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ABSTRACT

Platonic Cosmopolitanism. (August 2010)
Daniel Vincent Betti, B.A., Mary Washington College

Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. Cary J. Nederman

What is the content of a meaningful cosmopoliteeoty? Contemporary
cosmopolitanism offers numerous global theorielibefalism, democracy,
republicanism, and postmodernism, but is thereramgtof the “cosmos” or “polis”
within them? | argue these theories, though gladr& not cosmopolitan. Ancient
Greek philosophy holds a more meaningful, substar@onception of cosmopolitanism.
From Homer to the Stoics and Cynics, ancient Greexea hotbed for thinking beyond
the confines of local tradition and convention.e3$& schools of thought ventured to find
universal understandings of humanity and politaraler. Conceiving of the world as a
beautiful order, a cosmos, they sought a beaudiier for the association of human
beings. Within that tradition is the unacknowleddggacy of Platonic
cosmopolitanism.

Rarely do political philosophers find cosmopolitaemes in the dialogues of
Plato. Correcting this omission, | argue that @$atlialogues, from the early through
the late, comprise a cosmopolitan journey: an giteémconstruct @olis according to an

understanding of the cosmos. The early dialogddseas questions of piety, justice,



and righteous obedience. More than that, theyiragato why a good man, Socrates, is
persecuted in his city for nothing more than beairdutiful servant of the gods and his
city. The middle dialogues construct a true cosntiepa political association in
harmony with the natural laws of the world. Furthere, they explain why those who
know how to construct suchpalis live best in such arrangements. In the late dizs,
Plato revises his political plans to accord witlnare developed understanding of
cosmic and human nature.

Platonic cosmopolitanism constructs a tpadis according to the beautiful order
of the cosmos. Such a feat of philosophy is readalekin the Greek tradition, and
inspires contemporaries to rethink their own cotioepof what is truly cosmopolitan

versus merely global.
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CHAPTERI
AN INTRODUCTION TO COSMOPOLITANISM

Contemporary Cosmopolitan Thought

Cosmopolitanism as a topic of study is risinghe torefront of political theory.
One can find any number of books and articles gealéyr titled “Cosmopolitan
Democracy,” “Liberal Cosmopolitanism,” or even “®Hl Liberalism.* The very titles
are the first clue something is wrong in the litera of cosmopolitanism, as
“cosmopolitan” and “global” appear to be mere syroas. In fact, the terms
“cosmopolitan” and “global” correspond to a pol#icystem that encompasses the
entire human population- everyone on the planethEds that all the term
“cosmopolitan” conveys, a political system for eatihe population of the globe? One
can make a joke and ponder whether humanity wébtrigalactic” political theory to
replace its cosmopolitanism once a colony is esstiaddl on the moon or Mars. Sarcastic
speculation aside, contemporary work in the areasmopolitan theory has limited
understanding of what the term cosmopolitanism mead an expansive view of its
political corollaries.

To elaborate, let us discuss four prominent andety-related branches of
political theory that pursue a cosmopolitan systémovernment. Liberalism focuses
on the creation of a global system of just distiittu Moral and capability theory

ruminates on the global distribution of materiaaerces necessary to secure equal

This dissertation follows the style of theurnal of Politics
! More specifically, Darrel Moellendorf€osmopolitan JustigeArchibugi and Held’s<Cosmopolitan
Democracyand Patrick Hayden@osmopolitan Global Politics



opportunity for all individuals to develop theithierent human capabilities. Democratic
theory advocates a global system of political paréition in the affairs that concern
humanity as a group. Critical Constitutionalism r@publicanism) pursues a global
system of peace and cooperation among liberal-dextiocepublics and their
constitutive peoples. Each one of these branchises a particular value as the global
priority and considers a system of global instdnf necessary to secure the prioritized
value. Most are explicitly political, meaning thesopose a set of global governmental
institutions to fulfill the elevated value of tHeebry?

Evaluating this literature of contemporary cosnldaoism, the overriding
concern is that the prioritized global value offeachool of thought (liberty, democracy,
morality...) conflicts with the others within the irtstions of their proposed
cosmopolitan government. The institutions of gldieeralism threaten democracy and
republicanism. A global democracy threatens tlsédistribution of global resources,
individual rights, and the rights of peoples. Retmg the rights of peoples precludes
global democracy, undermines the just system afureg distribution, and is contrary to
the principles of global moral equality. Thesenumtges of cosmopolitanism find
thorough and recurrent conflict without apparertison.

Of interest, each branch of cosmopolitan theoryeses one facet of the
Enlightenment to the detriment of others. Oneqpile, whether the just resource
distribution of the liberals, the democracy of denadic theory, equal moral concern, or

the autonomy of peoples, is elevated above theathdone of the theories entirely

2 Moral and Capability theorists are less presarégptibout the political institutions necessary Faitt
purposes. Of course, their theory has politicabltaries, but they are less concrete than thersthe



rejects the other principles, but subordinates tteethe primary value. The disharmony
among these Enlightenment theories is disconceujog analysis. Liberal theorists
raise equality as their principle. Every indivitishould receive equal access (under
realistic and rational conditions) to material guditical resources. Justice demands
that everyone possess equal opportunity to punsdejoy their liberty, their view of
the good life. Democratic theorists primarily valtine individual's right to participate in
government. They will not allow a technocratiadstant government to overrule this
basic human right. Moral theorists seek to enshuimiversal principles of morality to
preclude the power, influence, and prejudice ofteohgroups of human beings or any
other non-universal principles of morality. In t@st, global republicans look to protect
the right of peoples and nations to their sovetgigout within a stable and peaceful
league of liberal-democratic republics. These eslare all recognizable as descendents
of the Enlightenment, and contemporary theoristg pib one against the rest.

The scenario too closely resembles the old tatbeblind men describing an
elephant. Each branch of cosmopolitanism desceondsthe Enlightenment, but only
grasps one facet of the broader philosophy. Ang, isdting together, they each
describe a part of the philosophy- liberty, eqyalmorality, democracy, republicanism-
but cannot reconstruct the whole thing. Thesediras take one universal value from
the Enlightenment as primary; the others are seargndHaving been separated,
attempts to reconcile these individual universaste less of a coherent philosophy and
more a power struggle among contending principles.

Another branch of contemporary theory venturegtd a cosmopolitanism quite



different from the Enlightenment variants. Postermgsm argues for a peculiar global
system, one that is no system at all. Postmodesmapolitanism rejects any system of
politics or thought that raises one value as atttittwe. Postmodern cosmopolitanism
embraces a global exchange of principles and vallibe concepts of fluidity and
hybridization form the essence of postmodernistaymlitanism. The global, human
community should allow the free-flow of ideas am#@urage the mutability of
contemporary principles and values. All power een(private and public, individual
and group) should allow local customs to meet distaes and not interfere with the
organic interaction that follows. Postmodern cogatitanism accepts that no principle
is sacred or primary. No authority may raise fixgehls. On the contrary, a
postmodern cosmopolitanism encourages the creatinew ideals, hybrid ideals, and
fluid ideals.
Cosmos and Polis

Thinking about the aforementioned branches of thgugam struck by the lack
of meaning in contemporary cosmopolitanism fordbee concepts of that theory,
“cosmos” and “polis.®* Old Diogenes of Sinope, the dog himself, is rdedras coining
the representative phrase of cosmopolitanism, “basitizen of the world,” or to

rearrange the Greek, “My polis is the cosmbsThe attitude reflects a rejection of the

% Throughout this dissertation, | use both cosmastha transliterateosmos By cosmos, | mean an
understanding of the natural world. Different #@rs have varied understandings of that naturadrord
When using the transliteratédsmos| am referring to how Plato is discussing theaggn in the

particular dialogue under investigation. Similadlyse both polis andolis. By polis, | mean a
legitimate, sovereign political community. Bwlis, | mean something closer to the Greek, and edpecia
Platonic, understanding of a sovereign communitglifi€rently-skilled individuals living accordingta
common law.

* From Diogenes Laertius (1950, 65).



narrow loyalty to one’s local community and its gentional laws in favor of the
natural, universal principles that reign over phgbreality. Diogenes’ phrase reflects
an understanding of the natural world as law-likd arderly above the conventions that
small groups try to impose on themselves in thenfof political laws; the cosmos reigns
supreme regardless of what laws exist in any pdatipolis. Unlike Diogenes,
contemporary cosmopolitanism has no concept ofdlsenos. The “cosmos” in
contemporary cosmopolitanism is interchangeablb {global.”

The cosmos to Diogenes, and many other Greek tiinkeas far more than the
giant rock we call Earth. The cosmos was an odi#neg, a divine thing, even a living
thing, and certainly not merely one of the plarnietgersing the galaxy on which
humanity happens to exist. When Diogenes clainditigal attachment to the cosmos,
he removed himseffom the local prejudices of an arbitrary community agehoved
himselfto the source of universal standards and imperatiVég cosmos as universal
was the antithesis of thpolis as particular. With a small qualification, theseno
COSMos in contemporary cosmopolitanism.

Only postmodern cosmopolitanism employs a conckfiteocosmos in its
theory. Postmodernists view the universe, the “@assiras containing no fixed ideals for
humanity and being in a state of natural flux andnge. The world is constantly
changing, turning, and shifting with neither higlpairpose nor fixed end guiding its
motions. Their global system is an attempt torapglitical reality to this cosmic
reality, to breakdown centers of power and allowrage to happen at an individual level

across the globe. Postmodern cosmopolitanism hies a politically-charged



understanding of the cosmos, but not one frienalh¢ idea of a polis. If the polis
means a limited group of citizens living under anoaon, authoritative law, then the
postmodernists certainly reject it. They favoregehtralized, non-authoritative political
system, something that respects the flux of thenossand facilitates a similar fluidity in
the values and principles of the individual.

Historically, cosmopolitanism has been heavy @itlea of the cosmos and
rather light on that of the polis. The philosopdiycosmopolitanism affirms the rational
individual and the rational world, the one who a@iseo the universal standards of the
cosmos rather than the conventions of a limitetspdhdeed, the Gregdoliswas a
highly communitarian structure of relations. Tgwdis raised its citizens to be loyal to
the greater whole. The expression of Diogenesasiee an affirmation of universal
ideals and individualism; thaolis affirmed the priority of the group and viewed the
independent, ambitious individual with suspiciddosmopolitanism, from ancient
Greece and Rome through Enlightenment Europe, é&s & philosophy of the universal
and the individual against the strictures of gradgice and convention.

Platonic Cosmopolitanism

In terms of political association and governmastitutions, cosmopolitanism
has reached different conclusions. The ancientsygenerally approved of a
humanistic rejection of government. They beliematural law was rational, universal,
and superior to any local authority. People neexdy to use their reason to understand
natural standards and peacefully coexist with gth&toics, on the other hand, did apply

their universal standards to the function of imalegovernment. They sought to forge



all humanity into one rational and natural commytiirough a system of empire.
During the European Enlightenment, Immanuel Kagtiad for a global league of
republics to ensure peace among peoples. Thegbliepcooperated according to
universal Reason, but still possessed a measul@noéstic sovereignty as separate
nations. All these cosmopolitans subordinatedlloeammunities and political
associations to the idea of universal humanityyensial empire, or a universal republic
of nation-states. Historically, cosmopolitans cefhe polis, the limited, self-sustaining,
and highly independent community, in favor of umgag associations of one form or
another.

The dialogues of Plato present an intriguing théstosmopolitan thinking.
Instead of raising the individual out tpelis to adhere only to universal standards of the
cosmos, Plato raises tpelis out of convention and grounds it in universal d&ads.
Understanding the cosmos as a hierarchy of ordieig’® dialogues inquire into how a
polis, a local and limited community, might institutevithat reflect universal
standards. Thpolis, he argues, should be reflective of the cosmaslyTPlato rejects
the idea of imperial government; neither does haoese the apolitical, Stoic community
of universal humanity. To live well, Plato argubke individual must live in @olis, and
to provide happiness for its citizens, hais must reflect the order of the cosmos.
Platonic cosmopolitanism, from the early dialogtethe late, is the construction of this
hierarchy of cosmogolis, and individual.

Calling Plato a cosmopolitan is something new,ll@m not applying any novel

® English quotations of Plato’s (1997) dialoguesfawen John Cooper’s edited collection. When
transliterating from ancient Greek, | rely on Pl&t813; 1925; 1926; 1929; 1930; 1935; 1952) in The
Loeb Classical Library collection.



interpretation to the dialogues to produce thisliig Indeed, | am almost embarrassed
by the simplicity and orthodoxy of my interpretatistrategy. | will admit many of the
dialogues are brilliant, but | cannot agree witlo [Strauss (2001, 5) when he writes,
“There is nothing superfluous, nothing meaningiass Platonic dialogue.” Plato is not
perfect. Plato, being human, is subject to thiétira inherent in humanity. His
philosophy is a reflection of genius and many ef dialogues are a pleasure to read, but
they are not free of quandaries, perplexities,@areh mistakes. Furthermore, | do not
apply esoteric analysis as a strategy of interpogtafrankly, | can only understand
esoteric analysis as a kind of distortion appleethe text. Whether that distortion is
preconceived or a reflection of the interpretetteam of consciousness is unknown.
Some of those analyses are interesting and engeggmag, others are not, and all elevate
the interpreter above the text.

Across the dialogues, | find Plato asking similaestions about the nature of the
cosmos angbolis, about virtue and knowledge, and the life weletiv However, he
employs different methods of inquiry and reaché®idint conclusions regarding these
guestions. | agree with a general division of @fatvork into early, middle, and later
periods. In these divisions, scholars have reanbealithoritative consensus about the
proper assignment of each and every fegine can find a slew of arguments placing
dialogueA, which everyone else judges to be in pexptb be more appropriately dated
to periody orz. Consequently, | do not spend much time engaigitigese matters as

my ordering of the dialogues is neither revolutignaor dogmatic. | order dialogues

® A vast literature exists on the chronology of @gtialogues. Recent works include Kahn (2003),
Poster (1998), Young (1994), Brandwood (1990), Bnesslef (1982). One can venture back to
Lutosawski (1905) and beyond.



according to general consensus and the interrelafitheir content to the other
dialogues.

Since | read Plato as pursuing a continuous proj@ctist disagree with a
particular, and popular, trend to divide the Sacrlrom the Platonic in Plato’s dialogue.
A number of interpreters of Plato’s dialogues hsgparated the early, Socratic
dialogues from the rest of the corpus in their twasion of a democratic theory. From
these dialogues, they construct a Platonic/Sogpaiiosophy more favorable to both
ancient Athenian democracy and contemporary dertio¢heeory. | find that this
strategy of disconnecting a group of dialogues fthenrest allows interpreters to impose
a controversial, narrow, and highly modern readihBlato’s main character, Socrates.
Like the esoteric analysts, these democratic ingééeps violate the integrity of individual
texts by data-mining for evidence and they do itigesto the author by removing
individual dialogues from a broader philosophy.

In short, my interpretation of the dialogues isimei controversial nor inventive.
| find myself in agreement on a number of issueh wrominent scholars of Plato.
What, then, is the contribution of this dissertatiol will argue my dissertation offers a
broad contribution to the history of political tight and a more specific contribution to
cosmopolitan thought. Plato offers an inventivdgsophy of cosmopolitanism in his
hierarchy of cosmogolis, and individual. He may be the only philosoptweembrace
the idea of the Gregholis within a cosmopolitan theory. Tracing cosmopaiisa to
the present, contemporary cosmopolitan theorisghtook back at Plato’s dialogues

and find a source of thought to assist their edftatunify the enlightenment virtues in a



10

cosmopolitan system of government. Studying Pdata cosmopolitan, one who
constructs a trupolis according to the standards of the cosmos, enriches
understanding of the idea of cosmopolitanism, @weldnore complete history of

cosmopolitan thought, and may assist contemporark w cosmopolitan thought.
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CHAPTER I
CONTEMPORARY COSMOPOLITANISM

On Modern Cosmopolitanisms

Strands of cosmopolitan thought pervade contempauailitical theory. One
thread employs the moral imperatives of Kantianthge to guide global institutional
reform. Another expands Rawlsian liberalism tcakréhe bounds of closed societies
and create a just system of political and econaslations among all people (and not
among “peoples”). In democratic theory, plansda@iobal assembly are laid to solidify
a cosmopolitan democracy. Critical theorists pmverd the model of constitutional
cosmopolitanism and ideal of communicative actmresolve disputes between
constitutional republics. Postmodernists enteffittag, arguing for a cosmopolitan
culture of fluidity and hybridization. The advoeatof moral, liberal, democratic,
critical, and postmodern cosmopolitanism each afguthe primacy of their different
first principles, but all toward the same end aicatating a cosmopolitan theory.

These modern cosmopolitans all reflect a commoblpm among their theories:
the absence of ontology for either the cosmos®ptilis. Instead, the theories center on
universalizing a concept of the individual. Whettkee individual is primarily moral,
liberal, democratic, critical, or postmodern is tgect of contestation, but the heart of
the theory is the individual. Once the theory itgsiniversal individual, logic dictates
global institutions, whether moral or politicalhd sentiments and attachments of
particular individuals and the irrational motivatgof groups of particular individuals

no longer enter into the political calculus. Thadogy of the cosmos is not a part of
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these cosmopolitanisms. “What the world is” ig tefother disciplines. When
addressing the concept of the polis (again, broadterstood as the legitimacy of
distinct, sovereign communities), modern cosmoaoltheories run into intractable
problems. Beginning with the universal individuadntemporary cosmopolitans
produce a radical re-conceptualization of the polike only legitimate political
community among separate and distinct individualhé community of all individuals.
Logically, any subset of the total population ise&sarily secondary to the full set of
individuals. Whereas the absence of the cosmossmopolitanism undermines the
meaning of the term itself, the re-conceptualizabbthe polis undermines the
subsequent theories themselves- except in theofdlse postmodernists.
Moral and Capability Cosmopolitanism

Martha Nussbaum stands at the forefront of thevaéwf cosmopolitan theory.
Beginning with a theory of moral cosmopolitanisnugsdbaum argued for the universal
value of the human individual and the equal valuevery human being. Early
articulations of the theory created some intragt@obblems. First, Nussbaum could not
reconcile a theory of universal moral consideratiath the fact of unequal human
sentiments and obligations. Second, the theootetbin Stoic and Kantian philosophy,
could not maintain essential teleological, theatagiand cosmological elements of
those philosophies. Working with common purposgsstbaum and Amartya Sen
rethought moral cosmopolitanism, and founded itxaag a theory of human capability
and freedom. Moral cosmopolitanism remains begét problems; prime among which

is the inability to defend its call to universaldamqual moral consideration.
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Should an individual give moral priority to a lited group of persons or to all
people equally? Moral cosmopolitanism arguesHerlatter, and Nussbaum (1996)
argues for moral cosmopolitanism. Invoking the ragnof Diogenes of Sinope,
Nussbaum argues that people should consider theewtwold their home, not any
particular and limited patch of land. Accordingtpuntry, tribe, ethnicity, and other
“accidents of birth” should not affect moral coreigtions. On the contrary, Nussbaum
(1996, 7) contends that “we should recognize hutyaviierever it occurs, and give its
fundamental ingredients, reason and moral capamityfirst allegiance and respect.”
The moral capacity to treat all people as equalscaercome the widespread preference
for local favoritism does not come easily.

Nussbaum (1997a), @ultivating Humanity proposes a course in cosmopolitan
education to inculcate her moral universalisma bomplex, interdependent, and plural
world, the prevailing morality of local preferendesiot sufficient to maintain peaceful
coexistence between peoples. Nussbaum’s educhpiogaam cultivates humanity by
liberating the mind from the strictures of habitlaiustom. It creates a disciplined and
rigorous faculty of reason within the individualdaestion the irrational or limited
maxims of traditionalism. Based on classical golahy, and broadly incorporating the
Stoic tradition from Socrates and Diogenes throMigincus Aurelius, the cultivation of
humanity looks to break free of postmodern relativiwithout enshrining a particular
truth (1997a, 38-40). Yet, these historical fouraes are problematic, and demonstrate
the fundamental weakness of Nussbaum’s projectoséhtosmopolitanism.

Nussbaum (1996, 6; 1997a, 52) often includes Degefamous saying, “l am a
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citizen of the world,” as a concise expressiorhef¢osmopolitan attitude Herodotus,
Plato, and Aristotle may have begun cross-cultsitadies, but Diogenes began
cosmopolitanism and the Stoics developed his ptylog in the following centuries
(Nussbaum 1997a, 53-58). Nussbaum recalls Diog&wsseca, Cicero, and Marcus
Aurelius from the pages of history to testify irfelese of cosmopolitan morality.
However, the testimony of these witnesses is indetapas certain aspects of their
philosophy, including immaterialism, the defenselalvery, and indifference to
suffering, cannot be taken seriously in the moaemsciousness (Nussbaum 1997b).
Problems arise as Nussbaum rejects these Stogfdelhile reaffirming others, i.e.
universal moral concern. The concept of reasdtanc philosophy is central to this
selection process. Stoic Reason, in the capithbease, is a connection to the divine.
Reason is how the mere mortals who comprise husgneart reach the point of divine
order and come to understand and accept their piabe universe (Hill 2000; Lu
2000). This facility of Reason leads individualse indifferent to material suffering,
because the material world is ultimately not impntt And for Nussbaum (1997b, 17),
this faculty of reason is philosophically untenabWhen discussing Kant’s debt to the
Stoics, or such prominent Stoics as Seneca, Ma&utelius, and Cicero, Nussbaum
recognizes they relate their concept of reasom toraerstanding of divinity. When
Nussbaum rejects such a relationship, callingdéefansible in modern discourse, she

removes the cornerstone of their philosophy.

" Diogenes of Sinope famously coined the term, cgstiian, as recorded in Diogenes Laertius (1950,
65).

8 Hill (2000) and Lu (2000) argue this point at léngNussbaum (2000; 1997b) is cognizant of this
problem, but does not reply to it at length.
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Critics of Nussbaum’s moral cosmopolitanism havimed out the tenuous
validity of its historical heritage (Berges 2003y ussbaum favors the Stoic conclusion
of universal moral concern, but not the Stoic cdsgnyand theology that justify the
interrelationship of reason, order, and diviniGritical of Nussbaum, Sandrine Berges
points out that her defense of reason as a commmah faculty and the basis of
morality (and thus morality should be as commoreason) fails specifically because
the proposition is only a fragment of Stoicism. Sliwic philosophy, reason and morality
are intricate human faculties that connect theviddial to the order of the cosmos and
the divine. Without their cosmology and theolothe common human faculty of reason
does not entail necessarily a universal moral aomcAs Berges (2005, 7) succinctly
notes, “After all, we do not expect that all cdtswld live peacefully in a big
brotherhood of cats, even though they are all’'catdthout Stoic cosmology and
theology, reason is just another common humantigcahd is no more a defense for
universal morality than any other common humanltgcu

Moral cosmopolitanism is a theory that hopes sohee the differences of a
plural world in a reasonable manner. Moral cosnlitgusm connects its contemporary
cause to the ancient Stoics, but without adoptiegStoic conception of reason or its
cosmology. The absence of a transcendent factitgason creates problems for moral
cosmopolitanism that have not gone unnoticed byshasm and her detractors (Pogge
2002a; Scheffler 1999). Under scrutiny, moral cogalitanism divides into strong and
weak forms. Ultimately, it cannot assert a unigérsoral imperative, and concludes

with a moral platitude. Strong cosmopolitanisne tineferred theory of Nussbaum
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(19974, 9), dictates “the ideal of a citizen whpsmary loyalty is to human beings the
world over, and whose national, local, and variemlgs loyalties are considered
distinctly secondary.” Weak cosmopolitanism, rétgitely admitted by Nussbaum
(19974, 9) as the more admissible, “allows a wanédifferent views about what our
priorities should be.” Nussbaum (1997a, 9) defemd&ak cosmopolitanism that
recognizes “the worth of human life wherever itwst and compels individuals “to see
[themselves] as bound by common human abilitiespaoblems” despite the distances
between them. Nussbaum remains torn between Wieesiens of cosmopolitanism.
Strong cosmopolitanism apparently rests on an isiptesfoundation, and in reality is
impracticable, and even somewhat repellefihe problem with weak cosmopolitanism
is that it succumbs to platitude and subjectivéguence (yes, all people deserve moral
concern, but my people, family, and friends deseneee in this case). As much as
Nussbaum wants to champion strong cosmopolitarsie simply cannot defend it.
Strong cosmopolitanism denies the reality of estlayyhuman life, that most
individuals have families, friends, and neighboisweed attention and demand priority
action. The problems of people hundreds of miegya much less across continents,
are beyond the scope of their moral concern andracBut the problem of weak
cosmopolitanism is that its moral imperatives kkeill collapse when they are put to
the test. When weighing the merits of action, lececern will count more for a
number of reasons, not the least being that l@zdans are more understandable, closer

to self-interest, and closer to reasons of fanfillgnds, and community. Nussbaum

® Particularly troublesome is the implication thaeds equally responsible for raising the childoén
others (Nussbaum 1997a, 8).
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accepts the central criticism of strong moral cgsatitanism, the implausibility of
universal and equal moral concern, yet still tteemassage weak cosmopolitanism into
its strong form. The project @ultivating Humanityis to teach people “to see
themselves not simply as citizens of some locabregr group, but also, and above all,
as human beings bound to all other human beinge®wf recognition and concern”
(Nussbaum 1997a, 10). Moral cosmopolitanism besaroafused as Nussbaum rejects
the foundation of strong cosmopolitanism and ackadges the need for a less
universal morality, yet still pursues a moral umsaism. A prime example of this
confusion is the anecdotal example of Anna the opsiitan.

As the exemplar of moral cosmopolitanism, Nussbél®®7a, 50-52) describes
the character of Anna. An American businesswomarkivg in Beijing, Anna must
learn the cultures of the various people with wrsira works, primarily Americans and
Chinese, as well as international business lawnamnchs. A problem arises when Anna
adopts an orphaned girl in Beijing, as Anna’s Aramiideas about raising an infant are
vastly different from the infant’'s Chinese nurg&ina’s mother even enters the scene
offering to raise the child herself. Here Nussbd@fb7a, 52) explains that the goal of
the educational plan @ultivating Humanityand of moral cosmopolitanism, is to create
a certain individual like the fictional Anna:

[The] sensitive cross-cultural interpreter, [whelble to negotiate between

mother and nurse and devise some plan for the bal@yelopment that is

agreeable to all. To do this (Anna) has to thiakdrabout the nonuniversality

and nonnaturalness of such small matters as playithga baby. But (Anna) has



18

also had to think of the common needs and aimditilaher with the nurse, and

the nurse with her own mother.

The problem is that no negotiation between thesdipos is apparent or necessarily
natural. The rearing of infants is an importasktto those who undertaking the venture,
and yet Nussbaum dismisses a fundamental disagne@méehe task between the two
cultures. The suggested solution is to call tliE$erences trivial, or “nonuniversal and
nonnatural,” and focus on the common needs betteeagents. This situation
exemplifies how weak cosmopolitanism ends in pldgt to find what is common and
compromise over what is different. But if the reut®s good reasons for her child-
rearing practices, and the adoptive mother goosbreafor hers, then how exactly are
they to compromise? Nussbaum does not suggegip@akto science, which may at
least draw reliable conclusions about the effettach practice on the infant’s
development. The appeal is simply to compromigechvis all that moral
cosmopolitanism can do absent a faculty of reasahdan appeal to universals and thus
resolve such differences of custom. But why compse if you are right?

The problems of moral cosmopolitanism have notgstattention, and
Nussbaum has worked with Amartya Sen to devel@viaed theory of
cosmopolitanism that secures an individual’s freedo fulfill common human
capacities. Each thinker has brought a complemgafgproach to the project.
Nussbaum (2006) focuses on conceptually clarifyvhgt the common human
capacities are and why everyone has a right fafféiln. Sen (1999) has provided

economic reasons why this cosmopolitanism is bathaity just and materially
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productive. Nussbaum and Sen’s work creates a@psiitan capability theory that
argues a central point: everyone should have tielentual freedom and material
capital to develop their natural and common hunspabilities. Ultimately, the theory
endorses a certain kind of human life, a long drgeaceful appetite satisfaction. Itis
the opposite of immaterial and meditative Stoicism.

Sen’s workDevelopment as Freedomuts forth a philosophy of free market
economics that targets for reform the “unfreedonmsistraining rational choice and the
free interaction of people. Freedom is indeedctr@ral concept, both the end and the
means of the argument. The individual must hawedom to produce and trade, and the
free exchange of production is the goal. Nussbadds inFrontiers of Justice&n
exposition of the concept of capability. Everyiindual has a set of capabilities, and
the goal of a just system of production and distidm is to provide each individual with
at least a minimal level of access to the resouneesssary to fulfill their capabilities.
Nussbaum and Sen have worked to organize a cositaopthleory against the
prevailing economic priorities of GDP growth orlirian distribution, and also against
the prevailing theories of cultural relativism.

Despite efforts to shore up moral cosmopolitanista the capability theory, the
work of Nussbaum and Sen has not escaped critieggan from within the liberal
camp:® The main criticism is that neither Sen nor Nusshdully explain the
universalism that underlies their cosmopolitanistarfieron 2006, Chhachhi 2006). In

Cameron’s (2006 1274-1275) surmise, Sen suggebtadhesitant relativism” of

19 See especially Pogge’s (2002b) critique of thepiaality Approach,” the fusion of Nussbaum'’s moral
theory with Sen’s economic thought.
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production, meaning everyone should be free toywednd everything produced in
freedom is good, and Nussbaum offers a “hesitaweusalism” of capabilities, that
some capabilities are so common they are the ieritduniversal species membership.
Neither of these positions defends a strong arat cleiversalism, but constitutes a
western, pragmatic, and materialistic approaclosmmmopolitanism.

Liberal Cosmopolitanism

The moral cosmopolitanism of Nussbaum and Serosdby liberal, and some of
its harshest critics are the fellow liberals comsting alternative theories of
cosmopolitanism. Whether calling it liberal cosmlanism, cosmopolitan liberalism,
or global liberalism, a group of post-Rawlsiansénagught to transcend Rawls’s own
liberal internationalism, developedTine Law of Peopleso create a just distribution of
resources within and across state borders. Alfiewsg the need for a global system of
justice, liberal cosmopolitanism constructs theiingsonal arrangements to secure fair
resource access and political opportunity forradividuals regardless of national
location.

Charles Beitz (1979) forged an early and promiegtiment in favor of
expanding liberalism from a national and internaaictheory into a cosmopolitan one.
With a Rawlsian background, Beitz reflected onghenomenon of globalization and
argued against a key assumption of Rawls’s (19261999, 4) own theory of
liberalism: “Let us assume [...] that a society imare or less self-sufficient association
of persons.” Beitz (1983, 595) contends that inmmadern world economy:

The membership of the original position should ldagl rather than
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national because national societies are not, in $atf-sufficient: the

system of global trade and investment, organizedinva structure of

international institutions and conventions congtital scheme of social

cooperation in Rawls’s sense.
Rawls’s assumption that members of a society fosalfasufficient unit is no longer
tenable given the interdependence of modern stat@oenies. Thus, given the reality of
globalization, it is not fair and therefore nottjés exclusive groups to claim the
resources of a proscribed territory. In short,ghaciples of liberalism supersede the
boundaries of the state.

Not long after Charles Beitz began his liberal refation, another Rawlsian,
Thomas Pogge, sought to revise the moral andutistiial obligations of liberalism by
expanding their saliency from national boundargethe entire human race. Proclaiming
a theory of cosmopolitanism generated from liberajiPogge (1992) set forth three core
principles to guide his creation. Individualistneffirst principle, proposes that familial,
tribal, ethnic, religious, national, and stateleffions must factor beneath individuals in
moral decision-making. In short, “the ultimatetsrof concern are human beings or
persons” (Pogge 1992, 48). Universality, the sdqmmciple, dictates that every human
being merits equal moral consideration. The thimd final principle, generality, calls
for each individual to recognize all other indivadsi as ultimate units of concern (Pogge
1992). With three brief principles, Pogge framegtand theory of liberal
cosmopolitanism.

Along with delineating the principles of liberalssnopolitanism, Pogge argued
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for institutional changes to the international systof governance. In defense of
Rawls’s own principles of justice, Pogge (1994, ))1&intended that Rawls’s theory of
international liberalism crafted ifhe Law of Peoplefils in three ways:

It fails to give members of different peoples rolygiqual chances to

influence the transnational political decisions tzape their lives; it fails

to give equally talented and motivated personshibugqual chances to

obtain a good education and professional positi@spective of the

society into which they were born; and it also gates international

social and economic inequalities that are not ¢éontlaximum benefit of

the world’s worse-off persons.
Pogge (1992, 197) criticizes Rawls for employing ¥ague concept of “a people,”
arguing it is not “clear enough and significant egio in the human world to play the
conceptual role and to have the moral significaheé Rawls assigns to it.” Beitz and
Pogge have argued that liberalism faces a choiweelea truly raising its universal
principles, which cannot take into moral accouet¢bncept of peoples, or maintaining
a notion of communitarian self-sufficiency and logaority. Whereas Rawls worked to
ameliorate the liberal-communitarian divide, Beited Pogge began to set the standards
for liberal cosmopolitanism. The reality of glolzaltion undermining Rawls’s self-
sufficiency assumption, the three core principés] the need for institutional reform to
entrench and enforce the three principles enduarssholarship on global liberalism.

Beitz (2005; 1999b; 1999a) and Pogge (2005a; 20@0&bRa; 2002b; 2001) have

worked diligently to advance liberal cosmopolitamjput have not been reiterating their
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defense of global distributive justice in isolatioworks on liberal cosmopolitanism
have multiplied, but the central principles of theory have not changed (Hayden 2005;
Heater 2002; Moellendorf 2002; Anderson-Gold 20Daster 2001; Gowan 2000; Kuper
2000). In these works, liberal theorists declagd the reality of global economic
interdependence invalidates Rawls&wy of Peoplesind that the core principles of
liberalism, individuality, universality, and genbtg apply to all persons regardless of
group affiliation.

Two problems remain prominent and unresolved iditbeature. First, liberal
cosmopolitans dispute the saliency and legitimdayraup identities, complicating
plans for global governance. Some liberals (Kykai@995; Miller 1995; Tamir 1993)
have argued that group identities are legitimagenehts of human life and must be
factored into moral and political reasoning. Bgeuting the legitimacy of group
identity, liberal cosmopolitans must reconcile ithathe principle of individualism (Tan
2004; 2002; Miller 1998). Unfortunately, attemptgeconciliation are not satisfactory,
and have talked past the issue more than resdlvé@r example, Tan re-conceptualizes
group identities to avoid their communitarian incplions, in effect massaging the
intractable concepts of national and cultural idgmhto forms of civic patriotism. But
that civic patriotism cannot be the raising of stmmey local over the greater whole.
Calling civic patriotism “liberal nationalism,” tee group identities no longer threaten
cosmopolitan institutions. Simply put, liberal oogpolitanism cannot take group
membership as morally or institutionally salientheiut violating the individualism at its

core; it either denies the importance of group fifies or massages them into
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manageable liberal concepts.

