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Abstract
THREE MODELS OF POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP IN PLATO

By Tony Leyh

This dissertation defends the thesis that Plato develops three distinct models of political
triendship in Alibiades I and Cleitophon, in Republic, and in Laws and that he uses a uniform explanatory
strategy in all three models. All of these dialogues explain political friendship by looking at the
psychological makeup required for citizens to be friends. I refer to this explanatory strategy as an
appeal to the psychology of political friendship. The basic idea is that Plato eschews theorizing political
friendship by looking at various objects (e.g. virtue, pleasure, or utility) that may motivate citizens to
cultivate relationships with one another. Instead, the Platonic approach relies on the recognition that
friends must in some way be psychologically similar. Citizen friends can be psychologically similar in
an epistemic sense, i.e. by having the same knowledge or compatible but nonidentical beliefs. Yet, they
can also be psychologically similar in an emotional sense, i.e. by having similar emotional responses
and feelings of pleasure and pain regarding politically significant situations.

What distinguishes each model are the particular details of the psychologies. My first chapter
argues for a Socratic model of political friendship as it appears in Alibiades I and Cleitophon, in which
citizens achieve friendship only when they attain shared knowledge of politics. Plato’s Republic posits
that political friendship obtains when some but not all citizens have knowledge while others have
compatible beliefs about relevant political phenomena. Lastly, Plato’s Laws develops a psychology that
concentrates on emotional similarity and similar feelings of pleasure and pain (instead of epistemic
similarity) to ground political friendship. The final chapter takes up the question of why exactly
friendship matters for politics by a study of the relation between friendship and politics in the Platonic
Seventh Letter.
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INTRODUCTION

In this dissertation, I argue that Plato develops three distinct models of political friendship in Akibiades
I' and Cleitophon, in Republic, and in Laws and that he uses a uniform explanatory strategy in the three
models. All of these dialogues are unified in Jow they treat the topic because they explain political
friendship by looking at the psychological makeup required for citizens to be friends. I refer to this
explanatory strategy as an appeal to the psychology of political friendship. The basic idea is that instead
of defining friendship by looking at various objects (e.g. virtue, pleasure, or utility) that may motivate
citizens to cultivate relationships with one another, the Platonic approach relies on the recognition
that friends must in some way be psychologically similar.> Sometimes this psychological similarity is
explained in epistemic terms, when what citizen friends have in common is the same knowledge or
compatible but nonidentical beliefs. Other times, the psychological similarity is explained in emotional
terms, when citizen friends have similar emotional responses and feelings of pleasure and pain

regarding politically significant situations.

1T am (hesitantly) unconvinced by arguments that attempt to show A/zbiades I is sputious. Critical debate about authenticity
of this dialogue began in 19% century Germany with Schleiermacher considering it spurious. This was followed by
Wilamowitz who deemed the Alkibiades I to be “sheepshit” (Shafmisi) and Friedlander who, contra Wilamowitz, considered
it to be authentic. More recently, Annas 1985 and Denyer 2001 each defend the dialogue as authentic. Joyal 2003 and
Smith 2004 consider it spurious. Smith 2004’s treatment is the most thorough and he offers good reasons to be resistant
to arguments against authenticity based on ancient testimonia or stylometry. Smith’s own position is that we should be
extremely cautious in deeming Alkibiades I authentic because of how much the A/kibiades I conflicts with most of accepted
Platonic doctrine. I think, however, that arguments from doctrine are often tenuous because the consensus about what in
fact is accepted Platonic doctrine is controversial and nowhere near unanimous. And even when apparent texts seem to
conflict, most of those conflicts can be resolved either by closer textual analysis or by paying more sympathy to the
dramatic features of the dialogues. For instance, in Profagoras Socrates defends hedonism and in Gorgias Socrates argues
against hedonism. We nevertheless consider both of these dialogues genuinely Platonic even though there is an elementary
conflict in doctrine between the two. Instead, scholars try to articulate reasons why such a conflict exists, by appeal to
dramatic context or to the other topics up for discussion in the dialogues. No one, as far as I know, reasons on the basis
of this conflict that at least one of the dialogues must be spurious.

2 See, e.g., Laws VII1.836e-837b. Of course, it is not an ‘either-or’ decision. It is possible, indeed probable, that Plato
employs both approaches in the general treatment of friendship in the dialogues. My more precise claim is just that
discussions of political friendship tend to proceed by psychological considerations.



By looking at the different ways in which Plato expresses the psychological similarity between
citizens in various dialogues, I differentiate three models of the psychology of political friendship in
the Platonic dialogues that Plato uses to fit different political proposals. First, in Akibiades I and
Cleitophon, we find what I call the ‘Socratic model’ of political friendship, in which citizens achieve
friendship only when they attain shared knowledge of politics. In Plato’s Republic, we find a second
model, also based on an epistemic connection between citizens, where political friendship obtains
when some but not all citizens have knowledge while others have compatible beliefs about relevant
political phenomena. Lastly, Plato’s Laws develops a psychology that concentrates on emotional
similarity and similar feelings of pleasure and pain (instead of epistemic similarity) to ground political
friendship.

The structure of this dissertation involves developing and evaluating each model of political
friendship in a separate chapter. The final chapter takes up the question of why exactly friendship
matters for politics by a study of the relation between friendship and politics in the Platonic Seventh
Letter.

METHODOLOGY
Two aspects of my methodology deserve comment: (1) how I read the relationship between the
political dialogues (e.g. Republic and Laws) and the friendship or love dialogues (e.g. Lyszs, Phaedrus, and
Symposinm) and (2) how I understand a Platonic friendship generally and the psychology of friendship
in particular.
(1) CHOICE OF DIALOGUES

It may be a death knell to some readers that my dissertation—which purports to explain political
friendship—does not contain thorough analyses of passage about love and friendship in Lyszs,
Phaedrus, or Symposium. In addition to the sheer amount of space such analyses would take up in this

already lengthy dissertation, there are two main reasons for my exclusion of these passages. First, a



cadre of scholars has already attempted to unearth a theory of political love or political friendship
from each of these dialogues.’ Second, even putting aside the relative merits of each dialogue and each
scholars’ approach to that dialogue (which are surely substantial), there are problems that face those
who opt for interpreting friendship in the political dialogues on the basis of friendship and love
discussed elsewhere in Plato. The main difficulty is to establish that the dialogues being treated
together are in fact compatible in how they talk about love or friendship (two notoriously capacious
words in Greek). Can we be sure that erds in Symposium is the same general concept as erds in Republic
V or Laws VIII? If so, whose erds are we talking about in Symposium? The obviously political erds of
Phaedrus? The liminal but demanding erds of Diotima? Can we be sure that philia in Phaedrus has
enough similarity in meaning and use as political friendship in Akibiades I or Republic> Answering these
kinds of questions would be essential to a global and systematic investigation of political friendship in
Plato. Now, I don’t believe that such questions are unanswerable. To the contrary, it strikes me as
fruitful avenue of inquiry. Rather, my point is that for those who want to investigate political friendship
in this way, the beginning of this approach seems to have more peril than promise.

To avoid this second set of difficulties and make progress in a systematic study of political
friendship in Plato, I interpret the dialogues as far as possible as concrete wholes, where the
discussions of love and friendship are intertwined with the political system envisioned, the psychology
developed, and the characters and drama of the dialogue. Although I think that there is much to learn
from bringing dialogues in conversation, I worry that relying on Lysis, Symposium, or Phaedrus before
achieving a clear sense of how political friendship works in the Socratic model, Republic, and Laws
would have a distortive effect. The desire to make a thorny passage of Clezzophon or Republic conform

to a pre-existing theory of friendship found elsewhere in Plato may be too great.

3 Examples of classical approaches include the Vlastos 1973/1999 reading of Lysis, the Price 1989 reading of Symposium,
and, more recently (and most convincingly I believe), the Sheffield 2011 reading of Phaedrus.



So, instead, I have tried to develop a general framework of political friendship in each of the
three models by treating solely what the dialogues under discussion say about friendship and love. An
upshot of this approach is that it leaves open for future research how well these models jive with the

accounts of love and friendship found in Lysis, Phaedrus, and Symposium.

(2) A PRELIMINARY APPROACH TO FRIENDSHIP
Throughout this discussion of Plato’s approach to political friendship, I intend friendship to refer to
an interpersonal relationship of reciprocal, other-regarding concern. The interpersonal element
describes Plato’s way of talking about political friendship as being a primarily human-to-human
phenomenon. Political friendship, for Plato, never appears as a feeling that human beings have for
inanimate or abstract objects. Certainly, individuals can have philia for such objects, but that use of
philia is not dispositive for teasing out a Platonic approach to political friendship.

The reciprocity requirement of friendship usefully captures a common intuition: a friend who
loves a non-friend has no friendship at all. Definitionally, friendship requires at least two individuals
each of whom loves the other and each of whom is aware of that corresponding love. This definition
allows us to exclude related but distinct relationships of unreciprocated love such as relationships of
longing and erotic attachment as well as more opprobrious relationships of sycophancy and toadyism.
The awareness element of reciprocity imposes a related restriction. Some ancient schools, like the
Stoics, entertain seriously the view that psychological similarity can qualify as a friendship even when
individuals who are psychologically similar do not know one another.* As far as I can discern, Plato’s
discussion of political friendship does not endorse such a view. Platonic political friends can pick out

those among their community who knowingly reciprocate love and care for one another in a particular

* See Schofield 1999 and Vogt 2008 for further discussion.



way. No citizen of a Platonic political community would describe an unknown individual as a political
friend.

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTERS
For the sake of guiding the reader, I here offer a summary of each chapter.
CHAPTER 1: KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA AS A SOCRATIC MODEL OF POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP
This chapter argues that two Platonic dialogues, the A/zbiades I and Cleitophon, develop a distinct model
of political friendship based on homonoia (generally, “unanimity” or “concord”) that comes about only
through shared knowledge. I call this model ‘Socratic’ because it fits well with Socrates’ philosophical
commitments. More specifically, each dialogue endorses the claim that political friendship as homonoia
only exists when citizens share knowledge relevant to political life. (I use the term “knowledgeable
homonoid” to refer to the requirement that bomonoia only exists when citizens share knowledge.) I argue
that knowledgeable homonoia is a viable and attractive idea of political friendship when adequately
contextualized. A large part of this attractiveness, I contend, comes from the general attractiveness of
Socratic philosophy. In justifying this claim, I show how the pairing of political friendship and
knowledgeable homonoia coheres with and is entailed by many positions of the Platonic Socrates.
CHAPTER 2: POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP IN REPUBLIC
This chapter explores the psychology of political friendship in Republic. Various passages throughout
Republic link justice and friendship together. Other passages intimate that all citizens of Kallipolis (the
ideal city of Republic) are friends with each other. My argument is that the Republic grants insight into
the psychological makeup of political friendship. Similar to the Socratic model, the Republic model still
couches friendship in epistemic terms and describes it as a homonoia. In contrast to the Socratic model,
however, the Republic model does away with the knowledge requirement for homonoia and political
friendship. Instead, as I argue, political friendship and homonoia obtain when some citizens (i.e. the

philosopher rulers) possess knowledge while other citizens have compatible but nonidentical beliefs.



In essence then, the Republic model relaxes the epistemic demands of friendship in comparison to the

Socratic model.

CHAPTER 3: A SYMPHONY OF CITIZENS: POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP IN LAWS

This chapter presents a novel interpretation of political friendship in Laws. My thesis is that in Laws
Plato has undertaken a radical departure from previous approaches to political friendship, both in his
own writings and in antiquity generally. Instead of grounding political friendship on epistemic
similarity, I argue that the Laws model of political friendship encourages citizens to achieve friendship
predominantly on the basis of shared feelings of pleasure and pain. The core of my reading is what I
call a nondeflationary pedagogical view of Laws, which holds that the Plato of Laws has revised his
pedagogical theories to such an extent that citizens of Magnesia (the ideal city of Laws), while perhaps
psychologically capable of achieving epistemic similarity to other citizens, are instead educated to
consider one another as political friends by virtue of shared feelings about political life. To clarify the
nondeflationary pedagogical approach, I contrast it with a nondeflationary psychological approach,
which holds that the change in the psychology of political friendship in Laws is due to a change in the
underlying general psychology of Laws (and not the pedagogy). I argue that the nondeflationary
pedagogical approach offers the surest footing for explaining the radical change in the psychology of
political friendship in Laws.

In addition, I buttress my thesis by arguing that a common reading that I label the ‘deflationary’
interpretation—i.e. the approach that holds that the Laws accords with either dramatic, doctrinal or
cultural conventions in Plato or in antiquity generally such that the psychology political friendship in
Laws is still predominately epistemic—has no dispositive support in the text of Laws. I suggest that
neither the dramatic context of Laws nor the cultural milieu at the time Plato wrote Laws can
sufficiently explain the psychology of political friendship. Similarly, I argue that doctrinal views in

Plato about pleasure and pain, virtue, and education cannot fully decide the issue in favor of the



deflationary approaches over the nondeflationary ones. This dearth of textual and argumentative
support for the deflationary view, coupled with the total absence of homonoia from the Laws, suggests
that the psychology of political friendship in Laws is better explained on nondeflationary grounds.

I conclude this chapter by suggesting that the use of swmphinia in Laws tracks with my
overarching thesis and effectively functions as a replacement for homonoia. 1 also discuss the
philosophical promise of grounding political friendship on non-epistemic means.

CHAPTER 4: POLITICS AND FRIENDSHIP IN THE SEIVENTH LLETTER

In the final chapter, I offer an interpretation of the Seventh Letter that stresses the Platonic theme that
friendship matters instrumentally and intrinsically for politics. My aim is to show that Plato’s political
advice to both the “companions and comrades of Dion” as well as to Dionysius II holds that
friendship is necessary for and constitutive of successful political organization. Another aim is to show
that the letter’s analysis of friendship is compatible with the models of political friendship offered in
the three previous chapters and with Plato’s comments about love and friendship generally.

First, I analyze the scattered comments about friendship to unearth a working conception of
friendship that distinguishes implicitly between “weak” and “strong” friendships. Second, I
contextualize these comments about friendship by showing how they are consistent with Platonic
political philosophy and Platonic philosophy of love and friendship. Third, I hold that the Seventh Letter
provides lucid insight into why friendship matters for politics. Basically, the Letfer shows that
friendship is both useful for maintaining polities and necessary for coming to understand the ultimate
goals at which polities should aim. I conclude by addressing two objections to friendship in the Seventh
Letter, namely the practicability of such friendship and the tension between Plato’s own conduct in the

L etter and the advice he counsels.



CHAPTER 1: KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOIA AS A SOCRATIC MODEL OF POLITICAL
FRIENDSHIP

INTRODUCTION

At both Aleibiades I 126b-127e and Cleitophon 409d-410a, Socrates and various interlocutors consider
political friendship to involve a kind of homonoia (often translated as concord, unanimity, or agreement)
based on shared knowledge between the citizens—or what I shall call ‘knowledgeable homonoia’ In
this chapter, I argue that the view that knowledgeable homonoia is a crucial element of political
friendship is a serious one, that it is a viable and attractive idea of political friendship, and that it is so
in a way that coheres with many positions characteristic of the Platonic Socrates.” For these reasons,
I think it is fair to call it the ‘Socratic model” of political friendship.

I develop my argument in four stages. First, I discuss the meaning and use of homonoia in key
texts of classical Greece. I argue that we should not adopt the deflationary translation of homonoia as
‘agreement’ because in doing so we risk obscuring the clear political overtones of the term. Second, I
argue that the view of political friendship as knowledgeable homonoia is presented in a generally positive
light within Cleitophon and Aleibiades 1. 1 show that the criticisms of political friendship as
knowledgeable homonoia found in the dialogues are not to be taken as devastating, but instead are
unpersuasive and surmountable. In the third and fourth sections, I respond to two general criticisms
of this model of political friendship: (1) shared knowledge between citizens is an unattainable and
thereby impracticable goal and (2) the claim that shared knowledge is tantamount to a kind of
friendship obscures the most relevant features of friendship (e.g. shared experiences, intimacy, and

emotional consonance). My conclusion is that the requirement of knowledgeable homonoia fits well

> My use of ‘Socrates’ and ‘Socratic’ refers to the character of the Platonic dialogues throughout unless otherwise noted.
It should be mentioned that in the Clizophon, it is not Socrates himself but an unnamed Socratic who suggests political
friendship involves knowledgeable homonoia.



with the Socratic principles of virtue, knowledge, political authority, and methodology and that it is
therefore not surprising that this description of political friendship is made in the context of Socratic
discussions about politics.
1. WHAT IS HOMONOLA? A PRELIMINARY LOOK AT HOMONOLA IN CLASSICAL. GREEK
THOUGHT

2 ¢

Homonoia is primarily translated as either “agreement,” “concord,” or “unanimity,” though there are
other tenable translations (e.g. ones more faithful to the etymology of homonoia are “like-mindedness”
and “sameness-of-mind”). Each of these translations captures something true about homonoia.
“Agreement” is often a natural and reliable indicator of homonoia. “Concord” and “unanimity” connote
the general getting-along (and the absence of faction [stasis]) among those who enjoy homonoza. “Like-
mindedness” and “sameness-of-mind” bring out the epistemological bent of the term: what’s going
on in homonoia is the achievement of either identical or compatible epistemic states that allow concord
and agreement to ensue. None of these translations, however, are fully adequate since each translation,
while capturing something correct about bomonoia, misses out on other important elements of the term
found in the different translations.’ In this section, I suggest that the use of homonoia as a political term
is its primary use. One central consequence of this is that we should not render homonoia as
“agreement,” since such a translation lets in far too many phenomena that “homonoia” actually excludes.

(This suggestion thereby anticipates one reason why the anonymous bystanders’ objection to homonoia

as political friendship in the Cleitgphon constitutes an aberrant use.)

¢ Given that no single English word captures adequately the meaning of homonoia and any periphrastic I might think up
would be too clunky (cf. Smith 2011’s translation of homonoia as “a bond that could bring together otherwise unrelated or
unallied groups”), I will leave it untranslated throughout so as to better preserve its multivalence. It should be noted,
however, that the LS]J lexicon does not include “agreement’ as a possible translation of homonoia; the three options it lists
are “oneness of mind,” “unanimity,” and “concord.” Liddell, Scott & Jones, Greek-English Lexicon, s.v. “oudvora.”
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Homonoia gains prominence in the fifth and fourth centuries among sophists (e.g. Antiphon
and Thrasymachus), rhetoricians (e.g. Isocrates, Lysias and Demosthenes), historians (e.g. Thucydides
and Xenophon) and philosophers (e.g. Plato and Aristotle). In each tradition, homonoia stands as a
buzzword of sorts that connotes civic harmony; it conveys the recognition of a common purpose
among a citizenry about what the po/s should be doing or about who should be ruling and ruled.’
Consider the following passages, one from each of the above traditions:

(T1) Enough for us the time that has passed, and to be not at peace, but at war and in dangers

until the present moment—for us who desire the day that has passed but fear the day that is

coming—and to arrive not at homonoia but instead at hatred and troubles with one another.®
d\is yap nmuiv o mapeNdwv xpdvos kal avtl pev epnuns €v moléuw yevéolar kal dwa

KwOUvwy eis TOVde TOV Xpdvov, Ty uev mapeNoioav nuépav ayamdol, Ty O €modoay

dedioo, avti & opovolas ets Exlpav kal Tapaxas mpos aAjlovs adikéoba.

Thrasymachus B1/D16

(T2) We [Athenians] did not envy our allied cities when they grew, and we did not cause
instability by promoting opposing forms of government so they might fight against one
another and each try to curry our favor. On the contrary, we thought homonoia with the allies
was for the common good, and so we managed all cities with the same laws, making policy for
them as an ally and not as a despot, overseeing affairs as a whole, but allowing each city its

own individual freedom.’

7 See Keil 2017: 337-342 and Sinclair 1953: 60-62 for discussion of the origin of the term and its popularity in the fifth and
fourth centuries. Also, see Mauro Bonazzi, “La concordia di Antifonte: cura di sé e degli altri fra democrazia e oligarchia”
and Emidio Spinelli, ““Un commune sentire’: amicizia e filosofia in Democrito” in Spinelli 2006 for discussion of homonoia
and friendship in Antiphon and Democritus respectively.

8 Laks and Most 2016, Most translation. I’ve left homonoia untranslated.

% Isocrates 2004, Papillon translation. Again, I’ve left homonoia untranslated, though Papillon here translates it as “unity.”
‘Unity’ is an especially risky translation because it may imply that the similarity implicit within homonoia dissolves all
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> \ > ~ ~ > ’ > ~ > \ \ > ~ /’
ov yap €éplovotuer Tals avavouévais avT@WY, ovdE TapaxAS €EVETOLODUEV TONLTELAS
> 14 4 e 3 > ’ \ 4 ¢ ~ > > ’ 4
evavtias mapakabioTavres, W aAAlows pev oraotalower, Nuds & auddrepor Depamedoier,
> \ \ ~ 14 < 4 \ 3 ’ /7 ~ 3 ~ ’
aA\a T TOV ovppdxwy oudvolar kowny wdéleiar voullovtes Tols avTolS VOUOLS
e 4 \ ’ ~ ~ > > > ~ ’ \
amacas TAS TONES OLWKOUUEY, CUUUAXIK@DS AAN o0 deomoTikds BovAevouevol mepl
> ~ ¢/ \ 4 > ~ > 7 3 3 ’ > 4 > A~
alUT@V, CAWY UEV TWV TPAYyUATWY €mOoTaTolVTES, (Ol 8 €xkaoTovs éNevbépovs émvTes
9.
elvat.

Isocrates, Panegyricus 104-105

(T3) And again, homonoia is deemed the greatest blessing for cities: their senates and their best
men constantly exhort the citizens to be in homonoia, and everywhere in Greece there is a law
that citizens shall promise under oath to be in homonoia, and everywhere they take this oath.
The object of this, in my opinion, is not that citizens may vote for the same choirs, not that
they may praise the same flute-players, not that they may select the same poets, not that they
may like the same things, but that they may obey the laws. For those cities whose citizens abide
by them prove strongest and enjoy the most happiness; but without bomonoia no city can be
made a good city, no house can be made a prosperous house.'’
> ’ \ \ 3 ’ 4 4 4 > \ ~ ~ ’ o \ ’ >
al\d unv kal opdvoid ye ueytoTov 1€ ayalov dokel Tals TONeOWw €lval Kal TAELOTAKLS €V
avTals al Te yepovoial kal oL GPLoTOL GVOPES TAPAKENEVOVTAL TOLS TTONITALS OLOVOELY, KAl
~ > ~ € 4 ’ ~ \ / > ’ 3 4 \ ~
mavTaxol €v 77) ‘EANAOL vouos kelTar Tovs moAITas ouvival OpovoloeEw, Kal mTavTaxod
> ’ \ </ ~ 3 > o \ ~ / > </ \ > \ \
opvvovot 7OV Gpkov TovToV: olual & €yw TabTa ylyveolal ovy 6mws TOVS aUTOUS XOPOUS
/7 e ~ IQd e \ > \ > \ > ~ IQd e \ > \
Kpwow ol ToNiTaL, o008 GTws TOUS aUTOVS aUANTAS ETAUVDOW, 008 OTTWS TOVS aUTOUS

\ e ~ IQd ¢/ ~ 3> ~ ¢/ > > e ~ ’ 7/, 4
TOMTAS alpdvTat, ovd wa Tols avTols 1dwvTat, AN (va Tots vopows mellwvTar TovTols

difference and distinction between citizens or city-states. This kind of dissolution of all difference is not the appropriate
unity of homonoia. See Tarn 1948: 400 for further discussion.

10 Xenophon 1979-1986, Marchant translation with slight modification (including leaving bomonoia untranslated).
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YAp TV TONTOV EUUEVOVTWY, al TONELS LOXVPOTATAL TE KAl €VOALLOVETTATAL YlyVoVTaL:
k24 \ 3 14 R\ ’ 3 / v 3 ~ > /
dvev d¢ opovolas oUT v mOAs €0 moAtTevleln olT oikos kaAws otknlel.

Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.4.16

(T4) For this reason, [homonoia) is not homodoxia, for the latter might occur even with people
who do not know each other; nor do we say that people who have the same views on any and
every subject enjoy homonoia, e.g. those who agree about the heavenly bodies (for homonoia
about these is not a friendly relation). But we do say a city enjoys homonoia when people have
the same opinion about what is to their interest, choose the same action, and do what they
have resolved in common . . . Homonoia appears therefore to mean friendship between citizens,
which indeed is the ordinary use of the term; for it refers to the interests and concerns of common
life."

’ 3 b4 3 14 ~ \ \ \ > ~ > /’ < R4 > \
duomep ovk €oTw opodofia: TobTO pev yap kal ayvoobow dAAAovs vmrapeer dv: ovde
TOUS TEPL OTOVODY OUOYVmLOVODVTAS OUovoely paciv, olov Tovs mepl T odpaviwy (ob

\ \ \ \ 7 3 ~ S5 \ \ ’ 3 ~ / </ \ ~
Yap POV TO TEPL TOUTWY GROVOElY), AANG TAS TONELS Opovoely paoiv, 6Tav mepl TV
OUULPEPOVTWY OUOYVWUOVAOL KAl TAUTA TPOALPOVTAL KOl TPATTWOL Ta Kowf) ddavTa .
. . TOALTIKY) O1) Puhia PpaiveTar 1) opdvowa, kabamep kal AéyeTar: mepl Ta oupdEporTa yap
> \ \ > \ 14 </
€07l Kal Ta €ts TOV Blov TjKovTa.

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1X.6, 1167a22-b3, my emphasis

All of these passages, in addition to many more," illustrate that homonoia is primarily a political term.

Greek intellectuals of the fifth and fourth centuries deploy the term with near ubiquity in the context

11 My translation based on text from Bywater 1920.

12 Viz. Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War 8.93, Lysias, On the Confiscation of the Property of the Brother of Nicias 17-18,
Defense Against the Charge of Subverting Democracy 20-22, 27; Aristotle Endemian Ethics V11.1241a15-35, Magna Moralia 11.12,
Athenian Constitution 40; Plato Cleitophon 409c-410a, Alcibiades 1 126¢c-127d, Statesman 311a-b, Republic 351d, 432a;
Demosthenes Oz the Crown 164-167, 2406; Isocrates Panathenaicus 42, 258, Nicocles 41, Phillipus 16, 40, 141; Antiphon Peri
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of discussing the relationships of citizens within the po/is, or in the case of at least Isocrates,
relationships between poleis.” Two points further support this claim. First, homonoia is often contrasted
with either faction (stasis) or hatred (exthra) (e.g. T1). This contrast implies that bomonoia describes
relationships not only where faction and hatred are absent, but also where citizens or city-states
comport themselves in a way that demonstrates care and concern for one another.

This care and concern lead to the second point: we also see homonoia frequently coupled with
or identified as friendship (philia) in a political sense. In addition to Aristotle in Nichomachean Ethics
IX.6, 1167222-b3 (T4), Magna Moralia 11.12, and elsewhere, Antiphon, Democritus, Demosthenes and
Plato also pair homonoia with friendship.'* This pairing seems natural because homonoia indicates friendly
feelings between citizens or between city-states. This is not to say, however, that friendship and
homonoia are tully interchangeable, since homonoia at least on the surface lacks the intimacy we associate
with fuller senses of friendship."” At least in Plato, the reason why homonoia is frequently identified as
friendship is because homonoia is the most relevant characteristic to political life. Homonoia ensures the
longevity of the po/is and thereby allows for the other characteristics of a fuller sense of friendship to
bloom among citizens.

A central consequence of this survey of the use and meaning of homonoia is that “agreement”

will not suffice as a translation since it lets in far too many cases that do not qualify as genuine

Homonoias DK B65/D49, DK B62/D60, DK B64/D61; Democtitus DK 68B 250, 255. In the Antiphon and Democtitus
citations, the D fragments refer to Laks-Most and the B fragments refer to Diels-Kranz.

13 One reason Isocrates uses homonoia to describe the relationship between poless is because of his ardent panhellenism, i.e.
his belief that an alliance among Sparta, Athens, and the rest of Greece was the best way forward for the Greeks. Given
this goal, it seems natural for Isocrates to deploy homonoia between poleis instead of between citizens in a single po/s (which
is by far its more common use).

14 Viz. fn. 11.

15 T will suggest in Section 3 that homonoia is an essential characteristic of political friendship, but it is not the sole one (and
we thus should not reduce friendship to its epistemological grounding).
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homonoia.'®

The thematical scope of homonoia, unlike ‘agreement,’ is limited predominantly to political
matters.'” Rarely, if at all, is homonoia used to denote a general sort of agreement. (The fifth and fourth
century Greeks had other words for agreement generally, including the nouns homodoxia and homologia
and the verbs homologed, and homognimoned.) We can for instance agree that mozzarella di bufala is
superior to burrata, but one reason such an agreement would not count as homonoia is because, ceteris
paribus, it does not pertain to political life.

Moreover, the epistemic demands of mere ‘agreement’ are far too lax for the Platonic
conception of homonoia."® In Cleitophon and Alcibiades I, genuine homonoia only obtains when citizens
possess shared knowledge (viz. T5 and T6). In Republic and Statesman, genuine homonoia only obtains

when at least some, but not all, citizens possess the relevant knowledge. These four dialogues thus

exclude mere coincidence of opinion (homodoxia) as an instance of homonoia, though such a coincidence

16 Pace Denyer 2001 and Kamtekar 2004, each of whom translates bomonoia as agreement. In his commentary on A/ibiades
I 126¢4, Denyer 2001: 202 claims that, “[tlhe etymology of the word opdroia (‘sameness of mind’) allows it to stand for
any sort of agreement.” I think this is somewhat misleading. The etymology may allow this, but no extant Greek sources
actually contain such a usage besides a bizatre exchange between Alcibiades and Socrates to be discussed later in this
chapter. I will argue in Section 2 that Socrates is giving fishy arguments primarily to exhort Alcibiades to cultivate the self-
knowledge and self-care necessary for political success. We should not view this exchange as one indicative of the general
use and meaning of homonoia. Further, etymology is not interchangeable with meaning. We should be hesitant to ascribe
this meaning to homonoia based solely on etymology, especially when the majority of extant sources appear to disconfirm
such a meaning. Kamtekar 2004: 132-134 also translates, without argument, bomonoia as agreement. One virtue among
many of Kamtekar 2004, however, is that she clearly implies that homonoia is not agreement simply, but a certain kind of
agreement restricted to a certain topic and restricted to a certain epistemology. The translation is nonetheless a potential
source of confusion precisely because “agreement” normally does not have such restrictions.

17 See especially T3 and T4. The following excerpt from Magna Moralia 11.12, 1212a14-21 is also illustrative of this point:
“Homonoia borders close on friendship, if the kind of homonoia that you take is that which is strictly so called. For if one
entertains the same notions as Empedocles and has the views about the elements as he, is he unanimous (6povoet) with
Empedocles? Surely not! Since the same thing would have to hold in any like case. For to begin with, the sphere of homonoia
is not matters of thought, but matters of action, and herein it is not in so far as they think the same, but in so far as in
thinking the same they choose to do the same about what they think.” () & oudvoud éoTw ‘U.éV olﬁveyyvs‘ T qSL)\L'a €av
'T‘)’)V op.ovoww Aaﬁng Tnu Kvprs‘ Aeyouéumu. el ydp Tis E‘LLWESOK)\GL o,u,ouug vTro)\a‘u,BaveL Kal dokel atTw T oTouela
elvar d kdkelvw, apd Ve obTos Ep.TreSOK)\eL GpLovoet; ‘r] oty €7T€L 7TepL 7L dAAo TowobTov. 7pr'rou ‘uev yap ovk éoTw ‘r]
opudvowa €v Tols vonTols dAN €v Tols TPakTols, Kal €v TouTols ovy 1) voolol TavTdy, AN 7) dpua 7@ TavTOV voelv

mpoatpeow Exovow TepL 4 voolow €ml TalTd.)

18 Kamtekar 2004: 133 is apt: “Plato’s Socratic legacy prevents him from approving oudvowa, understood as mere sameness
of mind, irrespective of content and grounds.”
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often counts as agreement.” We can agree that real-estate magnates are unqualified to govern, but
such agreement would not satisfy the requirements of Platonic homonoia until the grounds of our
coincident beliefs are explored and plausible, compatible justifications for those beliefs are provided.
In other words, the mere coincidence of belief is sufficient to constitute agreement but insufficient to

constitute homonoia.”

2. HOMONOLA AS POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP IN CLEITOPHON AND ALCIBLADES I

With this linguistic history in mind, I turn now to defend the thesis that knowledgeable homonoia
survives as a positive account of political friendship in Cleitophon and Alcibiades I. My first task will be
to eliminate some preliminary obstacles to this interpretation, namely that in both dialogues the view
seems to be quickly refuted and abandoned. On what grounds, then, do I infer that despite these
refutations knowledgeable homonoia is taken to be the right account of political friendship? The first
ground is that the logic and persuasiveness of these refutations is, upon close scrutiny, not very
compelling. The second ground is that there are dramatic features of the dialogue—such as the specific
interlocutors in Cleitophon and the previous discussions of politics eatlier in Alibiades I—that suggest
the refutations are superficial.

The objections of knowledgeable homonoia that we find in the Cleitophon and Alcibiades I are not
supposed to be taken as conclusive. In the two most common interpretations of the dialogue, the
objection of the Cleitgphon either challenges (1) the uniqueness of knowledgeable homzonoia (which is
identified with friendship) as the product of justice, because it is also considered the product of other

crafts, or contends that (2) knowledgeable homonoia is a circular regress because justice itself is a kind

19 See T4 for further confirmation of this point.

20 McKeen and Smith 2018: 147-149 also provide valuable discussion of why homonoia should not be translated as
‘agreement,” especially in the passages of Alkibiades 1.
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of knowledge.” T suggest that both interpretations are misguided because they fail to see that the
objection itself rests on a contentious and aberrant use of homonoia. As an alternative, I propose a
reading that instead preserves the Socratic’s initial answer of knowledgeable homonoia as a positive
element of political friendship and reveals that the objections to the Socratic’s views are uncharitable
and borderline sophistic.

The Alcibiades I raises two further problems against knowledgeable homonoia, one about the
meaning of homonoia and another about this model’s internal consistency concerning plausible ideas of
justice, homonoia, and friendship. My view is that in each of these problems Socrates is using specious
arguments to exhort Alcibiades toward practices of self-knowledge and self-care. That is, the goal of
offering bad arguments is to elicit a reaction and turn Alcibiades toward learning something. If these
arguments are specious but protreptic, then there is nothing inherently problematic about the model
of political friendship as knowledgeable homonoia. There is only something problematic in how
Alcibiades defends, or rather fails to defend, the account of political friendship as knowledgeable
homonoia.

2.1 AN OBJECTION TO HOMONOLA AS FRIENDSHIP AT CLEITOPHON 410A

The previous discussion of the meaning of homonoia segues nicely into addressing the objection to
friendship as knowledgeable homonoia at Cleitophon 410a because the potency of this objection depends
largely on what homonoia means. After reviewing the objection, I will argue that it is unpersuasive
because it uses ‘homonoia’ aberrantly, trying to expand its meaning to agreement in general when in fact
homonoia carries no such meaning.

Let’s first consider the following passage:

2l These are the two most common approaches in scholarship, as discussed below in Section 2.1.1.
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(T'5) Finally, Socrates, one of your friends answered—and he really seemed quite clever in saying
this—that the product unique to justice and not shared by any of the other skills is to produce
friendship within the cities . . . real and true friendship is most precisely homonoia. When asked
whether he considered this homonoia to be shared belief or knowledge, he rejected the former
suggestion since he was forced to admit that many men’s shared beliefs are harmful, whereas he
had agreed that friendship is entirely good and is the product of justice; so he said that homonoia is
the same, being knowledge, not belief.

Now by the time we reached this point in the argument, having really made no progress, the
bystanders were able to take him to task and say that the argument had gone around in a circle
back to where it began.

“Medicine too,” they said, “is a sort of homonoia, as is every skill, and they all can say what
they’re about. But what you call justice’ and ‘homonoia’ has no idea what it’s aiming at, and so it’s
not clear what its product could be.” Cleitophon 409d-410a

Here an unnamed Socratic suggests that the unique product of justice is friendship in the cities.
Friendship, this Socratic explains, is best understood as knowledgeable homonoia. A group of
anonymous bystanders then responds with the following objection: Friendship as homonoia cannot be
the unique product of justice because other arts (fechnai), including medicine, also involve homonoia.
2.1.1 OBJECTIONS TO CLEITOPHON 410A AND A RESPONSE

The crux of deciding whether this objection refutes the Socratic’s claim lies in deciding whether
homonoia is the unique product of justice or whether it is true that medicine (or any other art) involves
homonoia. 1f the latter is true, then the Socratic’s claim is bunk. If not, then the premise of the objection,
and thus the objection itself, is incorrect. I adopt the latter position: on my reading medicine and the

other arts do not involve homonoia. Most scholars who have remarked on this passage, however, adopt
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the former position: they take this objection to be a fatal refutation of the unnamed Socratic’s
proposal.”

In an alternative interpretation, Slings 1999 offers a different reason for why he thinks this
refutation is persuasive. The problem is not that T5 violates the uniqueness condition for the product
of justice, but that it’s a circular regress.” He formalizes the argument from T5 as follows:

(1) Justice is knowledge and has a result.

(2) Its result is opudvoa.

(3) ‘Opdvora is shared knowledge.

(4) The result of justice as knowledge is knowledge.**

I consider the central problem with Slings’ rendition of the argument to be the construal of (3). The

Greek verb elvat (“to be”) is notoriously flexible, leaving readers with an array of translation options.”

22 See Bruell 1999: 198-199, Marrin 2017: 310-312, Moore 2012: 265, Orwin 1982: 748-749, Roochnik 1984: 137, and
Slings 1999: 175-177. Kremer 2000: 490-491 is a bit more reticent to label this exchange an explicit refutation, but
nevertheless seems to think that the underlying idea of friendship as knowledgeable hononoia is somehow flawed. With the
exception of Slings 1999, none of these authors examine the argument in great depth. Most just simply note that a
refutation occurs, but not why the refutation according to them is sound and compelling.

23 Bailly 2003: 157-158 follows Slings 1999’s argument here for the most part. Bailly insightfully notes that the violation of
the uniqueness condition and the circular regress are not necessarily mutually exclusive options. That is, it very well may
be the case that the regress leads to a formulation of the product of justice that is so vague that it is also characteristic of
other arts. Thus, the vagueness of the regression also fails to satisfy the uniqueness requirement. My position, 1 believe, is
unaffected by however we construe this problem.

24 Slings 1999: 175. To his credit, Slings seems to be rightly cautious about how he renders this argument. Viz. Slings 1999:
176 where he leaves open the possibility that homonoia can be construed otherwise: “[The circular regress| of the Clitgphon
does not invalidate [the undetlying principle]: if it turns out that to define the result as opdvowa creates a regtess, it is
proved at the most that we had wrongly defined oudvowa (step 3), ot the result of justice (step 2).”

25 1 should also note that this ambiguity also holds up to some extent in English. When I say that apples are fruits, laws
are codes, and pugs are cuddlers, it is unclear from the statements alone whether I intend a relation of identity between
subjects and predicates. 1 could just as well mean that each predicate highlights a necessary feature of what it means for
that subject to be itself (but those features are certainly not the only necessary ones). Cf. LS], Greek-English Lexicon, s.v.
‘elvat.”

McKeen and Smith 2018: 147, fn.12 discuss explicitly this flexibility of elvac in regard to homonoia and friendship
in the context of Alibiades 1. There they offer a list of five possible interpretations of how homonvia and friendship relate.
Also, Kahn 1966 and Kahn 1981 ate helpful for this issue. Consider Kahn 1981: 105: “But I want to insist that the uses
of elvau in Plato (as in Greek generally) ate often overdetermined: several grammatical readings of a single occutrence are not
only possible but sometimes required for the full understanding of the text.” Finally, Brown 1994: 213-215 is also helpful
on the predicative and identity senses of certain sentences with the copula in Plato.
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When reading Cleitophon 409e4-5—mnv 8¢ oupdvowar epwrwuevos e opodofiav elvar Aéyou 1
emoTiunv (“when asked whether by homonoia [the unnamed Socratic] means it to be unity of opinion
or knowledge”)—Slings understands this question to be one of identity.”® That is, Slings thinks the
question concerns whether homonoia is identical to either homodoxia or epistémé. Grammatically this
interpretation is perfectly reasonable, but it’s certainly not the only reasonable one. The problem of
this interpretation is evident in Slings’ argument: if we take homonoia to be identical to (shared)
knowledge, then the argument succumbs to a circular and uninformative regress in large part because
it permits Slings’ inference of (4).

The flexibility of elvar though allows us to read the relation at issue also as an inclusion or
predicative relation (and not identity one).”” On my view the unnamed Socratic is being asked about
what sort of epistemic state is included in homonoia: Does homonoia only obtain when there is shared
knowledge or does unity of belief suffice? One upshot of my reading is that this interpretation makes
the argument much more plausible because it avoids the regress in Slings 1999. Another upshot is that
my reading seems more sympathetic to the use of homonoia in the fifth and fourth centuries (viz. Section
1), where it is never taken to be identical to some epistemic state. Homonoia roughly means political
concord that arises on the basis of compatible epistemic states. The question being put to the unnamed
Socratic seeks to clarify not whether homonoia is reducible to its epistemic features but rather what

precisely are those epistemic features that are included in homonoia. Knowledgeable homonoia as the

26 Slings 1999: 254-255. 1 have modified the translation: where Slings translates bomonoia as “concord,” 1 leave it
untranslated. Again, see note 24 for discussion of Slings’ apparent awareness of this problem.

27 'The same general flexibility of elvat can also be seen in Meno’s third definition of virtue at Meno 73d-e: “I at least think,
Socrates, that justice is virtue” (olpat Eywye 1) yap ducaiwoovry, @ LdkpaTes, apert) éoTw). Socrates” immediate response
here secks to clarify the ambiguity of this phrasing in a way that Cleitophon and the anonymous bystanders fail to do:
“Virtue, Meno, ot some virtue?” (mérepov apery), & Mévwv, 1 aper) Tis;). Also, Sophist 259a4-b1 makes a similar point
about the ambiguity in discussing how Difference both is being and not-being. See Leigh 2008: 116 for discussion of
Sophist. See Charles 2006 for a brief but helpful discussion of Meno and for further references to this same kind of semantic
flexibility in Plato.
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product of justice is not circular because, even granting that justice is knowledge, this kind of
friendship involves more than shared knowledge. It’s rather that one important feature of this
friendship, and a feature that makes it continuous with (and not regressive toward) justice is its
grounding in shared knowledge.

One popular reason scholars find the bystanders’ objection to be successful is because the alleged
failure of the Socratic’s answer shows that justice is not a zechné.” Essentially, this reading of the passage
claims that any answer to Cleitophon’s question about the unique product of justice was doomed to
failure because the activity of justice is not productive in the precise way that fechnai are productive.
And it’s wrongheaded of Cleitophon to ask (and the Socratic to answer) this sort of question. To
address adequately the issue of justice as fechné in Cleitophon would require wading into a longstanding
and complex debate in Plato scholarship about whether the virtues are fechnai, and if so, to what extent
they are—all of which seems tangential to my discussion here.”” It should be sufficient for my
purposes, however, to provide the following conditional response. If I'm right that this objection is,
at bottom, unpersuasive and incorrect, then the conclusion that justice is not a zechné (based solely on
this alleged refutation) is unwarranted. My response nevertheless remains uncommitted about whether
or in what sense justice is a Zechné. What I am committed to is that an argument different from one
that rests on the bystanders’ objection is needed to demonstrate this.

The final reason why most scholars consider the refutation persuasive, I imagine, is that they find
“agreement” a satisfactory translation of homonoia. For if we read homonoia as “agreement” (and this is
how both Gonzalez 1997 and Slings 1999: 319 translate it, though Slings translates it as “concord”

elsewhere), the objection appears much more lucid. Surely medicine and all other arts involve some

28 See, inter alia, Kremer 2000: 491, Orwin 1982: 749 ff., and Marrin 2017: 312-315 for various renditions of this view.

29T address the zechné issue more directly in my discussion of the kind of knowledge at work in ‘knowledgeable homonoia’
in Section 3.1.2.
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sort of knowledgeable agreement. Knowledgeable doctors agree about diagnoses, knowledgeable
shipbuilders agree about shipbuilding, and so on. On this reading, practitioners of justice have no right
to lay claim to knowledgeable agreement as the unique product they create. And good on the
anonymous bystanders for pointing it out.

