried to implicate him in their terrorist actsg
but they did not succeed, since he resisted. Plato trieq to’
implicate Socrates in his grandiose attempt to construct the theory
of the arrested society ; and he had no difficulty in succeeding
for Socrates was dead. J

I know of course that this judgement will secm outrageously
harsh, even to those who are critical of Plato 5. But if we look
upon the Apology and the Crito as Socrates’ last will, and if we
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compare thesc 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 hc
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 discascd 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. Men must be taught that justice is inequality, and that the
tribe, the collective, stands higher than the individual 6. 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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the anonymous multitude as we.ll as its leaders for th‘cif latik .Of

:s<dom ? It was not so very difficult, morcover, to re-interpret
gls ates as having recommended the rule of the ° cducated ’,
t}?: licarncd philosophcrs.- In this intcrpf’etation, Plato was much
encouraged when he discovered that it was also part of the
ancient Pythagorean creed ; and most of all, when he found, in
Archytas of Tarcntum, 2 Pythagorcan sage as well as a great
and successful statesman. Here, he felt, was the solution of the
riddle. Had not Socrates. himself encouraged his disciples to
participate in polit_ics? Did this not mean that he wanted the
enlightened, the wisc, 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 statcd 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 whosc 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 belicve,
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 readin‘g P!ato we are, I feel, witnesses of an inner conflict
of a.tl.ruly titanic struggle in Plato’s mind. Even his famou;
¢ fastidious reserve, the suppression of his own personality ’ 58 or
rather, the attempted suppression—for it is not at all difficult to
read .bctwecn the lines—is an expression of this struggle. And
I b(.lllCV.C that Pl.ato’s influence can partly be explained by the
fascination of this 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. (We 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
shows how dceply 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. What
appears to be the carlicst example of this kind can be found in
the Euthyphro . 1 am not going to be like Euthyphro, Plato
assurcs himself ; I shall never take it upon myself to accuse my
own father, my own vencrated ancestors, of having sinned against
a law and a humanitarian morality which is on the level of
vulgar picty. Even if they took human life, it was, after all, only
the lives of their own serfs, who are 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 himsclf prosecuted for impiety by thesc so-called
humanitarians ? Other traces of Plato’s struggle can, I believe,
be found in ncarly 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 of justice, have all been mentioned
in previous chapters. But perhaps the clearest expression of the
conflict can be found in the AMenexenus, that sneering reply to
Pericles’ funcral oration. Here, I feel, Plato gives himself away.
In spite of his attempt to hide his feclings behind irony and scorn,
he cannot but show how deeply he was impressed by Pericles’
sentiments. This is how Plato makes his ¢ Socrates > maliciously
describe the impression made upon him by Pericles’ oration :
¢ A fecling 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.’ 8¢ 'Who can doubt
that Plato reveals hcre how seriously he was impressed by the
creed of the open socicty, 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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Plato’s strongest argument in this struggle was, I belicve,
sincere : According to the humanitarian creed, he argued, we
should be ready to help our ncighbours. The pcople need help
badly, they are unhappy, they labour under a scvere strain, a
sense of drift. There is no certainty, no security ¢2 in lifc, 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 Man’,
the breakdown of the closed socicty. 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 dccay, in spite of its
heroic effort to arrest all change ; that cven 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 3,
(Plato realized that population increase was one of the causcs of
the Fall.)  Also, the Old Oligarch and his followers had thought,
in their superficiality, that with the help of a tyranny, such a5
that of the Thirty, they would be able to restore the good oldq
days. Plato knew better. The great sociologist saw clearly that
these tyrannies were supported by, and that they were kindlin
in their turn, the modern revolutionary spirit ; that they were
forced to make concessions to the cqualitarian cravings of the
people ; and that they had indeed played an important part in
the breakdown of tribalism. Plato hated tyranny. Only hatred
can sce as sharply as he did in his famous description of the tyrant.
‘On.ly a genuine enemy of tyranny could say that tyrants must

Sur up one war after another in order to mak
the need of a general ’, of a saviour from extreme danger.

Tyranny, Plato insisted, was not the solution, nor
Current oligarchies.

¢ the people feel

any of the
) Although it is imperative to keep the
people in their place, their suppression is not an end in itself.
The end must be the complete return to nature, a complete
cleaning 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 frecdom wecre new, powerful,
and, from the point of view of the enemies of the open society,
dangcrous 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 socicty by casting upon it the spell of an alluring
philosophy, unequalled in depth and richness. In the political
ficld he added but little to the old oligarchic programme against
which Pericles had once argued . But he discovered, per-
haps unconsciously, the great secret of the revolt against freedom,
formulated in our own day by Parcto 85: ¢ To take advaniage
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 cven 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 hc achieved the
somewhat surprising effect of convincing even great humani-
tarians of the immorality and sclfishness of their creed . 1 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 @stheticism and holism and collectivism, is the product as
well as the symptom of the lost group spirit of tribalism . 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 gress imperfections in our life, of personal as well as of institu-
tional imperfection ; of avoidable suffering, of waste and (:vf
unnecessary ugliness ; and at the same time of the fact that it 1t
not impossible for us to do something about all this, but that
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such improvements would be just as hard to achieve as they are
important. This awareness incrcases the strain of personal
responsibility, of carrying the cross of being human.)

vIia

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 unawarces 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 ¢>. 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-Aristotclian 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 sociolo
his own development proves that the therap
15 worse than the evil he tr'1(:d to compat. 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 ™, Qur dream of heaven cannot be realized on earth
Onc§ we begin to rely upon our reason, and to use our powcrs;
of. criticism, once we feel the call of personal responsibilities, and
with it, the responsibility of. helPir'lg to advance knowledgc’:, we
cannot return to a state of implicit submission to triba] magic.
For 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 7', There is no return

gica diagnosis was,
Y he recommended
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to a harmonious state of nature. If we turn back, then we must go the
whole way—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 are tempted to rely on others and so be happy, if
we shrink from the task of carrying our cross, the cross of
humaneness, of rcason, 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. We can
return to the beasts. But if we wish to remain human, then
there is only one way, the way into the open society. We 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 sclf-contained and may be
read without thesc 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 rcaders who take a special
interest in onc 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 recad 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 g?,
etc. War conditions also restricted library facilitics, 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 cdition of this book (and other notes
which I wish to characterize as having been added to the book since 1043)

are enclosed by asterisks ; not all new additions to the notes have, however,
been so marked.*

NOTE TO THE INTRODUCTION

For Kant’s motto, sce note 41 to chapter 24, and text.

The terms * opien society > and * closed society* were first uscd, to my know-
ledge. by Henri Bergson, in Two Sources of Morality and Religion (Engl. ed
1935). In spite of a considerable difference (duc to a fundamcntall;
different approach to ncarly every problem of philosophy) between Bergson’s
way of using these terms and mine, there is a certain similarity also, which
I wish to acknowlcdge. (Cp. Bergson’s charactcrization of the closed ’socicty
0p. at., p. 229, as ‘ human society fresh from the hands of nature %) The
main ghﬁ’cr.cnce, however, is this. My terms indicate, as it were, a
ralwr}alz:t distinction ; the closed society is characterized by the bclict: in
magical taboos, while the open society is one in which men have learned to
be to some extent critical of taboos, and to base decisions on the authority of
tl}exr own 1}1§elligencc (after discussion). Bergson, on the other hand, has a
kind of relzgz.ou.s distinction in mind. This explains why he can look upon
his open society as the product of a mystical intuition, while I suggest (in
chaptcrs' 10 and 24) that mysticism may be interpreted as an expression of
the longing for the Jost 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 scen that there is some resem-
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blance to Graham Wallas' term ‘ The Great Society’; but my term may
cover a ¢ small socicty ? too, as it were, like that of Periclean Athens, while
it is perhaps conccivable that a ¢ Great Society * may be arrested and thereby
closcd. There is also, perhaps, a similarity between my * open society ’ and
the term uscd by Walter Lippmann as the title of his most admirable book,
The Good Society (1937). Sce also notes 59 (2) to chapter 10 and notes 29,
32, and 58 to chapter 24, and text.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 1

For Pericles’ motto, sce 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.

11 use the term ¢ collectivism * only for a doctrine which emphasizes tl}c
significance of some collective or group, for instance, ¢ the state * (or a certain
statc ; ora nation ; or a class) as against that of the individual. The problem
of collectivism versus individualism is explained more fully in chapter 6,
below ; see especially notes 26 to 28 to that chapter, and text.—Concerning
¢ tribalism’, cp. chapter 10, and especially note 38 to that chapter (list of
Pythagorcan tribal taboos). .

2 This means that the interpretation does not convey any empirical
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 the
chosen people became important at the time of the foundation of the Jewish
church, i.e. during the Babylonian captivity ; Count Gobineau’s thcory of
the Aryan master race was a reaction of the aristocratic emigrant to the
claim that the French Revolution had successfully expelled the Teutonic
masters. Marx’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 17, especially notes 13-15, and text.

* Onc of the bricfest and best summaries of the historicist crced can be
found in the radically historicist pamphlet which is quoted more fully at the
end of note 12 to chapter g, cntitled Christians in the Class Struggle, by Gilb_crt
Cope, Forcword by the Bishop of Bradford. (‘ Magnificat’ Publication
No. 1, Published by the Council of Clergy and Ministers for Common Owner-
ship, 1942, 28, Maypole Lanc, Birmingham 14.) Herc we read, on pp. 5—6:,:
¢ Common to all these views is a certain quality of “ inevitability plus frcedom ™.
Biological evolution, the class conflict succession, the action of the Holy Spirit
—all three arc characterized by a definite motion towards an end. That
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 apprchended, . .’ 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 . . cither . . make efforts to arrest
or divert the main stream—ecfTorts which may seem to be successful for a
time, but which are in fact foredoomed to failure.” * s

¢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 gencrally
accepted as the fundamental problem of the carly Ionian philosophers. 1
we assume that they viewed the world as an cdifice, the question of the
ground-plan of the world would be complementary to that of its building
material. And indced, we hear that Thales was not only interested in the
stuff the world is made of, but also in descriptive astronomy and gcography,
and that Anaximander was the first to draw up a ground-plan, i.c. 2 map
of the carth. Some further remarks on the Ionian school (and especially
on Anaximander as predecessor of Heraclitus) will be found in chapter 10
cp. notes 38-40 to that chapter, cspecially note 39.

* According to R. Eisler, Weltenmantel und Himmelszelt, p. 693, Homer’s
fecling of destiny (‘ moira’) can be traced back to oricntal astral mysticism
which dcifics time, space, and fate. According to the same author (Revue
de Synthése Historique, 41, app., p- 16 f.), Hesiod’s father was a native of Asia
Minor, and the sources of his idca of the Golden Age, and the metals in man
are oricntal. (Cp. on this question Eisler’s forthcoming posthumous slud)’r
of Plato, Oxford 1950.) Eisler also shows (Fesus Basileus, vol. 11, 618 f.) that
the idea of the world as a totality of things (‘ cosmos’) goes back to Baby-
lonian political thcory. The idea of the world as an cdificc (a house or
tent) is trcated in his Weltenmantel.*

2 Scc Diels, Die Vorsocratiker, 5th cdition, 1934 (abbreviated here as ¢ D5 °
fragment 124 ; cp. also DS, 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 >
see Plato, Cratylus, 401d, 402a/b.

My interpretation of the teaching of Heraclitus is perhaps different from
that commonly assumcd at present, for instance from that of Burnet. Those
who may feel doubtful whether it is at all tenable are referred to my notes
especially the present note and notes 6, 7, and 11, in which I am dcaling
with Heraclitus’ natural philosophy, having confined my text to a present
of the historicist aspect of Heraclitus’ teaching and to his soci
I further refer them to the evidence of chapters 4 to 9, and cspecially of
chapter 10, in whose light Heraclitus’ philosophy, as I sce it, aPpCt;rs :150
somewhat typical reaction to the social revolution which he witnessed ‘C ;
also the notes 39 and 59 to that chapter (and text), and the general critici p-
of Burnet’s and Taylor’s methods in note 5G. cism

As indicated in the text, I hold (with many other i H
Zcller and Grote) that the doctrine of (univcrsal ﬂ}ux is tlf:: gg;ti*gsltglgcf,‘ with
Heraclitus. As opposed to this, Burnet holds that this © js hardl thcc vie]
point in the system ’ of Heraclitus (cp. Early Greek Philosoph 21¥d ed ccnéral
But a close inspection of his arguments (1 : > 163).

