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PEITHO / EXAMINA ANTIQUA 1T (2) /2011

Divine Command
and Socratic Piety

in the Luthyphro

GLEN KOEHN/ London, Canada /

While Socrates was in his own way a deeply religious man, his reasoning in the Euthyphro
is sometimes thought to weaken the case for a morality based on religious principles.
The dialogue famously offers materials for a refutation of the divine command theory
of morals: the theory that to say something is morally good is just to say that it is divinely
commanded or approved. Socrates suggests that what is pious (t0 6o10v) is indeed pleas-
ing to the gods, but it is not pious because it pleases them. Moreover, he goes on to ques-
tion whether piety can consist in an exchange with the gods, e.g. a trading of worship and
obedience for divine favor. Thus, one might be tempted to interpret the dialogue as show-
ing that what is morally good and bad must be independent of the divine will, or even
that any consideration about the gods is fundamentally irrelevant to what is morally good
and bad.

However, it would be wrong to draw from the Euthyphro the conclusion that reli-
gious premises can have nothing to do with the determination of what is good and bad.
The dialogue’s argument does not show that the criteria for moral goodness must be
completely independent of divine preferences. Nor does it show that Socrates himself
thought this, though I will argue that Socrates presents Euthyphro with a misleading
dilemma when he asks “Is the pious loved by the gods because it is pious, or is it pious
because it is loved by the gods?” (Euthphr. 10 a 1-3). There is some complexity here that
goes unmentioned. For, in ‘x is loved because y’ the y factor could either be a motive for
love or it could be some other causal or explanatory factor. Moreover, when the relation-
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ship between goodness and being loved by the gods is better understood we will see that
the alternatives ‘good because it is loved’ and ‘loved because it is good’ are not mutu-
ally exclusive. Hence too the alternatives ‘good only because it is loved’ and ‘loved only
because it is good’ are not exhaustive. I shall return to these points, which are not just
relevant to religious debates but have some wider implications for morality and human
preferences.

1. Some Problems of Piety

Front and centre in the Euthyphro is the moral virtue picked out by the Greek noun

phrase 10 6010V, an expression often translated into English as ‘piety’.! In the dialogue’s

dramatic setting the importance of 10 6o10v is clear, given that Socrates has recently been

indicted for acting disrespectfully towards the gods and for causing others to do the same

(Euthphr. 3 a-b, 5 a-b). Establishing the nature and object of genuine piety is a pressing

task for someone in his circumstances. Socrates is in an awkward position here because,
as he hints in the course of his conversation with the prophet Euthyphro, he actually does

disbelieve many of the traditional stories passed on by Greek poets about the gods (Euth-
phr. 6 a). He is therefore in fact guilty as charged of introducing religious novelties relative

to some common Athenian conceptions of divinity, and stressing these innovations to

the crowd would certainly not help his case. But for Plato writing after Socrates’ execu-
tion, a persuasive defense of Socratic views about piety — showing that it was Socrates

and not his accusers who had sincere respect for what is genuinely sacred — would be

a posthumous vindication of his teacher.

The Euthyphro thus invites us to consider, both on behalf of Socrates and ourselves,
how best to understand piety and its role in an excellent life. This consideration raises
a number of philosophical questions. One obstacle is best disposed of right away: there
is a common use of the English words ‘piety’ and ‘pious’ which suggests an ostentatious
devotion. The words can indicate a holier-than-thou attitude such that most people, even
if they are devoutly religious, would feel uncomfortable to hear themselves described
as ‘pious’. For this reason, it can sound odd to describe Socrates himself as ‘a pious man’,
though Plato clearly intends us to see him as an exemplar of ‘to hosion’. Let us set this
disparaging usage aside and hold to the claim that to call someone ‘pious’ is to praise him
or her for a form of moral excellence.

More importantly, there is a structure to piety which bears on the argument of the
Euthyphro, for the virtue of piety requires due reverence or respect directed towards
some object worthy of that attitude. One cannot be pious without being pious towards
something or someone to whom one owes a certain deference. Filial piety, for example,

! Harold North Fowler in the Loeb edition renders the expression as ‘holiness’ (Cambridge, MA, Harvard
University Press; London, William Heinemann Ltd. 1966). This translation is not entirely suitable, for reasons
which I hope will become obvious.
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is a sufficiency of respect towards parents by their children.> While there is no expres-
sion in the dialogue corresponding to the English phrase ‘filial piety’, and the point is not

entirely explicit because piety is stressed mainly in regard to the gods rather than parents

(e.g. at Euthphr. 8 b, 15 d), the prophet Euthyphro is presented by Plato as someone who

lacks just this excellence of due respect to a parent. Socrates expresses astonishment

at Euthyphro’s behavior, and it is surely a deliberate Platonic irony that a son prosecuting

his own father provides the occasion for the whole discussion.

Besides the honor due to parents, the appropriate respect demanded by piety may
be directed to a god, to a benefactor such as a teacher, or to some other thing with elevat-
ed status, such as truth.’ The idea that this respect is something that is owed suggests
that to withhold it would actually be unjust, an idea which shows up in Socrates’ subse-
quent observation that piety is a part of justice (Euthphr. 12 d). The directedness of piety
means that when we consider a pious act there is more than one thing under discussion.
First, there is the sufficiently respectful action itself, which being an instance of moral
excellence is an instance of goodness more generally. On Plato’s account the pious action
is pious through a single form (i6¢a, €ido¢) of piety. (I will not capitalize the word ‘form’
here, simply because it is not clear just how fully developed Plato’s theory of transcendent
Formsis in the Euthyphro.) Then there is also that object towards which the appropriately
respectful person directs his or her respect, an object which must be of such a sort and
relation to us as to deserve a reverent attitude.

Hence our inventory of what piety entails must include at least the following:

1. The pious actions. These respectful deeds and attitudes will exemplify

2. 'The virtue of piety. Plato takes this to be a shared form (Euthphr. 5d, 6 d). Then

there is

3. 'The object of the respectful actions. This will normally partake in some measure of

4. Goodness.

By way of example, if Crito offers a suitable sacrifice to Asclepius, his sacrifice will
be a pious act, in virtue of the form it shares with other such acts. The object of Crito’s
respectful actions will be the god of healing, who is worthy of devotion as a good and
superior benefactor. Insofar as the gods deserve our devotion, they will thus be in the
third category, as will a parent. What if the form of the good itself should turn out to be
an object of piety? Then what falls under 3) and 4) will coincide. For surely Plato believes
that the form of the good is good and worthy of respect.