As I've argued in the previous section, however, we should not translate homonoia in such a
deflationary manner. The Greek intellectual milieu in the fifth and fourth centuries treats homonoia as
the friendship characteristic of a polity that arises from the citizens’ epistemic parity. This milieu does
not treat homonoia as agreement in general. What the Socratic most likely intends by homonoia is the
term’s primary signification as political concord among citizens.

When we read this passage with this understanding of homonoia in mind, the lethal bite of the
objection suddenly becomes a soft nibble. For starters, as far as I’'m aware, no medical literature from
the fifth and fourth centuries deploys Aomonoia as a medical term in any sense.”’ And even if homonoia
had some currency in the medical literature at this time, that would only show that there are two
established senses of homonoia. 1t would not rule out that bomonoia in its political valence is the unique
product of justice. It would show at most that the uniqueness of hozonoia to justice is not lexical. This
lexical uniqueness of homonoia though does not seem to be what the unnamed Socratic was attempting
to express anyways.

When we read T5 with sensitivity to the meaning and use of homonoia, we should be skeptical
towards the anonymous bystanders’ contention that medicine and all other arts involve homonoia. Their

objection is much like saying judges are not the only ones who issue verdicts, since teachers’

30 Then only record of homonoia in medicine from the fifth and fourth centuries that I've found comes, surprisingly enough,
from elsewhere in Plato. Erixymachus admits that he is speaking poetically when he claims that on account of Asclepius’s
tutelage physicians have learned how to bring about bomonoia among the bodily elements (cf. Symposium 186e-187c). It
would nonetheless be a pretty tenuous argument to suppose that medical practice in this time involves homonoia, with the
primary evidence being one character’s claim (a character with a penchant for hyperbole no less) in a Platonic dialogue. It
is not until 2 A.D.—nearly six centuries later—that a medical author claims sincerely homonoia for the practice of medicine
(viz. Galen, Quod guibus catharticis medicamentis et quando purgare oporteat, 2.25.3). 1 am indebted to Cindy Patterson for
discussion of this point.
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assignment of grades, film critics’ evaluation of films, and gourmands’ appraisal of restaurants are also
verdicts. At best, this kind of objection rests on a misunderstanding of the linguistic context of ‘verdict’
which then causes the aberrant use of the term to topics where it is normally ill-fitting or excessively
metaphorical. At worst, it is an eristic sophism that intentionally equivocates the meaning of a term so
as to trip up one’s interlocutor. Either way, it is unpersuasive.

The same holds for the objection in the Cleitophon.”' The logic of the Socratic’s claim that
friendship is a kind of knowledgeable homonoia remains unaffected by the anonymous bystanders’
objection, because, in a very real sense, their objection rests on false premises: it is simply not true that
medicine and all other arts involve homonoia. The immediate consequence of this is that the uniqueness
condition of justice has not been violated and there is thus no reason to consider the bystandet’s
objection to be a decisive refutation.

2.2 OBJECTIONS TO KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA AS POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP IN ALCIBIADES T

The Alcibiades I raises two problems about knowledgeable homonoia as political friendship. The
principal passage where these problems are evident is 126b8-127d8, which despite its length is worth
quoting in full:

(T6.1) [S]: Well then, what about a city? What is it that’s present or absent when it’s in a better

condition and getting better management and treatment?

[A]: The way I look at it, Socrates, mutual friendship will be present (¢pihia pev avrois

ylyvnTar wpos al\jlovs), and hatred and insurrection (70 poetv ¢ kat oraotalew) will be

absent.

S]: When you say “friendship’, do you mean homonoia ot dichonoia?
Y y p y

31 In fact, one consequence of my argument here is that it actually further supports the central point made by other readers
of the Cleitophon (e.g. Marrin 2017, Moore 2012, and Roochnik 1984): Cleitophon’s chastising of Socrates actually reveals
Cleitophon’s own lack of self-awareness and other shortcomings. His recounting of these anonymous bystanders’
objection to Socrates without awareness of the objection’s faults attests to Cleitophon’s own insensitivity to argumentative
rigor and sympathetic engagement with one’s interlocutors.
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[A]: Homonoia.

[S]: What skill (ré€xvny) is it that makes cities agree (opovootow at moAets) about numbers?
[A]: Arithmetic.

[S]: What about private citizens? Isn’t it the same skill?

[A]: Yes.

[S]: And doesn’t it also make each person agree with himself?

[A]: Yes.

[S]: And what skill is it that makes each of us agree (opovoet) with himself about whether a
hand’s-width is larger than an arm’s-length? It’s measuring, isn’t it?

[A]: Of course.

[S]: Doesn’t it make both cities and private citizens agree?

[A]: Yes.

[S]: And isn’t it the same with weighing?

[A]: Tt is.

[S]: Well, this agreement you’re talking about, what is it? What’s it about? What skill provides
it? Doesn’t the same skill make both a city and a private citizen agree, both with themselves
and with others? (7jv 3¢ 07) oV Aéyets oudvowav, Tis €0TL Kal TepL TOD, Kal TS aUTNV TEXVY
mapaokellel; kal Apa 1mep TONEL, aUTY) Kal OWDT)), GUTE T€ TPOS AUTOV KAl TPOS AANOV;)
[A]: That does seem quite likely.

[S]: What is it then? Don’t give up. Try your best to tell me.

[A]: I suppose I mean the sort of friendship and homonoia you find when a mother and father
agree with a son they love (Vov GtA\@dv opovoet), and when a brother agrees with his brother,

and a woman agrees with her husband. Alcibiades I, 126b8-126e4
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Once Alcibiades provides family relationships as examples of the kind of friendship he intends,
Socrates proceeds with the following reductio, showing that Alcibiades’ putative account of political
friendship is inconsistent with his idea of justice:

(T6.2) [S]: Well, Alcibiades, do you think that a husband is able to agree (dvvacfar opovoeiv)

with his wife about wool-working, when he doesn’t understand it and she does (rov un

ETMLOTAUEVOV T €TLOTAUEVY)?

[A]: Of course not.

[S]: Nor does he have any need to, because that’s for a woman to know about.

[A]: That’s right.

[S]: And is a woman able to agree (Suvarr dv opovoew) with her husband about military

tactics, without having learned about it?

[A]: Of course not.

[S]: I suppose you’d say that that’s for a man to know about.

[A]: T would.

[S]: So, according to your argument, some subjects are women’s subjects and some are men’s

subjects.

[A]: Of course.

[S]: So, in these areas at least, there’s no bomonoia between men and women. (ovk dma év ye

TOUTOLS €0TWV opuovola yvvarll Tpos drdpas)

[A]: No.

[S]: Nor is there any friendship, since friendship was bomonoia. (008 dpa piia, elmep n pikia

opdvoa Nv)

[A]: Apparently not.
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[S]: So when women do their own work they are not loved by men (ra avT@v mpdrTovow ov
durovvTan).

[A]: It seems not.

[S]: Nor are men loved by women, insofar as they do theirs.

[A]: No.

[S]: So neither are cities well governed when the different groups each do their own work.
(008 €0 dpa TavuTy otkobvTal al TONELs, OTaV TA AUTMV €KAOTOL TPATTWOLW;)

[A]: But I think they are, Socrates.

[S]: What do you mean? In that case there’s no friendship in cities, but we said friendship was
present when cities are well governed, and not otherwise. (s Aéyers, pl\ias un mapovons,
NS €paper €yyryvouévns eb otkelobar Tas molets, dAAws & o)

[A]: But I think it’s when each person does his own work that mutual friendship results. (aA\a
ot Sokel kal kaTa ToUT avTols pulia €yylveabal, 6Tt TA AVTOV EKATEPOL TPATTOVOW.)
[S]: You’ve just changed your mind. What do you mean now? Can there be friendship without
homonoia? Can there be any homonoia when some know about the matter and others don’t (ot
pev loaot mepL ToUuTWY, oL O ov;)?

[A]: There can’t possibly.

[S]: But when everyone does his own work, is everyone being just or unjust? (Oikata O€
TpaTTOVOW 1] adika, 6TaV TA AUTOV €KAOTOL TPATTWOL;)

[A]: Just, of course.

[S]: So when the citizens do what is just in the city, there is no friendship between them. (ra
dikata oDV TPATTOVTWY €V TONEL TV TONTMY PLAia OUK €yylyveTal TPos aAAAOUS;)

[A]: Again, Socrates, I think there must be.
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[S]: Then what do you mean by this ‘friendship’ and ‘homonoia’ that we must be wise and good

advisers in if we’re to be good men? I can’t figure out what it is, or who’s got it. According to

your argument, it seems that sometimes certain people have it and sometimes they don’t.

[A]: Well Socrates, I swear by the gods that I don’t even know what I mean. I think I must

have been in an appalling state for a long time, without being aware of it.

Ale. 1126e5-127d8
In these passages, the first problem about political friendship as knowledgeable homonoia concerns
Socrates and Alcibiades’ bizarre use of homonoia throughout T6.1. They use homonoia as if it’s
tantamount to agreement, which challenges my interpretation in Section I that homonoia should not be
understood as agreement. The second problem is one of consistency. Throughout T6.1-2, Socrates
elicits Alcibiades’ acceptance of three prima facie plausible ideas: (1) friendship is the barometer of just
cities, (2) friendship involves knowledgeable homonoia, and (3) justice is when each does his or her own
work. Ultimately, these three principles are shown to conflict because Socrates and Alcibiades’
interpretations of (2) and (3) form an inconsistent set. I will argue that this problem arises from
Socrates’ excessively strict interpretation of (and Alcibiades’ failure to defend adequately) (3). A more
sympathetic and plausible interpretation of (2) and (3) makes the set consistent.
2.2.1 SOCRATES’ USE OF SUSPICIOUS ARGUMENTS AND ITS JUSTIFICATION

In both of these problems, I contend that Socrates is deploying suspicious arguments in an effort to
exhort Alcibiades to recognize his ignorance, practice self-care, and cultivate self-knowledge. If this is
correct, then we can see that Socrates would have good justification for misinterpreting key aspects
of Alcibiades’ thoughts. We can also see that if Alcibiades were better prepared, he might actually be
able to defend the model of political friendship as knowledgeable homonoia that, with Socrates’ help,

he puts forth. The problems Socrates highlights in A/zbiades I are not problems inherent in the model
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of political friendship, but they are rather problems concerning Alcibiades’ ability to express and
defend this model adequately.

Near the beginning of Akibiades I, Socrates declares to an arrogant (megalophrin) Alcibiades,
who has haughtily shunned all of his suitors, that Alcibiades desires the renown and glory that comes
from being an influential politician and political advisor (A/k. I 105a-b). Alcibiades and Socrates later
accept that a competent politician must possess the relevant knowledge and understanding (epzsténé)
to advise the po/is soundly (Ak. I, 107c4-5, 108e5-109a5). Much of the rest of the dialogue portrays
Socrates testing Alcibiades about whether he possesses the knowledge necessary to be a competent
politician.

Socrates” methods for evaluating Alcibiades’ competency are manifold, including standard
Socratic elenchos (e.g. Ale. I, 106¢3-108e4) and comparisons of Alcibiades’ upbringing to those of rival
Spartan and Persian leaders (A/. I, 120e-124c).”® Another method is subtler, but equally useful: the
deployment of specious arguments with protreptic purposes. At first glance, this method may seem
disingenuous and eristic. Why, we might ask, would Socrates use bad arguments in his investigation
of whether Alcibiades knows what he claims to know? My aim in this section is to establish that
Socrates has at least three good reasons for deploying specious arguments and to show that T6.1 and
T6.2 are instances of such arguments.”

The first reason is because bad arguments successfully test, even if indirectly, Alcibiades’

pretensions to knowledge. One power of possessing knowledge is the ability to recognize instances of

32 For stimulating discussion of the significance of this latter method and its effect on Alcibiades, see Foucault 2005: 33-
38.

3 1 do not see a way of judging decisively whether Socrates is deploying specious arguments intentionally or
unintentionally; my suspicion—and it is only a suspicion—is that it is the former. Ultimately though, I don’t think that
determining Socrates’ intention bears too much on my argument here. It’s fine for my purposes that the arguments are
bad, and that Alcibiades fails to recognize why there are bad even though he claims to possess some kind of political
knowledge.
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non-knowledge in the relevant area. I can demonstrate my knowledge of chess not only by showing
what moves improve my position, but also by showing what moves would blunder away my winning
chances. If Alcibiades really does possess political knowledge, he should be able to recognize faulty
arguments about the po/is. The use of specious arguments thereby examines Alcibiades’ alleged
knowledge by seeing if he can diagnose instances of non-knowledge in the relevant subject matter.

The second reason for the permissibility of this method is that Socrates has already used other
methods to test Alcibiades, and they have been to no avail. In the first half of the dialogue, Socrates’
questioning reveals in at least two ways that Alcibiades appears not to have the knowledge he claims.
First, Alcibiades has shown that he does not know the difference between justice and injustice, which
he must know if he is to be a competent politician (A%. I, 109a-118e). Second, Socrates’ questioning
shows that Alcibiades has not practiced the self-cultivation necessary for an Athenian leader to possess
if he is to promote the welfare of the Athenians accurately and efficiently (A% I, 119a-124e). Either
of these discussions ought to be enough to show that Alcibiades lacks the requisite knowledge to be
a successful politician. Yet Alcibiades nevertheless remains committed to the belief that he is ready to
begin his political career (A/k. I, 119b-c).

The third reason derives from Alcibiades’ stubborn and dispiriting behavior in the dialogue.
Alcibiades has shown that he is unwilling to listen to reasoned arguments, the consequences of which
would prevent his political career from beginning. Socrates’ gloss on this situation is that Alcibiades
is ignorant of his ignorance. Even though he doesn’t possess knowledge, Alcibiades still thinks he
does (Afk. I, 118a). In this situation, a common Socratic tactic to encourage recognition of one’s
ignorance is to induce aporia in the interlocutor. And a typical way for Socrates to effect this is by using

specious arguments that might bring otherwise plausible ideas to naught.** My position is that Socrates’

3+ 1t’s no secret that many of Socrates’ arguments throughout the Platonic dialogues ate subpar, especially when excerpted
from their context. One reason these arguments might be of some value though is due to how they respond to the behavior
of given interlocutors. Meno’s parroting of Gorgias in Meno may require Socrates to make a dubitable argument so that
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fishy arguments have the necessary effect of getting Alcibiades to realize that he needs to change his
way of life if he is to realize his promise. In classifying the arguments of T6.1 and T6.2 as specious,
we will see that the possibility is left open that there is some sense to what Alcibiades’ has put forth,

but Alcibiades himself is not in a position to defend it adequately.

2.2.2 SOCRATES AND ALCIBIADES’ PERPLEXING USE OF HOMONOLA
When Socrates poses the question in T6.1 whether by friendship Alcibiades means homonoia or dichonoia
(i.e. the opposite of homonoia, often translated as “discord” or “disagreement”), Alcibiades chooses the
latter option (likely in part because of how en vogue homonoia was in the fourth century [viz. Section 1
of this chapter]). Socrates next offers very strange examples of homonoia, which Alcibiades nevertheless
finds to be appropriate ones and then offers his own strange examples. Socrates, using homonoes,” a
verbal relative of homonoia, offers agreement about arithmetic, measuring, and weighing as instances
of the kind of homonoia Alcibiades has in mind. This is odd for several reasons. First, already at A%, [
111b-112e, Socrates and Alcibiades established that experts in a given profession will always agree
about matters of their profession. And in that passage, Socrates’ uses a much more common verb for
agreement: homologed. It thus seems unnecessary that Socrates has chosen to change from a more
common and already-used word for agreement to one that is less common but obviously

etymologically related to homonoia.’

Meno will begin to wake up and think for himself. Charmides’ repeating of Critias’ definition of sgphrosyné in Charmides may
likewise force Socrates to see if Charmides really knows what he’s talking about by slipping Charmides a bad argument.
This list could go on and on.

35 Unlike homonoia, the LS] lists “to agree” as a possible translation of homonoed. Like homonoia, however, homonoed’s use in
the fifth and fourth centuries is still primarily political. So, though homonoed can signify agreement, its use here to signify
not obviously political instances of agreement, especially given the context of Alcibiades’ use of homonoia, still makes this
passage rather strange.

36 McKeen and Smith 2018: 144-149 hosts a for-the-most-part complementary discussion of the dangers of conflating
homonoia and homonoein with homologia and homologein in Alcibiades 1.
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Second, none of the examples Socrates and Alcibiades provide reflect common uses of
homonoia. Indeed, it appears to be precisely these cases of agreement that Xenophon in T3 and Aristotle
in T4 seek to exclude from the ambit of homonoia. Some questions we should thus ask about T6.1 are:
Why does Socrates use homonoed instead of homologed to talk about the agreement between, e.g., the
arithmeticians? Why does Socrates choose such odd examples to illustrate Alcibiades’ claim that
political friendship is homonoia? And why does Socrates use homonoia in a way that defies its meaning
in the fifth and fourth centuries?

A single response can answer all of these questions: all of these oddities challenge Alcibiades’
understanding. If Alcibiades really grasped why hbomonoia serves as an attractive element of political
friendship, he should be able to recognize that Socrates’ use of homonoed is likely contentious, that the
examples Socrates provides aren’t really examples of the relevant phenomena, and that Socrates’
general understanding of homonoia as political friendship confounds how the historians, orators,
sophists, and philosophers of the fifth and fourth centuries treat homonoia. Alcibiades, of course, does
none of this. In so doing, he demonstrates (in yet another way) his lack of understanding about politics.
He also consigns knowledgeable homonoia as political friendship to a premature refutation that could
have been avoided if Alcibiades were better prepared to defend the essential points of the account.

2.2.3 THE INCONSISTENCY OF SOCRATES’ EXCLUSIVIST INTERPRETATION OF JUSTICE
The problem of Alcibiades’ account is made even more explicit when Socrates shows Alcibiades that
his ideas of justice, friendship, and knowledgeable homonoia are inconsistent.”” Throughout T6.1-2,
Alcibiades accepts three ideas:

(1) Friendship is the touchstone of political justice, i.e. the presence of friendship in the city

signals that the city is governed justly. (A%. 1, 126b7-c2)

37 This inconsistency has been noted by several scholars. See Denyer 2001: 199-206, Kamtekar 2004: 137-138, McKeen
and Smith 2018: 147-148, and, among ancient commentators, Olympiodorus 2016: 190,1 — 191, 4.
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(2) Political friendship involves shared, knowledgeable homonoia. (Alk. I, 126c2-127b1)

(3) Justice is when each does his or her own work. (AZ%. I, 127c5-6)
The putative inconsistency arises when, per Socrates’ example of husband and wife in T6.2, Alcibiades
accepts what I call an ‘exclusivist interpretation’ of (3). The exclusivist interpretation maintains that
when each person does his or her own work, ‘one’s own work’ is understood in such a way that any
work X has no overlapping domain of knowledge or understanding with any other work Y. A weaver
only knows about weaving; a general knows only about generalship; and neither knows anything about
the other’s art. The exclusivist interpretation of (3) makes the set inconsistent because it makes shared
knowledge between two people who each do their own work impossible. And, since shared knowledge
is a requirement for homonoia in (2), and (2) is in some way an elaboration of (1), Alcibiades is forced
to admit that even though he claims that friendship is the touchstone of justice, friendship is
impossible when justice occurs.

2.2.4 TOWARDS AN INCLUSIVIST INTERPRETATION OF JUSTICE

This inconsistency can be easily resolved by either modifying (2) or (3). If Alcibiades drops the shared
knowledge requirement of homonoia and replaces it with a less epistemically demanding account of
homonoia, then the inconsistency with (3) may very well disappear. I will argue in Section 3, however,
that there are compelling reasons not to resolve the inconsistency in this way and to offer instead an
alternative interpretation of (3).

Indeed, it seems more plausible and philosophically charitable to change the exclusivist

interpretation of (3) to an inclusivist one.” By ‘inclusivist interpretation’ I mean an understanding of

38 Christopher Moore has suggested to me that another solution to this problem is to drop the general description of
justice as doing one’s own work altogether. The Cleitgphon, for instance, treats justice only as a zechné and does not rest on
this kind of description. I think, however, that Alcibiades’ description is a promising way to understand justice and that
the best solution to this problem should aim to retain the initial plausibility of Alcibiades’ account. I do agree, however,
that dropping this description would in fact resolve the problem.
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justice as “each doing one’s own work” where one’s own work, while still being a distinct activity,
does not prohibit the possibility of overlapping domains of knowledge or understanding. The weaver
still weaves and the general still conducts generalship, but it’s possible that the weaver can know
something about generalship and the general can know something about weaving. This inclusivist
interpretation, as a more compelling understanding of justice, seems more charitable for two reasons.

First, Socrates’ exclusivist interpretation of his division-of-labor definition of justice in
Aleibiades 1 appears to be a specious tactic that aims at challenging Alcibiades to articulate his account
more clearly. In other words, it is a specious tactic with a protreptic goal. In fact, Socrates has used
this exclusivist interpretation elsewhere to similar effect.” If Alcibiades actually knew what he meant,
he would see that Socrates’ exclusivist interpretation is too stringent and should be replaced with a
more robust, inclusivist one. When Alcibiades fails to do this and becomes perplexed, we see that the
aporia-inducing function of Socrates’ specious arguments has finally been achieved, for it is right at the
end of T6.1-2 that Alcibiades finally starts to appreciate the gravity of his ignorance (A/k. I 127d-e).
He and Socrates then begin their discussion of how practices of self-care and self-knowledge may
alleviate Alcibiades’ ignorance and make him a competent political advisor.

Second, the inclusivist interpretation is more charitable because it is a more plausible
understanding of justice. Above all, the inclusivist interpretation resolves the initial inconsistency

between Alcibiades’ initial three propositions. Since the inclusivist account permits shared knowledge

3 Several scholars have noticed that Socrates’ use of this exclusivist interpretation to refute a definition of sgphrosuné at
Charmides 161b3-5 is admittedly specious but also protreptic. See Brann 2011: 76-77, Gonzalez 1998: 45-47, and Roochnik
1996: 110. Brann 2011: 76-77 points out that Socrates appears to be trying to dissuade Charmides from relying on stock
definitions that nix Charmides’ personal commitment to philosophical discourse. Brann contends, however, that
Charmides is doomed to misunderstand justice since “outside this psychological context [of the Republic] the formula
‘doing one’s own thing’ is unintelligible.” The formula’s intelligibility, however, need not rely only on the psychology and
political structure of the Republic. 1t’s popularity throughout antiquity—where most thinkers obviously didn’t rely on the
psychological structure of the Republic—attests to this. So, while Brann is correct to point out that for Charmides this
formula is indeed unintelligible, it’s not because Charmides is unaware of the psychology of the Republic. It’s rather because
Charmides simply cannot reconcile the exclusivist interpretation of the definition with the actual phenomena of sgpbrosuné
as he sees it. And while one way of reconciliation is to utilize the psychology of Republic, a principal aim of this chapter is
to show that other, distinct ways ate also available. See Moore and Raymond 2019 for further discussion.
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between different professions, the requirement of shared knowledge for homonoia no longer conflicts
with the understanding of justice. Moreover, we find additional support in Republic, where an inclusivist
interpretation is given to the definition of justice at Republic IV.433a7-8—a definition that is practically
identical to the one in T6.2 and remains substantively unchanged throughout the rest of the Republic.*’
At a minimum, we can see that the inclusivist interpretation in the Repwublic is compelling enough to
anchor the rest of that discussion of justice. The substantive difference between the Republic and
Aleibiades 1, however, is that the inclusivist interpretation in the former dialogue does not require all
citizens to have some kind of shared knowledge, whereas the latter dialogue does. Leaving aside this
difference for the moment, it seems entirely plausibly on an intuitive level that a general can know
something about weaving and a weaver can know something about generalship, though neither one
need be versed in the intricacies of the respective activities."’ What’s obviously needed to fill out this
interpretation is a clarification of the kind of knowledge involved and its content. I address this issue
in Section 3 of this chapter.

All that’s needed for my current argument though is to make, as I believe I have, two points
about this inconsistency. First, Socrates’ exclusivist interpretation of Alcibiades’ idea of justice was
aimed at inducing aporia in Alcibiades by challenging his alleged knowledge of justice. Second, an
inclusivist interpretation of the passage—which allows shared knowledge between different kinds of
work—avoids the inconsistency that arose in combination with Alcibiades’ ideas of knowledgeable
homonoia, friendship and the exclusivist interpretation of justice.

In this section, I've presented textual evidence that Socrates (or Socratics) and various

interlocutors in both the Cleitophon and Alcibiades I consider knowledgeable homonoia to be a crucial

40 T say that this interpretation is inclusivist because it allows for citizens to do their own works and to be friends with
one another without requiring citizens to know about one another’s craft.

4 Olympiodorus 2016: 185, 5-10 in effect offers an inclusivist interpretation of this passage of the Akibiades I as well.
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element of political friendship. I've argued that each putative refutation of political friendship as
involving knowledgeable homonoia is unpersuasive, either because the objections are rooted in
contentious claims about the meaning and use of homonoia (see e.g. Sections 2.1.2 and 2.2.2) or the
objections serve purposes other than a philosophical assessment of political friendship as
knowledgeable homonoia (e.g. 2.2.3). Having addressed the objections in the texts, my aim in the next
two sections is to argue for why understanding political friendship as necessarily involving
knowledgeable homonoia is an attractive and fundamentally Socratic idea.
3. WHY KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA AS POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP?

T5 and T6.1-2 make clear that the account of political friendship found in Akibiades I and Cleitophon
necessarily includes a kind of homonoia that is both shared and rooted in knowledge. Several scholars,
however, have rejected this account of political friendship as knowledgeable homonoia because they
find the knowledge requirement too demanding and exacting. They claim that it is unreasonable to
demand a citizenry of moral experts, each of whom possesses expert knowledge about politics and
virtue.* Against this argument, I argue that the knowledge requitement is perfectly reasonable in the
framework of Socratic philosophy. Replacing knowledgeable homonoia with either a qualified sense of
shared belief or with a model of epistemic deference, as some commentators suggest as alternatives
proposed in /ex of knowledgeable homonoia, goes against the spirit of Socratic philosophy.*

The final point I make is that the achievement of this knowledge—whatever it may be and
however it may be acquired—is ultimately peripheral to whether political friendship as knowledgeable
homonoia is to be considered an attractive and ‘Socratic’ model. Instead, I think that the primary feature

of this model (and one sufficient for accepting it) is its orientating function: the idea of political

42 Kraut 1987: 233-243 presents an illuminating version of this view.

# See, e.g., McKeen and Smith 2018.
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friendship as knowledgeable homonoia orients those who accept it away from eristic and sophistic
debates about political life for the sake of attaining, e.g., fame and wealth and towards philosophical,
cooperative, and friendly debates about what’s true and just so that the po/is can provide the grounds
for citizens to achieve happiness.
3.1 AN UNCONVINCING ARGUMENT AGAINST KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA
In his commentary on Alibiades I, Denyer 2001 rejects outright the idea of homonoia as involving shared
knowledge, claiming that “it is, in spite of [Cleitophon] 409e, unreasonable to demand expert
understanding from all parties to a consensus as broad as oudvota has to be.”* McKeen and Smith
2018 offer an even stronger comment on this issue in Alkzbiades I: “Only few, if any, of those who are
members of a given political community will possess political expertise. Any reasonable solution to
the problem of faction, then, cannot rely on shared political expertise among all or most members of
a given political community.”* The two general observations that subtend these comments are that
(1) experts in all crafts, including the political one, are rare and (2) that the kind of knowledge required
for knowledgeable homonoia is expert knowledge. Since only experts have the relevant knowledge, then
shared knowledge among an entire citizenry as the basis for homonoia is unreasonable and unachievable.
In rejecting knowledgeable homzonoia, some commentators (such as Denyer 2001 and Kamtekar
2004) instead suggest that the best way to understand homonoia is as qualified shared-opinion
(homodoxia) as discussed at Rep. 431d-e. Other commentators (such as McKeen and Smith 2018)
entertain the idea that the proper epistemic attitude for most citizens may be one of “epistemic

deference,” in which those who do not know (and ostensibly recognize that they do not know) defer

# Denyer 2001: 202. Kamtekar 2004: 138-139 appears to adopt in passing a position apparently similar to Denyet’s.

4 McKeen and Smith 2018: 20-21. Also cf. 23: “Shared political knowledge seems to set the bar too high when it comes
to agreement among the inhabitants of a political community.”
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to the expert who does possess the relevant knowledge.*

Either way, however, it is clear that these
commentators are unanimous in their conviction that homonoia rooted in knowledge is too strict and,
therefore, an unreasonable requirement for political friendship.

The two assumptions that ground their rejection of knowledgeable hozzonoia have much textual
support throughout the dialogues. For (1)—the claim that experts are rare—the following two
passages are perhaps the strongest evidence:

(T7) Tell me [Meletus|: does this also apply to horses do you think? That all men improve

them and one individual corrupts them? Or is quite the contrary true, one individual is able to

improve them, or very few, namely, the horse breeders, whereas the majority, if they have

horses and use them, corrupt them? Is that not the case, Meletus, both with horses and all

other animals? Of course it is, whether you and Anytus say so or not. Apology 25b1-7

(T8) I believe that I’'m one of a few Athenians—so as not to say I’'m the only one, but the only
one among our contemporaries—to take up the true political craft and practice the true

politics. Gorgias 521d7-9

Support for (2)—the claim that the kind of knowledge required for knowledgeable homonoia is expert
knowledge—is more diffuse but just as strong due to its frequency. We are, evidently, permitted to
infer that the kind of knowledge involved in knowledgeable homonoia is craft-knowledge due to

Socrates’ frequent use of the “Zechné analogy,” in which Socrates claims that the virtues, including

4 McKeen and Smith 2018: 149-150. Although they ultimately reject this view, on p. 150 they develop the deference idea
by stating: “[TThe novice would do well, in general, to exercise epistemic deference and assent to the referential
identifications the expert employs with her terminology. In the absence of the relevant craft-knowledge, epistemic
deference is the most responsible strategy for the novice to utilize.”
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justice, are analogous to vatious #echnai'’ While of course appearing in both Alibiades I and Cleitgphon,
this analogy is also a prominent feature of many of the other Socratic dialogues.*

I defend a different reading than McKeen and Smith 2018 (and presumably Denyer 2001)
because I think both assumptions (1) and (2), despite the apparent textual evidence, are inadequate
support for the rejection of knowledgeable homzonoia as a kind of political friendship. When we see that
these assumptions are unconvincing, we will then be in a position to see that the knowledge
requirement for homonoia, while strange and demanding, is actually quite reasonable.

3.1.1 WHY ARE EXPERTS RARE?
T7 and T8 undoubtedly imply that experts are rare. But what is needed to make the rejection of
knowledgeable homonoia compelling is an argument that shows not merely that experts and their expert
knowledge are rare, but that this rarity is a necessary feature of expertise. For knowledgeable homonoia
will be untenable as a political friendship that exists among all citizens only if it is essential to the
nature of expert knowledge that few possess it. The contexts of T7 and T8 not only do not support
rarity as a necessary feature of expertise but actually undermine it. Further, insisting on rarity as a
defining characteristic of expertise would be a bizarre and implausible position, especially for Socrates.

In T7 part of Socrates’ argumentative strategy is to point out the sheer improbability that he
alone among the Athenians corrupts the youth. In fact, experts—those who provide benefit and avoid
harm in whatever relevant domain—tend to be fewer than those who may unknowingly harm. So, if
it is true that Socrates is alone among all the Athenians with respect to the harm-benefit divide,

Socrates’ point is that it is much more likely that he is the expert, i.e. the beneficial one and not the

47 Irwin 1977:7 states, for instance, that “virtue simply is craft-knowledge.”

8 See, inter alia, Charmides, 165c-176d, Euthydemns 288e-292b, Ion 531b-532d, Laches 184e-185d, and Rep. 1, 341e-343¢. Two
very helpful appendices of Socrates’ use of the #chné analogy can be found in Roochnik 1984: 307-310 and Roochnik 1998:
253-265.
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harmful one. Socrates nowhere claims here that expertise necessarily involves few practitioners.
Indeed, Socrates is on trial in part for the popularity of his elenctic method, which evaluates expertise
and, ideally, encourage interlocutors to pursue expert knowledge themselves. That is, Socrates is on
trial precisely because his method and whatever knowledge involved therein does not apply to the rare
and chosen few per se. To the ho-hum Athenian like Meletus, Socrates’ practice is dangerous precisely
because it undermines the concept of expertise reserved for the elite few (whether that few be the
elders, the best speakers, the nobly-born, etc.). Socrates” implicit conception of expertise and expert
knowledge reveal that such expertise is not necessarily rare; anyone who cultivates the appropriate
skills and habits in principle can attain such expertise.

Just before T8, Socrates has argued to Callicles that authentic politics should not aim at the
gratification of people’s indiscriminate pleasures but at improving their souls. In T8, Socrates laments
the fact that politicians tend to not consider the improvement of citizens’ souls to be of paramount
importance for what they do. Again, nowhere does Socrates make the claim that political expertise is
necessarily a rarity among citizens. And, like the Apology, if Socrates’ position in Gorgias were to be
generalized, there would be an abundance, not a dearth, of such expert knowledge and thus of experts.

On philosophical grounds, it would be extremely odd if Socrates were to claim that expertise
is necessarily and essentially limited to the few.* For that would commit Socrates to the apparently
absurd belief that expert knowledge was either some kind of zero-sum resource, where your
possession of knowledge could preclude my possessing it, or that expertise is definitionally and

dialectically linked to non-expertise. The first disjunct is absurd because knowledge is obviously not a

49 This claim is consistent, however, with a sociological description that experts are rare (in part because such sociological
descriptions do not make claims about the necessity and essence of expertise). But the fact that they are rare, at least under
Socratic methodology, has nothing to do per se with the nature of expertise itself nor with human intellectual capabilities.
The rarity of expertise may, for instance, be due to a subpar educational system or to prominent but misguided cultural
values. This view of the rarity of expertise stands in stark contrast to, e.g., Republic, where there is a much more definitive
account of human nature and sorting by individuals’ natures into positions for which they are best capable.
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finite resource. If anything, one’s having knowledge encourages others to gain that knowledge. This
idea, in fact, undergirds the claim that knowledgeable homonoia is a shared phenomenon. One feature
of possessing knowledge is the ability to engender it in others under the right circumstances. A knower
can defend her true beliefs and diagnose errors or inaccuracies in rival beliefs with a reliable
consistency. Thus, experts cannot be rare on the grounds that the knowledge inherent in their expertise
is somehow limited or finite.

The second disjunct is likewise absurd. We might think that expertise is only meaningful by
contrast with non-experts. That is, we might think that expertise is definitionally or dialectically related
to non-expertise. In some instances, this kind of dialectical relation obtains; but it is predominantly
(or maybe only) in those relationships that involve a finite or zero-sum object. Fame, for instance,
would be insignificant if everyone were famous because part of what it means to be famous is to be
distinct and noticeable in a way that most people are not. Conceptually, fame demands that others not
be famous. As we just saw, however, knowledge for at least Socrates is not this kind of object. Experts
are not experts because there are non-experts from whom they can be distinguished. Experts are
experts because they have a systematic understanding of some domain, whether that be shipbuilding
or politics. In principle, this kind of systematic understanding could be achievable by all and still be
worthy of the title ‘expert.’

3.1.2 WHAT KIND OF KNOWLEDGE IN KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA?
In the last section, I granted for the sake of argument the assumption that Socrates intends the
knowledge characteristic of knowledgeable homonoia to be the kind of robust knowledge that experts
have. I now challenge that assumption. I believe that the nature of the knowledge characteristic of this

model of political friendship is underdetermined between various senses of knowledge.” I argue for

50 Fine 2005: 60 concisely refers to what I've called ‘robust knowledge” as “a specialized, systematic, synoptic grasp of a
given domain.” By contrast, I understand ordinary knowledge to entail something like a coherent set of true, justified
beliefs but without the synoptic view or systematicity found in robust knowledge. The reference to Fine 2005 and the
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this underdetermination by mainly showing that Socrates’ use of the fechné analogy is ambiguous as to
what are the truly analogous features between virtue and zchné. In other words, virtue and zechné may
not be analogous because they both involve the same kind of knowledge, but rather because, e.g., they
each may have significant cultural or pedagogical purchase. In showing this underdetermination, I will
also argue that (2)—that the kind of knowledge at work in knowledgeable homonoia is expert
knowledge—does not compel (as some scholars suppose it to) the wholesale rejection of
knowledgeable homonoia as a crucial element of political friendship.

The main support for (2) relies on the pervasive use of the zchné analogy throughout Cleitgphon
and Aleibiades I (as well as in many other Socratic dialogues). The analogy of fechné to justice in Alcibiades
I'is explicitly present in T6.1-2. (Even though it’s implicit in T5, Cleitophon also mentions it explicitly
at Cleitophon 409a7-10.) One reading of this analogy is that the kind of knowledge involved in fechné
(which is robust and often called craft-knowledge) is identical to the kind of knowledge involved in
virtue. Given this reading, it is a short step to conclude that therefore political friendship as
knowledgeable homonoia must likewise involve craft-knowledge and be robust.

Techné is a kind of expertise or skill that involves robust knowledge about a given subject
matter. Expert shipbuilders, for instance, know how to build a ship, can demonstrate and account for
this knowledge (Socrates often seeks a definition as evidence of this), and under the right conditions
can teach others to build ships. This is broadly what it means to have craft-knowledge about ship-

building. Setting aside for the moment the accuracy of Cleitophon’s reporting and general

terminology of robust and ordinary knowledges I initially found in Benson 2015: 12-14 and fn. 42. The general distinction
between two kinds of knowledge has taken on a dizzying amount of descriptions in Plato scholarship. One finds, for
instance, distinctions between weak and strong knowledge, divine and human knowledge, craft and lay knowledge,
definitional and non-definitional knowledge, knowing that (propositional knowledge) and knowing-how, infallibilist and
fallibilist knowledge, higher level and lower level knowledge, and so on. Brickhouse and Smith 2000: 99-23, Benson 2000:
167-188, and Benson 2015: 11-13 each provide helpful and at times contrasting guides about the vast scholarship and
terminological differences going on here.
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understanding, which has been seriously doubted,”’ we can admit that Cleitophon has not uttetly
distorted Socrates’ normal practices, for Socrates consistently places virtue in analogy with zechné. It
thus seems prima facie plausible that justice, for Socrates, might involve a knowledge similar, if not
identical, to craft-knowledge. To assess this plausibility, however, we have to ask a crucial question:
When Socrates puts the virtues in analogy with the zechnai, does he necessarily mean that the knowledge
characteristic of virtue is analogous to the knowledge characteristic of fechné?

Some think the answer to this question is an emphatic yes. For instance, Irwin 1977: 7 cleatly
states: “virtue simply is craft-knowledge.” Others, including Roochnik 1996 and Gonzalez 2000a,
answer with an equally emphatic no. On their readings, the primary if not exclusive function of the
techné analogy is not to show in what ways virtue and fechné may be similar, but rather even if somewhat
paradoxically to emphasize the utter disanalogy between virtue knowledge and craft-knowledge. In
between these two positions are a bevy of more moderate answers that claim virtue and zechné share
some relevant features that make the analogy edifying, but that we should neither ascribe a relation of
complete identity nor non-identity to virtue and zechné.”

Kamtekar 2006 has argued that Socrates has good dialogical, historical, and sociological
reasons to use fechné in his discussions of politics; the popular orators and sophists, like Gorgias and
Protagoras, all claimed educational powers by virtue of having a political fechné. Socrates, Kamtekar
argues, adopts this zechné language to transform discussions of political legitimacy away from questions
of nobility, ancestry, and wealth and towards questions of competency and understanding. One

important effect of Kamtekar’s argument is that that we can see that Socrates has reasons totally

51 Most thoroughly by Moore 2012.

52 ] cannot provide an exhaustive account of any of these three positions. For a diverse collection of moderate positions,
see Nussbaum 1986, Nehamas 1998, and Kamtekar 2006.
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independent of what his idea of moral knowledge may be that would warrant his frequent use of the
techné analogy.

What follows from this debate, I think, are thus two crucial points about responding to this
objection of political friendship. First, even if we were to grant that Socrates and his interlocutors do
recommend a citizenry of moral experts who are like experts in fechnai, what exactly it means to have
an expertise in fechné remains slippery. When GSEME® asks Alcibiades about what #echné and knowledge
he possesses that qualifies him to govern other Athenian citizens (AZk. I, 125e, cf. 107¢-d, 108b-c), we
cannot infer from Socrates’ asking and Alcibiades’” answering that the knowledge required to govern
over others is identical to the knowledge found in other echné (in part because it’s not clear that the
knowledge characteristic of other zechné is uniform or precise). Likewise, when Cleitophon claims
justice is a fechné, we are right to hear the Socratic overtones, but we should approach with caution.
Cleitophon might be putting it too crudely when he demands from Socrates on the basis of the fechné
analogy to receive the knowledge of justice because it’s an open and very real possibility that both
Socrates does not know it and that this kind of knowledge is not one that can be transmitted so easily.

Second, it is unclear whether Socrates seriously intends a society of moral experts. This is so
mainly because it is unclear whether his use of the fechné analogy intends a serious relationship of
identity between craft-knowledge and virtue knowledge, or an instructive but insincere relationship to
emphasize the disanalogy between craft-knowledge and virtue-knowledge, or a more deflationary
relationship in which zechné and virtue share some but not all relevant characteristics. So, the claim that
this model of political friendship is unsustainable because a citizenry of moral experts is impossible
rests on a presumption that the expertise and knowledge Socrates and his interlocutors recommend is
identical to the expertise and knowledge of the Zechnai. And also, as I argued in the previous section,
nothing Socrates says in these dialogues commits him to the view that a citizenry of moral experts (if

desired) would be impossible.


Anthony Leyh


43

If we think that Socrates’ use of the zchné analogy does not imply that the epistemological
features of fechné and virtue are analogous, ordinary knowledge becomes another possibility of the kind
of knowledge characteristic of knowledgeable hozzonoia. Perhaps Socrates means that only the political
advisor or politician should have some kind of expert knowledge about politics, while what’s required
for other citizens is a less demanding sense of knowledge. Whereas the politician’s knowledge is
synoptic and systematic, the average citizen’s knowledge may include something like true, justified
beliefs about politics but need not include the systematic and synoptic features. At bottom though the
entire citizenry, including politicians and non-politicians, would enjoy shared knowledge in so far as
they would share true and similarly justified beliefs about political life and human happiness.

Olympiodorus implicitly endorses the strategy of ordinary knowledge among most citizens. In
his commentary on the .Akibiades I, he makes the following remark about how to resolve the
inconsistency of Alcibiades’ position (viz. T6.2 and discussion in Section 2.2.4):

(T11) And it’s clear that [husband and wife| are not in agreement with respect to their immediate
goal inasmuch one happens to understand horsemanship, the other wool-spinning, whereas they
are in agreement with respect to their more final goal, for the husband goes to war to protect his
wife . .. and she weaves wool to protect the man, so that he may not be destroyed by the onslaught
of the climate.”
Olympiodorus’ solution, like my proposed solution, is inclusivist because it resolves this inconsistency
not by denying the epistemic requirements of homonoia but by modifying the interpretation of justice
as ‘each doing one’s own work.” Olympiodorus’ solution is distinctive because it in effect recommends
a strategy of cultivating among the citizenry a shared, ordinary knowledge (i.e. a non-expert

knowledge). Olympiodorus does not speak of citizenry of political virtuosos. His claim that husband

53 Griffin Translation from Olympiodorus 2016: 184, 5-10 (pp. 111-112). Translator’s Emphasis.
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and wife do not enjoy homonoia about their “immediate goal” entails the point that expert knowledge
is not necessary for knowledgeable homonoia as political friendship. He instead describes a model in
which it suffices for one to know how another’s work contributes to a shared, “more final goal,” but
does not have the systematicity of synoptic view characteristics of expert, robust knowledge

The textual support that allows Olympiodorus’ apparent reading of knowledge in two different
ways—i.e. as expert knowledge at some points and something like ordinary knowledge (ENOENEE®—is
at best contentious. It is nonetheless philosophically plausible that the kind of knowledge necessary
for homonoia need not be expert knowledge. And it also has the benefit of resolving the putative
inconsistency of the Alibiades while nonetheless maintaining the three distinct claims that gave rise to
the initial inconsistency. If we follow Olympiodorus’ lead, then ordinary knowledge among the
citizenry can suffice as an account of the knowledge required for knowledgeable homonoia.