. | 58 £) leaves me quite un
that Heraclitus’ fundamental discovery was the abstract o ¥

¢ that wisdom is not the knowledge of many things, but the i
. . - ] c
underlying unity of warring opposites’, as Burnet puts itl.) rcTcl[:élol?n;)tf;’t};?

opposites is certainly an important part of Heraclitus’ teachin but i
be derived (as far as such things can be derived : g, but it can

cp. i
and the corresponding text) from the more cor;crgc na(:isl llrlxttxou:&:j cl:::]]zltcr,
standable theory of flux ; and the same can be said of Heraclitus’ ydoctr'cr-
of the fire (cp. note 7 to this chapter). e
Those who suggest, with Burnet, that the doctrine of uniy
not new, but anticipated by the earlier Ionians, are, I feel, unconscious
witnesses to Heraclitus® originality ; for they fail now, after 2’400 years, to
grasp his main point. They do not see the difference bctwécn a flux or

quotations in this paragraph,

scntation
al philosophy.

unconvinced
metaphysical doctrine

ersal flux was
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circulation within a vessel or an cdifice or a cosmic framework, i.e. within a
totality of things (part of the Heraclitecan theory can indeed be understood in
this way, but only that part of it which is not very original ; sce below),
and a universal flux which embraces everything, cven the vessel, the framework
itself (cp. Lucian in D® 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 thcory of universal flux. Cp. also note 15 (4)
to chapter 3.)

The doctrine of universal flux forces Heraclitus to attempt an explanation
of the apparent stability of the things in this world, and of other typical
regularitics. This attempt leads him to the devclopment 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 thcories of his predecessors by developing
their theory of rarcfaction 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 spcak, 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 tcaches somecthing like the conservation and
circulation of matter and of energy ; this view scems 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 thcory of Heraclitus
is, I belicve, corroborated by Plato. The overwhelming majority of his
explicit references to Heraclitus (Crat., 401d, 402a/b, 411, 437 ff., 440 ; Theact.,
153c/d, 160d, 177¢, 179d f,, 182a fI., 183a ff,, cp. also Symp., 207d, Phil.,
43a ; cp. also Aristotle’s Metaphysics, g87a33, 1010213, 1078b13) witness to
the tremendous impression made by this central doctrine upon the thinkers
of that period. These straightforward and clear testimonics are much
stronger than the admittedly interesting passage which docs not mention
Heraclitus’ name (Soph., 242d f., quoted already, in connection with Heraclitus,
by Ucbcerweg and Zeller), on which Burnet attempts to basc his interpretation.
(His other witness, Philo Judaeus, cannot count much as against the evidence
of Plato and Aristotle.) But cven this passage agrecs completely with our
interpretation. (With regard to Burnet’s somewhat wavering judgement
concerning 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 trivial ; this can be perhaps gauged by the fact that Wittgenstein has
found it nccessary to reaffirm it quite recently : ¢ The world is the totality
of facts, not of things.’ (Cp. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 1921 /22, sentence
1.1 ; italics mine.)

To sum up. I consider the doctrine of universal flux as fundamental, and
as emerging from the rcalm of Heraclitus’ social experiences. All other
dogtrxncs’ of his are in a way subsidiary to it. The doctrine of firc (cp.
Aristotle’s 1\/Ie_la/1h_y.ric:, 984a7, 1067a2 ; also g89a2, ggbag, 1001215 ; Physics,
?osag) I consider to be his central doctrine in the field of natural philosophy ;
1t 1s an attempt to reconcile the doctrine of flux with our experience of stable
things, a link with the older theories of circulation, and it leads to a theory
of laws. And the doctrine of the unity of opposites I consider as something
less central and more abstract, as a forerunner of a kind of logical or methodo-

logical theory (as such it inspired Aristotle to formulate his law of con-
tradiction), and as linked to his mysticism.

3 W. Nestle, Die Vorsokratiker (1905), 35.
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¢ In order to facilitate the identification of the fragrpcnts quotgd, I give
the numbers of Bywater’s edition (ac}oplcd, in his English translation of .lhe
fragments, by Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy), and also the numbers of Dicls
s5th edition. )

Of the cight passages quoted in the present paragraph, (1) and (2) are
from the fragments B 114 (= Bywatcr, and Burnet), D5 121 (= Diels,
5th edition). The others are from the fragments: (3) B 111, D¢ 29 ;
cp. Plato’s Republic, 586a/b . . . (4): B 111, Db 104 ... (5): B 112,
D5 39 (cp. DS, vol. I, p. 65, Bias, 1) . .. (6): B5, D81y . ., (7) : B 1o,
D533 ... (8): B 100, D“44.' .

& The three passages quoted in this paragraph are frorr.l the fragments :
(1) and (2) : cp. B 41, D® g1 ; for (1) cp. also note 2 to this chapter. (3):

5
P Z%hc two passages arc B 21, D® 31; and B 22, D¢ 90.

7 For Heraclitus’ ¢ measures’ (or laws, or periods), sce B 20, 21, 23, 29 ;
D° 30, 31, 94. (D 31 brings ‘ measure’ and “law * ‘(logos) together.)

The five passages quoted later in this paragraph arc from the fr

; agments :
(1) : D%, vol. I, p. 141, line 10.  (Cp. Diog. Laert., 1X, 7.) . . . (2): B 20,
D8 g4 (cp. note 2 to chapter 5) . . . (3): B 34, D% 100 . . . 4): B 20,

5 .. : B 26, D% 66.

b ? 10) :l"hc iglsc)a of law,is correlative to that of changeor ﬂu)'(,.sincc only laws or
regularities within the flux can explain the apparent stability of the world,
The most typical regularities within the changing world known 10 man are
the natural periods : the day, the r‘noon-mo.nth, apd the year (the seasons).
Heraclitus’ theory of law is, I bclieve, logically intermediate between the
comparatively modern views of ‘ causal ’laws ’ (held by Leucippus  and
especially by Democritus) and Anaximander’s da.rk.pow'crs of fate.
laws are still ‘ magical’, i.e. he has not yet distinguished betwe
causal regularitics and laws enforced, Illfc 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 ¢ Grcat‘(.]yclc * of 18,000 or 36,000 ordinary
years. (Cp. for instance J . Adam’s c;dmon of The ‘Rc/‘mblz.c of Plato, vol. II,
303.) I certainly do not think that this theory is an md'lcatlo'n that Heraclitys
did not really believe in a umv'c‘rsal flux, but only in various circulations which
always re-established the stablll.ty. of the framework ; but I think it possible
that he had difficulties in conceiving a law of ghapge, and cven of fate, other
than one involving a certain amount of periodicity. (Cp. also note 6 to
chapter 3.) o e

(2) Fire plays a central role in Heraclitus ph1]950p11y of nature, (There
may be some Persian influence here.) The flame 1s the obvious symlo] of a
flux or process which appears in many respects as a thing. It thus cxplains the
experience of stable things, and reconciles this experience with the doctrine
of flux. This idca can easily be extended to living bodies which are like
flames, only burning more slowly.  Heraclitus teaches that gy things are
in flux, all are like firc ; their flux has only different ‘ measyres * or laws
of motion. The ‘ bowl’ or trough’ in which the fire burns will be in a
much slower flux than the fire, but it will be in flux nevertheless, It changes
it has its fate and its laws, it must be burned into by the fire, ang consumed,
even if it takes a longer time before its fate is fulfilled. Thus, ¢ in jts advance:
the fire will judge and convict everything’ (B 26, Ds 66).

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’ intuitivc. theory of nature and the thecories 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

Heraclitug’
en abstract
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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 years.
(This trend of thought renders it unlikely that Burnet is right in disbelieving
the traditional reports of Heraclitus’ belief in a periodical conflagration,
which was probably connccted with his Great Year ; cp. Aristotle, Physics,
205a3 with D8 66.)

8 The thirteen passages quoted in this paragraph are from the fragments.
(1): Bro,D*123 ...(2): B1r,D%g3 ... (3): B16,D°40 ... (4):
Bog4,D%73 ... (5): Bg5,D*8g . . . with (4) and (5), cp. Plato’s Republic,
476¢c f.,, and 520c ... (6): B6, D*19...(7): B3 D%34...(8):
Bi1g, D°41...(9): Bge,D°2...(10): Bgra, D* 113 ... (11):
B g, DS 10... (12): B 65, D* 32 ... (13): B 28, D° 64.

% More consistent than most moral historicists, Heraclitus is also an ethical
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 things as
wrong, and some as right.” (D5 102, B 61 ; sce passage (8) in note 11.)
That he was the first juridical positivist is attested by Plato (Theact., 177¢/d).
On moral and juridical positivism in general, cp. chapter 5 (text to notes 14-18)
and chapter 22.

10 The two passages quoted in this paragraph arc : (1) : B .44, D5 .o
(2) : B62,D58o$q paragrap S H >3

11 The ninc passages quoted in this paragraph arc: (1) : B 39, D6 126
«+.(2): Brog, D111 ... (3): B78, D588 ... (4 : B 45 DS 51
-..(5): D58 ...(6): B6g, D5Go ... (7): Bso, D559 ... (8):
B86tl,, D)‘ 102 (cp. note 9) . . . (9): B 57, D5 58. (Cp. Aristotle, Physics,
185b20.

.F'lux 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, cven 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, Metaphysics, 1005b25, 1024224 and 34,
1062a32, 1063a25) as well as the doctrine of the onenecss of all things ; they
z(lr(f:‘ ?ill ())nly 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 ecarth 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 Hcrz_xchtus’ path up and down was originally applied by him to
this process of circulation of matter ; all this can of course not be decided.
(Buf 1 .thml_t that the first alternative is more likely in view of the great number
of sqmlar ideas in Heraclitus’ fragments : cp. the text.)

®The four passages arc: (1): B 102, D5 24 . . . (2) : B 1o1, D% 25
(a closer version which more or less preserves Heraclitus’ pun is : ‘ Greater
dcath wins greater destiny.’ Cp. also Plato’s Laws, gog d/e ; contrast with
Rep. 617 d/e) ... (3): B 111, D5 2g (part of the continuation is quoted
abo:/ac; see passage (3) in note 4) . . . (4) : B 113, D5 4q.

It seems very probable (cp. Meyer’s Gesch. d. Altertums, esp. vol. I) that
such characteristic teachings as that of the chosen people originated in this
pel‘llodd, which produced several other religions of salvation besides the Jewish.

. " Comte, who in France developed a historicist philosophy not very
dissimilar from Hegel’s Prussian version, tricd, like Hegel, to stem the revolu-
tionary tide. (Cp. F. A. von Hayek, The Counter-Revolution of Science, FEconomica,
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N.S.vol. VIII, 1941, pp. 119 fl,281 fI.) For Lassalle’sinterest in Heraclitus, see
note 4 to chapter 1.—It is interesting to note, in this conncction, the paral-
lelism between the history of historicist and of evolutionary idcas. They
originated in Grecce with the semi-Heraclitcan Empedocles (for Plato’s
version, scc note 1 to chapter 11), 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, esp. notc 25, and chapter 10, csp. note 69.

¢ Cp. Diogenes Laert., 111, 1.—Concerning Plato’s family conncctions, and
especially the alleged descent of his father’s family from Codrus, ¢ and even
from the God Poscidon’, scc G. Grote, Plato and other Companions of Socrates
(ed. 1875), vol. I, 114. (Sce, however, the similar remark on Critias’ famj]
i.e. on that of Plato’s mother, in E. Meyer, Geschichte des Altertums, vol. \)’
1922, p. 66.) Plato says of Codrus in the Sympiosium (208d) : “ Do you suppmé
‘that Alcestis, . . . or Achilles, . . . or that your own Codrus would have
sought death—in order to save the kingship for his children—had they not expected
to win that immortal memory of their virtuc in which indeed we keep them ? °
Plato praises Critias’ (i.c. his mother’s) family in the carly Charmides (157¢ 1)
and in the late Timaeus (20c¢), where the family is traced back to the Athenian
ruler (archon) Dropides, the friend of Solon.