In the Euthyphro, t0 6otov has the directed structure that we observe in piety.
It involves appropriate respect, such as the reverence thought to be due to a parent or

2 Following the Aristotelian mean, Richard Bosley has emphasized to me the importance of sufficiency in
understanding moral virtues like piety.

3 Cf. Arist. EN 1096 al5 for an example of this usage: Piety requires us to honor truth above our friends.
(‘Holiness” here would certainly be a poor rendering of otov.) Another suggestive passage is found in On Virtues
and Vices, which though spurious echoes Euthyphro 12 c-d in an interesting way: First among acts of justice
come those towards the gods, then those to deified spirits, then those towards one’s country and parents, then
those towards the departed: amongst these comes piety, which is either a part of justice or an accompaniment of it.
(Arist. V7 1250b19-22, J. Solomon tr.).
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deity. Since the focus in the dialogue is on the gods, the expressions 6c1o¢ and evoeBég
are sometimes used interchangeably. Compare 5 c-d and 12 e, for instance, where
Socrates glosses the indictment of avooiov against himself as aoéPeta, which carries
a sense of sinful hubris in relation to the gods, and disrespect for what is sacred. The
fact that t0 601ov is directed towards something means that it would be misleading to
translate the expression as ‘sinlessness’, ‘righteousness’ or ‘holiness’ words which entail
conformity with some moral requirement but do not immediately bring with them an
object of respect in the same way that piety does. Nevertheless, although righteousness
and piety are not the same thing, if the gods are genuinely good and prefer what is good,
our respect towards them may manifest itself in our performing righteous acts. This point
leads us into the middle portion of the dialogue and questions about the nature of moral
goodness generally, since it seems that moral goodness and divine preference coincide.

In any case, as a consequence of the above considerations about piety we can at once
register a way in which divine preferences enter into the moral life on the Socratic view.
Piety towards the gods is a moral virtue which involves some deference to them. Assum-
ing that there is in fact something which is divine and worthy of respect — and Socrates
never doubts this — pious religious practices will be part of a morally excellent life. Hence
we can see already that moral excellence must take account of the gods’ preferences in
a certain way, insofar as reverence towards someone must take some account of the
revered person’s preferences. Just as filial piety is a virtue which requires one to do certain
things to please one’s parents, so religious piety would also require us to do certain things
to please the gods. The idea that the gods have preferences and that there are religious
obligations to please the gods is not in question in the Socratic dialogues. This is true
even though there may be some latent tension between Athenian religious rituals such
as sacrifice and Socrates’ less anthropomorphic conception of the divine. If the gods
enjoy the scent of burnt offerings, for example, then the content of their preferences is
not exhausted by their desire that good be done, whatever good may be. Therefore on
Socrates’ view there is already built into the practice of piety at least one way in which
divine preferences affect what counts as morally good.

2. The Reductio Arguments

What requires further clarification, however, is what the gods’ preferences are, and the
ways in which the gods themselves along with their preferences might be subject to moral
criticism. What exactly is the relationship between reaching moral excellence and satis-
fying divine preferences? In their discussion about the nature of piety, both Euthyphro
and Socrates assume that the gods wish and command us to do what is morally good. We
show respect to the gods by behaving well generally: in addition to being itself a special
case of appropriate respect, piety thus requires that we behave in morally excellent
ways towards other people. This behavior is both pleasing to the gods and commanded
by them. But why is it praiseworthy to perform acts which are commanded by the gods?
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The Socratic discussion comes to be focused on the nature of moral goodness, so that
when Socrates asks Euthyphro to clarify what the pious is, he is asking what the moral
goodness of those divinely approved acts consists in.

After Socrates quickly dismisses two preliminary attempts to define the pious,
Euthyphro is prodded into offering the following formula: “Well, I would say that piety
(600v) is that which all the gods love, and the opposite, what all the gods hate, is impi-
ous (avéoov)” (Euthphr. 9 e). Socrates responds by drawing two distinctions. First, at
10 a 10 he distinguishes being loved (10 @tAovpevov) from loving (t0 @iAoTv), arguing
that the former exists because of the latter. In slightly different words, what is being loved,
dear to the gods or god-beloved (t0 BeopiAéc, a replacement term for to @iAovpevov,
indicating a special case thereof) is so because it is loved, and not vice versa (Euth-
phr. 10 d). It is harder to express the claim in English than in Greek, but we might call
this the priority of acting over being passive, or the priority of acting over being a recipient of
action. We can avoid for now the question of just what this priority is supposed to consist in.

Second, Socrates distinguishes a thing’s being loved by the gods because it is pious
from a thing’s being pious because it is loved by the gods (Euthphr. 10 a 1-3, 10 d 6-7).

The argument now proceeds in the form of two reductios:

1. The god-beloved = the pious (10 60lov: Euthyphro’s definition, set up for
rebuttal).
2. 'The pious is loved by the gods for no other reason than because it is the pious.
(Socrates gets Euthyphro’s assent to this at 10 d.)
Hence, by 1 and 2 via substitution of definiens for definiendum:
3. The god-beloved is loved by the gods for no other reason than because it is the
god-beloved.
This, however, contradicts the claim that acting is prior to being acted on, as was
agreed to earlier. That is, it contradicts:
4. The god-beloved is the god-beloved because it is loved by the gods, and not loved
by them because it is the god-beloved (Euthphr. 10 c, 10 d).
And what further follows, by substitution of ‘the pious’ for ‘the god-beloved’ in
4. 1is:
5. The pious is the pious because it is loved by the gods, and not loved by them
because it is the pious.