To recap: some scholars hold that the kind of knowledge at work in knowledgeable homonoia
must be expert knowledge.” They hold this primarily on the basis of the fact that the analogy of virtue
(including justice, and thus, by implication, political friendship which is produced by justice) to zechné
is intended to emphasize virtue’s analogous requirement of expert knowledge. But this inference is
too quick. The fechné analogy can support a variety of explanations in addition to expert knowledge
being analogous between virtue and zechné. Alternative explanations include that Socrates is actually
trying to show how virtue and fechné are crucially different or that Socrates is using fechné as a rhetorical
foothold (due to the cultural prominence of zchné in Athens) to anchor his interest in discussing
virtue.” That the textual and scholarly evidence cannot identify one explanation as preferable over the

others means that how to interpret the fechné analogy is underdetermined. As long as this

54 A classic treatment, as mentioned above, is Irwin 1977.

55 Roochnik 1996 and Gonzalez 2000a argue for the former explanation. Kamtekar 2006 argues for the latter
explanation.
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underdetermination exists, then to reject knowledgeable homonoia on the grounds of the knowledge
being expert knowledge cannot suffice as a compelling rejection.

3.2 SOCRATIC KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA: A REASONABLE ACCOUNT

I have considered several objections that try to establish that the requirement of knowledgeable
homonoia for political friendship is unreasonable or unachievable. By contrast, I believe it to be a
reasonable model of political friendship. It is not enough for my argument, however, to merely show
that the objections which label the model unreasonable are themselves unpersuasive. In addition, I
need to show why knowledgeable homonoia should be included in this model of political friendship. To
this aim, I argue in this section that knowledgeable homonoia accords with the general character of
Socratic philosophy. In showing this accord, I will hold that political friendship as involving
knowledgeable homonoia is a natural outgrowth of generally Socratic principles.

The first argument is fairly straightforward. Socrates’ conversations often imply that he
believes there is such a thing as political knowledge, a knowledge of how best to organize the po/is, of
who should rule and be ruled, and of how to persuade and interact with fellow Athenian citizens (e.g.
Euthy. 291¢-291d; Gorg. 521d-e; Ap. 29d-e). If this kind of knowledge exists, why should it not be the
ideal basis of how citizens engage in politics and thus also the ideal basis for their political friendship?
Cleitophon’s description of Socrates’ mission in Clezzophon and Socrates’s self-description of his
mission in Apology characterize Socrates as overtly concerned with encouraging fellow citizens to care
about and acquire virtue. If virtue essentially includes knowledge, then Socrates’ mission entails that
he is concerned with engendering some kind of knowledge among citizens. In this way, Socrates and
his interlocutors’ description of political friendship as knowledgeable homonoia is perfectly reasonable
because it is already entailed by larger Socratic methodological and philosophical commitments.

Second, we should note that the earlier objections may intend this model of political friendship

as unreasonable not in the sense that this model is without logical reasons but in the sense that it is
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impracticable and paradoxical. Knowledgeable homzonoia as political friendship is an unreasonable goal
precisely because every citizen cannot attain knowledge and such a goal flies in the face of common
sense. I have already argued that at least conceptually the kind of knowledge involved here might
indeed be attainable by all. But, even despite this fact, the alleged impracticability does not affect this
model of political friendship any more than it would affect other characteristically Socratic positions
that defy practicability. The so-called ‘Socratic paradoxes’—that akrasia is impossible because no one
does wrong willingly or that all virtues are a unity or that knowledge is necessary and sufficient for
virtue—are paradoxes not in the logical sense of involving a contradiction but in the sense of being
para doxa, against common opinion and belief. Though this model may in a very general sense be
unreasonable, that knowledgeable homonoia as a requirement of political friendship is similarly
paradoxical does not count against it as it being unreasonable in a Socratic framework. If anything,
this paradoxicality evinces its Socratic status, given how often Socratic positions appear unreasonable
to common sense.

These points also address why I resist the approach of many scholars who undermine the
uniqueness of Cleitophon and Alcibiades I by considering the accounts of political friendship in those

56

dialogues as preludes to political friendship in the Republic”® One way, but not the only way, to conceive
of political friendship is through Kallipolis of Republic. The epistemic standards of political friendship
in Republic are heavily relaxed compared to those of Alibiades I and Cleitophon. In Kallipolis, not all
citizens are knowers, which means that knowledgeable homonoia cannot be the grounds of political
friendship in Republic. Making this point does not show however that the Akibiades I and Cleitophon

accounts of political friendship are misguided on the basis of their requirement of knowledgeable

homonoia for all citizens. Instead, knowledgeable homonoia provides an alternative account of political

5 Including Denyer 2001, Kamtekar 2004, and McKeen and Smith 2018. For my treatment of political friendship in
Republic, see Chapter 2.
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friendship that merits being taken seriously on its own. The primary reasons this is so are because (1)
the textual objections in the dialogues do not actually affect the viability of knowledgeable homonoia as
a component of friendship—as I've argued, they can be explained instead as, e.g., pedagogical or
rhetorical strategies—and, more importantly, (2) the proposal that political friendship require shared
knowledge is fundamentally Socratic.

3.3 THE ORIENTATING FUNCTION OF KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA

In Sections 3.1 and 3.2, I have argued that the knowledge requirement of homonoia has content (even
though it’s underdetermined) and conceptual plausibility. I now want to put aside this discussion and
instead argue that the most attractive feature of knowledgeable homonoia does not lie in its achievability
per se but in what I call its ‘orientating function.” We can value knowledgeable homzonoia as an element
of political friendship for reasons other than the state of affairs its attainment may bring about. One
source of such value can be seen from how the shared endorsement of knowledgeable homonoia as an
element of political friendship reorients conversations about politics and happiness away from factious
sophism and towards cooperative, friendly discussion.

An unfortunately enduring feature of political conversation is the use of effective yet inane
rhetorical tricks that aim at mere persuasion. The reasons behind such tricks are manifold; greed,
unbridled competitiveness, egotism no doubt play their parts here. In Socrates’ time, the sophists and
eristic debaters were the primary emblems of this style of political conversation. In Plato’s Euthydemus,
for instance, the brotherly pair of former-wrestlers-turned-debaters, Euthydemus and Dionysodoros,
exemplify what Socrates’ describes as an ability “to battle in arguments and always to refute what is
being said, regardless of whether it be true or false” (Euthyd. 272b1-2). Their disregard for the truth
and sole regard for winning the ‘battle of argument’ indicates that their conversations about politics
will not aim at revealing the truths about what best political organization and political policies conduce

to human happiness, but rather at the more superficial goal of giving their positions the mere
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appearance of correctness, and their opponents’ incorrectness. Euthydemus and Dionysodoros are by
no means outliers. Although verbal pankration may be a flavor of sophism unique to them, their
deprioritizing of speaking truthfully in favor of speaking successfully or fancily or just confidently
finds allies of varying strength in several more fifth- and fourth-century Greek intellectuals.

Adopting a conception of political friendship that includes knowledgeable homzonoia would
reorient such discussions away from verbal competition and towards a cooperative and sincere
engagement about politics and happiness. In _Akibiades 1 and Cleitophon, the knowledge of
knowledgeable homonoia must be shared. This model of friendship requires that each citizen-friend
possesses the requisite knowledge. The attempt to achieve this kind of friendship thus entails that to
whatever extent citizens care about acquiring this knowledge for the sake of friendship they must also
care about their fellow citizens likewise acquiring it, since the lack of knowledge parity would stifle the
friendship. That is, the emphasis of this model of friendship shifts from a sophistic appearance of
knowledge to the actual and verifiable attainment of it, since the mere appearance of knowledge
obviously cannot serve as a reliable basis for actual knowledge.

But what exactly is involved in the shift to caring about the epistemic state of fellow citizens
and in attempting to achieve this model of friendship? One part of it surely includes something akin
to the Socratic elenchos, in which citizens can challenge and examine their knowledge claims.” Yet the
Socratic elenchos can often devolve into unfriendly acrimony. One need only think of Callicles’ bitter
withdrawal from discussion in Gorgias or the acerbity of Thrasymachus in Republic 1. The central
problem of this kind of acrimony is that it can transform otherwise helpful conversations into naught,

thus preventing the sincere search for and possible acquisition of knowledge.

57 For an overview of the method, see Benson 2015. For two helpful comments on this aspect of the elenchos, see
Vasiliou 2008: 158-159 and Nightingale 2010: 8-13.
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This devolution should not dismay us since it is not a necessary feature of the elenchos. If
anything, this kind of acrimony is more of a reflection on certain interlocutors’ self-identifications:
they get so upset with Socrates in part because they identify themselves or their livelithoods to an
excessive extent with their reputation as a knower, or adroit speaker, or proponent of some position.
When any of these sources of identity are elenctically undermined, there arises a radical change in
one’s self-understanding. This radical change, if it brings about the conditions necessary for proper
inquiry and conversation, is ultimately a boon. It just might take some time for those who are refuted
to perceive the refutation as a boon. (Recall that by Republic V1.498d Thrasymachus and Socrates
consider one another friends.) We should also note that for every Thrasymachus or Callicles, there
exists a Nicias, Theaetetus, or Lysis who conduct themselves admirably in the e/nchos. When each of
them is shown to lack knowledge, they do not ridicule Socrates but rather band together with him to
consider the issue further for the sake of coming to understand better. This cooperative search for
knowledge appears to be the best orientation for attaining knowledgeable homonoia.

We also get a clearer picture of what a cooperative search for knowledge looks like at Mexno
75¢8-d4, when Socrates contrasts two types of interlocutors—eristikoi and philoi—in an edifying way:

(T12) If my questioner was one of those clever and disputatious (€ptoTikav) debaters, I would

say to him: ‘I have given my answer; if it is wrong, it is your job to refute it.” Then, if they are

friends, as you and I are, and want to discuss with each other, they must answer in a manner
more mild and suitable for discussion. By this I mean that the answers must not only be true,
but in terms admittedly known to the questioner (€07t 3é lo0ws TO OLAAEKTIKWTEPOY 1) (LOVOV

TaAnli) amoxplveclar, dANa kal 8¢ éxelvawv dv Av Tpooopoloy) €ldévaL o EpwTuevos).”

58 For a comparable discussion, see Theaetetns 168a-b.
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There are three important features in Socrates’ description of friendly conversation. First, friendly
conversation is milder (mpgadTepdr) and more suitable for discussion (SiadexTikadTepov). Thus,
eliminated outright from such conversation are several motivations ostensibly unrelated to knowledge-
seeking, since, e.g., acerbity and antagonism are not too mild and not suitable for discussion.

Second, Socrates expands on what it means for answers to be “more suitable for discussion.”
As is standard for Socratic discussions, answers in friendly conversation must be truthful or at least
genuinely aim at expressing the truth.”” These truthful answers also, however, must be expressed in
terms with which the interlocutor is familiar. I cannot overstate the importance of this feature because
it is crucial to how shared knowledge-seeking must take place. This passage maintains, correctly, that
those who claim knowledge have no right to seek refuge in esoteric and unfamiliar terminology when
defending whatever they claim to know. For one, it’s obvious that such terminology is a non-starter
for meaningful dialogue. If I teach my introductory logic students about the truth semantics of a
conditional by solely using terms such as ‘antecedent,” ‘consequent,’” and ‘necessary and sufficient
conditions’ without explanation, they will stare at me with jaw-dropping blankness and
incomprehension. Even if what I say to them is truthful, the truth remains inaccessible to them
because it is clothed in unfamiliar and inaccessible terms.

Granted the adroit interlocutor should seek clarification if she is unaware, the larger point of
Socrates’ comments is that part of what it means to discuss as friends is to not confound one’s
interlocutor with fancy jargon. In fact, when we do so, we are in a sense behaving unfriendly. When I

spew unexplained technical jargon at my logic students, I effectively fail to treat them as fellow

5 Socrates obviously does not mean that any friendly conversation must reveal the truth, as if all friendly interlocutors,
when discussing, possess the truth. Rather, this comment is best taken as an instance of what Vlastos calls the “say-what-
you-mean” requirement of Socratic elenchos. Interlocutors must speak the truth in the sense that they really believe what
they are saying. They needn’t speak the truth absolutely, but only according to what they earnestly believe. Cf. Vlastos
1982.



51

interlocutors with whom I am trying to share some logic knowledge. The corollary to this feature is
that we should exhibit concern about our fellow interlocutors’ epistemic states. Part of discussing for
the sake of shared knowledge in terms admittedly known to the interlocutor includes assessing, by
whatever means appropriate, an interlocutor’s familiarity with a given topic—i.e. with the foundational
assumptions and requisite vocabulary necessary for substantive discussion—and to then proceed on
the basis of that assessment.

The final feature focuses on what Socrates excludes from his account, namely an insistence on
a vaguely defined, faux civility. Neither Socrates’ immediate point in the Meno nor his general behavior
throughout the Platonic dialogues support the view that Socrates might be suggesting that carte blanche
tone-policing is required for friendly discussion. Being friendly need not involve being polite. As we
have been exploring, the goal of shared knowledge requires interlocutors who are earnest in their
pursuit of knowledge and earnest in sharing that knowledge with others. If an interlocutor fails on
cither one of these fronts, the most appropriate reaction, indeed the genuinely friendly one, can be to
express one’s discontent at this kind of failure. It is wholly reasonable and at times even necessary to
chide an interlocutor when they have failed to live up to the requirements of philosophical
conversation. We often see Socrates behaving this way. Consider how Socrates castigates Alcibiades,
after the latter has repeatedly failed to acknowledge the inconsistencies in his belief:

(T13) Dammit, Alcibiades, what a sorry state you’re in! I hesitate to call it by its name, but still,

since we’re alone, it must be said. You are wedded to stupidity, my good fellow, stupidity in

the highest degree—our discussion and your own words convict you of it.

Alcibiades T 118b-c®°

0 Also cf. Socrates’ blunt criticism of Hippocrates at the beginning of Profagoras as well as Plato’s own comments in
Seventh Letter (discussed extensively in Chapter 4).
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This passage should be taken as consistent with the account of friendly discussion in the Meno passage.
We speak frankly, even if disapprovingly, with our friends because at bottom we seek to improve their
lives and their epistemic standing. If their lives are something we do care about, often times the
appropriate expression of that care can be disapproval and disappointment because we see the danger
in their actions. This kind of approach exemplifies one way in which interlocutors, when adopting
knowledgeable homzonoia as a model of political friendship, may exhibit the care and concern for fellow
citizen’s epistemic states characteristic of seeking to attain knowledgeable homonoia.

The main point, however, is that this approach contains within itself a momentous shift in
how citizens would comport themselves. When pursuing a model of political friendship that involves
knowledgeable homwonoia, citizens would act in ways that eliminate the motives for cheap sophisms,
because those motives inhibit the pursuit of shared knowledge. This facet alone requires us to take
this model of political friendship seriously, even if a citizenry-wide achievement of shared knowledge

is unattained.

4. KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA AND POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP
Why should we consider knowledgeable homonoia a tenable element of political friendship? And what
is the exact contribution of homonoia to political friendship? In this final section, I answer these
questions by making four points. First, I show that bomonoia is a central element but identical with
friendship. Second, I offer reasons why Socrates and his interlocutors focus on knowledgeable
homonoia as a central characteristic of friendship, instead of other characteristics. Third, I argue that
knowledgeable homonoia makes room for disagreement as an element of friendship. Finally, I conclude
by suggesting how knowledgeable homonoia entails reciprocated, other-regarding concern characteristic

of friendship.
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4.1 KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA AND OTHER CHARACTERISTICS OF FRIENDSHIP

Although I believe that knowledgeable homonoia is a crucial element in the Socratic model of political
friendship presented in Cleitophon and Alcibiades I, 1 do not think that knowledgeable homonoia and
political friendship are wholly interchangeable. In Section 2.1.1, I pointed out that the Greek in the
Cleitophon passage is ambiguous, leaving underdetermined whether the proposal that knowledgeable
homonoia is political friendship means that (a) political friendship is identical to homonoia or (b) political
friendship includes homonoia. 1 suggested there that (b) is the more reasonable interpretation
philosophically, because it avoids the regress posited by Slings 1999. I here wish to further strengthen
my suggestion of (b) by showing how it also allows for a better account of political friendship.

When we understand knowledgeable homonoia as identical to political friendship, we are left
with a quite bizarre account of friendship. Gone apparently are the reciprocity, benevolence, and
shared experience normally thought to be necessary elements of friendship. Instead, the homonoia that
arises from shared knowledge somehow by virtue of the shared knowledge alone becomes tantamount
to a kind of friendship.”’ The onus, on this reading, would be to explain why such a relationship is
indeed a friendship and why the normal traits of friendship are either subsumed in the homonoia relation
or no longer necessary for political friendship.

We may also recall Aristotle’s argument against homodoxia as a political friendship to suggest
that shared knowledge likewise is, by itself, inadequate as an account of political friendship: “Homonoia
also seems to be a friendly relation. For this reason it is not homodoxia; for that might occur even with
people who do now know each other” (EN IX.6, 1167a21-23). We can reformulate this objection by

arguing that the same thing may hold for shared knowledge. It’s possible for two people to attain

61 The Stoics do in fact articulate a kind of friendship that approximates this. But the Stoic account relies on an ethics,
ontology, and epistemology that cannot be based on Socratic texts alone. Given the heavy Stoic assumptions needed to
make the identity view plausible, I think it’s an improper view to attribute to Plato or to the Platonic Socrates. See Schofield
1999 and Vogt 2008 for further discussion of how the identity view accords with Stoicism.
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knowledge of the same thing without knowing one another. And if these two people do not know
each other, they obviously cannot be considered friends. Thus, even though shared knowledge is a
part of political friendship, there has to be more to it than just this kind of homonoia for it to be an
authentic form of friendship.

My view, however, avoids these murky waters by arguing against the identity relation of
homonoia and political friendship. To permit the other important characteristics of friendship, even in
its political sense, to emerge I interpret knowledgeable homonoia to be one characteristic among many
others of political friendship. In so doing, my view allows for several other important characteristics
of friendship—e.g. reciprocity, goodwill, etc—to be included under the description of political
friendship. This is an attractive reading because it allows the notion of political friendship as
knowledgeable homonoia to still retain characteristics that would allow us to understand this citizen
relationship as an authentic friendship. What’s left for me to explain, however, is why there is such an
undeniable emphasis on homonoia in the passages of political friendship that I have been exploring.
Even if the grammar of the passage and the charitable philosophical interpretation of it allow for an
inclusive reading, it is nonetheless odd that homonoia is focused on so extensively while the other

possible characteristics are barely mentioned.

4.2 EXPLAINING THE EMPHASIS ON KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOIA

There are two points that, when taken together, explain why Socrates and his interlocutors focus their
attention on homonoia. First, homonoia is the most relevant characteristic for the political dimension of
political friendship because the achievement of homonoia ensures that citizen relationships—and the
political institutions upon which those relationships rest—have the stability and longevity necessary
for cultivating the other elements of political friendship. Second, the tumultuous history of
constitutions and city-states in classical Greece warrants the preponderance of attention given to the

features, like homonoia, that torestall revolution and ensure the stability of the city-state.
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Homonoia in classical Greece is often contrasted with faction (szasis) and hatred (exthra) (viz. T1
and T2) because the achievement of the like-mindedness characteristic of homonoia prevents both
faction and hatred from arising. If we can achieve the kind of concord implicit within homonoia, then
the citizenry and the city itself are safe from any internal sources of faction that could corrode the
bonds with one another or with the city itself. The longevity of the city and of the citizen relationships
that depend on the city is of primary importance because longevity is necessary for any meaningful
attempt for a city to achieve justice and for citizens to achieve the political friendship characteristic of
justice. Justice and friendship do not bloom in an instant. They come about only after extensive and
persistent effort. Any political organization that changes every week cannot be considered a just one.
Similarly, any political organization that changes every week cannot allow for citizens to form
friendships. When Greek intellectuals of fifth and fourth century harp on homonoia as a focal
characteristic of friendship, they are rightly highlighting that with homonoia comes longevity and
stability which are necessary for any meaningful sense of justice and any meaningful forms of
friendships to develop within a po/is. The longevity and stability, in turn, can allow for other
characteristics of political friendship mentioned above to emerge.

Even if we accept abstractly the propositions that (a) bomonoia entails longevity and stability
and that (b) longevity and stability are necessary for veridical friendships, we still need to make
plausible why this model chooses to emphasize #hese necessary traits instead of other necessary traits
of friendship, like reciprocity and goodwill. The main reason is historical. Greece in general and Athens
in particular was a site of tumultuous violence and frequent revolution. In Plato’s approximate lifetime,
Athens endured the toll of the Peloponnesian war, including Alcibiades’ disastrous Sicilian Expedition,
several oligarchic takeovers of Athenian democracy between 411 and 405 BCE, the brief but vicious
reign of the Thirty Tyrants in 404 BCE, and the Corinthian War from 395 - 387 BCE. The stability of

any form of political organization could hardly be taken for granted. Indeed, attention to the historical
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details of the lives of fifth and fourth century intellectuals, including Plato and also Isocrates,
Thucydides, Xenophon, and even Aristotle, partially explains why homonoia, and the stability and
longevity inherent in it, was mentioned so frequently and debated so intensely. To accomplish any
vision of justice espoused by these authors first required that a po/is with a reliable enough stability

could come into existence. And homonoia among citizens signaled the possibility of just such a po/is.

4.3 HOMONOLA, DISAGREEMENT AND FRIENDSHIP
One important criticism of this account of political friendship is that it appears to severely undervalue
the role of disagreement in friendship and in politics. Often a genuine friend is not one with whom
we agree but one who challenges our practices and values because this very challenge may express an
earnest and well-founded care for our wellbeing that is characteristic of friendship. We can also make
the same point through the alternate route: if friends always agree with us, then how are we to
differentiate friends from sycophants and toadies, those who placate us for reasons other than other-
regarding concern?
J.S. Mill’s On Liberty contains perhaps the most lucid defense of the value of disagreement in
politics. There are two passages in particular that merit attention for my discussion:
(T14) But the peculiar evil of silencing the expression of an opinion is that it is robbing the
human race; posterity as well as the existing generation; those who dissent from opinion, still
more than those who hold it. If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of
exchanging error for truth: if wrong, they lose, what is almost as great a benefit, the clearer
petception and livelier impression of truth, produced by its collision with error.”
Here Mill identifies a twofold value of disagreement. First, disagreement is useful because it ideally

corrects the beliefs of those who are wrong. Second, the defense of true beliefs against false ones is

62 Mill 2011: 37.
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valuable because it makes our perceptions of those true beliefs more vivid and lasting. The second
passage articulates more clearly the value of disagreement from false beliefs:

(T15) However unwillingly a person who has a strong opinion may admit the possibility that

his opinion may be false, he ought to be moved by the consideration that however true it may

be, if it is not @, frequently, and featlessly discussed, it will be held as a dead dogma, not a

living truth.

Here again Mill emphasizes the value of disagreement, even if the disagreement arises from false
beliefs by some people. The Millian argument is a strong one. Mill is surely correct about the
distinction between dead dogma and living truth. In modern terms, we can parse this distinction in
terms of the adequacy of justification. Living truths are those that we have good reasons to believe in,
understand those reasons, and can express and defend those reasons to others. Dead dogmas, by
contrast, can be true beliefs without justification: if we cannot see why true beliefs are indeed true then
they no longer bear on how we live; we may be ready to discard them at the first moment of discomfort
or inconvenience. Part of the energy for discussion and debate comes from how truth and our pursuit
of truth can motivate us to defend our accounts and, when necessary, amend them.

This line of argument becomes even more potent if we translate bomonoia as agreement, as is
often done in Plato scholarship.”” Under this translation of homonoia, it appears that political friendship
aims at agreement simply, and, in so doing, eliminates any role for constructive disagreement between
friends or within a polity. I have already argued in Section 1, however, that agreement is not a suitable
translation of homonoia on philological and philosophical grounds. The fact that this translation appears
to make this objection about disagreement more potent just serves as further evidence that it is a

translation we should avoid.

63 See Section 1 for further discussion and arguments against this translation.
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Aside from translation issues, the Millian objections warrant further comment. On my view,
knowledgeable homonoia does result in agreement, but, importantly, the goal of homonoia is not
agreement per se. It’s a truism that when shared knowledge is achieved, the knowers by virtue of having
knowledge of the same thing, will agree on what they are discussing. In other words, agreement is an
effect of shared knowledge. This, however, is significantly different than focusing on agreement as the
ultimate goal of political friendship. To reduce homonoia to agreement risks mistaking an effect of
homonoia for homonoia itself. When we achieve shared knowledge, we will agree with one another.
Obviously though, the fact that we agree with each other does not mean that we have shared
knowledge.

Also, my construal of knowledgeable homonoia has left plenty of room for disagreement en
route to achieving such friendship. My discussion in Section 3.3 of the orientating function of
knowledgeable homonoia explicitly claimed that disagreement should occur in a Socratic framework
because the only way we come to achieve knowledge is by replacing our inadequate beliefs with more
adequate ones through elenctic examination. The Socratic account of the value of disagreement—
which perhaps differs from the Millian one on this point—requires that valuable disagreement must
be earnest and sincere. The Millian model may still value false beliefs rooted in eristics and unbridled
competitiveness because the ensuing disagreements still vitalize the living truths for those who have
them while the eristics remain impervious to persuasion.

The Socratic framework is more selective. Socrates sees that eristic debate and disagreement
can have pernicious effects on the education of bystanders and the audience. Those who debate
eristically risk conveying the wrong sort of message about why we dialogue and argue with one
another. For Socrates, proper disagreement is restricted between those who hold genuinely conflicting
positions and who want to determine the cause of the disagreement so as to understand their positions

better. Eristics, by contrast, seek disagreement and debate for ulterior motives, including the desire
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for fame, wealth, or just sheer competitiveness. When these motives take hold, disagreement no longer
aims at uncovering truth and knowledge between interlocutors, but risks distorting conversations such
that the uncovering of truth and knowledge becomes impossible.

In this way, then, the Socratic model makes room for disagreement. And the kind of
disagreement at work here is the one friends—those who care non-instrumentally about the wellbeing
of one another—utilize in their conversations.”* Ideally, friends argue with one another for the sake
of getting the other friends to realize that their beliefs or actions are detrimental to their wellbeing.
When friends disagree in this way, they improve their own and their friends’ epistemic states in a way
characteristic of knowledgeable homonoia. That is, their disagreement has the orientating effect of

turning themselves to pursue shared knowledge and thus fully achieve their friendship.

4.4 KNOWLEDGEABLE HOMONOLA AND RECIPROCATED, OTHER-REGARDING CONCERN
A fundamental aspect of any form of friendship involves reciprocated other-regarding concern.
Friends are friends because they care about one other and that care is reciprocated. Due to this care,
friends do friendly things like provide advice and come to one another’s aid, especially in difficult
times. The sources of other-regarding concern can be manifold. But the Socratic model of political
friendship shows us how shared knowledge can sustain other-regarding concern between citizens. In
my discussion of the knowledge requirement of homonoia in Section 3.1, I suggested that a minimal
and plausible version of this content of knowledge is that citizens come to know how one another’s
activities contribute to the common, political good.

Returning to the example in Alibiades, one strategy of the expert politician is to encourage
wool-workers to see how generalship can provide the good of safety to the city and to encourage

generals to see how wool-working provides clothing necessary for our health by protecting us from

4 For a recent article in legal philosophy that makes use of this topic, see Baude and Doerfler 2018. For distinct views
on the moral constraints on friendship and disagreement, see Stroud 2006 and Koltonski 2016.
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the elements. The shared knowledge implied here is one of knowing how various activities contribute
to political life and why political life is something worth contributing to. Essentially, the politician is
responsible for encouraging citizens to see why political life is necessary for their own happiness.
When they can see this and also see how various activities contribute to the maintenance of political
life, they will be able to claim a shared knowledge with other citizens about how various activities are
important and worthwhile for the common good.

In this way, the shared knowledge requirement can ground reciprocated, other-regarding
concern. We will see, based on our knowledge that politics is necessary for our own happiness, that
we care about fellow citizens and their activities insofar as they contribute to politics and thus to a
necessary condition for our own happiness. The concern is other-regarding insofar as we see that
fellow citizens need to be in a position where they can contribute to political life (and also not interfere
in others’ activities as a result of ignorance) and we thus care about the citizens for their own sake, i.e.
so that they can fulfill their requisite political functions.”® When all citizens do this, as the ideal of shared
knowledge implies, then the other-regarding concern will be reciprocated. So, in this way, the
knowledge requirement of homonoia on this model achieves other seminal features of friendship
generally and political friendship in particular.

CONCLUSION
In this chapter, I have argued that knowledgeable homonoia is a Socratic account of political friendship.
I have done so by showing that the criticisms of knowledgeable homonoia in Aleibiades I and Cleitophon

are unpersuasive. In expanding on this point, I have argued that knowledgeable homonoia is actually a

05 1 don’t think there is any conflict between saying (a) that it is a form of other-regarding concern when we care about
citizens qua people who contribute to political life and to say (b) that we care about political life because we recognize it
is necessary for our own happiness. A conflict only arises if we construe self-concern and self-interest (implicit in (b)) as
mutually exclusive with other-regarding concern. But I see no reason why we should construe it as mutually exclusive. I
can care for others insofar as they contribute to my happiness, and this can still be an authentic form of other-regarding
concern.
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rather plausible requirement for a Socratic account of political friendship, given Socratic commitments
about virtue, knowledge, political authority, and methodology. I have further argued that
knowledgeable homonoia makes room for other important characteristics of friendship—including
reciprocity, goodwill, shared experience, and constructive disagreement—but that the focal emphasis
on knowledgeable homonoia is plausible because of its stabilizing function within the po/s. I have also
suggested that the knowledgeable homonoia requirement can accommodate important aspects of

friendship, including disagreement between friends and reciprocated other-regarding concern.
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CHAPTER 2: POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP IN REPUBLIC

INTRODUCTION

Plato’s Republic presents an interesting model of the psychology of political friendship, different from
what I have called the Socratic model. In this chapter, I argue that friendship exists among all citizens
of Kallipolis (the ideal city of Republic) by design, and that Republic offers much insight into what is
required psychologically and educationally for citizens of Kallipolis to achieve and enjoy this
friendship. Like the Socratic model, the ‘Republic model’ still uses epistemic terms to define friendship
and connects friendship with a kind of homonoia. Unlike the Socratic model, however, the Republic
model abandons the requirement that @/ citizens possess knowledge to achieve political friendship.
Instead, political friendship and homonoia obtain when some citizens (i.e. the philosopher rulers)
possess knowledge while other citizens have compatible but nonidentical beliefs. In essence then, the
Republic model relaxes the epistemic demands of friendship in comparison to the Socratic model.

My argument proceeds in four sections. First, I motivate the important role friendship plays in
Republic by considering three prima facie items of evidence for friendship in Kallipolis: (1) descriptions
of the affective relationships among the philosopher rulers, (2) the Noble Lie as presented in the myth
of metals, and (3) and a passage from Rep. V that describes how citizens relate to one another. Second,
I argue that the discussion of cate (k7j80s), friendship (pidia), and believing (yéounar) throughout
Rep. 111.412¢-d serves as a general framework for understanding friendship in Kallipolis. I argue that
political friendship requires each friend to hold two beliefs, a belief in shared utility and a belief in

66

biconditional happiness.” Section 3 shows how the particular education of each class provides

66 The names for these beliefs are borrowed, with modification, from Reeve 2006: 166-167.
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compatible but distinct grounds to hold the beliefs required for friendship. In showing that each class
holds the requisite beliefs, I conclude that there are grounds to infer that all citizens enjoy friendship.
The fourth section shows how the treatment of homonoia throughout Republic confirms the epistemic
dimension of political friendship in the dialogue. I pay special attention to how the use of homonoia
conforms with the general usage of the term in antiquity and argue that other words that Socrates and
company use to describe the city’s unity and concord (e.g. ovpdwria, appovia, and cvvadov) should
be read as amenable to the epistemic overtones of homonvia given the context of Republic.’” Finally, 1
conclude the chapter with brief remarks on the value of this model of political friendship and how it
contrasts with the Socratic one.
1. SEEING FRIENDSHIP IN REPUBLIC

Offhand, it may not appear that friendship plays any role, let alone a significant one, in the positive
account of justice in Plato’s Republic. My aim in this section is to counter this appearance. I will do so
by highlighting several passages that explicitly and implicitly suggest that friendship—understood
cither as friendly relations between psychic parts, between political classes, or both—plays a nontrivial
role in the design of Kallipolis.

1.1 JUSTICE AND FRIENDSHIP

The central inquiry of Plato’s Republic concerns the nature of justice. In Republic 1, we see that several
definitions of justice connect it to friendship. Socrates’ rebuttal of Cephalus’ idea that justice is paying
one’s debts makes use of an example that focuses on the best way to treat one’s friends (Rep. 1.331c-
d). Polemarchus’ first definition claims that justice is helping friends and harming enemies (70 Tovs
pilovs dpa €d Toiely katl Tovs €xlpovs kards) (1.332d6-7). Socrates” examination of Polemarchus’

definition also includes an extensive discussion about what constitutes a friend, where we learn that

7 For my understanding of the relationship between homonoia and friendship in Plato and in classical antiquity generally,
see Chapter 1, section 1.
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minimally a friend must both appear and actually be useful (ypnorov) (1.334c-335a). Later, Socrates,
in conversation with Thrasymachus, makes a stark contrast between injustice and justice in terms of
their effects on how citizens relate to one another, which is cast in terms of hatred and friendship:
(T1) Doubtless, Thrasymachus, that injustice at any rate produces faction, hatred, and war
among one another, while justice brings homonoia and friendship. Rep. 1.351d3-5%
oTdoes yap mov, & Opacipaye, 1) ye adukia kal puion kal paxas €v aAAjAols Tapéxet, 1
3¢ dikaroovvn oudvotav kal dukiav.
Nevertheless, when we arrive at the ultimate definition of justice (understood either psychically or
politically) at Rep IV.433a-b as doing one’s own work and not meddling with others, it may seem that
friendship and homonoia have dropped off since neither concept is included in the above definition.”
This, however, would be a hasty inference. Even if friendship and homonoia are not explicit in the
definition, they are at work in several other passages of Republic. Further consideration of these
passages, especially in light of the educational system and political structure of Kallipolis, can make
good on Socrates’ claim in T1 that friendship and homonoia accompany justice.
1.2 FRIENDSHIP AMONG PHILOSOPHER RULERS IN KALLIPOLIS
Several explicit passages in Republic hold that the philosopher rulers of Kallipolis will enjoy friendship
with each other.”” At the beginning of Republic 111, Socrates, while explaining the appropriate kinds of

educational poetry, clearly claims that members of the guardian class will be friends with one another:

68 All translations are from Grube and Reeve in Plato 1997. I have occasionally made modifications. The Greek text is
based on Burnet’s Platonis Opera.

% It is worth noting that when Socrates expands upon the psychic variant of justice at Rep. 1V.443d-e, he reintroduces the
intimate connection between friendship and justice: “One who is [psychically] just does not allow any part of himself to
do the work of another part or allow the various classes within him to meddle with each other. He regulates well what is
really his own and rules himself. He puts himself in order, is his own friend, and harmonizes the three parts of himself”
(w1 édoavra TaANGTpLa TpdTTEW €xaocTov év avTd undé moNdmpaypovely mpos dAAGAa Ta v TH Juxf Yévn, dANG
T SvTL Ta otkelo €0 Qéuevov kal dpavra adTov avTod Kal KoounoarTa Kal (BINOV YeVOUEVOY €EQUTE OUVAPUOcaVTa
Tpla dvra.)

70 For further discussion of friendship within the guardian class, see Kraut 1973a, El Murr 2012, Caluori 2013, and El
Murr 2017.
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(T2) Such then, I said, are the kinds of stories that I think future guardians should and should
not hear about the gods from childhood on, if they are to honor the gods and their parents
and not take their friendship with one another lightly. Rep. 111.386a1-4
Ta uev On mepl Jeovs, Ny §'€yd, TolalT dTTA, WS €0LKEV, AKOVOTEOV TE KAl OUK KOUOTEOV
evlis ek madwy Tois eovs Te TyuNoOVOW Kal yovéas TV TE€ AAN)AwY G\iav ur TEpL
OULKPOD TTOLOOUEVOLS.
Later, at Republic V, we find more textual support that the guardians reciprocate friendship when
Socrates and Glaucon agree that philosopher guardians will interact with each other in a generally
friendly manner:
(T3) [S] What about your guardians? Could any of them consider a co-guardian as an outsider
or address him as such?
[G] There’s no way he could for when he meets any one of them, he’ll hold that he’s meeting
a brother or a sister, a father or a mother, a son or a daughter, or some ancestor or descendant
of theirs.
[S] You put that very well. But tell me this: Will your laws require them simply to use these
kinship names or also to do all the things that go along with the names? Must they show to
their “fathers” the respect, solicitude, and obedience we show to our parents by law? . . .
[G] The former. It would be absurd if they only mouthed kinship names without doing the

things that go along with them. Rep. V.463c3-el™

71 have added the speaker brackets for the sake of clarity. I should also note that the guardian classes in Plato changes
meaning throughout Republic. Until Rep. 111.414b, the guardian class refers to actually two distinct classes, the auxiliaries
and the philosopher guardians. After 111.414b, ‘guardian’ refers solely to the philosopher rulers, who are guardians in the
“most precise sense.” Throughout this chapter, I will use ‘guardian,” ‘philosopher guardian,” and ‘philosopher ruler’
interchangeably. I will use ‘auxiliary’ to refer to the class of citizens that are responsible for the policing and soldiering
duties. I will use ‘guardian classes’ to refer to the collective of auxiliaries and philosopher rulers.
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Ti 8¢ ot mapa ool Ppvdakxes; €0l GoTis avTdw €xol dv TV cupPUAdKwY vouloal Twa 1

TPOCELTTEY WS AANSTPLOV;

ovdau®s, Epn. TavTl yap @ dv EvTuyxdry, 1] ws adeAdd 1 ws adeAdi) 1] ws TaTpl 1] ws

unTpL 7] Vet 7 BuyaTpl 1) TOUTWY €YKOVOLS 1] TTPOYOVOLS VOULEL EVTUYXAVELY.

KAANoTa, v O€yd, Aéyels, AN €Tt kal TOOe elmé: TOTEPOV AVTOLS TO OVOUATA LOVOV

otkela vopolemioes, 1 kal Tas mpafels maoas kaTa Ta ovouATA TPATTEW, TEPL TE TOVS

maTépas, 6oa vouos mepL TaTéPas atdols Te mEPL Kal KNOEUOVvias Kal Tob UTKoov Oelv

€lvaL TV Yovéwv . . .

adTat, €pn: yehotov yap dv €in el drev €pywv olkela ovouaTa OLa TV OTOUATMY [LOVOV

pOeyyowro.

What is less explicit though is whether nonguardian citizens of Kallipolis (i.e. auxiliaries and producers)
also enjoy friendship both in their own classes and with other classes. The determination of this is
significant in part because it may attenuate the cogency of Socrates’ claim in T1 that justice brings
about friendship. On the one hand, if justice results in friendship only for a few citizens (e.g. the
philosopher rulers), then such justice seems congenial to a Thrasymachean interpretation that justice
is indeed another’s good and not necessarily good for all just people (assuming friendship is a good)
(Rep. 1.343c-343a).

If, on the other hand, justice produces friendship for all members of the just society, then not
only does this account seem less susceptible to a Thrasymachean reinterpretation, but it also seems to
support Socrates’ other claims that justice is always good for its possessor and that the aim of a just
polity is to not make any one person or group happy, but the entire polity happy (cf. IV.420d-421c;
VIIL.519e-520a). My view is that the rest of Republic can explain Socrates’ claim in T11in a way that does
not render it susceptible to a Thrasymachean gloss. The first step to defending this position, to which
I will now turn, is to show that there are textual and philosophical grounds to infer that friendship

exists among more than just the philosopher rulers.
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1.3 FRIENDSHIP AMONG ALL CITIZENS OF KALLIPOLIS?

When Socrates describes the devolution of the ideal city into a timocracy in Republic VIII, he makes a

perhaps surprising comment about how the citizens will change the way they treat one another as they

transition to timocratic rule:
(T4) Once civil war breaks out, both the iron and bronze types pull the constitution towards
money-making and the acquisition of land, houses, gold, and silver, while both the gold and
silver types—not being poor, but by nature rich or rich in their souls—lead the constitution
towards virtue and the old order. And thus striving and struggling with one another, they
compromise on a middle way: They distribute the land and houses as private property, ezslave
and hold as serfs and servants those whom they previously gnarded as free friends and providers of upkeep, and
occupy themselves with war and with guarding against those whom they’ve enslaved.

Rep. VIIL.547b-c, my emphasis’

O0TdoEws, MY 8 €y, yevouévns el\kérny dpa €kaTépw T YéVvel, TO uev ownpoly Kal
XOAAKODY €Tl XPNUATIOUOV Kal YTjS KTTOW Kal olkias Xpuolov T€ Kal apyvpov, T O al, TO
XPLOOUY Te Kal apyvpolv, dTe oL TeEVouévw dANd ¢puoel dvTe TAovaiw, TaS Puxas €mt TV
apernv kal Ty apyalav kataoTaow 7yérny: Bualopévwr 8¢ kal avTiTewdvTwy aAAnAots,
€ls U€oOV WUOANDYNOaY Yiv UeV Kal OlKLaS KaTaveywapuévovs dwoaobal, Tovs 8¢ mp
dvAaTTouévovs VT ATV ws élevbépous Pilovs Te kal Tpodéas, dovAwoduevor TOTE

/’ \ 3 4 v > \ /4 \ ~ > ~ > ~
TTEPLOLKOUS TE KAL OLKETAS €XOVTES, AVUTOL 7TO)\€‘LLOU TE KOl gbv)\aKng‘ auTwvy (17TL‘LL€)\€LO’9(1L.

72 A similar passage about friendship in Kallipolis can be found in Rep. IX.590d (cf. also IX.588e-589a): “It isn’t to harm
the slave that we say he must be ruled, which is what Thrasymachus thought to be true of all subjects, but because it is
better for everyone to be ruled by divine reason, preferably within himself and his own, otherwise imposed from without,
50 that as far as possible all will be alike and friends, governed by the same thing” (my emphasis). (ovk €t BAdBy 1) Tob SovAov
otduevor detv dpyeoliar avTdv, domep OBpacipaxos wero Tovs dpyouévovs, AN ws duewov ov mavtl vmo Oelov kal
ppovipov dpxeotar, pdloTa pev oikelov ExorTos €v avT®, e 8¢ ur), Efwbev épeotdTos, Wa els dvvauw mavTes Suotol
dpev kal pilot, T® avTd KvBeprdpevol.)
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This passage is important for several reasons. First, it couches the rise of faction in language that
recalls two earlier passages—which I will discuss shortly—that bear on the education and
comportment of citizens in Kallipolis. The use of iron, bronze, silver, and gold types to describe those
at faction clearly hearkens back to the Noble Lie—the statewide myth disseminated to all young
citizens of Kallipolis. And the description of the currently enslaved people who are serfs and servants
as formerly being providers of upkeep (fropheas) recalls a passage that details how guardians and
nonguardians view one another’s contributions to the city.

But the main reason this passage is important is because it clearly shows that all citizens of
Kallipolis—before the constitution devolved into more imperfect forms—were friends with one
another. If the citizens of Kallipolis are somehow friends with one another and the ideal city is
structured so as to promote this friendship, then we should be able to discern the causes (e.g.
psychological, educational, or ideological) of such friendship.