Liberal cosmopolitanism is a theory of global widualism; it takes its well-
established concept of the universal individual explands it across the globe. Indeed,
global liberalism is confident in its concept oéthuman individual and the individual's
rationality; thus, the problems of cross-culturdéraction or incommensurable reasons
ought not to register within liberal thinking. Rat, the main problem is how to expand
liberal institutions across the globe, and mostimgideals with various plans to that
effect. Global liberalism follows Rawls by usirttgtlogic of rational choice to scrub
problematic interactions out of the human expererievery individual is
fundamentally a selfish individual actor and caactea rational accommodation with
every other rational actor given enough informatod mutually agreeable rules to the
game (fortuitously provided through the veil of agance device). The
“cosmopolitanism” of liberal cosmopolitanism becanzesynonym for globalism; the
theory devises a system of political liberalismtfoe total set of individuals in the
world.

Democratic Cosmopolitanism

The main architects of cosmopolitan democracyDaneiele Archibugi and
David Held. These two authors and others havelgdogexpand the political principles
of the western, liberal-democratic tradition acrtiesglobe, but especially focusing on
the value of democracy. They argue the procegtobhlization is creating both a
global community and global problems, both of whicbvide reasons to construct a

global parliament. The cosmopolitan theory facesegpread criticism, both of a
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practical and theoretical nature. Still, democratsmopolitanism prioritizes the
enduring principle of democracy, which other cosoib@nisms neglect.

Archibugi (2002) has argued that two ancient cptssalemos and cosmopolis,
are colliding in our times. Demos, or democrady the power of the many and,
internally, the rule of the majority” (Archibugi 2@, 24). Itis a pragmatic ruling
principle more than an abstract concept, and cak oy where the demos is a close-
knit community. Cosmopolis, or cosmopolitanisms baen an abstract and rare ideal,
usually reserved for the travelers and intellectwho learn of “lands, cities, and people
outside their own native communities” (Archibugi02) 24). Historically, the two
concepts have represented opposite political lganiout Archibugi argues that
globalization has brought these two concepts t@getiVestern democracies, the drivers
of globalization, have been introducing democraath varying degrees of success, all
around the world in the course of opening a globatket that interconnects national
economies and undermines the sovereignty of tlgitvaal state. Archibugi (2002, 28)
writes, “The project of cosmopolitan democracy ttars be expressed very simply: it is
the attempt to reconcile the phenomenon of globabn with the successes of
democracy.”

Much of the argument for cosmopolitan democraeplkes around the
declining legitimacy of the nation-state and trse rof global political problems. The
homogenous nation-state is no longer a realiiyefer was. The forces of
globalization have led to worldwide migrations waithh any necessary cultural

assimilation. States are now so internally divense multicultural that Archibugi
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(2003, 4) questions whether they will be able t@ttlee needs of their citizens. As the
state struggles with the demands of a diverseecity, it likewise finds that

globalization is restricting its ability to act asovereign and independent entity. State
economies are growing increasingly interdependedtsabject to the rules and
regulations of a global market and internationglutatory agencies. Furthermore,
globalization is creating problems that do not stbptate borders. States are finding
that they cannot fight problems such as environalgudllution and the spread of
diseases in isolation. Cosmopolitan democracygmizes that globalization is creating
new communities, both smaller and larger than mgsttates, that necessitate new
forms of representation and governance. The toadit nation-state is no longer a
viable entity for fulfilling the ideals of the Eglhtenment or for addressing the problems
of a global community.

In league with Archibugi, David Held (2005) hadtten of cosmopolitan
democracy’s historical legacy and modern principl€esmopolitan democracy owes a
debt to both Stoic and Enlightenment thought, dreér for substituting the concept of
cosmos for polis as the ultimate sphere of oblaya#ind the latter for emphasizing the
concept of theveltburger or world citizen. In these traditions, Held leagplicated a
number of principles for cosmopolitan democracyg|uding equal and individual moral
worth, active agency, and the right to vote. H2I@05, 16) admits that in a diverse
world, we cannot expect consensus on every issudiebargues these principles reflect
the desire to solidify “the moral status of persdhs conditions of agency, and [the

methods of] collective decision-making.” Priorttese principles, Held (2005, 16)
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assumes people desire “ground rules for communitatiialogue, and dispute
settlement [...] precisely because all people amgofal moral value and their views on
a range of moral-political values will conflict Furthermore, “the aim of modern
cosmopolitanism is the conceptualization and geieraf the necessary background
conditions” to actualize its own principles (2005). Here the argument becomes
circular: cosmopolitan democracy puts forth itsdiional principles assuming the
background conditions necessary for those prinsifddlourish previously exist, so that
the principles will create the background condsiorcessary to support the functioning
of the principles (Scheuerman 2002). Cleary, shingtis awry in this logic.

The arguments for cosmopolitan democracy raisengbeu of questions. If the
background conditions necessary for the functiowiipe principles are absent, must
the principles be kept in force to effect a chamgeackground conditions? A specter of
authoritarianism lurks here: who is to keep thaggopular principles in force? How
can this be democratic? If the background conastiare present, then what prevents the
adoption of the principles? Presumably some ai#r@n force must be overcome.

Are the background conditions absent, is sometbragenting the principles from
becoming law, or are the principles simply not dapt Again, something is awry.

The recurring problem of cosmopolitanism rearfi@ad here, in that the
universal principles of cosmopolitanism clash with diversity of values across
cultures. The background conditions of cosmopoldeamocracy, if evident, are not
dominant. Individuals often assert the superiavityheir own cultural values, whether

ignorant or knowledgeable of other value systekisld confronts this problem of
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strong/weak cosmopolitanism, but not with resougdinccess. He (2005, 18) “affirms
principles which are universal in their scope,” blatrifies “that the precise meaning of
these is always fleshed out in situated discussiofisis position leaves ample space for
people with differing values to reach accord thtoagnstructive dialogue, and it leaves
an equal space for people to manipulate univergatiples for the service of their local
values. Though Held favors the former, he canrptagn fully how to avoid the latter.
Beyond the troubles of strong/weak cosmopolitanismsmopolitan democracy
seems beset with additional criticism of a prattaure. Cosmopolitan democracy
points to the success of state and local demogatiernments as evidence that
democracy should be implemented for the global canmity. Geoffrey Hawthorn
(2003) has criticized this position as naive, arguhat local and state democracy is not
such an obvious success story. Cosmopolitan dextsolcave attacked the legitimacy of
the state and international system, but do not deeransider the full implications of
this approach, for the destruction of state sogetgialso undercuts the legitimacy of
current international law (Chandler 2003). Nor basmopolitan democracy fully
considered the potential of the global assemblyitgrinto a global leviathan. A global
parliament threatens to become more of a distargrgonent than a representative one,
and more of an oligarchy than a democracy. Furtherproblems of a global world,
and the solutions to those problems, threatenc¢orbe so complicated that only a
global technocracy, rather than democratic assemohlyaddress them (Urbinati 2003,
Pogge 1997). The simple critique that all the itaants of the globe are too many and

too diverse to find representation in one asserohisies substantial persuasive force
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against which the cosmopolitan democrats have moiged equal counter-argument.

The final problem of cosmopolitan democracy in pcacis one of borders,
constituency, and representation. If state sogatgiis no longer a legitimate principle
of organizing a polity, then cosmopolitan democrangermines the existence of
borders; however, it still asserts the right ofgdes to retain their culture and administer
their own affairs. How, then, does democratic cogalitanism define a legitimate
constituency? After the era of state sovereigmigy any community, however defined,
become an independent entity? Should every contgpumawever small, have a
representative in the global assembly? This igpthblem of constituency: the inability
to establish a rule for legitimate self-determioafi Once every community has a right
to self-rule, how do we apportion representativethe global assembly? Does every
community get a representative, or are people dvidto anonymous districts of equal
population? The latter recreates global equahty ,former communal equality. Evident
in cosmopolitan democracy, more so than liberahmgmlitanism, is the attempt to deal
with global diversity and the plurality of valuestgms among peoples. What is not
evident is a solution to the problem of diversityai project of universalism. The failure
to elaborate the very universalism that underhesproject is a likely source of the
problems that plague democratic cosmopolitanispraatice.
Constitutional Cosmopolitanism

Another broad approach to cosmopolitan theory isqigc or constitutional

cosmopolitanism. An array of theorists has soagimodernize Kantian cosmopolitan

™ In all fairness, self-determination is one of there intractable problems of political theory. See
Buchanan (1991).
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ideals and create a peaceful and global order aipeoples. These theorists offer two
paths toward reconciling the universal right verggsl value problem. Both paths are
works in progress.

Kwame Anthony Appiah (2006; 1997) has defendeddba that a certain
cosmopolitan sentiment can reconcile the disputealaoes and ideologies between
cultures. The proposal is that cosmopolitan petmeay remain attached to a specific
place or culture, but still respect the culturestbiers. Appiah acknowledges the reality
that people live in specific cultures and landsl grow fond of them. But the true
patriot knows that cultures are not static thiregs] will change and develop internally
and through global interactions. Cultural trav&westoms an individual to the goodness
of other cultures, and also reveals the flaws withne’s own culture. However,
globalization must be neither a unilateral force ao assimilating and homogenizing
thing. The cosmopolitan sentiment is distinct frand antagonistic to the homogenizing
force of global liberalism. Just as individualsaitiberal society will pursue different
conceptions of the good, societies in a cosmopolitarld must be free to develop their
own cultural practices and conceptions of the gdaterventionism must be a cautious
thing. Ultimately, the cosmopolitan sentiment semt acknowledging that all people
feel a certain pride in their country, simply besait is theirs. Therefore, all patriots
can feel a certain respect toward each other, apdfhlly this sentiment of
cosmopolitanism can lead to more peaceful intavastbetween patriots.

Cosmopolitanism as a sentiment of respect betywasiots retains weaknesses

in crucial areas. First is the general weaknesenfiments as guides to political
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relationships. The cosmopolitan sentiment thresaggther to dissipate at the first true
clash of principles or only emerge after a difftaconciliation of principles. If the
cosmopolitan sentiment is essentially a live-aridie mentality, it may not endure a
real conflict between patriotic peoples, or atiéaay not prevent the violent
resolution of a conflict. The principles at stakay overwhelm the sentimefitOther
the hand, the sentiment may only arise after tdeshave worked through the
difficulties that divide them. For example, theden friendship between the United
States of America and the Great Britain emergewy aftér a long period of wars, near-
wars, distrust, and finally the desperate alliarafate World Wars?® A sentiment of
patriotic cosmopolitanism may exist among many Aoaars and Britons, but only after
a long period of conflict.

A second problem is that the sentiment remainsean@bout how cosmopolitans
are to interact with distinctly non-liberal people&ppiah clearly believes that a liberal
ought to tolerate the many different ways otheer#b individuals and liberal societies
pursue their conceptions of the good, and righily Idowever, he does not suggest they
should tolerate non-liberal ways of living, nor ddee suggest how the sentiment of
cosmopolitanism resolves this problem. Are noe+igth societies simply off-limits to
the cosmopolitan traveler? That way, the cosmtgolivould neither support an

oppressive society nor risk a violent conflict wihruling authority. Does the

2 The examples of sentiments and even principldsanitg in the face of conflict are many. A primeeo
is how many social-democratic parties of EuropebraSPD) eschewed international solidarity and
pacifism to support their nation-states during WM ar 1.

13 After American independence, the U.S.A. and UdGght each other the War of 1812 and tensions
remained high for over a century. The two appredohar in the 19th Century over the Northwestern
border and during the Civil War. The so-calledé€'sial relationship” between the two is only a post-
World War 1l phenomenon.
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cosmopolitan attempt to engage the non-liberaletpend potentially risk lending
support to its tyrannical regime? Might engagentaaard an outbreak of war? The
sentiment of cosmopolitanism is problematic becatusppears to be an
epiphenomenon. Something must lie deeper withiorielse it may dissipate should it
face a conflict of implacable principles.

Another form of cosmopolitan patriotism, bettergged constitutional
cosmopolitanism, addresses the conflict betweeplpsavhile still recognizing a
people’s legitimate desire to live under a commowegnment formed by their shared
principles. Jurgen Habermas (2001a; 2001b; 19987)lhas worked to fulfill the
promise of the Enlightenment, particularly the Kantlegacy of a global peace among
republican peoples. Habermas takes seriouslyitleesity of local customs and
lifestyles but wants these to reflect the univevsdies of the Enlightenment. Rather
than relying on a sentiment, Habermas argues #resolution of conflict through
cultural communication, specifically through thegesses of dialogue he has
championed. Thus, communicative agreement is hdwiduals with differing
conceptions of the good will establish just consitins amongst themselves and
likewise how various peoples will reach just accamdations with other peoples.

The Habermasian project is an attempt to attuskndt groups, meaning
communities in which individuals share a bond iaithvays of living, with a greater
cosmopolitanism. The goal is that each distinougrwill construct a constitution that
embraces the particulars of their patriotic comrubut also will reflect the universal

values of the Enlightenment found in dialogue vathers (Fine and Smith 2003). This
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project is just that- a work in progress. Somél{Bay and Castiglione 2004) have
criticized the project as mere justificatory toot Supranational institutions (the
European Union) as they replace sovereign staths.criticism is true superficially, as
the project looks to replace both the sovereighsstates and class conflict with a
politics of rational and consensual constitutiosrali(Fine 2003). The project works
toward the broader end of a union of constitutioeglblics and cosmopolitan peace,
not merely the E. U.

One criticism of constitutional cosmopolitanismilsts at the heart of the
Enlightenment project itself. Some (Rosenfeld 90@&e pointed out that the
emergence of global terrorism presents a challemgemmunicative ethics, in that
communication may not be possible with those wHbe in violent forms of
fundamentalism. If these violent fundamentalismesiudtimately the manifestations of
solvable economic injustice, then constitutionaropolitanism can overcome them.
However, if fundamentalists hold their beliefs dgegnd regardless of economic
relations, then reasonably they will set out tadarate non-fundamentalist individuals
and societies, and communicative discourse wileHaund the limits to its no longer
universal values. Constitutional cosmopolitang lael forced to acknowledge the limits
of dialogue and will be thrust into violent confliwith various fundamentalists. The
argument suggests one possible outcome if commiwrecactions faces a limitation.
Another group of cosmopolitans follow the deniabiofversalism with a far different

cosmopolitan theory.
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Postmodern Cosmopolitanism

Theorists of postmodern cosmopolitanism are a devéat who find a few
common points of intersection. Primarily, they anéics of universalism. They reject
any attempt to expand a particular principle intiaversal as they reject the legitimacy
of any one principle becoming the foundation faloaninant theory. Taking this
position, they immediately come into conflict witie aims of the modern
cosmopolitans. Many look positively at globalipati seeing in it the potential for
limitless interaction. Given the absence of ursaéism, globalization provides the
space and opportunity for many competing peoplesciples, and ways of living to
interact with each other. Globalization is notessarily all positive, however.
Postmodern cosmopolitanism contends that the tbfeglobalization is that one
particular entity will dominate others or that #spousers of universalism will not cede
their claims. Absent these threats, one will retble to avoid interaction with the
other in the global world. This inescapable int&icm will lead to hybridization of
forms and fluidity of principles, expanding the pitde methods and modes of life. In a
way, postmodern cosmopolitanism is the antithesieepreviously discussed
Enlightenment cosmopolitanisms. It holds no undieg universal (reason) and does
not seek to put forth a single principle (moraljtystice, democracy, communicative
action) as superior to others. Postmodern cosnitap@m accepts and facilitates the
flux of identities, values, and principles.

Critiques of the West’s pursuit of universalism abd in postmodern

cosmopolitanism. As expressed by Pollock et &I0(® 582), “The cosmopolitanism of
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our times does not spring from the capitalizedtte@s’ of Rationality, Universality, and
Progress; nor is it embodied in the myth of theamaivrit large in the figure of the
citizen of the world.” Indeed, the postmodern coppolitans analyze the idea of
cosmopolitanism historically to find an absenceaftinuity to the very theory itself
(Toulmin 1990)! Stoics, Kant and Kantians, andgreus thinkers have defined
cosmopolitanism differently to accord with theilibEsystems. Secular moderns
likewise have used the idea of cosmopolitanism witliew to their own beliefs and
purposes. If we are to have a cosmopolitanismptsmodernists argue, it cannot be
the simple assertion of one particular culturalieads a universal principle to determine
the political organization of all peoples. Inde#ttt postmodern cosmopolitans have
argued against the (primarily western) imperialthist masquerades as universal values
and cosmopolitanism (Woodiwiss 2002). To find pites that approach universality,
western individuals must engage in creative syneiigly non-western ideas; universal
principles will not be an indigenous discovery (fheastone 2002).

Postmodern cosmopolitans do not pursue such amgalyeegardless, they do
argue for cultural interaction and engagement.b@liaation has thrown different
cultures together, often forcing interaction betwé®e strangest of strangers.
Postmodern cosmopolitanism embraces this climaig@faction (Giri 2006; Stevenson
2003; 2002; Mehta 2000). The coming together fiédint peoples compels an
individual toward a self-critical reflection thatdaks down the presupposition
(unconscious or not) that one’s values and priesiire universal, true, and good. This

reflection, along with the experience of other waf/8ving, leads an individual to adopt
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a fluid conception of principles and discard thigeixible dogmas of particular cultures.
Furthermore, as these cosmopolitan individualsioaoatto travel and learn of new ways
of living, their fluid principles are apt to hybrm after encounters with the new
principles of the “Other.” Globalization fostersd type of cosmopolitanism (a world of
interaction, fluidity, and hybridization that createw ways of living) provided that no
one entity comes to dominate (Pieterse 2006; Bred887). In fact, before the modern
era of globalization, frontier lands, the geograpdreas in which no sovereign
government could restrain or mold behavior, prodida example of this. In the
frontier, individuals from different cultures le&sh from their interactions and often
hybridized their values; however, they did come wiblent conflict, which state
governments exacerbated when they came to asgennoay and sovereignty (Tomasi
2003). In short, postmodern cosmopolitanism adwesctor a process of globalization
undirected by hegemonic, global institutions ovensal principles of political
organization. Such an open phenomenon will alleawiduals to become self-critical,
to learn from others, and to create infinite wafybuing.
TheHistory of Cosmopolitanism

No one yet has written a comprehensive historyoshwpolitan thought, nor is
my intention to write it here. For the purposeshi$ project, to show that contemporary
cosmopolitan thought is disconnected from classioamopolitanism in its concepts of
cosmos and polis will suffice. A few historicalcacints of cosmopolitanism do exist,
mainly focusing on the Enlightenment and anciergg@e (Schlereth 1977; Baldry 1965;

Hadas 1943; Harris 1927). Rarely do these incRidé as a cosmopolitan thinker, and
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when included, Plato is of marginal importance. €owporary cosmopolitanism begins
with a concept of the individual, abstract and ensal, and builds its global political
order from that concept. The variants of conterapocosmopolitanism connect only
partially and tenuously with historical antecedentfie cosmos, regardless of its own
order or disorder, is not a factor in these theorielatonic cosmopolitanism is the direct
opposite. It begins with the search for what theneos is, and whether it can provide a
source of order and stability for political thougliepending on the ontology of the
cosmos, one may be able to construct a politicasittution, and thus align the “polis”

to the “cosmos,” completing a truly cosmopolitaadhy. The heart of my project is to
show that Plato’s political philosophy is the atfegrto ground a political order within

the structure of a greater cosmic order. PlatoSypolitanism is one that first searches
for order in the world, the cosmos, and then adogig designs th@olis.

Moral cosmopolitanism presents itself as the rhcegorically grounded of
contemporary cosmopolitanism’s branch, findingacplin the broad traditions of
Stoicism and Cynicism, as well as Kant and thegbtéinment. However, historical
studies (Kleingeld 1999; Moles 1996) show the latkongruence of contemporary
moral cosmopolitanism with its forebears, speciljcaith the concept of Reason.
Among Stoics, Cynics, and German Enlightenmeniogbiphers, criticism of the polis
did not imply that true political membership ishity global or universal. They often
suggested that truly moral behavior is universdl stems from the natural world, the
cosmos. The Greek idea of the cosmos is not elgmitveo the modern and non-

normative terms “universe, world, or globe.” FaoiSs and Cynics, the cosmos was the
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container of all things, animate and non-animaitend and mortal. Human beings,
with their peculiar faculty of reason, had the iyptio understand the ordering of all
things in the cosmos, and thus found themselvds avipecial place within that order
(Hadas 1943). Just reading Hadas’s brief accdwows how distant moral
cosmopolitanism is from its historical antecedents.

Greek cosmopolitanism of the Stoics and Cynics avegection of the primacy
of thepolis. Regardless of whether thelis claimed divine or conventional origin for
its laws, Cynics and Stoics challenged it, and &btie source of human obligation in
the broader- in fact the all inclusive- cosmosdividual poleis were not set against one
another by gods or nature, but all individuals wssebeside one another possessed of
the same natural affections under the same cosmiés.oContemporary
cosmopolitanism has little, if anything, to say abthe cosmic order. The cosmopolitan
interrelationship of all human individuals is sohat toaccomplishbecause it is the
end some humans have chosen, not because it isrsogu@herent in the cosmos. The
structure of the cosmos is a subject for othernplises, and their discoveries neither
have necessarily influenced the choice of endadonan beings nor contemporary
cosmopolitanism’s concept of an end itself.

But the Stoics and Cynics were not the only cosritams in ancient Greece.
The center of my argument is that Plato is a cosititap thinker sufficiently different
from his own contemporaries, and far different frivea cosmopolitans of the present
age. From the cosmos to thelis, Plato seeks to understand what philosophy is, how

one comes to know, and how that knowledge infolmesconstitution of theolis.
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CHAPTER 111
ANCIENT GREEK COSMOPOLITANISM

Ancient Cosmopolitanism

Diogenes of Sinope is both the founder of Cyniceamd of cosmopolitanism; at
least Diogenes Laertius attributes to him the fanmghrase of cosmopolitanisth.
However, cosmopolitanism has deeper and broadés tiban Diogenes the dog-like. In
the epic poetry of Homer, humanity faces the comfataof death. Mortality unites all
human beings. Homer therefore contributes an esudgrstanding of the universality of
the human condition. In the pre-Socratic era, &ytineanism and Orphism reshaped the
Greek understandings of the soul, nature, anditlieed Together, Pythagoreanism and
Orphism developed the concept of the soul fromHbmeric shade to the immortal
psycle. Nature and the divine were understood as paitieand guided by intelligence.
Local variations in the grander order of natureeness significant than the general
laws. Also in the 8 and %' centuries, the conventional laws of the city, ¢bastitution
or nomos fell under criticism from sophists, rhetors, atdtesmen. After Socrates and
Plato, cosmopolitanism explicitly took form in twchools of Greek philosophy,
Cynicism and Stoicism.

Again, no one has written a comprehensive histbgoemopolitan thought, but
a few scholars have written accounts the main mesragrcosmopolitan thought,
including Enlightenment Europe and ancient Gré&cehis chapter will illuminate the

different ways the ancient Greeks approached thasiof universal humanity and the

% See note 4.
15 0On Greek cosmopolitanism, see Baldry (1965), H&#1843), and Harris (1927); on Enlightenment
cosmopolitanism, see Kleingeld (1999) and SchlefE#77).
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ordered, natural world before bringing the two thge into a philosophy of
cosmopolitanism. Important to note is that thésfied products of Stoic and Cynic
cosmopolitanism differ greatly from the politicdlimsophy of Plato. Generally,
Stoicism views all humanity as existing under tbenmon, but hierarchical, order of
reason. Stoic cosmopolitanism includes three trag®f human association, all of
which ultimately reject the Gregdolis. Cynics tend to reject all forms of limited
political association and conventional laws as waeid are less inclined to establish a
new political association in place of the old. @ym embraces a simple, ascetic life of
reason and nature; it is fundamentally anti-pditicNeither Stoic nor Cynic
cosmopolitanism attempts to found a Greeks, a limited political association of
differently-skilled individuals, in harmony with éhgreater laws of the cosmos.
The Universal Order in Homer

In an underappreciated article, Hugh Harris (1%&&rched for the roots of
cosmopolitan thinking long before Diogenes the Cythe Stoics of ancient Greece, or
Alexander the Great. He found four separate robtghat would grow into
cosmopolitanism: the poetry of Homer, the religitaith of Orphism and
Pythagoreanism, the natural philosophy of the mer&ics, and the historical inquiries
of Herodotus. The short article is a fount of egsh into cosmopolitanism. Indeed, one
can find in Homer a certain poetic cosmopolitanibot, not a rational or divinely
ordered one. Homer’s epic poetry imagines a woficbnflict, among both the gods
and human societies. Still, Homer sees that humeamgs share a certain end regardless

of national origin. No matter ongf®lis, no matter one’s place in tipelis, everyone
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shares the fate of mortality. Whether Trojan oe€k; man or woman, Homer identifies
all human beings as mortals, and thus introducga@al aspect of cosmopolitan
thinking: the universality of the human condition.

That an epic poem displays a cosmopolitan flanusdhnot be a huge surprise.
Epic poetry, such as Hometigad, is a work of imagination. It recalls a mythiceen
from a distant time and among distant peoplesir&ong these distant peoples requires
the use of “imaginative fancy.” Homer’s epic pgeiand epic poetry as a form of
historical mythology) “enabled its followers to loaway from their native heath to the
horizon beyond” (Harris 1927, 2). The reader fiadsarade of peoples in thad, and
Homer by no means paints them negatively, nor eganscrutable “others.”
Ethiopians, Phaeacians, and the Abii of the Nalfthass through Homer’s account.
Readers of thédiad may find Homer’s sympathies, and their own, falthie Prince of
Troy, Hector, more than the hero of Greece, Achi(learris 1927, 3). Whatever
particularities he notes among the physical apmeardand of origin, or special fame of
peoples, Homer dispenses universal human quaditids/irtues (justness,
blamelessness) without prejudice.

Encountering many different peoples, the essenaialre of humanity is
common to all its members. The Homeric world isaee of Greek versus barbarian,
but of all peoples in the greater Mediterraneanladvexisting under the rule of the
Olympian deities (Voegelin 1953). Of course, tha¢ is in a state of disorder and war,
but the conflict of theliad is a war among the divinities as much as a cdrdheong

peoples. Achaeans and Trojans war on the ead@bw@sand Hera battle in the heavens.
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Indeed, the gods use Greeks and Trojans as priaxideir infighting. The world is in
a state of disorder, from the gods’ civil war, @riB and Helen’s egregious breach of
custom and tradition, through Achilles otherworldhge (Vogelin 1953, 494). Reason
cannot bring to heel the enormous power of desitersy humanity and the gods
themselves.

Homer’s epic poetry is only a beginning to cosmdapolthinking. It perceives
that the world exists as one order, but that ssatissordered in the poetry. Homer lacks
theology and cosmology; indeed, he laldgos Neither the divine nor the mortal world
is ruled by reason or logitggosis only one motivation among others in the workiiog
the divine and the human realms. Homer’s worlohnis of miracles and passions that
subdue rationalism. Homer is fundamentally “pre&€k;” his concepts are prior to the
discovery of the intellect, the rational mind (Sri€160, 1-22). However, lacking a
universal understanding tfigos Homer does not lack a universal essence of hugnani
For all the complexities of Homeric psychology, &athing is really certain about
Homeric man: that he must die” (Vogelin 1953, 51Human beings are mortal
(thretos). Each and all share in the fate of death. Gribeooverarching themes in the
lliad is the confrontation with mortality and the attéenfp secure a measure of
immortality. Achilles famously seeks immortality iemembrance. His heroic deeds
will be so great, future generations will recakn forever. Hector faces mortality
differently. He risks his own death to protect lifee of his son and wife. Hector seeks
immortality in procreation. Sadly, his effortslfdiut like Achilles, his deeds remain in

memorial.
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Combining Homer’s humane portrayal of characteress the different sides of
combat with his conception of the human being agathdhe reader is lead to a proto-
cosmopolitan sentiment. As much as the readerratadals that Achilles is the hero of
the tale, the sorrowful end of Hector is not chderéhe subsequent appeal by the
supplicant King Priam to Achilles for the body a$ Islain and mutilated son only
deepens the reader’s understanding that the ftergtione of Greek heroes against
barbarians, but a tale of the human struggle agttiescommon fate of death.

Harris (1927) argues that Homer instilled a cosniitgoflair to Greek poetry
that would flourish in time. Poetry as a mediuntofmmunication activates the
imagination of people and wisps their thoughts ftbeir locality to distant places.
Though not based on scientific studies, philosadlgontemplation, or distant travels,
Homer’s epic poetry vicariously transported thedkesefrom their parochigdoleis
across the Mediterranean world. Describing thddaof Libya, Phoenicia, Italy, and
beyond, the reader (or listener) of Homer learnthefpeople in those places and cannot
help but to imagine their lives. As Homer tells thale of a violent war between Greece
and Troy, his epic treats enemy and ally as equmaligan. Indeed, the foreign
characters of Hector and Priam often appear maadand sympathetic than their
native counterparts of Achilles and Agamemnon. okding to Harris (1927, 3-4),
Homer established a legacy in poetry (continuedexample, in Euripideslrojan
WomenandAndromacheor Plato’slon) of humanizing distant, foreign peoples. Poetry
so often plays upon the imaginative soul, and Hameated human beings as

fundamentally moving toward the common fate of dediumanity finds their common
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essence in mortality, not in local attachment.

Though Homer’s epic poem reflects a proto-cosmtgokentiment, it contains
three obvious problems. The first is the disoat@ong the gods. The second is the
existence of miraculous phenomena. The thirdagéhiance on imagination as the
foundation of the work. The first and second peofd do interact at times and certainly
influence the resolution of the third problem. Seduent to Homer, the Greek world
saw a slowly unfolding revolution in religious, satific, and historical thought. Each
would contribute to the development of robust cgsolitanism in the place of Homer’s
imaginative, proto-cosmopolitanism.

Orphism and Pythagor eanism

In the 8™-5" centuries, two religious movements of universalisd
individualism, Orphism and Pythagoreanism, seeptadthe wider Greek
consciousness. The influence of Orphism, murkihasreligion’s origins are, cannot be
denied. Orphism instructed individuals to be coned primarily with the salvation of
their souls. This self-concern applied universalyindividuals regardless of their
geographical birth or political association werdeared to take care of their souls.
Pythagoreanism inspired similar concern for thd aad also developed a rational
theology that encompassed the natural world, g$ratt principles, and the immortal
soul. Divinizing nature and illuminating a fulleoncept of the soul, Orphism and
Pythagoreanism continued to develop the prelimasaof cosmopolitan thought by
attaching the individual soul to an understandihgroversal order.

Scholars (Kahn 2001; Philip 1966; Cameron 1938yatodeny the influence of
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Orphism and Pythagoreanism on the development@&igphilosophy, but accounts of
that influence paint only in broad strokes, tydicatvealing the doctrines of Orphism
and Pythagoreanism in later, more extant, philosop(in Plato, for example). In
studies of the development of Greek philosophyassh on Pythagoreanism and
Orphism tends toward the vague. For example, GAMGrube (1980, 121) wrote that
Plato’s conception of the soul originated in thetehut Grube does not draw
distinctions among “those mystical teachers anglpets who are usually somewhat
summarily lumped together as Orphics.” In like man A. D. Winspear (1940)
discusses the influence of eastern thought on Greklre during and after the Homeric
era. Post-Homer, Winspear credits Orphism wittoohicing an antagonistic soul-body
relationship to the Greek mird. His research also credits Pythagoras with the
development of parallelism, the patterns of sinmtjdsetween the individual, city, and
cosmos. However, Grube and Winspear produce anbdogeneralizations and lack the
details of Orphic and Pythagorean influence. Osicbolars (Jaeger 1959; Vlastos 1952;
Greene 1936; Guthrie 1935; Nilsson 1935) have nated disputed, the influence of
Pythagoreanism and Orphism on Greek thought arldsaphy as well, but in
generalities rather than specifics. Especiallfidift is the separation of Plato from
Pythagoras. Uzdavinys'’s (2004) anthology tread$édPds a Pythagorean, but reading the
dialogues of Plato as evidence of earlier Pythaguosen is not uncontested or
unproblematic.’ At best, this research only demonstrates Pytkagism through

Plato, not an unadulterated or primary source demne.

'8 1n Homer, the soul and body were different elemémthe unitary living being, but certainly not
antagonistic. Nor is thehadein Homer akin to th@syclz of later Greek thought.
" See Guthrie (1962, 173-175) for the short versioBurkert (1972) for the longer argument.
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Some research aims at a basic distinction of Onplais the more mystical cult
and Pythagoreanism as the more rational philosdpltysuch a strict separation is not
tenable. Robbin (1928, 53-68) characterizes Omplais a mystic cult of secret rites and
Pythagoreanism as a more intellectual practicehddgophy, certainly with its own
elements of mysticism. Guthrie (1962, 141-142,-226) argues such a strict separation
is not tenable given the complexity of those crema$the paucity of evidence for
either. The path may be even more tortuous, adiR@h928, 55-56) and Guthrie
(1962, 191-193) find evidence that Pythagoreanigimiato two camps, one closer to a
system of insular mystic rites and the other motellectual, mathematical, and public.
Thus, one might mistake mystical Pythagoreanisn®ighism. Though difficult to
disentangle the two, the combined influence of @Gmphand Pythagorean inspired new
understandings of the soul, nature, reality, aedjod life.

Obscure in its details, the influence of Orphisrd Bythagorean is vibrant in
broader stroke¥ The Homeric epics are famous for their idea d¥ensal mortality
and the soul as the shade of its former life. &ytineanism introduced “a radical break
from the Homeric view” with its idea of the immadrtenigratory, and remembering soul
(Kahn 2001, 18}° Unfortunately, little evidence remains of a nakadhagorean
concept of the soul; most scholarship refers ttoRlaialogues, especially tivdenqg

Phaedo Phaedrus andTimaeusfor source material on Pythagorean teachings

18 Henceforth, | will refer only to Pythagoreanisnstiead of both Pythagoreanism and Orphism. The
source material for Pythagoreanism in tHea@d %' centuries is questionable, but the source material
Orphism is even more opaque.

9 See also Bremmer (1983) and Rohde (1950). Fasre oritical perspective, Claus (1981) argues for a
less revolutionary and more developmental undedgtgrof the soul from Homer to Socrates. The idea
of the soul did not springx nihilofrom Socrates, nor was the Homeric soul exclugiaanere shade.
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(Uzdavinys 2004; Kahn 2001, 49-62; Guthrie 196%)20Nhat can be gleaned from the
general picture of Pythagoreanism is an understgnofi the soul as the true self,
immortal, and cognizant of true reality. Pythagorem denied that the world consists
solely of sense perception and that mortal lifeolely the pursuit of appetite satisfaction
and honor. Living well requires knowledge of natand ethical training, and the
possessor of these will live better on earth amd aaeward in the heavens. Not only “a
doctrine of salvation” for the soul, Pythagoreadbeazed to a life of ethical behavior and
ritual purification in the hopes of avoiding mortaincarnation (Riegweg 2002, 63-67).
Metempsucdsis, or transmigration of the soul, meant that thoke ¥ail to care for the
soul do not receive the blessing of assimilatiotheodivine. The Pythagorean concept
of the soul shares an intimate connection with neatund the divine, which differentiates
it from its contemporaries in natural philosophy.

