PLATO’S REPUBLIC: BOOKS V - VII

III) The Philosopher and the City (449a-541b)
a) The Comedy of the City (449a-73c)

Socrates once again felt this portion of the discussion was complete (the discovery of justice in the city and in the soul) and was about to continue on to discuss various forms of bad government, so that they could discover forms of injustice in the city and in the soul. This aspect of the discussion is delayed until Books VIII and IX. Socrates is prevented from proceeding until he responds to certain objections raised by his interlocutors. 

· Books V-VII, the centre and peak of Plato’s work, arise as a digression from the political focus of the rest of the book

This new beginning to the dialogue (450a) re-enacts the beginning of the whole work, with Polemarchus detaining Socrates – just as he had done by sending his slave to take hold of Socrates’ cloak from behind (327b). This time it is Adeimantus that Polemarchus uses to stop Socrates.

· Adeimantus insists that Socrates has skirted around essential issues within the argument: namely the begetting of children in the conditions of the city, that is, with community of wives and children.

Socrates hesitates concerning these matters. He does not hesitate because he fears being laughed at, which suggests that what is to follow will be, to some extent, a comedy – it will be a re-writing of Aristophanes’ Assembly of Women (The Ecclesiazusae).

Socrates confronts this interjection by the community as three distinct “waves” that he must overcome; he must address the question of the possibility and the desirability of:

i) the equality of males and females (452e-57c);

ii) the community of wives and children (457c-472a); and 

iii) the rule of philosophers (472a-541b).

We will pass quickly over the first two waves; however, we should note the questionable character of Socrates’ defence of these proposals. In them, human existence and the management of reproduction and rearing are likened to the management of herds. We should ask ourselves whether this is the “good regime” only for a limited aspect of human possibility.

b) The Third Wave

Plato’s Socrates asserts that unless “the philosophers rule as kings or those now called kings and chiefs genuinely and adequately philosophize, and political power and philosophy coincide in the same place, while the many natures now making their way to either apart from the other are by necessity excluded, there is no rest from ills for the cities” (473c-d).  The desirability and possibility of this coincidence of philosophy and political rule has been a question ever since Plato wrote his momentous dialogue.
 The controversial nature is emphasized within the dialogue itself. Socrates had hesitated to posit this strange hypothesis, likening the problem “to the biggest wave.” However, Socrates presents this “paradoxical” argument regardless, “even if, exactly like an uproarious wave, it’s going to drown me in laughter and ill repute” (472b, 473c). In fact, the danger Socrates brings upon himself by uttering this position is more threatening than mere laughter and ill repute. According to Glaucon, “you can believe that very many men, and not ordinary ones, will on the spot throw off their clothes, and stripped for action, taking hold of whatever weapon falls under the hand of each, run full speed at you to do wonderful deeds” (473e-474a). Socrates’ response to this third and biggest wave is apparently more apt to induce the violence of the political community than his responses to the previous two waves: on the begetting and rearing of children and on the community of wives and children.

The problem seems to involve two interrelated improbabilities: 

1) that the philosopher as philosopher would wish to be involved in political life; and

2) that the political community would wish to embrace the philosopher as its ruler.