1.3.1 NOBLE LIE

Perhaps surprisingly, one of the sources of political friendship is the Noble Lie. The myth of metals
is introduced in Republic 111 as a noble falsehood (gennaion psendos) that will persuade the entire city (Rep.
I11.414c). The myth instructs citizens that they are all born from earth—their mother (Rep. 111.414e1-
2)—and that they consider one another siblings (Rep. I11.415a2). We also learn that all citizens
instantiate one of four possible types of natures, characterized by four types of metal: gold, silver, iron
or bronze. Every citizen is best suited for a specific task relative to their nature: gold and silver citizens
will become either philosopher rulers or auxiliaries, while iron and bronze citizens will comprise
craftsmen, farmers, and the rest of the non-guardians (I refer to this collective as producers) (Rep.
I11.415a-d).

One reason the myth plays a central role in Kallipolis is because it encourages citizens to enact

justice. If justice is doing one’s own work and not meddling in another’s work, then those citizens
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who subscribe to the myth of metals are furnished with explanations that allow them to understand
why they should do a certain task and why other citizens are better suited for other tasks.”

What’s especially fascinating about the myth is that it encourages citizens to enact justice
partially on the basis of encouraging them to view one another as friends (philoi). Recall that ‘philia’ has
a much broader semantic range than ‘friendship’ may capture.” A central example of a philia
relationship in classical antiquity is that of family members.” Consider a famous passage from

Sophocles’ Antigone, where Antigone expresses to Creon her unwavering commitment to her brother

as philia:
Creon: Are you not ashamed to think alone?
Antigone: It is no shame to serve blood relatives (opoomAdyyvovs).
Creon: Was not he who died on the other side your brother (Guatuos)?

Antigone: Full brother, on both sides, my parents’ child.
(Buayuos €x ids 7€ Kal TaUTOU TATPOS).

Creon: Your act of grace, in his regard, is crime.
Antigone: The corpse below would never say it was.
Creon: When you honor him and the criminal just alike?
Antigone: It was a brother (adeAos), not a slave, who died.
Creon: Died to destroy this land the other guarded.
Antigone: Death yearns for equal law for all the dead.
Creon: Not that the good and bad draw equal shares.
Antigone: Who knows but this is holiness below?
Creon: Never is the enemy, even in death, a friend
(o¥ToL wov ovxBOpds, ovd’ STav Bavy, Gilos).
Antigone: I cannot share in hatred, but in love

(oUToL ovvéxlew, aAla ovudulelv Epuy).” (511-522)

73 See Wilberding 2012: 130-132 for further discussion.

74 Konstan 1997: 9, Belfiore 2000: 3-15 and 19-20, and, with specific reference to political friendship, Sheffield 2017: 98-
99. Also, Konstan 1997: 55-56 argues that many uses of philein and philia correspond more than scholars have previously
admitted to contemporary ideas about friendship.

75 Blundell 1989: 39-41.
76 Sophocles 2013. Greek text from Sophocles 1990. See further commentary on the prominence of philia in this passage

and for the prominence of philia in Sophocles’ Auntigone, see, respectively, Blundell 1989: 106-115 and Belfiore 2000: 142-
144.
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Likewise, at Eudemian Ethics V11.1242a19-22, Aristotle notes that associates in one’s family (among
other kinds of associates) qualify as friends.”” Since family relationships are a subset of the larger set
of philia-relationships, then to the extent that they myth encourages citizens to consider one another
as family members, so too does it encourage citizens to consider one another as philo:.

Through the myth, each citizen can be persuaded to do his or her own work because they can
(a) conceptualize how they each have different abilities which render them better suited for different
tasks and (b) are likely not to meddle with another’s work mainly because they view other citizens as
friends. Notice that it is only the conjunction of (a) and (b) that actually brings to fruition both
elements of the Rep. IV.433a-b definition of justice doing one’s own work azd not meddling in others.
Notice also that the myth essentially depends on citizens viewing each other as friends. If citizens were
to be told only the ‘metals’ part of the myth—the part that explains how the kind of metal in their
soul makes them eligible for certain offices and ineligible for others—then there is no guarantee that
the myth would achieve its function of encouraging citizens to “care for the city and each other” (#s
poleds te fai allélon kédesthai) (Rep. T11.415d).” Tt is highly unlikely that citizens would exhibit care for
one another solely on the basis of seeing that they are made of different metals. Rather, the part of
the myth that completes this task is the part that informs the citizens that they are philoz, for it is both
a near truism that one should care for one’s friends and there exists another passage to be discussed
shortly which directly connects the activity of caring to that of philia.”

Yet before we address that passage, there is one central obstacle to my interpretation of the

myth of metals that I should address. According to some scholars, it is not clear that the producer

77 See also Schofield 1998: 40-42.
78 For further discussion of the purpose of the myth, see Schofield 2006: 284-292.

7 For the relationship of caring to love and friendship, see Frankfurt 2004: 10-32. For the other passage, see T8 and
ensuing discussion below.
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class has heard the myth. If true, this would be problematic because it would mean that the kind of
educational work which I attribute to the myth would be partial at best. The onus would be on me to
either explain why producers would regard fellow citizens as friends on account of some different
feature of Kallipolis or to drop the claim entirely.*’

There is voluminous debate about the extent of the education of the producer class in
Kallipolis. The relevant positions in the debate consists of those who claim that the producer class
does not receive the primary musical and gymnastic education in Republic II-1II*' and those who claim
that the producer class does receive this education or at least part of it.** What is mainly at issue for
our purpose is whether the myth of metals counts as a part of the primary education or, more precisely,
whether the producers are exposed to the myth of metals. My position is that there is good reason to
suppose the producers have heard the myth and that we can thus suppose that the producer class and
the rest of the citizens of Kallipolis are familiar with its content.

This debate has become somewhat intractable because Plato is vague about the education of
the producers and there seems to be textual evidence for both sides of the debate. Hourani, for
instance, makes the excessively strong (and unduly psychologizing) claim that: “It would seem to

[Plato] a waste of effort to educate everyone towards Guardianship” and “In the Republic everyone is to

80 A second obstacle may be that the myth of metals cannot be the ultimate grounding of friendship among all classes
because at least some classes (e.g. the philosopher guardians) clearly do not believe the literal content of the myth but
recognize it as a noble Ze. The task here, then, is to explain how and on what grounds those who do not subscribe to the
myth can claim friendship with other citizens. 1 grant that the myth is not the ultimate grounding. My only aim in this
regard will be to show that the other groundings (e.g. the true beliefs of the auxiliaries or the knowledge of the philosopher
guardians) are compatible with and complementary to the undetlying justifications offered in the myth of metals.

81 See Hourani 1949 for the strongest and most concise version of this view. See also Reeve 2006: 186-189 and, in a
somewhat qualified way, Kamtekar 2004: 158-159.

82 More recently, see Jeon 2014: 188 fn.11. Wilberding 2012 holds that primary education involves educating the appetites,
but it’s unclear if he also thinks this means that appetitive people (e.g. producers) are educated or if only the appetites of
the guardian classes are educated. See also Cornford 1941: 62 and 151. Since this position is compatible with but also more
committal than mine, I will not spend much time addressing the fine points of it. Suffice it to say that a minimum source
of education is the myth of metals and if, as these scholars claim, the producer class receives more of an education than
the myth, then that only strengthens their education and my interpretation.
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perform the function for which he is most fitted by nature; the natural corollary of this is that everyone
is to be trained to perform that function and for no other purpose.”® Hourani’s two main pieces of
evidence to justify this claim are that (1) Plato never mentions explicitly the education of the producer
class and (2) the only time Plato is explicit about the education of the producer class (at. Rep. V.546d),
the education described is craft education.*® The problem with (1), put simply, is that the absence of
evidence is not evidence of absence. Likewise with (2). The fact that the only explicit mention of
producer education is with respect to their craft-education does not necessitate that craft-education is
the only education they receive.

The main problem here can also be seen in the putative corollary mentioned in the second
quotation above from Hourani’s article. While Hourani is undoubtedly correct that in Kallipolis
everyone is to perform the function for which they are most fit by nature, this way of formulating it
is slightly crude and misses out on what’s really going on in Kallipolis. The goal of Republic is not just
to ensure that everyone performs their characteristic functions, but rather that they do so with
compatible motivations and do so in a way that maximizes their collective happiness (Rep. IV.420d-
421c; VIL519¢-5202).* With this being the case, we should actually expect on philosophical and
interpretive grounds—in addition to the textual ones just mentioned—that Kallipolis is structured in
a way that provides all classes with at least some guidance about the correct motivations and happiness.

In section 3.4, I will examine more thoroughly how the Noble Lie is a source for such correct
motivations. But, for now, support that the producers actually learn the Noble Lie can be inferred

from the following two remarks of Socrates that preface the exposition of the myth:

83 Hourani 1949: 59. My emphasis in each quotation.

84 Reeve 20006: 186-189 gives a more thorough account of the textual problems in attributing primary education to the
producers.

85 For further discussion, see Reeve 2006: 153-159 and, for criticism of Reeve and a different account, see Kamtekar 2004:
145-148 and 151-155. Also valuable is Vasiliou 2008: 233 as well as fns. 40 and 41.



73

(T'’5) How, then, could we devise one of those useful falsehoods we were talking about a while
ago, one noble falsehood that would, in the best case, persuade even the rulers, but if that’s
not possible, then the others in the city? Rep. 111.414b8-c2
Tis dv olv Nuiv, v & €y, unxavy yévoiro Tav Pevddv TV €v déovTt yryvouévwy, dv o)
viv eNéyouev, yevvaiov Tu €v Yieldouévovs meloar dA\oTa uev Kal avTovs ToUS dpXovTas,
€l O¢ un, TV dAAY ToAw;
(T6) I'll tell it, then, though I don’t know where I'll get the audacity or even what words I'll
use. I'll first try to persuade the rulers and the soldiers and then the others in the city.
Rep. 111.414d1-3
Aéyw d—raiTor ovk olda 0Tmolg TOAUY 7] TOL0S AGYOLS XPWLEVOS EPD—KAL ETLYELPTOW
TPATOV eV avToUs ToUs dpyovTas mellew kal Tovs oTpaTdTas, émeiTa 8¢ kal TNV dAANY
TOAW
The phrase “the others in the city” (m)v dAAnv woAw) in T5 and T6 seem most plausibly to refer to
the auxiliaries and the producers in the former passage and the producers in the latter. Indeed, the
implicit contrast in either passage is difficult to construe as referring some politically relevant group
other than the producer class. For what other part of the population of Kallipolis could be intended
in such phrasing? And, in addition to this interpretative point, Kamtekar 2004: 159 makes a helpful
note on this issue: “There is no reason to suppose that producers would be prevented from hearing
these stories [e.g. the myth of metals], for how could they harm them?” Even if we put aside the
textual issue about whether producers learn the myth—an issue which is at worst ambiguous, but on
my view obliquely inclusive of the producers according to T5 and T6é—we can see that there are good
philosophical grounds to read the myth as including the producers. First, it will not harm them, since
the operative ethical and political beliefs in the myth are compatible with justice and justice never

harms its possessor (viz. Rep. 1.335¢). The second point, and a more important one for my argument,
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is that the myth of metals’ use of friendship language as the proper relationship among citizens actually
provides important motivations for all classes—including the producers—to enact justice.”

1.3.2 NAMING PRESERVERS, AUXILIARIES, AND PROVIDERS OF UPKEEP AND WAGES
The second passage referenced in T2’s declaration of friendship among all citizens is one in Rep. V
that focuses on how the unity of Kallipolis is exemplified in the names citizens give to one another.
This passage is important in part because it demonstrates, in contrast to other cities, the cooperative
and mutually appreciative attitude that all citizens have toward one another’s contributions in the ideal
city:

(T7) It’s time now to return to our own city, to look there for the features we’ve agreed on

[i.e. the absence of faction, the presence of unity, and the sharing of pleasures of pain], and to

determine whether it or some other city possesses them to the greatest degree.

Then that’s what we must do.

What about those other cities? Aren’t there rulers and people in them, as well as in ours?

There are.

Besides fellow citizens, what do the people call the rulers in those other cities?

In many they call them despots, but in democracies they are called just this—rulers.

What about the people in our city? Besides fellow citizens, what do they call their rulers?

Preservers and auxiliaries. (cwT7jpds Te kat €mkovpos)

And what do they in turn call the people?

Providers of upkeep and wages. (uobfodoras e kat Tpodéas)

What do the rulers call the people in other cities?

Slaves.

86 For discussion of the myth of metals being addressed to all citizens, see Vasiliou 2008: 235, Wilberding 2012: 131, and
Prauscello 2014: 46-47.
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And what do the rulers call each other?
Co-rulers.
And ours?

Co-guardians. Rep. V.462e3-463b8
14 OF L4 ’ \ > ~ k24 ’ R4 14 \ ~ v \ \ >
7{ 00v; €0TL L€V TTOV Kal €V Tals dANals TONEoWw dpXOVTES Te Kal OTjuuos, €0TL O€ Kal €v
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7( & ol NuéTepoy;
ovupvAakas.

The passage is immediately followed by T3, which importantly claims that the positive names the

citizens use are not just superficial talk, but actually accompanied by correspondingly positive actions.

In other words, referring to one another as “preservers” (sitéras), “auxiliaries” (epikonrous), and
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“providers of upkeep and wages” (wisthodotas te kai tropheas), is not merely lip service citizens pay to
one another; it is supposed to be genuinely reflective of how they view each other.”” In contrast to
other cities, where rulers view subjects as “slaves” (doulons) and subjects view rulers as “despots”
(despotas) or “rulers” (arxontas), the citizens of Kallipolis, as displayed in the words they use, view one
another in terms of the contributions they make to the shared life of the po/is. Guardians are valuable
because they manage the well-being of the polis according to principles of justice; auxiliaries are
valuable because they are allies to the guardians, mainly by defending the city from threats internal and
external; and producers generally are valuable because they equip the city with its requisite needs,
including food, medicine, and similar tasks.*

Also noteworthy is that we can see here that citizens, if they are to use these names sincerely,
must somehow possess the cognitive resources to recognize the utility and importance of the other
activities in the city while also not mistakenly believing themselves best suited for those activities.
There thus needs to be an adequate educational system in place that can provide citizens of varying
levels of ability with compatible justifications for these conceptualizations. But, to anticipate a
forthcoming argument, what’s especially important for the discussion in the next section is that
citizens view one another in this way on the basis of be/iefs they have about the worthwhileness of their
own contributions and those of fellow citizens to the polis.

Another important feature of this passage is that it lends support to the idea that friendship
exists among all the citizens. The nomenclature in T7, with its implicit praise and commendation of

fellow citizens and their activities, implies that each citizen demonstrates some friendly disposition

87 See Kamtekar 2004: 158-159 and Reeve 2006: 204-205 for concordant discussions of this passage.

88 See Vasiliou 2008: 232-247 for a discussion of the varied tasks of the producer class. See Prauscello 2014: 54-55 for
further discussion, especially of the cultural and historical context of some of the approbative terminology the citizens of
Kallipolis use.
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toward other citizens.”” Further evidence of this also comes from re-reading T4 in light of this passage.
In T4, Socrates makes explicit that the use of #rvpheas by the guardians and auxiliaries (before the
devolution into timocracy) toward the producers implied a friendship among all classes: ““They enslave
and hold as serfs and servants those whom they previously guarded as free friends and providers of
upkeep” (Tovs O¢ mpw PuAaTToucvovs VT avT@Y ws €élevbépovs dilovs Te kal Tpodéas,
dovAwoduevor TOTE TEPLOKOUS TE Kal olkéTas €xovTes). If part of what grounds the guardians and
auxiliaries’ friendships towards the producers is how they acknowledged and valued their contribution
to the city, then it seems plausible that the producers likewise viewed the auxiliaries and guardians as
friends for a similar reason. In this way, this passage seems to provide testimony that a feature of

Kallipolis is that all citizens are friends with one another.
2. TwO BELIEFS AND A FRAMEWORK OF POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP

I suggested in Section 1.3.1 that one politically and ethically significant feature of the myth of metals
is that it educates citizens to treat one another, broadly, as friends (insofar as familial relationships
instantiate phzlia relationships). I also suggested that the terminology citizens deploy to refer to one
another supports the claim that citizens are friends in Kallipolis. One claim I made in that section is
that friendship can count as an important motivation with respect to encouraging citizens to enact
justice. In the next two sections, I want to explain why friendship functions in this way by exploring
how Plato connects the psychology of friendship with care and beliefs about happiness. Specifically,
citizens are taught to adopt two beliefs—a belief in shared utility and a belief in biconditional
happiness—that provide them a conceptual means and a motivation to treat one another as friends.
In Rep. 111, we learn that one goal of the myth of metals it to encourage citizens “to care for

the city and each other” (#s poleds te kai allélon kédesthai). This claim is preceded by an illuminating and

89 Prauscello 2014: 52 — 56 also connects this passage with friendship throughout Kallipolis.
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general analysis of care (kédesthaz) and love (philein) in the midst of Socrates and Glaucon discussing
the qualities necessary for ruling. I take the following passage as foundational to an analysis of the
psychology of friendship in Republic:

(T8) [A]s the rulers must be the best of the guardians, mustn’t they be the ones who are best

at guarding the city?

Yes.

Then, in the first place, mustn’t they be knowledgeable and capable, and mustn’t they care for

the city?

That’s right.

Now, one cares most for what one loves.

Necessarily.

And someone loves something most of all when he believes that the same things are

advantageous to it as to himself and believes that if it does well, he’ll do well and that if it does

badly, then he’ll do badly too.

That’s right. Rep. 111.412¢8-d1™

viv &, emedn) puAakwy avTovs aploTous Oel €lval, Gp 00 GUAGKIKWTATOUS TONEWS;

val.

0UKOUV, (pPOVILOUS TE €S TOUTO D€L VTTAPXEW Kal duraTovs Kal €Tt KNOEUOVAS T1S TONEWS;

éoTL TavTa.

k)dotTo Be Y’ AV TIS PAALOTA TOUTOU & TUYXAVOL PLAGV.

avayk).

% Prauscello 2014: 47 apparently takes T8 to be mainly retrospective, i.e. serving as a “skillful declination” of care and
philia for the myth of metals. But nothing in context demands this and, in fact, the immediate context actually goes against
a solely retrospective reading. For instance, when the guardians are described phroninous, it implies that they probably no
longer believe the Noble Lie.
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Plausibly enough, Socrates and Glaucon determine that one quality necessary for a ruler is that the
ruler should care about that over which she rules. In delimiting what it means to care about something,
Socrates suggests that a surefire way to elicit care is through considering the object of care worthy of
philia. In delimiting this in turn, Socrates parses philein in epistemic terms—as evidenced by his
correlative use of “fyoiro.” Generally, according to T8, one loves (ot has philia for) any X when one
holds two beliefs about X:

(1) Belief in Shared Ultility: the same things confer advantage to both X and to oneself.

(2) Belief in Biconditional Happiness: a state of affairs in which one’s faring well is necessarily

and sufficiently bound with another person’s (or another thing’s) faring well.”
Suppose that I love Max. According to this framework, I must hold two beliefs about Max to sincerely
love him. First, I must believe in shared utility between us. For instance, maybe I believe that Max and
I receive advantages in playing chess together; the advantage for each of us perhaps consists of the
intellectual pleasure of strategizing and calculating various lines of moves that lead to checkmate. Or
perhaps this is only the advantage Max receives and I believe the advantage for me is in the pleasure
of spending time with Max, and chess-playing is one way to attain that pleasure (a distinct pleasure to
be sure, but an advantage none the less). The point is that I hold a belief in shared utility as long as I

recognize that the thing common to Max and me (e.g. playing chess) confers advantages to both of

91 The terminology, with some modification, of ‘biconditional happiness’ is borrowed from Reeve 2006: 166-167. 1 will
use ‘faring well” and ‘happiness’ or ‘happy’ interchangeably. Singpurwalla 2006b: 278 also alludes to this biconditional
feature: “Socrates seems to be suggesting then, that the happiness of an individual citizen cannot be achieved independently
of his fulfilling his role in making the community of he is a part happy, or in other words, in making his fellow citizens

happy.”
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us. Notice that the advantage does not have to be identical between Max and myself. It is entirely
plausible—and in the context of Republic likely necessary—that the same object, activity, or entity can
be a source of multiple advantages—some feature of which may appeal to some people and other
features which may appeal to different people.

The second belief necessary to my loving Max is my belief in biconditional happiness. I believe
that my happiness is biconditionally bound to Max’s happiness when I believe both that (1) if Max
fares well, so to do I fare well and (2) if Max does not fare well, neither do 1. In Republic terms, this
means that good rulers do not just care about and love the city (and the citizens who compose the
city), but that they do so on in part on the basis of holding the belief that their own happiness is
biconditionally bound to the happiness of the rest of the city. If Max likewise holds a belief in shared
utility and a belief in biconditional happiness about me—that is if Max also loves me—then it seems
plausible on the basis of that reciprocity for us to claim philia.”

The connection of care with friendship has a substantial philosophical pedigree in Plato and
elsewhere. Plato’s Phaedrus, for instance, thematizes the relationship between care and philia.”> More
recently, Harry Frankfurt has argued that love (which in Frankfurt’s sense includes friendship), at
bottom, is best described as a special kind of caring about something. It is only when we care about
people in a certain way that we can be said to love them.” Although the psychological underpinning

of Frankfurt’s account of love differs drastically from the Platonic one, T8 shares the general insight

92 Kraut 1973a: 337 reads this passage as showing that citizens’ extended interests include the welfare of the city broadly,
even if it may not be in their immediate interests. This seems to be a reasonable way of explaining in moral psychological
terms the kind of ethical framework at work here and thus seems compatible with my point. Kraut also has solid reasons
to reject reading this passage as somehow implying that it is possible for the interests of the philosopher guardians to
actually come apart from and possibly conflict with the interests of the city.

93 This argument has been made persuasively by Sheffield 2011. See also Sheffield 2017: 95-98 for more illuminating
discussion.

94 Frankfurt 2004: 11-16.
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with Frankfurt that we can satisfactorily understand love and friendship by reference to caring. Where
the Republic model of care and friendship departs from the Frankfurtian one is in its analysis of love
as a necessarily cognitive activity, as an activity that depends on our epistemic attitudes.”

An additional reason T8 is important is because it does not require us to perform the thorny
hermeneutical task of appealing to other dialogues, such as Plato’s Lysis, Symposium, or Phaedrus, to

96

understand broadly the nature of friendship in Republic.”” Instead, sufficient analysis of T8 offers on
its own a solid account of at least the minimal conditions of friendship. It seems plausible to insist
that friends are somehow alike and share in one another’s lives and activities. What T8 suggests is that
an important sense in which friends become similar is by holding compatible if not identical beliefs in
matters relevant to their friendship. So, in political friendship the relevant beliefs pertain to issues of
justice, community, and happiness—all premier political topics in Plato.” Obviously, T8 is not a
discursive presentation of friendship; it may leave out other relevant criteria for friendship—emotional
dispositions, certain other activities or behaviors characteristic of friendship, etc—but it does

nonetheless provide a solid and plausible psychological basis upon which to understand how citizens

in a political community may achieve friendship.”

% Frankfurt argues against an intellectualist model of love, instead explicitly opting for a volitional one. See Frankfurt 2004:
43-57.

% Many scholars are quick to assume that there is not a substantial account of friendship in the Republic. Both Vlastos and
Reeve, for instance, import a utility model of friendship from the Lysis. While, no doubt, this account of love as I've
developed does involve beliefs in shared utility, I see no reason to engage in the unnecessarily messy task of assuming that
the same kind of utility is at work in Lysis and Republic, especially because the rest of the Republic seems to give substantial
grounding to the minimal sense of utility in (1). See Vlastos 1973/1999: 145 and Reeve 2006: 166-167. Kraut 1973a and
Price 1989 turn to Symposium to interpret some of these passages in Republic about love and friendship. Sheffield 2011 takes
the Phaedrus as offering a tripartite and general theory of friendship. I think the inquiry into whether Plato’s views on love
and friendship throughout the more explicitly love- and friendship-themed dialogues (e.g. Lysis, Phaedrus, Symposinm) is
consistent and coherent with how he treats love and friendship in the political dialogues (e.g. Republic, Laws, Statesman) is
important and fruitful. But I do not think it is necessary for unearthing at least a proto-account of friendship and love in
the political dialogues, including Repubii.

7 For a for-the-most-part complementary and general discussion, see Sheffield 2017: 98-100.

% For defense and further discussion of non-exhaustive accounts of friendship for political purposes, see Chapter 1,
Section 4.1 and Chapter 4.
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3. EXTENDING THE FRAMEWORK TO ALL CITIZENS

One aspect worth emphasizing in this account of friendship is that nothing in the passage restricts
this analysis of philia solely to the guardian class. As T8 claims, guardians are distinguished by the
conjunction of three characteristics; guardians are knowledgeable (phronimons), capable (dunatous), and
they care for the city (kédemonas tés poleds). While the conjunction of these three is unique to the
guardians, it is quite clear that an aim of Republic is to encourage all citizens, not just the philosopher
guardians, to care about the city (cf. Rep. 111.415¢c-d). Moreover, only the guardians’ beliefs in shared
utility and biconditional happiness will be grounded in the philosophical knowledge of the Forms.
This does not mean, however, that such knowledge is the only grounding. As long as nonphilosophical
citizens can support their beliefs in shared utility and biconditional happiness on distinct but
compatible grounds, then we can understand them to love the city and the citizens as equally sincerely
(even though perhaps not as equally truthfully) as the philosopher guardians.

Indeed, these two fundamental beliefs of citizen-wide friendship seem to be operative in the
description of Kallipolis as a unified community that shares in pleasure and pain. In a well-known
passage from Rep. V, Socrates and Glaucon discuss the unity of the city:

(T9) Is there any greater evil we can mention for a city than that which tears it apart and makes

it many instead of one? Or any greater good than that which binds it together and makes it

oner—There isn’t.

And when, as far as possible, all the citizens rejoice and are pained by the same successes and

failures, doesn’t this sharing of pleasures and pains bind the city together>—It most certainly

does.

But when some suffer greatly, while others rejoice greatly, at the same things happening to the

city or its people, doesn’t this privatization of pleasures and pains dissolve the city?>—Of

course.
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And isn’t this what happens whenever such words as “mine” and “not mine” are used in
unison? And similarly with “someone else’s”’?—Precisely.
Then, is this the best-governed city, the one in which most people say “mine” and “not mine”
about the same things in the same way?—It is indeed . . .
Then, whenever anything good or bad happens to a single one of its citizens, [the best-
governed city] above all others will say that the affected part is its own and will share in the
pleasure or pain as a whole. Rep. V.462a8-¢l
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I consider this passage to be a nearly complete application of friendship among the citizens according
to the framework developed above. The emphasis on sharing of pleasures and pains seems to be an
(admittedly weak, but soon-to-be strengthened!) form of a belief in biconditional happiness. Part of

what it means to share in pleasures and pains is that one thinks that what pleases another also pleases
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oneself and likewise with pains. Insofar as pleasure is a component of the happy life—i.e. that the
happy person lives pleasurably (viz. Rep. IX. 583a)—we can read the community of pleasures and
pains as an instance of the belief in biconditional happiness. Moreover, we can also read the
community of pleasures and pains as instantiating belief in shared utility.” This is so because pleasure
seems to be a paradigmatic example of an advantage or a benefit. It is axiomatic that pleasure, when
properly construed, is advantageous, though certainly not all pleasures are equal; the educational
program of Republic, for instance, is keen to promote only the appropriate kinds of pleasures.'”
Further, the discussion of the kinds of pleasure and of how the philosopher is most experienced and
knowledgeable about the different kinds of pleasure at Rep. IX.580d-583a seems to ensure that the
pleasures and pains the ideal community feels are not deleterious pleasures, but only those that are
conducive to faring well.

3.1 THE SOURCES OF FRIENDSHIP BELIEFS FOR THE CLASSES OF KALLIPOLIS

So far, I have suggested that it is plausible to locate some inklings of civic friendship in the Noble Lie
and in the passage on the nomenclature citizens use to refer to one another. In an effort to make good
on that suggestion, I have also argued for the possibility that, despite the immediate context, the
framework of care and friendship in T8 can be extended from the philosophers of Republic to the
nonphilosophers. To strengthen this argument, I now want to show that each class of Kallipolis—the
philosopher guardians, the auxiliaries, and the producers—have ample educational resources at their
disposal to form compatible and complementary beliefs in shared utility and in biconditional

happiness. I will treat each class in turn.

99 Kraut 1973a: 336.

100 See comments on the education of appetitive desires in Rep. 431¢5 and the difference between necessary and
unnecessary desires at Rep. 558d-559c¢.
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3.2 KNOWLEDGE AND FRIENDSHIP FOR PHILOSOPHER GUARDIANS

The unique epistemic position of the philosopher guardians consists in their possession of knowledge
and wisdom. They attain this knowledge through their primary education in music and gymnastics
coupled with the special education they receive as detailed in Rep. VI-VII, which includes mathematics
and dialectic and culminates in knowledge of the Forms. For political and ethical purposes, the
philosophers’ knowledge enables them to deliberate well about what particular actions and practices
are just and virtuous, since through knowledge of the Good, philosophers also know Justice and
Beauty and virtue (Rep. 443d-e; 484d-485a; 505e-5082).""" Philosophers are also concerned about
justice and virtue generally because they recognize virtue as intrinsically choiceworthy and as
constitutive of the goodness and happiness that everyone desires (cf. Rep. VI1.505¢-¢).'"

To say that philosophers are concerned with justice, however, is not enough to explain
precisely the motivations for why philosophers are committed to holding the two beliefs—shared
utility and biconditional happiness—necessary for their friendship with the other citizens. Indeed,
such an explanation may appear more difficult when we recall a set of passages, which has puzzled

scholars for generations,'”

that entail both that philosophers are the most apt to rule and at the same
time appear unwilling and unmotivated to engage in ruling (Rep. VIL.519e-520d; 521b-c, and 540a).
Philosophers, we learn, prefer to spend their time in philosophy (519c). The problem is that it seems
the philosophers should by virtue of their knowledge wish to enact political justice and, at the same

time and also by virtue of their knowledge (and the splendor of philosophy), are unmotivated to

perform the obligations required for establishing and maintaining political justice. If this holds, then

101 Also cf. 517d and 520c for comments on the practical excellence of philosophers compared to nonphilosophers.
102 On the intrinsic value and benefit of justice, see Singpurwalla 2006b.

103 For various solutions to this puzzle, see Cooper 1999: 138-149, Irwin 1995, Kraut 1999, and Brown 2004.
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it is difficult to count philosophers as friends of other citizens because it is mysterious how one can
ascribe to philosophers a belief in shared utility with the other classes and a belief in biconditional
happiness with them, both of which are required for friendship. If the philosopher guardians really
saw justice as advantageous (and connected their activity of ruling with justice) and if they really
believed that their happiness was bound to their fellow citizens also faring well, why would they be
unmotivated to pursue ruling justly?

In general, I find this line of reasoning unpersuasive. Granting for the sake of argument that

there is a genuine conflict in the philosopher’s motivations, ™

the conflict is not one of being
motivated to philosophize versus being unmotivated to rule. Rather, philosophers are comparatively less
motivated to rule than to philosophize. This comparative dimension is perfectly compatible with the
philosopher guardians nonetheless being motivated to rule; it is just that their preferences and interests
entail they are even more motivated to philosophize. While there thus may need to be some
institutional strictures or legislation in place (e.g. 540a-c) to ensure that not all philosophers are always
philosophizing, it is still plausible to say that they can be motivated to rule. If they are motivated to
rule then, there must be something genuinely good and virtuous about ruling (since definitionally
philosophers are motivated by knowledge they must know why ruling is good for the city).

The reasons that Socrates gives for why philosopher guardians should rule roughly consists of
reasons for philosopher guardians to believe in shared utility and in biconditional happiness with the
other citizens of Kallipolis. Consider part of Socrates’ fictional address to the guardians at Rep.
VIIL.510a-c where he explains why they must rule:

(T10) When people like you come to be in other cities, they’re justified in not sharing in the

city’s labors, for they’ve grown there spontaneously, against the will of the constitution. And

104 In general, I think Brown 2004’s arguments against “filling the gap’ approaches are persuasive and correct. Nonetheless,
I think my point still stands, even if we maintain that there is a genuine motivational conflict here.
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what grows of its own accord and owes no debt for its upbringing has justice on its side when
it isn’t keen to pay anyone for that upbringing. But we’ve made you kings in our city and
leaders of the swarm, as it were, both for yourselves and for the rest of the city.
[O]¢ pev év Tals dANais TOAeaL ToLODTOL YLyVOUEVOL EKOTWS OV ETEXOUOL TV €V QUTALS
TOVWY, aUTOUATOL Yap €uduovTar akovons Tijs €v €kaoTy moATelas, dikny déxel To ye
avTopues undevt Tpodny ddeilov und éxTivew Tw mpobuuetolal Ta Tpopeta. vuas SNuels
VUV Te avTols T7 Te dAA) TONEL WOTEP €V Oounvoew 1yeuovas Te kal Pact\éas
eyevvioauev.

And also consider Socrates’ description of the conclusion of the guardians’ education:
(T11) Then, at the age of fifty, those who’ve survived the tests and have been successful both
in practical matters and in the sciences must be led to the goal and compelled to lift up the
radiant light of their souls to what itself provides light for everything. And once they’ve seen
the good itself, they must each in turn put the city, its citizens, and themselves in order, using
it as their model. Each of them will spend most of his time with philosophy, but when his turn
comes, he must labor in politics and rule for the city’s sake, not as if he were doing something
fine, but rather as something that has to be done. Rep. VII.540a-b
yevou€vwy O TEVTNKOVTOUTOV, ToUs dtaowlévTas kal aploTeloavTas mavTa TavTy €v
€pyoLs Te Kal EMOTHUALS TPOS TENOS 7107 AKTEOV, KAl AVAYKAOTEOV AVAKAVaAYTAS TNV TTjS
Juxis avynv ets avto amofAéfar To TaotL pdds mapéxov, kat dovTas To ayalov avTd,
TapPadelyuaTt XPWUEVOUS €KEW®, Kal TOANW Kal (O)HTas Kal €aUTOUS KOOUEW TOV
emilovrov Blov €v uépel €ékaoTous, TO pev ToAU Tpos puhocodpia datpiBovTas, dTav de TO
UEPOS T)KT), TTPOS TONTIKOLS EMTANAUTWPOIVTAS KAl APXOVTAS €KAOTOUS TiS TONEWS
€veka, ovx ws KaAGV Tt AAN ws dvaykalov mpdTTovTas.

Socrates’ general claim in these passages is that the guardians have received a substantial benefit from

the city: they’ve received an upbringing and education that has allowed them to appreciate the beauty
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of reason and share in the happiest life. Implicit within this benefit is that the guardians should
recognize and hold a belief in the shared utility of ruling Kallipolis. This implicit point has actually
been made explicit earlier: at IV.442c Socrates says that philosophers—whose rational part rules in
their souls—have “knowledge of what is beneficial for each part and for the whole [soul],” (€mtoTiunv
€V aUT® TNV TOD CUUPEPOVTOS €kAOTW Te Kal 6Aw) which per the city-soul analogy also implies they
have knowledge of what is beneficial for each class and the whole city. The same education and society
in which they were raised benefits not only themselves, but also all other citizens (Rep. VIL.519¢). This
means that the knowledgeable guardians are also aware that there is a shared utility to all citizens in
the upkeep of Kallipolis.'” Since the guardians realize that they are the only ones capable of ruling
well, we can infer that part of their motivation for so doing is to preserve the harmony and unity of
the city, qualities which allowed the guardians themselves to become and continue to be who they are.
In a related way, T10 and T11 also support ascribing a belief of biconditional happiness to the
philosopher guardians. The guardians recognize that they should rule in part because they recognize
that their happiness is both necessarily and sufficiently tied to the happiness of the rest of the citizens.
The way the happiness of the guardians is necessarily bound to the rest of the city is straightforward.
When Socrates and Glaucon found the initial city, they formulate a principle of specialization, which
holds that each citizen should only do the thing that they are best at (Rep. I1.370b-d). The necessity of
this principle comes from recognition that no individual is entirely self-sustaining; political
communities, Kallipolis included, form out of shared need and interdependence (Rep. 11.369b-d).
This principle applies to the philosopher guardians. Their rigorous and demanding

education—and the subsequent opportunity that affords them to enjoy the highest form of

105 See Reeve 2006 and Kamtekar 2004 for two different interpretations for how all classes are benefitted in Kallipolis.
Nevertheless, both interpretations rightly hold that the benefits of life in Kallipolis are substantially different for each class.
See my earlier discussion of shared utility to show why different benefits in the same activity still counts as a genuine
instance in shared utility.
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happiness—depends on the work of fellow citizens who guard the city, grow food, and supply other

1% Hence the

goods so that those with philosophical potential can finish their fifty-year education.
necessity of fellow citizens—and their happiness which is connected to their own work'”—for the
philosopher’s happiness.

That the producers’ and auxiliaries’ happiness is also sufficient for (and therefore
biconditionally bound to) the philosophers” happiness may seem at first sight to be an odd claim. Part
of this oddity is due to the fact that the happiness of the other two classes appears miles away from
the happiness of the philosophers. Philosophers, we are told, are happiest when they are
contemplating the Forms (Re¢p. VI.500b-d); the happiness of the other citizens of Kallipolis—who do
not have a reflective grasp of the Forms—consists only in approximations of the philosophet’s
happiest life, including experiencing the pleasures particular to a given citizen’s nature and in the
degree of virtue attainable by that citizen."” So how exactly might the happiness of the other two
classes suffice for the philosophet’s happiness?

One approach is to argue that the division between contemplating the forms and ruling the
city is a superficial one. Richard Kraut has argued, largely on the basis of T10 and T11, that when the
philosophers rule the city, they are in effect engaged in an applied study of the forms."” As Socrates

claims: “And once [the philosophers guardians| have seen the good itself, they must each in turn put

the city, its citizens, and themselves in order, using it [i.e. the good itself or the Form of the Good] as

106 T obviously have to argue that these activities for the auxiliary and producers class count as a form, albeit a weaker one,
of happiness. I will do that in Section 3.3 for the auxiliaries and Section 3.4 for the producers.

107 We can understand the relationship between happiness and one’s own work at various levels of connectedness. Kraut
1973b: 219-220, Vlastos 1978:179 and Nettleship 1958: 136-137 hold that the happiness of nonphilosophers is to be
identified with them doing their own work. Kamtekar 2001 more sensibly, in my opinion, holds that the happiness of
nonphilosophers is connected to but not reducible to doing their own work.

108 For the happiness and virtue of nonphilosophers in Kallipolis, see Reeve 2006, Kamtekar 2004, Kamtekar 2001: 210-
217 and Kamtekar 1998: 322-324. See also Republic 1.352d-354a.

109 Kraut 1999: 235-255.
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their model” (Rep. VIL.540b; cf. Rep.VI.500d-501a). Interpreting the activity of ruling in this way, the
happiness of the nonphilosophers is sufficient for the happiness of the philosophers because the only
activity that culminates in the happiness of nonphilosophers—ruling Kallipolis well—is none other
than activity that philosophers at their happiest are engaged in. In other words, the nonphilosophers’
happiness is sufficient for the philosopher’s because they are co-extensional.

Another way we can reach the same conclusion is by adopting Kraut’s general insight without
requiring the more disputed claim that ruling the city is an applied study of the Forms. For as long as
we recognize that the maximal happiness of the nonphilosophers can only come about in a city ruled
with wisdom and that the only way to achieve such wisdom is through engaging in the study of the
Forms (the happiest philosophical activity), then the happiness of nonphilosophers serves as
incontrovertible evidence of the happiness of philosophers. Put differently: the happiness of the
nonphilosophers is sufficient for the happiness of the philosophers not because it has a causal bearing
on the philosopher’s happiness, but because its presence is an unmistakable indicator of the
philosopher’s own happiness in Kallipolis.

In this section, I have explored the claim in T8 that the philosopher guardians have philia for
the city (and thus the citizens that compose it) by showing how their education provides them with
the knowledge necessary for holding the two beliefs required for phi/ia in Kallipolis, a belief in shared
utility and a belief in biconditional happiness. My aim in the next two sections is to show that the
educations of the auxiliary class and the producer class also support holding these two beliefs, albeit
on different grounds relative to their different educations.

3.3 STABLE, TRUE BELIEF AND FRIENDSHIP FOR THE AUXILIARIES
The immediate context of T8 pertains to the philosopher guardians and thereby implies that the two-
belief framework of philia is rooted only in the philosophical knowledge accessible only to the

guardians. There is no reason, however, why this context should restrict the operative idea about
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friendship and belief from arising solely through knowledge. I argue instead that we can (and should)
uncouple two characteristics of the guardians—(1) that they are knowledgeable (phronimons) and (2)
that they love the city and its citizens. (1) clearly applies to the philosopher guardians only. Yet (2)
applies to all members of the city, including the auxiliaries and the producers, but they hold the
required beliefs on the basis of epistemic grounds other than knowledge. My aim in this section is to
show how the education of the auxiliaries and the institutional structure of their lives support ascribing
to them as well the two requisite beliefs for friendship.'”

The auxiliaries receive, in addition to the Noble Lie, the musical and gymnastic education
detailed throughout Republic TI-TI1.'"" A central feature of this education includes hearing and imitating
a carefully curated set of stories, poems, and songs that depict genuinely virtuous actions and persons
(including the philosopher rulers) as virtuous, and genuinely vicious ones as vicious (cf. Rep. 11.377b-
378b). Two central aims of this education are to instill in those who receive it the ability to distinguish
what is fine from what is shameful as well as the ability to recognize instances of virtue and vice (Rep.
[11.401e-402a; I11.402¢-d).'"?

Implicit in the ability to distinguish between the fine and shameful and in the ability to
recognize instances of virtue and vice is that the auxiliaries are acquiring and acting on beliefs about

these subjects (cf. Rep. I11.377b). Another effect of this education, the attainment of political courage

110 My argument in this section and the following one is principally indebted to Kamtekar 1998, Kamtekar 2004, Brown
2004, and Vasiliou 2008. My central contribution to their discussions is to show that their general arguments support a
claim that none of them made, namely that nonphilosophers have good epistemic reasons to consider themselves friends
with the rest of the citizens of Kallipolis.

11 Jenkins 2015: 850-855 also argues that this primary education includes at least some mathematical education. My
interpretation is unaffected by the persuasiveness of Jenkins’ argument since my arguments rely only on the musical and
gymnastic dimension of the guardian classes education. That said, Jenkins’ insight nonetheless strengthens the fact that
the primary education of Republic is focused on instilling correct beliefs and educating appetites for the purpose of making
citizens more receptive to those correct beliefs. For a similar line of argument, see also Thaler 2015.

112 For further discussion, see Gill 1985 and Singpurwalla 20006a.
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by the auxiliaries, makes this point even clearer. Consider this exchange between Socrates and Glaucon

at Rep. IV.429¢-430c:
(T12) [S] Then, you should understand that, as far as we could, we were doing something
similar [to dying wool] when we selected our soldiers and educated them in music and physical
training. What we were contriving was nothing other than this: That because they had the
proper nature and upbringing, they would absorb the laws in the finest possible way, just like
a dye, so that their belief about what they should fear and all the rest would become so fast
that even such extremely effective detergents as pleasure, pain, fear, and desire wouldn’t wash
it out—and pleasure is much more potent than any powder, washing soda, or soap. This power
to preserve through everything the correct and law-inculcated belief about what is to be feared
and what isn’t is what I call courage, unless, of course, you say otherwise.
[G] I have nothing different to say, for I assume that you don’t consider the correct belief
about these same things, which you find in animals and slaves, and which is not the result of
education, to be inculcated by law, and that you don’t call it courage but something else.
[S] That’s absolutely true.
[G] Then I accept your account of courage.
[S] Accept it instead as my account of awic courage, and you will be right.
Towtrov Tolvwy, v & €yw, vmodafe kata dvvapw épyaleclar kal Nuds, 6Te é€eeyoueba
TOUS OTPATLOTAS KAl ETALOEVOLEY LOVOLK]] KAl YUUVAOTIK]]. undev olov dANo unyavachar
7 Ows Nuiv 6Tt kKAAAOTA ToUs vouovs metolévtes déEowto womep Padnv, va deloomoios
avTav 1 80fa ylyvoiro kal mepl dewdv Kal Tepl TV AAA\wV dta TO TV T€ PpUow Kal TNV
Tpodn €mndelav €oxnrévalr, Kal w) avT@v ekTAUvar T Badny Ta plupate TavTa,
dewa dvra exkkAvlew, 1) Te ndowvi), TavTos xaleoTpaiov dewoTépa oloa TobTO dpdv Kal

/’ 7 \ > \ > /’ \ k4 (4 \ \
kovias, AUmm Te kat ¢ofos kal embuula, mavTos dANov puuparos. TRV O
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TowaTnY dvvauw kal owrnpiav dua mavtos 00éns oplijs Te kal vouiuov dewmv Te TEPL

Kal p1) avdpelav €ywye kaA® kat Tibepat, €L un Tt o0 dANo Aéyes.

al\” ovdév, 1) 8'6s, Aéyw. dokels ydp pou Tv opbny dofav mepl TOV aVTOV TOUVTWY dvev

mawdelas yeyovviav, Tyv Te Bepudddn kat avdpamodwdn, oiTe wavv vouwuov nyetobat, dANo

7€ 7L 1) avdpelav Kalelv.

a\nbéoTata, Nv d€yd, Aéyes.

amodéxopar Tolvuy ToUTO Avdpelav elvat.