The 8"-5" centuries saw the beginnings of the scientific yinfchature phusig
across the Greek world, with the Pythagoreans amidrs exhibiting a key difference in
their natural philosophies. lonian natural scieacd Pythagoreanism both divinized
nature, but the lonians did not posit a princidlentelligence as the master of physical
change until Anaxagoras’ philosophy (Guthrie 19621-143). Seeking a master
element or ethereal substance to explain changaisysfcal matter, the lonian natural
philosophy was exceedingly materialistic (McLead &spell 1971, 21-22). Even ifit
did divinize nature, there did not follow much of ethical corollary for humanity
(Vlastos 1975, 29-30). PlatoPhaedo(96a-99d) especially captures the sense that

lonian philosophy, and even Anaxagoras’ concepiofd, did not study nature with an
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eye to teleology and correlative purpose. It gdghysical causation and change
without any notion of change-for-the-best. Studymature to understand generation,
causation, and change-for-the-best is essentRytioagoreanism.

The Pythagoreans studied physical reality as a assanbeautiful, harmonious
arrangement of elements. Pythagoras may evereldeshto call the world a cosmos
(Guthrie 1987, 22). Pythagorean science revolvedral the central importance of
Number, meaning the principles of ratio, harmoreauty, and universality among
physical phenomena (McLean and Aspell 1971, 33-#4ysical reality changed
according to intelligible principles; abiding thgzenciples, physical nature exhibits
harmony. Pythagoreanism freely attached ideasuwhbnic principles to projects of
aesthetic construction. Though mystical in its euslogy and astrology,
Pythagoreanism forged a path of applied scienoausical architecture as well (Guthrie
1987, 11-12). The world being a cosmos impliedetting else in Pythagoreanism: an
ethical imperative.

Number is the ruling principle for nature, but abdNumber are the Gods. The
cosmos being an arrangement, something must hangette arranging. The hierarchy
of reality in Pythagoreanism posits divinities serpe to physical nature that order
nature according to number. The link that travetke hierarchical levels of reality is
intelligence. Pythagoreanism posited a supremalMermeating and ordering the
world, and believed the human capability of intghce could apprehend to an extent
this Mind. Furthermore, Pythagoreans turned tipalsgity of knowledge into an

imperative of good living. The logic simply statét living according to intelligence is
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best.

Guthrie (1962, 199) wrote of the Pythagoreans tiasimilation to the divine”
is the “essential aim of human life.” In other wsy through the faculty of intelligence,
human beings can escape their physical existerttasoend the ladder of reality toward
the immaterial, immortal divine (Guthrie 1987, 12)he hierarchy of Soul, Nature, and
Mind led to universalistic thinking, but not a fdiar kind of cosmopolitanism. The
code of living in Pythagoreanism, particularly thetary restrictions, is a curious
mixture of scientific investigation, introspectiplilosophy, and mystic rites that
appears somewhat bizarre (Kahn 2001, 9; Guthri&@ 188). This way of life is
decidedly anti-political, but it was not anti-sdcia

Pythagorean societies flourished in southern ftathe middle of the B century
before succumbing to popular political repressi@iven their peculiar beliefs, an anti-
Pythagorean political reaction is not surprisinge(fveg 2002, 104-106; Minar 1942).
Pythagoreanism essentially espoused a scientifioguiphical aristocracy. Its
philosophical life was anti-democratic, anti-oligaic, and antagonistic to the
traditional, landed aristocracy. Being a cult nbwledge, Pythagoreans looked down
upon the ignorant masses of the democracy; equladly,deplored the materialism of
the wealth-seeking oligarchy. Challenging thetldimeric mythology, they likely ran
afoul of the landed aristocracy and its claim tie through a mythical, heroic lineage.
Making enemies with all three major classes ofetyciPythagoreans were not long for
political power, much less political coexistendesides making enemies, the

Pythagoreans also displayed pacifist tendenciesaltieir belief in the transmigration
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of the soul (Robbin 1928, 68). Even as they antergal the main classes of society, the
Pythagoreans’ own philosophy steered them away thmmmethods of power politics
that might have preserved their authority.

The actual amount of power wielded by Pythagoreathbrhoods in southern
Italy is unclear. Some evidence suggests thatlzaBgrean elite, theolitikoi, ruled the
city of Croton for a time (Guthrie 1987, 31). Aatly holding power may have
instigated the revolt against them, as the Pytresgoelement of Croton’s community
was driven out (Riedweg 2002, 104-106). Rathen tttain political power,
Pythagoreans tended to form brotherhoods (Kahn,Z)01They lived in social
communion on the outskirts of town, both metapradlycand geographically. With a
philosophy that ran counter to normal life and gatastic to the dominant classes of
political society, Pythagoreanism veered away fpmiitics and worldly engagement.

Thus, Pythagoreanism is not a political philosopha stricter sense of the term.
The Pythagorean brotherhoods are not political camties in the sense of
incorporating different people under a common laey are associations of
likeminded people. The problem is that Pythagassans ambiguous about the
obligation of the learned to guide the ignoranheTndividual certainly benefits from
the cultivation of the soul. Happiness being comity to natural harmony, one lives
best by understanding and adhering to natural oréiee obligation or compulsion to
rule others is not a necessary corollary. TruljghBgoras is said to have eschewed
wanton cruelty because of the doctrine of transatign of the soul, but acts of restraint

are different from positive acts of good. Thoughh@goreanism could support the
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political philosophy of a knowledge-based aristograt need not. It might even support
a kind of cosmopolitan theory. Conceivably, Pyttr@gnism could argue for the rule of
the wise over the ignorant to instill order in ®tgi Questions might still remain about
the appropriate size of the political communityho8Id thepolis remain or should
political society be larger? Ultimately, Pythagamesm is a philosophy of the
individual's pursuit of knowledge of Mind and harmpowith the cosmos. The status of
a political community is ambiguous.
Cynic Cosmopolitanism

The 8" century BC was hardly an epoch of cosmopolitankihig in mainland
Greece. A more accurate generalization is the maflgisof the Greeks became more
aware of their common “Greekness” and of othersaabarian. However, the era of
polis supremacy and Hellene identification would seedinelopment of a
cosmopolitan response. Th® &ntury witnessed the expansion of travel litematu
among the previously parochial Greeks, awakeniegtto the diversity of peoples and
customs across the Mediterranean world and beyordithe products of historians,
sophists, and rhetors all contributed to the grgwiationalist movement in the Greek
world (Baldry 1965, 16-24; Hadas 1948)Even as Greeks primarily identified with
their localpolis, a broader nationalist sentiment took hold ingbpular imagination;

Greeks possessed a common culture that stood appmaé# other barbarian peoples.

2 To examine the complete philosophical and politigderes of activity in 5th century Athens, muessl
the wider Greek world, would comprise a book ielits For examples of such work, see works such as
Munn (2000), Finley (1975), and Havelock (1957¢e Sabine (1937, 3-28) for a brief account of the
importance of th@olis as a form of associationpmosas the engine of political harmony, and the
influence of expanded cultural knowledge in tHecBntury. To stay focused on the topic of
cosmopolitanism, | gloss over the deeper dividearhosandphusisin non-cosmopolitan philosophy and
politics.
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The two invasions of the Persian Empire into maidi&reece probably ignited the
Greek nationalist sentiments as well. CertainlygeR victory inflamed the love of
country. Works such as Herodotitistoriescontributed to the acceptance of the
principle that custom, aromos unites a people and differentiates peoples. Ghau
universal order permeates Herodotus’ thought (#teep ofkorosate-hubris), his vivid
portrayal of the diversity of custom across theld/es more overt than his subtle,
overarching framework for all humanity (Euben 198®jhe primary loyalty to local
custom and convention that typified membershipahs and the broader division of the
world into Greek and barbarian generated a numbghitosophical responses,
including the Cynic and the Stoic.

Whatever Cynicism is, whether a lifestyle, doarior philosophy, it is not
conventional. The foundational principle of Cysiwi is the rejection of all convention
that does not accord with nature. Embracing all tan be observed in or learned from
nature, the Cynics ruthlessly criticized the refmeats and embellishments of civilized
life. Until the Cynic way of life is clarified, #hterm “cosmopolitan” and Diogenes’
famous phrase are easy to misunderstand. ThesStoiked more formally to construct
a philosophical school of thought than did the €gniThey found the common element
of reasonlogos in the individual soul, the whole of nature, d@hd divine, and argued
for a certain kind of rational community insteadioé traditional, conventiongblis. In
different ways, both the Cynics and Stoics develdpeories of cosmopolitanism; yet,
neither attempts to construct a genypedés in harmony with the cosmos.

Even calling the Cynics a school of thought isumetontroversial, as A. A. Long
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(1974), writing on the development of Hellenistlulpsophy, largely subsumes the
Cynics into Stoicism. Reviewing early Cynicismnigp(1974, 4) acknowledges Cynics
like Diogenes had a significant point to their aaftSexhibitionism and deliberate
affront,” but the historical record of their thougé spotty. A better description than
“school of thought” is that Cynicism is the imitani of Diogenes (Branham and Goulet-
Caze 1996, 2-3). But even the claim that Diogesdse first Cynic is not
uncontroversial. Grote (1973, 149-172) beginsah@lysis of Cynicism with
Antisthenes, but never did Aristotle acknowledgédigthenes as a Cynic. Aristotle, as
Long (1996, 31-32) points out, calls Diogenes thst Cynic. Skeptical of the “master-
disciple” relationships later philosophers imposedhe historical record, Long (1974,
109-111) does not draw a straight line from eithecrates to Zeno or Antisthenes to
Diogenes to Crates to Zeno. Given the uncertaihtietermining who is a Cynic and
who is not, we should not be surprised at the @kl of delineating the lineage and
influence of Cynicism on StoicisAl. Cynicism, mainly through the paradigmatic
exemplar of Diogenes, does demonstrate a rejeofisacial artifice and convention and
an embrace of natural individualism. Whether & igolitical theory or an anti-political
theory, Cynicism is a shade of cosmopolitanismdradherence to a kind of
universalism.

| use obtrusive qualifiers for Cynic cosmopolismi(shade, kind of) because it
is exceedingly different from what we normally cuoles cosmopolitanism, both

compared to ancient and contemporary conceptidasn (1939) harshly chided those

%L See Fisch (1937) for the similarities between €igni and Stoicism and Tarn’s (1939) thorough
critique. Also, on the lineage of Cynics see Gfa880, 24-25) for an argument against Antisthexses
the first Cynic and Guthrie (1969) for a conciligtposition between Grote and Grant.
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who even call it “cosmopolitan.” He argued Cynmgigvas not a school of thought.
Cynicism was not a philosophy, “it was a way oéih mode of thought, and was
entirely negative” (Tarn 1939, 42). In Tarn’s (8932-44) analysis, Diogenes, the
ostensible founder of “cosmopolitanism,” is reafying with his famous quip that he
rejects all poleis, all conventional law, and &lims of lineage to authority. The
expression, “my polis is the cosmos,” means thagBmes can live anywhere in the
world because nature and the natural life is usialerHe needs no convention, no
family lineage, and no home. This is certainly aotendorsement of a world-state or
global citizenship; it is the total rejection of pblitical particularism and the
identification of the natural and universal witetht and suitable. Tarn’s analysis
remains substantially valid in the literature a@aes us with a curiously un-
cosmopolitan Cynic cosmopolitanism.

Still, a few points and qualifications can be edisigainst Tarn’s account. Long
(1996, 34-36) points out that Diogenes is not arg@gainst all convention, but only the
conventions against nature and, more importaritly sbphistic doctrine of natural
pleonexiathat rose in the wake of attacks against conventsaff. Typified by
Callicles in Plato’s3orgias arguments against convention in tffeahd 4" centuries
often endorsed a doctrine pieonexia meaning the individual should expand the
appetites and use all methods and means of acgsigiisfaction. Diogenes’ example
actually upholds an extreme form of self-contradl amoderation, exactly opposite of
those who argued against convention.

Another qualification is that Diogenes is not e#lfi negative in his statements
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about thepolis and cosmos. Moles (1996, 108-113) makes the arguthat his famous
attributions in Diogenes Laertius affirm that haisitizen of the whole world and that
the only good government is that of the cosmodfitdée is not denying citizenship
entirely or good government, but his affirmatiorcéstainly not the cosmopolitanism
familiar to moderns or his own contemporaries. demes’ cosmopolitanism is the
freedom to live according to natural laws everyveh@nder the cosmos. As a “citizen”
of the cosmos, Diogenes shargsoéis with any other wise citizen, wisdom being
conformity to natural, cosmic law. Attachmenthestcosmopolis is a moral and natural
one, not one of birth or necessity as in a trad#lippolitical association.

Despite these minor qualifications, Diogenesnegopolitanism, and Cynic
cosmopolitanism more generally, is a radically -gafitical theory of human
association. Finley (1968, 89-101) harshly crziéd Diogenes as a homeless beatnik
who would accept and endure man-made oppressioerridtan establish a just system
of law and politics. Nor are Finley’s condemnatogynarks without some accuracy.
The primary virtue of Cynic life wagutarkeig or strict self-control and physical
endurance Autarkeiameant rational autonomy and asceticism: starkssgtyein the
satisfaction of only the most basic and naturairdesand detachment from all non-
natural concerns (Rich 1956). Living so simply aetiiched from normal human
concerns, Cynicism finds no place for politicaéldnd all its convention, superficiality,
and artifice.

Cynicautarkeig under further examination, is a fascinating cgaceé\ristotle

(Pol. 1235a) famously wrote that only gods and beastself-sufficient creatures.
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Human beings need tip®lis to live well. The point captures Aristotle’s amgent for
man’s essentially political nature. The Cynicsofk different take on the idea that only
gods and animals are self-sufficient. If gods anitnals are self-sufficient, and self-
sufficiency is a virtue, then logically humanityoghd imitate the gods and animals to be
more virtuous. Diogenes was called the dog ndiaut reason; he observed animal
behavior and imitated it. Being closer to selffsigncy, Cynicism rearranges the
traditional “divine-human-animal” hierarchy intovehe-animal-human (Goulet-Caze
1996, 61).

The primary virtue of Cynicism beiraytarkeig political association is rejected
as a vice (Branham and Goulet-Caze 1996, 9). pbhiswas both an admission of self-
insufficiency and an embrace of particularistic laWhe Cynics declined both and
therefore put themselves outside membership irpahy. The records of the Cynics
show that they flouted conventional law, enduregspdal hardships, and ultimately
valued ascetic living and self-sufficiency. Thagy would live this way anywhere in the
world affords them the opportunity to call the waaorld their home, but in any
particular community they will find no permanentaahment. The cosmopolitanism of
the Cynics is the rejection of association andetlegation ofautarkeia The cosmos
itself decrees that individuals must be self-sigfit and adhere only to the general laws
that apply to all humans. This, curiously, is d&monist theory of human happiness,
but one that explicitly finds thgolis and political life antagonistic to fulfillment ($ee
1945). In total, Cynicism is curious twist on awher of Greek philosophical principles,

but its cosmopolitanism is definitely anti-politiGand a strange mixture of the divine
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and the animal.
Stoic Cosmopolitanism

Stoicism and Cynicism share some common philosaphoots, but certainly
reflect substantial differences as W&llOn the surface, Stoic cosmopolitanism shares
distinctive features in common with Cynic cosmofaslism. Both stress control of the
emotions and a certain indifference to materialwimstance. Analysis of more depth
shows that Stoicism is different in its conceptafrihumanity, reason, and the cosmos.
Still, Stoic and Cynic cosmopolitanism reject tbea of thepolis, the local association
of differently-skilled individuals under a commaa. Depending on how one interprets
the evidence, Stoicism raises an isolated societyeowise, the worldwide society of
the wise, or the Cynic-like citizenship to the casm The unwise are not included in a
truly human community.

The most basic distinction one can draw betweertiSmm and Cynicism is that
the Stoic sought a basislogosfor phusis or the lengthy version, the Stoics pursued a
rational philosophy of logic, order, and harmonyeiplain natural phenomena and
human ethics whereas the Cynics accepted les®ugatandards of natural and animal
examples (Long 1974, 107-108).In terms of their political thought, some diffaces
are salient. The Stoics did not consider animalsenakin to the divine than humanity.
The Stoics identified the faculty tdgosin the human being as elevating humanity

above the animals. Stoicism returned to the famdivine-human-animal hierarchy.

2 For clarification, when using the term Stoicisméan early Stoicism. Any reference to later Ssmici
will be explicitly labeled as such.

% One can find more elaborate discussions of brogtigc philosophy in Vogt (2008), lerodiakonou
(1999), Long (1996), and Reesor (1986), among sther
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Identifyinglogosas the highest function of the human mind, thecStolity is one

based on reason and nature. In theory, the bast will be a community of the wise
that assimilates to nature, or the cosmic-dividewever, Stoic writing, or at least
interpretations of those writings, disagrees onctirestruction of this rational and natural
cosmopolis. Research into Stoic political thougiveals three versions of the
community of the wise, the cosmopolis, one of wigobatly resembles Cynic
cosmopolitanism.

The first Stoic cosmopolis stems from Zeno’s fameaciety of the wise. A
significant stream of research interprets the seaittence for Zeno'Boliteia as the
blueprint for an isolated community of rationallfgaling individuals- a Sparta for
sages (Schofield 1991; Baldry 1965; 1958; Chro@861 Tarn 1948). Rowe (2002), for
example, argues that Zend®sliteiais a Socratic critique of PlatoRepublic** Plato’s
ideal city famously includes three classes, twwlhiich are not fully rational. Rowe
(2002, 300) reads Zeno as applying a strict undedstg of Socratic intellectualism to
political association and concluding with the esohe society of the wise- no
ignoramuses allowed! If Rowe is correct, and Zems a Socratic, the later Stoics who
disavowed Zeno’s work as Cynicism and not in kegpwith their Socratic tradition
certainly owe him an apology (Schofield 1991, 9:21)

Zeno’'sPoliteia as the society of the wise is strange sort of c@sritanism.

The society of the wise is a city in the senseedhfp a geographically-bound place and

encompassing a number of individuals under a comwapnof life, but it is a city of

% Rowe’s argument is certainly interesting, and spamumerous and intricate questions. Primarily, th
argument suggests Zeno is more Socratic than @yritoic; indeed, he is more Socratic than Platoa
different work, | would certainly pursue these ssat greater depth.
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only one type of person, the philosopher. Theetgmf the wise, as the name suggests,
is an exclusive arrangement. Human beings whddagkhibit rationality, who fail in
their self-control, are not welcome in this cosmgoZeno’s city is one in which the
wise separate themselves from the ignorant toitifeendship according to nature and
reason. The city is a group of individuals livimgone place according to natural,
rational standards, so we may call it in fairnesssmopolis. However, the exclusivity
of the city is not to be overlooked. The societyse is not a Greegolis in the sense

of encompassing a variety of differently-skillecopée. It is a cosmopolitan theory of
great exclusivity.

Interpreting Zeno's society of the wise as the@stge city for sages causes
continuity problems with later Stoicism, which aegufor a more expansive, imperial
cosmopolis. Sellars (2007) directly challengesitierpretation of Zeno that produces
the society of the wise and argues for a more oontis, cosmopolitan Stoicism.

Zeno, Sellars (2007, 13-14) argues, is not caflimghe retreat of the wise into their

own society, but positing a conditional: if all pé® were sages, then the all the cosmos
would be a city of concord and fulfillment. In axd of rational, autonomous
individuals, everyone would act according to natu@@nventional law would be
superfluous; conventional association would digsip&ocal political organizations
would lose their meaning and purpose as every itdal considered every other
individual an equal, rational being wherever thest.m

In the second interpretation of Stoic cosmopoigiam thepolis yields to the

% Interestingly, Sellars uses Cynicism to make Zamob Seneca into a more coherent tradition. The
evidence for the Cynics and early Stoics is opatjde;not pick sides in these interpretation bafthait
merely spell them out to so they can be comparé&latmnic cosmopolitanism.
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cosmos. Geographical cities may remain, but g@iventional laws succumb to the
advance of reason, nature, andarkeia Like the first interpretation, the second is not
unproblematic. Clearly, it is utopian, and exceslyiso. The first interpretation takes
notice of humanity’s ignorance and encourages fise to segregate themselves. The
second interpretation looks forward to the time wh# human beings are equally wise
and autonomous. Whether | am feeling cynical rig¢w or merely recalling history,
the expectation that all humanity will realize tegpability ofautarkeiaand reason
strikes me as far too utopian. However, this prietiation stands as one of the
paradigmatic examples of cosmopolitan thinkingtladl cosmos will be aspolis, an
association of equals, but equal in reason andaatatead of convention.

The third Stoic cosmopolis reflects the influent¢€ynicism tempered with the
rationality of Stoicism. Instead of an isolatednzounity of sages or the eventual
triumph of reason in the minds of all human beirigs,Stoic cosmopolis is the
citizenship of the wise according to the cosmosgf\2D08). Essentially, only the truly
rational are acting according to cosmic law; ohlg tational are citizens to the true
source of law, the cosmos. This cosmopolis isargxciety of sages bound by a
geographic location, nor is it the world-state ehaonal humanity. However, anyone
who reaches rational self-rule acts according ¢ddlws of the cosmos. Wherever the
rational individual exists, they adhere to the copolis. This interpretation is cognizant
that all humanity exists in the cosmos, but onimneare truly aware of the rational laws
that bind all in the cosmos. Those who come teewstdnd the natural laws of the

cosmos are truly citizens to the highest law, bahynhuman beings will not come to
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this realization. They will continue to live inasés of ignorance as citizens under an
irrational, conventional law. This third Stoic ocogpolis is the city of divinity and
rational humanity; it is an individual state of ae@ess and inter-subjective accordance
more than a physical city of sages or an end-dbhysvorld-state. As the wise live
according to cosmic law, irrational humanity weihnain in their conventional political
associations outside the full citizenship of theros.

In these threeosmopoleisthe faculty of reason motivates political so@stof
unanimity rather than harmony. The wise individgah harmony with the cosmos and
with other wise individuals, but not with irratidiaumanity. The first cosmopolis
simply removes the wise from general humanity th&r own exclusive society. Since
the rational and the irrational cannot be frierids,rational must separate from the
irrational and essentially reclassify themselvea asw type of human being who merits
a new society. The second cosmopolis containsdbds of ultimate perfection.
Eventually, reason will take hold in all peopledahe whole world will live in one,
harmonious state. This means differences of skalft, or class will be insignificant
compared to rational uniformity. The third cosmligpaccepts that some/many people
will remain ignorant and the wise can do littlectae them or escape from them.
Instead of separation or ultimate victory, thedhiosmopolis elevates the idea of
citizenship from membership in an exclusive paditicommunity to adherence to the
laws of the cosmos. The wise belong to a supée;dtee cosmos, and treat lesser
communities as conventional and essentially igrtor@dhough subject to conventional

law, the Stoic is indifferent to such circumstanasscerned only with living according
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to divine standards for the sake of their soul.n&lof these Stoicosmopoleiend with
apolis that brings fundamentally different people togethéo a harmonious unity.
None unite the craftsmen, soldiers, and philosapimto a single, limited political
system. None establish a genupadis that mirrors the cosmos.
Platonic Cosmic Ethics

Between the eras of Pythagorean and Stoic cosntapisin, Plato wrote his
dialogues. Though clearly influenced by Pythagoisa, Plato is not considered a
cosmopolitan thinker. Baldry (1965, 76-77) dis@sskim in the development of
cosmopolitanism, noting that in Plato’s thought shene bonds that hold the cosmos in
harmony will hold the soul and city in order. Biato’s thought is treated as an
interlude to the truly cosmopolitan Cynics and &oiOnly recently has one author,
Gabriela Carone, defended Plato’s philosophy aacdf ethical cosmopolitanism.
Carone (2005) argues that Plato’s late cosmologlyeigiriving force behind his ethical
thought. The rational world-soul, itself immanenphysical reality, provides an
observable standard of order. All human beingspeaneive true order with their
physical senses. Thus understanding natural catlgreople can become rational and
ethical. Carone’s interpretation of Plato’s latvsmology and ethics is sharp divide from
his early, aristocratic notions of knowledge, wtand philosophy, and closer to the
Stoic idea of a world-polis and universal, ratiohamanity. In addition to
disagreements about her interpretations of Platmssnology, her argument is not
political, but ethical. The political outcome bitethics is unclear.

Carone (2005, 8-13) interprets the late dialogges i@eturn to Socratic
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philosophy after Plato’s elitist turn in the middlalogues. In the middle dialogues,
includingPhaedg SymposiumandRepublic Plato is an ontological dualist and political
elitist. Reality is divided into eternal, intelide, and otherworldly Forms and
observable, perceptible reality. The Forms proWmestandards of order for changing
reality. In this dualist ontology, human happines®udaimoniaconsists in
contemplating the intelligible, otherworldly Form@nly the philosopher is happy.
Furthermore, only the philosopher has the knowledgele a community. The majority
of human beings do not have the intellectual capdor happiness or autonomy in
Plato’s dualist ontology and elitist political pbsiophy.

Carone is not satisfied with either Plato’s dualmninis elitism, and she argues
neither is Plato. Plato’s late cosmology, espicialthe TimaeusPhilebus Statesman
andLaws shows a radical break with his earlier thougmmsioalism and elitism.
Carone’s argument is intriguing, but not entiretyreincing (Betegh 2007; Carelli 2007;
Johansen 2007). The late dialogues, she argums,tble immanence of intelligence in
the natural world, thus making education a mattesease-perception. Education
through sense-perception instead of philosophwaleanplation opens the pursuit of
knowledge to all. Of course, natural order inclideman virtues, not just physical
laws. Thus, Carone sees in the late dialoguesra democratic and worldly Plato, but
one of sense perception and ethics more than pipifosal contemplation and politics.
The late Plato shares much in common with Stoicism.

The main pillar in Plato’s late cosmology is themanence of order. Carone

seizes upon the rational world-soul, a concept veldped until Plato’s later dialogues,
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as a replacement for the philosopher-king as teengkar of reason and order (Carone
2005, 12-13). Specifically, Carone (2005, 42-52)uas the world-soul is identical to
the demiurge and immanent in physical reality. sld@asmology uses the cosmic soul as
a direct link between observable phenomena in eand the intelligible Forms (Carone
2005, 70). The removal of the barrier of philosephcontemplation to knowledge is
crucial to Carone’s conclusion of a more democyaticical Plato, as the immanence of
intelligence allows all people to learn from thesetvable, natural phenomena.

Carone argues that Plato’s late cosmology yield®ee individual and universal
ethic. Because intelligence is immanent in natilve observer of the natural world can
find abundant examples of order, harmony, and rea3be planets and stars, for
example, exhibit orderly motion across the heawttsare a prime tool of learning
(Carone 2005, 70-78). The visible world becomedtato’s late ethics what the
philosopher-king was to his middle politics: theadlstandard and instructor of virtue.
Again, Carone (2005, 53-62) reads mindy9 as immanent in the cosmos and the order
of the cosmos as visible in the consistent, regulations of the heavens and earthly
seasons. Whereas the philosopher kings oR#qublicwould only acquire knowledge
from the contemplation of the Forms (and be theg pebple to acquire true knowledge),
everyone can observe the motions of the starstendytcles of the seasons. Anyone can
observe cosmic order and become knowledgeableigngdus.

Carone’s interpretation of the late dialogues sujgp®m system of ethics driven by
a cosmology which supersedes political associatidre cosmos provides the model for

happiness and each individual can learn from iheuit the necessity of political
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association. Carone (2005, 121-122) reads indtieecosmology a turn away from
limited political associations and toward recogmitbdf the cosmos as the standard of
right and good action. The individual best pursadife of rational autonomy by
imitating rational, orderly intelligence, not becioig entangled in limited associations of
conventional laws (Carone 2005, 141-145).

Overall, Carone reads Plato’'s cosmology as progitiie basis for individual
human ethics, but the political outcome is uncertéhere is no reason to form a limited
association of particular individuals in this codagy; in fact, there is no reason to form
any sovereign association. Carone’s interpretatiost likely leads to something like
the Stoic world-polis. Every person, once theyearsthnd the natural, rational laws of
the cosmos, behaves accordingly wherever they Imajopee. The whole world is
container of ethics, and so every rational persiirbe ethical everywhere in the world.
There is no need or reason for political assoaiatio establish parochial codes for a set
of people or a limited geographic area. If thereoibe some coercive authority, they
would only have the authority to educate, as edoicas the path to knowledge and
virtue. Again, there is no reason for substantidifferent educational programs, as all
education is observation of the natural world. ©hserves the motions of the heavens
no differently in Mongolia than Montana. Ultimatel disagree with Carone’s
interpretation of the late dialogues, which Chaptewill show in greater depth.
Conclusion

Tracing the development of cosmopolitan thoughtgribe ancient Greeks

reveals a number of approaches to the broadeid@aiversal humanity. From the
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epic poetry of Homer to the philosophical discoarskthe Stoics, the Greeks conceived
of humanity as sharing a similar fate without nseesg political attachments, and also of
humanity as living within a universal, natural areath certain political implications.
What is missing in the history of Greek cosmopalilaought is the incorporation of
Platonic political philosophy.

In Homer’s epics, humanity exists under the Olymmeder. Whether Greek or
Trojan, the Olympian deities rule over lives anddaes of human beings and their
political associations. Humanity, despite variasian culture, color, and language share
the common fate of death. Every human is mont&;est look for alternative means
(procreation, great memorials) of immortality. Fhindamental similarity does not lead
to common political associations, but does influetie interaction among different
peoples. Both Achilles and Priam can lament thkimate fate of death, even as they
wage a brutal war of annihilation against one amotliHomer is not, strictly speaking, a
cosmopolitan thinker. He certainly contributeshte understanding of humanity as
existing under a universal order, and universalsthe fount of cosmopolitanism.

Between Homer and the more overt cosmopolitartise8” and 4" centuries,
Pythagoreanism and Orphism influenced Greek catilan in ways difficult to discover
or differentiate. The evidence suggests a fewvations. Pythagoreanism and
Orphism introduced a new concept of the soul, matienal and immortal than the
Homeric shade. Along with the soul, these myatits¢ especially Pythagoreanism,
studied nature as a rational, harmonious, and metheal whole. Bringing their

conception of the soul into harmony with the cosntles Pythagoreans appear to
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construct a preliminary cosmopolitanism. Howewthagoreanism, and Orphism for
its part, is not truly political. Both tend towaad immaterialism and mystic rationalism
that drive them away from associations with norhRBgbreans and non-Orphics. The
actual associations formed in Pythagoreanism dterlmescribed as a society of the
wise than a political association.

Explicitly cosmopolitan, Cynicism coined the vetyrpse that began the theory
itself. Diogenes of Sinope rejected all establishta of irrational custom over universal
nature. The conventional laws of thelis, he argued, were not binding upon him unless
they happened to accord with the universal lawsatdire and development. Despite
coining the phrase, “I am a citizen of the worl@jbgenes’ thought is less than political.
More accurately, he is rejecting the conventiors laruries of civilized life
characteristic of political association. Diogetwsked to nature for guidance, and
modeled his behavior according to a strict criterd self-sufficiency andutarkeia |If
a behavior required the assistance of another hiomiaug, like political engagement, or
some non-essential material pleasure, then Diogeesed that behavior. Cynic
cosmopolitanism is the affirmation of ascetic selfficiency, and truly an anti-political
cosmopolitanism.

When contemporaries think of ancient cosmopolitaniStoicism tends to be the
source of their thought. However, the Greek Staiese not a unified lot. Stoicism
reached different conclusions about humanity'sti@teto nature, and human beings’
relationships with each other. Greek Stoicismsgoport an insular society of the wise,

a worldwidepolis, or a worldwide society of the wise. Each of thesscosmopolitan in



68

different respects. The insular society constraagtional, geographical association of
sages. But it is hardly political; the city comsionly one type of citizen- the rational
individual. The worldwidgpolis anticipates the time when all human beings fully
develop their rational faculty such that everyamevery city acts according to the laws
of nature. Conventional laws will be replaced lyunal ones, and political disputes will
dissipate as rational individuals find agreemermt @sherence in natural harmony.
Finally, Stoicism also offers the cosmopolitanishthe worldwide, rational elite. All
those who develop their rational faculty will lireharmony and friendship with each
other, but since not all people are rational, theety of wise exists across numerous
and various conventional societies. Clearly, Gigticism offers not cosmopolitanism,
but cosmopolitanisms.

Plato is rarely included in the tradition of Gremsmopolitanism. Most
prominently, Plato is mined as a source of Pythegiothought (indeed, he is the
pinnacle of Pythagoreanism). However, the dialsgfePlato, from the early to the
late, address the fundamental issue of cosmopmlitans the world an order that
encompasses political association? Cosmopolitarssahove all a search for a standard
of order to guide human behavior, both in the reainmterpersonal relations and natural
desires. The conception of natural order in treraapolitan thinker will determine what
behaviors are appropriate for the individual andwdssociations are appropriate for
groups of individuals. Plato’s cosmopolitanisnthis attempt to found a genuine Greek
polis according to the standards of harmony in the lmpadsmos. What could be more

cosmopolitan than polis in harmony with the cosmos?
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CHAPTER IV
THE EARLY DIALOGUES

Platonic political philosophy begins with his eadilogues, th&uthyphrg
Apology Crito, andPhaedo Lately, much research on the early dialogueslds/into
those deciphering the elements of genuine Sogratiosophy from the Platonic and
those using the Platonic dialogues as source rabferithe historical Socrates. This
chapter pursues a different course, less concevithdseparating Socrates and Plato, but
viewing the early dialogues as the beginning afreger course. The early dialogues are
examinations of difficult questions. Should cika be a reflection of divine law?
What is divine law and how can one know it? Whkgthilosophy? What do citizens
owe their city? Can the philosopher be a citiz&t®uld one be? Asking many
guestions, the dialogues do not present a cohansmter. They are fundamental
investigations with only preliminary and non-intaggd solutions. However, the early
dialogues spell out the puzzle: the cosmos is tydeut is thepolis a part of that order?
If so, what part does the philosopher play in theatgr cosmic order and lesser political
order?
TheHistorical Socrates

The “Socratic problem” is a longstanding and cotiteis area of dispute about
what researchers can know about the history arldguiphy of Socrates; yet, many
studies of the historical Socrates use Plato’syehalogues as a source of information
about the Athenian philosopher. A quarrel | rdisee with Socratic studies is that in

mining Plato’s early dialogues for the gems of &bcrwisdom, they often ignotbat
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the early dialogues are Plato’dUndoubtedly, Plato’s conversations and expe&asnc
with Socrates influenced hifh.However, reading the early dialogues wholly as a
container for the teachings of Socrates has twioseproblems. First, Socratic studies
have not produced a consensus on the philosoptie dfistorical Socrates. The
opposite is true; the literature is filled wigakratai- multiple philosophers with multiple
philosophies, all varying in slight or important tieas but sharing the name of Socrates.
Second, Socratic studies have a penchant for gregehe early dialogues as containing
a complete, Socratic philosophy waiting for disagMay the skilled reader. Against

this, | argue the opposite is true; the early djates are merely the beginning of a
philosophical journey. Plato, after the death ofr@tes, addresses general questions in
writing for the first time. The dialogues end t&titely or inconclusively without
resolving the fundamental problem.

Socratic studies divide into two main categora®e uses multiple sources of
information to cobble together an account of thentlae other focuses on the character
of Socrates in Plato’s dialogues, filtering thet&éc from the genuinely Socratic. The
multiple sourced works are as fascinating as theyrastrating, for they contain no
consensus on the historical Socrates. For a ddmating, let us compare Chroust

(1957), Winspear and Silverburg (1960), and Z&ll&62), who rely on Plato,

% still, to say Plato “learned” what Socrates “tatighi too strong, as Socrates claimed not to terctl

in Plato’s own dialogues.