In the first case, the philosopher is one who is driven by a quest for the highest wisdom. This quest for knowledge of the highest things must occupy all of his time as a philosopher. However, political administration is time consuming, in fact, all-time consuming. Thomas More encapsulates this inconvenient fact well in the Letter to Peter Giles that he chose to use as a preface to his Utopia: “so almost the whole of my day is devoted to other people’s business and what’s left over to my own; and then for myself – that is, my studies – there’s nothing left” (4). The question of whether or not the philosopher would, as philosopher, engage in political action comes to light, in the first instance, out of the “essential temporality and finitude” of man (Kojève 150). Rather than engage in political action as such, it appears “at first sight, and according to the very definition of the philosopher, the philosopher will devote ‘all of his time’ to the quest for Wisdom” (Kojève 150). It is highly improbable, then, if not impossible, that the philosopher would wish to spend his time pouring over the administrative trivia that comprises political rule. In the case of the second improbability, that the community would accept the philosopher as a ruler, the key seems to lie in the fact that the pursuits of the philosopher would seem to be little help in determining the best course of action in relation to an impending economic issue, not to mention an impending military threat. In these cases, it would seem that the guidance or rule of the economist or of the experienced General would be preferable (see Xenophon, Memorabilia 3.6). The political life of the community is marked by a valuing of wealth, fame or power. Those rulers who can secure some or all of these for the ruling faction are the ones with the political skill valued by the community. As Adeimantus says in response to Socrates’ initial arguments for the benefits of philosophic rule, “all those who start out on philosophy … most become quite queer, not to say completely vicious; while the ones who seem perfectly decent, do nevertheless suffer at least one consequence of the practice you [Socrates] are praising – they become useless to the cities” (487c-d).
 Being useless in the pursuit of the things valued by the community, it is highly improbable, if not impossible, that the political community could be persuaded to follow a philosopher. In short, philosophy and politics tend in opposite directions and their coincidence would seem to depend on chance – that is, as opposed to nature or art (Strauss 1959, 33).
 

Socrates says that it is only according to our perception that philosophers are useless; they have a usefulness, which our limited insight into things cannot understand (cf. the example of the state as ship, 488a-489a). 

Socrates then goes on to describe the nature of the philosopher’s insight as well as the nature of the philosopher’s position in relation to society. He does so by means of three comparisons or metaphorical images: the Sun, Divided Line and Cave.

· He begins with a description of the ultimate object of knowledge for the philosopher, the form of the Good – which he compares to the Sun

· He then further specifies the different levels of knowledge and being by means of the image of the Line.

· Then, he describes our human relation to these levels of being or reality by means of the image of the cave.

c) The Image of the Sun (504d-509c)

Socrates’ point of departure is that there is a world of becoming and a world of being:

· The world of becoming is of things which “are” and “are not” – in the process of “becoming an adult”, we can say that one both is and is not an adult or child

· The world of being is of that which is without change

· Our experience of particular things is of the world of becoming: if we see a particular beautiful person, we see that which is and is not beautiful at once, since there are aspects which are not completely beautiful in any particular experience

· Only “Beauty” itself, or the “Form” (idea, eidos) of Beauty is completely and unchanging in its beauty. 

· So Socrates distinguishes between the “Forms” of things, their essences, and their “Particular” manifestations

· Socrates says that the Form of the Good is the ultimate object of knowledge. 

· But he is not be able to give a description of the Good. 

· He can only give a substitute of sorts, a comparison to the Sun.

· The sun is to the visible world what the Good is to the intelligible world.

· The sun grants visibility to the visible, allows us to see

· The Good grants intelligibility to the intelligible, allows us to know

The following chart summarizes the comparison that Socrates makes: 

	The Sun: an offspring of the good
	The Good

	Cause of sight
	Cause of knowing

	Dispenses a flood of power
	“Illumines” the soul (psyche); gives the knower the power to know; gives truth to the things known (hence the “cause” of understanding)

	Whatever is fully illumined is clearly seen
	All that is fully “illumined” is clearly known; when darkness is mixed with light, we have only opinions, which may happen to be right, like a blind man walking down a road that happens to be the right one 

	Sight is most sun-like
	Knowing and truth are like the good

	The sun is beyond the visible things it illumines
	Beyond being; provides the being and essence of what is known; more beautiful than knowledge or truth

	Promotes the generation, growth, and nurture of visible things
	Promotes the acquisition of knowledge


 

The Good is the ultimate object of knowledge because knowing the Good, of individual things and in general, is the mark of true wisdom.

Aristotle, Plato’s pupil, defined philosophy as the quest for wisdom and for him “‘wisdom’ is concerned with the first causes and principles” (Metaphysics 981b). There are four types of cause or principle to be examined by the philosopher: material, formal, efficient and final. 