5 The two autobiographical quotations which follow in this paragraph are
from the Seventh Letter (325). Plato’s authorship of the Letters has been ques-
tioned by some cminent scholars (perhaps without sufficient foundation
I think Field’s treatment of this problem very convincing ; cp. note 57 u;
chapter 10; on the other hand, even the Seventh Letter looks to me a litt]e
suspicious—it repcats too much what we know from the Apology, and says
too much what the occasion requires). I have thercfore taken care to base
my interpretation of Platonism mainly on some of the most famous dialogues :
it is, however, in gencral agrcement with the Letters. For the reader’s con:
venience, a list of those Platonic dialogues which are frequently mentioned
in the text may be given here, in what is their probable historical order ;
cp. note 56 (8) to chapter 10. Crito—Apology—Eutyphro ; Protagoras— Mene
—Gorgias ; Cratylus— Menexenus—Phaedo ; Republic ;  Parmenides—. leeae{elust-,
Sophist—Statesman (or Politicus)—Philebus ; Timaeus—Critias ; Laws. ’

8 (1) That historical developments may have a eyclic character js nowher
very clearly stated by Plato. It is, however, alluded to in at Jeast foue-
dialogues, namely in the Phaedo, in the Republic, in the Statesman (or Palilicu.r)l
and in the Laws. In all these places, Plato’s theory may Possibly allude t(;
Heraclitus® Great Year (cp. note 6 to chapter 2). It may be,
the allusion is not to Heraclitus directly, but rather to Empedocles, whos
theory (cp. also Aristotle, Met., 1000a25 f.) Plato considered as merel ;
‘milder’ version of the Heraclitean theory of the unity of all flux yHe
expresses this in a famous passage of the Sophist (242¢ f.). According to this
passage, and to Aristotle (De Gen. Corr., B, 6., 334a6), there is a historical cycle
embracing a period in which love rules, and a period in which Heraclitus’
strife rules ; and Aristotle tells us that, according to Empedocles, the present
period is ‘ now a period of the reign of Strife, as it was formerly one of Love .
This insistence that the flux of our own cosmic period is a kind of strife, and
therefore bad, is in close accordance both with Plato’s theories and with

his experiences.

however, that
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The length of the Great Year is, probably, the period of time after which
all heavenly bodics return to the same positions relative to cach other as were
held by them at the moment from which the period isreckoned. (Thiswould
make it the smallest common multiple of the periods of the ¢ seven planets ’.)

(2) The passage in the Phaedo mentioned under (1) alludes first to the
Heraclitcan theory of change leading from onc state to its opposite state, or
from onc opposite to the other : ¢ that which becomes less must once have
been greater . .’ (70e/71a). It then proceeds to indicate a cyclic law of
development : “ Are there not two processes which are ever going on, from
onc cxtremc to its opposite, and back again . .?’ (loc.cit.). And a little later
(72a/b) the argument is put like this : ¢ If the development were in a straight
linc only, and therc werc no compensation or cycle in nature, . . then, in
the end, all things would take on the same propertics . . and there would be
no further development.” It appears that the general tendency of the Phaedo
is morc optimistic (and shows more faith in man and in human reason) than
that of the later dialogues, but there arc no dircct references to human historical
development.

(3) Such references are, however, made in the Republic where, in Books
VIII and 1X, we find an claborate description of historical decay treated
here in chapter 4. This descriptionis introduced by Plato’s Story of the Fall
of Man and of the Number, which will here be discussed more fully in chapters
5and 8. J. Adam, in his cdition of The Republic of Plato (1902, 1921), rightly
calls this story ‘the sctting in which Plato’s * Philosophy of History > is
framed’ (vol. I, 210). This story docs not contain any cxplicit statement on
the cyclic character of history, but it contains a few rather mysterious hints
which, according to Aristotle’s (and Adam’s) interesting but uncertain
Interpretation, 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 Empedocles madc there, 303 f., needs correction ;
sce (1) in this note, above.)

@) Tl)crc is, furthermore, the myth in the Statesman (268e—274¢). Accord-
ing to this myth, God himsclf steers the world for half a cycle of the great
world period.  When he lets go, then the world, which so far has moved
forward, begins to roll back again. Thus we have two 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 mentioned
in (1) above, and probably also to Heraclitus’ Great Year.—Adam (op. cit.,
vol. II, 296 f.) also points out the similaritics with Hesiod’s story. * One
of the points which allude to Hesiod is the reference to a Golden Age of
ernos 5 and it is important to note that the men of this age are earth-born.
This establishes a point of contact with the Myth of the Earth-born, and of
the metals in man, which plays a réle in the Republic (414b ff. and 546e £.) ;
this réle is d1§cusscd below in chapter 8. The Myth of the Earth-born is
alsoalluded to inthe Symposium (191b) ; possibly the allusion is to the popular
claim that the Athenians are *like grasshoppers *—autochthonous (cp. notes
32 (1)e to chapter 4 and 11 (2) to chapter 8).*

When, however, later in the Statesman (302b ff.) the six forms of imperfect
government are ordered according to their degree of imperfection, there is no
|pdlcat10n any longer to be found of a cyclic theory of history. Rather, the
six forms, which are all degenerate copies of the perfect or best state (Statesman,
293d/c; 297¢; 303b), appear all as steps in the process of degencration ;
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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.

*y(5) Analogous remarks hold for the Laws. Something likea cyclic theory
is sketched in Book III, 676b/c-677b, where Plato turns to a more detajled
analysis of the beginning of onc 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 influence
human lives (and with his belicf that cosmic forces are at work in history),
played an important part in the astrological speculations of the neo-Platonists,
All three doctrines can be found in the Laws (sce, for example, 821b-d and
8ggb ; 8ggd-gosd ; 677a ff.). Astrology, it should be recalized, sharcs with
historicism the belief in a determinate destiny which can be predicted ; and
it shares with some important versions of historicism (cspecially 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 scriously.  But there
are many remarks, apart from the claborate description in the Republic and
that quoted in (5), which show that he believed very seriously in the downward
movement, in the decay of history. We must consider, cspecially, the Timaeys
and the Laws. ’

(7) In the Timaeus (42b f., goc ff., and especially 91d . ; cp. also the Phaedyys,
248d1.), Plato describes what may be called the origin of spccies by degencrati 01;
(cp. text to note 4 to chapter 4, and note 11 to chapter 11) : Men degenerate
into women, and later into lower animals.

(8) InBook III of the Laws (cp. also Buok 1V, 713a ff. ; sce however the
short allusion to a cycle mentioned above) we have a rather claborate theo
of historical decay, largely analogous to that in the Republic. Sce also t}?é
next chapter, especially notes 3, 6, 7, 27, 31, and 44.

7 A similar opinion of Plato’s political aims is expressed by G. C. Field
Plato and His Contemporaries (1930), p- 91 : ‘ The chicf aim of Plato’s philosophy
may be regarded as the attempt to re-establish standards of thought ang
conduct for a civilization that seemed on the verge of dissolution.’ See also
notg I3 to chapter 6, and ttf:_xt}.1 ld g 1

follow the majority of the older and a good number of contem
authorities (e.g. G. C. Field, F. M. Cornford, A. K. Rogers) in bdﬁg}izry
against John Burnet and A. E. Taylor, thgt the theory of Forms or Idecas %;
nearly entirely Plato’s, and not Socratqs’, in spite of the fact that Plato puts
it into the mouth of Socrates as his main speaker., Though Plato’s dialopucs
arc our only first-rate source for Socratcs" teaching, it is, I believe, possib]ge to
distinguish in them between  Socratic’, i.e. historically true, and * Platonic’
fcatures of Plato’s speaker ¢ Socrates’. The so-called Socratic Problem is
discussed in chapters 6, 7, 8, and 10; cp. especially note 56 to chapter 10

? The term  social engincering * scems to have been used first by Roscoc
Pound, in his Introduction to the Philosophy of Law (192, P- 99 ;* Bryan Magec
tells me now that the Webbs used it almost certainly before 1922.*) He uses
the term in the * piecemeal *sense.  In another sensc it is used by M. Eastman
Marxism @ is it Science ? (1940). I read Eastman’s book after the text of m):
own book was written ; my term social engincering ’ is, accordingly, used
without any intention of alluding to Eastman’s terminology. As fm3 as I
can see, he advocates the approach which I criticize in chapter g under the
name ‘ Utopian social engineering’; Cp. note 1 to that chapter.—See also

note 18 (3) to chapter 5. As the first social engineer one might describe the
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own-planner Hippodamus of Miletus. (Cp. Aristotle’s Politics 1276b22, and
R. Eisler, Fesus Basileus, 11, p. 754.)

The term ‘social technology ’ has been suggested to me by C. G. F.
Simkin.—I wish to make it clear that in discussing problems of method, my
main emphasis is upon gaining practical institutional experience. Cp.
chapter g, especially text to note 8 to that chapter. For a morc detailed
analysis of the problems of method connected with social engineering and
social technology, sce my Poverly of Historicism (2nd cdition, 1960), part II.

10 The quoted passage is from my Poverly of Historicism, p. 65. The  un-
designed results of human actions’ are more fully discussed below, in
chapter 14, sce especially note 11 and text.

11T 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
facct‘s. More on this point will be said in chapters 5 (text to notes 4-5), 22,
and 24.

12 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/c ; 297c ; Laws, 713b/c; 739d/c ; Timaeus, 22d fT.,
especially 25¢ and 26d.

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

14 This is shown in Grote’s Plato, vol. 1II, note u on p. 267 f.

15 The quotations are from the Timaeus, 50c/d and 51e-52b. The simile
which describes the Forms or Ideas as the fathcers, and Space as the mother,
of the sensible things, is important and has far-reaching connections. Cp.
also notes 17 and 19 to this chapter, and note 59 to chapter 10.

(1) Itresembles 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 (arché) 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
thercforc_:. 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 thc same side in the Pythagorean table of opposites. (Cp. Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, 986a22 f.) We also can therefore expect to sce the Ideas associated
with light and goodness. (Cp. cnd of note 32 to chapter 8.)

. (3) The Ideas are boundaries or limits, they are definitc, as opposed to
indcfinite Space, and impress or imprint (cp. note 17 (2) to this chapter)
themsclves like rubber-stamps, or better, like moulds, upon Space (which
is not only space but at the same time Anaximander’s unformed matter—
stuff without property), thus generating sensible things. * J. D. Mabbott
has kindly drawn my attention to the fact that the Forms or Ideas, according
to }’latq, do not impress themselves upon Space but are, rather, impressed
or lrpprmtcd upon it by the Demiurge. Traces of the theory that the Forms
are ° causes both of being and of generation (or becoming)’ can be found
already in the Phaedo (100d), as Aristotle points out (in Metaphysics 1080a2).*

(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
extends even to the framework, i.e. (boundless) space itsclf. (For the late
Heraclitean idea of the receptacle, cp. the Cratylus, 412d.)

(5) This description is also reminiscent of Parmenides’ ¢ Way of Delusive
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Opinion’, in which the world of cxperience 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 clcar that Plato’s Forms or Ideas would correspond to.lhc
formecr, and space or what is boundless to the latter ; especially if we consider
that Plato’s pure spacc is closcly akin to indeterminate matter.

(6) The opposition between the determinate and indeterminate scems also
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 Parmecnides identifies the rational with being, this
would lead to an interpretation of spacc or the irrational as non-being. In
other words, the Pythagorcan table of opposites is to be extended to cover
rationality, as opposed to irrationality, and being, as opposed to non-being.
(This agrees with Metaphysics, 1004b27, where Aristotle says that ¢all the
contrarics are reducible to being and non-being > ; 1072a31, where one side
of the table—that of heing—is described as the object of (rational) thought ;
and 1093b13, where the powers of certain numbers—presumably in opposition
to their roots—are added to this side. This would further explain Aristotle’s
remark in Metaphysics, g86b27 ; and it would perhaps not be nccessary to
assume, as F. M. Cornford docs in his excellent article ¢ Parmenides’ Two
‘Ways ’, Class. Quart., XVII, 1933, p. 108, that Parmecnides, 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) Cornford has explained (op. cit., 100) that there arc three ¢ ways ’ in
armenides, the way of Truth, the way of Not-being, and the way of Sceming
(or, if T may call it so, of delusive opinion). He shows (101) that they cor-
l\:vcsplzlnd to three regions discussed in the Republic, the perfectly real and rational
thc::r of thf: Ideas, .thc Pcrfcctly unrcal, and the world of opinipn (based on
Pl perception of things in flux). He has also shown (102) that in the Sophist,
ato modifies his position. To this, some comments may be added from the
pomnt of view of the passages in the Timacus to which this note is appendcd.
he main difference between the Forms or Idcas of the Republic and
Rep. =3 the Timaeus is that in the former, the Forms (and also God ; cp.
the.,fo3 od) are petrified, so to spcak, while in the latter, they are dp\ﬁcd. In
(B Ardmcr; they bear a much closer rcscml?lancc to the Par{ncmd_can One
leads toa;n s note to Rep., 380d28, 31), than in the latter. This devélopment
differcn, the Laws, where the Ideas are largely replaced by souls. _The decisive
motian Cc 1s that the Ideas become morc and more the starting points of
things a{}d causes of gencration, or asthe Timaeus putsit, fathers of the moving
soul is. inﬁhF greatest contrast is perhaps between the Phaedo, 7gc: ¢ The
would nitely more like the unchangcable ; cven the most stupid person
not deny that’ (cp. also Rep., 585¢, 60gb f.), and the Laws, 8g5¢/8g6a
(cp. Phaedrys . ¢ What is the definiti us, ©95¢/°9
“Soul 3 T 245¢ fT) P What is thc c;:]ﬁmfxpn of that Wl‘l‘lch is nchd
that moyes -an e jmagine any ot bcr chinition than . . “The motion
Provided 1 itself 7 " The transition between these two positions is, perhaps,
and b IY th(; Sophist (which gntroducc§ the Fon‘n or Idea of motion itself)
Formsy the  Timaeus, 35a, which dCSC!‘leS thq divine and unchanging ’
why, ina?l? the changing and corruptl})lc bodies. Thjs scems to explain
Origir'z ond c Laz,us (cp. 8g4d/e), the .motxon_of the soul is said to be “ first in
and divinPower and .why the soul is .clcsc'nbcd (966¢) as.‘ the most ancient
<‘Xistcnc¢’e Og all things \.vhose ;)I;otlon Illsl'a'n cver-flowing sourcc of real
claimed (. (Since, according to Plato, all living things have souls, it may be
) 1¢d that he admitted the presence of an at least partly formal principle
in things ; a point of view which is very closc to Aristotelianism, especially in
th? presence of the primitive and widespread belief that all things are alive.)
(Cp. also note 7 to chapter 4.)

those ‘of
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(9) In this development of Plato’s thought, a development whose driving
force is to explain the world of flux with the help of the Idca53 Le. to make
the break between the world of reason and. the world of opinion at lcast
understandable, even though it cannot be bridged, the Sophist secems to play
a dccisive role. Apart from mak.mg room, as Corpford mentions (op. at.,
102), for the plurality of Idecas, it presents them, in an argument against
Plato’s own carlicr position (248a {I) : (a) asactive causcs, which may interact,
for example, with mind ; (b) as unchanging in spite of that, although there
is now an Idca 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. .Cornfgrd,
Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 1935, note to 247), and thus makes it possible
for the Idcas to mingle with it (cp. also Philolaus, fr. 2, 3 5 Dl‘C!S %), and to
produce the world of flux with its characteristic intermediate Position between
the being of Idcas and the not-being of Space or matter.