Kat yap amodéxov, v §éydd, mohirniv ye, kat opldds amodély.
Here, Socrates makes explicit several important effects of the auxiliaries’ education. First, they acquire
beliefs about virtue. Socrates claims specifically about courage that they hold beliefs about what is and
is not to be feared. (Although courage is discussed here, Socrates also implies they also hold beliefs
about moderation, frankness, and high-mindedness at 111.402c.) Second, these acquired beliefs are
stable and reliable.'” Socrates says that as a result of their education auxiliaries are able to maintain
their beliefs even in the presence of “extremely effective detergents,” including pleasure, pain, and
desire. Third, these beliefs are true. Aside from explicitly labeling their beliefs correct, the fact that
their beliefs are “law-inculcated” countenances their truth. The philosopher rulers, who legislate and

rule on the basis of knowledge, would only establish laws that promote true beliefs for the auxiliaries.'"*

113 See Wilburn 2015: 14-16 for further discussion of the stability of these beliefs. See Kamtekar 2017: 169-171 for
discussion of how the spirited part of the soul and the reasoning part are both necessary for courage.

114 This claim might seem to undermine the philosopher ruler’s dissemination of falsehoods, including the Noble Lie. But
recall the distinction at Rep. I1.382b-d between a true falschood (76 ws aAnlas Pebdos)—which is an ignorance in the
soul about the things that are and which all hate most of all (uiootior pdAioTa)—and a verbal falsehood (70 év Tols Adyots
retidos)—which, while not literally true, approximates the truth and can be a “useful drug” (¢pdpparov xprjoyov) for
helping one’s friends and for eatly education. The rulers’ dissemination of falsehoods are verbal ones, which at bottom
encourage citizens to adopt an operative true belief even if, to speak in modern terms, they hold that true belief on the
basis of a faulty or inexact justification.
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Fourth, and finally, the conjunction of these beliefs and the education that cultivated them warrant
attributing to the auxiliaries political courage specifically and political virtue generally.'”

The immediate questions for our purpose are how these features of the auxiliaries’ education
support the contention that they hold beliefs in shared utility and in biconditional happiness. My view
is that the auxiliaries’ belief in shared utility largely comes as a consequence of their ability to reliably
detect good things as fine and honorable. Since justice is a good and the philosopher rulers know this,
the auxiliaries are expected to believe justice is honorable because their stable and true beliefs about
the honorable track the philosopher’s knowledge of it and because auxiliaries are deferential toward

116

the philosopher rulers.”® Further, since the auxiliaries, in whose souls the spirited part rules, are honor-
lovers, it follows that they should also be motivated to enact justice by virtue of seeing justice as
honorable (cf. Rep. IX.581b-c).""” Since goods are by definition beneficial (and these goods are not

susceptible to misuse because they are regulated by the philosopher rulers), it follows that auxiliaries

operate on the basis of a belief in the shared benefit of justice in part because they recognize this as

115 See Rep. VI.500d for discussion of philosopher rulers as makers of ‘demotic virtue’ and Kamtekar 2004: 141-142 for
how this demotic virtue applies to the citizens of Kallipolis and is not a mere, illusory appearance of virtue. See Bobonich
2002: 41-58 and 79 for a contrasting and critical view of demotic virtue. In support of Bobonich, see also Phaedo 69b and
82a-b. Also, see Kamtekar 1998 for how these true beliefs count as “imperfect” virtue and how imperfect virtue allows
auxiliaires to still value virtue for its own sake. Finally, for further discussion of non-philosophical virtue in Phaedo and
Republic, see Vasiliou 2012.

116 Twice in Rep. 111, Socrates comments that an effect of primary education is that the two guardian classes will be receptive
to reason, even before they develop (if they ever do) the capacity of reason. At 111.401 Socrates talks about education
leading the youth “unwittingly, from childhood on, to resemblance, friendship, and harmony with the beauty of reason”
(e00s éx maldwy Aavldvy els opodTTd TE Kal Pphiav kal ovpdwvior TG KaA®d Adyw dyovoa). Then, at II1.401e-
402a, Socrates states: “[An educated soul| will rightly object to what is shameful, hating it while he’s still young and unable
to grasp the reason, but, having been educated in this way, he will welcome the reason when it comes and recognize it
easily because of its kinship with himself” (ra 8" aioxpa éyor 7'dv oplids kal oot €t véos dv, mply Adyov duvatos
elvar Aafeiv, éNddvTos 8¢ Tob Adyov aomalorr dv alTov yvwpillwy 8. okeldyTa pdAwota 6 oUTw Tpadels). This
latter passage’s mention of ‘welcoming the reason when it comes’ should be interpreted in two ways, as both the reason
internal to his soul if the soul’s own rational capacity develops and as the external reason of the philosopher-rulers if the
capacity doesn’t develop. See Rep. IX.590c-d for the rule of external reason.

117 For largely complementary analyses of the psychology and motivations of the auxiliaties, see Kamtekar 1998: 323-334
and Brown 2004: 284.
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the philosopher rulers’ view (though auxiliaries couldn’t explain »hy the philosophers’ hold this view)
and in part because they recognize it as a genuine source of honor.

Now, we must inquire about how the auxiliaries hold beliefs in the necessity and sufficiency
of the city’s happiness for their own happiness. Before this, however, I want to acknowledge a related
issue so that I may bracket it for the ensuing discussion (and for the parallel discussion of the producer
class). The related issue is whether nonphilosophers in Kallipolis are in fact happy. To answer this
question satisfactorily requires investigation into the relation of virtue to happiness, into the degrees
and kinds of virtue (if any), and into the degrees and kinds of happiness (if any). Each of these
investigations and the larger issue they depend on has received substantial scholarly treatment and has
resulted in two basic camps: (1) the pessimists who think that nonphilosophers are not happy and
who tend to think that civic virtue is sham virtue and (2) the optimists who tend to think the
nonphilosophers are approximately happy and approximately virtuous.'"* While I tend to side with the
optimists, nothing in my argument actually hinges on whether this side is correct. This is so because
what I am especially interested in are the beliefs that nonphilosophers hold about their happiness, not
whether those beliefs actually track their happiness, nor whether they result in some degree of actual
virtue and actual happiness.'”” Another reason I can bracket this discussion is largely due to the
phenomenology of friendship. It is entirely plausible, and perhaps even commonplace, for the beliefs

that ground friendships to be erroneous or misguided without undermining the sincerity of the

118 For pessimists, see Irwin 1995 and Bobonich 2002: 411. For optimists, see Reeve 2006: 153-159, Brown 2004, Kamtekar
2004, and Vasiliou 2008. For a general and thorough overview of some of the relevant issues, see Devereux 2005.

119 Granted that if these beliefs the nonphilosophers hold are way off the mark (and thus the pessimists are correct),
something pernicious or at least self-undermining may seem afoot in Republic. For the question then arises, Why claim
Kallipolis seeks to maximize the happiness of the entire city when two-thirds of the citizens hold beliefs that actually
inhibit or discourage their own happiness? Either Plato’s Republic is, a la Karl Popper, an elaborate propaganda machine,
or Plato committed a rather elementary and obvious blunder in the aim of the ideal city. See Lear 1992 for discussion of
related issues as it pertains to the relationship between psyehe and polis in Repubiic.
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friendship itself."™ If it were otherwise, we would risk endorsing the stringent and absurd view that
only friendships that rest on irrefutable beliefs can count as legitimate friendships.'*!

Nonetheless, to make the argument that the auxiliaries subscribe to the belief in biconditional
happiness, I should say a word about what their happiness likely consists in (again, though, bracketing
the question of whether this is an authentic form of happiness). The happiness of the auxiliaries likely
consists of two things: their political virtue and achieving honor. The reason these two things are
relevant can be seen from analyzing the auxiliaries’ political virtue in T12 in light of Socrates’” other
comments about the relationship between virtue and happiness. In Rep. I, Socrates makes the
following three claims that connect virtue to happiness: (1) virtue entails excellence of function (e.g.
virtuous eyes see well), (2) the virtue of the soul is to live well, and (3) to live well is to enjoy happiness
(Rep. 1.353b-354a). In supplementing this account in Rep. IV, Socrates claims that virtue is the health
of the soul, meaning each soul part doing its characteristic function in harmony with one another (Rep.
IV.444d-e). Stitching these two passages together, we can surmise that the happiness for auxiliaries
involves them having a maximally well-ordered soul and executing their characteristic function of

guarding the city from internal and external threats in an honorable fashion.'”

120 The discussion of erds and beauty in Plato’s Symposinm is llustrative. There, Diotima says that love is the desire for
beauty. What we desite is thus indicative of what we view as beautiful. Now, as we ascend in our education of erds, we will
at some point recognize things we once loved as beautiful to no longer be so, or to be much less beautiful than previously
thought. It doesn’t follow from this, however, that we never in fact loved those things. That would be post-hoc
rationalizing. Rather, we have learned more about beauty and, as a result of that learning, no longer see those things as
beautiful, but at the time that we did find those things beautiful, we sincerely loved them. See Symposinm, 200a-201d.
Aristotle’s framework of friendship in Nicomachean Ethics VIII and IX also presents solid evidence for this point. While
pethaps the most petfect friendships include virtue and knowledge, other sorts of meaningful friendships can exist even
when both friends lack knowledge and virtue.

121 My first chapter claims that the Socratic model of political friendship resembles this view. But that model makes sense
only given characteristically Socratic views about knowledge, psychology, and communicability that, if left out, would
render the model quite absurd.

122 Since their soul is controlled by their spirited part, the way it becomes well-ordered psychologically is by having the
philosopher’s reason rule it externally (Rep. IX.590d). For an excellent account of how this works, see Kamtekar 1998. See
also descriptions of the musical and gymnastic education that aims to make the guardian classes souls’ lead “them
unwittingly, from childhood on, to resemblance, friendship, and harmony with the beauty of reason” (Rep. 111.401¢c-d) and
the description of spiritedness at Rep. 11.374e-375d.
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The auxiliaries believe that their happiness is necessary for the city’s wellbeing for reasons
similar to the philosophers’, namely the principle of specialization. If the auxiliaries are not vigilant in
guarding the city from threats, they jeopardize the possibility of the philosophers’ ruling well and the
producers’ furnishing the necessary social goods. And if the city cannot act justly it cannot be happy,

123

since happiness requires justice (Rep. 1.352e-354a).~ Although there is no unambiguous textual
evidence that the auxiliaries are exposed to the plain formulation of the principle of specialization,
there is no reason to suppose they wouldn’t be. After all, they are instructed about and receive
explanations of a myriad of other significant principles, like the abolition of the family and the
prohibition on private property among the guardian classes (Rep. IV.423e-424a). Further, they are at
least exposed to the mythical rendition of the principle in the Noble Lie, which couches different
citizens’ specializations in terms of metals in their soul. Aside from the potential difference in the
content of the belief, the key psychological difference between the auxiliaries and the philosophers in
their beliefs about this necessity is that the auxiliaries lack the knowledge necessary to guarantee for
themselves that those reasons are undeniably good ones. Instead, their education, overseen by
knowledgeable philosophers, has instilled stable and accurate beliefs about this necessity and this
effectively allows the auxiliaries to take the philosophers’ reasons as their own guide.

Now for the belief in the sufficiency of the auxiliaries” happiness for the city’s happiness. For
textual reasons, it is more expedient for me to argue for the contrapositive of the auxiliaries’ belief in
this sufficiency. That is, I shall argue that the auxiliaries have reasons to believe that if the city is not
happy, then the auxiliaries are not happy (instead of arguing for the claim that if the auxiliaries are

happy, then the city is happy). But since they are logically equivalent, in showing one I will have in

effect shown the other. My argument thus is to claim that the auxiliaries, if left to their own devices

123 Cf. Devereux 2005: 273-275.
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and without the guidance and cultural institutions of the city, will act in ways counterproductive to
their happiness.

A city can be unhappy in many ways. In Kallipolis, one could locate the source of unhappiness
in the absence or misbehavior of any three classes. If, however, I can identify at least one instance in
which the unhappy city leads to unhappy auxiliaries, then that will warrant my point. So, suppose that
the auxiliaries were to be deprived of the philosophers’ rule (a central element of the city’s justice) and
thus their wisdom. Also gone then would be the proper management of the musical and gymnastic
education that the philosophers oversee. As a result, the auxiliaries would likely no longer have true
beliefs about what is honorable. Since, definitionally, they are ruled by their spirited part and are thus
honor-lovers, they will pursue honor at all costs, unconstrained by considerations of whether the
putatively honorable action is also a good one. Consider what Socrates and Glaucon agree to
concerning spirited people who are without philosophy at Rep. I1.375b-c:

(T13) But if they have [spirited] natures, Glaucon, won’t they be savage to each other and to

the rest of the citizens?

By god, it will be hard for them to be anything else.

Yet surely they must be gentle to their own companions and harsh to the enemy. If they aren’t,

they won’t wait around for others to destroy the city but will do it themselves first.

TS ovv, N deyw, @ [Aalkwv, ovk dyprot al\jlows Te EoovTar kal Tois dANots ToliTats,

OVTES TOLOUTOL TAS PUOELS;

pa Ala, 7 8765, 00 paduws.

aAAa pévTol D€l ye TTPOS eV TOUS OLKELOUS TTPEOVS QUTOUS €lVaL, TTPOS O€ TOVS TONEULOVS

XQAETTOUS. €l O€ 1), 00 Teptuevodow dANovs apds dtodéoat, dAN avTol ¢pthoovTar avTo

dpdoavTes.
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The rather unsubtle suggestion here is that the auxiliaries, in acting on their characteristic desires for
victory and honor, may betray and irreparably harm either fellow auxiliaries or citizens if their pursuit
of honor isn’t constrained by goodness. Either because of this harm or for other, related reasons, the
auxiliaries in their mistaken pursuit of honor siupliciter (instead of only those instances of honor that
conform to goodness) will not only not preserve the city but actively destroy it. And if they destroy
the city, which I’ve already argued is necessary for their happiness, then they will have ruined their
own chances at happiness as well.

Before we declare victory in showing the sufficiency belief, we should also countenance the
case where auxiliaries do acquire true beliefs independent of Kallipolis and see whether those true
beliefs might entail their happiness. One reason we should do so is because Socrates admits of the
possibility of individuals arising outside of Kallipolis who “consult with philosophy in a way that’s
worthy of het” (Rep. V1.4962)."** If philosophers can, with enough luck and divine help, arise outside
of Kallipolis, perhaps so too can spirited people with true belief. But even if we grant this, these
newfangled auxiliaries face a different but equally fatal obstacle for their happiness: their beliefs aren’t
stable. One essential aspect of the primary education was to dye the souls of the auxiliaries with true
beliefs that would remain despite the presence of “extremely effective detergents” (Rep. IV.429¢e-430a).
Without such a rigorous and tailored education, even spirited people with true beliefs are liable to
abandon them under the right temptations of fear, or pleasure, or pain.

In fact, Plato’s description of the timocrat in Rep. VIII addresses this exact case. The timocratic
soul, who embraces his “victory-loving and spirited part and becomes a proud and honor-loving man,”
ultimately is faced with a dilemma (Rep. VIIL.550b). His dilemma arises as soon as the societal

standards of honor change; he must choose whether to pursue the honor that comes from virtue or

124 See Brown 2004: 288-290 for further discussion.
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the honor that comes from wealth. All careful readers of Republic know that instead of sticking to his
true-beliefs about honor that he acquired from his father, the timocrat indulges in the timocracy’s new
standard of wealth-based honor and thereby brings about the rise of oligarchy (Rep. VIIL.550c-¢). This
case illustrates vividly that even if a spirited person somehow acquires true beliefs, those beliefs are
unreliable and fickle. Whenever the spirited person pursues honor independent of or contrary to
virtue, she sacrifices her opportunity for happiness.

We have thus seen that in the two relevant cases of a spirited person who lacks some of the
essential elements of Kallipolis—(1) the spirited person who has false beliefs about honor and (2) the
spirited person who has true beliefs about honor—cannot be happy. (1) fails because false beliefs
about honor do not lead to happiness. (2) fails because those true beliefs lack stability and ultimately
collapse into the problem of (1). In seeing this, we can now assert with confidence that if the city is
not happy, then the auxiliaries are not happy. In asserting this, we can also thereby lay claim to the
fact that the auxiliaries have grounds to believe, on the basis of their education, that their happiness is
sufficiently tied to the happiness of the city.

In this section, I have argued that there are grounds to ascribe to the auxiliaries the two beliefs
required for friendship in Kallipolis (a belief in shared utility and a belief in biconditional happiness).
I have done so by arguing that the musical and gymnastic education of the auxiliaries provides them
with true and stable beliefs about matters relevant to their friendships with other citizens. We can also
supplement this point by drawing attention to some passages that explicitly claim the auxiliaries enjoy
friendship with other citizens and passages that describe institutional resources focused on
maintaining friendship. Obviously, T2, T3, T4, and T7 all imply that the auxiliaries enjoy friendship
with at least some members of Kallipolis.

Further, at Rep. I1.376b, Socrates claims that one aspect of guarding the city is for the auxiliaries

to distinguish between their friends and their enemies. Finally, when Socrates introduces the abolition
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of the family and proscription of private property among the auxiliaries and philosopher rulers at Rep.
IV.424a and then is asked about it again at Rep. V.450c, these policies are justified in terms of
friendship, by invoking the proverb “friends share everything in common” (kowa 7a ¢idwv). In terms
of their functionality for auxiliaries, these policies most likely maintain friendships by eliminating the
possibility of interfamilial competitions and the pursuit of wealth-based honor. That is, these policies
supplement the beliefs required for auxiliaries’ friendships by forestalling the very possibility of
introducing potentially discordant sources of honor in their lives. It is for all of these reasons that we
can claim with confidence that the auxiliaries hold friendships with other citizens of Kallipolis.

I now turn to a discussion of on what grounds the producers view other citizens as friends.

3.4 TRUE BELIEF AND FRIENDSHIP FOR THE PRODUCERS

Much like the previous two sections, my strategy here is to present a brief synopsis of the producers’
education. I will then argue that this education permits the producer class to hold beliefs in shared
utility and biconditional happiness with the rest of the citizens of Kallipolis. In brief, my view is that
the producers’ friendship beliefs derive from the conjunction of three aspects of their education: the
Noble Lie, craft education, and the general arguments about what the philosopher is that can convince
them that philosophers should rule.'”

To recap briefly, the Noble Lie, embodied in the myth of metals, is a story disseminated to all

citizens of Kallipolis. For those citizens who do not progress to musical and gymnastic education, this

125 It may seem odd to attribute to the appetites and appetitive people the capacity for belief. But Republic IV.442c-d,
IX.571d, X.602a-603a and X.605¢ each seem to attribute beliefs to all soul parts. It also seems required by virtue of the
repeated description of moderation—either psychologically or politically—as a kind of homodoxia about who should rule
and be ruled. If the appetites and appetitive people are incapable of belief, why would they repeatedly be described as
engaged in homodoxia and homonoia? Cf. T15-T17 and accompanying discussion below. Surely, the kind of belief at issue
here is a relatively weak form, certainly dissimilar in important ways from the ability to reason, which is the province of
the rational part of the soul. In discussing this issue, Wilberding 2012: 132 is illuminating: “It is important to distinguish
between two varieties of cognition: conceptualization and reasoning. In light of Plato’s repeated characterizations of the
appetitive part as alogiston, it seems difficult to maintain that it has the capacity to reason. Yet it seems trivially true that the
appetitive part is in some sense capable of conceptualization.” For those who hold that the appetitive part is capable of
belief, see Lorenz 2006: 72-73 and Wilberding 2012: 133-134. Wilberding 2012: fns. 20 and 21 clarifies what’s at stake
between his understanding of appetitive belief and Lorenz’s, but choosing a side on this issue is immaterial to and outside
the scope of my argument. It suffices that they both agree appetites and appetitive people are capable of belief.
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myth will be an important source of beliefs about their roles in the city and their fellow citizens’ roles.
The myth instructs that all citizens are born of Mother Earth and that all fellow citizens are siblings
(Rep. 111.414e-4145a). The listeners to this myth also learn that different citizens are better suited for
certain offices than others, and the reason for this is on account of the metal in their souls. Gold souls
are philosopher rulers; silver souls are the auxiliaries; and iron or bronze souls are the producers.

In addition to the Noble Lie, there are two other important elements of the producers’
education. First, they receive craft training (cf. Rep. V.456d10). Since the producers comprise farmers,
cobblers, doctors, engineers, and other non-guarding and non-ruling occupations, they require training
in the techniques and procedures of their specific disciplines.

Second, it is likely that the producers are also able to receive, if needed, further persuasive

explanations from the philosopher rulers about what the philosopher 1s.1%6

The significance of this
second aspect of their education is that, if for whatever reason—incredulity, curiosity, or
simplemindedness—the producers still desire to appreciate how the philosopher ruler will rule, the
philosopher rulers are able to adequately explain to them, gently and without envy (d¢fovdv Te kat
mpdov 6vTa), the nature of the philosopher and how that nature makes them capable rulers who look
out for the welfare of their subjects and the city.

On my view, the Noble Lie, craft education, and the possibility of further explanation of the
nature of the philosopher constitute adequate grounds to see that producers hold beliefs in shared
utility and in biconditional happiness. The Noble Lie does the load-bearing work here. In terms of
shared-utility, we see that parents of iron- or bronze-souled children encourage without pity their

children to join the craftspeople, despite whatever immediate affection they may have for the child;

we also see iron- and bronze-souled parents send with honor (rqunv) any gold- and silver-souled

126 See Rep. V.499d-500a, and discussion of this passage with respect to producers in Kamtekar 2004: 160, fn. 50 and
Vasiliou 2008: 236-240.
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children they have to the guardian class (Rep. 111.415c). The most plausible explanation of this
phenomenon (even if these citizens don’t conceptualize it in this way precisely) is that such citizens
see it is in the interests of their children’s happiness to do what is proper to their natures. And insofar
as it is in the children’s interests, we can infer it is also in the parents’ interests insofar as children are
in some sense extensions of their own parents.'”’

In terms of biconditional happiness, the producers hold that their happiness is necessary for
the happiness of the city for largely the same reasons as the other classes: the principle of
specialization.'” The only significant difference between the producers’ reasons and the other classes’
is that this principle is explained to the producers in terms of soul metals, not as a general principle.
But the underlying and operative belief is identical: one should do what one is best suited to do (and
nothing else) so that we all can live well.

The belief in the sufficiency of their happiness for the city’s happiness is, however, not similar
to the other classes’ beliefs. The producers, I submit, view their happiness as sufficient for the city’s
happiness for reasons similar to why they believe in shared utility. Given that they are persuaded by
the myth, they believe every citizen to be a family member. Part of what this means, as scholars have
noted, is that producers are encouraged to view their interests as extensions of other citizens’ interests,

and vice versa.'” So when the collection of citizens who make up the city are happy, the producers

127 The (at least partial) identification of children (or family members generally) as extension of their parents is
commonsensical and commonplace, both in antiquity and in contemporary discussions of love and friendship. See, for
instance, Laws IV.721c-d on marriage and immortality and Symposinm 206c-207a on erds as the desire for immortality where
one form of immortality—i.e. of extending one’s own life—is through having children, with enlightening but divergent
commentary by Sheffield 2006: 84-86, Obdrzalek 2010, and Sheffield 2012: 126-127. For modern discussion, see Hatry
Frankfurt’s comments on Bernard William’s thought experiment and famous quip of having “one thought too many” at
Frankfurt 2004: 34-37. Fromm 2006: 36-49 is also lucid on this issue.

128 For a lucid but critical overview of this principle as applied to the producer class, see Meyer 2005.

129 Kraut 1973a: 335-338.
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too are happy for no other reason than the producers view those citizens” happiness as part and parcel
of their own happiness by virtue of being philoi and extensions of themselves.

Under the perspective of the producers, the same holds for how other citizens presumably
view them. When a certain artisan is happy, that artisan likely thinks that her extensive family is also
happy by virtue of them identifying with her as family members and philoi. So, the sufficiency holds as a
matter of proximate identity because the producers identify themselves with their family members."’

Interpreted in this light, the Noble Lie functions as a source of the beliefs essential to
experiencing philia with the other citizens. The most obvious way it does so is by convincing producers
that their fellow citizens are philoi”' But how the myth actually demonstrates that they are indeed
philoi, T've argued, runs parallel to producers seeing their lives in terms of shared utility and
biconditional happiness with other citizens.

One important objection to the view I have presented here is that I seem to have neglected
the other relevant psychological feature of the producers, namely that they are appetitive and money-
loving (Rep. IX.580¢). The worry here is that producers do not enjoy happiness unless they satisfy their
characteristic appetites in a way concordant with the functioning of Kallipolis. And we thus cannot
consider our discussion of their belief in biconditional happiness complete without considering this
aspect of their psychology.

In consideration of this objection, I have two points. First, it is true that in Kallipolis producers
receive money and thus to some extent satisfy that appetitive desire. But, like the auxiliaries’ desire for
honor, this appetitive desire is only indulged to the extent that its satisfaction coheres with the

wellbeing of Kallipolis as a whole, the determination of which comes from the philosopher rulers’

130 Aristotle in his discussion of self-love makes a similar hermeneutic move. See Nicomachean Fthics 1X .4, IX.8, and 0 12,
1126b27-29. Also see Frankfurt 2004: 79-100 for another helpful discussion of self-love. See Irwin 1990: 93-94 for
further defense and discussion of this point in Aristotle.

131 See Prauscello 2014: 46 for complementary discussion.
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wisdom and judgment (e.g. Rep. IV.431c-d). Second, Plato in Republic does have resources to educate
the appetites in a way that motivates the producers properly."”* At Rep. V1.485d-¢, we gain insight into
the nature of appetitive desire:
(T14) Now, we surely know that, when someone’s desires incline strongly for one thing, they
are thereby weakened for others, just like a stream that has been partly diverted into another
channel.
al\a unv 0tw ye eis &v Tt al embuuiar opodpa pémovow, louer Tov 6TL TAAAQ TOUTW
aollevéoTepal, DOTEP PEDLA EKELTE ATWXETEVUEVOD.
Eric Brown calls this Plato’s “hydraulic principle of psychology,” and he draws two important lessons
from this principle that bear on educating appetites: “First, do not feed [appetitive desires]. Second,
divert attention from them.”'” This rationale we can see is at work in the producers’ education. The
first lesson is in effect by virtue of the philosopher rulet’s restricting in a reasonable fashion whatever
money the producers receive. The second lesson is in effect, as Brown notes, through the producers’
craft education. To the extent that they devote themselves to performing their craft well, then to the

same extent are their unnecessary appetitive desires weakened per T14."*

132 See Schofield 2006: 272-273 and 286.

133 Brown 2004: 285. See Brown 2012: 68-71 for further discussion of the hydraulic principle. See also Wilberding 2012:
135-137 for thorough and complementary discussion.

134 Recently, Jeon 2014 has argued (1) that the producers are not appetitive and (2) that the producers receive musical and
gymnastic education. This view, if correct, would undermine the account I have just presented. I nevertheless have serious
misgivings about both (1) and (2). Jeon rightly notes that Socrates’ insistence on the unity of the city requires the producers
to be motivated in the right way. I think, however, that the author locates the motivation in the wrong place. Given
Socrates’ insistence, Jeon says (1) follows from (2) and (2) follows for the sake of consistency, despite the lack of textual
evidence. It should be noted that Jeon provides no argument for (2) other than that it seems necessary for the unity of the
city. But, my account, if correct, explains how producers are motivated propetly in a way that still allows them to be
appetitive and without needing the a-textual claim that producers receive musical and gymnastic education. I show that
these motivations derive, with assistance from insights Kraut 1973a and Brown 2004, from the myth of metals alone,
about which there is evidence the producers have learned. Jeon’s argument also relies heavily on the analogy of honor-
lovers and money-lovers in Kallipolis with the timocratic and oligarchic souls in Rep. IX. But this analogy, as Kamtekar
1998: 319-310 and Vasiliou 2008: 233-234 have shown, is inexact, because the former souls have grown up in Kallipolis
but the timocrat and oligarch of Rep. IX have not. So that seems to me to also be shaky ground for Jeon’s argument.
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We can now see that the producers have grounds to hold beliefs in shared utility and beliefs
in biconditional happiness. The origin of these beliefs lies largely in the myth of metal. These beliefs
also receive motivational reinforcement and further coherence from the producers’ craft education
and the possibility of further instruction from philosopher rulers.

The main psychological differences in the producers’ beliefs are that they hold them on shaky
justificatory grounds and that they are likely not as stable as the auxiliaries’ beliefs. Since the source of
stability for the auxiliaries” beliefs came from their extensive musical and gymnastic education and
there are no solid reasons to believe the producers received such extensive education, it’s probable
that the producers’ beliefs, outside of Kallipolis, will waver when confronting harmful temptations.'”’

Nonetheless, the producers do still hold true beliefs (and are motivated accordingly) about life
in Kallipolis and about their fellow citizens. It is important we remember, first, that the Noble Lie is
not envisioned to be what Socrates calls a “true falsehood” (70 ws aAnlds Pevdos), but rather a

“verbal falsehood” (70 év Tois Adyots eidos).*

An aspect of verbal falsehoods is that on one level
they are obviously false, but that is on a superficial level. On a more fundamental level, verbal
falsehoods embody ethical and political truths, truths that those who subscribe to verbal falsehoods
believe. In the case of the producers, the superficial falsehood is the claim about their origin from
Mother Earth and the metallic content of their souls. But on a deeper level, the latent truths are that

humans have different capabilities, that they should perform the offices in which they are most

capable, they should perform them in a way that treats other citizens with friendship and care, and it

135 This is not to ignore the inculturation the producers benefit from simply by living and being raised in Kallipolis, per
Vasiliou 2008: 234. It’s only to say that that inculturation does not act as an unfading dye for the producers’ soul that
remains steadfast in the face of extremely effective detergents, so to speak.

136 Rep. 11.382b-d. See also footnote 35.
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is in this performance that the relative happiness of individuals and the absolute happiness of a political

community lies.

3.5 CONCLUSION

In this section, I have argued that each class of Kallipolis holds beliefs in shared utility and in
biconditional happiness. I have also argued that each class holds these beliefs on psychologically
distinct but compatible grounds. The philosopher rulers’ beliefs are grounded in knowledge; the
auxiliaries’ beliefs are both stable and true as a result of their education; and the producers’ beliefs are
true but not as stable. If this argument is successful, then we are granted the inference that all citizens
of Kallipolis are friends since they satisfy the epistemic requirements—albeit in different ways—for
friendship as explained in Section 3. Another inference that we are granted is that, given each class
actually holds these beliefs, the citizens’ relationship can be characterized as reciprocal and cognizant
of the reciprocity, both features we would expect from any meaningful form of friendship, political
or otherwise."”’ Citizens in Kallipolis catry out their duties and live out their lives among friends and
acknowledge one another as friends. One insight of the Republic account of political friendship is to
show that these activities are possible on the basis of similar but nonidentical epistemic and

psychological grounds.
4.  HOMONOLA AND FRIENDSHIP

So far, I have argued for friendship among citizens by showing how they meet the requirements for

philia outlined in T8. Another, complementary strategy at my disposal is to present how Kallipolis

157 Prauscello 2014: 55 also notes the reciprocity among and throughout the classes. It is important to distinguish the sense
of awareness that citizens have. Citizens are awatre and cognizant of the fact the other citizens are friends and engage in
reciprocal friendly acts in Kallipolis. They are likely unaware, except for the philosopher-rulers, of the other classes’ exact
reasons for viewing one another as friends. But being unaware of this fact doesn’t mean they are unaware of the general
fact that they are friends. See Sheffield 2011 and 2019 for further discussion of relevant features of friendship generally
and political friendship specifically.
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encourages homonoia, a term intimately connected with political friendship.”® My ultimate claim in this
final section is that Plato’s discussion of homonoia and moderation further support the model of
political friendship I have developed thus far.

A prominent feature of Kallipolis is its unity and concord (e.g. Rep. V.462a-b). Socrates
unfortunately is not consistent with his terms for expressing this concord. He variously refers to this
concord as ovupwria, appovia, ovrddov, and of course oudrowa. It is reasonable to assume given
the earlier analysis of education in Kallipolis that Socrates thinks political concord depends on
psychological similarity."”” Despite Socrates’ terminological laxity, it is also reasonable to assume that
the key part of psychological similarity in Republic concerns citizens’ epistemic attitudes and beliefs,
especially in light of my argument in Section 3."*’ So even though cvupwria, appovia, and curddov,
do not carry as strong epistemic overtones as homonoia, it seems that in the context of Republic they
often refer to the same kind of concord.

As I have argued in Chapter 1, homonoia dovetails with political friendship because it conveys
cither the recognition of common purpose among a citizenry or conveys consensus about who should

rule and be ruled.""! If my argument has so far been successful, we can already recognize that these

138 See Section 1 of Chapter for extensive discussion of homonoia and friendship by intellectuals contemporaneous with
Plato. See also Cleitgphon 410a-d, Alcibiades 126a-127d, and Statesman 311b for further associations of friendship with
homonoia.

139 McKeen and Smith 2018: 143-146.

140 McKeen and Smith 2018: 144-146 criticize Kamtekar 2004, among others, for translating homonoia as ‘agreement’
because they think this translation misses out on the truly important dimension of (Platonic) bomonoia: the requirement of
psychological similarity. While this criticism may be more trenchant for other scholars, I think the disagreement between
Kamtekar 2004 and McKeen and Smith 2018 is more terminological than substantive. Kamtekar 2004: 133 clearly argues
against interpreting homonoia as just any kind of agreement: “Plato’s Socratic legacy prevents him from approving oudvoa,
understood as mere sameness of mind, irrespective of content and grounds.” What Kamtekar means by “content and
grounds” seems to me to have much overlap with what McKeen and Smith mean by psychological similarity, unless
McKeen and Smith think beliefs and epistemic attitudes are not a part of Platonic psychology. But Republic IV.442d,
IX.571d, X.602a-603a and X.605c¢ each seem to attribute beliefs to all soul parts, which would make it seem peculiarly
unPlatonic to deny that epistemic attitudes cannot count as psychological similarity.

141 See Keil 2017 and Sinclair 1953 for further discussion. Also worth consulting are the two separate definitions of Opovola
in the pseudo-Platonic Definitions at 413b and 413e. Kamtekar 2004 has excellent discussion of the latter sense of homonoia
in Republic.
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senses of homonoia, irrespective of the term’s appearance in the text, are at work in Kallipolis. For it is
a feature of friendship in Kallipolis that citizens recognize a shared, common purpose vis-a-vis their
beliefs in shared utility and biconditional happiness. For instance, each class holds that its own
happiness is necessary and sufficient for others” happiness. (The pursuit of happiness surely counts as
a common purpose among the citizens.) Likewise, all citizens believe in the principle of specialization,
either unadorned or in mythical garb. Part of what that belief functionally entails is that citizens agree
about who should and should not rule, because they all have, thanks to their educations, epistemic
resources to understand what they and others are best at in the city.
Aside from these sorto voce operations of homonoia, Socrates uses ‘homonoia—or instructively
similar words—several times. First, recall our first quoted passage from Rep. I:
(T1) Doubtless, Thrasymachus, that injustice at any rate produces faction, hatred, and war
among one another, while justice brings homonoia and friendship. Rep. 1.351d3-5
oTdoes yap mov, & Opacipaye, 1) ye adukia kal puion kal paxas €v adAAjAols Tapéxet, 1
3¢ dikatoouvn oudvotav kat Gukiav.
Consider also some of Socrates’ comments about moderation (cawdpoovr):
(T15) [Moderation] spreads throughout the whole. It makes the weakest, the strongest, and
those in between—whether in regard to reason, physical strength, numbers, wealth, or
anything else—all sing the same song together. And this homonoia, this concord between the
naturally worse and the naturally better as to which of the two is to rule both in the city and
in each one, is rightly called moderation. Rep. IV .432a-b
ala 8 OAns datexvads TéraTar O TAODV TAPEXOUEVT) OUVAOOVTAS TOUS TeE
aolleveoTdToUs TAVTOV KAl TOUS LOXVUPOTATOUS KAl TOUS ECOUS, €L L€V BoUAEL, dpovnoeL,

> \ ’ > 7 > \ 4 k4 14 24 k4 (3 ~ ~ 4 . 4
el O0¢ Povle, toxli, e de, kat mAnler 7 xpuaocw 1 dAA@ O0TWOLY TV TOLOUTWV: WOTE
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oploTar dv ¢aiuer TavTyv TNV opdvoLar GwdpooUYnY €lval, XELPOVOS TE KOl AULEVOS KATA

’ ’ 3 ’ ~ Y \ > ’ \ > €\ 3 /’
QSUO'LV O’U{J,gb(l)VLCLV OTTOTEPOV 8€L OQPXELV KOl €V TONEL KAL €V €VL EKAOTQ.

(T16) And surely, I said, if we had to decide which of the four [virtues] will make the city good
by its presence, it would be a hard decision. Is it the agreement in belief (opodofia) between
the rulers and ruled? Rep. TV.433c'*
al\a pévrol, 1y O €yw, €l déoL ye kptvar TL TNV TONwW MUV TOUTwY pdAiota ayathy
amepydoeTal €yyevouevor, SUOKPLTOV GV €in TOTEPOY 1) Opodolla TRV ApXOVTWY TE Kal

> 4
apxouevmy;

(T17) And isn’t [an educated person] moderate because of the friendship and harmony among
these same parts, namely, when the rulers and ruled believe in common that the rational part
should rule and don’t engage in civil war against it? Rep. 1V.442c-d""
owppova ov Tj G\ig kal ovupwrig T aUTOVY TOUTWV, 6TV TO Te dpXOV KAl T
apxopevmw 10 ANoytoTikov opodoédot Setv dpxew kat wi) oTactalwow avT®;
As already noted, Socrates’ remark in T1 invokes a commonplace and popular of conjunction of
homonoia and friendship.'** Socrates’ discussion of moderation in 'T15-17 expands upon this remark. In
T15, Socrates explains that part of the homonoia that accompanies political justice consists of the
citizens being in concord about who should rule and be ruled, or, more broadly, about what work

145

each citizen should do in the city. ™ Homonoia, being closely associated with friendship, seems an

142 The context of this passage makes it clear that this question refers to moderation.

143 Also cf. IV.441e-442a where Socrates claims that education makes the soul concordant (s#mphina). See Kamtekar 2004:
153 for additional commentary.

144 See Section 1 of Chapter 1.

145 See Reeve 20006: 240-242 for discussion of how moderation, bomonoia, and the principle of specialization relate.
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appropriate term here in part because this description alludes to some of the sources of friendships
(e.g. the principle of specialization) for the citizens. It is also appropriate because the sources of these
friendships are processed in the souls of citizens as various beliefs, thereby making homonoia (literally,
‘like-mindedness’ or ‘sameness-of-mind’) an apt term given its pronounced epistemic flavor.

I claimed at the beginning of this chapter that Republic had resources to make good on Socrates’
claim in T1 that homonoia and friendship accompany justice. In some sense, we have already seen how
that is the case regarding friendship. In the pursuit of political justice, citizens have access to nontrivial
and true beliefs that allow them to consider themselves friends with other citizens. Insofar as
friendship and homonoia are synonymous or at least have a large overlap in meaning, evidence of
friendship accompanying justice should count as evidence of homonoia accompanying justice as well.
But Socrates also says in T15 that moderation is a kind of homonoia (ct. Rep. 111.389d). Therefore, when
Socrates claims at Rep. IV.433b that justice preserves moderation (along with the other virtues), we
can understand this preservation as also implying the coexistence of justice and homonoia.'*’

In T16 and T17, Socrates, perhaps contrary to expectations, does not describe these cases of
moderation, one political and one psychic, as homonoia. Instead he elects to describe moderation as
involving ‘homodoxia’'*" 1 find this substitution illustrative of the undetlying psychology of homonoia
and political friendship generally. Homodoxia—Iliterally ‘sameness-of-belief’—parses the epistemology
of homonoia. The kind of unanimity and concord in homwonoia occurs because all citizens (or, psychically,
all soul parts) have compatible beliefs (doxai) about the relevant issues. Since doxa is the common
epistemic feature among all three classes, it is thus fitting to articulate their bomonoia as a kind of

homodoxia.

146 Cf. Kamtekar 2004: 149.

147 For further discussion of the soul’s inner-workings regarding homodoxia, see Lorenz 2006: 72-73 and 109-110 and
Wilberding 2012: 135-140.
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Importantly, however, doxa is the common epistemic feature among all three classes but it is
not the common epistemic grounding for all three classes. This fact shows why the charges of
Cleitophon 409d-410a and Aristotle’s comments on political friendship and homonoia at EN. 1X.0,
1167a21-23, each of which objects to homodoxia as political friendship, are inapplicable to the Republic

model."*®

The Cleitophon objection holds that homodoxia cannot be the grounding of political friendship
because people’s many shared beliefs are harmful (moAlat kai BAafepat yiyveofar opodoéia
avBpamwy). Atistotle’s objection runs at EN IX.6, 1167a21-23 as follows:

(T18) Homwonoia also seems to be a friendly relation. For this reason it is not homodoxia; for that

might occur even with people who do now know each other.

Puhikov O¢ kal 1) oudvowa palveTat. domep ovk €oTw opodofla: ToUTO eV yap Kal

ayvootow aAjlovs vmrdpetev dv.
The Cleitophon objection rests on a general truth, namely at least some instances of shared belief are
harmful. But this general truth does not apply to Kallipolis because part of the justificatory grounding
of homonoia as homodoxia is the knowledge of the philosopher rulers. While the auxiliaries and producers
may hold shared beliefs with imperfect justifications, that the philosopher rulers hold their beliefs on
the basis of knowledge of the Forms guarantees that the shared beliefs between all three classes will
not be harmful. Put another way, although homodoxia exists in Republic, the way Socrates outlines the
ideal education program ensures that this homodoxia is influenced by and consonant with ethical (and
non-harmful) knowledge.

The same rationale parries Aristotle’s objection: homonoia as homodoxia in Kallipolis is not

homodoxia simply, but homodoxia governed in a foundational way by knowledge. The other objection in

148 Scholars often take Plato’s Republic to be the target of Aristotle’s comments. If I'm right, however, that’s an uncharitable
attribution to make because it would impute to Aristotle a bizarre reading of political friendship in Republic. My guess, for
reasons explained mainly in Leyh (forthcoming), is that Aristotle’s comments on bomodoxia are best taken as a reference to
Isocrates. For a discussion of homonoia in Aristotle, see Lockwood 2020.
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T18 is that it is possible to have shared beliefs without knowing one another and thus homodoxia cannot
be an instance of political friendship (presumably because friends should at least be familiar with each
other). Again, while this is a general truth, it is inapplicable to the Republic model of political friendship
precisely because all the citizens know each other quite well and quite intimately.
CONCLUSION

The use of homodoxia as a stand-in for homonoia also highlights what is noteworthy in this model of
political friendship. Certainly this model shares with the Socratic one the idea that political friendship
and its underlying psychological features are best understood epistemically and in relation to homonoia.
But, instead of restricting authentic homonoia to only knowers (as in the Socratic model), we find in
Plato’s Republic a thorough and lucid exploration of how to obtain meaningful and reliable friendships
in a polity while not excluding non-knowers from enjoying friendship.