2" Hackforth (1928) argued long ago that the eadjadjues represent Plato thinking through Socrates’
guestions, not his reporting Socratic doctrineglekd, Socrates has no doctrine, only the unexaain
dictum that virtue is knowledge. Gareth Matthe2@08) provides substantial evidence for Hackforth’s
contention. Matthews finds evidence of Socratistenology and metaphysics in thkeenoandGorgias
Are these dialogues Socratic or Platonic? IsPaego thinking through Socratic teachings, or Plato
developing his own thought through the Socratichmé? The dispute finds no easy resolution.
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Xenophon, Aristotle, Diogenes Laertius, and Plutdor accounts of Socrates. Zeller's
(1962, 49, 119) Socrates has no formal doctrineré@es contributes to philosophy the
search for knowledge and a general intellectupbsition that virtue is knowledge. Of
course, one could argue that the equation of viduenowledge is at least the beginning
of a doctrine. Sharply different, Winspear and/&iberg (1960, 58-62) argue that
Socrates developed from his early embrace of Armaveagy materialism to his later
adoption of Pythagorean beliefs in cosmic harmard/the immortality of the soul.
Chroust (1957, 195-197) finds little evidence iatBland Xenophon that Socrates
actively participated in politics; Winspear andvBiberg (1960, 70) have little trouble
placing Socrates as a partisan of the moderatarohdc faction. Interestingly, both
agree that Plato and Xenophon idealize Socratdinwriting to elevate him above the
fray of Athenian politics, thus tainting the histal accuracy of the two (Chroust 1957,
195-197, Winspear and Silverberg 1960, 75). Tktedies of the historical Socrates
only produce three different Socrates, demonstgdahe phenomenon of tt8skratai.
Before these relatively recent Socrates studies,Havelock (1934) wrote of the
paucity of evidence for the historical Socratesiti€zing two earlier attempts at
discovering the historical Socrates, Havelock cotsethat the literary accounts of
Socrates are not primarily containers of historé=th, but dialogues that convey the
philosophy of their respective authors, specificaflato and Xenopho#i. The only

strong evidence for the historical Socrates, Hasketmntends, is Aristophané&se

% Havelock criticizes A.E. Taylor (1954) and ArthGenyon Rogers (1971). Havelock points out that
Taylor's Socrates is a scientist and metaphysisibite Rogers’s Socrates is a moralist and mystiejra
revealing historicaokratai more tharthe historical Socrates.
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Cloudsand Plato’sApology?® Havelock’s essay is a short critique of Socrstiiclies.
Montuori (1992; 1981) supplies ample reinforcemedtLidying the treatment of
Socrates through history, Montuori sees a widelgdaween the historical man and the
philosophy. The captivating figure of Socrates peta seemingly every era toward an
understanding of his teachings. Throughout theohif philosophy, Socrates has been
a heathen, a proto-Christian, a free-thinker, a@ynaand an anti-democrat. Who
Socrates becomes and the content of his philosalpmessage reflect the methods,
sources, and culture of those who study him. wide historical survey, Montuori
concludes what Havelock (1934, 283) argued fiftgrgesarlier, “Every interpreter is left
free to pick out of the available material whafdieshe] thinks is suitable to his [or her]
own conception, and the portraits of Socrates whashilt are not history but subjective
creations.” If we cannot discern the historicat@tes from the source material, can we
reliably discern what is Socratic from what is Brat in Plato’s dialogues?

A second branch of Socratic studies aims to paes@hilosophy of Socrates as it
appears in the dialogues of PI&toThis branch of study largely traces back to Grggo
Vlastos (1991; 1994) and Terence Irwin (1977), willbhsequent researchers (McPherran
1996; Brickhouse and Smith 1994) following theade As with historical inquiries, the
philosophical separation of Socrates from Platwiseasy (Wood and Wood 1986).
Vlastos (1991, 45-80, especially 53) contends lieerty of forms and knowledge as

recollection &namrgsis) are sufficient to show a difference in philosogiegween the

2 |Interestingly, Winspear and Silverberg (1960, B3-disagree with Havelock, arguing that feology
is essentially propaganda, an attempt by Platddalize Socrates and extricate him from partisditigad
judgment. Even Havelock’s small repository of diigtal information on Socrates is not uncontested.
% This assumes that the dialogues can be neatlgetiviind that Plato never revised his early works,
thereby infusing early Socratic dialogues with dd@étonic thoughts. Both assumptions are cortsta
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early dialogues (Socrates) and the middle onesqPI8ut the separation is not so clear
cut. Reasonably, the differences may reflect Rlat@norance or uncertainty in his
early works. Looking at the issue more closelygstbs (1991, 81-106) portrays
Socrates as rational and worldly; forms exist witheople and rational self-analysis can
come to understand them. Plato argues for extemaérsals and otherworldliness.
However, these later differences may result froenvilorking out of early problems, not
necessary representing two different philosophidastos (1991, 58-59) acknowledges
that Socrates must hold some doctrine of the foanly, he does not defend it.

Who is this Socrates? In Vlastos’s account, He/per-rational, yet also a
believer in traditional Greek religion; he is raalig moral, but does not engage in
theology (Vlastos 1991, 157-178). Hyper-ratioryahlas not the hallmark of traditional
Greek religion and the gods were not paragonsraflizal morality. These features are
integral to Plato’s grander political and theol@jieforms, especially in tHeepublic
and later works The evidence of a distinct Socrates in the eadjodues may be only
evidence of a young Plato still thinking througk @iroblems of philosophy, theology,
and political organization.

The creation of a Socratic philosophy from Platgsly dialogues also includes
the problem of subjectivism. Vlastos (1991, 66;80) example, argues that tRaedo
begins Plato’s movement away from Socratism by awgibg an otherworldly theory of
knowledge® Allen (1970) argues differently, that the goafiafling universals,

however tentative, is present in the early Socelgachus. The nature of the universals

31 Klosko (1986) argues essentially the same, thelPliedais the transitional dialogue where Plato
moves away from the Socratic psychology of pur@mnatism to develop a theory of forms and
immortality of the soul.
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will develop through Plato’s dialogues, but Allengaes this early Socrates is not as
worldly as Vlastos would have him. The evidenaeAtben’s argument is persuasive
enough to cast doubt on the project of Socratidietu Ultimately, what these theories
cannot do is conclude with a complete Socraticgsieibhy. One can continually raise
arguments about whether diverging doctrines irPia¢onic dialogues reflect a truly
Socratic teaching or just a change of Plato’s miBden if all scholars agreed on what
doctrines in the dialogues are Socratic, they chassume that Plato included every
Socratic teaching in his dialogues. Somethingiatucdeed may be missing.

No one is likely to argue that Plato’s early dgales do not reflect at all Socratic
thought or that some of Socrates’ philosophy cabedbund in Plato’s dialogues, but
reading the early dialogues as a memorial to Segfatoduces an ill effect: the
explicitly subjective creations of literaBpkratai.** Plato’s dialogues often revolve
around the character of Socrates. A number of svbdve built studies around a
particular issue and the character of Socrateg @appears in author-selected dialogues.
The main problem with these dialogues is the ldatoacern for philosophical context,
much less chronological continuity. The readéefisto wonder who Socrates is: a
historical person, a character in Plato’s dialogiéato’s mouthpiece, or a composite
character assembled by a contemporary scholarrmahiple ancient authors? A
different, less contentious method of interpretai®to read the early dialogues of Plato

as early and Plato’s.

32 Looking for the ethics of Socrates, Gomez-Lobd@%bounces across dialogues with little concern fo
context or comprehensiveness, citing passagestfiedypology Crito, Gorgias andRepublic The case

is similar in Weiss (1998), Beckm#@h979), and especially Nichols (1987), who creatéterary Socrates
from Aristophanes, Plato, and Aristotle. Brickhewnd Smith (1994) concede their uncertainty about
whom or what, in terms of historical personageiterdry character, they are studying in Socrates.
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The Early Dialogues as I nvestigation

Human affairs, politics and philosophy especiaie in a state of disorder in
Plato’s early dialogues. The old religious mythlglas fraught with contradiction and
cannot stand as the foundation for piety or justi©me particular Athenian, Socrates, is
under civil prosecution. His life has been sentwéhe gods and his city, but one god
has given Socrates a command that brings him mmdict with that city. Socrates
appears to care for following the commands of tdsgegardless of the judgment of his
fellow citizens, but alternatively refuses to igadheir verdict and break the laws to
extend his life and divine mission. Through Eaghyphrg Apology andCrito, the
reader may ponder whether the laws of the city rhastontrary to the commands of the
gods. Is there not some way to reconcile the dicmmmands Socrates must obey with
the political laws of Athens under which he livels?there a way for Socrates to obey
his divine calling without transgressing Ipislis?

ThePhaedoaddresses these questions differently and witleroomplexity, but
not at all completely. Plato gives an accounhefdoul and cosmos, and the proper role
of philosophy and the lifestyle of the philosophér.this dialogue, the philosopher
ought not to care much about the city, but speiedni contemplative solitude or in
limited community with other philosophers. Despéatative statements and differences
in theory, the early dialogues ultimately spell the challenges of cosmopolitanism: is
there order in the cosmos? What is its sourceRelge some form of orderly harmony

among the cosmos, city, and citizen? The dialogoeasot propose a cohesive solution,
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only raise questions and draw attention to the lprab®
TheEuthyphro

In theEuthyphrq Plato constructs a dialogue in which Socratestijes the
eponymous fellow Athenian about his knowledge efdbds and how that knowledge
guides his political action. Euthyphro claims twl the commands of the gods, and on
that knowledge he will charge his father with murd8ocrates aims to reveal
Euthyphro’s ignorance of the gods with the consagaehat Euthyphro’s political
action, the public accusation and trial of his éaxths foolish. Hold in mind that never in
the dialogue does Socrates suggest thasbaeld nobase political law on divine law.
The dialogue criticizes both the traditional mytigy} of the divine and the use of those
tales as a basis for political action. PositivElgcrates argues both he and Euthyphro
could act confidently if they knew the divine, stngothing bad would occur if they
followed the example of the gods.

TheEuthyphrobegins with Socrates telling Euthyphro that he $zee
indictment as a corruptor of the youth and innorafaeligion Eu. 2¢c-3b). Euthyphro
sympathizes, thinking the charge stems from Scogrdteine sign, and he relates his
own troubles with prophesy. Euthyphro fancies leiling seer; his predictions having
never failed to come true and he expresses frimtrdtat people still disbelieve his

warnings Eu. 3b-c). Socrates, ever eager to learn from thdse kmow, asks

% The secondary literature on Plato’s early dialegseertainly frustrating among other things.sir
much of the literature does not read these dialwgsePlato’s and as early. Second, many worksare
depth studies of single dialogues. They delve énttialogue with more precision than my project
demands. Denoting all the disagreements betwesse thvorks and mine, the project frequently would
find itself sidetracked. Like Rowe (1993) and Re€1989), | try to include references to secondary
sources only for crucial points. | intend to staythe track of Plato’s cosmopolitanism.
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Euthyphro to teach him his knowledge of the divgoehe can refute the charges against
him (Eu.3d-e). The dialogue continues with Socrates aitemg to draw forth from
Euthyphro his knowledge of divine things.

Since Euthyphro believes himself to possess kraydef the divine, he is on
his way to prosecute his father for impieBu(4a). Astounded, Socrates asks
Euthyphro again if he possesses the knowledgeeadithne, of piety and impiety, to
rightly prosecute his fatheE(Q. 4e). Euthyphro reasserts confidence in his knogdeof
such thingsEu.5a). Thus far, the dialogue has not expressedimaypproval of the
proposition that political action follows from knéedge of the divine. Socrates merely
asks Euthyphro if he truly possesses such knowladdef he will share it. Socrates, of
course, charged with impiety, would benefit greatlyis own trial if he could
distinguish the pious from impious.

Desirous of his interlocutor’'s wisdom, SocrateksaEuthyphro what godliness
and ungodliness are, and piety and impiety. Euthyprepares to cite “powerful
evidence” for his claims, but his words fall flggan Socrates. The evidence is only his
understanding of traditional Greek religidiu( 5e). Because Zeus bound and castrated
his father for his unjust acts, Euthyphro feelsusedn the prosecution of his own father
(Eu.6a). And why not? If Zeus, “the best and most pf the gods,” can mete out such
punishment, then Euthyphro is right to follow hi@mple in prosecuting his fathéfy(.
6a). Euthyphro uses a simple understanding aditional Greek myth to justify his
prosecution, an uncomplicated application of divewample to guide social and

political rules. This basic comparison of divimelehuman action will carry the day in
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court, so Euthyphro believes.

After Euthyphro reveals his compelling evidencecr@tes casually admits his
own guilt. He does not believe such stories ablmigods, and because of this he is an
innovator in religion Eu. 6a). Nor does he believe straightaway Euthypheceesulity,
and asks him if he believes other stories, inclgdimse about wars and enmities among
the gods Eu. 6b-c). Euthyphro assents to the veracity of tistgees; Plato writes that
Socrates should not find himself surpriskd.(6¢c-d). Of course, Socrates is not content
with the “compelling evidence,” and asks Euthyptoralarify what piety is! With
Socrates’ question, tlHeuthyphroturns from a conversation to the dialectic.

Euthyphro, at Socrates’ behest, states that “vghdear to the gods is pious, what
is not is impious” Eu. 7a). Obviously, the reader can jump ahead aralicaé the
trouble Euthyphro has created. If the gods agestate of discord, of war and enmity,
then they will not always agree on the piety ohgs. Humans will find themselves in
the awkward and doomed position of offending sooasgvith actions meant to please
other gods. If this is so, then Euthyphro’s actiway indeed be pious and impious- but
how does this help him know whether to prosecuteot?

Socrates points out to Euthyphro his statementb@uefinition of pietyEu.7a)
and discord among the godsu 7b). But what can cause such discord? Not aatlom
or the calculation of numbers, nor measuring thgeland smallEu. 7b-c); only

disagreement about the just and unjust, beautiidleyly, and the good and bad could

3 Here Eu.6e), Socrates asks Euthyphro to tell him whafahe itself is. Allen (1970) argues this is
evidence of an earlier theory forms. | agree.t&ely, Socrates wants Euthyphro to think beyond
individual examples of pious and impious actioms] ke wants no more arguments from traditional
mythology. Socrates is urging Euthyphro to thifilpiety itself- the form, the paradigm.
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cause such discor&(. 7d). Socrates does not think that the gods shditflel on these
things, and Euthyphro agredsu( 8a-b). With this understanding, Euthyphro’s
definition of piety fails. Piety has become togparsive (as well as repulsive),
including both what is hated by the gods and whalear to the gods.

As Euthyphro maintains that discord exists amdweggods, Socrates challenges
him to find proof that all the gods would agreehaliis prosecutionHu. 9a-b). In this
process, Euthyphro’s definition changes its gransahtvoice. Piety shifts from being
what is loved to what the gods loveu. 9e). Socrates’ train of thought leaves the statio
without Euthyphro on board. Socrates examinesdlationship of piety and the gods’
affections, animating Euthyphro’s arguments likee@&us until they escape their maker
(Eu.10-12). It seems Euthyphro has given Socratesaguality of piety, not told him
the nature of the thind=(. 11a-b).

Plato continues the discussion by introducingttipéc of justice Eu. 12d).
Socrates inquires of Euthyphro whether piety encasses all aspects of justice or if it
only a part; moreover, what part of justice is gretEuthyphro’s argument races
headlong toward full collapse; his knowledge of dingne will be exposed as nothing of
the sort. He argues that piety is the part oigastoncerned with care of the go&si(
12e). Again, he relies on traditional understagaihGreek religion and ritual. Socrates
will demolish these claims. Euthyphro did not isalan implication of his argument,
that human acts of piety improve the gos.(13a-13d). He restates his meaning: pious
actions are those of which the gods approve andougkeir purposes. Pious actions

preserve domestic houses and the affairs of stapgous ones bring destructioBY.
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14b). Socrates simplifies this to mean that pietnowledge of prayer and sacrifice,
how to give and get from the godsu; 14c-e). Note that Euthyphro still retains a basic
and traditional understanding of the gods. Thesgwdtect those who sacrifice properly
and do good; they punish those who do not. RegssdEuthyphro’s restatement leads
to the same conclusion: “the pious is once agaiatuwghdear to the godsE(Q. 14b).

The dialectic, conversation, and the dialogue drmltly after this restatement.

As noted earlier, Socrates is guilty of innovataiput the gods. In a short line,
one can almost pass it over without notice, Plaites/that no good comes to humanity
that is not from the god€(1. 15). He has criticized unabashedly the notion i@ gods
are in a state of disharmony about piety- and atfeugood, beautiful, and just. He
implies with subtlety that the gods are not in dishony at all, that bad things do not
come from the gods. On the contrary, only goodgsifollow from the divine.
Euthyphro has proven ignorant of the divine becafises acceptance of the old myths,
despite their obvious contradictions.

With the contradictions exposed, Plato has shdwvahEuthyphro has no business
charging his father with impiety, as he has no kiedge of what piety or impiety is.

The dialogue is a refutation of the man who useg/tnology ridden with contradiction
to bring public charges against a father and felidvzen. Still, nothing in the dialogue
suggests that impiety is not a crime, or that walittaw should have no relation to the
divine. The implication is that true knowledgedofine would yield knowledge of

piety, which is a part of justice. Knowledge o¢ ttivine may be necessary yet for good

political rule.
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The Apology

Plato’'sApologyreveals a Socrates in a stark dilemma. Socrate$ived
according to a specific command of the gods anddlese of this task has led him into
conflict with hispolis, Athens. Throughout his life, Socrates has re@&difrom public
action, instead pursuing his divine mission in g@té&v Because his divine calling has
precluded full political participation, Socrateg ghhilosopher cannot be Socrates the
citizen, but only a private interlocutor. AdmittgdSocrates could not avoid all political
responsibilities (he served loyally in the phalang) does he state such avoidance as his
own desire or part of his divine mission. Socraliésjudge that acting according to his
divine command in public would bring persecutiomuim. Socrates understood that
his divine mission conflicted with public actioncaso he minimally engaged in political
affairs as he worked in private for the good Athemike dilemma is that Socrates will
obey both the gods and his city, but the laws efdity are not in harmony with the
commands of the gods. Conflict between the two iwagitable and irreconcilable.

According to Plato’s less than specific accounthefcharges, Socrates stands
accused of corrupting the youth and offending andisbelieving in the gods of the city.
His very way of life is the cause of the corruptaomd source of the offense. First, he
must separate himself from other sophists, scisn@sd philosophers of the era, some
of whom did preach atheism. Plato will explain pgiélosophical mission of Socrates
and how it benefited Athens. After setting outrmmission, Plato tells why Socrates
came into conflict with the city despite all theoglohe did for it. Socrates is the servant

of the gods, specifically, the god at Delphi. Wisanteresting is that Socrates wavers



82

on whether his mission is to Athens exclusivelyomhumanity at large. Socrates is
attached to Athens, yet expresses the willingregsitsue his mission anywhere and
with anyone. One may inquire whether a philosofetongs to a city or may he or she
roam the earth to serve the divine at large.

Socrates first defends himself from his originatusers, those who associate
him with atheist materialist#\p. 18b-d). He is no Anaxagoras, and must dispel the
caricature of the philosopher as one who claimswedge of “all things in the sky and
below the earth”’Ap. 18c). Socrates calls upon the god at Delphi\agress, to testify
to the kind of wisdom he possesses and to defenddtions as service to that gég(
20e-21a). Plato’s first defense of Socrates istikas a dedicated servant of the god at
Delphi, a god sacred to all Greeks. How can tleatipious! Singled out by the Oracle,
Socrates is dumbfounded to learn that no one ieni&n he. His attempt to disprove
the Oracle only illuminates the messdy&ocrates searches for wisdom in others
through private conversation. He talks to statesmpeets, and craftsmen. In each
group, Socrates finds a peculiar ignorance. Tasinan thinks himself wise, but
Socrates does noAp. 21d). The poets may write beautiful compositjdng through
inspiration and enthusiasm rather than knowledge 22-c). Finally, Socrates finds that
the craftsmen may know their craft, but they thim&y know so much more that, in fact,
they do notAp.22b-d). The statesmen, poets, and craftsmen aogagt and yet think
themselves wise.

This search for wisdom in others is service todbd at Delphi, Socrates

% West (1979) accuses Socrates of impiety for mstitmg in the Oracle’s message. Reeve (1989)tsetor
that Socrates merely inquires into its meaninggraraon practice for received oracles.
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repeatedly confesses. Though his examinations makenpopular, Socrates persisted.
“I must attach greatest importance to the god’'scferaPlato writes of Socrates’
priorities Ap. 21e). Indeed, he routinely defends his workies€ service, an
“investigation in the service of the god&f.22a). He questions himself “on behalf of
the Oracle,” and gives an answer to himself andXtale Ap. 22e). Socrates way of
life is service to this Oracle, and even to thenpof personal povertyAp. 23b) and
neglect of public affairsAp. 31c-d). In this dialogue, especially, one canmaterstand
Socrates’ philosophical life, his incessant questig of others, apart from his service to
the divine®®

Defending his life and acts as service to thengiySocrates directly challenges
an accuser, Meletus, to admit that he and the etivang charges against him not for
spreading corruption or atheism, but for exposgrgrance in those who claim
knowledge Ap. 23-28b). Unpopularity, not impiety, may condeBucrates. But
neither unpopularity nor condemnation will detecfaes. Plato writes, “Wherever a
man has taken a position that he that believes taelst, or has been placed by his
commander, there he must, | think, remain and dargjer” Ap. 28d). Socrates stands
upon this principle; he obeyed the city’s ordera@sldier and the god’s orders as a
philosopher Ap. 28e-29a). Moreover, Socrates will not cease@béedience. He would
not disobey the city and flee his soldier’s pdde will not disobey the god and cease his
philosopher’s mission, even if the city ordersdesth for it Ap. 29a-e). Plato writes of

a hierarchy of obedience here. One owes certadiehce to the city, but owes more to

% The critical-democratic school of Socratic studMarkovitz (2008) Villa (2001), Monoson (2000),dan
Euben (1997), has neglected this feature. Red@j2and Brickhouse and Smith (2000) argue that the
removal of the divine creates a more convenienté&des for modern audiences.
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the divine. Socrates dutifully fulfilled his civabligation to bear arms in defense of
Athens when the city so commanded him, but theisityt authorized to override a
command of a god. However, théApologydoes not explain in full how one separates
or harmonizes obedience to the city and the gttddoes state, in no uncertain terms,
that Socrates obeys the citystlaws and the commands of the gods. If a law igstn)
it compels no obedience.

A theological-political tension underlies Socratisine mission and his
obedience to the city. Socrates confesses hisgeege of public affairs, specifically in
failing to speak at the Assembly. His divine sign,individual, enthusiastic check of
his behavior, always stopped him from such engagesgp. 31c-d). His private
rebukes served the city in place of public speakugrates states flatly that his pursuit
of justice must be a private one; done in publis,rhethod of inquiry will incite mob
retaliation Ap. 32a). Contrasted with his life of private critgy Socrates tells of his
strict obedience to the city’s laws. Political laampels his very speech to the jury (a
public speech he may prefer to avoid), so he spieatke public in his private styl&f.
19a). When he held a political position, he foldalithe law scrupulously, and opposed
those who would break it to prosecute ten genéfads32b). In this case, obedience to
the law caused a public uproar against him. Whenrtirty Tyrants tried to implicate
him in their nefarious deeds, Socrates declinddsieg to commit an “unjust or
impious” act Ap.32d). The hierarchy is clear: obedience to thesgdzbve all;

obedience to the city’s just laws second. Howethas, hierarchy of obedience causes

37 Again, theorists of a democratic Socrates negléstaspect of Socratic hierarchical obedience.
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two kinds of conflict with his fellow citizens. &y become indignant at the exposure of
their ignorance and vengeful when someone stops tham violating their own just

laws. Socrates does not want conflict at all, sodfrains from public action as much as
possible. He cannot be a public (and thus fulizen without shortening his life and
mission, and that very mission is an outstandingebeto the city.

Plato writes of the good Socrates had done foeAms in his service to the
god, but the philosopher is ambiguous about whdilseservice must be exclusively to
Athens. Socrates boasts of his willingness to quesexamine, and test his fellow
Athenians, or anyone else, “young or old, citizésteanger” Ap. 30a). He does care
more for Athenians, as they are “more kindred”ita,lbut Socrates’ investigations are
not necessarily for them alone, but for foreigreessvell @Ap. 30a). However, Plato
thereafter includes three statements binding SestatAthens. First, Socrates says, “I
was attached to this city [Athens] by the godp(30e). Socrates then argues his words
are not meant to prevent harm from coming to hicabee the lesser cannot harm the
greater Ap. 30d), but to prevent the city from harming itd®}fdestroying god’s gift to
it (Ap. 30e). Socrates again declares that the godglaoein Athens, with the purpose
of rousing the Athenians from their ignoranég.(30e-31a). The statements are not so
clear, given further thought. If Socrates is seguihe god at Delphi, sacred to all
Greeks, why is he confined to perform his servicAthens? If they condemn him,
might Socrates go to another city and continuesérgice? Would he follow a foreigner
back to a foreign city to continue an investigafioArriving in another city, would he

remain to question those citizens? Socrates’iogiship to his city and the god(s) is not
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wholly lucid. But it need not be, as this dialogsi@n early work in a long career.
The Crito

Is theCrito compatible with thé\pology? Do these two of Plato’s dialogues
contain a coherent philosophy or a contradictoy®iiResearch differs on these
questions® What the research misses is that the dialogued mat be coherent in their
strict arguments. Obedience, hierarchy, and pyiare the concern of the two
dialogues. In th&pology Socrates declares his first priority is to obeg aerve the
god at Delphi. He will obey his city, Athens, whighlaws are just. Moreover, the
Apologyis ambivalent about Socrates’ relationship to iigaf Athens; theCrito is not.
Plato’sCrito portrays Socrates as wholly Athenian; its laws tarted and crafted him.
With justice, he cannot leave it to pursue hisrvinission elsewhere. Socrates will
obey his city’s order because disobedience t@is lis worse than death. Plato’s
argument may not convince, but the quality of trgueent should not overshadow the
purpose of Plato’s argument. He is affirming tgportance of obedience to onealis.
Above all, three arguments should not be overlookdteCrito: Plato denounces the
opinion of the crowd, he rejects the opinion of itdividual, and he affirms the law of
the city as constitutive of the individual, thereadiyliging obedience to a superior.

The dialogue begins with Socrates awaking to fiisdfriend, Crito, at his prison
bed. Crito warns Socrates time is running sh@&tnust escape now. Crito’s initial
argument reflects his self-concern in two wags. @4b-c). He does not want to lose a

great friend and he does not want people thinkmgllowed a friend to be executed

3 Especially, see Kraut (1984) and Allen (1980)dayuments that the two dialogues are philosoplyicall
coherent.
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through failure to arrange his release. Socratstsddmonishes him on the second
point, saying, “Why should we care so much for wthatmajority think” Cr. 44c). The
many do not impress Socrates, as they can neithgreét goods nor inflict devastating
evils (Cr. 44d). In this case, they are like a storm thastnbe weathered.

Plato reiterates in formal dialectic his rejectairthe opinion of the many
(Cr.47b-48a). Whose commands merit obedience: thevihe&knowledge or the many
without knowledge? Of course, one should listell teehose with knowledge and
disregard the many who possess no knowledge.asuste listens to doctors to find
health, one listens to those who know justice ajustice to find truth and good living.
Impending death is irrelevant. One must do whagtst, and worry little about how the
many respond.

Crito’s first argument (Socrates’ death will bgraat loss to him) reflects a
strong sense of individualism. Socrates is anradent for Crito’s life, one that he does
not want the many to remove. Crito’s statementdystignorance of any greater
purpose beyond the enjoyment of his temporal exigt@r any authority beyond
himself. Plato will remind his audience of an widual’s obligations to greater
authorities. In this dialogue, the city is theasx authority.

Socrates and Crito agree to a strict code of aghibn: one must never do
wrong, nor return a wrong with a wron@r( 49b-c). Following from this, one must
never cheat on a just agreemeit. (49e). Thus, Socrates raises the question, “If we
leave here without the city’s permission, are wetreating people [...]? Are we

sticking to a just agreement or no€r( 49e)? Because Crito says he does not know,
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Socrates clarifies the issue with a dramatic entyuretween himself and the laws of
Athens.

What if the laws of the city, representativestd very city itself, confronted
Socrates? Socrates, in escaping their judgmepladcsng himself above the lavZ(.
50a-b). If every individual would do this, they wd destroy the city itself. The city
would cease to exist, replaced with a collectiomdividuals who ultimately do what
they choose without regard for the judgments aritiqad ties of others. Let us ignore
for a moment whether this is a good and persuasty@ment and focus on what Plato
has put forth: the city is a good thing and muspleserved from radical individualism.
Citizens cannot obey and disobey the courts asgbeyit. Citizens must obey the
verdicts, period.

What if the courts have decided wrongly? Whahéy are committing an
injustice against a citizeiC(. 50c)? The laws speak again to Socrates, rengridin of
all they have done in making him. The laws sameitbhis parents’ marriage, allowing
the legal birth of Socrate€(. 50d). The laws provided for his educati@r.(50e). The
laws of Athens create Socrates from his parentstiagge to his birth; they nurtured and
educated him from infancy to young adulthood. Td@piction is not a modern social
contract between a free, rational individual antdo$@olitical rules. The laws constitute
Socrates before he even exists. They make himaigttzen when he enters the world.
They are his superior, above his parents and fitvefs Cr. 51a-c). Socrates should
revere his city, never do violence against it, andy its commands after he has had the

opportunity to persuade. Socrates had his changersuade during his trial, now he
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must obey the verdict.

Even after creating and educating Socrates, thalbowed him the opportunity
to leave. Athens asks its full citizens if the asatisfy them, and raises no barrier
should they decide to leav€r( 51d-e). By remaining in Athens, Socrates exge$ss
approval of its laws and his determination to loeording to them. His decision to stay
now obligates Socrates to obey Athenian I1&n 61e-52a). The obligation falls
especially on Socrate€f. 52a-d). He has neither lived abroad nor leftefi limits
except to serve it under arms. He has begat amchéstl children under its laws. He is
the consummate Athenian citiz&nlf the city is to mean anything, he must obey its
laws.

In the closing paragraphs of t@eito, Plato reveals the damage Socrates would
do if he accedes to Crito’s wish for his escape 63-54). In total, nothing good will
follow from Crito’s plan. Acting for his selfisindividual purposes, Socrates will
endanger his Athenian friends. Socrates himsélfogia fugitive, unwelcome in well-
governed cities. He will have to live in a disaetkcity. He will prove the jury correct,
as his example of violating the law does corruptytbuth. And what will become of all
his talk of virtue and goodness? Can fugitivesaen seriously when they talk of the
good, true, and beautiful?

At the conclusion of th€rito, Plato writes that if Socrates in fact was wronged
the laws are not the guilty party, but only somexmAthens does not stand convicted,

only those many that comprised the jury. Pla€@rgo does not convict and denounce a

% In this dialogue, th€rito, he is portrayed as such.
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city for the actions of some of its citizens. Thalogue argues against the many, who in
the form of juries may wrong individual citizen$he dialogue likewise convicts
individuals who believe their interests superséaecity. TheCrito stresses the
importance of obedience to the city. Athens, esfigcwhere one has the opportunity
of persuasion before obedience, is a city in wisitikens must not destroy the law
through selfishness. Plato writes of Socrateshbas the consummate Athenian, and he
above all must not destroy the city. Not only thd city create and educate him, but the
adult Socrates consented to live in the city adogrtb its laws. A city created him, and
he accepted its rules. Socrates is Athenian.
The Phaedo

Through theeuthyphrg Apology andCrito, Plato has defended Socrates as both
a philosopher on a divine mission and a good citideAthens, but the citizens of
Athens will allow no such harmony between a lifpbflosophy and an active political
life. The tragedy of these dialogues is that thikogopher who wishes to be a good
citizen cannot be that until the laws of the citydfharmony with the divine mission of
philosophy. Presumably, laws must educate cititensderstand or accept the
philosopher’s presence and role in a good citye Hlmaedoveers from this account.
Disputes continue about where to place the dialag@ato’s corpué? Is it an early,
middle, or transitional dialogue? Good argumenrtstdor all three positions, and |

cautiously call the dialogue early and transition@he dialogue is early thematically: it

“0Bobonich (2008, 321-323) places the dialogueassttional between the early and middle periods, as
do I. Moreover, Bobonich reads the dialogue asesipg a radically anti-political doctrine. The
philosopher is truly separate from the concernsoof-philosophers, and would have no desire oréster
to engage in public affairs. Bobonich writes Hyiefn these positions; | intend a full treatmenthn
following section.
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deals with the trial and execution of Socratess #arly philosophically as Socratic,
psychic rationalism still reigns. The dialoguédrensitional because it begins to defend a
conception of the soul, and what the world mustiobgupport such a conception.
ThePhaedas an intriguing dialogue. It departs from earlggumentation, both
in style and substance, and yet the new argumaltse&d correction. It begins the
project of understanding how philosophy is the nsgarorder the human soul through
understanding the cosmos, but the dialogue doeargoe that philosophy should
produce a political order or find harmony withineonThe dialogue rejects political
philosophy for contemplative, individual philosopliyrejects general, political
community for ascetic, philosophical community. &#as the Socrates of the
Euthyphrg Apology andCrito defended his philosophy as service to the gocgaod
for the city, the Socrates of tikhaedq practicing philosophy as it is described therein,
would not be concerned with temporal matters atld# would be all philosopher and
no citizen.
The argument of thehaeddbegins with Socrates stating his willingness and
readiness to die, and that all philosophers shbelgrepared similarlyPhd 61c-d).
Plato returns to the scene of Socrates’ executi@etend the philosophy supporting his
preparedness for death. Cebes raises the chaliei@perates, that as a possession of
the gods, should he not endure in this world tdiocae his serviceRhd 62d-e)?
Should he not have escaped prison to continueiVirsedmission elsewhere? This time,
the laws of Athens will not accuse Socrates. Rialicarticulate an introductory

description of the cosmos and find the place ohiln@an soul within it. Once Plato
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sketches the cosmos and soul, Socrates will bet@alolefend his decision to die.

Socrates believes that philosophy is a prepar&tiodeath, and trusts that a good
future lies after death, at least for good mehd 63c-64a). His companions request an
explanation of these beliefs. The first step i thefense is to clarify what death is, the
second is to explain philosophy. Clarifying deptbves easy, as the party agrees that
death is only the separation of body and sBald( 64c). Philosophy as preparation for
death means that the philosopher will despise lisspres of the body- food, drink, sex,
and all othersRhd 64d-65a). The philosopher pursues knowledgephgsical
pleasures. Nor can the philosopher attain knovdetdgough the physical senses- sight,
touch, hearingfhd 65b). The soul must become disentangled fronitiay to find
true reality, for the body only deceives the soults pursuits®Phd 65b-c). Plato writes,
“The soul of the philosopher most disdains the hdlégs from it and seeks to be by
itself” (Phd 65d). Indeed, Plato conceptualizes philosophyoasemplative, “the soul
reasons best when none of these [bodily] senseblé®it” (Phd 65c).