(10) Ultimatcly, I wish to defend my contention in the text that the
Idcas are not only outside space, but also outside time, lhough they are in
contact with the world at the ngI{mmg Of}lm.c. Th}S, I belicve, makes it
casier to understand how they act wuh_out being in motion ; for all motion or
flux is in space and time.  Plato, I believe, assumes that time has a beginning.
I think that this is the most dn.rcct’ Intcrpretation of Las, 721c : ¢ the race
of man is twin-born with all time’, considering the many indications that
Plato believed man to be crcated as one ?f the first creatures, (In this point,
I disagrec slightly with Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, 1937, P. 145, and pp,
26 ff'l)l) To sum up, the Ideas are carlier and better than thejr changing
and decaying copics, and are themselves not in fluy, (Sec also note 3 to
Chari):cép‘%‘)notc 4 to this chapter. ] )

17 (1) The role of the gods in the Tmzacqs is similar to the one described
in the text. Just as the Idcas stamp out things, so the gods form the bodies
of men. Only the human soul is created by the Demiurge himself who also
creates the world and the gods.  (For another hint lha_t the gods are patriarchs,
sce Laws, 713c/d.) Men, the weak, degencrate children of gods, are then
liable to further degeneration ; cp. note 6 (7) to this chaptcr, and 37-41 to

ter 5.
chal()g) I?l an interesting passage ol.~ the Laws (681b ; cp. also
to chapter 4) we find another allusion to the parallclism betyy,
Idea—things and the relation /)arelzt—clzzldrfr{. In this Passage, the origin of

: ; i tradition, and N gin o
law is explained by t'he influence of s more especially, by (he
transmission of a rigid ordf:r from the parents to the children ; " 5pd the
following rcmark is madc : ‘ And they (the pa’rcms’) would be syre to stamp
upon their children, and upon their children’s chnldrcn, their own cast of

. ’
mmg- Cp. note 49, especially (3), to chapter 8.

19 Cp. Timaeus, 31a. The term which I have freely translateq by ¢ superior

thing which is their prototype’ is a term ﬁ;cqucntly used by Arjgq otlep il

ning ‘universal > or ‘generic term’. It meang a ‘b > with
the e:g?% Org‘ surpassing ’ or ‘ embracing’; and I Suspect tha:l?tg ;Yh}chlllS
grf:ans ¢ embracipg > or ¢ covering’ in the sense in which 5 mou Clr.ll'lg};;‘l:cc)s,
or covers what it moulds. 6 d Adars

20 Cp. Republic, 597c. Sce also 5962 (an ; aM’s second noe to 596as) ¢
¢ For we are in the habit, you will yemcml:ﬁ:.r, o postu[atmg a Form or Tdea—
one for cach group of many particular things to which v, apply the same

bl
e There are innumerable passages in Plato ; I mention only the Phaedo
0.S.LE.—VOL. I H

note 3o (1, a)
cen the relation
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(c.g. 79a), the Republic, 5442, the Theactetus (152d/c, 179d/c), the Timacus
(28b/c, 29c/d, 51d f.).  Aristotle mentions it in Metaphysics, 987a32 ; gggazs-
99gb1o ; 1010a6-15; 1078b15; scc also notcs 23 and 25 to this c]laplm.‘

%2 Parmenides taught, as Burnct puts it (Early Greek; Philosophy 2, 208),
that ‘ what is . . is finite, spherical, motionless, corp?rcal » i.c. that the world
is a full globe, a whole without any parts, and tl}at‘ ths:rc is nothing bcyon.d
it’. I am quoting Burnet because (a) his description is excellent and () it
destroys his own interpretation (E.G.P., 208-11) of what Parmenides calls the
¢ Opinion of the Mortals’ (or the Way of Delusive Opinion). Fc_)r Burnet
dismisses there all the interpretations of Aristotle, Theophrastus, Slmplicius,
Gomperz, and Meycr, as ¢ anachronisms’ or ‘ palpable anachronisms ’, ctc.
Now the interpretation dismissed by Burnet is practically the same as the onc
here proposed in the text ; namely, that Parmcmdcs. bellcvc'd in a world of
reality behind this world of appearance. Such a dualism, w_hlch would allow
Parmenides’ description of the world of appcarance to claim at leagt some
kind of adequacy, is dismissed by Burnqt as hopclqssly‘ anachrc_misﬁc. 1
suggest, however, that if Parmenidces had believed solely in his unmoving world,
and not at all in the changing world, then he wquld_ have bC_cn'really mad

(as Empedocles hints). But in fact there is an indication of a similar dyalism
already in Xenophanecs, fragm. 23-6, 1f, confronted with fragm, 34 (esp.
¢ But all may have their fancy opinions’), so that we can harfily speak of
an anachronism.—As indicated in note 15 (6-7), I follow Cornford’s interpreta-
tion of Parmenides. (Scc also note 41 to chapter 10.) L

23 Cp. Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 1078b23 ; the next quotation s . op. cit.,
1078bigq. .

724 ’Ighis valuable comparison is due to G. C. Ficld, Plato and Kjs Contem-

orarzie. . .
b Z‘{I,"h? ;)rccedi“g quotation is from Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1078b1g : the
next from op. cit., 9g87b7. .

26 In Ar!i;totlc’sgaza{/YSiS (in Metaphysics, 987a30-b18) of the arguments
which led to the theory of Ideas (cp. also note ,5,6 (6) to chapgcr 10)3 we can
distinguish the following steps : () Heraclitus’ flux, (b) th‘f Impossibility of
true knowledge of things in flux, (c) the mﬂucnc<_: of Socrates’ cthica] essences,
(d) the Idcas as objects of truc knowledge, (¢) the influence of the Py‘hag0rean5,
(f) the “ mathematicals’ as intermediate objects.—((e) and (f) I have not
mentioned in the text, wherc I have mentioned instead (g) the Parmcnidcan
inﬂuence.) X .

It may be worth while to show how these steps can be identified jp, Plato’s
own work, where he cxpounds his theory ; .cspecxa]l_y in the I"/xaedo and in the
Republic, in the Theaetetus and in the Sophist, and in_the Timaeus, :

(1) In the Phaedo, we find indications of all the points up to and including
(¢). In 65a-66a, the steps (d) and (¢) arc prominent, with an allusion 1o (b).

I 70e step (a), Heraclitus’ thcory appears, combined with an element of
Pythagoreanism (¢). This leads to 74a T, and to a statement of step (d).
99-100 is an approach to (d) through (c), ctc. TFor (a) to (d), cp. also the
Cratylu.r, 439c ff,

In the Republic, it is of coursc especially Book VI that corresponds closely
to Aristotle’s report. (a) In the beginning of Book VI, 485a/b (cp. 527a/b),
the Heraclitean flux is referred to (and contrasted with the unchanging world
of Forms). Plato there speaks of ‘a reality which cxists for ever and is

exempt from generation and degeneration’. (Cp. notcs 2 (2) and 3 to chapter 4
and note 33 to chapter 8, and text.) The steps (b), (d) and especially (f)
play a rather obvious réle in the famous Simile of the Line (Rep., 509c-511¢ ;
cp. Adam’s notes, and his appendix I to Book VII); Socrates’ ethjcal
influence, i.e. step (c), is of course alluded to throughout the Repuplic, 1t
plays an important réle within the Simile of the Line and especially imme-
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diately before, i.c. in 508b fI., where the réle of the good is emphasized ; sce
in particular 508b/c : ‘ This is what I maintain rcgarding the offspring of the
good. What the good has begotten in its own likeness is, in the intelligible
world, related to rcason (and its objects) in the same way as, in the visible
world ’, that which is thc offspring of the sun, ‘is related to sight (and its
objects).” Step (e) is implied in (f), 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 () are treated extensively ; (c¢) is mentioned
in 174b and 175¢c. In the Sophist, all the steps, including (g), are mentioned,
only (¢) and (f) being left out ; sce especially 247a (step (¢)) ; 249c (step (8)) ;
253d/c (step (d).) In the Philebus, we find indications of all steps except per-
haps (f); steps (a) to (d) arc especially emphasized in 59a-c.

(3) In the Timacus, all the steps mentioned by Aristotle are indicated,
with the possible exception of (¢), which is alluded to only indirectly in the
introductory recapitulation of the contents of the Republic, and in 2gd. Step
(e) is, as it were, alluded to throughout, since ¢ Timacus’ is a ¢ western’
philosopher and strongly influenced by Pythagorcanism. The other steps
occur twice in a form almost completely parallel to Aristotle’s account ; first
briefly in 28a-29d, and later, with more claboration, in 48e-55c. Immecdiately
after (a), i.e. a Heraclitcan description (49a ff. ; cp. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology,
178) of the world in flux, the argument (b) is raised (51c-e) that if we are right
in distinguishing between recason (or true knowledge) and merc opinion, we
must admit the existence of the unchangeable Forms ; these are (in s1c f.)
introduced next in accordance with step (d). The Heraclitean flux then
comes again (as labouring space), but this time it is explained, as a conscquence
of the act of generation. And as a next step (f) appears, in 53¢c. (I suppose
that the ‘lincs and plancs and solids’ mentioned by Aristotle in Aetaphysics,
992b13, refer to 53¢ ff.)

(4) It scems that this parallclism between the Timacus and Aristotle’s
report has not been sufficicntly emphasized so far ; at least, it is not used by
G. C. TField in his excellent and convincing analysis of Aristotle’s rcport
(Plato and His Contemporaries, 202 fI.). But it would have strengthencd Field’s
arguments (arguments, however, which hardly need strengthening, since they
are practically conclusive) against Burnet’s and Taylor’s vicws that the Theory
of Ideas is Socratic (cp. note 56 to chapter 10). For in the Timaeus, Plato does
not put this theory into the mouth of Socrates, a fact which according to
Buruiet’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 yecars and should have been able to judge these
matters ; and he wrote his Metaphysics at a time when members of the Academy
could have contradicted his presentation of Platonism.) »

(5) Burnet writes, in Greck Philosophy, 1, 155 (cp. also p. xliv of his edition
of the Phaedo, 1911) : ¢ the theory of forms in the sense in which it is maintained
in the Phaedo and Republic is wholly absent from what we may fairly regard the
most distinctively Platonic of the dialogues, those, namely, in which Socrates
is no longer the chief spcaker. In that sense it is never even mentioned in
any dialogue later than the Parmenides . . with the single exception of the
Timaeus (5tc}, where the speaker is a Pythagorean.” But if it is maintained in
the Timaeus in the sense in which it is maintained in the Republic, then it is
certainly so maintained in the Sophist, 257d/e ; and in the Statesman, 269c/d ;
286a ; 297b/c, and c/d ; gora and c ; 302¢ ; and 303b ; and in the Philebus,
152 f., and 59a-d ; ‘and in the Laws, 713b, 739d/e, 962c f., g63c L., and,
most 1mportant, 965¢ (cp. Philebus, 16d), 965d, and g66a ; scc also the ncxt
note. (Burnet belicves in the genuinencss of the Letters, cspecially the Seventh ;
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but the theory of Ideas is maintained there in 342a ff.; sce also note 56
(5, d) to chapter 10.) . , Lo .
27 Cp. Laws, 8g95d—e. I do not agree with Englaqd s note (in his cdition
of the Laws, vol. 11, 472) that ¢ the word essence >’ will not help us’>.  True,
if we meant by ¢ essence ’ some important sensible part of th'c sensible thing
(which might perhaps be purified and produced by some distillation), then
¢ essence > would be misleading. But the word ¢ essential ’ is widely used in
a way which corresponds very well indeed wEth what we wish to express here :
something opposed to the accidental or unimportant or changmg empirical
aspect of the thing, whether it is conccived as dwelling in that thing, or in a
metaphysical world of Ideas. . . . Lo

I am using the term © essentialism’ in opposition to no‘mma.llsm ¢
to avoid, and to replace, the misleading ‘tradltgona'l term realism ’, wherever
it is opposed (not to ¢ idealism * but) to ‘ nominalism’.  (Sce also note 26 T,
to chapter 11, and text, and' cspccna'lly. notc 38.) .