Here Euthyphro is embarrassed to find himself in an inconsistency with his earlier
claim. Socrates sums the conclusion of this elenchus up at 11 a:

But now you see that they [namely the god-beloved and the pious]
are in opposite cases as being altogether different from each other:
the one [sc. the god-beloved] is of a nature to be loved because it is
loved, the other [sc. the pious] is loved because it is of a nature to be
loved. (Translated after Grube, adding material in brackets.)
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Socrates has pointed out that there are three terms: 1) What the gods love; 2) What
is god-beloved, or dear to the gods (10 piAoUpevov, 10 OeopiAéc); and 3) What is pious
(t0 dowov). These three terms are not substituted consistently by Euthyphro into the
sentence ‘x is loved because it is y” on the supposition that the pious can be defined as
the god-beloved. Euthryphro grants that what is pious is loved because it is what is pious.
This is not the same as saying that what is god-beloved is loved because it is god-beloved.
The former claim is true, the latter false. So, the pious is not the same as the god-beloved.

The argument has been picked over by commentators many times, but disagreement
remains about its structure and validity.* One point of contention is whether Socrates
is assuming that the substitution of ‘the pious’ and ‘the god-beloved’ for one another in
this context can be justified. For, if ‘because’ in x is loved because it is y’ reveals a motive
for love, then substituting co-referential expressions for one another into the y position
will not necessarily preserve the statement’s truth value. I will not, however, dwell on
the substitution question. Even if the argument is fallacious it contains an important
philosophical insight familiar to every student of Plato’s early dialogues. We do not need
to accept Socrates’ puzzling remarks about the priority of active over passive states, nor
do we need to settle on a plausible general substitution principle, in order to appreciate
the force of Socrates’ question to Euthyphro: ‘Do the gods love what is pious because
it is what is pious?’.

For, if what it is to be good is simply to be loved by the gods, then saying that the gods
love the good is not to provide any motive for their love. It is incompatible with explaining
that the gods love the good or virtuous thing because they grasp its goodness. Moreover,
though Socrates does not stress this point, it fails to account for the fact that calling the
gods and their preferences good is to praise, endorse or recommend them. This insight
holds true whether we are talking about the imperfect and finite gods of ancient Greek
Orphism or an all-powerful and omnibenevolent creator of the universe as in the tradi-
tions of Abrahamic monotheism. The same point can also be extended to any proposed
definition of what is good as what is loved by a certain individual or social group.

3. ‘Because’ and the False Dichotomy

If, however, we look more closely at what Socrates has said, it turns out that he has
presented Euthyphro with a false dichotomy and has gained Euthyphro’s agreement to
an equivocal statement. He offers Euthyphro a false dichotomy at 10 d when he poses the
question: “Then is it loved because it is pious, but not pious because it is loved?’ The ques-
tion suggests that the two alternatives (‘loved by the gods because it is pious’ and ‘pious
because it is loved by the gods’) are mutually exclusive as well as jointly exhaustive. Yet it
can be true both that something is loved because it is good and that it is good because it is

4 For discussion of the role that substitution plays, see, e.g. Geach (1966), Cohen (1971), Sharvy (1972)
and O’Sullivan (2006).
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loved. The problem is evident in the response which Socrates prompts from Euthyphro:
the gods love something for no other reason than that it is pious. On the contrary, it is
possible for a good or pious act to depend in various ways for its piety and goodness upon
the preferences of the gods, and also for those divine preferences to enter into explana-
tions of why the acts are good or pious. We have already seen one way in which an act may
be morally good because it brings pleasure to the gods: a pleasing sacrifice may count as
an instance of piety. The ‘because’ clause here reveals a part of the explanation for love.

The mutually reinforcing relationship between desire, love or preference, on the one
hand, and goodness on the other can be explored further through a nonmoral example.
Consider a tool, such as a carpenter’s hammer. Some hammers are better than others,
and the good ones are good because they are sufficient or adequate to satisfy the goals
of carpentry. For example, they are of the right weight and strength, well balanced and
of a suitable size to be used. A working carpenter will choose and prefer a hammer that
is good, rather than one that is bad, and people who share the goals of carpentry will also
often choose good hammers because they are good. Ultimately, these goals of carpen-
try depend on the needs and desires of human beings as expressed in our practices and
conventions. If we preferred to sleep outdoors, never used nails, or had a strong aversion
to wood we might not have any need for a carpenter’s hammer. If we were much weaker
or stronger, or had different shaped hands, good hammers might have different chara-
cteristics than they do. Therefore, what counts as being a good hammer is determined, at
least in part, by the desires, needs and preferences that human beings have.

This does not mean that any person or group of persons make a hammer good by
a simple act of the will. Once the goals of carpentry are fixed, no one can simply decide
whether a given tool satisfies those goals. It would seem strange to say that anyone has

“invented” the goodness of hammers, though someone might have invented the hammer

or some of the uses to which it is put. Nor is the goodness of a tool defined in terms of the
actual satisfaction of desires. This is because there may be accidental interfering factors
which prevent a thing from actually accomplishing its purpose. For example, there may
be some problem with the wood or nails which prevents good hammers from being used
effectively in a certain case. Or again, a user might just be ignorant of the qualities of
a given tool and unwittingly reject it so that it does not actually satisfy his or her desires in
spite of its desirability. The good hammer must be adequate, or such as to satisfy the goals
in view. But the goals need not actually be realized. s

Now consider the question: ‘Is a hammer is desirable because it is desired, or is it
desired because it is desirable?” Even if ‘because’ is restricted to motivational explana-
tory factors, this is a misleading dichotomy inasmuch as the alternatives do not exclude
each other. For, a hammer may certainly be desired and chosen by one or more persons
on the grounds that it is a good hammer. To repeat, given that it satisfies the requirements
of carpentry they have reason to choose the hammer if they share the ends of carpenters.
On the other hand, the hammer is desirable because people have the desires that they

> Iam indebted to Richard Bosley here. Compare also a similar account of goodness by F. Sparshott (1970).
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have, as manifested in the various practices and conventions of carpentry. We can there-
fore see how it is both true that a hammer is good because it is such as to satisfy certain
preferences and that the hammer is such as to satisfy certain preferences because it is good.
We can imagine a divine command theory of hammers which holds that to call
a hammer good is just to say that it pleases the gods. Such a theory is not very plausible,
since it is not self-contradictory to say that the gods are pleased by a bad hammer. We
also want to say that the gods have a reason to choose or prefer a good hammer, and this
reason has to do with the hammer’s ability to serve its function. If a divine command
theory of hammers were true, the goodness of a hammer would not give the gods any
reason to prefer it. Further, the gods would not be praising a hammer by calling it good,
but simply expressing a preference, if the divine theory of hammers were true. Thus, such
a theory is false. The goodness of a hammer concerns, not only the gods, but the hammer
and its capacities to play a role in the institutions of hammer users. It is the hammer’s
adequacy to serve hammer functions, not its being the bare object of divine preference.