· The chair, for instance, has as its cause the wood that is its material. 

· Another of the chair’s causes or principles is the form or substance of “chairness”

· a device for sitting, we might say. 

· The chair maker, as its source of motion, is another cause of the chair. 

· Lastly, the chair’s reason for being, its final cause, is a principle for it: why does one need a chair? 

In its highest sense, philosophy is that form of making accounts which attempts to articulate this final cause: the “why” of each thing, the “good” of each thing. The supreme way of knowing, the highest philosophy, “is the one which knows that for the sake of which each thing must be done, and this is the good in each case, and, in general, the highest good in the whole of nature” (Metaphysics 982b). 

According to Aristotle, the first philosophers “regarded the material kinds of principles as the principles of all things” (983b). The first philosopher to examine causes beyond merely the physical ones was Socrates. He supposed that nothing could be understood finally unless we know what its reason is, in a deliberative or intentional sense (see Phaedo 96a – 101e). For Socrates, things, by their nature, aim at some good. Thoughtful reflection, then, is the attempt to understand beings in terms of their supreme good, that is, in terms of how things “ought” to be. It is in this sense that our lives must be “examined”: the examined life is the one wherein the question is posed concerning the “that for the sake of which” we do or think certain things. One’s learning, for instance, is “for the sake of” what? One’s daily routines and habits are for the sake of what? Do these routines contribute to one’s ultimate ends? The examined life is the life wherein one poses the question “what is the good life?” Raising these questions leads to the question “what is the Good?”.

Some in Plato’s time had said that the Good is pleasure, some had said knowledge. Plato does not agree with either. For him, the Good is what allows us to know certain things. The Good is separate and prior to knowledge. 

It is difficult for us to truly understand this approach to philosophy. We live in the shadow of the modern philosophical revolution. That revolution took as its point of departure a certain narrowing of the Socratic horizon described above. Modern thought has its foundation in three breaks from the classical definition of philosophy: 

· the positioning of the human subject as the pivotal locus of truth, as first developed in the metaphysics of Descartes (Meditations); 

· the refusal to account for the “final cause” of beings, as first asserted in the natural philosophy of Bacon (New Organon, section 65); and, related to the second 

· the refusal to account for the goal of society, or how things “ought” to be, as first articulated in the political philosophy of Machiavelli (The Prince, section 15).

In the modern world, we refuse to define, as a community, what is the good life or what is the final end of our endeavours. Rather, we ensure that each person has the means (money, security) to pursue his or her own ends. The upshot of this way of thinking has meant that the means themselves have become the “ends” of our endeavours – we focus on accumulating money or power, but do not know “that for the sake of which” we accumulate these things.

d) The Images of the Divided Line and the Cave (509c-521b)

With the first two images Socrates had demonstrated that philosophers are “capable” of ruling since they possess a higher form of knowing. Next, with the Cave image, he must demonstrate that the philosopher is willing to rule. It is questionable whether or not he succeeds in this; his reasoning is somewhat circular at this point:

· The philosopher would only be willing to rule in the “city in speech” described in the dialogue; 

· But, the only way this type of city could arise is through a philosopher becoming a ruler 

The Cave presents visibly the Greek experience of truth (aletheia). That is, the Greek word for truth, if translated literally, means “unconcealedness”. The prefix “a-” operates as a privative, equivalent to our prefix “un-”. The second component of the word, letheia, comes from lethe: concealment or forgetting. Truth is the suspension or cancellation of concealment or forgetting. Truth, in this primordial Greek experience, is never there ‘in itself’, awaiting the neutral recording of the observer. It is gained by struggle; it is wrested from concealment in a conflict of sorts. Truth is tied to un-truth.

The allegory deals with the process of paideia that the philosopher undergoes in relation to this “truth” as unconcealment. Paideia is usually translated as “education”. We increasingly think of “education” as accreditation, but paideia is moral education, a cultivation of one’s character with an eye to one’s proper ends. 