On Plato’s application of his essentialist method, for Instance, as mention d
in the text, to the theory of the soul, see Laws, 895¢ f., quoted in note 15 (g
to this chapter, and chapter 5, eSl;(tiCla“Y note 23. Sce also, for instan

and Symposium, 199c/d. .
Me';g’ Oafctlli Z’thcory g ¢ c[;usal cxplanation, cp. my Logik der Forschung, especially
section 12, pp. 26 . Scc also note 6 to chapter 25, below.

20 The theory of language here indicated is that of Scmantncs_, as dcvclol)cd
especially by A. Tarski and R. Carnap. Cp. Carnap, Introduction to Semanticy,
1942, and note 23 to chapter 8. . b

30 The theory that while the physical sciences are .ascc! on a methodo]
nominalism, the social scicnces must adopt_esscnuallst ( rca}hstlc ) me
has been made clear to me by K. Polanyi (in 1Q25) ;. he pointed out,
time, that a reform of the methodology of the social sciences might conc
be achieved by abandoning this thcory.—'—Thc t!lcory is hcld3 to some
by most sociologists, especially by J. S. Mill (forhlrt;éancc, Logic, VI, ch, VI, 5.
see also his historicist formulations, ¢.g. 1n '}71, ch. &, 2f’i last paragraph ; ¢ Thé
fundamental problem . . of the social science is lt]O nd the law.:. according
to which any state of society produces the Statg‘wl;“;i succeeds it . %), K. Mary
(sce below) ; M. Weber (cp., for example, his f ¢ ”"{}0"5 in the beginning o
Methodische Grundlagen der Soziologie, in Wirlsc ”;{‘ \';" : esellschaft, 1, ang in
Ges. Aufsaetze zur Wissenschaftslehre). G. Slmmcl,. . Vicrkandt, R, M. Maclyer
and many more.—The philosophical expression of all these tendencies g
E. Husserl’s ¢ Phaenomenology ’, a systcmatic revival of the methodologicﬁ
essentialism of Plato and Aristotle. (Scc also chapter 1y, ¢specially no;c
44)The opposite, the nominalist attitude in §oc1c?logy,~can b
think, only as a technological theory of social institutions. )

In this context, I may mention how I came to trace historicism back to
Plato and Heraclitus. In analysing historicism, I found that it needs whay
I call now methodological essentialism ; i.c. I saw that the typijcal argumengs
in favour of essentialism are bound up with h‘StO“C‘S“} (cp. my Poverty of
Historicism). This led me to consider the history of essentialism, | was struck

by the parallelism between Aristotle’s report and the qnalysis which I haq
carricd out originally without any reference to Platonx§m. In this way, [
was reminded of the réles of both Heraclitus and Plato in this development

"' R. H. S. Crossman’s Plato To-day (1937) was the first book (apart from
G. Grote’s Plato) 1 have found to contain a political Interpretation of Plato
which is partly similar to my own. Scc also notes 2-3 to chapter 6, and text.
*Since then I have found that similar views of Plato have been expressed by
various authors. C. M. Bowra (Ancient Greek Lzleraturez 1933) is perhaps the
first ; his brief but thorough criticism of Plato as a writer and a philosopher

» in order

ce,

ogical
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(:xt(:m’
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(pp. 186-90) scems to me to be as fair as it is, without doubt, pcnetrating.
The others arc W. Fite (The Platonic Legend, 1934) ; B. Farrington (Science
and Politics in the Ancient World, 1939 ; a book with which I disagree in quite
a number of points) ; A. D. Winspear (The Genesis of Plato’s Thought, 1940) ;
and M. Kelsen (Platonic Love, in The American Imago, vol. 3, 1942).*

NOTES TO CHAPTER 4

1 Cp. Republic, Go8e. Sec also note 2 (2) to this chapter.

2In the Laws, the soul—° the most ancient and divine of all things in
motion’ (966e)—is described as the ‘starting point of all motion’ (895b).
(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.c. of ¢ those who belicve in Forms >, that they agree with
Empedocles (they speak ©in the same way ’ as Empedocles) in so far as they
* do notspcak as if anything came to pass _for the sake of these’ (i.c. 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. Metaphysics, 988a3s and b8 fi.
and 10753, 34/35. This criticism sounds as if Aristotle had somctimes held
vicws similar to those of Speusippus, which is indeed Zecller’s opinion ; sec
notc 11 to chapter 11.

_ (2) Concerning the movement towards corruption, mentioned in the text in
this paragraph, and its general significance in the Platonic philosophy, we
must keep in mind the general opposition between the world of unchanging
things or Ideas, and the world of sensible things in flux. Plato often expresses
this opposition as onc between the world of unchanging things and the world
of corruptible things, or between things that are ungenerated, and those that arc
generated and are doomed to degenerate, ctc. ; sce, for instance, Republic,
485a/ l?, quoted in note 26 (1) to chapter g and in text to note 33 to chapter 8 ;
Republic, 508d-e ; 527a/b ; ‘and Republic, 546a, quoted in text to note 37 to
chapter 5: ‘All things that have been generated must degenerate’ (or
decay). That this problem of the generation and corruption of the world of
things in flux was an important part of the Platonic School tradition is indicated
by the fact that Aristotle devoted a scparate treatise to this problem. Another
Interesting indication is the way in which Aristotle talked about these matters
n lhc'lntrod.uction to his Politics, contained in the concluding sentences of
the Nicomachian Ethics (1181b/15) : ¢ We shall try to . . find what it is that
prescrues or corrupts the cities . . This passage is significant not only as a
general formulation of what Aristotle considered the main problem of his
Politics, but also because of its striking similarity to an important passagc
in the Laws, viz. 676a, and 676b/c quoted bclow in text to notes 6 and 25 to
this chapter. (See also notes 1, 3, and 24/25 to this chapter ; sec notc 32 to
chag)tcr 8, and the passage from the Laws quoted in note 59 to chapter 8.)

This quotation is from the Statesman, 269d. (Sce also note 23 to this
chapter.) F01: the hierarchy of motions, see Laws, 893c-895b. Tor thc theory
that perfect things (divine * natures ’ ; cp. the next chapter) can only become
less perfect when they change, see cspecially Republic, 380e-381c—in many
ways (note the examples in 380e) a parallel passage to Laws, 797d. The
quotations from Aristotle are from the Metaphysics, 988bg, and from De Gen. ¢t
gorr., 335b14. The last four quotations in this paragraph are from Plato’s

aw{i)lgo4c £, and 797d.  See also note 24 to this chapter, and text. (It is
possible to interpret the remark about the evil objects as another allusion 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 rcachgd the lowest depth of cvilness.

* Since my interpretation of the Platonic thcox:y 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, gogc, f, and (2) 797d.

(1) The passage Laws, go4c, ¢ the less mgmﬁca.nt is the bcgmmng d.cclmc
in their level of rank ’ may be translated more literally ¢ the less significant
is the beginning movement down in the level of rank’. It scems to me certain,
from the context, that ‘ down the level of rank’ is mcant rather than ¢ g5 4
level of rank’, which clearly is also a possible translation. (My reason js
not only the whole dramatic context, down 1:rom 904a, but also more cspecially
the scries ‘kata . . . kata . . . kats’ which, in a passage ‘of gathering
momentum, must colour the meanmg,of at least the sccond ¢ kata ’.—Con.
cerning the word I translate by ¢ level ’, this may, admnttcdl‘y, mean not only
¢ planc’ but also ‘surface’; and t‘hc word I translate by ‘rank * may mean
‘space’; yet Bury’s translation : the sx’nallcr the change of char.actcr, the
Iess is the movement over surface in space * does not seem to me to yield much

ing in this context. )

mca(x;) gI’he continuation)of this passage (qus, 798) is most charact
It demands that ‘the lawgiver must contrive, by whatever mean
disposal (‘ by hook or by crook’, as Bury well tmns]algs),
ensures for his state that the whole soul of every one of its
reverence and fear, resist any change of any of tl}c things th
of old’. (Plato includes, explicitly, things which other lawgivers consider
‘ mere matters of play —such, as, for example, changes in the games of
children.) . . )

(3) In general, the main evidence for my interpretation of Plato’s ﬂleory
of change—apart from a great number of minor passages referred to jp, the
various notes in this chapter and the preceding onc—is of course found in the
historical or evolutionary passages of all the dialogues which contaiy such,
passages, especially the Republic (the decline and fall of the state from its
near-perfect or Golden Age in Books VIII and IX), the S(a!esma.n (the theo,
of the Golden Age and its decline), the Laws (the story of the Primitive pg r?:
archy and of the Dorian conquest, and the story of the decline and fp))
the Persian Empire), the Timaeus (the story of evolution by dcgcncration
which occurs twice, and the story of the Golden Age of Athens, which g con.
tinued in the Critias). .

To this evidence Plato’s frequent references to Hesiod must be addeq
and the undoubted fact that Plato’s synthetic mind was not less keen than
that of Empedocles (whose period of strife is the one ruling now ; CP. Aristot]e
De Gen. et Corr., 334a, b) in conceiving human affairs in a cosmic setting
(Statesman, Timaeus). s

(4) Ultimately, I may perhaps refer to .gencral psychological considery,
tions. On the one hand the fear of innovation (illustrated by many PaSSage;
in the Laws, e.g. 758¢c/d) and, on the other hand, the idealization of the past
(such as found in Hesiod or in the story of the lost paradise) are frequent and
striking phenomena. It is perhaps not too far-fetched to connect the latter
or even both, with the idealization of one’s childhood—one’s home, one’s

parents, and with the nostalgic wish to return to these carly stages of one’s
life, to one’s origin. There are many passages in Plato in which he takes it
for granted that the original state of affairs, or original nature, is a state of
blessedness. I refer only to the speech of Aristophanes in the Symposium «
here it is taken for granted that the urge and the suffering of passionate love
is sufficiently explained if it is shown that it 'dCl‘lVCS from this nostalgia, and
similarly, that the feclings of sexual gratification can be explained as those of
a gratified nostalgia. Thus Plato says of Eros (Symposium, 193d) : ‘ He will

Cristic,
S at hjg
a method whjg|,
citizens wil], from
at arc establisheq



CHAPTER 4/NOTES 4-7 219

restore us fo our original nature (sce 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 are
now, and . . lived ncarer to the gods . .” All this indicates the view
that our unhappy and unblessed state is a conscquence of the development
which makes us different from our original nature—our Idca ; and it further
indicates that the development is one from a state of goodness and blessedness
to a state where goodness and blessedness are 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 vicw : 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 sccondary motion ;
for in the Laws the soul is said to be (8gs5b) © the starting point of all motions
the first to arisc in things at rest . . the most ancient and potent motion ’,
and (966¢) ¢ the most anclent and divine of all things’. (Cp. note 15 (8)
to chapter 3.)

As pointed out before (cp. cspecially note 6 to chapter 3), 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, 9g1d—92b/c. Sce also note 6 (7) to chapter 3 and note 11
to chapter 11.

& See the beginning of chapter 2 above, and note 6 (1) to chapter 3. It
is not a mere accident that Plato mentions Hesiod’s story of ¢ mctals > when
discussing his own theory of historical decay (Rep., 546¢/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 Hesiod.