4. How the Gods Can Help Determine What is Morally Good

Having considered the case of excellent hammers, let us now return to the case of excel-
lent persons. Moral goodness is harder to theorize about than goodness in hand tools,
in part because it requires us to evaluate ourselves for our own objectives. Still, there is
some of the same interplay between desire and the desirable, preference and the pref-
erable, love and the lovable. What is loved is loved in part because it is a lovable thing
(suitable to be loved): the lover may grasp that the object is of a certain sort capable of
prompting love, and there may be a causal story about what the thing does for us. But
things are also suitable to be loved in part because of actual love that helps set the stand-
ard for lovability. While Socrates has indeed given reason to hold that piety or righteous-
ness is not the same thing as being loved or preferred by the gods, he has not shown that
the gods have no control over what counts as morally good or preferable.

The point is that divine power has more than one way to influence what falls within
the scope of the pious or righteous. The gods can influence the standards of goodness
without making goodness simply a matter of fiat or whim, and they can do this in at least
three ways. First, they have an influence on human nature. Second, they have an influ-
ence on the environment in which humans live. Third, as prominent members of a moral
community to which humans belong they can affect the conventions which give content
to many moral judgments. Let us take these in turn.

Although the Greeks did not think of the gods as creators ex nihilo, Greek popu-
lar thought often credited the gods along with Prometheus with the creation of
humans. Plato’s Protagoras (Prt. 320 ¢ — 322 d) relates the amusing fable of Prometheus,
Epimetheus and Zeus allocating abilities to humankind. The nature and qualities which
are assigned to human beings clearly enter into what constitutes the best life for us. Thus,
the fact that we are social creatures gives rise to community life and the need to practice
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social virtues such as justice, generosity, and friendliness. The fact that we reproduce
ourselves and have children who are helpless at a young age is another contingent but
important fact about us. There would be no virtues of filial piety or good parenthood
if there were no such thing as parents and children. By helping determine the natures,
powers and needs of humans, the gods help to determine what sorts of behavior count
as praiseworthy in humans.

Similarly, by influencing the natural environment the gods can influence what qual-
ities in humans are adequate for praise and blame. For instance, if the universe were
a much easier place in which to make a living, certain types of fortitude, ambition and
diligence might become less important than they are. This is a second respect in which
the gods might help to determine what is morally praiseworthy.

There is also a third respect in which the gods play a role in the moral life of humans.
Namely, the gods are often thought to interact with humans in such a way that they form
part of an extended moral community. According to much religious tradition they are
affected by human acts at least insofar as they take pleasure in being acknowledged
by human beings and resent being slighted. They approve or disapprove of individual
actions. They make moral judgments about people and are themselves the subjects of
moral judgments. Further, various Greek myths describe situations in which the gods
act directly upon humans by granting them benefits, having sexual relations with them,
protecting their favorites in battle or by sending storms to sink the ships of those whom
they dislike. (Hesiod and Homer, for instance, are full of such stories.)

Itis true that Socrates has a less anthropomorphic view of the gods than some of his
tellow Athenians do. We saw his skepticism about the myths which attribute disreputable
human behavior to the gods (Euthphr. 5 e — 6 ¢). He seems doubtful whether the gods
could have need of human services (Euthphr. 14 e - 15 a). However, in the Socratic
dialogues he also makes many references to his desire to follow the divine will, e.g. his
pursuing his function as a gadfly in response to the Delphic oracle, his obedience to the
voice which is his personal divine sign, his closing advice in the Crito to follow the way in
which the gods are leading, etc. So Socrates appears to have a lively sense that the gods
reveal themselves to human beings in some way and have certain substantive desires or
preferences for human behavior.

Members of a moral community, whether human or divine, develop certain conven-
tions which give content to moral standards. On a very mundane human level, take gener-
osity in tipping, for example. What counts as a suitably generous tip in a restaurant (say)
depends in part on what customs exist at a certain time and place. Giving far more than
the conventional amount would risk extravagance or showiness, or it might reveal too
much eagerness to ingratiate oneself. Giving far less would risk meanness or rudeness.
There is no way to deduce the right amount from first principles; knowledge of conven-
tion and experience of social relations is the only guide. Because of their knowledge
and power the gods are sometimes treated as unusually prominent citizens of the moral
commonwealth. In their preferences for human behavior and the expression of their will
they help to set the conventions which fill moral standards with content. For example, it
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has often been thought that the gods take an interest in establishing and preserving the
conventions of marriage and sexual propriety and modesty in dress.

If the gods have a power to create or alter human nature, if they intervene in human
affairs, if they are members of a moral community, they would have a significant role
in determining the content of moral judgments. What is good or pious is so in part
because the gods’ preferences help fix what is good, while knowing that this individ-
ual act meets the standard for goodness, the gods also have a reason to prefer it. But
now, suppose that there are no gods after all, or that their preferences are unknowable.
Much of what has been said above still applies with respect to purely human preferences.
The conventions and practices that bear on human behavior will have to be established
by human beings. Goodness will not be decided simply by fiat, nor “invented” either, but
the fact that an act is of a sort that is desired by people will be a factor contributing to its
real excellence. Once again, one cannot directly infer that a thing is desirable from the
fact that it is desired by someone, but being desirable is not entirely independent of what
is actually desired by human beings. A particular act can be good, in part because it is
loved by people and also loved by people for the reason that it is good. Yet it will not be
contradictory to say that a lovable or desirable thing is not actually desired, since there is
always the possibility of an interfering factor such as ignorance or some other accidental
defect. Thus, room is left for error in moral judgment.