Fine shades may separate the understanding thsitphpleasures are
unimportant and inconsequential to human life ftbactual despising of them.
Socrates in so many dialogues partakes in the gdidysorld. He drinks and eats at
gatherings; he does not overturn the tables anstiseahe revelers. Furthermore, Plato
has written Socrates to be convivial in so manjodizes. He talks with others, sharing
his thoughts and listening to others. He is nle¢ianit in a cave with his eyes closed and
his ears shut. Socrates has practiced philosaplycanversation with others, not only

as quiet contemplation in solitude.
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In the Euthyphrqg Apology andCrito, Plato defends Socrates as both a good
philosopher and a good citizen. Socrates engagdsllow Athenians in private to
improve their souls and serves in public when hetmithePhaedoappears to reject
this. The overt body-sousdmapsycle) dualism crosses a distinct line. The previous
dialogues certainly affirm that greater goods elxestond the physical, but they neither
denigrate material existence nor show Socratesdalpaémg general company for
communion with elite, ascetic philosophers. S@agdtequents symposia; he talks with
whoever crosses his path. He is neither ascetielitst. Philosophy is the means to
self-improvement and the improvement of otherth)etefore has a place in the physical
world. In thePhaedg philosophy becomes entirely otherworldly. Thdgdopher has
no concerns for improving this world, but only forproving one’s soul (though
sometimes pursued with select others). It istgbrieparation of the soul for death.

Plato continues the dialogue, explaining why dgslopher must spurn the
physical senses to know true reality. The trueghithemselves, Justice, Beauty,
Goodness, Health, Strength, the body cannot grRisgh 65e). These things the soul
alone can know through pure thought and reaBbid (66a). Plato denigrates the body
in its relationship to philosophytd 66a-d). “The body confuses the soul and does not
allow it to acquire truth and wisdomPhd 66a). The body impedes the soul’s pursuit
in numerous ways. Its need for nurture consunmes &ind effort. It becomes diseased
and pain overcomes the mind. The wants, feausjdhs, and desires springing from the
body impede philosophy. The body’s appetites axirds for acquisition cause wars

and civil discord. The body appears to causevdllead wrongdoing in the world.
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Trapped within it, the soul can never attain trnewledge Phd 66€). Life must be a
preparation for death, for only when the soul iynakparates from its physical house
may it see true things in themselvehd 66a). The philosopher’s soul will endeavor
“to refrain as much as possible from associatiai wWie body,” and philosophers will
join together in this pursuit, separating themsglfvem those souls who remain
anchored to the physical worlBi{d 66e-67b)f! Together, they purify the soul,
suppress the body, and await that final separatidine two in deathRhd 67c-d).

Plato has defended Socrates’ readiness to diele#th, his soul will escape his
body and attain true wisdom. Being resentful oaidfis simply illogical, unless, of
course, the soul is not eternBh{d 69b-e). Cebes raises this objection to Socrates’
defensePhd 70a-b). The new topic introduces what the seaind from whence it
comes. In answering this question, Plato willfegh some principles of the cosmos to
explain how the world works.

The first topic is of generation and reincarnatiand Socrates does not restrict
the topic to humanity alone, but to all life in thleysical world Phd 70c-d). From
where do souls come when they arrive in the phiygiodd? They are not created
newly, but have a prior existence. Plato detailgxended analogy to defend
generation from reincarnatioRiid 70e-72a). He argues that all things must coora fr
their opposite, so the living must come from thadipist as the dead come from the
living. Cebes agrees with the conclusion.

The cosmology Plato sets up is one of recurrendebalance, a rejection of

“1 Solmsen (1983, 360) writes that Plato “vigorowssgerted” the “dualism between body and soul” and
that the ethic of th@haedoais “wholly individualistic.”
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linear or progressive cosmology. Generation fremaarnation must occur in cycles
otherwise all things would end up in the same gRel 72b). Plato reiterates that
unless life comes from death, all things would epdiead and only deaBH{d 72b-d).
One may read the argument as the attempt to awvsiaic despair. If life is only a short
time of material desires, and death an eternalioiolj what point is there to anything?
What good is either philosophy or material hedoisRecurrence also provides
additional support for Plato’s conception of phdphy. Learning in the physical world
is recollection of the true knowledge possessetheysoul in the other worldPhd 72e-
77a). The soul coexists with the true things entselves, the Forms, in death. It
comprehends them and knows them. When born ietpllysical world, the soul
forgets its knowledge, and physical objects andyesaonly can spark mere recollection
in the soul of its former state.

The argument for knowledge as recollection denratest that the soul exists
prior to birth, but Simmias and Cebes remind Sesrétat he has not proven the soul
exists after deatiPhd 77b-c). Plato proceeds to elaborate his conufejbie soul to
demonstrate its eternal nature. The argument begih the contrast of compound
versus pure things. A compound can be divideditstparts; a pure thing is indivisible
(Phd 78c). Plato creates a comparison of tangiblgsiohl objects with the eternal,
invisible forms. The speakers classify the bodg ahysical object, of course, and the
soul as invisible; it is similar to the forms ametefore similar to that which is eternal

(Phd 77d-79e)? In the composite human being, the body is arhbeattiing that

2 pgain, Plato repeatedly denigrates the body arysiphl existence, even to the point of arguing that
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naturally dissolves. The soul, however, is a divimng naturally existing eternally
(Phd 80a-d).

As Plato explains the process of reincarnatiorsthtes the great purpose of
philosophy: union with the divine. Socrates disasshow the state of one’s soul
determines one’s reincarnated form. Gluttons reasrdonkeys. Tyrants return as
predators. People who learned to control theie&@s return as social animakRhd
82a). Philosophers, having purged their souldigdteysical desires, “may join the
company of the gods’Phd 82c). Divine union is the reward for pure livjrag better
stated, living a life of contemplation without cene for transient, physical desires.

Given Plato’s account of philosophy in tAeaedglet us examine the
relationship between the philosopher and the dithato has set the soul against the body
and philosophy against temporal, earthly affafPfilosophers “do not travel the same
road as those who do not know where they are gdipigdl 82d). They avoid the
pleasures and pains that bind the soul to the (&gt 82e-83e). Philosophers, then,
must not have much of a relationship to their oityo fellow citizens. They may
congregate with other philosophers, but they witlid those ignorant souls concerned
with life’s pleasures and pains. The philosophehePhaedas not a citizen at all.
Arguing for a cosmos in which the body is the enahthe soul, philosophy dictates
one must avoid physical concerns, and those coedemwith physical things. No more
will Socrates converse with anyone he meets, butilhéiscuss his contemplation with

likeminded, philosophical souls.

bodily desires can doom a soul to wander the edtén death, still pursuing physical appetites eafer
death Phd 79c, 8la-e).
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With so much already argued, Plato continues terdehis conception of the
soul. Still unconvinced by the arguments for thel’s immortality, Simmias and Cebes
raise two further objections. Simmias grants thatsoul is an invisible harmony, but
can it be lost when the body dies as harmony tsAdbgen an instrument break3hd
86a-d)? Cebes follows, asking whether the soul emalure longer than a body but still
not sometime degenerate and disperse, worn argtédthty so many birth&hd 87a-
88b). Plato dispatches these arguments. Fiesintkrlocutors conclude that the soul is
not a harmony within the body, a mixture of good ancked motivations, but a ruling
principle of good over the bodPld 92a-95a). Second, the interlocutors investigate
Cebes’ objection, finding the argument soon tuonguestions of generation,
degeneration, and the principle of order inkbhemosMind (Phd 95c-97c). Socrates
read in a book of Anaxagoras that a first princiuigers all things in the world to be for
the best; the idea pleased him. Upon reflectiergdme to understand the materialism
underlying the theory, much to his dismay. Plajects the materialism, but not the
idea of a prime, intelligent cause.

Plato’s theory is still nascent and understatetifhe basic structure is evident.
The cosmos is hierarchical. At the apex, a peiN&ot provides order, directing all
things to be for the best. The soul can apprehtig@sdrder, understanding the directives
of Mind, through philosophical contemplation. Knag its place and function in the
cosmic order, the soul directs the body to ordecliaotic appetites, and thus creating
the best life for a human being, the philosophiiéal

Granted the existence of the Forms, “Beautifgklitby itself” Phd 100b),
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Socrates argues that what is immortal could negeoime mortal, as a Form “could
never become opposite to itselPHd 103b). The argument ends with Socrates and
Cebes agreeing that the soul, that which bringsesad life, could not admit of death to
itself (Phd 103b-107a). Putting all objections to rest, ®latites a strange,
cosmological myth to end th#haedgo offering a glance into what he thought the
organization of the cosmos was, but also relayisglbubts about the value of life on
earth. Earth is a large sphere positioned in émter of a homogenok®smogPhd
109a-b). The earth’s atmosphere is the cold satiofehekosmos’'sther Phd 109c).
Life in this atmosphere is not the pinnacle of tease, but a middle order between the
lesser developed, water dwelling organisms ananitve developed beings above the
atmosphereRhd 109c¢c-110b). The myth is, of course, just a mgtt,a literal truth
(Phd 114d). But the lesson is clear. The cosmogisicthical and humanity finds
itself in the middle; one can ascend to a highanglthrough contemplation and
philosophical living or descend into a lower plaheugh bodily living.
ThePhaedocreates an account of the soul, philosophy, anchesghat is very
much at odds with how Plato portrayed Socratekei\pologyandCrito. But if the
argument is problematic, that is no reason to against argumentation itself. Plato
issues a caution in tithaedonot to become misologue a hater of reasorPhid 89d).
If philosophers fail to construct persuasive, cenéarguments, they ought not hate
argumentation or reason itself, but fault themsglnever giving up the pursuit of truth
in argument and reason. Plato provides an irgtistem of philosophy and a picture of

the cosmos in which the soul struggles to fredfitgats bodily prison through pure
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contemplation. The soul distrusts all sensory gation; it avoids those mired in sensual
living. Philosophers are not political at all. éyhavoid temporal affairs; they eschew
physical concerns and those devoted to satisfyiaghysical appetites. The argument
contradicts the earlier account of Socrates wias i@ reconcile his living in Athens and
care for all people with his service to the goacrates did not seek the exclusive
company of philosophical, ascetic souls; he dissti$lse nature of things with whoever
crossed his path. The cosmos, the soul, andféheflphilosophy in th&haedoare
incompatible with the account of Socrates inAp@logyandCrito, but thePhaedas
not Plato’s final work on the soul, cosmology, dhe relationship of philosopher and
city.
Conclusion

Plato’s early dialogues raise questions more thay provide answers. Each one
appears discrete; connecting them provides noidatttoherence. Taken in turn, and
read as a collection, they spell out challenggshitnsophy and politics, raise questions
about the relationship between gods and humans;@ngel the reader to wonder about
the place of the philosopher in the city and ofdhg's purpose in the cosmos.

TheEuthyphraois critical of the irrational, conflicting mythaly of the
traditional gods. Furthermore, by revealing thiationality and contradictions within
the mythology, th&uthyphrodenies that the traditional understanding of thesgman
support political institutions and individual patél charges. Plato’s dialogue shows
that a simplistic or partial understanding of aikvmythology can lead a citizen to

think he or she possesses certain knowledge afdtis, specifically about what the gods
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consider pious and impious actions. Of coursend did know the gods’ thoughts on
piety, one would apply those standards to intesastiwith human beings, or fellow
citizens at least. Plato does not challenge thiem¢hat divine standards may guide
humanity, but he does challenge the notion thabltienyths contain those standards.

In fact, they contain multiple and contradictingrelards. In such a mythology, a person
may follow a divine example only to find they hgeased some gods and angered
others. This sort of mythology will not sufficerfBlato. Divinities ought not be in
conflict, and divine standards should be ratiomal eoherent. Still, the dialogue ends
without answering important questions. If not tteglitional ones, do divine standards
truly exist? How does one come to know the divine?

TheApology in a way, answers the last question. Socrategesdo know the
divine through his own personal sign, through thad®’s message, and through a life
of investigating that message. But thaologyis about more than just Socrates’ trial.
Can a philosopher, a servant of the divine, liva political order? Socrates’
philosophical life leads him to challenge the foatwins of the city in which he lives.
He must question his fellow citizens about whaytthenk they know. These
discussions only reveal the interlocutor’s ignoggrand thus raise questions about
whether such people are fit to rule the city. Rernore, these revelations stir anger and
resentment against Socrates. His philosophicalyiisrmust be private, and thus he
cannot be a public man. Philosophy precludesuii€itizenship. But the dialogue
includes some curious ambivalence about this. a®dyt Socrates will not yield his

divine service to civic participation or civic pdtya He is a philosopher, a servant of
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the gods, before he is an Athenian citizen. Yetr&es also expresses a deep
connection to the city. He is proud of his miltaervice. He calls himself a divine gift
to the city. He participates in public obligaticas much as possible, but does not
recklessly endanger his philosophical mission Bakmg in the public assembly,
thereby needlessly antagonizing fellow citizensan @ philosopher be a full citizen?
Should they even want to be one? Should servamsds be bound to the city in which
they were born? Should a divine servant travelraguities, talking to all who will

listen and avoiding all particular connections?

TheCrito does not address these questions directly, bugrraffers a different
perspective. First, the dialogue defends the nadittonal maxim that one must never
do wrong, not even a wrong in return for a wroggpcrates has the opportunity to
escape prison and live in another city. Presumaddadymay continue his philosophical
life. But the old philosopher rejects that courste thinks of himself as created by the
laws of Athens. They provided for his legal gesesith their marriage laws. They
provided for his education. The laws, the citglitseally, constituted him. After
making him, the laws allowed Socrates to leaveifdund them wanting. Socrates,
made by Athens, remained in Athens. To escapeldxeslterior negative
consequences, would be to wrong the city, and ams mever do wrong.

Problems abound in connecting the lessorSrb to theApology If the
philosopher owes obedience to the city (as inGht) and owes obedience to the gods
(as in theApology, what happens when the demands of the two atigg&re not in

harmony? Clearly, the philosopher must tread ljghSocrates faced such a dilemma.
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The public institutions of Athens (namely, speakaghe assembly) would not long
tolerate a philosophical mission. Socrates thusd®d this aspect of citizenship.
Eventually, the conflict between his philosophigassion and the public duties and
expectations of Athenian citizenship caught upito. hThe gods and city were not in
harmony. Socrates would run afoul of one of theonsr or later. The philosopher
could not be a citizen, and being a citizen wouwltishort the philosophical mission.
The question remains unanswered: can the cityifarchony with the divine?

ThePhaedodoes provide an answer to this question, but oaiecthly raises
more problems. Plato’s body-soul dualism is ariexglenunciation of material life.
The life of philosophy is isolated and contemplativi he philosopher flees from the
physical world, and the sense-perception of itkeggto free the soul from the grips of
the body. By itself, the soul contemplates truditgand things in themselves.
Practiced in this way, philosophers will not engagpolitics and not dialogue with
common ignoramuses. Philosophers may communetiethke-minded, but that is the
extent of their social interactions.

Plato defends a philosophical life in tAkaedathat rejects political pursuits.
This rejection offers an alternative to the confbetween philosophy and politics found
in the earlier dialogues, but at what cost? Thekdualism betrays Socrates’ enjoyment
of life and discussion. Socrates (in Plato’s owaladjues and the little-known historical
figure) is a social being. He talks with whoevessses his path, not strictly
philosophical types. Nor does the location mattocrates will speak in the agora or a

symposium; he enjoys drink and discussion. Sosnmatey be ascetic, living simply, but
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he does not appear to utterly despise materialezas. Finally, Socrates did not flee all
material concerns. He married, begat childrentased, and served in the military.
Plato defends a material, Athenian existence irAf@ogyandCrito. He puts material
existence in a proper place; he does not despm® ftee from it. Thé°haedadivides

the philosophical life from the material and patiti life. It argues that the philosopher
can never be truly happy if they try to be a citizeainimally or fully.

Philosophy and political thought could end herhilosophy is care of the soul
and politics is pursuit of the material. Philospglamns politics as it binds the soul to
its inferior, temporary, and bodily prison. Padagiridicules philosophy as a period of
quiet at best and a life of madness at worst. thoeare separate and can never work in
harmony. Of course, Plato does not end here.nlitldle dialogues will address
philosophy again, and find a purpose for it in ti&erial world. Politics will be not the
futile pursuit of material satisfaction, but thenstruction of harmony among citizens. |If
philosophy can find the source of order in the cosncan and should it create a

reflective political order?
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CHAPTER YV
THE MIDDLE DIALOGUES

Philosophy and the Cosmopolis

Plato articulates the structure of a cosmopolihémiddle dialogues. Critical to
this project are thBhaedrus SymposiumandRepublic ThePhaedrusandSymposium
reveal Plato’s developing thought about the praaticphilosophy, indicating crucial
differences from th@haedo* The dialogues reassess what philosophy is antl wha
motivates or compels the philosopher. Rethinkihdpgophy, Plato finds a necessary
place for philosophers in the city. They have ktigal function that follows from the
motive forces and ontological hierarchy of the cosmTheRepublicis Plato’s first
grand dialogue; he creates his most comprehensili@e® of philosophy, the cosmic
order, and a political constitution. The city rafted according to the harmonized
functioning of philosophers, soldiers, and craftam&hese elements are grades in a
hierarchy that compose a functioning whole. Ploipdsc love compels the philosopher
toward universals, the standards for order in thesgal world. Loving the universals,
the philosopher looks to recreate them in the maysvorld. To do this, the philosopher
needs a system of education. The ideal city oxiste because of philosophical
education, and yet true philosophical educatiomoaexist without the ordered city.

The completion of the ideal city requires not oalghilosopher, but a legacy, the
capacity to generate future philosophers. Philbsofings rule the city, ordering it

according to their understanding of the same sooirkeowledge that directs all motion

*3 Rowe (1993, 4) argues there is no difference @d® account of philosophy from tikhaedato the
Phaedrusonly the interlocutors change. TReaedoshows philosophy among a group of equals; the
Phaedrusgdepicts philosophy between a master and studeaitn to show a more substantial difference.



105

in the cosmos. The city and cosmos exist in theegalane of material reality, but at
different levels in the hierarchy of being. Cosmlianism, rightly understood, is the
construction of the ordered city in the harmonioasmos. Both find their principles of
order in a greater source of being. Philosophgdda that source, and knowledge of it
compels the philosopher to replicate the eterrmaidsrds in the form of golis.
The Phaedrus

ThePhaedrusopens with the eponymous student excitedly relagisgeech to
Socrates, one teaching deception and false lohe. opposite is the focus of the
dialogue: how to teach true conviction and what l®ee is** To explain, Plato
elaborates his concept of the soul. No longerdlktress a body/soul dualism, but the
soul will be composite and in conflict with itselAgain differing from thé?haedo the
force of love that drives the philosophic soul gitke philosopher a political function, a
necessary role in this worfd. Love motivates the elder philosophers to the atioi of
philosophic youths, recreating the universal irgéles in the minds of both student and
teacher'®

The dialogue beings with the topic of educatibe, first lesson is the importance

4 Bluck (1949) sees the dialogue as Plato’s attaclksocrates’ school of rhetoric, or the use of pas#on
without knowledge. Griswold (1986, 2-3) arguesike fashion, that Plato begins to connect self-
knowledge to knowledge of the forms. One of thiharis purposes is to contrast Plato’s “self-
knowledge” to modern and postmodern understandiftfse term.

*> ThePhaedruss often read without political content. Scullyd@3, vii) argues the dialogue is about
“soul leading.” Similarly, Rowe (1986) argues ®Pleaedrusconcerns the relationship of teacher and
student in an individualized pursuit of knowleddgehese interpretations fail to see how Plato cotsnec
souls, cities, and the knowledge of true realigcieed through philosophy. Connecting these dots is
exactly what | mean by the term Platonic cosmoanigm.

“6 My interpretation of th&haedruss comparatively brief, but shares essential agezes with White’s
(1993) more detailed work. Specifically, White B9 66-69) argues that philosophieabs connects the
soul tonousand the order of true reality. However, Whitamalyzing the one dialogue in depth. | aim to
relate the dialogue to the development of Platolgipal philosophy.



106

of the teacher knowing the student. Socrates oh##eews his student, Phaedrus, and
sees through a veneer of bashfulness to his toughful enthusiasmRhdr. 228a-c).
Phaedrus has heard a speech about how and whaduocesPhdr. 227c). He wishes to
practice his oratory on Socrates, but the old ssgevare of the game, as he notices the
boy clutches the speech itself under his clédkdf. 228d). The two proceed toward a
shady grove where Phaedrus may practice the spaiechissing the unreliability of
traditional mythology along the wafkidr. 229a-234c}§’

Socrates reacts to the delivered speech in artjfatetious manner, and
Phaedrus calls on him to explain his feigned egqfaisdr. 234d-e). To Socrates, the
speech is unimpressive, almost as if the authorbweesd with the subject itselPbdr.
233e-234a). Phaedrus disagrees, arguing the shasatiscussed the topic so
thoroughly that nothing ever need be said abowg byain Phdr. 235b). The exchange
foreshadows a major theme of the dialogue, thatmiten account is ever a complete
and perfect account. In the moment, Socrates’raegu stirs Phaedrus to defend the
speech and he challenges Socrates to do bettéuBuitting the clever speech on its
own terms is not Plato’s purpose. The dialogueim&s what love is, properly
beginning by noticing the madness inherent irAitleast, Phaedrus has demonstrated
the petulance of love in his adolescent demandSbatates give a speedPhdr. 236-
237).

Instigated by Phaedrus, Socrates yields and offepgeechRhdr. 237a-241d).

Phaedrus had spoken on why a beautiful youth shguédhis favors to one not in love

*" Ferrari (1987) attends to the setting of the djaky using setting as a method of orientating ¢aeler.
A number of authors, including White (1993) andrkar have discussed the meaning of Socrates’ words
on mythology. The brevity of my account suitsptspose but leaves many topics unearthed.
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with him. Socrates mocks this speech, and isswasit#on against its author. Phaedrus’
speech comes from Lysias, who intends to convinedeautiful boy to favor the one
(Lysias himself) who does not love him. Socratesns Phaedrus that Lysias is quite in
love with him, and cleverly is searching for a waywin the competition for his favors.
Socrates’ speech is a mockery of love, detailihthal harms that the adult lover will
perpetrate upon the youtlkras, that “all conquering... forceful drive,” will compthe
adult to ruin the youth, keeping him ignorant, pbgBy effeminate, poor, and socially
isolated. Eventually, the force of love on theladull succumb to reason, and he will
abandon the youth. Love in this relationship cdusahing but ruin for the youth. The
lesson is to give favor to the one not in love;deery disadvantage the lover offers, the
non-lover presents benefRlidr. 241e).

Something is amiss, and Socrates quickly reahmemistake. His divine sign
appears to him, preventing his departure untildsundone his erroPbdr. 242c).
Love, being divine, does not perpetrate wrongshpéh speeches condemn it as the
corruptor of adults and destroyer of youtR&dr. 242d-243d). Socrates has given
offense to the gods with his words and must makenais

Love is a kind of madness. Speaking again on, lthie time reverencing its
divinity, Socrates argues that love can be a kindivane madness, like that given to the
oracles Phdr. 244a-b). Divine madness is the source of prophad purification.
Receiving a divine message, one is not in confrdt@mselves, but this state is not to be
feared. Remember that nothing evil comes frongtigs. Defending this conception of

love, Socrates and Phaedrus will re-examine whetlyeiuth should give favors to a
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lover or a non-loverRhdr. 245b-c). The answer will hinge on the charactehe love.
If it is a divine love, then surely the youth whiénefit from a relationship. But if love is
otherwise motivated, a youth must be wary.

The dialogue continues as Socrates offers an atodthe soul itself, the
cosmos, and philosophiidr. 245c¢). Souls are what bring life to matter. clss
immortal and eternal; it is the source of motioternal to physical being®bdr. 245c-
e)*® Socrates admits that to describe the soul is mibaegod’s task, but a human
account must sufficéPhdr. 246a). Plato’s “human account” introduces a ephof the
soul different from the one of tlithaedo and demonstrated in the following simile: the
soul is like “a natural union of a team of wingeatse and their charioteerPdr.
246a). The souls of gods have perfect horses aners, but humanity is not so well-
equipped. The human soul is like a chariot teath wme good horse and one bad
(Phdr. 246b). The change in concept is clear from tha.sNeither the body nor
anything physical causes the failures and misefi@sortal life. The soul itself is
flawed, and in conflict within itseff® This new concept of the soul will effect a change
in how philosophers interact with others duringrtieenbodied life.

Plato develops his concept of the soul as he &ty cosmological analysis.
Souls, Socrates tells, “look after all that lacksoal” (Phdr. 246b). Perfect souls look
after the entird&kosmosbut in their course through the heavens, they'lose their

wings.” A soul can drift from the higher ordersreélity, steadily descending until it

“8 Translations oPhdr. 245c differ. See Hackforth (1952, 64) and Getl(ti975, 419 n.4) for rival
expositions. The ambiguity of the phrase may beniional as well, for Plato may convey that the
concept itself is insufficient, and so he is re<gptualizing it. See Ferrari (1987, 124).

“9 Plato provides an extended metaphoric analysisuflict in the soul later in the dialoguehdr. 253d-
254e).
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lands upon a material thing. The soul then animtite body upon which it has fallen;
the two becoming a living, mortal beinghdr. 246¢-d). At the center of thk®smosgs a
source of motion, a circular procession revolvinguad the forms that order lesser
reality (Phdr. 247a). During this procession, souls must flhi® highest orders of

reality, but will struggle if their chariot teamdludes an unruly horse or lesser charioteer
(Phdr. 247b-c). The gods fly this path, their soulsggoerfect, but not all lesser souls
may complete the circuit.

Some souls ascend to the heights of reality, vigwhe eternal forms which
nourish and strengthen their wings. The etermah$p ideals that do not partake of
shape, color, or any sensory-based perceptiort, leay®nd the heavenBldr. 247¢)>°
They are the things in which intelligence findsetiknowledge. In the myth, intelligence
is the driver in the chariot team of the sdeihdr. 247c-e). In the heavens, intelligence
has its fill of knowledge before returning to loweders of reality, where souls apply
their knowledge to bring order to the lesser readin®ality. The souls of gods view all
the forms and acquire true knowledge of these Hilegser souls cannot accomplish as
much.

The souls of mortals rarely reach the heightsu# teality Phdr. 248a-b). The
best of these souls catch merely a glimpse ofdhad, but even these souls struggle
against themselves. Internally, the unruly horsgsl even the most god-like of lesser
souls down. Most souls never behold even a margge of true reality, the place

beyond the heavens. The unruly horses within teesks struggle violently, creating a

0 “hyperourian” or beyond the heavenBlfdr. 247c).
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procession of chaos and carnage. The souls aasbadlide, breaking their wings in
the rampage. Never in the presence of true re#hgy descend upon bodies without
knowledge, and will have only opinions as theirdguio order.

The order of mortal lives thus depends on the arhotlknowledge planted
within the soul before it descends into a matdraaly Phdr. 248c-e). Souls full of
knowledge keep their wings in health and remaithéprotected realm of the divine.
The souls that cannot reach the heights, or bedorgetful, descend into a hierarchy of
incarnation. A soul with a love of knowledge oahbty animates a philosophic human.
The lesser grade of soul becomes a lawgiver, kingiilitary general. Beneath this,
souls become statesmen, then domestic or busiresagers, followed by physicians,
and then priests. Lesser souls become poets asi$,a@hen manual laborers, and
demagogues. The most base souls become tyfafsch soul can improve its status in
the next incarnation by living a just life, but grthe philosophic soul becomes winged
(Phdr. 249a-c). And there is a next life for most spaksit takes time and just living for
a soul to re-grow its wings and return to a punelgnortal existence.

With this description of the soul akdsmosPlato returns to the topic of love
(Phdr. 249¢-250b). Souls that have seen reality reciollee form of beauty when they
behold a beautiful object during mortal existenBemembering true beauty, they desire
to return to eternal reality, growing distant fréime affairs and concerns of mortal
humanity. In this state, a philosopher appears tmadlose souls which cannot recollect

true reality at the sight of a beautiful objectodil souls cannot apprehend the forms

*1 The place of the tyrant in the hierarchy is intitay compared to the description of the tyrannécall in
theRepublic If the tyrant’s soul is so base, how can it easisch great ruin?
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within objects through their murky, physical sen@esdr. 250b). A wide gap still exists
between philosophers entranced in an ecstaticrnvigi@ternal reality and the souls so
bereft of knowledge they only can understand sugéraon as mad, rather than
possessed by a divine visidAhdr. 250c).

Returning to the dialogue, the philosophic soukpas the beautiful youth in a
state of madness and ecstasy. Beholding a remirfidiee beautiful, the broken wings
of the soul begin to heal. The process is bothfpband joyful, and the philosophic
soul must retain the company of the beautiful dij@continue the soul’s healingidr.
251a-252b). This is a key change fromBieedo Individual contemplation is not
sufficient for philosophy. A philosophic sonkedshe company of other beautiful
souls. They first apprehend this beauty throughtsia physical sense. The goal is still
to escape from mortal, material life, but the marofeescape has changed. Plato has
found reason for the philosopher to live a sociaxistence. Philosophers must seek
about objects of beauty to spur the re-growth eirthoul’s wings; they may not reside
in solitary contemplation, spurning physical existe until their soul separates from its
wicked body.

The philosopher being the lover, a relationshifhwi beautiful youth can be
beneficial to bothRhdr. 255a-256e€). If they can maintain self-controdaming if
intelligence (the charioteer) keeps its rule owerphysical desires (the unruly horse),
both the philosopher and the youth will grow wiragel return to higher orders of
existence upon death. Even if they cannot mairgtiat self-control, they still benefit

each other. They will stimulate the wings, but faire-grow them. From a non-lover, a
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youth gains only human thingBl{dr. 256e-257a). The soul remembers nothing of
eternal reality, the wings neither grow nor arenstated. Socrates concludes his ode to
love with this: the youth should choose the lover.

Solving the problem of whom the youth should clepdlse dialogue concludes
with a related discussion of rhetoric and speedktingr(Phdr. 257c¢). The concern is
whether speeches, orated and written, convey godid @hdr. 258d). For a speech to
be good, the composer must possess the truth sthject Phdr. 259¢). Using
knowledge of a particular subject and the soul atti@f rhetoric will produce persuasion
in a soul ignorant of true knowledgehdr. 270a-271a). This is the crux: rhetoricians of
the era know nothing of the soul and only the pralaries of any given subjed®lidr.
267a-269e). They do not persuade souls to knowledgue rhetoric adjusts the style of
speech to the soul receiving the wordldr. 271d-272b). The discussion includes this
important note: interpersonal dialogue is supdndhe written word in transmitting
truth from soul to soulRhdr. 276a-b). Thus, philosophy itself needs livingigdophers
to maintain its rigorous standards; a philosophiezl is only a second-level good
(Phdr. 277d-278b).

The Symposium

TheSymposiumnecounts a celebration at the house of Agath@wihner in a
dramatic competition. The guests, still sufferirgn the previous day’s drinking of
spirits, decide not to imbibe for the night. Farwsement they will give speeches in
praise of Love. Four speakers take their turnsreefgathon himself praises divine

Love, and the guests applaud his efforts with gapatroval. Socrates, of course, is less
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laudatory, and unimpressed with all the effortecrates engages in a brief dialectical
exercise before his companions request a speechhim. Socrates obliges, recounting
a lesson he once learned from the philosophicdiia Like thePhaedrusPlato
addresses the idea of love in Bymposium He explains what it is, meaning both the
compelling force of it and what actions it fostaraong people and animals. The force
of love will explain why philosophers have a purpas the material world above merely
waiting for the mortal release of death.

Following four of his guests, Agathon speaks eyeaise imaginable to love and
receives a loud ovation for his effor8nip 194e-198a). Love is delicate and fluid, so it
can encompass the entire soul. It is just and goeeker doing violence. Love is
moderate and brave; love inspires all crafts. I[0thangs, Love is best and beautiful!
Socrates spoils Agathon'’s tribute with a cuttingnaek. In short, Socrates thought the
art of praise meant telling the beautiful truthsuatoa thing, but apparently Agathon
found a different approaclsnp.198d). Agathon simply applied the most beautiful
truths to the object, whether it possesses themobfSmp.198e). The preceding
speeches have not revealed the true nature of bov@nly relayed old myths, comedic
stories, and flattery.

Socrates, rather than conjuring flattery, askasiadoquestion of Agathon, “Is
Love such as to be a love of something or of ngth{®mp.199d)? The exchange
serves to point out that love is a desire for thjngis not the possession of those things
(Smp.199d-200b). Love is the force that motivates pedp possess the necessary

things they do not have, or to want in perpetuig necessary things they have in the
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moment Emp.200c-d). Defining love this way, it is neitherdogiful nor good, as
Agathon described it, but it is a desire for beaurtg goodnessSmp.201a-c). Socrates
has refuted Agathon’s method of praise with sing@énition, and the simple definition
carries significant philosophical importance.

Now that Agathon’s great praise is reduced to nejdte guests clamor for
Socrates to give a speech. He obliges in his ved®lling a conversation about love he
had with another philosopher, Diotima. Like Agath8ocrates was once stumped about
the nature of love. He thought if it is not beautimust it be ugly $mp.201e)? No,
love is not ugly, nor strictly beautiful. Diotimatroduced him to the category of in-
between thingsS§mp.202a). Correct judgmento(ortha doxazeiyy knowing without
being able to give complete reasoning, is a stetewden ignorance and wisdom, so why
can there not be a state between the beautifulleendgly Emp.202a-b)? Thus, love is
not beautiful and good, but the desire for thesggth It is an intermediary being or a
great spirit @aimon megaksresiding between divinity and mortalitgifp.202c-e).

Love is a messenger spirit between the divine aodais.

Among human beings, everyone is in love with stngt but some people are
in love in a peculiar way. Love compels the pursfigood and beautiful things.
Satisfying that love, one reaches a state of wallied fulfilment, oreudaimoniaSmp.
204e-205a). Plato writes that people pursue tloel gp many ways, but these pursuits
are not the true ideal of lov8ifip.205b-d). What love compels is giving birth in lbot

body and soul (Smp. 206b). The phrase mystifiese®es as Diotima speaks &mp.
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206c)>? What Plato means is that love motivates repraoudn all its forms. The
common expression of love for mortals is physieproduction §mp.206¢-d). This
form of reproduction is beautiful and good as therae of immortality to mortalsS(p.
207a). Reproduction, from the genesis of new n®ttathe simple act of studying to
replace lost knowledge, is the outcome of love'side

However, some human beings pursue immortalityutinameans other than
physical reproduction. Love inspires heroism arehgdeeds, so that one may be
remembered forevep.208c-e). Love inspires some people, pregnaritair souls
(en tais psychais kuougjrto give birth in all the virtues; for some timgans giving
birth in wisdom. With regard to the virtue of wesd or prudencephroresis) the
highest, most beautiful genesis is that of the laang E&mp.209a). Love inspires
lawgivers to establish a political constitution @@hers. This constitution includes more
than the institutional form of government. The $anggulate the whole of the culture,
education, religion, and government. In effectydavers become the fathers of citizens
rather than bodies.