This element is surely something laudatory about the Republic model. It is empirically true that
only a rare few, if any, will obtain anything resembling Platonic knowledge as described in Repubiic. 1t
is also phenomenologically accurate that most sincere and genuine friendships occur on the basis of
something other than knowledge. The Republic model’s ability to accommodate both of these truths—
and the extensive accompanying exploration of what a version of political friendship that can
accommodate these truths looks like—has been the focus of this chapter. And, if my argument has
been persuasive in the slightest, it is a sign that we should take into deeper consideration the
philosophical contribution Plato’s Republic makes to the study of friendship in general and its political

variant in particular.
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CHAPTER 3: A SYMPHONY OF CITIZENS: POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP IN [ A4S

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, I explore the psychology of political friendship in Plato’s Laws and show that there are
significant differences with the two other models (i.e. the Socratic model and Republic model). 1 argue
that the absence of homonoia in Laws is indicative of a shift in the underlying psychology of political
friendship. Concretely, I argue that the ‘Laws model’ of political friendship eschews grounding
friendship on epistemic similarity and instead requires citizens to achieve friendship on the basis of
shared feelings of pleasure and pain.

In Section 1, I present a brief history of homonoia and suggest that the absence of homonoia in
Laws, given this history, should raise our eyebrows. Then, I introduce in Section 2 the varieties of
‘deflationary solutions’ for explaining this mysterious absence. They are deflationary because they
solve the mystery by explaining away the absence of homonoia. In Section 3, I introduce the varieties
of nondeflationary solutions which solve the mystery by arguing that some philosophical aspect of
Laws (e.g. the psychology, ethics, politics, or pedagogy) makes the absence of homonoia intelligible
without dismissing its absence as illusorily mysterious. In Section 4, I offer my own nondeflationary
solution, according to which the Laws pedagogical system has shifted its focus from creating social
harmony based on epistemic compatibility towards a harmony based predominantly on shared feelings
of pleasure and pain. In the final section, I argue that this shift in focus explains the use of sumphinia
as a philosophically and lexically appropriate substitute for the absent bomonoia.

For this chapter, I focus on two philosophical strands in both the deflationary and
nondeflationary solutions: psychology and pedagogy. My reason for concentrating on these two is
because Plato tends to explore political friendship (and homonoia) by appeal to both its psychological

requirements and to the complementary pedagogical resources that encourage proper psychological
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development. Thus, if we are to solve the mystery of homonoia and political friendship, we should focus

on the relevant dimensions of psychology and pedagogy in Laws.
1. THE MYSTERY OF HOMONOLA IN PLATO’S [LAWS

Political friendship as homonoia can be found with near ubiquity among the Greek intellectuals of the
fifth and fourth centuries, including in Plato."” We see historians, sophists, orators, and philosophers
use the term with the same general denotation. Isocrates frequently speaks of the benefits of homonoia
and almost certainly considers it to consist of shared opinion." Aristotle outright rejects shared
opinion and instead defines homonoia as the confluence of thought and desire about political ends.""
So too does Plato throughout many dialogues identify political friendship as a kind of homonoia. In
Aleibiades I and Cleitophon, political friendship is identified as homonoia and occurs only when there is
shared knowledge among the citizenry (cf. Alk. I, 126a-127e and Cleit. 409a-410¢). In Statesman and
Republic, the standard of homonoia is relaxed to allow genuine political friendship to obtain when some
but not all citizens are knowers and others have something like true belief (cf. Statesman 311a-c, and
Rep. 1V .432a).

Plato’s extensive involvement with the established homonoia tradition of political friendship

makes it quite surprising that Laws, by far his longest and most assiduous political work, does not

contain even one use of homonoia."”* Given the traditional pairing of homonoia and philia, our surprise

149 See Chapter 1, Section 1 for a more extensive textual and philological survey of the homonoia tradition. See Chapter 1
and Chapter 2 for two different models of political friendship as homonoia in Plato. See also El Murr 2014a: 4.

130 See Isocrates, Panathenaicus 225-226, Panegyricns 3 and Antidesis 77. Although Isocrates never cleatly enters into the debate
about the epistemological grounding of homwonoia, his general denunciation of knowledge claims in politics, philosophy, and
rhetoric coupled with his praise of doxa in Against the Sophists and Antidosis allow us to infer that he cannot mean by homonoia
much more than shared opinion (bomoedoxia), For further information on my views about Isocrates’ epistemology, see Leyh
(forthcoming).

151 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics TX.6, 1167220-25.

152 There is one instance of homonoed at Laws V1.759b. But this passage occurs in a relatively abstruse comment about what
positions to appoint for the upkeep of temples and in what manner they are to be appointed. There are two reasons this
does not count as an instance of connecting homonoia and philia. First, the semantic range of homonoed is much wider than
homonoia’s range. So we cannot infer that the Athenian Stranget’s use of homonoed implies homonoia. On this issue, see Chapter
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should heighten when we recall that friendship among the citizens is still a central goal of Magnesia’s
political organization:
(T1) Whenever we say that it’s necessary [for the legislator] to look towards sound-
mindedness, or prudence, or friendship, it’s necessary for us to keep in mind that each topic
is not different but the same. Laws 111.693¢3-5
al\a avaloyilleolar xp1), STav mpos 70 cwdpovelv dpduer detv BAémew, 1j Tpos Gpdvnow
7 pu\lav, ws €0 obTos 6 oromds ody €Tepos AAN 6 avTos.'”
(T2) We said that it is necessary for the legislator to legislate while aiming at three things, so
that the city framed according to these laws will be both free and a friend to itself and will also
possess intelligence. Laws111.701d5-7
eNé€aper ws Tov vopolérmy det Tpudv oToxalduevov vouoleretv, Smws 1 vouobeTovuévn
mOAs ENevlépa Te €oTal kal Gilny €avTy) kal vobv €Ce.
(T3) Our proposal of laws was looking towards allowing our citizens to be the happiest ones
and particularly to enjoy being friends with one another. Laws V.743¢
Nuiv 0€ 1 TV vouwy vmoleats evratla éBAemer, dmws ws evdaiuovéoTaTor écovTal Kal

6Tt pakioTa al\jhows didoe.>*

1, Section 2.2.2 for further discussion. The second reason is because this passage in no way hints about being a
programmatic comment about friendship for all Magnesians. It is an isolated comment about the most efficient manner
to organize priests and priestesses as temple caretakers. Given the Athenian Stranger’s broad comments about political
friendship elsewhere, it would be quite unlikely and surprising to find the important psychological dimension of political
friendship buried in this passage alone and also in a use of homoned instead of homonoia.

153 All Greek text is based on Burnet’s Platonis Opera. Translations of Laws 1 and II are from Meyer 2015 with slight
modification. Translations of all other Plato text is from Cooper 1998 with more significant modification. I have also
benefitted from consulting the translation of Griffith 2016.

154 There are several other references to friendship in Magnesia. See Laws V1.756e-757b with discussion by Schofield 2013:
286-288; Laws V. 738d-e for friendship in the civic festivals; Laws. 6.771d-e with Sheffield 2020: 350 and Prauscello 2014:
131 fn.76; for friendship and symposiastic practices: see Laws 1.640b7-8, 640d with Sheffield 2016: 16. For a discussion
of philia and eros, see Laws 17111 with Sheffield 2020. For discussion of the eradication of faction in Magnesia, see Cohen
1993: 309-311.
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The mystery here concerns why Plato fails to include homonoia in his discussion of political life,
especially of political friendship, in Magnesia.””” The mystery raises the following pressing question: If
friendship remains a goal of political organization in Magnesia, then what reasons, if any, are there to
not characterize it as a kind of homonoia? Answering this question requires us to confront two general
interpretative strategies designed for solving the mystery.
2. A DEFLATIONARY SOLUTION TO THE MYSTERY

One solution to the mystery is to argue that Plato in Laws has not changed his conventional
understanding of political friendship as involving homonoia in an essential way. I refer to this solution
as deflationary because it solves the mystery by explaining it away, rather than preserving it. The task
for this theory is to explain how the Laws discussions of political friendship (and the other
philosophically relevant topics) are consistent with the features of homonoia. In its simplest terms, this
theory holds that the absence of a word does not signal the absence of an idea. While there may be a
lexical oddity in how Laws describes political friendship, there need not be a corresponding change in
how Laws actually conceptualizes political friendship.

There are a variety of ways to argue for this general solution because one can attempt to solve
the absence of homonoia by appeal to a variety of sources. Two common routes are appealing to either
the dramatic situation of the Laws or to the doctrinal elements of Plato’s philosophy (including
Platonic psychology and pedagogy) to argue that homonoza still plays its typical role regarding political
friendship.

2.1 AN APPEAL TO THE DRAMATIC CONTEXT
Let’s take the dramatic route for a moment. Here one could use the dramatic context of Laws to argue

that bomonoia is an inapt choice because of the term’s largely Athenian legacy. Thus, homonoia’s absence

155 Sheffield 2020: 359 also recognizes this mystery.
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is not because Plato has changed his views, but because the dramatic situation of Laws prevents clear
expression of those views. For instance, one may argue that unlike the Republic and Socratic models of
political friendship as homonoia, the Laws concerns a discussion between a Spartan, a Cretan, and an
Athenian about founding a fictional polity on the countryside of Crete. On this view, the absence of
homonoia can be explained by the fact that it might be a value foreign to a Cretan and a Spartan. Here,
the Athenian legacy of homonoia, not the underlying psychology or pedagogy of the term, explains its
absence in a conversation with a Spartan and a Cretan.

This dramatic appeal as an explanation of the absence of homonoia is insufficient for two
reasons. The first reason is historical and contextual. Even if one grants for the sake of argument that
homonoia has a predominantly Athenian legacy (and I’'m not even sure this should be granted), it does
not follow that an ostensibly Athenian value could not be promulgated and popularized elsewhere.
Clear evidence of this fact comes from Isocrates’ Panegyricus 103-104, where he advocates for homonoia
between Sparta, Athens, and the rest of Greece. That Isocrates was able to appeal to homonoia as a goal
worth endorsing among all of the Greek city-states attests that even if bomonoia was most popular in
Athens, it certainly remained an intelligible and possibly attractive value to other parts of Greece.

The second reason is textual. The Athenian frequently criticizes Spartan and Cretan customs
as inadequate to Athenian ones. For instance, throughout Laws 1.633d—638c, the Athenian with little
trepidation claims both that the Cretan model of virtue as victory over oneself is subpar and that the
Spartan conception of sgphrosuné is demonstrably false. The Athenian then recommends concepts that
align with Athenian practices and customs—e.g. symposia as a proper venue for achieving full
sophrosuné (Laws 1.636-649). These passages signal that if the Athenian had wanted to endorse homonoia
as a model for political friendship, the dramatic context and characters of Laws would not have

prevented him from doing so.
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2.2 AN APPEAL TO PLATONIC DOCTRINE

Arguments from doctrine are thornier. This version of the solution still relies on the main point that
the absence of a word does not guarantee the absence of its influence on the text. Yet, instead of
relying primarily on the dramatic features of the text, this solution holds that either the underlying
psychology or pedagogy (or both) of political friendship in Laws remains consistent and continuous
in the relevant senses with the other dialogues that discuss political friendship as homonoia. Thus, if
Laws is consistent in these senses regarding political friendship, it’s probable that homonoia exists in
practice in Magnesia and there’s no need to make a mountain out of a molehill due to a lexical
peculiarity.

The majority of scholars who have written about political friendship and homonoia in Laws
embrace these doctrinal solutions. Bobonich 2002 with admirably careful wording alludes multiple
times to the concord and friendship of Laws being charactetized in terms of homonoia."” Schofield 2013
also frequently teases the connection between homonoia and friendship but never acknowledges that
this connection given homonoia’s absence in Laws might be ill-fitting."” Prauscello 2014: 23 adopts a
similar position, claiming:

[I]n both the Republic and the Laws a significant part of the rhetoric of citizenship to be

internalized and performed in Plato’s utopias hinges on a sustained ideological promotion of

mutual concotd (bomonoia) and ‘love/friendship’ (philia) between all its members.

El Murr 2018: 238 also adopts the same strategy, positing:

136 See, inter alia, Bobonich 2002: 92, 118, 416. Bobonich 2002 never explicitly attributes concord as homonoia to the Laws,
but the above passages, where Bobonich always implies that the Laws and Statesman agree about fundamental issue of
political philosophy and then discusses homonoia in the Statesman as fundamental to a political community, invite the
inference that Bobonich thinks homonoia is operative in Laws.

157 See Schofield 2013: 283-284, 290-292, 294, and 297.
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Dans les trois grands dialogues politiques que sont la Républigue, le Politigne et les Lois, 1a philia
joue un role preponderant. Comme d’autres avant er apres lui, Plato met en evidence que la
philia et I homonoia, 'amitié et la concorde civile, vont de pair, et que 'amitié est un élément
indispensable a ’harmonie interne de la cite.
All four scholars assume at varying levels of straightforwardness that homonoia has a nontrivial role to
play concerning friendship in Laws.

What evidence do they offer? While they cannot appeal to the text of Laws since the term
makes no appearance, they are not without resources. Schofield 2013 chooses to appeal not to Platonic
doctrine, but to that of Aristotle and general intellectual discourses of the fifth and fourth centuries
(e.g. an oracle Lycurgus received from the Delphic oracle).”® The main reasons Schofield adopts this
approach are because the composition of Laws and Aristotle’s time at the Academy overlap and there
are admittedly many similarities between Aristotle’s Po/itics and Plato’s Laws." So, irrespective of
whatever other Platonic dialogues contain, Schofield’s version of this solution allows us to infer
homonoia in Laws primarily on the basis of parallel discourses and approaches by Plato’s
contemporaties.

Scholars can also appeal to Platonic texts that appear in harmony with the political philosophy
of Laws. For Bobonich 2012 (and possibly Prauscello 2014 and El Murr 2018) those texts include this
passage from Stzatesman 311b-c about the statesman’s art of weaving:

(T4) Then let us say that this marks the completion of the fabric which is the product of

158 Schofield 2013: 283, 288, 291and 294. Schofield makes the following ambiguous claim about Laws, with reference to
the message of the Delphic oracle received by Lycurgus: “But in the Athenian’s version [of the triad of values for proper
legislation seen in T2], friendship and wisdom take the place of concord [Schofield’s translation of homonoia) and, more
importantly, courage or manliness.” It’s not clear here if Schofield means that friendship replaces homonoia in the sense
that friendship as a distinct value replaces concord completely or if friendship replaces concord in the sense that it
elaborates on the values of homonvia important for Laws, but those values are nonetheless contiguous and compatible.
From context, the latter formulation seems a more plausible formulation of Schofield’s view.

159 See Schofield 2010 for further discussion.
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the art of statesmanship: the weaving together, with regular intertwining, of the dispositions
of brave and moderate people—when the expertise belonging to the king brings their life
together in homonoia and friendship and makes it common between them.
Totro 87 TéNos vpdaopaTos evbumlokia ovumAakey ylyveolar paduer ToAiTikijs mpdews
70 TV avdpelwv kal owppovwr avlpdmwy Nbos, omdTar opovoig kal Gp\ia kowov
ovvayayoboa avTdv Tov Slov 1 facthiky TEXVY.
While neither Prauscello 2014 nor El Murr 2018 explain why they view Statesman and Laws as
simpatico, Bobonich 2002: 417 argues that the dialogues share common pedagogical and political
grounds:
Each citizen is required to be virtuous and the boundaries of the political community are
constituted by the capacity for and dedication to virtue. Moreover, this very conception of the
city and of citizenship is part of the citizens’ self-conception: they are educated to see
themselves as craftsmen of virtue.'”
The political common ground then is that both Stazesman and Laws define the political community in
terms of a collection of citizens, all of whom should be willing and able to acquire full virtue.
(Bobonich 2002 rightly contrasts this view of the political community with that of Republic.) The
pedagogical common ground, according to Bobonich, can be seen in Statesman 309¢c, where the task
of the statesman is to correctly educate citizens by encouraging them to adopt in their souls: “that

opinion about what is fine, just and good, and the opposites of these, which is really true and is

b3} \ ~ 4 \ > 0 ~ \ ~ ’ > 14 v O > 6/\ 8 ’ \
guaranteed” (T T@v mépL katl ayaldv kal TV TovTols EvavTimy ovTws oboav alnbi dofav uera

160 Prauscello and El Mutr cite these passages in Statesman as support, so presumably they hold reasons similar to
Bobonich’s. In addition to 415-417, see Bobonich 2002: 117-118 where he comments on p.118 again on education in the
Statesman (with understood applicability to Laws): “It is only by giving citizens the same true ethical opinions about the
fine, just, and the good—and excluding those not capable of sharing in them—that genuine concord (homonoia) and
triendship (philia) can be achieved in the city. Although Plato is not fully explicit about this, such opinions seem to consist
in grasping—albeit in a way that amounts to less than knowledge—the reasons behind the law, that is, grasping why they
are fine, just, and good.”
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BeBaidoews). Bobonich 2012: 416-417 sees this similar educational task at work primarily in three

Laws passages that describe the citizen’s education as an education in virtue:
(T'5) No [citizen] shall be numbered among those who engage in technical arts, nor any servant
of a [citizen]. For a citizen possesses a sufficient art, and one that needs long practice and
many studies, in the keeping and conserving of the public system of the city, a task that
demands his full attention. Laws VII1.846d
TPATOV UEV ETTLYWPLOS UNOELS EOTW TV TEPL TA ONULOUPYLKA TEXVIUATA QLaTOVOUVTWY,
UnOE OlKETNS avdpos Emywplov. TEXVNY Yyap kaviv, TOAN]S dOK)oEwS dua Kal
pabnuarwy moAAGY deouévny, KEKTNTAL TONTYS AVI)P TOV KOWOV THS TONEWS KOOUOV
owlwv kal KTduevos, ovKk €V Tapépym deouevov emTndedew.
(T6) This law [i.e. a law against practicing multiple fechnai simultaneously] they shall guard
against, and they shall punish the resident [citizen] with reproaches and dishonors, if he turns
aside to any art other than the pursuit of virtue. Laws V111.846d-847a
Totrov 81 Tov vépov aoTvvduol Stamrovovuevor owlOvTwy, Kal TOV ey EmyWpLov, €av €ls
TWa TEXYNY amorAVY) LAANOV 1] TNV THjS apeT]s Emueleiar, koAalovTwy Oveideot Te kal
aTyulals
(T7) That life we speak of—which most truly deserves the name ‘life’—is doubly (rather far
more than doubly) lacking in leisure, seeing that it is occupied with the care of the virtue of
the body and the soul. For there ought to be no other secondary task to hinder the work of
supplying the body with its proper exercise and nourishment or the soul with teachings and
habits. Every night and day are not sufficient for the man who is doing this to win from them
their fruit in full and ample measure. Laws VI1.807c-d
dumhaoilas Te kal €Tt TOAN@ TAEOVOs aoxoAlas €0TW Yéuwy o TePL TNV TOU CWUATOS
TAvTws Kal Puxis eis apetijs emuélear Plos elpnuévos oploTata. mapepyov yap ovdey

~ ~ k4 b4 4 4 ~ ~ 7 ’ > > ’
del TV dANwv épywv duakwdvua yiryveolar TV TR TWUATL TPOONKOVTWY €S ATOOOW
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ToOVWY Kal Tpomdijs, ovd ad Yuxn pablnuarwyr Te kal eddv, maoa de VU Te Kkal Nuépa

oXed0V 0UK €0TW (KaVY) TOUT QUTO TPATTOVTL TO TENEOV T€ KAl LKAVOV aUTMV ekAauSavew.
The general argument here is that because the Szazesman and Laws are both concerned with promoting
virtue in all citizens and that the SZatesman describes a consequence of this education in T4 to be
homonoia and friendship among the citizens, we should assume that the education of citizens in Laws
also results in homonoia and friendship. More putative evidence of this is the insistence that Laws aims
at friendship among its citizens, as seen in T1-T3.

Given that Plato closely associates psychology and pedagogy, scholars who adopt the
doctrinally-focused deflationary solution can rely on either the psychology or pedagogy of Laws. For
those who rely on psychology, the educational evidence found in S7afesman matters not because of
education per se, but because it reveals similarities to psychologies elsewhere in Plato. Those who rely
on pedagogy, by contrast, can remain agnostic about any psychological similarities or dissimilarities
and say that the educational continuities are sufficient for seeing homonoia at work in Laws. These
approaches can also be combined so that one finds homonoia at work in Laws by virtue of both the
psychological and pedagogical continuities of Laws with other dialogues.

3. A NONDEFLATIONARY SOLUTION TO THE MYSTERY
As an alternative solution, one can argue that the disappearance of homonoia in Plato’s Laws, if not
necessarily purposeful, is nonetheless significant and indicative of a revision on Plato’s behalf about
cither the nature of political friendship, of how it best comes about, or both. At its heart, a
nondeflationary solution contends that, on the basis of some change (or changes) in Plato’s view,

homonoia is absent in Laws because the term is unsuitable for describing political friendship.'*" (This

161 Sheffield 2020: 359-360 has argued for a generally nondeflationaty solution: ““Oudvoia cleatly does not capture quite
what Plato has in mind [in Laws] . . .[S]o we get philia in place of opdvoia. What explains this substitution? There is more
built into philia [in Laws], as we have seen.” My argument in this chapter aims to largely bolster this argument. On my view,
however, the relevant contrast is not between philia and homonoia, but rather between homonoia and sumphénia, both of which
can serve to signal the psychological aspects of philia in its political valence.
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type of solution is nondeflationary because it solves the mystery of homonoia’s absence while affirming
the legitimacy of the mystery itself.) The task for this kind of interpretation is to identify the relevant
changes in the philosophy of Laws and to explain how those changes make homonoia an inadequate
description of political friendship. The two strongest versions of this argument find their basis in Laws’
discontinuity with either (1) psychologies elsewhere in Plato or with (2) pedagogies elsewhere in Plato.
Before discussing the varieties of nondeflationary solutions, I want to raise some suspicion
about the competing deflationary solutions, which are under-supported by the text of Laws. The
following point is worth reiterating because of its importance: although homonoia is central to the two
models of political friendship we have already explored, Laws contains zero mentions of homonoia. 1f
Plato really thought homonoia was appropriate to political life (and especially political friendship) while
he was composing Laws, we would expect the Athenian Stranger to use the term to describe the
relevant phenomena at least once. This holds even more so because of the centrality of homonoia in
other dialogues that discuss political friendship.'** It thus strikes me as implausible (and unfalsifiable)
to suppose that the omission of homonoia was somehow a casual lapse in judgment on Plato’s part.
But this general reason against deflationary solutions can be supported by more specific
reasons against each type of deflationary solution. The doctrinal appeal in Schofield 2013 rests on a

' For whatever commonalities exist between Aristotle’s political philosophy and

rather slippery slope.
that of Laws, there exists just as many profound differences between the two.'** Similatly, other cultural
discussions about homonoia cannot do much load-bearing work about the meaning of specific proposals

and themes of Laws. This so in part because Plato is notorious for rarely inheriting without scrutiny

such cultural discussions and in part because Plato often adopts the cultural language of his time to

162 See Aleibiades 126-137, Cleitgphon 409-410, Statesman 309-310, and Republic IV .432 as discussed in chapters 1 and 2.

163 Because I think it is a slippery slope, 1 do not discuss in the next section nondeflationary arguments that rest on
similar doctrinal appeals to Platonic contemporaties.

164 Aristotle himself offers a contrast of his own political philosophy with that of Laws in Politics 2.6.
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modify the underlying assumptions that govern that language so as to accord with his other
philosophical commitments. The cultural practices of symposium and pederasty in Syzposium and Laws
as well as the description of Spartan sdphrosuné in Laws 1 (among many others) countenance this claim.
Thus, it seems that the same reasons that this brand of doctrinal appeal deploys to support ascribing
homonoia to Laws can be used just as forcibly to support not ascribing it.

Regarding the approach of Bobonich, Prauscello and El-Murr, we should realize that the
applicability of the Statesman passages (e.g. T4) to the Laws passages (T5-T7) on citizens being
educated in virtue depends fundamentally on two analogies holding: (1) that virtue in Statesman is
analogous to virtue in Laws and (2) education in S7atesman is analogous to education in Laws. It is not
clear however that (1) or (2) hold. In Section 3.1.2 and Section 3.2.1, I challenge the adequacy of each
of these analogies for doing the kind of argumentative work necessary for the deflationary view.

While none of these above comments count as a decisive refutation, they are nonetheless
general reasons to doubt those deflationary solutions. After explaining two types of nondeflationary
solutions, I will argue that the primary evidence that the deflationary solutions rely on in Laws is
undecisive at best. I will argue that Laws’ passages on the psychology of virtue, the psychology of
pleasure and pain, and the general educational program—all of which matter for political friendship—
are actually better interpreted as fostering friendship by primarily non-epistemic means. These
revisions of the relevant issues in Laws best explains the absence of homonoia and it does so in a
nondeflationary way.

3.1 A NONDEFLATIONARY PSYCHOLOGICAL SOLUTION

According to this interpretative line, the fact that homonoia does not appear in descriptions of political
friendship in Laws is mainly due to changes in Plato’s views of psychology. The two most relevant
features for political friendship are the psychology of pleasure (and pain) and the psychology of virtue.

This is so because these are central features of education in Magnesia and of the psychological lives
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of Magnesians. For instance, in T5-T7 the Athenian claims that Magnesians are being educated for
the sake of virtue, and, as Laws I1.653b-c (to be discussed in more depth in Section 3.1.2) tells us,
virtue requires harmony between our pleasures and pains and reason.

My thesis in this section is that a nondeflationary psychological solution—telying either on
changes in the psychology of pleasure (and pain) or on the psychology of virtue—is promising,
although there is not abundant textual evidence to support it. Concretely, I argue for two specific
claims: (1) that pleasure and pain in Laws involves noncognitive and nonconceptual content, all of
which receives significant attention throughout Laws and (2) there exists a form of virtue (albeit a weak
form) that is focused not on the cognitive features of virtue but on feeling the appropriate sensations
of pleasure and pain at the right time. For these reasons, I conclude that appeal to this psychology,
while offering some support for the nondeflationary approach, is not strong enough to rule out the
deflationary approaches to homonoia that rely on the cognitive and conceptual aspects of psychology
in Laws.

3.1.1 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF PLEASURE AND PAIN IN LAWS

Pleasure and pain figure prominently in Laws. Throughout Laws 11.653-670, feeling pleasure and pain
is repeatedly heralded as an indispensable instrument for correct education. And in the great prelude
at Laws V.732-734, the Athenian Stranger delivers an elaborate defense of the most beautiful life (7ov
kaAAwoTov Blov) on the grounds that such a life “excels in providing what we all seek: a predominance
of pleasure over pain throughout our lives” (kpatel kal TovTw 6 (nroduev, T® Yaipew TAelw,

165

e aTTw O Avmretobar wapa Tov Blov dmavra) (Laws V.7332).'” Given this importance, patsing the

165 The strikingly praiseworthy collection of comments about pleasure in Laws has led to debate about whether Plato
adopts hedonism. For those who think so, see Carone 2003 and especially Mouracade 2005. For those who argue against
inferring a strict hedonism in Laws, see Annas 1999, Annas 2010 and especially Warren 2013 who considers in great detail
the Laws V.732-734 argument about the role of pleasure in the most beautiful life. Meyer 2012: 354-360 also argues against
psychological hedonism in the Laws but does so on the basis of an interpretation of Laws 1.644.
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nature of pleasure and pain effectively functions as a battleground between deflationary and
nondeflationary approaches to political friendship (granting, for the sake of argument, that shared
feelings of pleasure and pain can be sufficient for friendship). If pleasure can be shown to be somehow
predominantly cognitive and conceptual, then deflationary solutions can argue that the shared feelings
of pleasure and pain can be the locus of homonoia because at bottom what it means to share such
feelings is to conceptualize the relevant phenomena in a compatible, if not identical, way. And this
similar conceptualization is in effect bomonoia. By contrast, if nondeflationary solutions can show that
pleasure and pain are in an important way predominantly noncognitive or nonconceptual, then they
can argue that no subterranean homonoia is to be found in the feelings of pleasure and pain among
Magnesians.

Definitively deciding this issue in favor either solution is a Sisyphean task. There is no

166 And whatever evidence there is for

substantive discussion of the components of pleasure in Laws.
one side, it is either scant or undermined elsewhere in Laws. I offer here some examples of passages
that might incline us towards one theory or another to conclude that there is no sufficient evidence to
make a decision based solely on psychological doctrine.

Advocates of deflationary solutions may point to Laws 11.657c-d where pleasure is tied to belief
and conclude therefore that pleasure is belief-oriented and conceptual.'”” But that passage cannot
support such a strong conclusion. At most, it supports the inference that pleasure can accompany

beliefs. But it doesn’t follow from #hat claim that the experience of pleasure itself somehow involves

beliefs or conceptualization. Nor does it follow that this passage commits us to the view that one only

166 Meyer 2015: 128 ef passim characterizes the fundamental ambiguity with slightly different but to my mind entirely
consistent terminology.

167 Gosling and Taylor 1982: 171-174 entertain a similar interpretation. Schépsdau 1994: 228-230 holds on the basis of
Laws1.644c-d that pleasure and expectation (e/pis) are difficult to distinguish and, since efpés is described as a future-oriented
belief, it seems that pleasure is on this view is also closely associated with belief. I, however, disagree with this analysis of
Laws 1.644c-d as will be made clear shortly.
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' There may be other sorts of activities that are also

experiences pleasure as a result of having beliefs.
pleasurable irrespective of the beliefs latent in those activities (one here may think of the pleasure of
choral dancing in Laws).
Similarly, advocates of nondeflationary solutions may claim that the following comment about
pleasure carries the day for their approach:
(T'8) [Each soul] possess in itself two witless and opposing advisors, which we call pleasure
and pain. Laws 1.644¢7-8'9
dvo d¢ kekTuévor €v avTd ovuBolAw €varTinw Te Kal dppove, &) TPOoayopevoEY OOV
Kal \vmmv
This passage supports understanding pleasure and pain non-conceptually because they are described
as agpove. Context further supports this reading because immediately after this passage the Athenian
enumerates another psychic item:
(T9) In addition to [pleasure and pain], the soul has opinions about the future, whose common
name is ‘anticipation’ and whose particular names are ‘fear’, the anticipation before pain, and
‘daring’, the anticipation before the opposite. Laws 1.644¢9-d1
pos O¢ ToUTow dupotv al 60fas peAAGVTwY, olv Kowov uev ovoua EATLS, idwov O€, pofos
pev 1 mpo AvTs elmis, Bappos de ) Tpo Tob evavriov
If pleasure implied beliefs, then why would the Athenian feel the need to add beliefs about the future

to his account of soul in addition to pleasure and pain? Less rhetorically, if pleasure had a strong

168 Meyer 2012: 363-364, 1 think, accords with this point. Her claim is that there are certain pleasures (“anticipatory
pleasures”) that are intimately connected with beliefs about the future. But she also makes room for the possibility of non-
anticipatory pleasures; in fact, this kind of distinction must be implicit in her claim on p.364 about the different motive
forces between pleasure and pain, on the one hand, and anticipations of pleasure and pain on the other.

169 The Greek poses this as a question that receives an immediate affirmation from Clinias. For facility, I have modified
the syntax from an interrogative to a declarative.
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conceptual component, it would seem unnecessary to add beliefs about the future as an extra psychic
item since pleasure and pain, and their putative conceptual element, could account for such beliefs.

Yet, unfortunately for fans of the nondeflationary approach, this line of interpretation is
likewise unsustainable. There may be reasons that pleasure and pain do not encompass future-oriented
beliefs, but those reasons need not imply the impossibility of any beliefs whatsoever at work in feeling
pleasure or pain. Further, this discussion of the soul occurs in the midst of a larger discussion about
self-victory and some may argue that the psychology on offer here should not be expanded beyond
this context.'” So whatever non-conceptual interpretation we develop here ought not count as
commentary about the psychology of pleasure and pain generally in Laws.""

Appeal to other dialogues that substantively discuss pleasure and pain do not resolve this issue
either. The Timaeus and Philebus each discuss more directly the nature of pleasure, wherein we find a
general understanding that pleasure is a complex perception involving both nonconceptual and
conceptual elements.'”” At Timaens T7b5-c3, we find a description of pleasure that seems rather tough
to harmonize with a deflationary reading:

[The appetitive part of the soul] is totally devoid of belief and calculation and reason, but does

share in perception, pleasant and painful, together with desires. Tim. 77b4-6'"

170 This point about the context-specific psychology is made by Wilburn 2013: 67.

171 Meyer 2015: 128, Bobonich 2002: 354, Barney 1992: 287-292, Frede 1987: 3-8, and Silverman 1991 hold that pleasure
has two senses: a specific sense in which pleasure is a perception and a larger, general sense in which pleasure is an
appearance—understood to be a mixture of belief and perception—and thus has conceptual content.

172 Another aspect of the study of pleasure in Plato has been whether Plato consistently maintains a restorative theory of
pleasure throughout the dialogues or if he transitions from a restorative theory to a steady-state theory of pleasure.
Discussion of this issue, while important, seems at best orthogonal to my argument. For further analysis, see Gosling and
Taylor 1982 and Frede 2010.

173 1 am not concerned with how soul pattitioning in Timaeus—and thus the discussion of the ‘appetitive part’ in this
passage—tracks with the psychological part(s) of Laws because I don’t believe this debate matters for my argument. For
those who suggest that the psychology of Laws, despite its unitary appearance, can handle tripartition, see Wilburn 2015
and Meyer 2012. For an elaborate defense of the unitary psychology of Laws, see Bobonich 2002: 258-288. It should be
noted that a lot of the debate hangs on what one means by a “psychic part.” For Bobonich, a part must be agent-like.
Meyer 2012: 351-2 fn. 4 notes that her account of the psychology does not rest on a similar construal.
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@ 06Ens pev Aoywopod Te kal vol uéteoTw TO undév, atothioews de Ndelas kal alyewrjs

pera embuudov
Here pleasure is described as a kind of perception. This passage also bluntly demarcates a line between
perception and typical forms of conceptualization. Indeed, this bluntness has given rise to at least two
general (and incompatible) theories of perception (including pleasurable and painful perceptions) in
Plato. The imagistic theory holds that this passage should be taken at face value and we are thus to
understand perception as a kind of non-conceptual imaging.'”* On this theory, pleasure—which is
obviously a kind of perception—is thus to be understood non-conceptually.

By contrast, cognitivist theories hold that an adequate explanation of pleasure must
incorporate in a significant way conceptualization and cognition in pleasurable and painful
perceptions. The strongest argument for this position has been made by pointing out the explanatory
and hermeneutic weaknesses of the imagistic theory.'” But it is also buttressed by several passages in
Philebus, most notably the distinction between true and false pleasures which distinguish between
pleasures on cognitive grounds and thus imply that pleasures are cognitive.'”

In sum, the psychology of pleasure, especially of whether and to what extent it is cognitive or
noncognitive, remains lamentably imprecise in Laws, and in other Platonic dialogues that discuss
pleasure extensively. So even though the description of pleasure and pain as d¢ppove in Laws and the
complementary description of pleasure at T7maens 77b-c seem to imply that pleasure is nonconceptual

and thus supports a nondeflationary argument about the absence of homonoia, there is not enough

supporting evidence (or uncontroversial evidence) to adequately support the argument.

174 Lorenz 2000 is perhaps the most thorough expositor of this view.

175 'This view has been most thoroughly defended by Bobonich 2002: 354-374. For discussion of the weaknesses of the
imagistic theory—both as a reading of Plato and as a general theory of perception and pleasure—see Bobonich 2010.

176 See Frede 1985 and Frede 2010 for further discussion.
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3.1.2'THE PSYCHOLOGY OF VIRTUE IN LAWS
A second locus of debate about the disappearance of homonoia in Laws concerns the psychology of
virtue. Given that all citizens of Laws are said to be virtuous (or aiming toward virtue), examining the
psychology of virtue can provide insight into the citizens’ general psychological dispositions since they
all aim for virtue. If all forms of virtue in Laws are fundamentally conceptual, then that fact would
support a deflationary argument about homonoia. 1f, by contrast, virtue (or at least a form of virtue) is
primarily nonconceptual, then that fact would provide strong grounds for a nondeflationary argument
about homonoia. My goal in this section is to argue for the latter point, by claiming that at least one
form of virtue is primarily nonconceptual (even though the highest and most perfect forms of virtue
involve conceptualization). My claim, if persuasive, shows that the psychology of virtue can support
nondeflationary arguments about homonoia.
The most relevant textual evidence for understanding virtue in Laws comes from the following
passage:
(T10) I mean that when we are children, the first sensations we experience are pleasure and
pain, and it is in our pleasures and pains that virtue and vice first develop in our souls. By the
time we are old, we are lucky if we have also developed wisdom and stable true opinions, for
these goods and all that they involve complete a person, but it is the virtue that first develops
in children that I mean by education. If pleasure and liking and pain and hatred develop
correctly in our souls when we are not yet able to grasp the account, and when we do grasp
the account they agree with it because they have been correctly trained by appropriate habits,

this agreement is virtue in its entirety. Laws 11.65325-b6'"

177 See Sheffield 2020: 338 for further discussion of this passage and the role eros plays here.
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LEV APETT).
Several commentators on this passage have recognized that virtue in Laws differs significantly from
how virtue is described elsewhere in Plato. Richard Kraut has described virtue in Magnesia as more
“ordinary” and “fragile” insofar as virtue does not require the secure underpinnings of philosophical
reason.'”® Christopher Bobonich has likewise noted differences in Magnesian virtue, suggesting that
the cognitive and propositional content given to pleasure affects how the emotions relate to a virtuous
disposition.'” Susan Suavé Meyer has described the Laws model of virtue as the “agreement model,”
since virtue consists in the agreement (sumphinia) between pleasures and pains on the one hand and

reasoned judgments on the other.'® T want to further these scholars’ general consensus about the

178 See Kraut 2010: 63-68.

179 Bobonich 2002: 360-365. Bobonich’s claim that pleasure has cognitive content admits of at least two interpretations.
One is that we feel pleasure on the basis of a cognitive activity such that all pleasutres, at bottom, are really positive cognitive
evaluations of whatever object or situation. A second is that the experience of pleasure can always be desctibed in terms
of the beliefs and propositional attitudes of the agent, even if on a phenomenological level the agent is not aware of those
beliefs and attitudes as she feels pleasure. I think the second is the more accurate account of pleasure in the Laws and that
the former interpretation is overly rational. Meyer 2012: 360-366 presents an account of anticipatory pleasures and pains
that seems in agreement with my view in Laws. Meyer argues that there can be intentional objects of our anticipations that
are themselves pleasurable or painful but there can also be intentional objects of our anticipations that are neither
pleasurable nor painful but the act of anticipating them is itself pleasurable or painful. For further discussion of how this
issue bears on my argument, see the previous section.

180 Meyer 2015: 162-163. I will choose not to refer to virtue as rooted in an “agreement model” because I think “agreement”
is too epistemologically loaded and my central claim in this section is that there is a form of virtue that is not based on a

epistemic attitudes. I also do not think “agreement” is the best translation of sumphinia in this case; “harmony”
or “consonance” strikes me as more apt. Annas 2010 also has a helpful discussion about the role of the preludes in Laws
with respect to encouraging virtue among the citizenry. Carone 2002: 336-337 also has a lucid discussion of how individual
virtues interrelate in Lamws.
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particularity of Magnesian virtue by arguing that T10 is a grounding text for understanding not only
perfect virtue, but also imperfect virtue and by what criterion imperfect virtue differs from perfect
virtue in Laws.

In all its forms, virtue requires harmony (swmphinia). This virtuous harmony exists between
logos and feelings of pleasure and pain. Traditional accounts of virtue in Plato construe this harmony
to be achieved primarily through an agent’s epistemic capacities (/gos, broadly construed). That is,
once a Magnesian can exercise her /ggos in a way that directs corresponding pleasures and pains
appropriately, then she can be said to have attained the sumphinia characteristic of virtue. While I do
not want to dispute that this kind of psychic harmony is indeed virtue, I do want to argue, based on
T10, that this is not the only form of harmony and of virtue in Laws.

Another kind of virtue is one that arises on the basis of feeling pleasure and pain correctly,
irrespective of one’s epistemic attitude concerning those feelings or the situation that gives rise to such
feelings. In T10, the Athenian claims that this is the sort of virtue that predominates in children; it
consists of feeling pleasure and pain in our souls “before we are yet to able understand the reason
why.”"® This psychic state counts as a virtuous one because it ensures that young Magnesians will
have the correct dispositions and act as the fully virtuous person would act (i.e. the one with her own,
fully developed /ogos). That is, they act in a way that accords with rational principles, but they do not
act on the basis of those rational principles. Rather, they act correctly on the basis of the appropriate

feelings of pleasure and pain.

181 T discuss how the correlated psychic state of “before understanding the reason why” relates to, but is nonetheless
distinct from, a similar passage in Republic 111 in Section 3.2.2. I should also note that I take the last line of T10 to refer to
a perfected or completed state of virtue, not to the only form of virtue. This seems plausible because the Athenian claims
a few lines earlier that children have a kind of virtue without being able to grasp the account. If we take the last line to
refer to the only form of virtue, the Athenian would contradict himself in the span of a few lines. My view avoids the
contradiction and makes sense of both how children can be said to have a kind of virtue and of how, exactly, the form of
virtue that comes when we are able to grasp the relevant account is olumaca aper).
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Yet, there is an immediate problem facing this account. If virtue is the harmony of /ogos and
feelings of pleasure and pain and the young Magnesians, according to the Athenian in T10, are
psychologically unable to grasp such a /gos, in what way can they be understood to enjoy the necessary
harmony with /ogos such that they are virtuous? The key to answering this problem, I think, lies in how
the Athenian characterizes laws in the famous puppet passage (and elsewhere). There, the Athenian
claims:

(T11) This is the sacred and golden guidance of calculation, also called the city’s common law.

Laws 1.64521-3"%

§ €elvar ™y TOU Aoywouol aywyny Xpuofy Kal lepav, TiS TONEWS KOWOV VOUOV

emkalovpévny.

The Athenian thus holds that public law in Magnesia is a political expression of the /logismos.
Recognizing this fact allows us to overcome the above problem because whenever young Magnesians
feel pleasure and pain (e.g. during the tragedy festivals) and those feelings accord with the dictates of
the law, then we can see that they are actually enacting a harmony (s#phinia) between logos and feelings
of pleasure and pain. The particularity of this type of harmony for them, however, is that the /gos is
externalized vis-a-vis the expression of public law. And this externalization owes to the fact, as T10
states, that younger Magnesians lack a fully developed /ogismos, which only comes later in their lives.
By contrast, older Magnesians—who have a more developed and mature /ygismos—enact the harmony
internally, between their soul’s /ogismos and their feelings of pleasure and pain.

The Laws, then, offers a model of a predominantly nonconceptual form of virtue. This virtue

consists of feeling pleasure and pain appropriately in a way that harmonizes with law. This constitutes

182 This gist of this remark is also repeated at Laws VII1.835¢: “Reason, which is embodied in law as far as it can be, tells
us to avoid indulging the passions that have ruined so many people” (riva 8] moTe Tpdmov év TavTy Tij ToAeL dpéfovTar
TV moAoLs 81 moda embupdv els éoxata Balovodv, v dv 6 Adyos mpooTaTTy améxeolal, vouos Emxelpdy
ylyveolay). For further discussion see Moss 2014: 199. T do think Moss 2014 interprets virtue too narrowly according to
my arguments. Moss 2014: 199 claims, for instance, that virtue “involves more than simply doing what the /ogos or nomos
prescribes,” but I think this fact is only true of full virtue, but not of its weaker and more imperfect forms.
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the harmony required of virtue because the law is the public expression of /gos. This public expression
allows citizens—predominantly younger Magnesians—whose rational faculties are not fully developed
to achieve a form of virtue (cf. Laws I11.672c). This form of virtue is certainly a weak one. The weakness
is in part because the younger citizens must always defer to what the law holds and, if the law is silent
on some morally precarious situation, then these citizens may falter. Nonetheless, this weak form of
virtue is supplemented in Magnesia by the frequent guidance of older, more rational citizens and by
an elaborate educational system that focuses significantly on ensuring that young Magnesians feel
pleasure and pain correctly and eventually appreciate the reasons why certain cases are truly pleasurable
and painful.'®

The most relevant inference from this analysis for my general argument is as follows.
Deflationary solutions cannot rely on the fact that all citizens are said to either aim at virtue or be
virtuous as evidence that homonoia is at work in the background of Magnesia because there are forms
of virtue that are nonconceptual.'™ Thus, we cannot assume the psychology of virtue provides any
determination of the psychological disputes about homonoia, because the psychology of virtue is broad
enough to accommodate both nonconceptual and conceptual forms of virtue.