The allegory describes this process in relation to our two-fold nature, as “enlightened and unenlightened” (514a). It describes this two-fold process in terms of the movement of a freed prisoner, first as a turning to exit a cave, and then, secondly, as a turning back to re-enter the cave. The cave figures forth our existence and our society as we know it; that which is beyond the cave is that which exceeds the limits of the known and of what is accepted. In the course of Plato’s allegory, the philosopher brings the two realms into dialogue, while himself existing completely in neither. 

Socrates, similarly, is one who does not normally leave the city. In all of Plato’s dialogues, with the notable exception of the Phaedrus, Socrates is never depicted outside of Athens – we should note, though, that the dialogue depicted in the Republic takes place at the very limits of Athens, in the Piraeus. Thus, Socrates is presented as one who dwells in the city exclusively in one sense; however, in another sense, he is one who transcends the limits of the city in constantly calling into question its standards. Socrates, like the philosopher in the cave allegory, both remains in and transcends the city. 

 This philosophic, two-fold movement begins with an open questioning. The philosophic question, as an open question, allows what is questioned to show itself. This is opposed to an inquiring or probing questioning – that is, the scientific or interrogative questioning which frames and positions the entity or person under investigation. Philosophy calls into question the familiar definitions of things and holds out the possibility of the foreign and the strange. Occupying a central location in the Republic is a description of the unfolding of this philosophic thinking and questioning in terms of a movement along a divided line (509e-511e): from opinion (doxa) to knowledge (episteme), from illusion (eikasia) and belief (pistis) to reasoning (dianoia) and dialectic, from images and physical things to forms (eide). It is after introducing this conception of philosophic thinking as the movement along a divided line that Socrates describes the “allegory of the cave.” Rather than a transition in the discussion to the level of pure “dialectic” – a transition that would abandon rhetoric and the realm of images –Socrates provides yet another image, the image of the cave. What this peculiar lack of a transition connotes is that philosophic activity occurs in the space of the dialogue, in the speech or word (logos). Philosophy is questioning, true; but this questioning can only take place through the dialogic confrontation of accounts.

This philosophic questioning and dialogue does not lead to a perfect and unwavering apprehension of the truth. The philosopher is also, and in the first instance, a prisoner in a cave. He, along with the other prisoners, is bound there and has been so all his life. The prisoners see only the shadows of stick figures cast on the cave wall by firelight (514a-c). The prisoners think that these shadows are the whole truth (515c); this unquestioning nature of the prisoners, says Socrates, makes them like us (515a). It is only then that Socrates raises the question as to what would happen if one of the prisoners were cured (iasin) (515c). Socrates does not ask us to imagine the philosopher as someone who has never been a prisoner. Nor does Socrates ask us to imagine a mass enlightenment of society, or in the terms of the allegory, a kind of “jail break” on the part of all the prisoners. Rather, it is the few, or the one, who can be freed from these chains, and these moments of philosophical enlightenment in our lives are rare and fleeting. 

To be cured, the prisoner must be dragged and forced out of the cave and into the bright light of the sun. This is a painful process, likely to be resisted. It is difficult for us, according to the allegory, to turn away from the ancestral myths, slogans, and accepted truisms that we encounter all our lives. In this way, philosophy is not a solitary affair. We need to be helped and prodded on by the discourses of others. The model of the solitary figure that retreats to the mountain top to experience his enlightened bliss is the image of the mystic, not the philosopher. This is the significance of the fact that Socrates says that the philosopher does not deserve that name unless, in the final analysis, he also returns to the cave in order to facilitate or provoke the process of enlightenment for others.