Plato ends the conversation between Socrates midh@ with a few thoughts
on education, or how to raise a philosophical Sduhlways needing direction toward
what is beautiful, young students first need béalutompanions. Initially, the students
will see only the physical beauty of their compamnibut soon they progress to see the

beauty within the souS§mp.210a-c). The students graduate to study custochsasvs,

*2|Indeed, the phrase is difficult to translate andarstand. Lear (2006) writes a helpful account,
explaining how beauty provokes the desire for intaly through a creative act. He understands the
Symposiunto defend the ontological status of beauty.

>3 Reeve (2006, 144) argues similarly, but with bixeté a fault. He notes that once beholding a tieau
vision, a mortal will desire to give birth to mdreautiful images.
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and then theories of knowledgenip.210c-d). Finally, these full-fledged lovers of
wisdom will come to know beauty itsefbnp.210e-211c). Never changing, never a
particular thing, a form is always purely itseBeholding such a vision is what love
compels within a philosophical soul.

Tracing the argument from the end to the beginnimgsee a nascent but
complete cosmopolitan philosophy. A good city reeadover of wisdom to write its
laws. Lovers of wisdom need proper educationtaratrue knowledge. The force of
love that compels the desire for true knowledge atsmpels the desire for reproduction.
The very force that motivates philosophical contitipn also motivates political
thought. Love is the intermediary spirit, commuaticg the eternal forms of the
cosmos, truth, beauty, and goodness, to the medah. Knowing these things,
philosophers reproduce the physical, political @wanl the image of the cosmos.

The Republic

Plato’sRepublicis a classic work of literature, philosophy, amditgcal theory.
Analyses of the dialogue can lose their way inntscacies if the author is not careful.
For the purposes of this project, | am focusinghwee interlocked conceptual levels of
the dialogue. Plato gives an integrated accouthie@fndividual soul, the city, and the
cosmos”* The soul is famously tripartite, the city hasetclasses, and the cosmos
follows from the good itself. ThRepubliccontains a cosmopolis, a political design that
follows from the inherent and eternal order of lgeamd harmony within hierarchical

reality. The highest level of earthly fulfillmerst only possible when the individual soul

> The literature pays significant attention to titg-soul analogy in thi&®epublic See Williams (1997)
and Annas (1981) for critical analyses, and Evrig€2002) for a defense of the city-soul analogfere
is less analysis of the cosmos-city-citizen higgirehich | intend to elucidate.
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is orderecandwhen that individual lives in the well-ordered citgach individual must
attain harmony among the competing motivationsiwitheir composite soul. As a
citizen, each individual must fulfill his or herrfation, whether as a craftsman, soldier,
or philosopher. Finally, the city itself, when ssting of well-ordered souls and
political classes, will reflect the principles adad, beauty, and truth. After a brief
introduction to the dialogue, analysis of RRepublicwill focus on the interwoven
concepts of individual, city, and cosmos to betteeal the cosmopolitan structure of
the argument.

Book | of theRepublicintroduces the topic of justic8. Thrasymachus,
following Polemarchus and Cephalus, all introduiéeient conceptions of justiceéeh
dikaiosuren, R.331c). For Cephalus, justice is not having taathlée, or steal to
acquire and secure his wealth 831b). The old man is happy to have been wealthy
through his life, since money has precluded hirmfatuations of deception and debt.
In his old age, he begins to worry about the ssooieHades, particularly those that say
the unjust must pay for their misdee&s $30d-331c). Polemarchus clarifies his father’s
conception, arguing that justice is giving whabvwged, and one owes good things to
friends and bad things to enemi&s 3§32a-b). The father and son present traditional
conceptions of justice: Cephalus supplies the lessirthic (deal straightly and pay your
debts) and Polemarchus provides the clan ethiat(y@ur relations well, outsiders

cautiously, and enemies poorly). Plato wrote leotlialogues on how traditional ideas

5| provide commentary on Book | to set the frametfe remainder of my analysis. The subject, mbot,
purpose of Book | is not clear cut. Many have tetheir own analyses. See Dobbs (1994), Klosko
(1984), and Burrell (1916) for a diversity of argembs.
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had broken dowr® Similarly in theRepubli traditional conceptions of justice do not
withstand Socrates’ logical interrogation.

Unlike the earlier interlocutors, Thrasymachugceg the traditional,
conventional accounts of justice. Thrasymachusades what anyone might conclude
in an era of traditional breakdown: justice is moghat all or the interest of the stronger
(R.338c-339a). Rulers establish codes of law, “tistige system,” to secure desired
advantages for themselves. Thrasymachus’ answersents one possible conclusion to
what justice is, and a shrewd, empirical one dt tian observer of Greek cities may
realize the laws are not divine, not ancient, aotddeal. Is it coincidence that
democracies establish laws to the benefit of tmea$® Or that oligarchies establish
laws consistent with their class preferences? rjlegrants erect laws to preserve their
own power and pursue their desired ends. Thradyasaargument is clear, observable,
and conventional. Governments make laws for tmetieof those in the government
and its supporters. One need not look to the godsadition, nor to philosophers for
some idealized conception of what justice is.

Thrasymachus’ view of government and law is onexpfloitation R. 343b-
344c). Rulers attend the ruled as shepherds dtieirdsheep; rulers maintain some of
their flock as a store of resources and fattenragofor slaughter. Of course, this view
turns the ideal of justice upside-down. The juetspn, the law-abiding citizen,
complies with his or her own exploitation. Thetjogizens are the sheep that provide

material advantages to their rulers, all the wigterantly thinking they are acting

* The Euthyphroshows problems in anthropomorphic pantheism, anstibsequent duties of piety. The
Phaedrusnvestigates rhetoric and what makes for a goodape TheSymposiungiuestions
understandings of love.
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according to some greater standard. The jusga@ant and exploited, Thrasymachus
contends; the unjust, if they gain power, are wisgpy, and live virtuously, meaning
they exhibit “the qualities of excellence” thatdem a fulfilled life>” Without an ideal
conception of justice, Thrasymachus’ conventiomalig unpalatable, stands as a solid
description of government.

Socrates ultimately refutes Thrasymachus’ claiat thjustice is more profitable
than justice and that the unjust live happily while just are miserable, but the victory is
logical and formal rather than convincirfg The unresolved nature of justice, whether
virtue or vice, permeates the atmosphere. Glauaises his voice to articulate the
challenge to Socrates: prove that justice is gadtself, not only for the rewards it
provides R.357b-358a). Glaucon echoes a common defensgustioe and common
complaints about justice. Injustice, if one cahaegay with it, is good for the
individual. If one could kill the king, marry tlgueen, usurp the kingdom, and not pay
any penalty or suffer any loss, why not reap ttebantagesR. 359d-360d)? Justice is
a kind of mean, Glaucon argues. Individuals wietao weak to commit injustice with
impunity prefer to reach a mutual agreement naebtomit injustice at all. No one will
commit injustice, nor suffer it. They establislvéaas guarantors of the agreement and
to punish those who commit injustice. Howeversthpeople still would prefer to
commit injustice with impunity if they could escapenishmentR. 359b-c). Justice,
commonly understood, is an arduous and second:heste.

Ideally, Glaucon challenges Socrates to showijtissice is desirable itself

>’ The quoted phrase is my translatioracétz.
%8 Indeed, Klosko’s (1984) argument that the whofaiafs a technical argument rather than a diatetti
one is persuasive.
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even if the just person faces persecution andrrtuistakenly believed by fellow
citizens to be unjusR361e). After heaping praise and benefit upon thjast life, and
curses and pains upon the just life, Glaucon cotepleis challenge. His brother,
Adeimantus, adds a final touch by introducing thené (R. 362d-363b). Through their
justice, the pious accrue all sorts of benefitefithe godsR. 363d). The impious suffer
eternal labors and punishments in Hades363e). However, Adeimantus notes that
some priests and prophets persuade individualsvaiote cities that certain rites can
absolve or purify the living or the dead of theijjuistice R. 364e-365a). Adeimantus
challenges Socrates to address the ambiguousredatp of the divine, the just, and
excellence. If one can bribe the gods to remogestain of injustice, then the successful
practitioner of injustice will have the resourcesecure their absolution- vice may be
an excellence! Adeimantus inquires into the natdithie gods and the just. He even
guestions their existencR.(365a-366b). How does the divine relate to juStice
Socrates himself completes the challenge. Juskists in both the individual
and in the city as a whol&(368d-369). As a city is larger than a single pergivic
justice ought to be larger and more visible thafvidual, psychic justice. Socrates and
his interlocutors will create a city, watch it comaebe in theory, and hopefully find
where justice exists within ¥. Three levels have been set and interrelatedt, Fihat
is justice in the individual soul? Is it good teelf? Does justice motivate the individual

to good things, or does the reputation of justieddyconventional honors? Second,

*9“If we would see a city coming to be in speeldy§i] (R. 369a)... Of course, the wotdgosmeans
more than just speech; it means reasoned spddwhphrase conveys that the interlocutors anegyt
discuss rationally why human beings create citighé first place, and then decipher what parigast
plays in civic construction. “City in speech” istrthe only possibly translation; city in reasoredgially
plausible.
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what is interpersonal, meaning political, justidd®w does justice come to be in the city
and what is its function there? Third, if diviesi exist, how do they view the just and
unjust? Can sacrifice and ritual purge the staungust deeds? If Plato cannot answer
these questions coherently, then justice may &ascon or Thrasymachus described
it.
The Cosmos

The dialogue within th®epublicconstructs the city from its human foundation,
beginning with individual need before reachinghe heavens. To facilitate the
exposition of the cosmopolitanism theory within thalogue, | divide from the dialogue
three broad sections, one of the cosmos, anoth#éreoindividual, and final one on the
city itself. Assumptions, axioms, and understagsiaf the heavens intertwine with
individual psychology and political order. Platafsalistic understanding of the cosmos,
that the physical world exists along with an immiatevorld, is the foundation of his
political philosophy, or least that understandisgvhat his philosophy has found to
counter the conventionalism of Thrasymachus and csla.

The wordkosmosand its derivatives relate to a state of ordesfguutting things
into order®® Thekosmoss the totality of the material world and the pijsles and
forces that order it. Substantively, tkesmoss a material thing. However, thinking
through the concept, th®@smoanust include those non-material things from which
finds its very order. To discuss the materialctice of thekosmoswithout reference to

its non-material sources of order would make lgddmse. The examination of Plato’s

 From Liddell and Scott'&reek-English LexicanSome derivatives refer to the adornment of women
dress, but the previous two senses of the word inolek pertinence.
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cosmology will focus on the non-material sourcesroter in the discussion of the
kosmosand how thegolisis an integral component of tkesmos

Plato’s first axiom about theosmosgs that contrary to popular mythology, the
divine is good ggatho3 and only goodR. 379a-c)** The divine is the cause of good
things. Nothing evil comes from the divine. Thaelg do not quarrel, fight, or hate each
other, as some of their stories téll. 878c). The divine, broadly understods the
source of order for the material world; it is naaurce of disorder or chaos. Since the
divine is good, and nothing bad comes from somgtgood, then people must cease
blaming the divine for their troubles in the maaémworld R.379c). The source of
goodness and order in the world cannot be the safrroubles and disorder.

Second, what is good is resistant to chaRg8§0d-381b). As nothing euvil
comes from the divine, so neither is the divinepghshifting, deceptive, or deceitfil.
Again, Plato contradicts popular myths and posi#t true order is unchanging.

Relating back to accounts in tRéaedrusandSymposiumprinciples of th&kosmos
remain consistent. The gods and diagmoniaare the communicators between the

highest levels of reality and human beings. Thestenear the unchanging eternals, the

source of order for material things. Goodnes$ié@raterial world depends on

®1 The Euthyphroraised this point as well. Solmsen (1936) argiradasly about Plato’s thoughts on the
divine in an analysis across tRepublic Laws and other dialogues.

%2 ThePhaedrusand Symposiunprovided more clarificatiothe divine and the cosmos. The divine has
many levels, and at the highest level, eternalhanging things. Th8ymposiunposits the existence of
intermediary beings that transmit between levaisyiging the medium of order among levels of
existence. Plato’s ontology and epistemology atelawless, but he is painting the picture moesady

in these middle dialogues.

% Plato is denouncing the myths that portray thesgasitaking human or animal shapes to satisfy their
desires. If the gods are superior to humans aimdads) they would not mimic their shape, both lowwer
themselves in appearance and perpetrating decepfibnourse, this implies that the gods would st
what Gyges does with his invisibility ring.
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replication of these eternals. Plato’s revisioradlitional religion, from
anthropomorphic gods to the eternal, unchangingrors evident. The gods are not
filled with the base desires and chaotic motioreratteristic of human beings.

Third, there exist the Forms, eternal, unchangangl, intelligible models for
physical reality R.474c-476a). The Forms do not take material excgtebut all
particulars in material existence are instantiaiohthe ideal Forms. The material
world is one of change, flux, and opinion; one bawe knowledge only of the
unchanging Forms.

Fourth, the highest aspiration of love is to krtowe order and beauty with
prudence or temperance. Physical desire is napgbg of love’s motivationR. 403a).
Rightly, love desires order and temperance, rathgsical pleasures. The context of the
discussion concerns the relationship betwaraseés anderomenosor an adult lover and
his younger belovedPlato explains that higher love directs one toweard, ordered
being, not toward physical pleasure. Right or bigbve leads a person to know true
reality and become truly aware. A life withoutslawareness is like living in a
permanent sleefR( 476c-e). Lesser types of love only entangleragrein a fluctuating
world of maddening, material desif¥s.

Fifth, only a strict education and upbringing ¢ead a person to knowledge.
Throughout childhood, a philosophical soul must@@ker and never encounter anything
unjust or evil R.409a-e). Such a soul must be trained in musiaggnthastics to

strengthen the spiritq thumoeids), but to keep it moderate as weél.@10c-411e).

% These two principles are common in fleaedrus
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When a promising student begins to mature, he @mslhembark on a course of study
designed to turn the soul toward true being- thatwalways is. In the very nature of
their souls, philosophical youths are not satistedtudy generation and decay, but their
souls desire eternal thingR.@85a-b). Subjects that lead the mind to abstrasfi
eternals, and unchanging reality comprise the auluim, including arithmetic,
geometry, three-dimensional solids, astronomy,diakéctical reasoning. Philosophers
will consort with the eternal Forms, becoming ostkeand godlike in themselveR.(
500c-d). Attaining knowledge, they can discernedlrerdered instantiation from an ill-
ordered one, and order instantiations into harnwaitlty one another.

The ontology of th&osmoss one half of the foundation of Plato’s middle
cosmopolitanism. The second foundational pilllag, tripartite soul, concerns Plato’s
account of the individual. Plato explains that hinenan soul contains three separate
components: appetite, spirit, and reason. Eachsoaenotive force that desires a
particular good. The appetitive force desires miateatisfaction, the spirited force
desires victory and honor, and the rational foresirgs knowledge. Of the composite
whole, one force inherently rules the total sonlj ¢hat soul can be well-educated or ill-
educated within itself. The proper education of soul will require political
relationships. For any individual to live the besty possible, he or she must live in
harmony with others in the ordered, ideal city.

The Citizen
Individuals are not self-sufficient in Plato’s calation. No craftsman can

produce enough individually to satisfy his or hemts R.369b-c). The quality and
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quantity of goods will suffer if a craftsman atteisipo learn multiple skills to satisfy all
desires. The principle of specialization appeatset the solution; one individual learns
the craft at which he or she excels and produsesus for trade. Soldiers and
philosophers are not self-sufficient as well. Nadger can win a battle alone. No
philosophical soul can come to know true realityswlation. Especially for the ancient
Greeks, soldiers are not self-sufficient- a phalahane is not an intimidating sight!
Philosophers also need assistance in materialgoovisecurity, and education. In
Plato’s reckoning, thekosmosdetermines that individuals are not self-suffitien

That individuals have an inherent and unmixed neafahusig is a primary
axiom in constructing the cityr( 370a-c, 394d-398b). One is born a craftsmanjemld
or philosopher, and will not lead a fulfilled litgtempting to be something else.
Craftsmen possess a nature that leads them toavspgecific a station, dechre.
Blacksmiths are born to work the furnace, farmenmhlo till the soil, and so forth.
Similarly, soldiers possess a soul attuned to wdrghilosophical souls desire to
contemplate all that truly is. Attempts to performltiple crafts, for a blacksmith to be
a soldier as well, preclude that individual fremdaimonieaor living a fulfilled life.

To defend this separation of humanity into thiesses, Plato conceives of the
tripartite soul. Three motive forces exist witlie composite soul, competing for
primary rule. Appetites, spirit, and reason impebple in different degrees. Within
craftsmen, the appetitive drive rules the soulthiMisoldiers, honor or spirit primarily
motivates the soul. Finally, reason rules theggupher’s soul.

Ignorance and lower motivations lead to a disedavorld. Well-ordered, each
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soul lives the best way possible. Craftsmen willduce material goods and distribute
them through trade. They will provide for soldiesho in turn defend the city from
external threats and domestic turmoil. Philosoph&milarly receiving provision from
the craftsmen, create and enforce a system of adadar the whole city. Yet,
individuals and cities often go awfy. Soldiers enslave and plunder their city’s
craftsmen. They grow rich and turn into money-ksveStill plundering the many, these
oligarchs grow weak. The many overthrow them astdldish a democracy in which
everyone is free to pursue a self-identified cotioepof the good. The absence of true
philosophers allowed ignorance to enter the city laegan its decline. In a democracy,
a philosophical youth receives an education in tyxtrteedom, and indulgence, and may
develop into the tyrant who enslaves the whole digch of Plato’s souls can be well-
ordered or ill-ordered. An appetitive soul can kvas craftsman in an ordered city or a
slave in a disordered city. A spirited soul candree a guardian soldier or a plundering
one. And a philosophical soul can grow into a kist or an unjust tyrant. For each
individual to live a fulfilled life, they must rede in an ordered city.
The Cosmopolis

Thepolis was the basic Greek form of society and governmBitilling an
idealized concept from thHeepubli¢ the truepolis is the harmony of the three classes of
humanity. In the ideal city, the members of edels<live ineudaimoniaand contribute
to the other classesudaimoniaeach class owes the others a debt. gdalis without

this comprehensive harmony, without the confluesfataree ordered classes, no type of

% Plato chronicles how constitutions degeneratedakBVIll of the Republic



127

soul will achieveeudaimonia

Plato described the ideal city as a union of imhligls who call each other fellow
citizens, ompolitas(R.463a). Since individuals alone are unable tsBatheir needs,
they share their production amongst each otReB§9c-370a). To satisfy material
needs, the city must include an assortment ofsiradh, including farmers, builders,
cowherds, merchants, sailors, wage laborers, amd (Ro369d-371a). A simple city is
not sufficient to satisfy necessities. Craftsmeadluxuries, and so the city will need
hunters, actors, beauticians, and m&e3{73b-c). Such a city will need to conquer land
to secure these luxuries, and in turn will beconenapting prize for conquest. The city
will need a body of soldiers to provide martialelefe R. 373d-374a). Recall that an
individual soul has only one nature, so craftsmamot function as soldiers as well.
The city needs another class of humanity, a grégoldiers.

The spirited souls of nature’s soldiers are comptampared to appetitive souls.
Spirited souls need proper training to grow intotective guard dogs rather than
ravenous wolves. All soldiers must acquire a memastiphilosophy necessary to
compliment their spirited nature, ttrumoeids (R. 376c¢c-d). Music, poetry, and physical
education are necessaR.376e). Courses in poetry convey the true stafigmds,
heroes, and virtueRR(376e-377, especially 377b-c). The city will teatbries that are
true, fine, and beautiful and discard the falsesphke Hesiod's tales of Uranus, Kronos,
and ZeusR.377e-378a). The task of creating this educatipragram falls to

philosopher§® Here the soldiers find themselves indebted ttopbphical souls. They

% The educational program includes a filtering pescéaat removes the unnecessary luxuries, and the
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will not live a fulfilled life if, being ill-educagd, they are either cowardly in defense of
their city or cruel in its plunder.

Education is the central pillar of the city and treart of Plato’s political
organization R.423e). Education instills moderatiaahrosuren) within the classes
and harmonyHomonoia among themR. 432a)°” The education program has three
prongs: leading the soldiers to courage, instilimgderation in the craftsmen, and
raising the next generation of philosophers to ktiosvgood. Awakening courage in the
souls of soldiers requires purging certain eleméota poetry. Anything that teaches
the young to fear death, the afterlife, or Hadebsthe underworld must be censor&d (
386a-387c). Stories portraying the gods as deaepti committing vile deeds must not
be told R.380d, 381d-e). The education young soldiers veaeiust foster the control
of their emotions, especially fear of death. Hoerewall the elements of the spirited soul
need educating; therefore, soldiers must learmeetb lament nor laugh in exces (
387c¢-389a). Soldiers train physically, but receameaducation for their souls.
Gymnastics, music, and poetry order the tripasiitel, awakening reason to temper the
spirit, and controlling the appetites. Fear oftdedesire of luxury, and cruelty to fellow
citizens are the soldier’s vices. Proper educdtions the spirited soul to virtue instead.
Without the guidance of philosophers, soldiers Wit receive a proper education,
and their souls may remain ignorant and turnedde mstead of virtue.

Craftsmen require an education from philosophsmell. Programs of

gymnastics and poetry teach the craftsmen to regytheir appetites and avoid gluttony

professions that produce them, from the city.
*” homonoidliterally translates to likeness of mind.
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(R.410a-c), and they will need philosophical guidaimcether mattersK. 389d).
Despite their tech#) craftsmen need the supervision of philosophees their items of
production to prevent the release of inferior andging works into the cityR. 401a-
402¢c)®® Well-educated in the city and well-ordered initiseuls, craftsmen work their
techre, distribute goods, and enjoy material satisfactitins a simple routine, and the
proper life for the appetitive class of soul.

The city owes much to the philosophers for themgpam of education, but do
the philosophers in turn owe anything to the ciBffilosophers order the souls of
craftsmen and soldiers, and that internal ordeaisg creates harmony between those
classes. Harmony and moderation are necessaryd@ducation of young,
philosophical souls as well. A young philosophevst possible fate is to live among
a collection of disordered, poorly-educated, appetand spirited sould( 492¢e). A
mob instead of a city, this collection of disoraessuls will mislead a philosophical
soul, twisting all of that individual's potentiatl@antages (beauty, intelligence, and
strength) into pitfallsR. 491b-c). A philosophical soul, when ill-educated
disordered city, may grow into a tyrant. Livingtirese conditions, a desire for the
crowd’s favor overwhelms the young philosopHer492e). Sophists, peddling their
“knack” of persuasion, imbue contempt for the craaven as they convey the tricks of
persuasion, only deepening the ill-education amthéu twisting the soul’s motivation

(R.493a-c). An ill-educated philosophical soul idisordered city can cause great evils,

% If the craftsmen have knowledge over their proidmgtwhy do they need supervision? Logically, they
should know what good their craft produces andneetd a philosopher’s supervision. Reeve (1995)
points out that Plato argues as muRhg96b), and he uses this difficulty as a springrdanto broader
problems of understanding knowledge, the Forms t@dsood.
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ruining the city and the souls of its inhabitarRs491d-e). In the subsequent chaos, the
philosopher’s own fate is worst of all. Should ffoeing philosopher develop into a
tyrant, he or she will experience the worst ofpa$sible live$? To avoid this fate,
philosophers must grow up in a city that exhibiternally ordered and mutually
harmonious craftsmen and soldiers. In additioremiiney reach maturity, young
philosophers will need older philosophers to gutdegr higher education.

The city’s educational structure establishes tumdélation for young
philosophers in the examples of moderation and baynamong the craftsmen and
soldiers. A philosopher’s education continues sttulierly training. Philosophers
receive the same education in music and gymnaasitise soldiers. Again, such
education is not for the body, but for the soulugi¢ and gymnastics rouse and temper
the spirit, so that philosophers strengthen thetedipart of the souR.410c-411e).

The education of the philosophers aims to ordetripartite soul to its highest
functioning. To this end, spirit must tame theetfips without overwhelming reason.

Awakening the rational component of the soul rezgia specialized curriculum
at the highest levels of education. Philosopharstriove learning itself, love the whole
of wisdom, and possess a desire to learn every{Rmgj75b-c). True philosophers do
not love beautiful examples, but love the beauitkélf. They must see in empirical
examples only reminders of the eternal forRs4(7/5e-476d). Their education moves
philosophers to love the thing in itself, not imgtations of the thingR.480a)’° They

must be able to grasp what is always the same iesglects, to love the kind of learning

9 Book IX of theRepublicchronicles the harrowing psychology of the tyrant.
02 ou m@moneuomen hoti phas te kai khroas kalas kai ta toiaut’ ephamendastphilein te kai
theasthai, auto de to kalon oud’ anekhests ti on(R. 480a).
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associated with being. Philosophy aims at whaagéars, not the lower things that
change R. 484b-485b).

After their service as soldiers and junior poétiofficers, philosophical souls
will study an advanced curriculurR(498a-b). Arithmetic, geometry, the study of three
dimensional solids, and astronomy are coursesudiyghat prime the soul for dialectical
reasoningR.522c¢-530b). In addition to practical and militayplications, these primer
courses deal with abstractions rather than sertae d&e curriculum turns the soul
toward what is: true being, not temporary exampfasings. However, they do not
reach true being, but only lead the soul to undedihg based on hypotheses. Dialectic
reasoning alone leads a soul from a position oetstdnding to knowledge of the forms
themselvesR.531d-532b). After awakening true knowledge ingbal and beholding
a vision of the goodd@ agathon auth a philosopher returns to the city to use thedgoo
itself as the idealp@radeigmata of right-ordering kosmeinR. 540a-b).

In the course of the dialogue, Adeimantus objdws philosophers, as he has
observed them, tend to be good for nothiRgd87b-e). Socrates has affirmed that
properly educated, philosophers will contributéhte city by giving birth in mind and
truth (R.490a-b)’* What does Plato mean by this act of genesis?ingapprehended
the Good itself, a philosopher returns to the twtyesume a political station. With
knowledge of the Forms, a philosopher-king centttepoetry and musical practices,
revises the educational code, oversees the prammeztthe soldier class, and guides the

next generation of philosophical souls to true kizolge. A philosopher translates

" genresas noun kai @heian(R. 490b).
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knowledge of the Good into political revision. \Wihe term of service expires, the
elderly philosophers leave the city, rejoin thegpige of dialectical contemplation, and
return to the “Isle of the BlessedR(540b-c). Most people, including Adeimantus, are
ignorant of what true philosophers are. Livinglisordered cities, the many see only
the corrupted philosophical souls, not properlycaded ones. Knowing the Good, a
philosopher-king would be the greatest advantagedity.

Why must philosophers abandon dialectical philbgdpr kingship? This
demotion from the Isle of the Blessed to a cityn&fre humanity appears to be unjust.
Indeed, Plato writes that philosophers must be ebleqb or persuaded to return to the
city (R.519-520e). What could persuade someone to Iéaveditine to dwell with the
mortal? Echoing an argument from hato, Plato writes that the philosophers will be
persuaded to return because the city made therthagawe obedience to their superior
(R.520b-c). The city itself is superior to any indiwval within it, as no individual can
live as best as possible outside an ordered padlgigsociation- even philosophers.
Plato’s argument in the text is not convincifigLooking back at th@haedrusand
SymposiumPlato has a better answer. Philosophers becorge kecause they desire
reproduction, like all mortal things. Their actseproduction (they give birth in mind

and truth) are not physical procreation necessdnlythe replication of the Forms in the

"2Why philosophers must rule is one of the more mvetrsial points in Plato. The traditional view,
Barker (1947), Cornford (1941), and Nettleship (I9Gs that Plato is serious in his philosophy, but
skeptical about the implementation of the subsegpelitical reforms. Others, including Nichols @4
1987) Annas (1981), Saxonhouse (1978), Bloom (1,9%68) Strauss (1964), interpret fRepublicas
arguing philosophers should not rule as kings} ¢east that they do not benefit from ruling. Hanm
(1986) contests the comedic interpretation ofRepublic especially Bloom’s, and proposes the condition
of the philosopher-kings is tragic, not absurdhéds, including Mahoney (1992) Reeve (1988), Kraut
(1973), Dobbs (1985; 2003), Andrew (1983), Kloske&1), Hall (1977), lIrwin (1977), and Beatty

(1976), have argued that philosophers are rightlgs political rule is not a burden but a fulfikmt.
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minds of philosophical youths and in the politisaucture itself. Creating future
philosophers and establishing the ideal city i®sitpve good for mature philosophers.
This must be true to defend the political functadrphilosophers as kings, and it is true
according to Plato’s understanding of how philoggimowledge, and the Forms instill
order in physical reality.

Ultimately, Plato is ambiguous on the topic in Bepubli¢ but he is not unclear
or uncertain. The problem is that he defends bimtés too strongly. In theory, putting
the city in order is théechre of philosophy. Eudaimoniafor a philosopher, like every
other citizen, ought to consist in practicing thiechre. Therefore, returning to the city
and restoring order to it should be a good thivigt, Plato specifically says
philosophers will not consider this political taskood thing, but a necessif§.640b).
This ambivalence at least shows that Plato is @nabunwilling to wholly reconcile the
philosopher’s soul with his or her temporary, phgsiife.

The Philosopher-Citizen

Until philosophers rule as kings, or political gofllosophical power coincide,
cities will face misrule and humanity will suffelhe ideal city will never be
instantiated until philosophers rule as kinBs473d-e). Such is the doctrine of the
Republic Political justice requires philosophers, thog®wwossess true knowledge of
the eternal things, the Forms. Those without kedgé of the true models cannot make
reference to real standards when judging instatittings; they judge by opinion alone
(R.484c-d). Without Forms, and philosophers who kileam, the city is merely a

collection of clashing, opinionated individualsy Bature, opinions about the Good are
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bound to differ. Soldiers will say victory is theghest good and craftsmen will say
material satisfaction is the best; absent knowledgthing can harmonize the two. A
polis will not exist, but only a collection of geograpally-proximate individuals. This
chaotic group of human beings will exhibit disagneat and conflict about what is good
and just. Why call them citizens or a city? Deythvork together toward the Good?
Does the collection of individuals represent angezence? No, only the ideal city is a
polisin the proper sense; all other “cities” are infiohwith themselves. In all cities
save the trueolis, the strongest faction or individual will rule,chany collection of
opinionated individuals can become the strongedeuohanging circumstances. In fact,
“the strongest” becomes a continuously changingept for whatever quality vaults a
faction into power is the thing that makes it “stgest.”

On the contrary, the best city is ordered andngive cosmopolis, not a mere
collection of human faction®(497c). Plato maintains the ideal city exists &van,
thus knowable to philosophers. Philosopher kimgsnacessary for the instantiation of
the ideal city, only they can apprehend the Forthteamslate the true being of the
abstraction into a physical reality. Philosopheskings will always be necessary to
maintain the imitation of physical reality to tloeal Form R.412a-b, 497d). The
philosopher will be a citizen in the ideal cityrayne at all, because only in that city can
they harmonize the life of philosophy with the dofycitizen R.591c-592b).

Epilogue
Do the middle dialogues defend the idea of wortitlyer, &kosmo8 Does Plato

create a political order,@olis, in harmony with th&kosmo8 What is the status of
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citizenship in the cosmopolis? Is the philosopheitizen in the ideal city?

Philosophy and cosmology unfold in the middle aljaies, especially in the
Phaedrus SymposiumandRepublic Plato defends an orderly world, and the soufce o
order is knowable through philosophy. TPleaedrusandSymposiuntell of the force of
divine love, orErgs. This force compels whomever it possesses totinr theautiful.
What is beautiful? Permanence, unchanging, andtéreal are Plato’s qualities of truly
beautiful things. The beautiful itself is the iledchangelessness, of eternal being.
Eros compels a philosopher to knowledge of the ideasimg him or her to behold the
form. However, a philosopher cannot remain in #rdhusiastic state permanently, for
nothing is ideal in the changing, material realigigns of the beautiful in the material
world awaken philosophers to that eternal ideabréminent cue is the beautiful soul of
a young philosopher. In this wagros compels mature philosophers to educate young
philosophers toward true ideals, continuing thepea of philosophy and the knowing
of true reality in the changing material world.

TheRepublicexpands on cosmology and ontology, detailing weality truly is,
distinguishing knowledge from understanding, opmiand imagination, and explaining
how education leads a philosopher to knowledg®ne will never learn what truly is
through sense-perception alone. Kbemodss material and immaterial, but the source

of order for material, observable things is styiatitelligible. True education must

3 Solmsen (1940) explains the importance of edusatispecially Plato’s unified approach to the
sciences, in leading the philosophical souls tolkadge. Shorey (1889) argued fRepublicas a

dialogue is primarily concerned with politics arttlies. Ontology is only a secondary aid to the
discussion of philosophy and political rule. Comguhto a dialogue like thEimaeus Shorey is right.
Ontology in theRepublicis more understated than later dialogues, butdbas not mean it is unimportant
to politics and philosophy.
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stimulate the mind to think abstractly and reasiatedtically. Subjects like arithmetic
teach about number, forcing students to confromidiea of a number itself: what is one
or two in itself? Study in geometry and three-diagienal solids trains students in
logical deduction from axioms. Astronomy movedstuts to think about the orderly
motion of thekosmosnot merely to observe the motion of planets. cAllhese subjects
deal with unchanging abstractions- the number @vemnchanges, a triangle always has
three angles equal to one hundred eighty degredsha motions of the planets were
assumed to be fixed and eternal. Finally, a studiphilosophy trains in dialectic,
discussing things not from axioms or hypothesesbbginning with true being.
Philosophers come to know that the material wasltbivs a source of true, eternal
order.

Standards exist for material things, though matéhings do not perfectly
accord with ideals. No triangle drawn in the sanitibe perfect. But like the triangle,
an ideal standard exists for tpelis. In changing, imperfect reality, the just city is
reflection of the ideal. ThRepublicdetails the just city, and Plato bases its comjoosit
on three classes of citizens (craftsmen, sold&rd,philosophers) and three virtues
(moderation, courage, and wisdom). Craftsmen piefor the material goods of the
city. They work only at their crafts, and do natficipate in martial training, lawgiving,
or law enforcement. Craftsmen know their purpostne city and have the ability to
control their appetites, preventing the city framching toward the pitfalls of luxury.
The soldiers live a common, barracks lifestyle l@sigely preparing for the defense of

the city. They know to fear only dishonor, nottthe@nd so they are courageous in
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protection of the city. Finally, philosophers rdte city, keeping each class working
toward its particular civic contribution and edungtthe next generation of
philosophers. Knowing the Good, the philosopharsarder the city according to the
eternal Forms. The just city, the cosmopolis, axierate in its appetites, courageous in
spirit, wise in reason, and in harmony with itself.

Chapter IV addressed problems in the early diaegf the relationship between
philosophy and citizenship. In tiAg@ologyandCrito, Socrates was a dedicated
philosopher, and would not relinquish that divingydto be a full citizen, yet he also
acknowledged the city as superior to the individudis city created him and he felt
obligated to obey its commands. However, inRhaedq the description of a
philosopher’s life makes citizenship an irrelevangjgnificant pursuit of material
things. The middle dialogues address these prahlarguing for a conception of
philosophy compatible with citizenshifros drives philosophers to recreate the
otherworldly Forms in this reality; more accuratgfilosophers order material reality
according to the Forms. Furthermd&egs compels mature philosophers to educate
young, philosophical souls. The young souls presaetfision of beauty to the elders, and
awakening knowledge within them provides a soufdalbllment to mature
philosophers. With these two compulsions, Plawfband reason for philosophers to
participate in the material world, and thereby &redplace for them in the city. The
ideal city raises and educates its young, philomaplouls as citizens. As children,
they witness the harmony of virtues in their fellovzens and the just order of the city.