¢ The historical part of the Laws is in Books Three and Four (sce note 6 (5)
and (8) to chapter 3). The two quotations in the text are from the beginning
of this part, i.c. Laws, 676a. For the parallcl passages mentioned, sce Republic,
369b, 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 gencral
tone is in fact less hostile (this is perhaps due to the increasing inner strength
of dcxpocracy ; sec chapter 10 and the beginning of chapter 11). But the only
practical concession made to democracy in the Laws is that political officers
are to be elected, by the members of the ruling (i.e. the military) class ; and
since au,‘mportant changes in the laws of the state arc forbidden anyway
(cp., for instance, the quotations in note g of this chapter), this does not mean
very much. The fundamental tendency remains pro-Spartan, and this
tendency was, as can be seen from Aristotle’s Politics, 11, 6, 17 (1265b), com-
patxbl.e with a so-called ¢ mixed ’ constitution. In fact, Plato in the Laws is, if
anything, more hostile towards the spirit of democracy, i.e. towards the idea of
the freedom of the individual, than he is in the Republic ; cp. especially the text
to notes 32 and 33 to chapter 6 (i.e. Laws, 739c, ff., and 942a, f.) and to
not%s 19-22 to chapter 8 (i.e. Laws, gogc-goga).—See also next note.

It seems likely that it was largely this difficulty of explaining the first
change (or the Fall of Man) that led Plato to transform his theory of Ideas,
as mentioned In note 15 (8) to chapter 3; viz., to transform the Ideas into
causes and active powers, capable of mingling with some of the other Ideas
(cp- Sophist, 252¢, fI.), and of rejecting the remaining ones (Sophist, 223¢c), and
thus to transform them into something like gods, as opposed to the Republic
which (cp. 380d) petrifies even the gods into unmoving and unmoved
Parmenidean beings. An important turning point is, apparently, the Sophist,
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248c-249c (note especially that here the Idea of motion is not at rest). The
tfansfofr%at(ion sccrgxs to s):)lvc at the same time the difficulty of the so-called
¢ third man’; for if the Forms are, as in the ?'zm{zeus, fathgrs, thcn.thcrc is
no  third man’ nccessary to explain their similarity to their oflspring.
Regarding the relation of the Republic to tl}c Statesman and to 1hc‘ [_.aw:,
I think that Plato’s attempt in the two latter dialogues to trace the origin of
human socicty further and further back is likewise connc.cu_:cl }V:th the
difficultics inherent in the problem of the first chgmgc. That it 1s‘d1fﬁcult to
conceive of a change overtaking a perfect city is 'clcarly. 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 lcads_ to the changc from t_hc
(Empedoclean) half-circle of love to the present pcnod,_thc half-circle of strifc.
This idea seems to have been dropped in the ?'mmeu:, in order to be replaced
by a theory (retained in the Laws) of more limited catastrophes, such as floods,
which may destroy civilizations, but apparently do not affect the course of
the universe. (It is possible that this solution of tl}c PrOblC_m was suggested
to Plato by the fact that in 373-372 B.C., the ancient city of Helice was dcs_u'oyed
by earthquake and flood.)  The ecarlicst form of socicty, removed in the
Republic only by one single step from the still cxnstm)gr Spartaq state, is thrust
back to a more and more distant past. Although Plato continues to belicve
that the first settlement must be the best city, he now dlscu’sscs socicties prior
to the first scttlement, i.c. nomad socictics, ¢ hill shepherds . (Cp. especially
note 32 to this chapter.) i )
8 The quotation is from Marx-Engels, The Communist Manifesto 5 cp.
A Handbook of Marxism (cdited by E. Burns, 1935), 22.
? The quotation is from Adam’s comments on Book VIII of the Republic -
sce 1]:ﬁs‘E:(:dition, vol. II, 198, note to 544a3. ’
0 . Republi . .
11 (S Asp oxl)'f)’o 55'(3:4&4Ct0 my contcf'lﬁoli that _Pllato, like many dern
sociologists since Comte, trics to outline the typica Sti}l]gcs of social develq, N
ment, most critics take Plato’s story merely as a somewhat dramatic pr

] St A €senta.
tion of a purcly logical classification of constlltau ions. But thns. not on]
contradicts what Plato says (cp. Adam’s note to fep., 544c19, op. cit., vol, 11

199), but it is also against the whole spirit of Plato’s logic, according to which
the essence of a thing is to be understood by its original nature, e, by s
historical origin.  And we must not forget that he uses the same word, ¢ genys

to mean a class in the logical sense and a race in the biological sense, The
logical * genus * is still identical with the ¢ race’, in the sense of ¢ OHSPring o(;‘
the same parent °, (With this, cp. notes 15-20 to chapter 3, and text a

well as notes 23-24 to chapter 5, and text, where the equation nature — origi,; j
race is discussed.)  Accordingly, there is every reason for taking what Plato
says at its face value ; for even if Adam were right when he says (loc. cit.) th "
Plato intends to give a ¢ logical order *, this order would for him be a¢ the sa .
time that of a typical historical development. Afjam’s remark (Joc, ‘?;n:
that _thc order * is primarily determined by psychological and not by histor; )l
considerations * turns, I believe, against him. For he himself ca

; . points out
instance, op. cit., vol. 11, 195, note to 5438, fI.) that Plato ¢ retaj (for

: ins thro
- the analogy between the Soul and the City’. ccording to lll’gig?c::;
political theory of the soul (which will be discussed in the next chapter), the
psychological history must run parallel to the social history, and the all::ged
opposition between psychological and historical consi

sitio c derations disappears,
turning into another argument in favour of our interpretation,
(2) Exactly the same reply could be made if somebody should argue

that 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’ cudemonism, i.c. for the theory that goodness and
happiness areidentical. This thcory is developed, in the Republic (cp. especially
580b), 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 lcads, in this point, to a theoretical
justification of an apparently paradoxical Socratic doctrinc may well have
helped Plato to convince himself that he was only expounding the true Socratic
creed ; scc text to notes 56/57 to chapter 10.)

(3) Rousscau took over Plato’s classification of institutions (Social Contract,
Book II, ch. VII, Book III, ch. III fT., cp. also ch. X). It seems however
that he was not dircctly influenced by Plato when he revived the Platonic
Idca of a primitive society (cp., however, notes 1 to chapter 6 and 14 to
chapter g) ; but a dircct 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 notc 32 to this chapter.) Thus Romanticism (cp. also
chapter g) is hist ically indeed an offspring of Platonism.

(4) How far the modcrn historicism of Comtc and Mill, and of Hegel and
Mary, is influenced by the theistic historicism of Giambattista Vico’s New
Science (1725) is very hard to say : Vico himself was undoubtedly influenced
by Plato, as well as by St. Augustine’s De Civitate Dei and Machiavelli’s Dis-
courses on Livy. Like Plato (cp. ch. 5), Vico identified the ‘ naturc’ of a
thing with its ¢ origin’ (cp. Opere, Ferrari’s second cd., 1852—4, vol. V, p. 99) ;
and he believed that all nations must pass through the same coursc of develop-
ment, according to onc universal law. His ‘ nations * (like Hegel’s) may thus
be said to be one of the links between Plato’s ¢ Cities’ and Toynbee’s
¢ Civilizations °.

12 Cp. Republic, 549c/d ; the next quotations arc op. cil., 550d-e, and later,
op. ct., 551a/b.

13 Cp. op. cit., 556e. (This passage should be compared with Thucydides,
ITI, 82—4, quotcd in chapter 10, text to note 12.) The next quotation is
op. at., 557a.

1 Tor Pericles’ democratic programme, scc text to notc 31, chapter 10,
notc 17 to chapter 6, and note 34 to chapter 10.

15 Adam, in his edition of The Republic of Plato, vol. 11, 240, note to 559d22.
.(The italics in the second quotation are mine.) Adam admits that ¢ the picture
is doubtless somewhat cxaggerated ’ ; but he leaves little doubt that he thinks
it is, fundamentally, true * for all time’.

18 Adam, loc. cit.

7 This quotation is from Republic, 560d (for this and the next quotation,
cp. Lindsay’s translation) ; thc next two quotations are from the same work,
563 a-b, and d. (Sec also Adam’s note to 563dz2s.) It is significant th?t
Plato appeals here to the institution of private property, severely attacked in
other parts of the Republic, as if it were an unchallenged principle of Jjustice.
It seems that when the property bought is a slave, an appeal to the lawful
right of the buyer is adequate.

Angthcr attack upon democracy is that ‘it tramples under foot’ th_c
educational principle that ¢ no one can grow up to be a good man unless his
carliest years were given to noble games’. (Rep., 558b; sce Lindsay’s
translation ; cp. note 68 to chapter 10.) See also the attacks upon cquali-
tarianism quoted in note 14 to chapter 6.

* For Socrates’ attitude towards his young companions, see most of the
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i i cre Socrates’ ¢ pleasant, kind, an'd
carliet fd llalogtrlle:érb?r: 2:\1310ic;1heh£ hl?:fgilc‘:lhto the young Ir)n:m’s criticism ’ is
rapc%lzl m1"2'!or Plato’s contrasting attitude, scc text to notcs 1g9-21 to
dﬁ:crtle: 7 . sce also the excellent lectures by H. Cherniss, The Riddle of ”Ié
cEar]l; Acade’my (1945), especially pp. 70 and 79 (on the Parmenides 135¢-d), an
cp. notes 18-21 to chapter 7, and text. ) -

18 Slavery (sce the preceding note) and the Athenian movement against i
will be further discussed in chapters 5 (notes 13 ar)d text), 10, ;m(l 11 ; sccalso
note 29 to the present chapter. Like Plato, Anstotl.c (c.g. in Pol., 1‘313b1. I,
1319b20 ; and in his Constitution of Athens, 59, 5) testifics to Athens’ liberality
towards slaves ; and so docs the Pscudo-Xenophon (cp. his Const. of Athens,

10 f.
L 19 Cz). Republic, 577a, f.; sce Adam’s notes to 577a5 and bia (op. cit.,
vol. II, 332 f.).

20 Republic, 566¢ ; cp. note 63 to chapter 10.

21 Cp. Statesman (Politicus), 301c/d. Although Plato

) distinguishes six types
of debased states, he does not introduce any new terms ;

ised statc ! ! 5 the names * monarchy ?
(or ‘ kingship ’) and © aristocracy ’ are used in the Republic

< (445d) of the best
state itself, and not of the relatively best forms of dcbascdtl;}tgtgs, as in the
Statesman.

22 Cp. Republic, 544d.

23 Cp. Statesman, 297c/d : ¢ If the government [ have mentj is ks
truc original, then the others’ (which are ¢ only copies of gned is the only

; this’
¢ must use its laws, and write them down ; this is the only o3 cp. 297b/c)

way j i
can be preserved’. (Cp. note 3 to this chapter, and note g o \Which they

¢ And any violation of the laws should be punished with dc;g to chapter 7.)

i ; is i ; 1, and the
severe punishments ; and this is very just and good althoug}, most
the second best thing.”  (For the origin of the laws: cp. notgché:f course, only
chapter, and note 17 (2) to chapter 3.) And in 300¢/30 10 g’l’ a) to this
¢« The ncarest approach of these lower forms of gover

r ) nment to ll;c 0 We read .
ment . - is to follow these written laws and customs, .

. . h ruc gOVCl‘n-
rule and imitate the true Form, then the government is called ::}slthc rich
and when they do not heed the (ancient) laws oligarchy,’ ctc, Ocrac

to note that not lawfulness or

I . . N
. ot tis 1mponan;
the ancient institutions of t

lawlessness in the abstract, but the n,, :
>SS] ) rese
ancier lons of the original or perfect state is (e cl?'itcrirc:/ au?n N
Cla§slﬁC€l[19n.. (T.hlS 1S 1n contrast to Aristotle’s Polilics’ 12903 'lnf) lhe
main distinction is whether or not ¢ the law is supreme ® o;f3 Where the
the mob.) > 6 lor instance
2¢ The passage, Lays, ’
man ; fo; m;tan;:e, 710d-¢ otus I
the number of rulers as the Principle of classification ; the us 111, 80-8,
- ; Umeray ,
forms'gft%‘z"g;';n;%néln 712cand d ; and 713b, fF, i.c. the my&f ‘art“ms of the
statc ! In view of t}:OHOS, of which the best of our present Stato the perfect
ions .ﬁtncss of tyra ese 311u$10ns,, I little doubt that Plag, inte dcs are imita.
of the o o t)}'m :tny for Utopian experiments to be “ndcrst(:l (iid his theor
ontmtions in this paxgry of the Statesman (and thus also of the 1? as a kind of
of{rom the Lau, qugigcll)h liu'e from the Laws, 709¢, ang 710Cefgblzc)l.]—The
ar . 1 above ’ is 5g97d, quoted in th i the ‘re.
I agree with 1 797d, qu N the text - re
chaptc;” qsr Pl%lo, . g;tlh E-]B' England’s note to this Passage to Note 3, in this
"-Latal to the power’ Vol. I1, 258, that it is Plato’s princi[’)le t s cdition of
Jetri™ 4 T do not agree vy, 1 7Ything’, and therefore g)g0 oty Change is
evils bu t to be mcntioWIth him * that change from bad Viz,, s power of
) Jf,l;vtdu{ w of Plators dncd 3 an exception ; it is ngt sclf.é;,’.(tlo good, is too
"'I(/)int of vic ectrine of the evil nature of change o frlom the
* See also next
e 676b/c .
ﬂotzﬁ) cp. Laws 07 /e (cp. 676a, quoted in the text to note §

709c~714a, contains scveral a

llus;
» which introduces, following }[C::)?ln

cn

S to the States.