5. Concluding Remarks

One way to read the Euthyphro is to see Socrates as approaching a distinction between
value laden expressions such as ‘pious’, ‘good’, ‘lovable’ or ‘desirable’ and non value laden
expressions such as ‘loved’ or ‘desired’, and as showing that the former cannot be defined
in terms of the latter. We should be wary of expressing matters this way. Nevertheless,
the divine command theory of goodness is false, since it fails to account for the fact that
to call something good is to praise and recommend it.

Assume in company with Socrates that there are gods who have an influence on
human affairs and act as members of a wider moral community. As we have seen, the
dilemma which he poses to Euthyphro (pious because loved by the gods, or loved by the
gods because pious) does not offer two mutually exclusive alternatives. It should now
be clear that there are various ways for the preferences of such gods to help determine
which acts are adequate for moral praise or blame. It could therefore hardly be the case
that religious doctrines, if true, are irrelevant to the content of morality. Knowledge of
the gods’ preferences, if such knowledge were available, would be of importance to moral
theory for the reasons pointed out. Nor does Socrates claim otherwise in the Euthyphro.

Those of us who do not worship the Greek gods, and who may indeed not worship any
gods at all, can still draw some insight from the Euthyphro. It stimulates reflection about
the ways in which human preferences determine what behavior is morally excellent and
the ways in which they do not.
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While Socrates was in his own way a deeply religious man,

the Euthyphro is often thought to provide a refutation of the divine
command theory of morality: the theory that what is morally good

is good because it is divinely approved. Socrates seems to suggest that
what is holy or pious (8010¢) is pleasing to the gods because it is holy,
and not holy because it pleases them. Thus the dialogue is sometimes
presented as showing that what is morally good and bad must be inde-
pendent of the divine will. T argue that matters are not so simple, since
there are several ways in which the gods could help determine which
acts are good, for instance, by disposing certain human affairs which
are relevant to moral decisions. Moreover, Socrates suggests that he has
obligations to the gods themselves, and these obligations would have to
depend in part on what pleases them. It follows that the dilemma which
Socrates poses to Euthyphro (pious because loved by the gods, or loved
by the gods because pious) does not offer two mutually exclusive alter-
natives. There are various ways for the preferences of such gods to help
determine which acts are adequate for moral praise or blame. It could
therefore hardly be the case that religious doctrines, if true, are irrel-
evant to the content of morality. Knowledge of the gods’ preferences,

if such knowledge were available, would be of importance to moral

theory. Socrates himself does not deny this, nor should we.

Socrates, Euthyphro, piety, the divine command theory of morality
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Un Socrate che non
ascolta: per esempio
nellFutifrone

LIVIO ROSSETT1 / Perugia /

1. L’antefatto, il problema

Un’idea di Walter O. Kohan costituisce 'oggetto del presente studio. Figura eminente
nel campo della filosofia con i minori, il Kohan ebbe occasione di anticiparmi a voce e poi
di sostenere per iscritto che I’Eutifrone e altri dialoghi aporetici di Platone propongono
un Socrate che sa solo andare per la sua strada e finisce per stritolare il suo interlocutore,
un Socrate che non ascolta:

En el Eutifrén, Scrates no cumple aquella condicién que establece en el Mendn: parece saber
el camino desde el inicio, no sale de su lugar e insiste en sacar de la senda que otros transitan
sin disponerse él mismo a revisar la suya. Desqualifica toda respuesta que no se encuentren
en su propia respuesta y, mas atin, desconsidera toda pregunta que no esté dentro de las que
pretende consagrar para el pensamiento.

Sécrates insiste (etc.)

Analogamente, nel Liside,
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Sdcrates somete a Lisis a un interrogatorio que lo rebaja continuamente, lo disminuje, lo deja
atin mas pequeio de lo que es. En efecto, Sdcrates muestra a Lisis que sus padres confian sus

cosas a los esclavos antes de confidrsela a él (etc.)".

Si tratta di una critica importante e, oserei dire, obiettivamente disturbante, perché
si intuisce immediatamente che non € per nulla infondata. Naturalmente non basta rico-
noscere che la sua segnalazione appare plausibile prima facie, occorre spingersi oltre
per cercare di capir bene, ma intanto si deve dare atto al Kohan di aver sollevato il velo
su un aspetto solitamente ignorato dai commentatori, e di un aspetto di primaria impor-
tanza®. Il rischio é che, a causa di questa sua denuncia, ci si debba adattare a tirar giti dal
suo alto piedistallo una statua universalmente venerata. Infatti, se € vero che Socrate
non sa ascoltare (né accetta di mettersi a sua volta in discussione), allora — avrebbe senso
dedurre - egli non ¢ stato quel maestro esemplare che da secoli viene portato ad esempio
proprio per la pariteticita dei rapporti da lui abitualmente istituiti. Non sarebbe giusto
erigere ad esempio e modello proprio un maestro che non sa ascoltare.

Si direbbe dunque che, di fronte a una questione cosi spinosa, gli studiosi di Socrate
abbiano il dovere di pronunciarsi: chi continuasse a scrivere libri professionali o divulga-
tivi sull’argomento senza nemmeno porsi il problema darebbe I’impressione di ignorare
un aspetto qualificante (e ben problematico) della figura di Socrate.

Tuttavia 'osservazione di Kohan é tale da suscitare, in pari tempo, una istintiva rilut-
tanza. A fare resistenza sono le tante sedimentazioni, recenti e meno recenti, che grava-
no sulla figura di Socrate e sull’idea che ci facciamo del suo dialogare, & il sovraccari-
co simbolico che da tanto tempo siamo soliti associare al dialogo. Basti ricordare che
per molti di noi ¢ normale opporre proprio il dialogo e il rispetto per le opinioni altrui
al disprezzo che divide e contrappone (e che viene percio facilmente etichettato come
razzista) proprio in quanto si configura quale indisponibilita al dialogo. Per di piti, quan-
do si parla di dialogo, tutti tendiamo a pensare che del dialogo dovremmo avere, gia
in partenza, un’idea piuttosto definita, che sarebbe strano non avere idea di un modo
di relazionarsi agli altri che tutti pratichiamo almeno un po’, con quel corredo di “regole
non scritte” che entrano ogni volta in gioco.