As youths and young adults, they train as soldiasfight in defense of the city. In
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adulthood, they study the curriculum of philosoimg serve as officers of the law.
Finally, after a retreat to study in dialectic, hreturn to the city to rule as kings.
Philosophers live in the city and contribute tohigsmony through the application of

their skill. Throughout their lives, the practieephilosophy does not impede their
function as citizens; rather, citizen-philosophems a civic necessity. And yet, Plato
writes at the conclusion of Book IX that a philokegs true city is the ideal one, not
necessarily the one into which he or she is bBr®b92a-b). Socrates as philosopher and
citizen has found his harmony, but Plato has natmeiled Socrates and Athens
specifically. Only if Athens conforms to the idgallis will Socrates be its philosopher-
citizen.

On a final note, a paradox does exist inRepublicconcerning citizenship and
the possibility of the ideal city. The existendean ideal city is a prerequisite for the
proper education of philosophers. In their chilothoyoung philosophers need to see
order, beauty, and harmony among all classes dfithe Examples of disorder and vice
can turn their souls away from philosophy. Raisedisorderly cities, philosophers
become the perpetrators of great evils. A truéopbpher seems to exist only in the
ideal city. Yet, the dialogue implies that a pedpher is necessary to construct the ideal
city in the first place. How does the philosophecessary for the creation of the ideal
city come into being before the city necessaryttiercreation of philosophers? The
guestion finds no apparent resolution through tisdia dialogues, and points to deeper

problems with Plato’s philosophy. Truly, the payads confounding.
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CHAPTER VI
THE LATE DIALOGUES

Cosmological and Political Reform

TheRepublicstands as the apex of the middle dialogues. REgaovritten a
grand work of philosophy, examining the structulr¢he polis and inquiring into the
origins of world order. Its conclusion is worttstatement: only philosophers possess
the knowledge to bring political order into harmomigh true principles of good. Only
if philosophers rule will theolis be in harmony with theosmos In this best of cities,
philosophers live as full citizens. They have @action in the city and the city raises
them from birth to fulfill that function. These jpsophers are citizens not only in
function, but in belonging. They feel attachedhe city and their fellow citizens.
Believing the myth of metals, every citizen wilirtk of the earth upon which they live
as their mother and their fellow citizens as familjhey will feel attached to a specific
place and to a definite group of people. And tingscphilosopher-kings will create
their future replacements, the generation and diduncaf philosophical souls a prime
concern. The city is a unity where each citizehether philosopher or farmer, lives and
works in harmony and justice.

In the late dialogues, | argue that Plato shifesdalculus and divides the
philosopher-king into two separate and hierarchgattions: that of the lawgiver and

the citizen’* The lawgiver represents the political functioradfilly-developed and

" Steinberger (1989) made the argument that ifRéyeublicthe functions of the philosopher and the
guardian should be independent. A philosopher’skvsto contemplate order only; the guardian aspli
that knowledge through hand-on ruling. | disagsith the argument applied to tiRepublic but it can be
applied to the later dialogues.
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truly philosophical soul. Having knowledge of tesential unity of the Good, the
philosopher functions as a lawgiver over a politammunity; they bestow a code of
law that best organizes a group of individualsrotigh their political act of lawgiving,
they create @olis from a chaotic, motley group of human beings. @itieen is a fully-
developed soul, but lesser in inherent capabiigntthe lawgiver. The citizen may
possess one or more of the political virtues, lngtschot have the philosophical ability to
understand how these seemingly distinct virtues ifarmony. To harmonize a group
of differently-skilled individuals is the functioof a lawgiver; to effect the plan is the
function of citizens.

The division of philosopher-kings into lawgiversdagitizens initially occurs in
the Statesmamnd with more clarity in theaws The division especially accords with
Plato’s late cosmology, specifically his undersiagaf philosophers as more rare and
otherworldly than in the middle dialogues. Theldialogues turn away from the
Republic’sproposal that a city raise its philosophers ormeegation after another and
that those philosophers should live in the polittTanmunity and among its citizefss.

If the ideal city of theRepublicis impossible, then Plato must draft a new politica

design that does not rely upon the continual geieeraf philosopher-kings. In the new
political design, philosophical souls will not ruds kings or live as citizens. In the late
dialogues, philosophers write law codes for a grofugitizens to follow. The citizens of

such gpolis strictly implement and administer the law codeythefrain as much as

5 A prolific literature debates whether the ideay if theRepublicis a serious design or a farce, and if
serious, whether that ideal model can serve abakis of political reform. Strauss (1964) famously
argued the city is not a true model of reformedd the design as serious, following the old ornixgdand
the more recent arguments of Reeve (1988 and Klk®#381; 1983). Though serious, the plan is not
perfect, but subject to revision.
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possible from interpretation or alteration. Thdgdopher-lawgiver who writes the law
code is above the citizenry; the citizenry who adster the law code are not capable of
the highest levels of philosophy. In the hierarohjauman types, the citizens are
beneath the lawgiver. Indeed, the law code brihg<ity into being and generates the
citizenry themselves from the broader mass of ¢baotmanity. The political thought

of philosopher-lawgiver and citizen is paralleRlato’s cosmological thought. As the
philosopher instills order into a group of humariaycreate citizens, trggmiourgos
instills order on chaotic material to create kllsmos As the lawgiver brings the city
into being through the law code, ttlémiourgosordered th&osmoghrough the creation
of the world-soul.

The division of the philosopher-king is congruesith Plato’s revised thoughts
on the cosmic order. In tA@maeus Plato delves into cosmology to determine how
order came to be in the material world. He wraéa divine craftsman, thdemiourgos
who shapes and orders the material world accotdiregernal standards. This
demiourgoscreates th&osmosthe highest being of physical reality. Thkesmosgs the
living union of perfect soul and imperfect materthlekosmods all material things
united in one whole entity. Within th@smosdtself, lesser souls instill order in more
delimited areas of reality. Plato understanddtgeas a hierarchy of being and order.
Both theStatesmamandLawsfollow in this line of thought. In the realm obittical
order, the philosopher is like the cosrdé&niourgos The philosopher rules over the
whole of the city, and is therefore above civie Nfithin it. A lesser class of soul, the

citizen, follows, implements, and administers thégsopher’s laws as best it can.
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Plato’s attempt to understand the cosmos leadss t@thinking thepolis. The resultis a
second cosmopolis, Magnesia of ttevs According to my interpretation, the late
dialogues investigate similar questions of politmaler and philosophy, but produce an
answer different from the middle dialogues.
The Timaeus

Through the middle dialogues, Plato’'s cosmologyésleast clarified component
of his political philosophy. The Forms and the @awe clearly important to the
education of philosophers, and to how those phgbeo-kings will rule in their city, but
what exactly are they? Plato memorably ends tbeudsion between Socrates and
Glaucon prior to reaching the Good, as Socrates doethink poor Glaucon will
understand the lesson any furthier$33a). Of course, this leaves the audience in the
same state as Glaucon, lacking a true understaoditng highest levels of reality. The
Timaeusffers a resolution to this abrupt ending and atoant of all levels of existence
in hierarchical reality, or the chain of statesrirperfect being to absolute becoming.
Plato tells a tale of cosmic genesis to portraylélels of reality and how they come into
being’® Perfect being, eternal and unchanging, existe@highest plane of existence.
Matter, the totality of all material things, existsa state of chaos, change, and
becoming. Timaeus’ story examines how certairtiestispirits or forces, span the
distance between these levels of reality to brirtgoand being to the chaotic world of
material becoming. Th&maeuss a dialogue concerning the creation of ordehen t

cosmos, and contains important parallels to acpolifical creation and order.

® Of course, one could argue that Plato’s tellirgytdde of cosmic origins is different than leading
interlocutor on a dialectical journey. At this pil am not such a one.
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TheTimaeushegins almost as a sequel to Bepubli¢ recapitulating the
structure of an ideal cityT{. 17-19)’" The dialogue forges its own path when Critias
admits of the historical ignorance of Athenian lzation (Ti. 20e). The Greeks, he
tells, are forgetful of their past. They think tgelves a young race and are unaware of
the great deeds of their ancestdrs 22b-c). Equally, they are ignorant of the essénti
truth within myths Ti. 22e-23d). The earth is the scene of recurretdchygmic events
which destroy civilizations and limit the historicaemory of peoples. To the modern,
progressive mindset, this point is intriguing i é@wn right’® The statement reflects a
cyclical worldview; notice how such a cycle allofes the continual regeneration and
re-founding of civilization. Cities destroyed byrhan or environmental catastrophe can
be rebuilt; cities are built in reality just asityavas built by wordsl@gai, R.369a) in
theRepublic(Ti. 26b-e).

TheTimaeuss not about the construction of a city, howe{leTimaeus will
address the hierarchical structure of reality axlaen the origin of th&osmosand the

human beingTi. 27a). At least, he will give a likely accountsafch thingsTi. 28c-d).

The first thing Plato clarifies is the differencetlween the heavensyranog and

""Voeglin (1947) reads thBmaeusandCritias as following theRepubli¢ and adding to it. Taylor (1936,
437-38) reads th€éimaeusas following after th&epubli¢ both in a dramatic sense and philosophically.
The interlocutors will continue the previous dagtiscussion, i.e., the discussion from Bepublic
Cornford (1937, 4-5) argues against readingThineaeusas following theRepublicor correcting it; the
Timaeusstands as the first dialogue in a new trilogy. yerstanding of th&imaeusfollows with
Cornford (1937), Taylor (1936; 1938), and Shore§88; 1889) but does not attempt to resolve their
differences of interpretation. Such a projectussale the scope of this work.

8 Naddaf (1994) places the Atlantis myth of catamwiyat the center of his interpretation of the late
dialogues. Taylor (1936, 472) argues that Platwsha sober understanding of mankind’s long pre-
history, and of the need for myth and poetry tafithose gaps.

" The interlocutors establish that they will requineee speeches to analyze the ideal city. Timaélus
discuss the creation of the cosmos, Critias witladpof ancient Athens, and Hermocrates will detail
contemporary constitution. Of course, tgtias famously ends in mid-sentence, forever incomplete.
Cornford (1937) argues that thawsmay include much of the material intended forttemocrates
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kosmogTi. 28b). In earlier dialogues, he equivocated the (five terms seemingly
were interchangeable) but Timaeus points out trektdsmoshas a body°
Furthermore, having a body, something external rhagé set thkosmosn motion, as
material things are not the causatig) of their own motionTi. 28b-c)®* Timaeus
begins with the proposition that tkesmods a physical thing set in motion by
something external. A superior, external forcengcaccording to a hierarchical
standard must have instilled order in the phydtcaimos

To account for the external cause, Plato introdlce concept of the divine
craftsman, thelemiourgos Deciphering the place of tldémiourgosin the hierarchy of
being is not easy. Plato initial writes that t@#eniourgosis the best of causesi(29a).
It looks to the Eternakfdion) to imbue beauty and order in tkesmos This suggests
that thedemiourgosis beneath the eternals in the hierarchy of nealit equally good,
beautiful, true, and etern¥l. Thedémiourgosorders matter because it desires all things
to be like itself, and it will order matter as bastit is ableTi. 29e-30a). The
demiourgosacts like a universal principle of identity; itsdees all things to be as similar
to itself as possible. However, tdémiourgosis not omnipotent, and cannot instill
perfect order into chaotic matter. To order matdhings, thalemiourgoscrafts a

world-soul by fashioning reasologismo$ into soul psucle) and soul into bodys¢ma)

8 |n thePhaedrug247c¢.),ouranosandhyperouranosefer to the heavens, or the eternal reality éts
different from mortal reality. In th8ymposiun189a, 209a), Plato uses a variatihkosmesjsof the

root wordkosmodo express the act of putting things into ordetthe internal order a body should have.
8 Strictly speaking, thieosmosis both its soul and body. At this juncture, separation is an explanatory
device, not a statement that ftesmogre-existed its soul. The issue of cosmic creatmd the
controversy over the interpretation of the passagearise later in the dialogue. See no8&s86.

8 Robinson (1967, 61) reads the hierarchy this wWesylor (1936, 442) separates th#niourgosfrom

the forms by differentiating soul from forms. Papk Shorey (1888, 411) captures Platistmiourgos

best: it is “the embodiment of artistic purposepposed to lawless chance or arbitrary convention.”
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(Ti. 30b-c).

Thekosmoss a living thing and a unity within itselT{. 31a-b). The
demiourgosunites all matter, every piece of chaotic mateaat crafts it into a
harmony and friendshigl{. 31c-33b). Th&osmoss a physical thing, so it must have a
body®® The act of creation entails ordering the elemanitsa proper proportioff,

Again, every piece of matter is contained inkbemosno matter exists outside its

body. Thekosmoss one, self-sufficient, and self-containdd. 33c-d). Nothing within

it can dissolve the unity of tHe@smosnothing external can be added to improve it.
Plato conceives of the cosmic body as a three-dsinral sphere which encompasses all
matter and spins on its own axi§.(34a). Physically, theosmoss the totality of all
material things, and psychically, it is the mosior@al soul joined to a material body.

Timaeus’ story continues to elucidate the souhekosmos Thedémiourgos
creates the soul of th®smosas the most divine thing to exist in physical itgdITi.
34b). Imbued with mathematical principles to ilhsgason and harmony, the cosmic
soul is the greatest and most perfect of all coetitengs Ti. 35a-37a). However, Plato’s

account is confusing when he tries to determitieafsoul is older than matter and

8 The cosmic body raises debate in the literatusggbly in Taylor (1936, 442-444) and Cornford (1937
24-26), concerning whether tdémiourgosgenerated the body in time, and therefore chawdterial
exists prior to the cosmic body, or if Plato udesyerb “to become” not in the sense of an evetitia,
but a continuous process of becoming. Pre-exgstiatter would create problems for Plato’s hiergreh
being.

8 Language is a sticky problem when discussing ctsgyo The above “act of creation” is a disputable
phrase. If th&cosmoss always in a state of becoming, there was nbdacreation,” but an eternal
process of becoming. However, if chaotic matexiasted in disorderly motion, which the demiurgéedc
upon, then one can speak of an act of generatid@ast. Thalemiourgoscreates th&osmoshrough this
act of generation. Cornford’s (1937, 163-210) d&sion of this issue stretches across his commentar
and reaches no clear conclusion. Taylor (1936;4448 relies on the authority of Aristotle to ardoea
moment of creation, the demiurge as a “Creatorq' ram previous era of primordial disorder. Stii, h
admits the world is a generated thing and not &epereternal thing. Shorey (1888, 400-401) sugmia's
these debates with the contention thatTimeaeuss less of a “metaphysical masterpiece” than Bato
“hymn of the universe.” The doctrine is less intpat than the method of philosophy.
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when/how time came into existerfeThe soul cannot be younger than the body, for the
younger should not rule the oldén.(34c). Yet, physical reality appears to exist in a
primordial state of chaos, thus necessitating dngifig of the cosmic soul. Telling
stories can be difficult, especially in mattersbfonology, and Plato admits as much in
dealing with the order of creation and the cominig-existence of thekosmosand time
(Ti. 34c, 38b). Plato’s description of tkesmosas both soul and matter is fraught with
difficulties that continue to instigate disagreemamong his readefs.

Thekosmosa union of divine soul and fashioned body, isinohortal by its
own work, but thelemiourgosgrants and preserves it from “the fate of deatthérjatou
moiras Ti. 41a-b). As th&emiourgoscreates th&osmosgn its image, thé&kosmos
creates lesser divinities in its own imade @1c-d). Descending this hierarchy of
reality, each level will contain entities less getf eternal, and immortal. Continuing
down the hierarchy, each level grows more susdeptitbdeath and exhibits more
change in itself. One set of lesser divinitieswitthekosmosare the planets. Despite
the literal meaning of their name (the wandereh®) planets traverse thesmosn an
orderly pattern. Though they appear to wanderr, ffaghs have a mathematical

rationality to themTi. 39b-c). Lesser divinities such as these are resple for the

8 Cornford (1937, 57-59) argues the soul and bodp@tosmos are coeval and eternal, despite Plato’s
description that soul is prior to body. The argatebout a literal versus non-literal reading @$ th
passage continues with Cherniss’s (1944) non-liteterpretation against Vlastos’s (1965) literalis
reading. The non-literalists argue for an eteraktionship between body and world-soul; the dilists
argue for the existence of pre-ordered matter.hBites present excellent cases, and the difficulty
determining a winner may hint at flaw within Platghilosophy rather than a failure of interpretatio

% The problem generally revolves around the orididisorder. Why is necessity sometimes persuaded
by reason to come to order and other time not?reTiseno consensus on Plato’s understanding of
disorder/evil, or the place of disorder in Platoésnprehensive philosophy. See Mohr (1978a; 1980),
Robinson (1967), Hackforth (1959; 1946; 1936), #il{1957), Cherniss (1954), Vlastos (1939), Hdfflei
(1937), Boodin (1930), Chilcott (1923), and Shof&§89, 48-49).
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creation of the last and lowest of the creatednilieis: the human being.

Plato absolves the divik®smodor the creation of the grossly imperfect human
being [i. 42d). Thekosmodrings into being orderly things like the planet$iough
imperfect, the planets contain a soul that movestin mathematical, ordered patterns.
Lesser divinities, those beneath Rosmosn perfection, create the human being.
Distant from the perfection of thH@smosthe human being is a disorderly thing.
Composite in soul, the human being struggles witlself because it contains both
rational and irrational forceJ . 43a-44c). The head of the human being contams th
rational part of the soul which struggles toware tigher levels of reality against baser,
physical desiresT{. 44d-e). At this point, Plato explains the purpokthe physical
sensed’ Senses exist to facilitate the understandingdéo Sight, for example,
functions to bring an image of the orderly motiohshekosmogo the rational mindT.
45-46¢). The human being can observe an ordedptdike the motions of the planets
across the sky, and be lead to think about ordelfiand the hierarchy of orderly things
(Ti. 47b-c). Hearing similarly exists to lead the swuiusical harmonied{. 47d-e).
Thekosmosexhibits sensible patterns of order and harmowrgssible to human senses,
facilitating the faculty of understanding.

Timaeus appears near the completion of his talenviite realizes he must qualify
his speech to such a degree that a new beginnnegusred. Timaeus begins anew to

explain how mind and necessign@nli¢) interact in “errant” or “wandering” material

8 In Phaedg for example, the senses are a distraction ardtémge to philosophy. In the educational
system of thd&Republic they are early facilitators of learning, but misitely must be put aside in favor of
pure thought.



148

becoming Ti. 48a)® Plato is attempting to elucidate how the formd amatter interact
(Ti. 50b). He starts by relaying that true being amabtic matter existed prior to the
creation of th&kosmogTi. 52a-d). Matter existed in a state of becomingeuride
influence of necessity. Material things existe@ istate of unreason until the divine
being orderedkosmeisthgithese elements according to forreglés) and number
(arithmoig so that the material world would be as bkatlista aristg as was possible
(dunaton (Ti. 53a-b). Plato explains how geometric shape isrteans of ordering
different physical elements, how shape determineghysical properties of the
elementsTi. 53c-67c). Geometry being the premier abstraetnsa of the time, Plato
based his understanding of the physical world is discipline (Taylor 1936, 457-458).
If his geometrical physics is obsolete, bear indrtimat Timaeus has not changed the
argument of the dialogue, but merely attemptedkfdaen in more depth the hierarchy of
reality, the underlying causes of physical motamg the properties of elements
(Cornford 1937, 210-239). He reaffirms that ti@eniourgoscreated th&osmosas a
unity and perpetually secures its immortality aedigction- at least the highest degree
of perfection attainable by a material thifig. G9b-c).

The dialogue has one final section discussingitimean being. In the narrative,
the Timaeudnitially appears to differ from the tripartite daf the Republic Plato
writes that th&kosmostself created the immortal and rational human,dout the lesser

gods created the mortal body to encase it along avihortal soul to motivate the body

810 ts plaromeres eidos aitiagTi. 48a). Taylor (1936, 456-457) reads the “recdptamr “matrix” as
unordered becoming, a purely chaotic realm but arthypothetical construct, as the matrix is cotaous
with ordered generation. Shorey (1889, 67-68) lagg argued Plato’s relation of being to becoming i
the receptacle admits of no easy translation.
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(Ti. 69c-e). Of course, these divinities wanted tgokibe rational and immortal separate
from the irrational and mortal; thus, the ratiosall resides in the head and the
irrational soul resides in the body, with the npcividing a measure of separation
between the twoT{. 69e). However, Plato does divide the soul intedhafter this first
division of two. The mortal soul has two compomseathiat correspond to spirthUmo3
and appetitegpithumia, as in theRepublic(Ti. 70a-b)®° Dividing the rational,

immortal soul from its irrational, mortal parts aally raises some disturbing problems
for Plato. Do most people (all non-philosophems)my lack a rational soul? Are they
totally mortal? Is there no transmigration of duail for them? Or is the case that
reason is a weak force in most people? If thedathen Plato must concede that the
mortal and inferior souls of the body can rule destne presence of the rational,
immortal, and superior soul of the head. Suchdmission would be ruinous to Plato’s
hierarchical structure of command and reality. édthse, to preserve the philosophical
system, Plato would have to utterly debase themafrmost human beings. Most
people would not possess a rational, immortal sBalrts of th&imaeug86b-90d) even
suggest that the physical body is responsible farahfailures (Taylor 1936, 459;
Cornford 1937, 243-247f. That cannot mean the physical material, as naieri
lifeless without a soul. The mortal soul must I&aelimmortal soul into vice. But that,

too, violates Plato’s hierarchy. Again, the lat@ajues are not free of problems, but

8 What exactly is a mortal soul? Cornford (1937, B8) mentions it without further comment. Thisai
strange new element in Plato. Compare this sothlida@harioteer and horses of Pleaedrusor the
tripartite soul of théRepublic they are not identical. These newly mortal eleta@re present in the
eternal soul of those middle dialogues.

% Taylor (1936, 491-492) later recants this suggestiMany souls do cause motion in the world, and
some are more disordered than others. All disdedeaused by these imperfect souls, not body.
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what is clear is that this cosmological expositi@s importance for Plato’s political
designs’*

TheTimaeusds an account of how the divine brought orderhaatic material.
Souls imbued with reason bring matter to ordeaass$ it is in the souls’ power to
command and matter’s nature to obey. démiourgos a divinity connected to the
eternals, crafted theosmosa union of physical body and intangible soulnake every
piece of disorderly matter into a rational unifjhekosmosa living animal itself,
fashioned souls and formed bodies for smaller gaakfematter, bringing the lesser
divinities into existence. The lowest of theselsmd-body-beings is the human being.
The soul of this peculiar and imperfect animalasposite, with a rational part crafted
by the cosmic deity and an irrational, mortal gasfted by lesser divinities. A
composite being, the human animal struggles inligtn@he rational soul desires to
comprehend true reality and ascend to higher lexfdb®ing. The irrational parts of the
soul lower the animal to an earthly existeffcélhe hierarchy is complete. The divine
instills high order in matter, generating tesmos Lesser divinities order matter within
thekosmoscreating lesser, rational beings- humanity. Sbomaan beings will devolve
into lower forms of life, generating the irratioraimals. All reality is a chain, a

hierarchy from eternal being to chaotic becoming.

L A separate inquiry is necessary to answer thetipmssabove. For this project, | only aim to shinat
Plato’s late cosmology, however logical or flawediresponds to a rethinking of his political design
2 plato’s theory of evolution is fascinating andefiri Animal species are generated from the struggle
within the souls of humans. The lower parts ofgbal, if they succeed in ruling over the ratiopait,
will bend the body to the ground, first forcing thieimal to walk on all fours, then slithering os litelly.
Evolution is really devolution, as all the animafg¢he world descend from human beings 81e). One
must wonder: how do the lower, inferior parts af Houl come to rule over the higher, superior pamta
hierarchical world, it does not make sense.
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The Statesman

The Statesmaramously represents an example of the method afidiv,
pertinently, Plato divides the skills of the phipéer-king into two separate political
functions?® The division broaches two important differencéthhe ideal city of the
Republic First, the singular philosopher-king is separated two distinct human souls
and political functions. In this dialogue, the ttypes correspond to the philosophical
and the administrative. The philosophical soulthasknowledge to harmonize
individuals with various virtues. These virtuouslividuals do not have the broader
philosophical knowledge to integrate their indivaditalent with the talent of others.
The philosopher no longer rules as a king, but trexsoa lawgiver, one who organizes
and directs the activities of the citizenry. Tlité&zens, possessing a discrete virtue or
virtues, become the administrators of pludis. Effectively, Plato separates the
philosopher from citizenship. Second, Statesmameveals Plato’s concern that a city
cannot expect to be ruled by generations of phgbecs. A truly philosophical soul is
more of a rarity than Plato anticipated when catsing the ideal city of thRepublic
Philosopher-kings will not do as a political argipst; theStatesmaregins a new path.

The Statesmaregins the transformation of philosopher-kings glato will
complete in thé.aws This transformation will see philosopher-kingplaced by

philosophical lawgivers and dutiful citizens. Thuaction of lawgiver elevates the

% Reading théStatesmanl focus my argument as much as possible on tharagon of the philosopher-
king into two, distinct functions. The dialogun,iiself, in its period, and in the broader corgss,
fascinatingly complex. One can find a number oft&y and thorough interpretations of the dialogae,
example Castoriadis (2002), Annas and Waterfied®%), Rowe (1995), Miller (1980), and Skemp
(1952). These interpretations have sparked additicommentary and interpretation in Merrill (2003)
Stern (1997), and McCabe (1997).
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philosopher above those who live in fhdis as equal citizens. The philosopher-
lawgiver drafts the law code for a city, but does live in thepolis. Citizens of the

polis cooperate in administering the city with a broagbsure of equality, as all exist
under the law and are responsible for its enforeceme&he life and political function of
citizenship is fundamentally different from theeliand function of a philosopher.
Whereas the philosopher-kings possessed both abktrawledge and practical skills of
political order, lawgivers and citizens do dtThe lawgiver still possesses the
knowledge of true political principles, but doeg angage in daily political life. The
citizens only possess the disparate skills of walifife without the knowledge of how
to best integrate them. Individual citizens do kimdw how to bring their particular
skills into a harmony for the city’s best intereStus, citizens must follow the law code
strictly because it provides the only stable guagafor their city. Plato divides the
philosopher-king into two political functions, thevgiver and the citizen. The citizens
live in the city as implementers and managerslafvacode; the lawgiver creates that
law code. In consequence, the philosopher isaatkelf.

Plato explicitly wrote in th&®epublicthat a well-ordered city would not need an
extensive law code to regulate all facets of IRe425b-e). Good citizens, well-
educated and minding their own craft, would notdh&ech a detailed prescription of
proper behavior. Raised to work at their cratizens know, understand, and believe
only the good. Accordingly, they will act well.oSvhy would Plato write a dialogue

about philosophical lawgivers and citizen admimisirs? A likely answer is that Plato

% |s the lawgiver merely an old philosopher-king @et to rule another city? No, they would have
returned to the Isle of the Blessed rather thamgadgn a new political project.
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found the truly philosophical soul is an exceedymgire creature. Given the rarity, a
city cannot expect to raise generation after geimgraf philosophers to rule as kings.
Plato still maintains that the best governmentfaeity is rule by one possessing a king’s
wisdom Stm 294a)®> However, he notes that a wise king will posshesknowledge

of law-making fomothetik, Stm 294a). Though a king best serves the city thnoug
direct, person-to-person rule (better yet, souddat), a law code can establish a good
government as wellStm 294b-c). A wise king can write a set of gen@raiciples that
will be good for most citizens, most of the tingirg 294e-295a). The point should not
be overlooked: a good city need not have livingnguphilosophers as kings.

Plato expresses doubt that enough philosopherexigt to direct each citizen
individually. First, he admits that only a few pé®will ever possess kingly knowledge
(Stm 297c, 300e). Given that admission, a form ofggomnent reliant on a cadre of
philosophers is unlikely to exist. Second, evem ¢ity came to be ruled by a
philosopher-king, one individual cannot tell evetfer citizen how to liveStm 295a-

b). This problem is one of logistics and admimigtm; one philosopher-king can talk
only to so many citizens in a day. No generatidhyeld enough philosophic souls to
rule the city as kings. If there cannot be phifgser-kings, then the alternative is a

philosopher’s written law cod®.

% phrorgsess basilikon(Stm 294a).

% The division of the philosopher-king suggests thatconcept is not impractical, but utterly untaiea
This means that the ideal city of tRepublicis not too impractical to be realized, but utténhpossible.
The city of philosopher-kings is not too diffictitt achieve. It based on a flawed estimation of the
guantity of philosophers, which stems from a fauityglerstanding of the cosmos itself. If the cosmos
produces too few philosophers for them to rule gatien after generation, then such a city is impses
not impractical. That city being impossible, trexnbest design would be, in fact and theory, deali
city, not a second best city. The semantics ofdad-best” can obscure that Plato has made thédiga
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After the philosopher writes the law code, theens must implement it and
adhere to it. Plato explains what skills the eitizy must possess to maintain the
excellence of their cityStm 304b-c). Specifically, rhetoric, generalshipd gundgment
are the key political skills, but the citizens’ exfise does not include knowing when to
deploy their skills or how to harmonize the thregether §tm 304e-305c§! Only
kingly wisdom knows how to harmonize the particyalitical skills of individual
citizens Stm 305e). The philosopher weaves these skills hageintegrating and
harmonizing the different skills so they will furant for the best of the citystm 306a).
Like the virtues in the soul, these skills may cante conflict if they are not in balance;
therefore, something greater must instill harmamy generate ordeS{m 306b-c). The
philosopher’s law code is that source of order lagcinony; it provides the standards to
guide the citizenry in their administration and ntanance of the city.

TheStatesmats an intricate dialogue, and it suggests thaoHtatethinking his
political philosophy’® In theStatesmarthe interlocutors doubt that a city can raise
successive generations of philosophers. Recdltileadeal city oRepublicis
contingent on the education of philosophers inggeneration. But what if
philosophers are not in such great supply? Tlegredtive is to persuade the rare

philosopher who does live to write a constitutiartode of laws, for a city. The

of theRepublicimpossible, and not a design with which othersaampare.

" The citizens resemble the craftsmen in the idigaloé the Republicin some respect. Those craftsmen
needed the supervision of philosophers over theikw These citizens need supervision over thelissk
further clarifying the separation of political dkiand the art of lawmaking, and degrading thelfgaf
reason in the soul of the citizen.

% My analysis of thé&Statesmameed not venture into the dialogue’s intriguinggglexing myth. Many
scholars have attempted to illuminate the mythitscheaning, especially Carone (2004), Nightingale
(1996), Mohr (1978b; 1981), and Robinson (1967)e Tain problem in understanding it is that thehmyt
implies the cosmos spins out of control. InTlaeusthekosmoss guaranteed perfect motion by the
demiourgos The myth may be more of thought experiment thaehicle for cosmology.
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citizenry (who do not possess the wisdom to rudartbelves) must adhere strictly to the
code to live as best they can. Instead of philbspfings, the city will have a
philosopher’s law code as the highest authorititizéhs, skilled in the lesser political
arts of generalship, rhetoric, and judgment, witl@cording to the laws, administering
them without true wisdom of political harmony. Nosecond-best city or the only
practical city, the city of laws is the only logiadty given the Plato’s later thoughts on
philosophers, citizens, and the cosmos.
The Laws

What type of constitution do the interlocutorsatesfor Magnesia, the colonial
city established in theaws? How does the city’s constitution make senséadinal
political design in Plato’s corpus? If Magnesiaansistent with the ideal city of the
Republi¢ merely a later elaboration of an earlier ideantRlato’s political philosophy is
unitary and self-consistent. The debate betweemtitary and developmental schools
is somewhat pedantic, as some unitarists tendkieosdedge there is “development” in
how Plato presents and defends his philosophysamnge development interpretations
cohere around certain, fundamental consistendiasgue that Plato’s philosophy shows
consistency in the questions he asks and somerartdtal assumptions about reality
and human beings, but how these basics blossona ifutib political philosophy shows
development. Klosko (1986, 18-20) succinctly cagauthe essence of the unity and
development within Plato’s corpus. With more depthor (1985) demonstrates the
flaws in the strict unitarianism of Taylor (1936) $horey (1903) and the radical

revisionism of Ryle (1939) and Owen (1953). Agathgse, Prior argues that the
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Platonic Corpus shows critical development in amgwedifficult questions of
metaphysics and epistemology. Again, | agree thithassessment.

And still, the unitary-development debate is sonmgflof a let down. Even
Taylor’'s (1936) so-called unitarian reading showselopment. For example, though he
reads thé.awsas consistent with thRepubli¢ he calls it more practical (472) and calls
its detailed education program a development (482-4The debate continues, with
Lewis (1998a) more recently arguing that Platoaajues are unitary in doctrine but
plural in perspective. The debate between untadevelopment does tend to hinge on
how one interprets the political design of Magnedgait consistent with the ideal city of
the Republicor not?

Magnesia may be a “second best city,” less idetirmre practical in some
respect’ One can read tHeawsas consistent with the earlier political philospjit
two ways. First, theawsrepresents a longer, more practical version ofdaal.

Second, Plato drafted a defense of the seconditgsén educated timocracy. In both
estimations, the constitution of Magnesia cohengls Rlato’s earlier political thought.
More frustrating is an argument that defies eaagsfication. For example, Vlastos
(1968, 292) casually refers to Morrow’s interpretatof Magnesia as a “second best
city.” However, Morrow (1960), ifPlato’s Cretan Cityreads thé.awsas Plato
translating his ideal city into a practical oneg tlvo are consistent, only crossing the
barrier of ideal into real. Yet, this transiticgguires a significant rewriting of the city,

including the reinstatement of private property itistallation of a mixed-system of

% See Bobonich (2004), Lewis (1998a), Kochin (1998 Bruell (1994). Neiman (2007) traces
divergence from the rule of philosophy to the raléaw back to thestatesman
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government, and the rejection of rule by philosaogtiegs. Indeed, the bulk of
Morrow’s work supports the main point that Magnasia new city which integrates
administrative practicality, historical traditioand political philosophy. Yet Morrow
does not consider these significant variations.rr@’'s (1960, 591-593) conclusion
especially supports Magnesia as a new ideal 8tych differences reflect more than the
transition from ideal to real, as | will argue.

The potential for inconsistency and confusion ex#iross these interpretations,
but semantics may conceal it. If Plato is arguhrag the ideal city of thRepublic
cannot be established, and Magnesia is the onlgt gopstitution thatan be realized
then this rejection of the ideal city constitutesiadamental alteration of his political
philosophy. The ideal city is not merely impraatijand therefore a more practical city
should be designed, but the city itself is non4exis If the reality is impossible then the
theory utterly collapses and must be replaced. ndveformulation of a “second-best”
city is in fact the new ideal. Of course, if Magi®is a thorough defense of a more
educated timocracy, then Plato’s corpus is notrnsstent, but merely circumspect. The
third possibility is that Magnesia is not consisteith the design of the ideal city; it is
neither a retelling of the ideal city nor a moreealucated timocracy. Magnesia, the city
of laws, is a second cosmopaifS.