). In spite
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of Plato’s doctrinc 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 scarch is what ‘we might call ““ the sccret of political vitality 7.
(Cp. op. cit., vol. I, 344.) And he interprets this passage on the search for
the true causc of (detrimental) change as dealing with a scarch for ¢ the cause
and nature of the true development 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 idealize Plato and to represent him as a
progressivist blinds cven such an excellent critic to his own finding, namely,
that Plato belicved change to be detrimental.

26 Cp. Republic, 545d (scc also the parallel passage 465b). The next
quotation is from the Laws, 683e. (Adam in his edition of the Republic,
vol. II, 203, notc to 545da1, refers to this passage in the Laws.) England,
in his cdition of the Laws, vol. I, 360 f., note to 683e5, mentions Republic,
6oga, but ncither 545d nor 465b, and supposes that the reference is ‘to a
previous discussion, or one recorded in a lost dialogue’. I do not sce 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 Sociology,
§§ 2054, 2057, 2058. (At the end of § 2055, there is also a theory of arresting
h}ilsto}r{yj) Rousseau also rediscovered the law. (Social Contract, Book III,
ch. X.

*7 (1) 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 Republic he assumes that the rulers of the best state are not versed
in Py!hagorcz.m number-mysticism ; cp. Republic, 546c/d, where the rulers
arc szngl to be ignorant of these matters. (Cp. also the remark, Rep., 543d /5444,
according to which 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
shows how they are related to the historical parts of the Laws (Book III).
This reconstruction is, I think, a valuable corroboration of my theory that
-P]a‘to’s view of the world was fundamentally historical, and that his interest
in * how it generated > (and how it decays) is linked with his theory of Ideas,
and indeed based on it. But if that is so, then there is no reason why we
should assume that the later books of the Republic * started from the question
how it (i.c. the city) ¢ might be realized in the future and sketched its possible
decline through lower forms of politics * (Cornford, op. cit., 6 ; italics mine) ;
instead we should look upon the Books VIII and IX of the Republic, in view of
their close parallelism with the Third Book of the Laws, as a simplified his-
torical sl_cetch of the actual decline of the ideal city of the past, and as an
explanation of the origin of the existing states, analogous to the greater task
?;wt:-y Plato for himself in the Timaeus, in the unfinished trilogy, and in the
. (2). In connection with my remark, later in the paragraph, that Plato
certainly knew that he did not possess the necessary data ’, see for instance
Laws, 683d, and England’s note to 683dz.

(3) To my remark, further down in the paragraph, that Plato recognized
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the Cretan and Spartan socictics 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 state) the following may be added. (Cp. also notc 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 notc 3 to this chapter), Plato makes it
perfectly clear that his Cretan and Spartan interlocutors arc awarc of the
¢ arrested ’ character of their social institutions ; Clenias, the Crctan inter-
locutor, emphasizes that he is anxious to listen to any defence of the archaic
character pf a state. A little later (799a), and in the same context, a direct
{cfercngc is made to the Egyptian mecthod of arresting the development of
institutions ; surcly a clear indication that Plato rccognized a tendency in
Crete and Sparta parallel to that of Egypt, namely, to arrest all social change.
~ In this context, a passage in the Timaeus (scc cspecially 24a-b) scems
important. In this passage, Plato trics to show (a) that a class division very
similar to that of the Republic was established in Athens at a very ancient
period of its pre-historical development, and (b) that these institutions werc
closely akin to the caste system of Egypt (whosc arrested caste institutions
he assumes to have derived from his ancient Athenian state). Thus Plato
himself acknowledges by implication that thc ideal ancient and perfect state
of the Republic is a caste state. It is interesting that Crantor, first commentator
on the Timaeus, reports, only two gencrations after Plato, that Plato had been
accused of deserting the Athenian tradition, and of becoming a disciple of the

Egyptians. (Cp. Gompcrz, Greck. Thinkers, Germ. cd., II, 476.) Crantor
alludes perhaps to Isocrates’ Busiris, 8, quoted in note 3 to chapter 13.

For the problem of the castes 1n the Republic, scc furlhf:rmorc notcs 31 and
32 (1, d) to this chapter, note 40 to chapter 6, and “0‘05‘.‘ I-14 to chapter 8.
A. E. Taylor, Plato : The Man and His Work, p. 269 f., forcclully denounces
the view that Plato favoured a castc statc. .

28 Cp. Republic, 416a. The problem is considcred more fu}ly in this
chapter, text to note 35. (For the problem of castc, mentioned in the ney,
paragraph, sce notes 27 (3) and 31 to this chapter.)

29 For Plato’s advice against legislating for the common pcoplf: with thejy
¢ yulgar market quarrels ’, etc., sec Republic, 4251)—427_3/ b; especially 425d—¢
and 427a. These passages, of course, attack Athcnlan demogrqcy, and ]|
¢ piccemeal ’ legislation in the sense of chapter 9. * That tln.s 1S 50 is also
seen by Cornford, The Republic of Plato (}941) 5. for he writes, in a note 10 5
passage in which Plato recommends Utopian engineering (1t.1s Republic 500d, f,
the recommendation of ¢ canvas-clcaning * and of a romantic radicalism ; ¢ ;
note 12 to chapter 9, and text) :  Contrast the piccemeal tinkering at reform
satirized at 425¢ . .. Cornford does not sccm to like piccemcal reforms,
and hec secms 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 Repubiic,
g71d/c; 463a-b (“ supporters”> and ‘cmployers’) ;5 549a; and 471b/c.
‘Adam comments (op. cit., vol. I, 97, note to 371e32) : ‘ Plato does not admit
slave labour in his city, unless perhaps in the persons of barbarians.” I agrce
that Plato opposcs in the Republic (46g9b—c) the enslavement of Greck prisoners
of war ; but he goes on (in 471b—c) to encourage that of barbarians by Grecks,
and especially by the citizens of his best city. (This appears to be also the
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 showx} also })y the third quotation (from Rep., 548¢/549a) in
the paragraph to which this note is appended, he did not abolish slavery
in his best city. (See also Rep., 590c/d, 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, 1908 and 1914, pp. 197
and 118) that Plato implies ¢ that there is no class of slaves in the community °.
For similar vicws in Taylor’s Plato : The Man and His Work (1926), cp. end of
notc 27 to this chapter.

Plato’s trcatment of slavery in the Stafesman throws, I think, much light
on his attitudc in the Republic. For here, too, he does not speak much about
slaves, although he clearly assumes that there are slaves in his state. (See
his characteristic remark, 28gb/c, that *all property in tame animals, except
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 does not say very much about
the slaves is quite clear from 28gc, fT., especially 28gd/e.  He does not see a
major distinction between ‘slaves and other servants’, such as labourers,
tradesmen, merchants (i.c. all  banausic’ persons who earn money; cp.
note 4 to chapter 11) ; slaves are distinguished from the others merely as
¢servants acquired by purchasc’. In other words, he is so high above the
bascborn that it is hardly worth his while to bother about subtle differences.
All this is very similar to the Republic, only a little more explicit. (See also
notc 57 (2) to chapter 8.)

For Plato’s treatment of slavery in the Laws, see especially G. R. Morrow,
¢ Plato and Greck Slavery’ (Mind, N.S., vol. 48, 186201 ; see also p. 402),
an article which gives an cxcellent and critical survey of the subject, and
rcaches 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 13 to chapter 5.)

30 The quotation is from Plato’s summary of the Republic in the Timaeus
(18c/d).—With the remark concerning the lack of novclty of the suggested
community of women and children, compare Adam’s edition of The Republic
of Plato, vol. 1, p. 292 (note to 457b, fI.) and p. 308 (note to 463c17), as well
as pp- 345-55, ¢sP- 354 ; with the Pythagorcan element in Plato’s communism,
cp. op. cit., p. 199, note to 416d22. (For the precious metals, sce note 24 to
chapter 10. For the common mecals, sce 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.)

%1 The passage quoted is from Republic, 43¢b/c. In decmanding 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, in 4152, ff., he speaks as though a rise from the lower to the upper
classes were permissible, provided that in the lower classes ¢ children were
born with an admixture of gold and silver *> (415¢), i.e. of upper class blood
and virtue.  But in 434b-d, and, even more clearly, in 547a, this permission
is, in effect, withdrawn ; and in 547a any admixture of the metals is declared
an 1mpurity which must be fatal to the state. See also text to notes 11-14
to chapter 8 (and note 27 (3) to the present chapter).

** Cp. the Statesman, 271e.” The passages in the Laws about the primitive
nomadic shepherds and their patriarchs are 677¢-680oe. The passage quoted
= Law:s-, 68oc. The passage quoted next is from the Myth of the Earthborp,
Republic, 415d/e. The concluding quotation of the paragraph is from Republic,
440d.—It may be necessary to add some comments on certain remarks in the
paragraph to which this note is appended.

) (1) It 1s stated in the text that it is not very clearly explained how the
settlement’ came about. Both in the Laws and in the Republic we first
hear (sce () 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 (sce (b) and (c), below) of a forceful subjugation.

(a) In the Laws, the various tribes of hill shepherds scttle in the plains after
having joined together to form larger war bands whose laws arc arrived at
by an agreement or contract, made by arbiters vested with royal powers
(681b and c/d ; for the origin of the laws described in 681b, cp. note 17 (2)
to chapter 3). But now Plato bccomes cvasive. Instcad of describing how
these bands scttle 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 Achacans returned under the name of
Dorians, and ‘ the rest of the story . . is part of Lacedacmonian history’
(682¢)  for we have rcached the scttlement of Lacedacmon ® (682¢/683a).
So far we have heard nothing about the manner of this scttlement, 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; sce (b).

(b) The statcment in the text that we get a hint that the Dorian * scttle-
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 wholc of the Pelopon-
nese was * practically subjugated > by the Dorians. In the Menexenus (whose
genuineness can hardly be doubted ; cp. note 35 to chapter 10) there is in
245¢ an allusion to the fact that the Pcloponnesians were * immigrants from
abroad ’> (as Grote puts it : cp. his Plato, III, p. 5).

(¢) In the Republic (369b) the city is founded by workers with 2 view to
the advantages of a division of labour and of co-operation, in accordance with
the contract thcory. )

(d) But later (in Rep., 415d/e; scc the quotation in the text to this
paragraph) we get a description of th(f triumphant invasion of 3 wan"ior 1
of somewhat mystcrious origin—the * earthborn’. The decisive Passa .
this description states that the c'arthborn‘must look round to fin for g;(}:l o
camp the most suitable spot (litcrally) “ for keeping down those vyiliF
i.e. for keeping down those already living in the city, i.c. for keeping doton, "U‘;
7 itants. . , . .
mlzag:)taIn the Statesman (271a, f.) these * earthborn’ are identified wit, the
very early nomad hill shepherds of the pre-scttlement period.  Cp. also the
allusion to the autochthonous grasshoppers in the Symposium, 191b ; .
note 6 (4) to chapter 3, and 11 (2) to chapter 8. ) p.

(f) To sum up, it scems that Plato had a fairly clear idea of the Dorian
conquest, which he preferred, for obvious reasons, to veil in mystery, [ also
seems that there was a tradition that the conquering war hordes were of
nomad descent. . . .

(2) With the remark later in the text in this paragraph regarding Plato’s
¢ continuous emphasis > on the fact that ruling is shepherding, cp., for instance
the following passages : RE/){INIC, 343b, where the ldcz} Is introduced ; 34s¢, f. ?
where, in the form of the simile of the good shepherd, it becomes one of the c::n:
tral topics of the investigation ; 375a-376b, 404a, 440d, 451b-e, 459a—460c
and 466c—d (quoted in note 30 to chapter 5), where the auxiliaries are likened tq
sheep-dogs and where their breeding and education arc discussed accordingly ;
416a, ff., where the problem of the wolves without and within the state i
introduced ; cp. furthermore the Statesman, where the idea is continued over
many pages, especially 261d—276d.  With regard to the Laws, I may refer to
the passage (694¢), where Plato says of Cyrus that he had acquired for his sons
¢ cattle and shecp and many herds of men and other animals’. (Cp. also
Laws, 735, and Theaet., 174d.)