Tale precomprensione e cosi radicata da investire perfino il tradizionale confronto
Socrate-Gesu, perché I'immagine corrente di Socrate si porta dietro una minore impa-
zienza di insegnare e proporsi come depositario della verita, e infatti egli si rende conto
(o almeno sostiene) di non sapere, cosa che non si potrebbe dire di Gesu. Del resto, ad
essere tutte orientate verso il dialogo - anzi pit1 propriamente verso I’ascolto - sono anche
quelle esperienze di filosofia con i minori che in questo inizio di millennio costituisco-

1 Kohan 2010: 178, 172 s.; v. anche Kohan 2009: 93-100.

2 [ di qualche interesse rilevare che, se ora si parla senza remore anche dell’arroganza di cui Socrate avreb-
be dato prova nel corso del processo (come in Danzig 2010, spec. nel primo capitolo) ¢ perché se ne comincio
a parlare diffusamente gia sul finire degli anni Settanta (una rassegna in Rossetti 1984: 100s.).
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no una novita importante per la scuola dell’obbligo (e anche per la comunita filosofica
mondiale)3.

Se, cio premesso, prendiamo in considerazione la letteratura specialistica sull’ Euti-
frone e altri dialoghi aporetici, constatiamo immediatamente che il problema non é stato
nemmeno percepito: si sono ricercati i requisiti della buona definizione e i primissi-
mi barlumi della dottrina delle idee, si & provato a far emergere la definizione virtual-
mente perfetta che Platone potrebbe aver avuto in mente (ma non avrebbe esplicitato),
si e talvolta osservato che, almeno in teoria, I’interlocutore di Socrate avrebbe avuto
motivo di non cedere ad alcune obiezioni del filosofo*, si & discusso del valore paideutico
di questi dialoghi privi di conclusione e sul tacito invito a spingersi oltre nella ricerca defi-
nitoria ma, per quanto io posso giudicare, la supposta propensione di Socrate a provare
interesse per le posizioni dell’interlocutore ¢ stata sempre riconosciuta e trattata come
una benemerenza non controversa. Devo anzi riconoscere che io stesso, quando ho avuto
occasione di evidenziare la propensione del filosofo alla dissimulazione, di sottolineare
anzi la sua tendenziale aggressivita (sia pure un’aggressivita benefica) e di incoraggiare
il lettore a preservare la sua autonomia di giudizio da Socrate in riferimento all’Eutifro-
nes, non sono stato capace di osservare che, in quel dialogo, cosi come in altri dialoghi
aporetici di Platone e altrove (in particolare nel cosiddetto Eutidemo di Senofonte®), I’at-
tenzione del filosofo per il suo interlocutore di turno, vistosa all’inizio, cede rapidamen-
te il posto a una proiezione del mondo mentale del solo Socrate, sia pure col vantaggio
di costruire una tensione e di agitare questioni degne di nota. In queste condizioni, ¢ leci-
to sospettare che I'attenzione esibita da Socrate all’inizio sia strumentale (in funzione
dell’aspirazione ad impegnare I’altro a rispondere) e dunque non genuina. Una simile
ipotesi di declassamento si coordinerebbe bene, oltretutto, con l’esigenza di non intende-
re il confronto Socrate-Sofisti come mera rivalutazione dei Sofisti ferma restando I’incon-
dizionata ammirazione per Socrate, ma di disporsi, nel frattempo, a considerare anche
qualche possibile limite del socratismo’.

Possiamo o dobbiamo, su tali premesse, affrettarci a concludere che il Kohan
ha ragione e che, di conseguenza, la figura di Socrate deve essere ripensata, in modo da
non attribuirgli anche quella virta dell’ascolto che non ha avuto? Come é facile immagi-
nare, la questione ha molti aspetti e un esame approfondito non puo prescindere dall’e-

3 In proposito posso forse segnalare un mio contributo recentissimo, Rossetti 2012.

* Sull’argomento si segnalano Méron 1979 e Rossetti 2000. Cornea 2009 sembra ignorare I’esistenza
di questi contributi anteriori. Si potrebbe aggiungere che, nella maggior parte dei contro-esempi attribuiti
a Socrate, la funzione pragmatica prevale largamente sulla funzione conoscitiva: lungi dal servire pressoché
unicamente a far avanzare la ricerca definitoria, il contro-esempio serve quasi sempre anche - e talora soltanto —
a disorientare e disarmare I’interlocutore (su cio v. il successivo § 5)

> Mi riferisco in particolare all’ipertesto pubblicato nel 2006.

¢ Cioeé X. Mem., IV 2 (su cui v. Rossetti 2007).

7 Perché altrimenti Socrate si configurerebbe come I'ideale al quale i Sofisti possono solo avvicinarsi. Ebbi
occasione di svolgere questa idea in Rossetti 1984b.
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stendere il campo di osservazione a non pochi altri aspetti rilevanti. Tra questi, direi,
alcune dimensioni del contesto antico e moderno:
a. lanozione di ascolto che, da molti punti di vista, € una nozione molto giovane,
novecentesca;
b. la cultura sofistica, che aveva elaborato ’arte di stupire e disorientare (non certo
I’ideale dell’ascolto), e di cui Socrate ha certamente risentito.