Read closely, Magnesia bears similarities to blo¢hideal city and the timocracy

of Plato’s middle dialogues, but is in total neith&he crux of making sense of this

190 Bohonich (2008, 329-331; 2002) briefly readslthevsas offering a new ideal city, and rather than
revealing an old man’s pessimism, the new cityaisdal on the education of all citizens to understand
rationally the laws that are for the best. Carone (2008)pnéts the.awswithin Plato’s later cosmology
as constructing a new cosmopolis as well, but &erequitable and imperial political regime, not &€k
polis and certainly not the ideal city of tRepublic
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political system hinges on one’s interpretationh& Nocturnal Council. Up to the late
introduction of this institution in Book XL( 908a), Magnesia is a mixed-government
system of democracy and aristocracy. It certdatis that utopian vision of
philosopher-kings found in tieepublic Thus, some readers (Barker 1947; Sabine
1937) of Plato find the introduction of the Noctal€ouncil as contradicting the spirit
and design of the preceding work. Morrow (1960 rattted to bridge this divide, and
his work is lauded (Marquez forthcoming; Lewis 1B9Bahn 1961). In Morrow’s
(1960, 500-515) interpretation, the guardians efl#w in Magnesia are akin to the
philosopher-kings of the ideal city. The guardians the educated elite who perform
two functions in the city: understand the broad e as a rational totality so they can
tinker with its application; and, to educate tHeltow citizens in the law. These
guardians do not rule openly, but exert influerlgeugh the practice of philosophy on
an individual level. They study and discuss ambtigamselves the grand design of the
law, and they question their fellow citizens to amng the political awareness of the
citizenry. Not all readers of Plato have accepfiedrow’s interpretation of the
Nocturnal Council.

Klosko (2008; 1988) has challenged Morrow’s intetption of the Nocturnal
Council and his overall reading of thaws Klosko (1988, 75) dubs Morrow’s thesis
“the informal view.” The Nocturnal Council is anformal power in the state. Itis a
kind of super-institution above the ordinary funaing government. However, Plata (
969b) writes in thé.awsthat if such a council of well-educated philosaigheere ever

established, then the city should hand over palifiower to it. Klosko (1988, 79)
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argues that this conditional means that the estaddi Nocturnal Council would be a
formal institution of government endowed with supeepower. There is nothing
informal about it. Furthermore, the function oé tNocturnal Council as an informal,
advisory/revision board is inconsistent with thegmse of the law code. Plato stresses
that the laws are to be followed rigidly (Kloskod®0 1988, 82}°* Finally, Klosko

(1988, 83-84) points out something Pla&ng 293e) has made clear: the rule of
philosophical wisdom is superior to the rule of laWhen a contingent of philosophers
rules the city, it will not resort to the promulgmat of a rigid law code. The purpose of a
law code is to provide general guidelines for poditorganization in the absence of true
wisdom.

If the Nocturnal Council is not an informal bodypdfilosopher to advise the
citizenry and adjust the law code, what is it? dkio (1988, 84-85) argues that the
introduction of the Nocturnal Council representhange in Plato’s argument
inconsistent with the earlier Books of thews Had Plato completed thews he
would have revised this divergence into a cohed@&ibgue, but alas, he did not.

Klosko (2008, 466-469; 1988, 86-87) cites numeitigsrepancies in theawsas
evidence of its incompleteness, and argues thenbetstod of interpretation is to read
theLawsas incomplete. This is obviously not a satisfyoegclusion, but Klosko
recognizes it as the most logical and only accéptaie. Let us continue the
investigation to determine if Klosko is correct.

If Plato maintains a consistent political philoBgpthe city in thd.awsmust be

101 5ee note 104 for a further discussion.
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either fundamentally similar to the ideal city bERepublicor one of the lesser
constitutions. Is Magnesia the ideal city of Bepubli® The main evidence for this
understanding is in Magnesia’s educational andipalistructure, particularly with the
guardians of the lawsm¢mophulakes These guardians receive a similar education to
those in th&kepublic Plato briefly describes their education, as ifdmind the reader
of the program constructed in tRepublic(L. 809c-d, 817e-818aJ? The guardians
will study arithmetic, literature, music, geometaynd astronomy, the disciplines
necessary to understand right-order inkbemosand in thepolis. The guardians in
Magnesia will become as knowledgeable as the laavgi¥the dialogue and the
philosopher-kings of thRepublic(L. 964b-c). They will possess reason in their soul
awakening knowledge of the virtuds 063e-964b). They will know the Good and
Beautiful. They will be students of true theologp.terms of education and knowledge,
the guardians of Magnesia appear consistent wetlytiardians of the ideal city.
Institutionally, the guardians exercise their podit rule in the Nocturnal Council. Plato
has described their education and placed themwepoThese guardians appear to be
identical to those in thRepublic

If Plato is being consistent in his political gdgbphy, then theawswill contain
either an elaboration of the ideal city or an exjms of a lesser city. Interpreting
Magnesia as the ideal city, one readslthe@sas Plato’s detailed explanation of the

general laws necessary to instill the proper mdateran the guardian class. The

192§ this reminder is insufficient, Taylor (1936, 2%01) reads thEpinomisas the crown of theaws It

details the education of the guardians of Magneiewever, the authorship of tlginomisis suspect.
On the other hand, Stalley (1983, 3) shrugs of&pmomis indifferent to its authenticity and
unimpressed with its contents. | am inclined toeagnith Taylor that th&pinomisshows no break with
theLaws but | do not think the Guardians of Magnesiaideatical to those of thRepublic
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guardians, trained as philosophers, will defenddlecode and amend individual laws,
if necessary, according to their rational undeditagn of political order. Ultimately, a
thorough reading of thieawswill not reach this conclusion.

The main argument against the equivalence ofithes ¢n theLawsandRepublic
is very promulgation of a detailed law code (Klo&a8). Plato wrote in both the
Republicand theLawsthat the rule of knowledge, however rare and uhtike superior
to the rule of lawsR. 425a-el.. 874d-875d). Philosopher-kings (living, breathing
ruling philosophers) provide the rule of knowledgs they have knowledge in their soul
which they can communicate to others. As londhay exist, generation after
generation, the best political order is the ideégl af the Republic the rule of knowledge
provided by living philosopher-kings. Magnesiaudifates this issue, and Plato’s
thought is unclear. He states definitively thab\wiedge is superior to laandwrites a
detailed law code for the city. The logical corsitin is that Magnesia is not a city ruled
by philosopher-kings; it is not the ideal city beiRepublic

A second argument against the equivalence ofttlegopher-kings to the
citizens of Magnesia is the possession of privav@grty. The city will have five
thousand forty citizens, as in tRepubli¢ but each citizen will be responsible for a plot
of land L. 740a). The land ultimately belongs to the di$glif, but each citizen will act
as steward and manager of an individual estated tha division into plots is sacred and
permanentl(. 741b-e). The difference between Magnesia aral gy is evident.

Plato specifically denied the auxiliaries and gueard private estates in tRepublic

They were to share the city as a common enterpriderule the whole as a whole.
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Magnesia’s division of its lands into privately-naged plots changes this. Each of the
five thousand forty citizens exclusively bears mespbility for a delimited part of the
city. Each citizen’s prime responsibility will be administer the law to a personal
estate, keeping careful watch on the private plgirevent disordelL( 758a-e).
Administering the law to the city as whole is tlesponsibility of elected officials, who
must guard the city in addition to their individyshbts of land. Interestingly, these
private estates require many laws, and the intetdws return to this topic multiple times
(L. 842e¢, 846¢c, 913a, 915€). The profusion of lawdagnesia and the private estates
of its citizens suggest that this city is not idegitto the ideal city of th&epublic In

the middle dialogues, philosophers needed neidves hor lands.

Indeed, the_awsis ambivalent about what the citizen-guardians dilee
description of these guardians sometimes accoriifsanphilosophical nature, but other
times it does not. One argument is the guardiem$imocrats and Magnesia is the
timocracy, the second best city in fRepublic Some evidence does support this
conclusion. As argued in the previous paragraphgcitizens administer private estates.
This administration includes ruling over the crafe, laborers, and slaves of that
property L. 742a-c, 777d-778a, 806d-e, 846d-848b). The mtodrcrafts must not
interfere with each citizen’s physical and mentaining . 807d). Individually, these
land-holding citizens rule over those engaged adpctive work, and distribute the
fruits of their production. Like the timocrat dfeéRepubli¢ the citizens of Magnesia are
the exclusive practitioners of martial disciplimethe city. Unlike the guardians in the

ideal city, the citizens in Magnesia own individleshds and exclusively rule the set of
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workers on that property.

The case for Magnesia being a timocracy gaingecree from the fact that two of
the three interlocutorare timocrats. Clinias the Cretan and Megillus ther&paboth
hail from timocratic cities and the characters’ dereflect their martial values. When
the Athenian asks Clinias what is good in life, @retan responds, “to subdue the
inferior” (L. 627a). When the Athenian asks about the purpblsavs, Clinias answers,
“to train good soldiers, for war never endk” 625c-626b). Megillus agrees, and
explains the activities that instill disciplineanSpartanl(. 633a-d). These two
characters are not dissuaded from their beliefityeaBhey adhere to their conception of
the good as their Athenian interlocutor promotesti@y and more complex ideas of
virtue, education, and justicke.(662a).

Analyzing Magnesia’s law code, the city is clearbt a timocracy. The citizens
will receive a rigorous and realistic educatiomiarfare, but the city is more than a
militarized city . 829a-831a, 833a-834d). The law code does nablest a
timocracy, but attempts to convince the represemmbf two timocratic cities to
embrace a government of knowledge and a systemuaf¢ion to inculcate all the
virtues, not simply courage. The Athenian arghes tourage alone will lead to a city’s
eventual destruction, as ancient timocracies themsevere destroyed. (684a-685a).
A city needs wisdom for its long-term well-bein4.city that enshrines only a part of
virtue will be undone by its limited visioh.(688c-e, 705d-e). In brief, one part of
virtue is not enough to provide a vision of the veh@and without knowledge of the

whole, one may inadvertently pursue a disastrousseol. 687a-688b). Recalling the
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non-military education the citizens receive, andghmg the Athenian’s invocation of
the unity of the virtues, the law code clearly ashs political system different from the
simple timocracy.

The guardians appear too philosophical to be tratscand yet are not
philosophical enough to be philosopher-kings. Anlbey are philosophical, why is
there a detailed, comprehensive law code? Whhis<ity of Magnesia? In total, the
Lawsis an ambivalent dialogue. Literally, Plato givedence to two different positions
of the argument. The guardians do resemble piplosekings in certain respects, and
Magnesia, with its wise constitution, is an idgg}.c Yet, the guardians in tHeawsare
not identical to the philosopher-kings in tRepubli¢ nor is Magnesia identical to the
ideal city of theRepublic TheLawscontains a surplus of frustrating evidence to
support these contrary positions. To break theasap, one might read thawsin light
of theStatesmammandTimaeus Read together, tHEmaeus StatesmanandLawsreflect
a political philosophy different from the middleatbgues-®®> Magnesia is ideal in
Plato’s later understanding of humanity’s placéhie cosmos.

The Philosopher-L awgiver

In theStatesmanPlato separated the function of law-creating ftam-
administering. In théaws Plato continues the distinction. In the dialogihe
Athenian actually writes a law code for a colorolldwing the theory that the lawgiver
creates the code that generates and rules aTdiy lawgiver possesses knowledge

above the capability of the citizens who will livethe new city. The terms lawgiver

193 Morrow (1954, 8-9) suggested a version of thisiphtt his (1960) later interpretation of thews
differs greatly from mine and he takes t@miourgoslawgiver parallel less seriously.
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(nomothets) and statesmaipglitikos) represent two different human types, and both
have specific functions in thgolis (L. 693a).

Recalling theStatesmanPlato uses the analogy of the weaver and thef art
weaving to illustrate the lawgiver’s function. timeeLaws human beings are a varied
sort, specifically in their skills. The good lawgr @gathosnomothets) molds these
human materials into the best form using musicssond) (. 671c). Plato returns to this
analogy again. When plotting the colony, Plataegithat the lawgiver will weave the
different types of citizen together, the strongetyp preserve the laws and the weaker
type to live under thenl( 734e-735a). The meaning of the analogy is cléar.
lawgiver is a different class of human being tHawse who comprise the citizenry.
Lawgivers have insight into the human soul; thegwthe internal nature of the
material with which they construct a city. In aguh, they know how to arrange these
different materials to create a functioning citjhe lawgiver’s skill is the integration of
different, chaotic materials into a harmony, camding order in the form of a whole
city from the chaos of individuals. These indivadgiwill find order in themselves as
well. Citizens cannot do these things, else theyld/be lawgivers. However, the laws
can shape citizens into a prosperous city if theheae to the code.

Lawgivers write the constitution that properly ersl a citizen’s soul and best
arranges the citizens as a political unity- andcheis not lacking in laws. The
lawgiver bequeaths an extensive code for the aiside 746b-c). For their benefit, the

citizenry must adhere to the code 746d-747b). Plato repeats this point througlioeit
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Laws the citizens must obey the law code and presefu@n change® The laws will
explain all political duties, relations, and edumatlL. 718a-b, 820e). The law code will
demand little independent thought of the citizems] in confusing circumstances they
are to ask the lawgiver for assistance@31le, 752a-c). The number and
comprehensiveness of the laws is a strong pieegidénce that Magnesia is not the
ideal city of theRepublic

The distinction between lawgiver and citizen hgsexedent in th&imaeus
Recall the hierarchical structure of reality inttdelogue. Thelemiourgosorders the
wholekosmosthekosmoscreates lesser divinities to order the matteriwitiself.
Magnesia follows the pattern of this cosmologytenawn genesis. The lawgiver is
analogous to thdemiourgosand the city like th&kosmos Before the lawgiver brings a
city into existence, human beings are the chaosteral awaiting order. As the
demiourgoscrafted a soul for the whole@smosinstilling order on it, the lawgiver
fashions a code for the whole city, transformirsgetiof chaotic human beings into an
orderedpolis. Lawgivers are the best and most rational of hubengs. They are
superior, meaning closer to the divine, than theidwumanity that lacks the internal
rule of a rational soul. Like tHesmosa city only is a city when a rational law code
puts a formerly chaotic set of human materialsrden Such a city is not the ideal one

of theRepubli¢ but a new design, ideal in its own right.

194 Egypt is praised for adhering to its nearly-etestandardsl(. 656d-e), Sparta for strictly enforcing a
long-held law codel( 683a-685a). Citizens living in voluntary slavéoythe laws are good.(700a-b).
The Athenian stranger disapproves of the chaosaatthy of changing laws and governmehts/Q1b-
¢, 711b-d). In Magnesia, the citizens must obeydlws and strive to preserve them from chahge (
715b-d, 762e, 874d). Poppe@pen Society2002), with emphatic condemnation, details P&ato’
antipathy to change. Klosko (2008) stresses tlt pothout the antipathy.
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In theTimaeus thedéemiourgosfashions a rational soul for thkesmosimbuing
the whole body with order. In theaws the lawgiver fashions a law code for a new city,
likewise imbuing it with order. The law code itbontainer for reasom@ug and
reason becomes the chief virtue of the laws anduligg principle of the cityl(. 632c,
963a). Similar to how théemiourgosfunctions in thelimaeusthe lawgiver's work is
the creation of good motion in the raw material®. organize the city into a harmony,
the lawgiver uses music, song, and dance as thmpriform of education.( 653d-
654a, 658e-659¢). And the lawgiver must have kedgg of the good and beautiful,
because music is an imitation of true standatd§§8b-669b). The human material of
the city is not rational, but chaotic. The lawgiweust rely on imitations of reason, not
pure reason itself, to bring the materials to ardéne lawgiver possesses knowledge
and embodies reason in a law code according tosteulards that bring harmony to
chaotic, human material. However, reality is adnehy, thus the lawgiver’s product
will be inferior to the work of theemiourgos Thepolisis an inferior copy of the
kosmosas the lawgiver can succeed only through theaanéuence of divine
guidance, luckt(iche) and skill C. 709a-c). The law code is sufficient for its posp,
but not perfect or eternal. Over time, necessity ehaos will prevail over the rational
code. Plato displays a farsighted view of the hueandition, and the cosmic one,
when he notes that civilizations face an inevitalylele of destruction and rebirth.(
676a-679c)°

Magnesia is not identical to the ideal cityRépublic but it is still an ideal city.

1% |ndeed, th&imaeusn part and the€ritias in its unfinished whole included accounts of such a
cataclysm: the destruction of Atlantis.
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Magnesia is Plato’s second cosmopolis. The phibepacts upon human material as
thedemiourgosacts upon the wholeosmosforging a city and citizens from empty
lands and disordered (or at least pre-ordered) hlremngs. Plato does retain an
important feature of the ideal city, that the numdsiecitizens will be five thousand forty.
The number is not a coincidence, and Plato expltrsggnificance in practical terms
(L. 737e-738b). The number has many divisors (inofy@-10 and 12), which allows
the lawgiver to divide the city into administratisections. Citizens will know everyone
in their group, and by knowing only one person franother group, they will know the
character of all citizens in that group. The dimis function as both facilitators of
government administration and social familiarity {38b-e). But the number has more
than practical purpose to Plato. The number i@thematical standard inherent in
reality; a city must adhere to the standard to b#-wrganized- to be a city at all.(
746d-e). The lawgiver must maintain the standardife health of the city.( 747a-b).
Indeed, Plato sanctifies the number to preserfrent changel(. 771a-d).

Plato completes the cosmopolis in the later badkbeLaws Instituting the
city’s religion, he recapitulates for a last time bosmology, psychology, and theology.
Discussing theism and atheism, the interlocutoferaka specific view of the world that
ultimately is one of perspective. Clinias scoffshese who cannot see the order of
nature. “Just look at the earth and the sun amdtdrs and the universe in general; look
at the wonderful procession of the seasons arattitsilation into years and monthd”. (
886a)! The world has an order to it. Plato arghesliving according to that order will

result in a fulfilled life. His cosmology is a tls&éc naturalism, and very much opposed
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to atheist naturalism, those scientific naturalgt® believed matter moves according to
internal propertie$®® Plato’s cosmopolitanism is one of order, harmamy
fulfillment. He fears that atheist naturalism wé#inder political organization subject to
rule of the strong or the rule tfche, meaning random chande. 888e, 889e-890a).

Plato relies on the concept of the soul to difidiete his cosmology from
atheistic naturalismL( 892a). His first principle is that matter does move itself.
Something is responsible for motion in the physioatter that moves all across the
kosmos Ultimately, something must have set matter iriom this first principle of
motion is the soull( 896a-b). Soul is self-generated motion that ingp@otion to
physical objectsl( 894-895a, 896a). Plato examines the many kihdbservable
motions (. 893c-e), and concludes that a soul will move lgieai depending on
whether it clings to mind or mindlessnessi{sandanous L. 897a-b). Observing the
motions of the sun, the stars, and moon, everyadlheee these bodies travel in an
orderly fashion and give evidence that reason riekosmogL. 899b). Unless those
who do not recognize the gods can produce a manatif, convincing argument, Plato
suggests they accept his 899c-d).
Epilogue

Contrary to the ideal city of tHieepubli¢ the cosmopolis of Magnesia
incorporates a cosmology that rejects the possilafiphilosophers living as citizens.
Philosophers are not the native sons and daugfatieex] in the city and educated to be

kings. They are lawgivers above the law they coestand outside the city they

1% plato summarizes the natural materialists8g89a-e), and criticizes their contention thatdgbds are
merely conventional and contrived fictions.
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establish. This model yields another answer taltleenma of Socrates caught between
his divine service and political attachment. Ilatfdlato ends the dilemma by devaluing
Socrates’ attachment to Athens. Philosophers mgeioowe their allegiance to a
particularpolis, but may act as the creatorspoleis Neither kings nor citizens,
philosophers become lawgivers and founders. Tikeyolutside the city and supervise
its operation. Should the citizens become confugddthe application of a law to a
particular circumstance, the philosopher will inere. In times of normalcy, however,
the lawgiver does not participate in daily politid3lato has explained the soul of the
kosmosand found the source of its orderly motion inwWwek of a divine craftsman. In
parallel, Plato seeks to impart order into plodis through the philosopher’s law code.
Lost is the binding connection of the philosopl&ocrates, to the city, Athens.

The contrast between tiRepublicandLawsis most clear when studying the role
of the philosopher in each of the political desighstheRepubli¢ philosophers are
indigenous to theolis. Adult, native philosophers select for martialiegtion the
youths who exhibit the nature of a guardian. &sihyouths excel, they continue to
study in the philosophic program. Finally, the fevo attain true knowledge will
function in their city as those who educated theng generation raises the next in
continuity. In the_aws the philosopher is already fully formed, possegshe highest
knowledge, and unattached to ftwdis of his or her origin. The legal code stresses
equality and homogeneity among the citizenry. e cities of the colonists are
unimportant. Terrain and geography are factorsthmilawgiver selects these not from

any sentimental attachment, but to cultivate virtday land that possesses certain traits
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will do. Where the city of thRepublicharmonizes the skills among a certain people,
the city of theLawscreates a certain kind of citizen and equality agihose citizens.
The pattern of lawgiving should be transferablanyg set of people, not only Athenians.
ThelLawsis more universal than thiRepublic TheRepublicspeaks to the Socratic
dilemma of how the philosopher also can be theaiti Thd_aws reflecting on a
complete cosmology, declines that possibility tovglnow the philosopher can create
thepolis and must reside outside it. Socrates becomesdesiag philosopher and

potentially the founder of a new city, but not thartyr of Athens.
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CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

This dissertation is an investigation into the idéaosmopolitanism, especially
its constitutive concepts of “cosmos” and “poligkeading contemporary
cosmopolitanism, one is hard-pressed to find am@xaion of the cosmos, the polis, or
their interrelation. Modern cosmopolitans are sean their foundational principles,
whether universal morality, economic liberty andi&gy, democracy, or
constitutionalism. Cosmopolitanism is then merély tunctional work of expanding a
favored principle across the globe. Typically, fineject is institutional: what is the best
institutional structure to support the favored piphe”? Postmodernism is different, of
course. It travels the past of least resistarag,there is no cosmos (not a beautiful,
natural order) nor should there be a polis (a Bohitsovereign community). Such a state
of thought is unbecoming of cosmopolitanism’s Idraglition of inquiry into the nature
of the cosmos, the order of the polis, and the bagnof latter in the former. As a
remedy to this state, | have investigated the agreént of Platonic cosmopolitanism
across the Plato’s dialogues within the conteirofder Greek cosmopolitanism.
Greek cosmopolitanism reached various conclusibostahe cosmic order and its
implications for political association. Plato’sdistinct in arguing for a truly Greegdolis
that reflects the order of the whdesmos Ultimately, there is nonetrue
cosmopolitanism, but any meaningful cosmopolitayutiiht must include the study of
the natural world, political association, and tbbesequent implications for human

existence.
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Contemporary Cosmopolitanism

What does one make of contemporary cosmopolitamgti® Clearly, most
branches are not cosmopolitan in any meaningfuidesehstudying the cosmos and
applying natural standards to political associatibrberalism looks to expand a just
distribution of resources across the global econofifyough it endorses a magnanimous
materialism, it still only materialism. Why is negital comfort the good? If it is the
good, why should a wealthy individual relinquiskaarces to less advantaged
individuals? Why should the developed world samzifts high affluence to raise the
developing world? It is evematural to relinquish one’s hold on resources to facitat
the material comforts of others? Is that what etroh teaches us? Overall, liberal,
democratic, and constitutional branches of cosmtgpothought are globalism losing
touch with the foundation of their theories evenhesy expand them across the world.

Postmodernism does apply an understanding of thma® to political thought,
but it understands the cosmos as unordered. Pdstmoosmopolitanism is anti-
cosmopolitan. Since there is no order in the casrin@re ought to be no order in the
polis. As in the cosmos, let political element8ide, comingle, and fuse. Let authority
be fluid and principles be hybrid. Postmodern cggolitanism embraces the forces of
globalization without elevating any particular dnig motive. It is a global theory, like
its contemporaries, but does not endorse an ovengrrinciple to dominate the globe.
Fluidity and hybridization are the key concepts] anstmodernism welcomes a world
of fluctuating values and political authorities.

Little of ancient Greek cosmopolitanism persistsantemporary
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cosmopolitanism. Even when a cosmopolitan, liketMaNussbaum, harkens back to
Diogenes the Cynic, the message is misinterpre@mhtemporary cosmopolitanism
does not study nature and does not defend an fdba world as a cosmos, a beautiful
order. It certainly does not look for politicalipeiples in the physical laws of the world.
Why contemporary cosmopolitanism has reached #ud& mequires another, longer
investigation. Discussion of such fundamentalgtsrly absent in contemporary
cosmopolitanism.
Ancient Greek Cosmopolitanism

Recalling ancient Greek cosmopolitanism, we firghBosophy invested in the
study of nature as a cosmos and of humanity ast@fptnat cosmos. The world as a
cosmos means that the physical material of remligracts according to fixed laws
instituted by a superior intelligence for the beBhere is no gap or division between
scientific fact and normative value in Greek cospol@nism. The same intelligence
superior to causative physical laws also yieldsslaivhuman association, political laws.
Greek cosmopolitans were not a unified bloc ofkbis, but they agreed that
conventional laws tended toward irrationality, d@ihg against reason, they were not
best. Greek cosmopolitanism, more than anythisg, & a more universalistic
movement against conventional laws and the assampfiunexamined, conventional
principles. Cosmopolitan universalism took diffe&rehapes, from Diogenes’ ascetic
renunciation of human pretense and conventiondltgito the Stoic pursuit of a
rational, worldwide society of sages, but it alw&aked to a natural order of things as

the foundation for human interaction and assoaiatio



175

The literature on Greek cosmopolitanism is sumpgly thin. Research traces the
beginnings of universalism back to Homer and theadderms “citizen of the world” to
Diogenes of Sinope, but the details of cosmopabtarare far less lucid. The influence
of Pythagoreanism and Orphism, both regularly askedged as critically important to
the development of the Greek ideas offtkact# andkosmosis frustratingly vague.

For example, most research cannot disentangle §ytbanism from Orphism. The
evidence for each is so opaque and the doctrin@saaigo similar at times that there is
no convincing means of separating them. Indeeditbst abundant source for
Pythagoreanism is Plato himself! The confusion lan#l of clarity within cosmopolitan
thought extends even to more popular philosopldelolars often have difficulty in
distinguishing the figures of Cynicism from Stomisand the efforts at differentiating

do not reach agreement. The historical record Isitapks the evidence, the actual texts
written by the authors, for researchers to conthatough analyses of Greek
cosmopolitanism.

Research into Greek cosmopolitanism, despite thield evidence, reveals a
distinct school of philosophy that organized huraasociations according to rational,
natural order. Cynicism and Stoicism rejectedittaionality of convention and
affirmed the rationality of natural order. Theiffdrent understandings of reason and
order led to different forms of association, noh&bich are particularly Greek or
political. Diogenean Cynicism is an ascetic detaeht from convention and civility.
The Cynic lives according to strict, natural imgeses and in friendship with all who

live similarly. Political association is thoroughiejected. A Cynic is a “citizen” of the
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cosmos, meaning he or she follows the natural Eatsss the whole world. Dutifully
adhering to cosmic law, the Cynic is “home” anyvéhigr the world. Stoicism is not
strictly ascetic, but affirms that nature obeysdbasistent, universal laws instituted by a
superior force of intelligence. From its undersliag of intelligence and the natural
world, Stoic philosophy reaches a few conclusidmsué human society, ranging from
the social detachment of the wise from the igngranthe more utopian prognosis that
all humanity may live rationally in a polis thatterds across the world. Cynic and
Stoic cosmopolitanism do base their ideal humarespon their understanding of the
cosmos, but their societies hardly resemble trditiomal Greekpolis.

Of course, we should not be surprised, as cosntap@m grew as a revolt
against the irrationality of the conventiomallis. Yet Cynic and Stoic societies are
exceptionally rational, perhaps exceedingly soni€gnd Stoic cosmopolitanism either
endorse the separation of the wise from the igriaalook forward to the ultimate
triumph of reason over ignorance. They do nonaptteto bring the wise and ignorant
together in a community; they do not unite the mdifferent types of human beings
into a political harmony. That is what | mean loyassociation of differently-skilled
individuals, or a truly Greegolis.

Platonic Cosmopolitanism

Plato’s dialogues, from the early through the ledflect a concern for the
cosmospolis, and citizen, particularly revolving around thaq# of the philosopher in
the world and in the city. The early dialoguesherinto the political conditions of

Athens and the fate of one of its citizen, Socrahat has this citizen done to merit
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execution? Is the citizen at fault for some traasgion or is the city’s law itself out of
step with the life of a dedicated citizen? The dieddialogues address these questions in
a more positive way, explaining the practice oflgdgophy and its necessary role in the
construction of an ordered city. Philosophy letdhe knowledge of true things which
stand as the basis for political organization. yOnla city arranged according to
philosophical standards will good citizens live @cting to good laws; only in such a
city can a philosopher be a true citizen. The dadogues continue Plato’s thought
about the standards which philosophy discoversii®ipurpose of ordering cities.
Constructing a more definitive account of the cosnilato accordingly revises his
political law code. Throughout, the dialogues pieran understanding of the cosmos,
the ordered world, to provide the basis for theegkmlis, the best political
organization.

The early dialogues, especiaiythyphrg Apology Crito, andPhaedo
explicitly portray the conflict of Socrates and thiy of Athens. Fellow citizens charge
Socrates with impiety and misleading the city’s ypuSocrates defends himself as
acting in the service of the Oracle of Delphi aodthe best interest of Athens itself.
The conflict demonstrates a breakdown in the ratipnof the laws and the public
religion. How could this Oracle send Socrates omssion that causes his conviction
and execution? Why would the city execute a aitifce investigating the meaning of
the divine Oracle? Socrates’ philosophic pursutid be service to both the Oracle and
Athens, but the laws of the city and its democraitizens will not tolerate such a

combination. Th&haedainterestingly suggests that the problem may bh patitics
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itself, that the philosopher must retreat from puhbttion into the private sphere of
philosophical introspection and exclusive conveosat Such a conclusion would
separate philosophy from citizenship, and imploithastise Socrates for his dutiful
service to Athens. A philosopher rightly would ¢holo political affiliation, but privately
search for the truth in any city.

The middle dialogues, especialBhaedrus SymposiumandRepubli¢
reevaluate the life of philosophy and political@sation, arguing that the philosopher
rightly will rule the city which raises them proper The life of philosophy differs in the
PhaedrusandSymposiunfrom thePhaedoin a key respect: the former dialogues find a
place for the philosopher in the world. The ploloisical life is more than the ascetic,
contemplative preparation for death. Older phipbsars find pleasure in engaging in
inquiry with younger philosophical souls. Philobgps the love of the truth, not the
immanent possession of it. Pursuit requires asgisf and so older philosophers act as
mentors to younger philosophical souls. The retethip provides mutual benefit. The
elders ascend to behold truth, beauty, and googtiesgouths are initiated into
philosophy and the “wings of their souls” are gaideward truth, beauty, and goodness.
Politically, this education in philosophy is then@iion of philosophers. Philosopher-
kings educate the non-philosophical classes by mefrational mythology to inculcate
and maintain virtuous habits. Most important, phdosopher-kings educate the
philosophical youths, who become the true threatspolitical association when they
are ill-educated. Raised from youth to maturityhapolis, serving as soldiers, political

officers, and kings, philosophers are full and titzens in theolis that embodies the
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virtues and reflects the divine forms.

The late dialogues show the development of Platoésnology, and his elaborate
understanding of the cosmos fosters political rapization. Th&imaeuspresents a
story of the cosmos as a living being, meaningresoeled totality. All reality is a
hierarchy in Plato’s cosmology, with the cosmoslitene gradation removed from the
eternal, unchanging, and divine. Human beings esishe lowest of divinities, created
with both immortal and mortal elements. T3atesmamndLawsreflect this influence
of cosmology on Plato’s political thought. Pldtastrates a grand parallel between the
cosmos and the city and tdemiourgosand the philosopher. As the cosmos was
created by supreme intelligence, so the city iatee by the philosopher’s intelligence.
The Statesmarlarifies political organization; the city divideso the citizen who lives
within the political association and administesslaws and the lawgiver who crafts the
founding law code. Thkeawscontinues in this vein, showing the actual drafii a
constitution by a philosopher. The relationshighe philosopher to the city appears to
change in théaws but the dialogue is ambiguous. | am convinced thelLaws
removes the philosopher from citizenship and estlag$ philosophers, rare as they are,
as the writers of law codes and the founders @<citPhilosophers will not be raised as
citizens dedicated to a particular city, as Sosratas in Athens, but will be committed
to the eternal, universal standards of virtue wiréhey legislate.

Platonic cosmopolitanism offers twwosmopoleistwo cities constructed
according to the standards of divine intelligentetheRepubli¢ the ideal city

integrates an assortment of skilled individualsdimg) into a harmony of virtues.
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Craftsmen exhibit their talents and produce thenenoc goods for all citizens. Soldiers
practice their martial discipline and provide patten and security for thpolis.
Philosophers, beholding the eternal true, good,leadity, establish the initial order of
the city and use their talents in education to ma&a political harmony reflective of
eternal standards. The three classes mutuallyibate to the whole; all are productive
citizens offering their talents for the good andnhany of the city.

TheLawsputs forth a different city according to a moreeleped cosmology.
The citizens in the colonial city of Magnesia aaggkely equals. They hold equal estates
of private property and hold equal responsibilif@sthe care of their city. Though
essentially equal in political stature, some cite&vill be elected to positions of greater
responsibility and authority. These are not cthfferences, but distinctions of ability.
However, this political association of equals dnesestablish itself, but is established
by an external individual. A roving philosophetsaas lawgiver to the colonial city.
Having apprehended the forms, the philosopheriistakthe divine intelligence which
orders the whole cosmos. For his or her partpthi®sopher only orders a group of
individuals, arranging them into a well-order pichil association through a law code.
The philosopher instills intelligence into the laade, and thus puts order into what was
merely chaotic, human material. However, the la®gis not a citizen in the city.
Possessing intelligence in their souls, philosoplaee above political association, which
is only a means of providing order to chaos.

In both the middle and late dialogues, Plato efithat theolis is a legitimate

organization. Indeed, thmolisis the best form of human organization accordmthe
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very standards of the cosmos. Understanding thenos as an ordered totality, and all
reality as a hierarchy, Plato constructs citieghelikeness of order. Smaller, less
perfect, and not including the totality of all humitst, thepolisis a lesser image of the
cosmos. This is Platonic cosmopolitanism: thetwaaof thepolis according the
standards of the cosmos.
The Future of Cosmopolitanism

Contemporary cosmopolitanism is not looking to¢bhemos for the standards of
political association. It does posit a facet @fatist individualism as the first principle
of a global regime. Where do these facets origihaiVhat is the basis of their
legitimacy as a ruling principle? Are these pnobes fit for global expansion? | cannot
claim to answer such questions here. | will détagonsider whether Platonic
cosmopolitanism must appear as a historical cuyiasithe contemporary milieu of
political theory. | only urge readers to considérether Platonic cosmopolitanism is so
far-fetched in itself, or only in comparison to temporary cosmopolitan theory. Which
is a more meaningful cosmopolitanism: the creabiba political association according
to the standards of the cosmos, or a global reginliberty, or equality, or

republicanism, or postmodernism, or any singuleetf®f individualism?
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