Plato is not saying that our enlightenment will occur if we are forced or “dragged” into a Philosophy class. Rather, the stimulus that frees the prisoner will come in the form of an encounter with other discourses or speeches that are persuasive or provoking. It is worth noting that as Socrates describes this process of philosophical “turning”, Glaucon has a turning of his own. At first he had seen affairs only from the perspective of those in the cave; he had asserted that the very idea of a philosopher ruler would invoke a violent response from the average citizens (473e-74a). Then, in the course of the discussion of the allegory, he comes to demand that the philosophers be allowed to remain outside the cave and not be forced to return and help rule (519d); he has come to see the matter, somewhat, from the perspective of the philosopher. We could say that the dialogue with Socrates provoked Glaucon’s turning (on Socrates’ persuasion of Glaucon, see also, Xenophon, Memoirs of Socrates 3.6.1). The “turning” or education (paideia) that Plato has in mind can be effected, in the first instance, by means of a conversation with thoughtful men. This turning can also be provoked by a dialogue with the great thinkers of the past. 

At this point, let us summarize the insights that we have been able to glean from the allegory of the cave in terms of what it tells us about the two-fold movement of philosophy (as a turning away and then a turning back):

· First, philosophy begins in the realm of opinion, but is the attempt to transcend and break free of accepted opinions by means of questioning. 
· Second, the philosophic questioning of opinions happens in the dialogue – where differing accounts are set in conflict and their differences become co-defining, setting forth the nature of each opinion. This philosophic dialogue can occur in conversations with thoughtful men or by means of a conversation of sorts with the thinkers of the past. 
· Third, thoughtful dialogue provokes one to move beyond the opinions they currently hold; it provokes a “turning” away from the opinions that were previously before one’s eyes and toward what has been revealed in the process of the dialogue. This process of questioning and breaking free is figured forth in the movement of the freed prisoner out of the cave. 
· Fourth, although questioning leads to a breaking free of opinion, humanity, by its nature, is the animal with an opinion or an account. We need a certain story or account of the world. Thus, the breaking free is followed, immediately and by necessity, by a return to another set of opinions. This return to the realm of opinion is figured forth in the allegory of the cave (this is also the meaning of the “going under” (untergehen) in Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra. 
· Finally, this process of breaking free and returning is painful and disorienting, as Socrates indicates in the allegory. But it is not futile. Although one does not transcend the cave of opinion once and for all to achieve knowledge of the whole, moments of philosophic reflection bring, at least, the essential questions themselves into clarity.
The following chart summarizes the relations between the three images and their corresponding modes of truth (aletheia):

	Sun / Line 
Ontological Level
	
	The Divided Line 
Epistemological Level
	The Cave
	Mode of Truth

	(The Good:  Grants Intelligibility)
	
	(The Good:  
Grants Intelligence)
	(The Sun) 
(516b)
	A-letheia 
(Un-concealment)

	Forms (511a)
	A
	Intelligence (noesis)(511a-b) 
Dialectic (pure reason)
	Things themselves  
(516a-b)
	Out of cave = 
Out of concealment

	
	B
	Mathematical reasoning, 
based on assumptions 
(511a-d)
	Reflections of things  
(516a)
	an-amnesis = 
un-forgetting

	(Sun: Grants Visibility)
	
	(Sun: Grants Sight)
	(The Fire) (514b)
	Lethe (forgetting / 
concealment)

	Particular 
Things
	C
	Belief (pistis) 
eg. empirical sciences
	Stick figures 
(514c; 517d)
	In cave = 
un-truth, concealment

	Images 
of Things
	D
	Illusion (eikasia) 
eg. second-hand impressions
	Shadows of figures 
(515a-b)
	forgetting


e) Philosophy and Eros

Platonic philosophy, a philosophy that has learned from the poetic critique of philosophy, knows the soul and knows its passion (eros).

· Cephalus is revealed as anerotic and he shows himself through his actions to be completely averse to the type of philosophic discussion that he claimed to be so fond of. Philosophy requires eros. In fact, the pursuit of wisdom is the highest eros (Republic 475)

· Eros is the one thing that Socrates claims to know (Lysis 204b-c; Symposium 177d-e)

But eros is a fundamental absence, or awareness of a wholeness that has withdrawn and is not available.