2.Moderno e antico

Se ripercorriamo il teatro e la narrativa europee, constatiamo agevolmente che, almeno

fino a tutto I’Ottocento, ci € stata quasi sempre proposta la rappresentazione di persone

che conversano, ma sono immancabilmente animate da un’aspirazione, un interesse, un

timore o comunque una tensione, insomma una intenzionalita perturbata. La storia vive

ogni volta di simili tensioni; lettori e spettatori vengono impegnati nel processo di deco-
difica di cio che i personaggi lasciano trasparire pitt 0 meno involontariamente®. L'uni-
versalita di tale uso invita a chiedersi se questa immensa e prestigiosa letteratura conosce

anche I’ascolto pacato, non perturbato, ispirato alla cultura del dialogo, con momenti

di genuina curiosita per I’altro e per le sue idee. Rispondere richiederebbe, ¢ vero, un

dominio della letteratura mondiale che sono lungi dall’avere; nondimeno, mi sembra

di poter dire che ’uso di fare spazio anche a questo secondo tipo di situazioni (comuni-
cazioni non perturbate) si & affermato su larga scala solo nella narrativa e nel teatro del

secolo XX, forse soprattutto dopo la seconda guerra mondiale. Oso inferirne che Kohan

rischia di aver mosso il suo rimprovero sulla base di modelli affermatisi in tempi a noi stra-
ordinariamente vicini, quindi comprensibilmente estranei al mondo mentale di Socrate

e dei suoi contemporanei. Infatti, se il dialogo e I’ascolto sereni costituiscono una moda-
lita dell’interagire che ancora nell’Ottocento aveva difficolta a trovare posto nel modo

di rappresentarsi la vita di relazione, allora non avrebbe senso lamentare che Socrate non

si & distinto anche come alfiere dell’ascolto. Se per secoli questa particolare modalita non

¢ stata trattata come modello e come valore, ma solo come opportunita marginale, non

possiamo permetterci di rimproverare a Socrate un modo d’essere che nemmeno molto

recentemente era considerato importante e qualificante. In effetti, dialogo e ascolto sono

nozioni ‘giovani’, e si potrebbe aggiungere che simili pratiche difficilmente avrebbero

potuto affermarsi in una societa caratterizzata da forme di pesante controllo sui singoli,
perché presuppongono il suo contrario: quel vivace senso di liberta del singolo che ben

raramente si € potuto affermare e riconoscere.

Dopo questo tentativo, senza dubbio acerbo, di individuare il terreno di coltura
dell’attenzione per ’altro, intesa come nucleo essenziale della dialogicita (fra ’altro senza
dedicare nemmeno una parola a Martin Buber e, personaggio diversissimo, a Guido Calo-

8 Potrei aggiungere che la presenza di un antagonista ¢ anche all’origine del cosiddetto dramma borghese
in cui, si dice, il gioco delle parti diviene fin troppo scoperto.
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gero), mi pare doveroso e utile passare a caratterizzare i modelli che sappiamo essersi
affermati prima (poco prima) di Platone e Socrate. Passare cioe dai modelli con cui ragio-
niamo noi ai modelli che possono aver inciso sul modo in cui seppe ragionare il Socrate
storico, il figlio di Sofronisco e Fenarete.

Anche in quell’epoca, una folla di interlocutori perturbati venne rappresentata, e alla
grande, dal teatro attico. Ma il teatro attico ha anche avuto l'ulteriore caratteristica
di ruotare attorno all’agone, quindi di proporci ogni volta due punti di vista e due logi-
che nettamente contrapposte, con scontri verbali spesso memorabili per la loro intensi-
ta, e una soluzione solo pragmatica (I’esito della vicenda, lo scioglimento del dramma),
dunque una soluzione che non provava nemmeno a venire a capo della divergenza che
aveva opposto due personaggi®. Per di pili, proprio mentre il teatro attico celebrava i suoi
fasti, una intera generazione di intellettuali (da noi comunemente rubricati tra i filosofi*)
ha sviluppato, vivente Socrate, una creativa variante dello spettacolo drammatico. Zeno-
ne, Protagora, Antifonte, Gorgia, Prodico e altri (anche Antistene con I’Odisseo e ’Aiace)
assicurarono grande fortuna al testo antilogico, paradossale, provocatorio: solitamente
un testo breve o molto breve nel quale la tensione tra due punti di vista fra loro incompa-
tibili veniva fatta esplodere con speciale forza, senza il palliativo della soluzione pragma-
tica regolarmente offerta da tragedie e commedie. Posti di fronte a simili composizioni,
uditorio e lettori furono messi ogni volta in condizione di interiorizzare la tensione ed
affannarsi a cercare una sua ragionevole composizione*.

La circostanza induce a ritenere che, non diversamente dallo spettacolo teatrale,
anche il testo paradossale tipico dei Sofisti fosse pensato in funzione di una relazione
nettamente asimmetrica con il pubblico. In effetti, specialmente nella seconda meta del
V secolo a.C. ’eccellenza venne ricercata e rinvenuta nella capacita di stupire, di disorien-
tare, di rendere perplesso un intero uditorio per mezzo di storie paradossali regolarmen-
te lasciate senza sbocco. Non per nulla anche il teatro si limitava ad offrire la soluzione
pragmatica (narrativa) di un problema teorico che veniva lasciato regolarmente aperto.
In ogni caso i testi paradossali dovuti ai Sofisti (e a Zenone) ebbero la caratteristica di non
offrire nemmeno un barlume di soluzione narrativa, il che contribuiva - e contribuisce —
arendere la tensione ancora piu acuta.

Si ammettera che una simile forma di eccellenza potesse solo enfatizzare la distanza
frail sophos (o il sophistes) e il cittadino medio, chiamato ogni volta a vivere ’esperienza
della perplessita, oltre che dello stupore. Che dunque una sorta di grande moda culturale,
particolarmente vistosa nell’Atene del V secolo a.C., abbia avuto quale suo denominatore
comune (e tratto caratterizzante) il gusto per la provocazione intellettuale & un punto
che si vorra concedere. Ora di quale cultura si sara mai nutrito Socrate? di quale cultura

2 Ricordo che questo accade anche in Tucidide (nel cosiddetto dialogo dei Meli: V 84-113).

10 Ricordo che la filosofia divenne una realta ad opera della prima generazione di socratici, mentre molti
presocratici ebbero la ventura di venire riconosciuti filosofi di fatto (cioe filosofi honoris causa) solo ai tempi
di Aristotele.

' Ho illustrato questo punto in Rossetti 2008.



30 Luvio Rossetti / Perugia /

si sara mai nutrito Platone? Tali furono i modelli disponibili all’epoca. Pertanto, in prima
istanza, se si dovesse constatare che nemmeno Socrate fu alieno dall’adottare qualche
forma di asimmetria nella relazione con I'interlocutore, ad es. col proposito di stupire
e disorientare, la circostanza non dovrebbe essere percepita come problematica, perché
anche Socrate sara stato figlio del suo tempo.