Nevertheless, I do not think it is feasible to rest a nondeflationary argument about homonoia
solely on the psychology of virtue because it is nonetheless quite clear that the Athenian expects the
more perfect and stable forms of virtue to involve Magnesian’s rational capacities, even if those
capacities are less than properly philosophical like in Republic. Instead, 1 think the strongest

nondeflationary position, to which I will now turn, holds that the educational program of Laws focuses

183 See also Sheffield 2020: 353: “Citizens have acquired the values required for the desired treatment of others not, or
not solely, through learning abstract principles of ‘beauty’, ‘equality’, and Gustice’, but by training in their affective
responses.”

184 As discussed eatrlier, see Bobonich 2002: 417 (as well as Prauscello 2014 and El Murr 2018) who hold that virtue in
Laws is analogous to virtue in Statesman.
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not on cultivating epistemic parity among the citizens, but rather on shared feelings of pleasure and
pain. This focus provides us solid reasons to see why homonoia would be an inapt description of
friendship in Magnesia.

3.2. A NONDEFLATIONARY PEDAGOGICAL SOLUTION

Our second, nondeflationary approach attends to Plato’s new views concerning pedagogy in Laws.
According to this solution, the aim and structure of Magnesia’s educational system directs attention
predominantly towards citizen’s abilities to feel pleasure and pain as well as to enact the correct kinds
of emotional responses to whatever ethically charged situation, while in other dialogues the
pedagogical models often focus on the citizen’s abilities to hold compatible or identical beliefs. This
attention to shared feelings of pleasures and pains is a novel contribution of Platonic educational
theory and, as I argue, it offers a solid explanation of why homonoia, especially as it appears in Republic,
is rightfully absent from Laws.

My argument in this section is twofold. First, I show that attention to the programmatic
comments about education throughout Laws as well as several specific educational practices reveal
that Magnesians’ early education is predominantly, though not exclusively, a sentimental one, i.e. one
that focuses on feelings of pleasure and pain. I further suggest how this shared sentimental education
unifies citizens of various ages and intellectual capabilities. Second, I explain how the emphasis differs
from the educational theory of Republic such that homonoia coheres well with Republic but not with Laws.
To conclude, I clarify how this newfound emphasis on the emotions supports the general
nondeflationary position.

3.2.1 THE SENTIMENTAL EDUCATION OF MAGNESIANS
The overt goal of Magnesian education—discussed most substantively in Laws II and VIII—is to
encourage citizens to feel pain and pleasure at, respectively, genuinely pleasurable and painful

situations. Consider, for instance, the following passages:
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(T12) But the part of virtue that consists in having properly nurtured pleasures and pains, so that
we hate what we should hate and love what we should love from beginning to end, if you separated
this off in your account and called it education, you would be exactly right on my view.

Laws 11.653b-c
To d¢ mept Tas ndovas kat Avmas Telpaupucvov avtijs oplds woTe uioelv pev d xp1 pwoew
evlis €€ apxijs péxpt Té\ovs, aTépyew O d xp1) OTEPYEW, TODT QUTO ATOTEUWY TP AGYyw Kal

madelav Tpooayopedwy, katd ye THv euny oplas dv mpooayopevots.

(T13) Everybody feels pleasure and pain at the same things, so that they all praise and blame with
complete unanimity. Laws V.739d2-4
emawely T ad kal Peyew kall €v 6TL pd\woTa ovuTavTas. € Tols aUTols XalpovTas Kal
Avmrovpuévovs
Each of these passages holds rather straightforwardly that citizens will be educated toward and united
by shared feelings of pleasure and pain. And in both instances pleasure and pain are never explicitly
valued for their conceptual content. On my view, the insight behind Magnesian education is that
citizens enact a meaningful form of reciprocated, other-regarding concern solely by virtue of all of
them hating what they ought to hate and loving what they ought to love.

The real novelty of pedagogy in Laws lies in the recognition that most citizens can form reliable
responses of pleasure and pain without holding explicit beliefs about what’s pleasurable and painful.
Instead, Magnesian education devotes the majority of its attention to the emotional and sentimental
development of its citizens. And, in so doing, citizens may come later in life to appreciate the rational
basis of what’s pleasurable and painful but such a basis need not and in fact does not ground their

affective regard for one another.
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To get a further sense of this sentimental education at work, it will be helpful to examine some
of the pedagogical practices of Magnesia.'® Famously, there are three hundred sixty-five educational
festivals each year (cf. Laws VIIL.828b). An essential feature of these festivals is the performance of
tragedies and comedies, which require the vast majority of Magnesians to dance, sing, and perform
music together (Laws 11.653e-654a). The Athenian explains the excellent performance of music and
dance mainly by appeal to the feelings evoked when one sings and dances. That is, we sing and dance
well when we correctly feel pleasure and pain at the situations depicted in our performance.

Indeed, this feeling of pleasure and pain is specifically contrasted with a competing idea of
excellence in music and dance. The Athenian assures his interlocutors that it is insufficient to excel at
dance and music if we have only an “intellectual grasp of good things” (70 dtavonlev elvar kalov,
Laws. 11.654c) precisely because this intellectual grasp does not guarantee that the one who
understands will be motivated enough to actually experience joy and hatred in his performances.

This comment is enlightening because it shows that the real focus of Magnesian festivals—a
rather large portion of Magnesian education—does not focus on instilling correct beliefs, but rather

186 The rationale which warrants this focus is that

on instilling the correct feelings of pleasure and pain.
the pleasures and pains we experience formatively shape our character and that this shaping necessarily

occurs before we develop the more specialized faculties of evaluation and discrimination of pleasures

and pains (Laws 11.656b; cf. 11.667¢c-d).

185 For more general discussion of education in Magnesia, see Morrow 1960: 297-389, Patterson 2013, and von Heyking
2016: 148-155.

186 Jt’s certainly possible that correct beliefs may come about later as a result of generating these correct feelings, but that
effect is cleatly not the main aim or emphasis of Magnesian education. This possibility transforms into plausibility when
we also consider the Athenian’s claim that reason is a capacity that’s developed over time and not immediately present. A
consequence of this aspect of human psychology is that education must focus on nonrational motivations broadly, which
are contiguous with feelings of pleasure and pain construed broadly (cf. Laws 11.672¢). I discuss this point more directly in
the contrast with musical education in Republic in Section 3.2.2.
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This insight is further strengthened when the Athenian argues that the proper criterion to
evaluate artistic performance is the pleasure it engenders in the performers and in the audience alike
(Laws 11.658c). Of course, not all pleasures are equal and only a discriminating judge who has high
moral standards can decide which pleasures are compatible with the goals of Magnesian education.'’
But it would be a mistake to assume that this capacity for discriminating between pleasures is required
for all Magnesians. Rather, the Athenian nicely parses this issue in the discussion of how correct
pleasures affect the souls of those who only recognize those pleasures as pleasant (but not yet as
correct):

(T14) [E]ducation is the drawing and guidance of children towards the correct account that is
articulated by the law and accepted as correct by the worthiest and eldest citizens on the basis of
their experience. The soul of a child must not become trained to feel pleasure or pain that opposes
the law, or opposes those who accept the law. Rather, the child’s soul must follow the law and be
pleased and pained at the same things as the elderly. Bringing about this ‘concord’ (sumphinian), as
we call it, is the very serious purpose of the things that we call ‘songs’, which are really charms for
our souls. Children’s souls, you see, can’t abide seriousness, so we perform these charms in the
playful guise of songs. Laws 11.659d-e
mawela pev €olf 1) maldwy oAk T€ kal aywyn) TPOs TOV VO TOU vouov Adyov opbov epnuévor,
Kal TOLS ETTELKEOTATOLS Kal TTPeafuTdTols O eumelpiav ovvdedoyueévor ws dvTws oplos éoTw:
W' otv 1) Puxn Tob mados un evavtia xaipew kat AvmetoOar €0ilnTar T® vouw kat Tols VIO
TOU VOOV TTETELOUEVOLS, AANG CUVETNTAL XALPOUOA T€ KAl AUTTOUUEVY) TOUS QUTOLS TOUTOLS
olomep 0 yépwv, TOUTWY €veka, ds wdas kalobuev, SvTws uev emwdal Tals YPuyals adrar vov
yeyovévar, Tpos THY TolauTny My Aéyouer cvpudwviar €omovdacuévat, dia O€ TO CTOVONY U]

dvvaclar dépew Tas Tawv véwv Puyds, madial Te kal wdal kaleiobal kal TpaTTechar

187 See Warren 2013, Annas 1999, Carone 2003, and White 2001 for further discussion of pleasure generally and of the
qualitative differences among pleasures.
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This fascinating passage shows that even if pleasures are distinguished correctly only when one
understands the relevant moral issues, these pleasures can nonetheless be felt by all, including those
who lack such an understanding. As such, these feelings of pleasure and pain are the common ground
among all citizens. What distinguishes them is that various citizens may feel pleasure and pain at some
situation on different grounds. Older Magnesians may enjoy pleasure at the imitation of a morally
salutary situation because they recognize it as morally salutary. Younger Magnesians may also feel
pleasure at this situation, but it would not be for the same reasons as older Magnesians. Rather, their
pleasure is likely a natural response to the perception of order, rhythm and harmony that characterizes
such morally salutary situations (Laws I1.653¢). Only later in life, if at all, will the understanding of how
and why some situation is pleasant come to them. And when or if this comes, it’s possible, perhaps
even necessary, that the quality of their pleasures change, but what’s essential for establishing common
bonds among Magnesians—i.e. that they feel pleasure and pain in unison—never changes.

The emphasis on children’s feeling of pleasure and pain throughout Laws is warranted by the
fact that their souls, as mentioned in T14, are not able to reason about the relevant situations yet. A
consequence of this is that much discussion of the sentimental education of Magnesians appears to
be directed only at children. But closer attention to other educational practices shows that older
Magnesians are also in need of the constant reinforcement and fine-tuning of their pleasures and pains.
The clearest example of this fact comes in the Athenian’s endorsement of symposium as an
educational practice, especially for the citizens between thirty and sixty years of age.

In Laws 1, the Athenian elicits Clinias and Megillus’ agreement that wine-drinking is an
important test of one’s virtue, especially of siphrosuné (Laws 1.648d-649a). The importance of wine-
drinking comes from realizing that in a state of drunkenness one’s “pleasure and pains, angry feelings
and passions” (opodpoTépas Tas Ndovas kal Avmas kat Gupovs kal épwTas 1 TOV olvwy TooLS

emrever) are intensified while one’s “perceptions, memorties, opinions and cognitions . . . entirely
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abandon” oneself (tas atothjoers kal wijuas kat doéas kal povioess . . . maumay amoleime
TavTa avTov, Laws 1.645d-¢). But if drunkenness induces such a state of intensified pleasures and
pains, we should ask what this state reveals about virtue.

To put it in somewhat Aristotelian terms, the answer is that this test distinguishes virtue from
mere continence. If virtue, as described in T10, is a harmony between one’s rational faculties and one’s
feelings of pleasure and pain, the fully virtuous agent should have both their rational faculties and
feelings of pleasure and pain aligned rightly. One can determine if one’s feelings are aligned correctly
by inducing a state in which one’s rational faculties (e.g. memory, beliefs, judgments, and cognitions)
are absent. Since the drunken person feels pleasure and pain at an intensified level, their wine-induced
behaviors are highly revelatory of an essential part of the harmony characteristic of virtue, namely
their feelings of pleasure and pain. It is through sympotic wine-drinking then that Magnesians can
distinguish between, on the one hand, someone who has an intellectual grasp of what is good but lacks
the emotional and hedonic disposition towards it (e.g. the person described at Laws I1.654¢) and, on
the other hand, the virtuous individual who has both the intellectual grasp of and appropriate
emotional disposition toward the good.

Since symposia as educational practices are only relevant for citizens with fairly developed
rational faculties (since it tests one’s pleasures and pains in the desertion of one’s rational faculties), it
makes sense that the chorus of Dionysus, which essentially functions as a large symposium, is reserved
for citizens between the ages of thirty and sixty. But, aside from this psychological fact, the way the
Athenian describes how wine-drinking and sympotic practices affect the older Magnesian citizens
sheds further light on the sentimental education of all citizens. For instance, the Athenian mentions
two times that drinking rejuvenates older souls and makes them more educable:

(T15) A person approaching his forties, however, when invoking the gods at the end of a

communal dinner, will call upon Dionysus in particular, inviting him to that rite and recreation for
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the elders which he gave to humans as a remedy for the crabbedness of old age. It makes us grow
young again and forget our ill temper as our souls’ hardened character softens, like iron that
becomes pliable when placed in the fire. Laws 11.666b2-c3
’ > ’ > ~ > ~ 14 > 14 -~ ’ k24

TETTApPAKOVTA O€ €mBalvovTa €TV, €v Tols ovootTiols evwyxnlévTa, kalelv Tovs Te dAAoUS
Oeovs kat O7) kal Awdvvoor mapakalely els TV TV TpeaPuTépwy TENeTHV dua kal Tawdidv,
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(T16) Anyone who participates [in the chorus of Dionysus| loosens up and becomes merry.
Bursting with unchecked speech and unwilling to listen to his neighbors, he thinks he is fit to rule
both himself and the rest of the company.
Didn’t we say that when this happens the souls of the drinkers are like iron in the fire? They
become softer and more youthful, receptive to the influence of a skillful educator who can shape
them anew, just as when they were young. Laws 11.671b3-c2'*
as O€ ye avTOS avTOl KOUPOTEPOS aipeTal kal yéynbév Te kal mappnolas eumiumAaTar Kal
avnkovoTias €v T@ TowUTw TOV mé\as, dpxwv O kavos aflol €avTod Te Kal TV dAAwY
yeyovévad.
ovkolVv €pauev, OTav yryvmTar TabTa, kaldmep Twa odnpov Tas Puxas TOV TWOVTWY
dwamrvpovs yryvoucvas paldakwrépas yiyvealar kal vewTépas, woTe evayawryovs ovufaivew
7@ duvapévy Te Kal EmOoTauévw Tadelew Te kal TAATTEW, kallamep 67 foav véay

What these passages tell us is that, aside from testing one’s virtue, symposia also contribute

substantially to the education of older Magnesians. The metaphor of welding is telling in this regard.

188 T have excluded Clinias’ affirmation for ease of reading and because it does not affect my point.
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The originally rigid, ironlike aspects of the soul (cf. Laws 1.644d-6452) become malleable through
drunkenness. And in this malleable state, the Athenian suggests that the older Athenians are more
susceptible to refining their emotional disposition, primarily through praising noble behaviors of
drunken citizens and shaming ignoble ones.

Magnesian pedagogy does not restrict this sentimental education only to the choral festivals
and the symposia. Rather, the idea that feelings of pleasure and pain can be the primary locus of moral
education pervades life in Magnesia. Physical education, including dancing, is pleasant by virtue of
enacting in movement orderly harmony and rhythm, to which human beings are innately sensitive and
able to enjoy (Laws I1.653e-654a). When Magnesians dance well, they are pleased in the performance
and spectacle of dancing (and singing) because the rhythm and harmony is inherently pleasurable.
Again, it seems both possible and required (given descriptions of child psychology in Laws) that
younger Magnesians take pleasure in dance without being aware of why dancing is in fact pleasurable.'®’
Likewise, the Athenian’s requirements that pregnant women should go for walks, that children yet
unable to walk should be carried by nurses to temples or the countryside, and that mothers should
rock their newborn children to sleep are all justified by appeal to how these movements prepare
embryos and infants to take pleasure in orderly movement and how they discourage fearful
dispositions in children (Laws VIL.789d-790e).""

The most essential takeaway at this point is that we have a reason to see why homonoia (and its

epistemic and conceptual connotations) is absent from Laws: citizens simply are not unified and

189 Kamtekar 2010 has an excellent analysis of the psychological value of physical education in Laws that, I believe, coheres
with my points.

190 A further consideration would be the musical and emotional dimensions of the preludes, which the Athenian stranger
describes as instruments of persuasion and as musically charming. It is possible, then, that at least some preludes can
appeal to the pleasures and pains of not-yet-fully-rational Magnesians and thereby fortify their feelings of pleasure and
pain and also their bonds with fellow citizens. For discussions of preludes along these lines, see Annas 2010, Annas 2017,
and Wilburn 2013. For a dissenting view, see Bobonich 1991.
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harmonious through holding compatible beliefs or, more literally, being ‘like-minded.” They are instead
unified by common feelings of pleasure and pain and, crucially, these feelings arise independently of
whatever beliefs and judgments Magnesians may hold. Since homonoia would be an infelicitous
description of this kind of unity and harmony, its absence may seem less mysterious and indeed

justified.

3.2.2 A CONTRAST WITH EDUCATION IN REPUBLIC
A way of bolstering my defense of the nondeflationary pedagogical solution is by contrasting the
Republic and Laws educational systems. On their surfaces, they possess many undeniable similarities.
For instance, both systems make use of musical and gymnastic education for the sake of educating the
emotions, especially in children. Further, the kind of musical and gymnastic practices are similarly
restricted to only those that are morally salutary. Finally, there are even near verbatim descriptions of
the psychological states of citizens who undergo this education. Compare the following two passages:
(T17) If pleasure and liking and pain and hatred develop correctly in our souls when we are not
yet able to grasp the account, and when we do grasp the account they agree with it because they
have been correctly trained by appropriate habits, this agreement is virtue in its entirety.
Laws 11.653b3-b6
ndovn 01 kal Pp\la kal A\ kal ptoos dv oplds €v Juyals eyylyvwvrar upmw duvvauévwy
Aoyw Aapfavew, AafovTwy de Tov Adyov, ovudwriowot T Adyw oplds eloiobar Vo Tdv

mpoonkdvTwy 0wy, avry ‘ol 1 ovudwria ovuTaca pév aper).

(T18) And since [the one properly educated in music and poetry] has the right tastes, he’ll praise
fine things, be pleased by them, receive them into his soul, and, being nurtured by them, become

fine and good. He'll rightly object to what is shameful, hating it while he’s still young and unable
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to grasp the account, but, having been educated in this way, he will welcome the reason when it
comes and recognize it easily because of its kinship with himself.

Rep. 111.401e4-402a24
kat opldds 1) dvoxepalvwy Ta ey Kala €mawol Kal Xalpwy Kal KaTadexOueros eis TNV uxny
Tp€poLT dv am avT@V Kal ylyvorro kaAos Te kayalds, Ta & aloxpa PEyor T dv opbads kai
oot €Tt véos av, Tp AGyov duvatos elvar Aafetv, ENJSvTos e Tob Adyov aomalour dv avTov
yvwplwv 8t olkeldT)Ta LAALOTA 0 OUTW TPAPELS.

Here we see that education in both Republic and Laws aims at encouraging citizens to like good things
and hate bad things, and that a mark of successful education is when this liking and hating occurs
while citizens are still “unable to grasp the account” of why something is pleasant or unpleasant.

Despite all of these similarities, however, I believe that the educational strategies for
encouraging this pre-fully-developed-rationality liking and disliking are crucially distinct. Put simply,
the Republic strategy educates not-fully-rational citizens to hold beliefs that are compatible with a fully
reasoned, philosophical account; the Laws strategy educates not-fully-rational citizens by directly
encouraging them to take pleasure and pain in the appropriate situations without worrying about
whatever beliefs these citizens may hold.

To illustrate this claim, I should say a word about how I interpret the educational system of
Kallipolis to be fully belief-oriented. Before this, however, it is worth noting that I do not intend to
say that the not-fully-rational citizens (e.g. children) in Magnesia are psychologically incapable of
undergoing a Republic-style education. Rather, the Laws educational system simply adopts a different
tact for educating these citizens. In other words, the relevant revision between Republic and Laws here
is pedagogical, not necessarily psychological.

As discussed in Chapter 2, education in Republic involves instructing citizens to hold

compatible beliefs which differ in terms of their veracity and completeness. The education of the
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nonphilosophical citizens (i.e. the producers and auxiliaries) is primarily aimed at inculcating the
relevant beliefs. For instance, the producers are exposed to the Noble Lie, the effect of which is to
convince producers to hold beliefs in shared utility and biconditional happiness with their fellow
citizens."”!

Likewise, the musical and gymnastic education that the auxiliaries receive primarily aims to
establish and fortify beliefs they hold about virtue and vice, honor and dishonor. Repeatedly
throughout Rep. II and 111 the educational value of poetry and music is couched in terms of the beliefs
they impart to the audience. For example, in his criticism of Homer and Hesiod, Socrates claims that
the falsity of their poetry harms the young because “the young cannot distinguish what is allegorical
from what is not, and the beliefs they acquire at that age are hard to expunge and usually remain
unchanged. That may be the reason why it is most important that the first stories they hear should be
well told and dispose them to virtue” (0 yap véos ovy olos Te kpivew OTL T€ VTTOVOLL KAl 6 1), AN
d dv TAwoiTOos v Adfn €v Tals dofais dvoékmmTd Te kal aueTaoTaTa Gulel ylyveolaw: wv O
lows €veka mepl TavTos mOMTEOV 4 TPWTA AKOVovow OTL KAAAWTA pepvBoloynuéva mpos
apernv akovew, Rep. 11.378d-¢). Socrates again appeals to the harmful beliefs citizens acquire when
he endorses censoring those who depict the children of god engaging in various evils: “[T]hese tales
are harmful to those who hear them, for every man will be ready to excuse his own evil conduct if he
believes these things are done” (mewobels ws dpa TolabTa TPATTOVOW TeE Kal €mpaTTov Kal, Rep
111.391¢)."

Socrates also determines the other appropriate elements of a musical education—the musical

modes and meters—by reference to whether they encourage one to adopt correct and useful beliefs.

191 For further discussion, see Chapter 2, Section 3.4.

192 Also, cf. 111.387b and 390a.
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His line of reasoning on this issue is as follows. First, Socrates claims that the content of songs do not
substantively differ from the content of stories and literature (398d-¢). Then Socrates explicitly holds
that the “mode and rhythm must fit the words.” (Tqv ye appoviav kat pvuov akolovleiv det 7
Adyw, Rep. 111.398d). This approach leads Socrates to exclude the Lydian modes as well as the
instruments apt for that mode of music (e.g. the Lydian pipe or “any many-stringed instrument”) and
to admit the Dorian and Phrygian modes. Given that Socrates’ principle is that musical modes and
instruments must accord to the content of the music (which is functionally no different than the
content of literary stories), the clear inference is that musical education in Republic is belief-oriented:
all elements of music are to be accepted or rejected on the basis of whether they are able to help to
cultivate and reinforce appropriate beliefs in their hearers, beliefs which are contained in the content
of the stories and songs.'”

A similar rationale cannot be said to apply to Magnesia in any substantive way. First and
perhaps most obvious, there is no substantive characterization of the unity and the harmony of the
city in terms of shared beliefs or shared conceptualizations about the relevant social and political issues
of their shared lives. Second, the similar pedagogical practices (e.g. musical training and gymnastics)
between Kallipolis and Magnesia are justified by widely different arguments. Whereas Kallipolis, as
just discussed, accepts or rejects educational practices on the basis of whether those practices promote
adopting the correct beliefs, Magnesia accepts or rejects these practices on the basis of whether they

194

promote liking the correct pleasures and disliking the correct pains (cf. Laws 11.659d-¢).

193 Further evidence of the belief-oriented nature of education can be seen when Socrates famously likens musical and
physical education to dying wool. He says that this education allows the auxiliaires to “absorb the laws in the finest possible
way, just like a dye, so that their belief about what they should fear and all the rest would become so fast that even such
extremely effective detergents as pleasure, pain, fear, and desire wouldn’t wash it out—and pleasure is much more potent
than any powder, washing soda, or soap” (Rep. IV.430al1-b1). See Chapter 2, Section 3.3 for further discussion of this
passage.

194 Jt is important to note that doctrinal deflationary arguments cannot respond that pleasure is, at bottom, conceptual
because, as argued in Section 3.1.1, pleasures in Laws are not necessarily conceptual. And even if they were, pleasures are
also complex, including both conceptual and nonconceptual elements. This complexity makes it difficult to ascertain which
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Third and finally, it is important to note that the specific educational practices that
complement or undergird the musical and gymnastic education in Kallipolis are notably absent in
Laws. The most significant one for our purposes is the Noble Lie. In Kallipolis, the Noble Lie was a
crucial feature of civic life because it was the first exposure of the entire citizenry to the two beliefs
required for friendship and harmony among the citizenry (belief in shared utility and in biconditional
happiness). In Magnesia, there is nothing comparable to the Noble Lie in the sense that Magnesian
educators do not deploy falsehoods of any sort to convince citizens to subscribe to policies or ideals
that they otherwise may reject (justifiably or not).

Admittedly, at Laws 11.663d-664b, the Athenian entertains the idea of promulgating a
persuasive falsehood, but that discussion remains hypothetical and is actually in service of establishing
two related points— (1) that good lawgivers are persuasive and (2) that the Magnesian choral
ensembles (not enchanting lies) are the most promising practice to persuade citizens to enact an
enduring unanimity together.'"” Indeed, the very fact that the Athenian acknowledges the utility and
effectiveness of promulgating a statewide falsehood, but instead chooses to persuade citizens through
choral festivals and performances crystallizes the distinction between Kallipolis and Magnesia:
Kallipolis persuades citizens to foster harmony by convincing them to hold compatible beliefs about
civic life, but Magnesia persuades citizens to foster harmony by exposing them to relevant pleasures
and pains and encouraging them to feel pleasure or pain in the right ways through praise and blame,

not through compatible beliefs.

element of pleasure is being targeted in childhood education. But, the numerous comments throughout Laws that what’s
truly important in childhood education is that they feel pleasure and pain at the correct situations, regardless of their beliefs
about those situations, seems to make any appeal to pleasure’s conceptual dimension unpersuasive and shaky. For further
discussion, see Mouracade 2015: 74-79.

195 yon Heyking 2016: 141 is thus wrong to claim that a noble lie is operative in Magnesia. This passage he refers to only
entertains the utility of a noble lie, but Magnesia clearly eschews employing a noble lie in favor of choral and musical
education. For further discussion, see also Warren 2013: 326.
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Recognizing this distinction also allows us to see why another similarity between Republic and

Laws is merely apparent. Consider the following passage:
(T19) [A]nd as far as possible, everyone is altogether unified in what they praise and blame,
according to what the take pleasure and pain in. Laws V.739¢8-d3
emawely T ad kal Péyew kall €v ETL pdAioTa ovuTarTAS €mL TOUS AUTOIS XALPOVTAS KAl
AvTrovpuévous.
(T20) And to the greatest extent, will our citizens hold in common the same thing, which they will
call ‘mine.” And as a result of this commonality they will also have a community of pleasure and
pain. Rep. V.464a4-6
Ovkotv paloTa 700 aUTol KOWwWYooVoW MU oL TOAITAL, 6 O1 EUOV OVOUAOOVOLW; TOUTOU
d¢ kKowwvotvTes oUTw O A\UTMs Te kal ndovijs palioTa kowwviav €Eovow;
The similarity between these two is that both communities take pleasure and pain at the same objects,
and this sharing in pleasure in pain is in each case a result of the education each cohort of citizens
receives. But the important distinction in assessing the deflationary-nondeflationary debate in Laws
lies in the complexity of pleasure. If we admit that pleasure has both conceptual and nonconceptual
dimensions, then an educator who seeks to shape citizens hedonic responses has two basic strategies
that correspond to each dimension of pleasure.

First, one can seek to educate citizens according to the conceptual dimension of pleasure. This
is the strategy of Republic. Here the educational emphasis is on instilling the appropriate beliefs in
citizens. And, because of these beliefs, citizens will deem whatever situation as either pleasant or
painful on the basis of their compatible yet distinct beliefs. On this rationale, if I believe sincerely and ardently
that my happiness is connected to the prospering of my community, I will find that any situation
which I believe to benefit my community a pleasurable one and any situation that harms it to be a

painful one.
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The second strategy, exemplified in Laws, is to educate citizens through the nonconceptual
dimension of pleasure. As the Athenian claims in Laws, there is something innately pleasurable in the
witnessing and performance of order, harmony and rhythm; and citizens are capable of partaking in
these kinds of pleasure even if they are unable to recognize the conceptual apparatus that makes these
pleasures pleasurable. Accordingly, people take pleasure in situations that exemplify order, harmony,
or rhythm (e.g. in choral performances) even if they lack the beliefs that these situations are pleasurable
because of what they exemplify.

Both strategies strike me as phenomenologically plausible with respect to pleasure and to
education. It’s reasonable to imagine that some cases of pleasure involve finding an activity pleasurable
because it accords with beliefs we have about goodness, happiness, or pleasure itself. It’s also
reasonable to imagine that not every pleasure is necessarily the result of some beliefs we have. This
fact is epitomized in children. The infant who bobs her head and smiles to music is taking pleasure in
the underlying rhythm and melody of song, even if the infant lacks the conceptual apparatus to explain
or to recognize why or how what she is feeling is a sincere pleasure. If we accept this fact about
pleasure and we accept the characteristically Platonic assumption that pleasures and pains (however
they come about) inform the development of our character, then the educational plausibility also

196

follows. ™ For in whatever way a society can encourage its citizens to feel pleasures and pains, then so

too can it educate its citizens to regard those pleasures as salutary and those pains as harmful.

4. REVISITING POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP AND SUMPHONLA IN MAGNESIA
Plato’s use of sumphinia in Laws supports the thesis that there is a change in the nature of political
friendship. In what follows I argue that sumphinia does a lot of the load-bearing work that we would

have expected homwonoia to have done if it were present in Laws. The general replacement of homonoia

196 See, inter alia, Laws 1.636e and Laws 11.656a-c.
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with sumphionia further strengthens the idea of an underlying change in the psychology of political

friendship because the connotations of sumphinia, unlike homonoia, are not essentially epistemic or

cognitive. I conclude this chapter by suggesting that this change is a practical and philosophically

promising grounding of political friendship.

4.1 THE SEMANTIC STAKES OF SUMPHONLA VERSUS HOMONOLA

Both sumphinia and homonoia signify “unity” or “concord” and each term is often used in a political

sense. Indeed, in Republic, the two terms seem to be almost interchangeable:
(T21) Moderation spreads throughout the whole. It makes the weakest, the strongest, and
those in between—whether in regard to reason, physical strength, numbers, wealth or anything
else—all sing the same song together. And this unanimity (opdvoiwav), this agreement
(ovudwriav) between the naturally worse and the naturally better as to which of the two is to
rule both in the city and in each one, is rightly called moderation. Rep. IV. 43217
ala 8 OAns arexvws TéTaTar Ola TACWY TAPEXOUEVY) OUVABOVTAS TOUS TeE
aolleveoTdToUs TAVTOV KAl TOUS LOXVUPOTATOUS KAl TOUS LECOUS, €L eV BoUAEL, dpovnoeL,
el O0¢ Povle, toxli, e de, kat mAnler 7 xpuacw 1 dAA@ OTWOLY TV TOLOUTWV: WOTE
opldTatr dv paiuer TavTHY THV Oudvolar OwppooUYnyY €lval, XEPOVOS TE KAl AUEVOVOS
KaTa GUOW oupdwrior OTOTEPOV D€l GPYE KAl €V TTONEL KOl €V €VL EKAOTW.

But unlike in Republic (and elsewhere in Plato), sumphinia in Laws is the only term regularly used to

describe both the general concord among the citizens and the psychic concord within them. We saw

in T10 for instance both that virtue is the sumphinia of logos (either one’s own or represented through

legislation) with feelings of pleasure in pain and that children who accrue the first form of virtue are

197 Sumphinia seems especially licensed here given the musical metaphor used in this passage. Sumphinia, as the obvious
etymon of the English ‘symphony’, rings true in that the Greek term also has a significant musical connotation. I think it
is the musical metaphor that establishes the interchangeability between homonoia and sumphinia, not any general semantics
about the terms themselves. For further discussion of the musical flavor and general meaning of sumphinia, see Meyer
2015: 135.
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said to be in harmony (sumphinésisi). Another appearance of sumphonia, used again as a description of
the general concord between citizens, occurs at Laws 111.689d-690a. In this passage, sumphonia is
invoked as a precondition to attaining sound judgment (¢ppdvnats). The Athenian even goes so far as
to say that “the greatest and most beautiful type of sumphonia would be most rightly called the greatest
wisdom” (1) KGAAIOTY) Kal PEYIOT) TAOV OUUPWULDY UEYIOT) OKAGOTAT 4V A€YoLTo 0odia)
because such sumphonia is what allows political life—and the concomitant pursuit of virtue and
happiness—to remain stable and functional.

What is especially telling about the use of sumphinia, given my previous arguments above, is
that while it does signify ‘unity’ or ‘concord,’ it is a term that is free from the historical and semantic
baggage that homonoia bears. Whereas an entire tradition of an ancient Greek political thought—one
in which Plato himself actively participated in—uses homzonoia to denote the sort of concord that arises
on the basis of epistemic parity (and the etymology of homonoia supports this usage), the use of
sumphonia in the Laws is unencumbered by such traditions and etymology.

Rather, sumphionia appears to be the term most apt to describe the kind of political friendship
and concord I've argued for above, namely a concord that arises on the basis of shared feelings of
pleasure and pain."”® Sumphénia operates as political friendship because it illustrates the citizens’ getting
along with and demonstrating non-instrumental concerns for other citizens."”” Sumphinia as the
operative principle serves as the motivational and agential impetus for all Magnesians to act friendly

towards one another. For instance, the strategy behind the choral festivals is that, through their

198 yon Heyking 2016: 134-135 also notices the connection between sumphinia and friendship in Laws. But he interprets
the sumphinia broadly, as one that exists between the rational rule of Nous and nonrational elements of Magnesia. This
interpretation seems to me to obfuscate the interesting psychological changes in political friendship because it conflates
the external perspective that readers are privy to with the internal, partial perspective of life as a Magnesian citizen. Only
the reader’s perspective sees cleatly and confidently that Magnesia is rationally structured by Nous; some citizens (but not
all) are unaware of this fact.

199See Bobonich 2002: 424-432 for a discussion of how this kind of other-regarding concern plays out in light of the
complex social structures of Magnesia.
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exposure to comparable musical performances, the citizens of Magnesia—both the younger ones with
their underdeveloped rational capacities and the older ones who are intellectually and emotionally
more developed—will forge a common bond. This bond arises from their shared emotional responses
to what’s either painful, pleasurable, or some combination of these two in the musical performances
(even though the younger and older citizens likely find such performances pleasurable or painful for
different reasons).”” This shared emotional catalogue issues in concord because citizens come to form
preferences about what’s praiseworthy and blameworthy based in large part on how something evokes
feelings of pleasure or pain. Since all citizens have, so to speak, perused the same emotional catalogue,
they are likely to approve and to disapprove similar things. These similarities among citizens are the
seeds of civic friendship and of concord because they both forestall the possibility of factious rivalry
and discord from arising among the citizens and foster other-regarding concerns for their fellow
citizens.

In sum, as a result of this novel pedagogy, Magnesians enjoy political friendship not because
they hold compatible beliefs about political life, but because they share feelings of pleasure and pain
about relevant political and social phenomena. One way to track this revision is by noticing the absence
of homonoiain Laws and how sumphinia seems to replace homonoia as the relevant description of political

concord and friendship.
5. 'THE PHILOSOPHICAL PROMISE OF POLITICAL FRIENDSHIP AND SUMPHONLA

So far, I have argued that on textual and philosophical grounds there is ample evidence that a shift in

the psychology of political friendship in Laws has occurred. I now want to argue that this shift is a

200 On the relationship of emotions with pleasure and pain, see Laws 1.644c-648a along with discussions by Frede 2010:
113-115, Meyer 2012, and Meyer 2015: 173-177.
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good one by claiming that political friendship rooted in shared feelings of pleasure and pain is both a
phenomenologically cogent and philosophically plausible account of how friendship arises.””

When we reflect on how friendships come about, intuitively more seems to be required than
epistemological alignment. Granted that the homonoia tradition of political friendship may not neglect
other aspects of friendship, its emphasis on like-mindedness nevertheless risks either obscuring those
aspects or relegating them to ancilla. Political friendship in the Laws offers a wholesome corrective to
this oversight. Often what’s initially required of friendship is a vulnerability and a corresponding
emotional openness (as opposed to agreement in beliefs) and, then hopefully later, an emotional
harmony (i.e. a sumphonia). Even on a political register, we make friends in part by expressing how
situations and experiences affect us, by claiming how some political action pains us or pleases us. The
Laws account of political friendship pays due respect to how this sort of emotional consonance serves
as a pillar upon which friendships can both originate and be sustained.

The Laws account also offers a philosophically compelling account of the psychology of
triendship. The homonoia tradition takes this psychology to be primarily epistemological, i.e. to consist
essentially of parity of beliefs or shared knowledge. Some recent trends in epistemology, however,
show that there are other relevant factors to include besides one’s formulation of belief or knowledge
claims (I have in mind here notions of ‘situated knowledges’ as well as both feminist and Marxist

theories of standpoint epistemology).”” In a sense, the Laws account of political friendship as I've

201 For further discussion of the practicality of Magnesian friendship, especially with respect to the discussion of philia in
Laws 111, see Murgier 2018.

202 Haraway 1988: 590, for instance, seems to capture something at least partially true about life in Magnesia as well: “We
seck those ruled by partial sight and limited voice—not partiality for its own sake but, rather, for the sake of the
connections and unexpected openings situated knowledges make possible. Situated knowledge are about communities,
not about isolated individuals. The only way to find a larger vision is to be somewhere in particular.” Most Magnesians,
even though growing up in the same community and under the same laws, hold only partial views of, for example, the
tragedies and choral festivals they attend. A central reason for the various partialities is due to their widely different ages
which correspond to different educational levels and psychological capacities. Yet, each Magnesian bears an emotional
response (i.e. a painful or pleasurable response) to what he or she experiences. Each of these emotional experiences is
understood to be valid and legitimate, irrespective of the underlying beliefs that ground these responses or of the clarity
and precision with which these emotions are expressed. This kind of epistemological position may not be entirely new in
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presented it anticipates some but surely not all of these insights.*” The emphasis on emotional aptitude
and maturity—especially in contrast to the Republic’s emphasis on shared belief among citizens, where
different citizens will hold the same belief with different justifications—as a tenable (and primarily
non-rational) expression of one’s understanding seems complementary to certain movements within
standpoint epistemology. This emphasis also functions as a claim that what’s crucial to political
friendship is not per se citizens’ abilities to formulate coherent and compatible propositions about
justice and politics. Rather, the truly innovative approach of the Laws redirects our attention, and
rightly so, to the possibility of emotional harmony and consonance—in general, a symphony with
fellow citizens—as a viable foundation for concord and political friendship.
CONCLUSION

I have argued that Plato’s Laws implements a new psychology of political friendship, which best
explains the absence of homwonoia in Laws. 1 have done so by defending the theory that the pedagogy of
Laws focuses on cultivating different psychological components requisite for friendship. I have also
suggested that a solution based on psychological changes in Laws is a plausible and complementary
approach, but there are serious objections that it must first overcome. My argument has opposed the
dominant approaches to political friendship and homonoia in Laws, which I've described as deflationary.

The analyses of virtue, of pleasure and pain, of the drama, and of the general philosophy of Laws have

antiquity (though Laws is the first to link it to political friendship explicitly). It has been persuasively argued that Elsa
Morante’s La Serata a Colono, a rewriting of Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonns and found in her 1968 1/ mondo salvato dai ragazzini,
portrays Antigone in such a way that Antigone’s knowledge and understanding challenges non-emotional, excessively
rational accounts of knowledge. In addition to Morante, see the lucid analysis of Di Rosa 2018: 29 who argues in Morante’s
rendition that “behind Antigone’s apparent idiocy lies a form of knowledge that is able to grasp truths about reality which
primarily rationalistic forms of knowledge are unable to comprehend.”

203 The main difference, I think, is that Plato would be hesitant to label such standpoints as “knowledge.” I think Plato
still remains largely an intellectualist about virtue (though this is attenuated in the Laws in that the weaker forms of virtue
need not be intellectual) and a rationalist about knowledge. But what Plato of Laws shares in common with standpoint
theorists is that they all recognize the legitimacy and validity of primarily nonrational and emotional attitudes. Magnesians
who feel pleasure and pain in an appropriate way can be understood to be virtuous, irrespective of their cognitive attitudes
and conceptual abilities.
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shown that the grounds on which these deflationary approaches rest are shaky at best. These analyses
have also been in service of outlining more clearly what this new psychology of political friendship
entails: we are political friends, according to the Laws model, when we feel pleasure and pain in unison
at the relevant social and political phenomena. Lastly, I have remarked that this revision is interesting
on account of its novelty within Platonic philosophy specifically and antiquity generally as well as on
account of its phenomenological cogency and philosophical promise.

At this point, I have argued for three distinct models of political friendship. The Socratic
model and Republic model develop accounts of political friendship that rely on nurturing citizen’s
epistemological capabilities. Evidence of this reliance is visible from the fact that both models
associate political friendship with homonoia. In the Socratic model, political friendship includes shared
knowledge between all citizens as a necessary and central feature. In the Republic model, political
friendship is relaxed; veridical friendship exists when some citizens (the philosopher rulers) have
knowledge while others (the auxiliaries and producers) have only true beliefs. The third model of
political friendship represents Plato’s adventurous departure from the homonoia heavy approach. In
Laws, the absence of homonoia and the routine usage of sumphinia instead signals this departure. Instead
of depending on epistemological compatibility to anchor citizens’ friendships, the educational system
of Magnesia shows a practical way to ground political friendships among citizens on the basis of shared
feelings of pleasure and pain. All of these models make use of the psychology of political friendship
as an explanatory strategy but each parses the particular psychological requirements differently. In my
final chapter, I highlight a theme common to all of these models: the important roles that friendship

can and should play in Platonic politics.
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Chapter 4: Friendship and Politics in the Seventh Letter

INTRODUCTION

There is much talk of friendship (¢pt\ia) and its vatious cognates in the Seventh Letter.”"* The letter is
addressed to the companions and comrades (otkelows Te kat €raipois) of Dion. Plato and Dion
counsel Dionysius II to cultivate virtue-based friendships (332d). A distinction between two forms of
friendship is given at 333e. The so-called philosophical digression is prefaced with a test aimed to
determine whether Dionysius II has the proper philia for sophia (340b-341a). And finally, there are
several friendships depicted in the drama of the letter, including those of Plato and Dion, Plato and
Archytas, Plato and Archedemus, as well as Dionysius 11 and several of the Tarentines.”” In this
chapter, I explore these different uses of friendship and explain the way in which for Plato friendship
is essential to political success.

Scholars have paid relatively scant attention to the philosophical and political import of
friendship in the Seventh Letter, preferring instead to debate either the letter’s authenticity or the

% Some commentators, however, have noted en passant that friendship has some

digression.
prominence in the Seventh Letter”” Yet, as far as I am aware, however, no Anglophone study exists

(aside from my 2019 article) that focuses on the extensive role of friendship in the Seventh Letter.

Among these commentators, Lewis 2000a and 2000b give the most extensive treatment of friendship.

204 A shorter version of this chapter has been published as “Friendship and Politics in the Seventh Letter,” 201-214 in
Ralkowski and Reid 2019. See Leyh 2019 for further bibliographic information.

205 For discussion of the last three relationships, see Lloyd 1990, who is especially critical of the philosophical aptitude of
Archytas as presented in the letter.

206 T am undecided about whether the letter is authentic. If it is authentic, then that’s great for my project. If it is apocryphal,
then I still hold there is value in the letter: even if it’s not Plato’s word, we can learn about how friendship and politics
intertwine from a generally and undoubtedly Platonic perspective. For further discussion of the letter’s authenticity, see
Burnyeat and Frede 2015. For criticism of their arguments from doctrine against authenticity, see Hull 2019 who holds
the Seventh Letter is compatible with the political structure of Magnesia in Laws.