· Aristophanes’ speech in the Symposium (189a-193d): love as a desire to have wholeness restored

· Socrates’ speech in the Symposium: birth of Eros from Penia (Poverty) and Poros (Resource) (203b-204b)

· Knowledge of eros means that the philosopher possesses a knowledge of his limit, of what is absent

· This is equivalent to saying that knowledge of the soul is a knowledge of its undefined character

· Socrates sometimes referred to this as knowledge of ignorance

· Another manifestation of limit, of which the philosopher is keenly aware, is death: the philosopher is aware of the finitude of his existence and of his time. Philosophic existence is a “being towards death” in this sense (Phaedo 64a; Heidegger BT Sect 46-53).

· Eros manifests itself as a type of compulsion: it is characterized as “mad masters” (Republic 329d) that can compel one to attend to the needs of the body only (REF: Phaedo), or as that which chains one in the cave, compelling them to see only the shadows in front of them

· However, eros, as philosophic eros, can also be that which frees one from these chains and compels one to turn and ascend from this cave: in this sense, eros is a divine madness (Phaedrus 243e-257b), “philosophical frenzy” or “sacred rage” (Symposium 218b)

· Philosophic eros is not the same thing as Socrates’ daimonion – the latter only restrains and prevents him from taking a certain course of action (Apology 31d-e). For instance, Socrates is restrained by his daimonion from continuing in his speech against eros (Phaedrus 242b-c)

· Philosophic eros is that activity of the soul that effects the disclosure of Being. This erotic disclosure is a mode of the un-concealment that is truth and, as such, is tied to the self-emergence of phusis. This erotic disclosure can be guided by a certain art, a certain philosophic education. That philosophic education, for Plato, is delivered by means of a philosophic poetry. Philosophic poetry inspires a love of discourse as the way of access to and of bringing forth beings in their Being. We will see later that this forms a crucial aspect of the philosophic art of education.

f) Logos and Eidos

Poets are those able to bring forth Being as one and as a whole into a particular figure.

· NB: difference between philosophy, poetry, history (Aristotle, Poetics)

· Socrates on the “ladder of love” (Symposium 201d-212c)

· Socratic logoi as bringing forth of beautiful: “nobody else’s are so godlike, so rich in images of virtue” (Symposium 222a).

· Socrates’ logoi are particular, and are a result of his second best approach in the search for causes: from things in their becoming to logoi
· Logos originally comes from legein, which means “to speak”, but also “to gather” such that what is gathered is brought together into an articulated unity (Heidegger 1959, 127-8; 1976, 252; Sallis 7). In this sense we could say that the Greek definition, rather than pointing to the human as the rational or logical animal, defines the human as the animal able to gather the disparate phenomena of existence, the disparity of things in their pure becoming, into a meaningful unity or whole and to articulate the meaning of that unity

· The way of logos as a gathering into a unity is highlighted by the problem of persistence and identity:

· Ship of Theseus as emblematic of the problem of persistence and identity for the first philosophers (Plutarch, “Theseus” ch. 22-23).

· The problem consists in this: the ship over the years had been gradually replaced in terms of its parts. Each plank as it decayed was replaced with a newer one, such that eventually there were no remaining parts from the original. The question may be formulated as follows: is the ship that went on the mission to Delos in 399 BC (which mission delayed the execution of Socrates, thus enabling his final conversation on the soul) the same as the original? If not, at what point did it cease to be the same ship?

· NB: Heraclitean flux as expressed in Cratylus is the extreme view (Mereological Theory of Identity) – i.e., all parts of A need to be in B for them to be the same – it leads to a world that cannot be known at all because its elements and the properties of those elements are constantly changing.

· Plato’s Socrates seems to accept the Heraclitean theory of flux; however, he feels that through discourses or accounts (logoi), we can see the way in which the beings, in their flux, show themselves in their outward appearance (eidos).