(3) With all this, cp. also A. J. Toynbec, 4 Study of History, esp. vol. III,
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Pp. 32 (n. 1), where A. H. Lybyer, The Government of the Ottoman Empire, ctc., is
quoted, 33 (n. 2), 50-100 ; sce morc cspecially his remark on the conquering
nomads (p. 22) who ‘decal with . . men’, and on Plato’s ¢ human watch-
dogs’ (p. 94,n.2). I have been much stimulated by Toynbee’s brilliant idcas
and much cncouraged 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 disagrce. I also owe to Toynbce a
number of terms used in my text, 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 nced 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 10, and chapter 24 ; also, my criticism of Toynbee in chapter
24, and in The Poverty of Historicism, p. 110 {f.). But it contains a wealth of
interesting and stimulating idcas. Regarding Plato, Toynbee emphasizes a
number of points in which I can follow him, cspecially that Plato’s best state
is inspired by his expericnce of social revolutions and by his wish to arrest
all change, and that it is a kind of arrested Sparta (which itsclf was also
arrested). In spite of these points of agreement, there is cven in the inter-
pretation of Plato a fundamental disagreecment between Toynbee’s views and
my own. Toynbee regards Plato’s best state as a typical (rcactionary)
Utopia, while I interpret its major part, in connection with what I consider
as Plato’s gencral theory of change, as an attempt to reconstruct a primi-
tive form of socicty. Nor do I think that Toynbee would agrce with my
interprctation of Plato’s story of the period prior to the scttlement, and of
the scttlement itself, outlined in this note and the text ; for Toynbee says
(op. cit., vol. III, 80) that ¢ the Spartan socicty was not of nomadic origin ’.
Toynbee strongly emphasizes (op. cit., I11, 50 fI.) the peculiar character of the
Spartan society, which, he says, was arrested in its development owing to a
supcrhuman effort to keep down 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, 683a). 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 the sccond Messenian war (about
650-620 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, see also R. Eisler in Caucasia,
vol. V, 1928, especially p. 113, note 84, where the term ‘ Hellenes ’ is trans-
lated as the “settlers ’, and ¢ Grecks ? as the ¢ graziers *—i.e. the cattle-breeders
or nomads. The same author has shown (Orphisch-Dionisische Mpsterienge-
danken, 1925, p. 58, note 2) that the idea of the God-Shepherd is of Orphic
?}"g"é- . At the same place, the sheep-dogs of God (Domini Canes) are men-
ioned.

°% 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 making cducation independent of financial means ; they do not see that
the evil is the class prerogative as such, and that it is comparatively unimportant
whether this prerogative is based upon the possession of money or upon any
other criterion 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.

** Cp. Republic, 460c. (Sce also note 31 to this chapter.) Regarding
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Plato’s recommendation of infanticide, scc Adam, op. cit., vol. I, p. 299, not¢
to 460c18, and pp. 357 ff. Although Adam rightly insists that Plato was 10
favour of infanticide, and although he rejects as * irrclevant * all attempts * 0
acquit Plato of sanctioning ’ such a dreadful practice, he tries to excuse Plato

by pointing out * that the practice was widely prevalent in ancient Grecece g
But it was not so in Athens. Plato chooses throughout to prefer the ancient
Spartan barbarism and racialism to the cnlightenment of Pericles’ Athens ;
and for this choicc he must be held responsible.  For a hypothesis explaining
the Spartan practice, scc note 7 to chapter 10 (and text) ; sce also the cross
references given there.

Thelater quotations in this paragraph which favour applying the principles
of animal breeding to man are from Republic, 459b (cp. notc 39 to chapter 8,
and text) ; those on the analogy between dogs and warriors, ctc., from the
Republic, 404a ; 3752 ; 376a/b ; and 376b. Sce also note 40 (2) to chapter 5
and the next note here.

36 The two quotations before the note-number are both from Republic,
375b.  The next following quotation is from 416a (cp. note 28 to this chapter) ;
the remaining ones are from 375c-c.  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 onc of Plato’s favourite topics.  (In the Statesman,
283c, f., and later in Aristotle, it merges into the doctrine of the mcan.)

;‘ The quotations are from Republic, 410¢ ; 410d ; 410c; 411c/412a and
412b.

37 In the Laws (680b, ff.) Plato himsclf treats Crete with some irony because
of its barbarous ignorance of literaturc. This ignorance extends cven to
Homer, whom the Cretan interlocutor docs not ‘know, and of whom he says :
¢ foreign pocts are very little read by Cretans ’. (‘ But they are read in Sparta ’,
rejoins the Spartan interlocutor.) ~ For Plato’s preference for Spartan customs,
sce also note 34 to chapter 6, and the text to note 30 to the present
chapter.

38 For Plato’s view on Sparta’s treatment lof the human cattle, sce note
29 to this chapter, Republic, 548¢/5492, where t iy “(‘1“0‘5"“;C man is compared
with Plato’s brother Glaucon : ‘ He would be harder”’ (than Glaucon) « 54
less musical * ; the continuation of this passage 13 quocllcd in the text to note g,
—Thucydides reports (IV, 80) the treacherous murder of the 2,000 helots ;
the best of the helots were selected for dc_ath y“a prgmxsc of freedom. ¢
is almost certain that Plato knew Thucydl{-]CF well, and we can be sure thay
he had in addition more direct sources of i Orma;“in'

For Plato’s views on Athens’ slack trcatment of slaves, sec note 18 to thig
Cha?ter' i-Athenian and therefore anti-lit

? Considerin idedly anti- . 1-literary
tendency of the ﬁeffll,’,,‘},-cd‘ff licsica ]}i'tt]c difficult to cxrfla]m why so many educa-
tionists are so cnthusiastic about Plato’s cducationa. thcorics. I can sce only
three likely explanations. Either they do not understand the Republic, in
spite of its most outspoken hostility towards the then existing Athenian literary
education ; or they arc simply flattered by Plato’s rhetorical emphasis upon
the political power of cducation, just as O ﬂéa?)’ philosophers are, and even
some musicians (see t, te 41) ; or both.

f 5 also diffa: to sce. how l;}ve)rs of Greek art and literaturc can find
encouragement in Plato, who, especially 11 the Tenth Book of the Republic,
launched a most violent attack against all pocts and tragedians, and especially
against Homer (and even Hesiod). S€¢ Republic, 600a, where Homer is put
below the level of a good technician OF mecchanic (who would be generally
despised by Plato as banaysjc and depraved ; CP- Rep., 495¢ and 590c, and
note 4 to chapter 11) ; Republic, 600C, where Homer is put below the level
of the Sophists Protagoras and ’Prodicus (see also Gomperz, Greck Thinkers,
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German ed., 11, 401) ; and Republic, 6o5a /b, where pocts are bluntly forbidden
to cnter into any well-governed city.

These clear expressions 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 (notc to 595b11) by saying that ¢ Plato
speaks with real fecling ’ ; but I think that Plato’s remark only illustrates a
mcthod fairly gencrally 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.

40 For the rigid censorship aimed at class discipline, sce Republic, 377e, ff.,
and cspecially 378c : ¢ Those who are 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 censorship in 376e, fI., but that he speaks first only
of truth, bcauty, etc. The censorship is further tightened up in 595a, ff,
especially 6osa/b (sce the foregoing note, and notes 18-22 to chapter 7, and
text). For the réle of censorship in the Laws, sce 8o1c/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 thc gentle element in man as
opposed to the fierce, see especially g3gga, f., where modes of music are
demandcd which do not make men soft, but are ¢ fit for men who are warriors ’.
Cp. also the next note, (2).—It must be made clecar 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, see, for
instance, Republic, 397b, fI.; 398e, fl. ; 400a, ff.; 410b, 424b, f., 546d.
Lauws, 657¢c, ff. ; 673a, 700b, fl., 798d, ff., 8o1d, ff., 8oz2b, 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 lcads 10 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 424c20 ; 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 cspecially 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., 398¢, fI.) 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 carly 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 Papyri,
1906, PP: 45 ff. Itseems possible that the writer is onc of ¢ the various musicians
who criticize Socrates ’ (i.c. the * Socrates ’ of Plato’s Republic), mentioned by
Aristotle (in the equally superstitious passage of his Politics, 1342b, where he
repcats most of Plato’s arguments) ; but the criticism of the anonymous author
goes much further than Aristotle indicates. Plato (and Aristotle) believed
that certain musical 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 temperatc and others just men
others, again, hcrocs, and others cowards.” He brilliantly exposes the silliness
of this view by pointing out that some of the most war-like of the Greck tribes
use modes reputed to produce cowards, while certain professional (ppcl'a)
singers habitually sing in the ¢ heroic’ mode without ever showing signs 0
becoming herocs. This criticism might have been dirccted against .lhc
Athenian musician Damon, often quoted by Plato as an authority, a !'ncn

of Pericles (who was liberal enough to toleratc a pro-Spartan attitude in 'thc
field of artistic criticism). But it might casily have been directed against
Plato himself. For Damon, sce Dicls®; for a hypothesis concerning the
anonymous author, sece ibid., vol. 1I, p. 334, notc.

(3) In view of the fact that I am attacking a rcactionary’ attit}:dc
towards music, I may perhaps remark that my attack is in no way inspirc
by a personal sympathy for ¢ progress’ in music. In fact, I happen to like
old music (the older the better) and to dislike modern music intenscly (especi-
ally most works written since the day when Wagner began to writc music)-
I'am altogether against ¢ futurism ’, whether in the ficld of art or of mm:als
(cp. ch.apter 22, and note 19 to chapter 25.) But I am also against imposing
one’s likes and dislikes upon others, and against censorship in such matters.
We can love and hate, especially in art, without favouring legal measures for
Suplgcésngwhat we hate, or for canonizing what we love.

p. Republic a; and 466c-467c. .

The chara/cteri;a?g)l of modcgn totglit/arian education is duc to A. Kolnai,
The War against the West (1938), p- 318 . . .

43 Plato’s remarkable theory that the state, i.c. centralized and organized
political power, originates through a conquest (the subjugation of a sedentary
agricultural population by nomads or huntcrs) was, as far as I know, first
re-discovered (if we discount some remarks by Machiavelli) by Hume in his
criticism of the historical version of the contract theory (cp. his E.s:sqy:,
Moral, Political, and Literary, vol. 11, 1752, Essay XIL Of lhe  Original
Contracz) ¢ Al’most all the governments ’, Hume writes, ‘which exist a¢

- i cord in story, have been founded
present, or of which there rcmains any rc both . > And he poi
0rlgmally, either on usurpation or conquc‘st,. or both . . P lpts
out that for ‘an artful and bhold man . ., 1t 15 often casy . . , by employing
sometimes viplence, sometimes falsc pretences, to cs'tabhsh. his dominion ovey
2 people a hundred times more numerous than his partizans. . . By such
arts as these, many governments have been cstablished ; and this is all_ the
original contract, wwhich they have to boast of.” The theory was next revived

Y Renan, in What is o Nation ? (1882), and by Nictzsche in his Genealogy of
Mqrals (1887) ; see the third German cdition of 1894, p. 98. The latter
writes of the origin of the ©state’ (without rcference to Hlume) @ ¢ Some
horde of blonde beasts, a conquering master race with a war-like organiza-
tion . . lay their te rrif)’ring paws hcavily upon 2 population which is perhaps
immensely superior in—numbers. . . 'This is the way in which the “ state ”
originates upon ecarth ; I think that the sentimentality which lets it originate
with a “ contract ”, is dead.” This theory appeals to Nictzsche because he
likcs these blonde beasts. But it has also been proffered more recently by
F. Oppenhcimer (Tte State, transl. Gitterman, 1914, p. 68) ; by a Marxist,
K. Kautsky (in his book on The Materialist Interpretation of History) ; and by
W. C. Macleod (The Origin and History of Politics, 1931). I think it very
likely that something of the kind described by Plato, Hume, and Nietzsche
has happened in many, if not in all, cases. I am speaking only about states’
in the sense of organized and even centralized political power.

I may mention that Toynbce has a very different theory. But before
discussing it, I wish first to make it clear that from the anti-historicist point
of view, the question is of no great importancc. 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.c. upon political technology (sce
chapters 3, 9, and 25). )

Toynbee’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 ’ are
states (as here described), some are groups or sequences of states, and some
arc socicties 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 cven more doubtful when we consider a class of such diverse social
phenomena as the carly Egyptian and Mesopotamian states and their institu-
tions and techniqueon the one side,and the Eskimo way of living on the other.

But we may concentrate on Toynbee’s description (A4 Study of History,
vol. I, go5 fI.) 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 cnterprising leaders ; they lead their followers
into the valleys which they begin to cultivate, and found states. This
(Hegelian and Bergsonian) 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 system. This, I believe, is
most likely the result of<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>