207 See Motrow (1962): 228 n.31; De Blois (1979): 268-276; Lewis (2000a): 28-31 and Lewis (2000b): 241-243.
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However, he focuses mainly on the rhetorical dimension of the letter—i.e. that the letter is addressed
to the ‘friends and followers of Dion.” Unfortunately, this focus leads Lewis to gloss over the explicit
advice offered to Dionysius II as insubstantial outside of the context of the letter’s addressees. One
goal of this essay is to show that this is not necessarily the case and that the Seventh Letter actually
encourages larger reflections on the general relationship between friendship, philosophy, and politics
in Platonic thought.

So contrary to this general scholarly tendency, I argue that friendship plays a crucial role in the
letter. This is clear first in the political advice offered to Dionysius 1I, and also indirectly, in the
dramatic entanglements of Plato’s friendships (especially to Dion and the Tarentines). The
descriptions of Plato’s friendships, in fact, help to explore in greater depth the complexities and
challenges of putting his political advice to Dionysius II into practice.

My argument proceeds in several steps. First, I show that the analysis of two forms of
friendship at 333e provides us with a relevant framework of friendship for politics. Second, I argue
that this framework is consistent with Plato’s comments on friendship and politics throughout other
dialogues. Third, I argue that Plato advises Dionysius II to cultivate friendships because, on the one
hand, such friendships ensure the longevity of his rule, and on the other, they enable him to recognize
the goods at which the Syracusan polity ought to aim. Fourth, I offer a reading of the drama of the
Seventh Letter, where 1 suggest that Plato’s various friendships involve him in political activities that he
otherwise should have avoided. At first sight, these friendships create a tension between how Plato
himself behaved in Syracuse and how he advises Dionysius II. I conclude, however, that this tension
is resolvable. Plato’s behavior intimates that any political principles and advice ought to be flexible

enough to accord with the nuances of any specific political situation.
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1. TOWARDS AN UNDERSTANDING OF FRIENDSHIP

Although ¢i\ia or closely related terms (e.g. otkelos, €raipos, adeApds, ovudwros, and
ovyyeyovoTos) appear several times, no formal definition of what proper friendship consists of is ever
given throughout the letter.”” In one sense, this is unsurprising: a substantive meditation on friendship
might seem inapposite in a letter proposing to counsel Dion’s companions about the pressing politics
of Syracuse. We can, however, unearth a working understanding of what authentic friendship entails
by consideration of some dramatic moments in the letter. More specifically, the following passages
present a working distinction between two general kinds of friendship, which I’ll call “weak friendships’
and ‘strong friendships.’

Generally, I understand friendship in all of its forms to involve at minimum a kind of
reciprocated, other-regarding concern for the friend’s welfare.”” Other-regarding concern need not
be taken to exclude possible self-interested or even selfish motives for friendship. When a sycophant
befriends a ruler, the sycophant cares about the ruler’s actions insofar as the ruler must act in a way to
preserve his or her ability to confer benefits and luxuries upon the sycophant. As such, the sycophant
demonstrates to some extent a concern for the ruler gua ruler, even though the origin of this concern
likely comes from the sycophant’s crude self-interest. If the ruler loses power and is thus no longer
able to provide benefits, the sycophant’s friendship with the ruler will likely dissolve. This dissolution
does not mean that the sycophant and ruler were not friends; it only means that the kind of friendship

they enjoyed was weak.

208 An alternative route here would be to attempt to include considerations of friendship found elsewhere in Plato (e.g. in
Lysis, Phaedyus, Symposinm, and some of the more overtly political dialogues like Republic, Gorgias, and Laws) to understand
friendship in the Seventh Letter. 1 think this method risks distorting some of the more interesting dramatic moments of the
letter by forcing those moments to fit into a procrustean mold developed by reliance on elsewhere in Plato. And ultimately,
such a method is unnecessary because a functional, though perhaps imprecise, understanding of friendship can be
excavated from the letter (as I hope to show in this section).

209 See section 3 for how this idea about friendship is consonant with many of Plato’s dialogues.
p y g
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In the Seventh Letter, the origin and strength of this other-regarding concern are the most
prominent factors in classifying any friendship as either weak or strong. “‘Weak friendship’ is the most
common type and is described by Plato as a “facile comradeship” (rijs meptrpexovons éraipias) and
a “vulgar friendship” (Bavadoov ¢iAdnTos) (333el; 334b4).*"" This relationship often arises from
shared customs, rituals, and other kinds of initiation (333e). It is a ‘weak’ friendship in the sense that
whatever other-regarding concern that exists among friends is likely to evaporate at the first sight of
difficulty or temptation. In other words, weak friendship is weak because the other-regarding concern
characteristic of that friendship is less likely to endure amidst hardships.

One clear example of weak friendship is Dion’s friendship to two unnamed Athenians. During
his exile from Syracuse, Dion befriended two Athenians, who by virtue of their friendship aided and
accompanied Dion in returning to Syracuse (333e-334a). Upon Dion’s return, however, these
Athenians immediately wavered in their opinion of Dion and eventually sided with the Syracusans
who accused Dion of treachery and plotting tyranny. The fact that these unnamed Athenians
abandoned Dion upon their arrival shows that, even if at one point they possessed some kind of
concern for Dion (we have no reason to believe anything to the contrary), their concern for Dion and
Dion’s goals quickly dissolved once they realized that association with an alleged conniving tyrant and
malfeasant may put their own livelihoods in jeopardy.

Plato offers his relationship with Dion as a case of what I call a ‘strong friendship.” Plato says
that their friendship arose from a “common liberal education” (eAevlépas maideias kowwviav) and
was a more stable and reliable kind of friendship (334b-c). Eatrlier in the letter, Plato also tells us that
he detected in Dion an unprecedented aptitude and zeal for learning. Presumably, then, Plato and

Dion’s shared love of philosophy at least in part comprises the ‘common liberal education’ that serves

210 All translations of Plato are from Plato (1997) with some modification. Greek text for Plato’s Letzers is based on Moore-
Blunt (1985). Greek text for Plato’s other writings is based on Burnet (1900-1907). I have also benefited from consulting
Radding’s translation in Ralkowski and Reid 2019.
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as the basis of their friendship. In contrast to weak friendship, Plato suggests that the strength of his
bond to Dion (aside from exculpating Athens from the embarrassment of the Athenians who betrayed
Dion) ensured that Plato would go to extraordinary lengths to help his friend, including enduring
several long travels to and from Sicily and placing himself directly under the purview of a volatile and
impetuous tyrant.*"!

The principal aspect of this kind of friendship that contrasts with ‘weak friendship’ is its
durability. Plato easily could have declined Dion’s initial offer or refused to return to Syracuse upon
experiencing the behavior of Dionysius II. Instead, Plato, out of his friendship to Dion (and his
passion for philosophy), chose to return to Syracuse and remained steadfast in his support of Dion,
despite the calumnies spreading throughout Syracuse about Dion.

The distinction between weak and strong friendships allows us to see that the most relevant
characteristic of friendship for politics is friendship’s durability. One reason strong friendships are
more valuable is because they preserve the stability of the polis. One strategy to cultivate strong
friendships is to engender a shared love of philosophy between friends because a genuine, cooperative
philosophical relationship tends to remain unperturbed by capricious desires that often frustrate
weaker friendships.

2. FRIENDSHIP AND POLITICS IN THE SEIVENTH LLETTER AND ELSEWHERE IN PLATO
I have so far resisted the temptation to import Platonic themes—either themes about love and
friendship from dialogues like Lysis, Symposinm, and Phaedrus or themes about politics from dialogues
like Alcibiades I, Cleztophon, Republic, Statesman, and Laws. My main reasons for doing so is to let, as far

as possible, the Seventh Letter speak for itself and to not prejudice what the letter actually says.

211 Heather Reid has helpfully called my attention to the friendship of Damon and Phintias as recounted in Iamblichus’
Vita Pythagorae XXXIII. Their friendship, especially in contrast with the overt jealousy of Dionysius displayed there as well,
strikes me as another example of the endurance and longevity of strong friendship.
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Nevertheless, if I want to claim that the account in Seventh Letter is Platonic in spirit if not in letter, I
should at least explain how I view the Seventh Letter's message as consistent with some of the Platonic
dialogues mentioned above.

Plato’s views on friendship—to the extent they can be discerned at all—are diffuse throughout
his corpus. His most explicit treatments of friendship are in Lysis—which is aporetic—and Phaedrus.
Plato, of course, also speaks frequently about friendship in political contexts in, for example, Republic
and Laws. 1 have argued already, however, that those political contexts should not be criticized for

212

lacking full-blooded descriptions of friendship.”* What’s important in political treatments of
friendship, for Plato, is identifying the necessary conditions for citizens to enjoy friendship with one
another. Since Plato, like much of the tradition of antiquity, is interested in the psychology of
friendship, these necessary conditions tend to be psychological ones—e.g. friendship consists of
shared, necessary epistemic or emotional attitudes and proper motivations. The Seventh Letter, aside
from recommending Dionysius II to pursue an education in philosophy and to transform his soul (cf.
343e-344a), remains silent about the psychological conditions necessary for friendship. Instead, the
letter focuses more on the relevant effects—i.e. stability and durability—of the practice of friendship
(viz. §2). So, on my view, there is no conflict in the accounts of friendship in the political dialogues
and the Seventh Letter because they approach the study of friendship from distinct but complementary
avenues.

In the more explicitly, friendship-oriented Platonic dialogues we also see Plato’s interest in the
underlying psychological motivations behind friendship. (I will only focus on one such friendship-

oriented dialogue, because an exhaustive account would be lengthy and unnecessary.) In Phaedrus,

Lysias and Socrates both speak frequently of friendship as a benefit of proper association with (in

212 See Chapter 1, Section 4.1-4.2 and Chapter 2, Section 2.
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Lysias’ odd case) nonlovers or (in Socrates’ case) lovers (Phd. 233d, 253c). The nature of friendship
throughout Phaedrus is explained in terms of the underlying motivations. Following Sheffield 2011:
258-262, there is a threefold account of friendships in Phaedrus: friendships of pleasure, friendships of
honor or “exchanges of pledges,” and friendships based on the recognition of good character. Two
important elements of how these friendships are prioritized is in terms of their stability and their other-
regarding concern.”” Obviously, this is the same element in friendship that I've argued in the previous
section that the Seventh Letter stresses. But like the comparison to the more political dialogues, the letter
lacks the more robust psychology underpinning friendship that Phaedrus contains.”™ But, this lack also
allows us to see that there is nothing prima facie incongruous between friendship in Seventh Letter and
friendship in the more explicitly friendship-oriented dialogues.

The final point I want to make about the Seventh Letter's consistency with other Platonic texts
concerns political philosophy. There is an unfortunate and mistaken assumption in much scholarship
that Plato’s aim in Syracuse was to instill the philosopher rulers of Republic.*"® This assumption lacks
textual support and is based on uncharitable readings of both Republic and Seventh Letter. The positive

political doctrines Plato espouses in Seventh Letter are general enough that there is no reason they

213 Cf. Sheffield 2011: 258-261 who argues, rightly, that pleasure friendships are on average the most short-lived and
philosophical friendships are the most durable. For allusions to other-regarding concern in all friendships, see Phaedrus
255e-b, 256e-257a, and Laws VII1.837a-d. See also Sheffield 2011: 259-262 and Sheffield 2020: 344-346.

214 T am reticent to agree with Sheffield 2011: 261’s claim that in only philosophical friendships is there “the motivational
structure that provides a unified and consistent framework for enduring concern over time. Compare the fleeting nature
of physical pleasure (232¢06), which issues in an untrustworthy partnership (241a) where the lover, once sated, gains control
of himself and is ‘compelled to default’ (241b4) on his side of the exchange. Or the honour-lovers who fluctuate between
concern for the good of the other and treating him as an object of sexual attention.” It’s unclear to me whether Sheffield
thinks that (a) only philosophical friendship have enduring concern and that this concern is long-lasting or (b) that all types
of friendships involve enduring, other-regarding concern but they differ only on the basis of their relative endurance or
lack thereof. My suspicion is that Sheffield comes closer to (a). And, if so, I think this misses out on the fact that, even if
motivated by pleasure or honor, friends can still exhibit authentic, other-regarding concern precisely on the basis of these
motivations. And recognizing this would still leave unaffected Sheffield’s ranking of the three types of friendship because
what’s truly necessary for that ranking is that, cezeris paribus, pleasure and honor are not constitutive features of who our
friends are in a way that the ‘sharing of thought’ (256b) characteristic of philosophical friendships may be.

215> Most recently, Sieben 2019: 239-241 subscribes to this view with little justification. See also Frede in Burnyeat and
Frede 2015: 48, 51 and 75.
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should be supposed to imply necessarily the Republic's picture of political life (cf. 328b-c, 331c-d,
334c¢).”" For instance, Plato’s comments about uniting philosophy and politics at 328b-c cannot count
as dispositive evidence that Plato wished to enact Kallipolis without begging the question about what
is meant by both philosophy and politics. Further, the philosopher rulers only make sense in the
context of the highly structured and intricate city of Kallipolis, complete with educated producers and
auxiliaries, the proscription of private property, and the abolition of the family among the guardian
classes. None of these other necessary details are mentioned in the letter.””

But even if we allow that the Seventh Letter is not the attempt to bring about Kallipolis, we can
still recognize general consonance between Platonic political philosophy and the Letter.”® The Letter
emphasizes the importance of the rule of laws (334c), the analogy between the virtues of a city and a
soul (320a), the consonance of philosophy and politics (335d), all of which are themes in Repubiic,
Laws, and elsewhere. Further, as the proceeding sections will show, the Lezzer’s thoughts about the role
of friendship in politics strikes notes concordant with the views of Republic, Laws, and Statesman on
this matter. So, in sum, I think the Seventh Letter can be read as consistent with Platonic discussions of
friendship—both by itself and as a political phenomenon—and politics. I will now turn to a more in-

depth discussion of how and why friendship matters for politics according to the Seventh Letter.
3. THE POLITICAL IMPORT OF FRIENDSHIP

The operative distinction in Seventh Letter between weak and strong friendships gains more weight as

we consider the actual advice that Plato and Dion offer to Dionysius II (in T1-T3 below). Plato’s

216 Gonzalez 2019: 267-276 and Isnardi Parenti 2002 are both extremely edifying about this issue.

217 See also Foucault 2008: 251-253 and Isnardi Parenti 2002: 220-222 for further arguments against supposing Plato
wished to bring Kallipolis to Syracuse. Finally, Hull 2019’s argument that Seventh Letter is doctrinally consistent (at least
partially) with Laws also seems to count as evidence against Plato’s putative wish to enact Kallipolis, since the political
projects of Laws and Republic are notoriously distinct. If the Seventh Letter is capacious enough to accommodate both
projects, then it should not be interpreted to be concerned with just one.

218 See Lewis 2000b for a more thorough investigation of this topic.
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point is that friendship is crucial for political success. Not just any kind of friendship, however, suffices
for doing the job of politics well. Although weak friendships are able to provide a certain level of
stability (especially in comparison to a ruler with zero friendships), only strong friendships make a true
difference in the long-term stability and health of political relations. That is, as we will see at the end
of this section, even though there are alternative methods of providing stability, only strong
friendships are able to nurture the right kind of philosophical dispositions that conduce to the good
life in the polis.

Being a tyrant, Dionysius 1I is in a particularly vulnerable position: he’s liable to be swarmed
by sycophants and toadies who, instead of looking out for what’s best for him and his goals, will
placate his baser desires and distract him from ruling well.”” Whoever wishes to reform a political
society, including a Syracusan tyranny, ought to observe the import of this distinction among types of
friendship because a ruler’s cultivation of one type in lieu of another may make the difference between
a polity that aims at its citizens’ welfare and one that aims at satisfying the indiscriminate and whimsical
desires of its leader.

Indeed, throughout T1-T3 Plato suggests that whether Dionysius II develops meaningful
friendships both with himself and with others is of decisive importance. First, he indicates that
fostering these kinds of strong friendships is instrumental to maintaining political stability and
avoiding political turmoil (cf. 332e-333a):*

(T1) I would advise you all [the comrades of Dion]| then in this way, as Dion and I advised
Dionysius. First, we advised that he live each day so as to habituate himself to be as empowered

as possible and so as to acquire both trustworthy friends and companions. In acting this way,

219 In fact, Republic 5672-568a and 575e-576a as well as Gorgias 510b-e present arguments that the tyrant can never cultivate
genuine, trustworthy friendships in large part because of this precise vulnerability.

220 De Blois (1979): 276 and Lewis (2000a): 29 each recognize this instrumental line of thought.
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he would avoid the very things his father suffered: when he captured many great cities in Sicily
that had been pillaged by barbarians, he was not able to resettle the cities with loyal
governments because he lacked trustworthy companions. 331d5-332al
Kara 81 rotrov Tov Tpomov éyw uiv 7 av fupBovAetoyu, EvvefovAevor d¢ kat Awovvoiw
pera Aiwvos, (v pévrow 10 kall nuépav mpdTov, dmws €ykpaTns avTos avTod 6 TL HANOTA
éoeollal péN\ot kal moTovs pilovs Te kal €Talpovs kTioeclar, dmws ) walow dmep o TaT)p
avTol, 0s mapalafowv Zikelias TOANAS Kal ueydalas ToAels vTo TV PapBdpwv
exmemropOnuévas, ovy olds T TV KaTowloas TONTELRS €V EkaoTals kaTaoTjoactal moTas
€Taipwy avdpv.

The case of Dionysius I, Dionysius II’s father and predecessor, illustrates the instrumental reason. No

matter how deft and powerful a ruler, the lack of faithful companions in whom you can confide and

entrust the management of your empire always portends political turmoil. A similar claim is made in

the following lines:
(T2) Even though Dionysius I brought together all of Sicily into one city (knowing he could
trust no one), he barely kept it all together. For he was poor in trustworthy friends, whose
presence or absence is the greater sign of one’s virtue or vice. 332¢3-6
Avoviowos d¢ ets piav moAw allpoloas maoav Xikeiav 00 copias TOTEVWY OVOEVL UOYLS
eondlin® mévns yap M avdpiv pidwv kal moTav, ol ueillov onueiov €ls apeTny Kal Kakioy
OUK €0TW 0VOEV, TOU €PMUOV 1) 1) TOLOUTWY avdpwv elvad.

So, if Dionysius 1I fails to find reliable companions, then his time as a ruler will be short-lived simply

because the logistics of ruling exceeds the capabilities of any one person. Consider one more passage:
(T3) Dion and I thus advised the following things to Dionysius II, since on account of his
father it happened that he was both uneducated and not used to appropriate relationships.

First of all, we instructed him to desire to acquire from among his relatives and peers other
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friends and companions in virtue, but especially to become a friend to himself, since in this
regard he was amazingly in need. 332c¢8-d6
“A &) kat Avovvaiw EvveBovAevouer eym kal Aiwv emeldn Ta mapa maTpos avTd EvvePefrike
oUTWS AVOUAT®W pev Tadelas, aVou\T® OE GUVOUOLAWY TV TPOCKOUOWY YEYOVEVaL,
TPOTOV €L TAUTA OpUNoavTa GINOUS GANOUS aUT® TMV OlKelwy dua Kol MALKIWTOV Kol
ovupavovs mpos aperny kroactar, paAiora & avTov avT®, TouTov yap avtov JavpuaoTds
€vdea yeyovéval
T3 emphasizes that Dionysius II must cultivate not just any kind of friendship, but he must find
“companions in virtue” (ovuddvovs mpos aperny). The friendships appropriate to Dionysius 11,
while politically useful, are fundamentally philosophical (insofar as the pursuit of virtue requires a
philosophical disposition). Why, we might wonder, is a philosophical friendship necessary for a ruler?
It certainly cannot be because only philosophical friends are loyal ones. Cruelty, bribery, fear and other
nearly innumerable methods can equally generate a reliable enough loyalty independent of friendship.
Machiavelli expounds and evaluates this method in I/ Principe:
(T4) From this, a dispute arises about whether it is better [for a prince] to be loved than feared
or vice versa. The proper response is that one would want to be the one and the other; but
because it is difficult to hold them together, it is much more reliable to be feared than loved.*
I/ Principe XVII)
Nasce da questo una disputa, s'elli ¢ meglio essere amato che temuto o econverso. Respondesi che si vorrebbe
essere ['uno e l'altro; ma perché elli ¢ difficile accozzarli insieme, é molto pisi sicuro essere temuto che amato.
An effective prince, Machiavelli notes, has a variety of stratagems at his disposal, only one of which is
the cultivation of loving relationships (including friendships) with other citizens. The main concern

about friendship for Machiavelli is that being a beloved ruler carries with it a litany of other potential

221 All translations of the Italian are mine and are from Machiavelli (2000).
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problems, since friendships can quickly dissipate and we are more prone to betray those we love than
those we fear, presumably because we expect loved ones to forgive us eventually (cf. I/ Principe XVII).
As such, Machiavelli appears reticent to endorse friendship as even a tenable means of fostering
political constancy and loyalty, let alone as a primary one which the Seventh Letter in effect does.

The main reason this Machiavellian line is inapplicable to the Seventh Letteris due to what Plato
tells us repeatedly though somewhat obliquely throughout the text: philosophical friendships are
essential because they are a necessary and constitutive feature of realizing the ruler’s ultimate aim, the
promotion of the citizens’ welfare and happiness (viz. 326a-b; 327c-d; 332d-e; 335d-e and 351c-d).**
The (enthymematic) argument for why philosophy is necessary to achieve this task runs roughly along
the following lines:*’

(1) To govern a polity well, one must promote the citizenry’s happiness.

(2) To promote the citizenry’s happiness, one must understand what’s good for the citizenry

generally.

(3) To understand what’s good for the citizenry, one must understand what a human being is

and what’s conducive to human flourishing.

222 Machiavelli develops this very contrast with the aims of ancient politics in both I/ Principe and I Discors. In Chapter XV
of the former work, Machiavelli clearly condemns the aims of ancient political organizations—both theoretical and actual
ones—as ineffectual and useless. In an obvious and seditious reference to Plato, Machiavelli tells us that rulers should not
focus on making citizens happy: “And many have imagined republics and principalities that have never been seen nor
known to exist actually; since how one lives is so distant from how one should live that he who leaves alone what one
does for what one should do, learns his ruin rather than his preservation. For someone who wants to always make
declarations of goodness contrives his demise among so many that are not good” (perché elli ¢ tanto discosto da come si
vive a come si doverrebbe vivere, che colui che lascia quello che si fa per quello che si doverrebbe fare, impara piu tosto
la ruina che la preservazione sua: perché uno uomo che voglia fare in tutte le parte professione di buono, conviene rovini
infra tanti che non sono buoni) (I/ Principe XV).

223 T think this argument is to some extent actually recurrent throughout Plato’s explicitly political works. Gorgias, Statesman,
Republic, and Laws each parse premise(s) of this argument differently which thereby leads to different understandings of
how politics should work and what happiness may consist in. At bottom though is a general consensus that politics should
encourage human flourishing and competent rulers should have some awareness of what constitutes such flourishing. But
a more in-depth discussion of this seems to me too far afield of my principal topic here.
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(4) The attempt to know what a human being is and what encourages its flourishing is an
essentially philosophical endeavor.
(5) Thus, to be a good ruler one must in some sense be a philosopher.
This argument thus developed only shows, however, that Dionysius II ought to practice philosophy
ardently and seriously. It does not yet show how friendship enters into it. My view is that friendship
is essential because it is necessary for practicing philosophy propetly. In the Seventh Letter, Plato
describes philosophy as fundamentally interpersonal and dialogic. Concretely, philosophy requires
dialogue and discussion with others interested in philosophical topics who can encourage, challenge
and develop our beliefs and insights. We find this thought captured in the perhaps most famous line
of the letter:
(T'5) For this [philosophical] knowledge cannot be put into words like other sciences; but after
long-continued intercourse between teacher and pupil, in joint pursuit of the subject, suddenly, like light
flashing forth when a fire is kindled, it is born in the soul and straightaway nourishes itself.***
(341c-d, my emphasis; cf. 330a-b)
pnTov yap ovdauds €otv ws dA\a pathuata, aAX’ €k ToAATs ovvovoias yryvouévns mepl
7O TPayua avto kat Tob ov(fjy €aiprns, olov amo mupos mdjoavTos e€aplev pas, ev T
Juxi] yevouevov avTo €auto 110m Tpédet
There are two lessons we can draw from this. First, philosophy cannot be an isolationist endeavor.
When Plato and Dion recommend Dionysius II to practice philosophy, they intend for him to express
his beliefs seriously, be receptive to criticism of those ideas from adroit interlocutors, and attempt to

live his life according to those beliefs forged through philosophy. (They thus obviously do not mean

224 This is the Morrow translation, which might be an overtranslation but is nonetheless illustrative of the point I am
making. The relevant Greek here—ék moAfjs ovvovoias yryvouérns mepl 70 mpdypa avTd kal Tob ovlfjr—is
ambiguous. It’s not certain whether there are many associations with 70 mpdyua itself or many associations with others
about 70 mpaypa. I think the latter makes mote sense according to the general context of the letter. For further discussion,
see Hyland 2008: 104.
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Dionysius II needs to go traipsing about the Sicilian countryside entertaining solely by himself
whatever abstract, inchoate thoughts strike his fancy.) The recommendation to Dionysius II to
practice philosophy is necessarily a recommendation to work cooperatively with others in thinking
carefully and critically about what’s real, true, and good. It is only when he does the latter can he come
to recognize the best and proper way to rule the Syracusan polity.

The second lesson is that philosophy, when practiced well, nurtures a kind of friendship with
one’s interlocutors. Anyone engaged in the sincere practice of philosophy—especially when
philosophy is understood as inherently dialogic and interpersonal—develops care for his or her
interlocutors. This care arises in part from the recognition that the quality of our interlocutors bears
directly on the quality of our practice of philosophy. When intelligent, focused, and concerned people
discuss some philosophical topic with us, we see that their insights actually contribute to the
refinement and enhancement of our own thoughts. We likewise hopefully provide helpful insights to
those interlocutors. The repeated attempts to improve what we and our interlocutors think (and how
to live according to those thoughts) contain the seeds for strong friendships—i.e. for relationships
rooted in reciprocated and enduring other-regarding concern—to blossom.

A converse of this second lesson is likewise noteworthy (and is exemplified also at Meno 75¢-
d).” Whoever engages in philosophy for ulterior motives—e.g. to make a grandiose display of one’s
erudition, to attempt to garner a reputation for being really smart, or simply to engage in a bit of verbal
combat—de facto treats his or her interlocutors in a way that inhibits the more authentic loving of
wisdom. Such a person treats these interlocutors not as equal partners who are necessary for
philosophizing well, but as instruments through which to attain whatever ulterior goal that philosophy

may bring about (e.g. honor or fame).

225 See Chapter 1, Section 3.3. for discussion of the Meno passage.
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This kind of behavior stifles philosophy because it stifles a necessary element of practicing
philosophy well: earnest and fruitful dialogue with others. Friends engage in discussion not simply to
refute one another, but to discuss earnestly and in a way that both participants in the conversation can
come to assess and evaluate whatever topic or argument is being put forth. Whatever partial or total
refutation ensues from friendly discussion is never the ultimate aim, but rather a necessary and
educative step in the attempt to practice philosophy well. The Seventh Letter's emphasis on the joint
pursuit of the subject between teacher and pupil seems to allude to this dimension of friendly
discussion as well.

Has Dionysius II understood these lessons? Despite his apparent intellectual abilities (cf. 328a;
338b-c; 339b-e), he conspicuously fails to take up the advice of Plato and Dion to cultivate the
appropriate friendships. This failure becomes manifest in at least two ways. First, Dionysius 1I fails to
philosophize well; he fails to enact, in other words, a proper philia for sophia. Upon hearing of
Dionysius II’s renewed desire for philosophy, Plato devises a test to determine if Dionysius II’s desire

226

is genuine (340b).”* Plato explains to Dionysius II the great labor and toil inherent in practicing
philosophy well. If Dionysius II acknowledges such labor and proceeds to exert himself continuously
in philosophic studies, then his soul is a genuinely philosophical one and he is a “true lover of wisdom”
(BvTws Ppthdoopos) (340c2). Dionysius 11, however, recoils upon hearing the rigor of the philosophical
life and claims to already understand philosophy sufficiently well (341a-b). Dionysius II’s posture
shows that his love of wisdom is rooted in something other than the desire to acquire wisdom and

rule well. This is further borne out by the tyrant’s odd behavior of publishing and disseminating his

discussions with Plato as solely his own thoughts (341b; 344e-345d); Plato speculatively attributes this

226 For further discussion, see Forcignano 2019.
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behavior to Dionysius II’s shameful love of honor (phoTiuias atoxpas) or desire for fame (ayamav
d6€av) (344e3-345al; cf. 338d-¢).

The second way this failure can be seen is from how Dionysius comports himself with his
peers and colleagues, especially Dion and Plato. Dionysius II displays overt jealousy that Plato and
Dion were better friends than he and Plato (330b; 349¢). He consistently reneges on promises made
to Dion and Plato as well as to Theodotes (345¢-d; 347d-¢; 348¢-349a). In short, Dionysius II shows
throughout the letter a dangerous combination of impetuousness and crude self-interest that prevents
him from fostering even a semblance of amicable relationships, even with those who actively attempt
to befriend him.

A central consequence of Dionysius II’s disreputable behavior in philosophy is that whatever
relationships ensue, they cannot be the strong friendships that are both characteristic of sincere
philosophy and utterly helpful for politics. If they become friendships at all, they will be more like the
weak friendships where whatever other-regarding concerns friends exhibit will be concern for likely
accidental and ephemeral features of one another.””’ By contrast, those who engage in philosophy
(while heeding Plato’s advice to recognize that reliable and competent interlocutors are necessary to
philosophizing well) will form strong, enduring friendships. The principal reason why this is the case
is because to whatever extent the interlocutors are indeed competent and reliable is due to how they

like-mindedly view philosophy as necessary to living their lives well and as a cooperative activity. In

227 1f Dionysius 11 actually manages to befriend someone as he spouts off his pseudo-philosophical doctrine, this friendship
likely arises due to the friend’s (unwarranted and naive) concern that he may acquire some knowledge from Dionysius 11
and Dionysius II’s concern that this new friend will continue to heap praise and adulation on his ramblings. Yet as soon
as this friend realizes that no knowledge is to be had here and stops praising Dionysius 11, the friendship will fizzle out.
This fizzling is due to the fact the other-regarding concerns characteristic of this friendship were fleeting. The friend’s
concern arose from mistakenly thinking Dionysius 11 was knowledgeable; once he realizes the mistake, there will no longer
be any such concern. Dionysius II’s concern arose from the soon-to-be-extinct praise-heaping quality of the friend. When
at least one of these other-regarding concerns vanishes, so too does the friendship.
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other words, the competency of competent interlocutors informs their character; it is not an ephemeral
feature that may disappear at a whim.

I should now address an objection about the feasibility of political friendship in Seventh Letter.
Marren 2019 argues against the practicability of political friendship on the basis of historical context.
First, Marren establishes a general principle: “We cannot take all of the prescriptive passages in the
Letter univocally when we observe that history contradicts ideas and advice that its author issues.”***
This principle is somewhat ambiguous. She might mean that historical sensitivity can help
contextualize the significance of the Seventh Letter. This interpretation would make her principle, I
think, persuasive and valuable. But she might also mean that historical context determines the meaning
of a text. This strikes me as uncharitable and a generally erroneous hermeneutic principle, especially
for Platonic texts, which so often riff on traditional topics in novel ways. Later in her essay, it’s clear
that Marren intends the latter meaning of the principle.

Marren’s error is most evident when she applies this historical principle to political friendship
in Seventh Letter. “1f we do not take the historical context into consideration and assume that the author
means for us to follow this advice about political friendship, we end up with tyranny” (99). What’s the
evidence for this claim? Well, Euphemus nearly seventy years earlier in Thucydides’ History claimed that
friendships can be a tool to “ctipple our enemies” and solidify power for tyrants.”” This, of course,
raises at least two important questions. Is seventy years earlier sufficient proximity to make the
historical principle applicable to the Leszer? Marren is silent on this issue but seems to take its
applicability for granted. Second, and more importantly, do we have any reason to assume Euphemus’

understanding of political friendship accords with the Seventh Letter's understanding or the generally

228 Marren 2019: 97-98.

229 Ibid: 98.
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Platonic understanding? Marren 2019 adduces no evidence to answer this question affirmatively, most
likely because none exists. To put it simply: we should not accept without argument that Euphemus’
understanding of political friendship applies to the Lezzer when there is no prima facie reason to believe
those understandings are compatible and so much of the Leser actively contravenes Euphemus’
position.

As my previous chapters and this current one show, Plato’s thoughts about political friendship
are fundamental to his political philosophy. At Republic 331d-332b, 375b, 576a and Laws 695d (and
elsewhere), Plato argues that friendships are integral to a just and well-run city. Instead of addressing
this as evidence against her view, Marren 2019: 99 fn.23 punts on it by simply saying, again without
argument, that this collection of references actually counts as further evidence in support of her view
that political friendship implies the possibility of tyranny.” On this issue, historical context could
show how Plato (along with Aristotle too) innovatively reworks political friendship to elevate it above
mere cronyism.”' Instead, Matren opts to use debatably relevant historical evidence and a distortive
interpretative principle to force political friendship in Seventh Letter into a mold of cronyism at the cost
of letting a more sympathetic and accurate view of political friendship emerge.

All of this is to say that Plato’s repeated advice to Dionysius II is an essential element of his
general instructions about how to be a good ruler. Since Dionysius II purports to aim at governing
well, Plato’s point is that it is only through such friendships that Dionysius II can maintain the stability
of his empire and come to realize the proper way to confer sincere happiness upon the Syracusans.

Dionysius 1I’s failure to realize this political order is, in turn, attributable to his misapprehension of

230 One wonders, for instance, how Marren can accommodate her view in light of the exchange between Socrates and
Polemarchus in Rep. I, where, in response to Polemarchus’ idea that justice is helping friends and haring enemies, Socrates
(a) doesn’t deny the relevance of friendship and (b) holds that justice, by its very nature, never harms.

21 aws 1.626¢-626¢ is also instructive here. We see the Athenian reworking commonplace ideas about virtue and justice
so that they actually accord with bringing about peace and friendship. See Schofield 2013: 285 for further discussion of
this issue and see Schofield 2013 generally for several instances of Plato’s familiarity of traditional ideas and his constant
refashioning of them in Laws.
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phili—understood both as an orientation toward other people as well toward wisdom. His choice to
cultivate weak and facile friendships with flatterers (e.g. 333b7-c1) attenuates his rule both by creating
excessive tumult in Syracuse and by preventing him from coming to see the goals at which the political
art should aim. Friendship, as I have attempted to explain in this section, is a legitimate and powerful
political principle.
4. RESOLVING AN APPARENT TENSION BETWEEN PLATO’S ADVICE AND BEHAVIOR

We would go too far in our interpretation of the Seventh Letter, however, if we infer from the above
analysis that friendship is a panacea for all political malaise. Indeed, there is discord between Plato’s
explicit advice and how he himself behaves in the letter, and this discord is due to Plato’s own philia-
commitments. As a conclusion, I suggest that, instead of undermining the relevancy of Plato’s advice
about friendship, this tension actually amplifies his advice because it shows both that one’s political
principles, including especially one’s philia-commitment, ought to be informed by the nuances of any
specific political situation.

The tension, in brief, is as follows. Plato endorses the principle that one should discontinue
advising those who refuse to listen, especially if offering advice is likely to be fruitless or if it puts one
in immediate harm (330d-331e). The main justification behind this advice is that it maintains one’s
sense of self-respect (avdpeia) (330d). Plato’s numerous visits to Syracuse to aid Dionysius II
apparently violate this principle, since Dionysius II manifestly fails to adopt the advice on Plato’s first
visit, frequently manipulates Plato and Dion, and endangers the welfare of Plato and his various

companions (especially Dion, Archytas, and Archedemus).” Per Plato’s own advice here, he should

232 ] thus disagree with the interpretation of this passage found in Trabattoni (2016): 268-271. There, Trabattoni suggests
that Plato does not violate the advice because he only offers /goi and performs no erga. Plato’s actions certainly include
Jogoi, but the very fact that he makes the voyage to return to Syracuse must be construed unequivocally as an ergor that
endangers Plato’s livelihood (of which Plato must have been well aware, given his previous interactions with Dionysius
II). If Plato were to have abided strictly by his own advice, he would never have returned to Syracuse at all.
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not have returned to Syracuse. This advice notwithstanding, Plato obviously does return to Syracuse.
There thus arises a tension between Plato’s advice to cultivate and nurture friendships and to
discontinue advising those who refuse to listen. This tension raises the question of what motivated
Plato to return to Syracuse and to thereby violate the principle.*”

Surely, he returns not because he is optimistic about Dionysius II’s philosophical potential and
willingness to accept Plato’s instruction (338b-e, 347¢), nor because he is unaware of the potential
harm inherent in his return (345d-e; 346e-347a). Rather, the clear motivation that spurs Plato to return
is the set of his various philia-commitments, including his commitment to philosophy (328b-c; 339¢-
340a) as well as his friendship with Dion, Archytas, and Archedemus (339a-c). Indeed, Plato’s
following comment about the impetus for his third visit to Sicily captures the motivational primacy of
his friendships nicely:

(T6) Now when the summons [by Dionysius II] had taken on this character, with my friends

in Sicily and Italy pulling me and those at Athens almost pushing me away with their urging,

the same consideration occurred to me as before, that I ought not to betray my friends and
followers in Tarentum. (339d6-¢3)

avTns O TolavTns yevouévns €v T TOTE XPOvw TI)S UETaTTéUfEwS, TOV uev €k Likellas Te

kat Iralias é\kovTwv, Tav de Apmbev atexvids pera denoews olov eémwbolvTwv e,

Kal TdAw 0 AGY0s TKev 0 avTos, To w1 Oetv mpodotvar Alwva unde Tovs ev Tapavte Eévous

Te Kal €Talpous.

233 One objection here might be that I've confused the chronology of events. This objector would argue that Plato’s
principle is formulated in light of his experiences at Syracuse, not before or cotemporaneous with those events. Thus,
Plato’s behavior does not conflict with his principles, because those principles derive at least in part from reflection on his
behavior and the events that transpired with Dionysius 1. Even if this chronology holds up (and it very well might), I
don’t think this objection addresses the heart of my point. My main point is that, conceptually, Plato’s advice risks
conflicting with his behavior in Syracuse; Plato’s failure to address the conflict (whether merely potential or actual) suffices
for me to show that there is a tension in the letter, and, as long as this tension remains, my point will stand.
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Plato’s repeated comments about the pronounced role his friendships take in his deliberations about
whether to return to Syracuse (coupled with the absence of other motivations) attest that he violated
the above principle primarily due to his own friendships.

One reading of this violation may suggest that we ought to cast doubt about the feasibility of
Plato’s advice in general, particularly the advice to cultivate friendships. If Plato himself cannot act
consistently with his own advice, why should we expect anyone else tor This reading, however,
construes Plato’s advice too rigidly, supposing that no justified exceptions to principles can ever exist.

On my reading, this tension augments and elucidates the appropriate manner to take up Plato’s
advice. This tension contains two insights about the advice offered elsewhere in the letter. First,
political principles ought to be flexible enough to accommodate the demands of any political situation.
If Plato were friendless and thereby devoid of any commitments to Dion and the Tarentines, then he
could have refused Dionysius II’s final summons in good conscience and remained faithful to all of
his principles. The context of this ultimate Syracusan voyage shows that such a refusal is however
unavailable to Plato. Primary among Plato’s concern—and consonant with his suggestions about
nurturing strong friendships—is the welfare and wellbeing of his friends, which is threatened especially
if Plato refuses to return to Sicily.

In the choice between two principles that conflict, Plato’s behavior teaches careful readers that
during such genuine conflicts, we cannot do otherwise than stand up for our friendships and those
whom we view as integral to living well and living philosophically. This decision does not need to be
taken as one that undermines the coherency and consistency of Plato’s catalogue of advice per se.
Rather, Plato’s decision to aid his friends (and abandon, even if momentarily, his principle to
discontinue counseling) exemplifies the judiciousness and care one ought to display in any similarly

murky and intricate political situation.
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The second and related point is that Plato’s conduct towards his friends illustrates that strong,
philosophical friendships often demand of us more than just pursuing philosophy together. Such
friendships are vital ingredients in the recipe for practicing philosophy well, and we thus should exhibit
concern for friends in their entirety. When their lives and livelihoods are threatened, the onus is on us
to take their difficulties, at least to some extent, as our own. The constellation of Plato’s many
suggestions about friendship and his own conduct as a friend to several figures in the Seventh Letter
work together to illustrate that in the inevitable tribulations our philosophical friends face, it’s

incumbent on us to come to their aid not as solely as wisdom-seekers but as friends.***

234 I’d like to thank Heather Reid, Mark Ralkowski, Marta Jimenez, Kevin Corrigan, and participants in the 2018 Fonte
Aretusa Seminar on Plato at Syracuse for helpful suggestions and instructive comments on eatrlier versions of this chapter.
I am also grateful to Frisbee Sheffield for generous comments as well as probing questions. This essay benefitted greatly
from their collective insight and encouragement.
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CONCLUSION

I began the introduction by expressing my conviction that Platonic writings have something
meaningful to say about political friendship. A central goal of my dissertation was to lend credence to
this conviction by illustrating the explanatory power of Plato’s psychological approach to political
friendship.

Some of the explanatory power derives from the plausible assumptions about friendship on
which this approach rests. First is the assumption that friends must, in some sense, be psychologically
similar. We saw in discussion of Clezzophon and Alcibiades I that a strong form of psychological similarity
is psychological identity, but nevertheless this identity requirement still has the attendant value of
orienting citizens to care about shared values. And that care can be expressed through disagreement,
so long as it is disagreement that arises on the basis of sincere and honest motives. The second
assumption is that the psychological elements required for friendship are educable. Examination of
the various educational programs of these models—whether implicit (as in the Socratic model) or
explicit (as in Republic and Laws)—provides for the possibility that all of these elements can be refined
to varying degrees and this refinement can allow citizens to achieve friendship.

The iterability of this approach further demonstrates its power. Each model distinguishes itself
by virtue of which psychological element or elements it relies on in describing political friendship. The
Socratic model’s requirement of knowledge, the Republic model’s reliance on some citizens’ knowledge
and others’ compatible beliefs, and the Laws model’s innovative use of emotional and nonrational
psychic elements, when taken together, testify to the capaciousness of this approach.

Further evidence of this approach’s iterability is that several contemporary authors employ a
similar psychological approach to political friendship. Martha Nussbaum, for instance, has recognized

love as an emotion and has argued for a vision of political love that avoids “coercive homogeneity”
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among the polity and instead coexists with and reinforces the critical freedoms necessary for

% Danielle Allen, while drawing largely on Aristotle, nonetheless

contemporary liberal societies.
develops an account of political friendship that is amenable to the psychological approach that I have
argued for in Plato. She argues that political friendship is able to transform any rivalrous conceptions
of self-interest into equitable ones. And the particular attractiveness of this transformation is that it
springs forth from citizens voluntarily, instead of via external coercion as legal standards might
require.””

Martin Luther King, Jr. makes a very explicit connection of political love and friendship to
psychology. In “Loving Your Enemies,” King claims that political love is essential for a proper
political community and is signaled by psychological unity. Correspondingly, the activity of loving
your enemies—which King considers laudatory—demands an understanding of the disunified
psychologies of one’s enemies.”” Moreover, King also defines love in psychological terms, often
describing it as a “redemptive goodwill.”**

In an obvious sense, Plato is far away from contemporary political societies. This remoteness
seems to discredit any insights that Plato might offer to substantive discussions of political friendship
in modern, liberal societies. Coupled with this fact is that political friendship—as a practical ideal—
might seem equally out of place. The term ‘political friendship’ may conjure up quaint, idyllic notions

that cannot accommodate a robust and healthfully antagonistic public discourse. But as my

dissertation argues, and as the contemporary scholars above corroborate, a Platonic approach to

235 Nussbaum 2013: 378-80.

236 Allen 2006: 127-139. Allen’s approach parallels bell hook’s idea of how justice interweaves with living by a “love
ethic,” and by avoiding a “greed ethic.” See generally, hooks 2001: 85-126.

237 King 2010: 48.

238 See ibid: 46 and King 2003: 46.
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political friendship should have a natural appeal to anyone interested in politics and friendship

(understood as a species of political love).
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