· In the case of the ship, the ship is the same to the extent that it arises as the same ship to a certain community, in its practices and rituals, such that “this is the Ship of Theseus, the same as the one we used last year and the year before that” can be said of it. So, if all of the parts of the ship were changed on the way back from Delos, and this change manifested itself to the community, the Ship could no longer be called, an account (logos) of the Ship as the same, as one, could no longer be made.

· To use another example, we can say of a particular object that “it is a table and is for resting drinks and food” only within a particular context or “world” 

· In this case, the table belongs to an equipmental context, the “in order to” structure of the world. That is, the coffee is in order to quench a certain thirst; the table is to support the coffee.

· Dasein in its fundamental structures of world-disclosing open up this set of relations as articulated in the logos
· Heidegger deconstructs the history of western metaphysics in terms if its derivative conception of the nature of logos. Throughout the tradition, the logos is seen as an assertion, wherein the truth of the assertion is located in the correspondence of the assertion with a pre-given matter at hand. For Heidegger, given the world-disclosure and articulation of that world described above, i.e., given the structures of Da-sein as the open region where beings can arise in Being, the notion of logos as an assertion corresponding to a pre-given thing is a second-order experience of logos. That is, truth as correspondence assumes a region where beings arise such that they can be called and named as such (BT, Sect 44; “ET”).

· This metaphysical notion of logos is not operative in Plato’s dialogue. 

· For both Plato and Heidegger, logos has as one of its possibilities to be a “founding saying”: an articulation that discloses things in a new way; or logos can be a repetition of received opinions. Heidegger refers to the former possibility as the authentic mode of logos of Dasein, whereas the latter is the inauthentic mode.  Of course, both modes are operative at all times. Every disclosive discourse is also concealing in some way. Philosophic logoi, as an authentic mode of the existence of Dasein, disclose such that the limits of the disclosure are brought forth and attended to.

· NB: Aristotle on causes as “said” of many things: he collects them and synthesizes them into the four in Metaphysics Bk 2 ? It is not a question of turning to beings in their multiplicity and becoming to understand their explanatory principles or causes; rather, Aristotle turns to the tradition of accounts of these principles

ANNEX: STRUCTURE OF THE REPUBLIC



Key Secondary Texts on the Republic
· Friedrich Nietzsche, “The Greek State” (1872)

· Martin Heidegger, “Plato’s Doctrine of Truth” (1930)

· Werner Jaeger, Paidaia (1939)

· Hans-Georg Gadamer, Dialogue and Dialectic (1942)
· Leo Strauss, The City and Man (1964)

· Jacques Derrida, “Plato’s Pharmacy” (1968)

· John Sallis, Being and Logos (1975)
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� That is to say, the controversy is not one, as Edward Andrew posits, occurring in “recent decades” (510).


� Martin Heidegger points out that philosophy can never directly supply the energy for historical change or political revolution, in  the first instance, because it is the domain of the few (1959, 10). Alexandre Kojève provides a contrasting opinion on this point: “where ‘structural reforms’ or ‘revolutionary action’ are objectively possible and hence necessary, the philosopher is particularly suited to set them in motion or to recommend them” 149).


� “With regard to what becomes, the first is by nature (phusei) another is through art (techne), another happens by chance (tuche)” (Aristotle, Metaphysics 1032a12ff).


� On the connection of soul and eros, see Rosen 1965.


� A certain stream within poststructuralism critiques the tradition of “desire as lack” from Plato to Hegel to Lacan (see Deleuze and Lyotard). They posit a notion of desire as “productive” of relations and differences. 


This poststructural critique is somewhat misguided. The erotic quest for wisdom that stems from an erotic consciousness of absence is not “useless” or non-productive in the highest sense: it is productive of self-understanding, of one’s undefined character; itis productive of a questioning attunement to beings and others; and it produces a critical detachment from the opinions of one’s community.
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