In questo senso era per me importante soffermarmi sulla specificita dei modelli ora
brevemente richiamati, modelli che evidenziano anzitutto una specifica distanza tra
la moderna, modernissima cultura del dialogo e ’'uso, antichissimo — ma non solo anti-
co - di rappresentare il suo contrario (una comunicazione perturbata); in secondo luogo,
la specificita di un tipo molto particolare di comunicazione che, proprio nell’eta dei Sofi-
sti, ha fatto la sua comparsa e ha dato alcune tra le sue migliori prove.

3. Socrate I'innovatore

Socrate figlio del suo tempo? Fino ad un certo punto se e vero che egli ebbe il merito
di accantonare il discorso rivolto a un pubblico (relazione uno-molti) e rimpiazzarlo con
la conversazione a tu per tu (una persona per volta, relazione uno-uno) che non poteva
non essere segnata da un elevato tasso di improvvisazione. Una simile innovazione chia-
ramente parlava della volonta di stabilire relazioni piz paritetiche (cioe pil paritetiche del
normale, o addirittura sorprendentemente paritetiche), tanto piu che Socrate rifiutava
anche la retribuzione (X. Mem., 16.5 e 11-14). La natura dei dialoghi a noi pervenuti atte-
sta inoltre, e in modo inequivocabile, la propensione del filosofo per la rottura dei ruoli
e per la conversazione improvvisata. Infatti egli preferisce riservare la sua conversazione
non all’incontro programmato, ma ad incontri estemporanei che, non a caso, hanno spes-
so luogo anche in sedi e con tempi irrituali: nell’agora mentre si fa la fila per poter conferi-
re con I’arconte basileus (esordio dell’Eutifrone), al ginnasio (esordio del Carmide), nella
cornice di un simposio, nella bottega di un sellaio (X. Mem., IV 2), di uno produttore
di corazze (X. Mem., 111 10.9) o del calzolaio Simone; di primissima mattina (esordio del
Critone e del Protagora) o anche a tavola (X. Mem., I1I 14). Ora I’incontro occasionale
si trasforma in una conversazione impegnativa solo se I’interlocutore accetta di impegnarsi
arendere conto delle proprie idee, e non a caso le unita dialogiche pitt ampie ci propon-
gono con apprezzabile regolarita ’'impegno (e le strategie) con cui Socrate si adopera per
trasformare un incontro occasionale in qualcosa di pit, in una conversazione ampia ed
approfondita. Se di questi preliminari ¢’é stato bisogno, &€ dunque perché Socrate avverte
I'esigenza di motivare e impegnare I’interlocutore, dunque perché I’interlocutore si sente
di per sé libero di decidere se impegnarsi o non impegnarsi nel confronto con il filosofo.
Il significato di simili scelte & parlante: esse non sono solo un modo per distinguersi,
sono anche scelte pensate per sottolineare il carattere informale del conversare predi-
letto dal filosofo, un filosofare che prende spunto dalle occasioni, e per suggerire I’idea
diliberta della conversazione, opportunita alla quale ’altro potrebbe benissimo sottrarsi.
Possiamo pertanto parlare di intenzionalita cosciente del filosofo, che in tal modo segna-
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la la volonta di istituire una relazione anzitutto volontaria, consensuale, e quindi anche
rispettosa, oltre che cordiale. Capiamo meglio, cosi, anche la naturalezza del i esti che
frequentemente affiora dalla conversazione estemporanea: si vuole che esso prenda forma
quasi per caso, o sulla spinta dei temi della conversazione, con la pit grande naturalezza,
e che I'interlocutore riconosca l'obiettiva legittimita di un quesito al quale vale la pena
di rispondere. Non-programmazione, dunque, naturalezza e spontaneita: accorgimenti
che, aloro volta, vogliono comunicare un’impressione di genuinita, oltre che di liberta.

La scelta dell’improvvisazione costituisce un connotato qualificante anche perché,
ogniqualvolta Socrate si comporta ‘da Socrate’, cioé in maniera riconoscibile®, accade
che I'interlocutore non possa aver idea di cio che il filosofo potrebbe chiedergli o obiet-
targli, né il filosofo possa aver idea di come ’interlocutore potra rispondergli. Ora questa
imprevedibilita si rinnova passo passo, e nemmeno Socrate potrebbe sapere in anticipo
quale contro-esempio sara il caso di sfoderare un minuto dopo. Da questo punto di vista,
percio, le posizioni non sono paritetiche solo a parole, lo sono anche nei fatti: ¢’e simme-
tria, e una simmetria addirittura esibita. Di conseguenza, il tradizionale elogio del dialo-
gare socratico non e per nulla infondato. Con ogni probabilita esso costituisce, anzi, una
peculiare invenzione del filosofo, una vera e propria innovazione per I’'epoca®, e anche un
fattore di attrazione perché, all’interlocutore, I’'occasione di parlare liberamente con un
personaggio cosi atopos (oltre che cosi in vista) non poteva non apparire evento raro ed
opportunita da non scartare con superficialita. Quale maggiore liberta iniziale, dunque,
che accettare o non accettare di scambiare qualche parola con Socrate?

Ad andare in questa direzione e quindi anche per la possibilita di essere da lui trat-
tati come philoi o hetairoi (altro codice indicante pariteticita). Significativa, al riguardo,
e la motivazione con cui il Socrate di Senofonte (X. Mem., I 6.4 e 13) rifiuta di farsi paga-
re: perché Socrate stesso desidera preservare la propria liberta di fronte all’interlocuto-
re, non accetta di essere ‘comprato’ con un po’ di denaro ed essere quindi obbligato ad
accontentare il ‘cliente’. Diriflesso, la profonda influenza che Socrate ha saputo esercitare
su tante persone non si spiega senza ipotizzare non solo la potenza dell’effetto-annuncio,
ma anche la sostanziale serieta e genuinita dei suoi atteggiamenti.

L’eventualita di declassare tutto cio a una posa e a mero fumo negli occhi deve dirsi
percio remota. Si delinea, invero, una sorta di struttura o essenza del dialogo socrati-
co che ha costituito qualcosa di pit di una bella novita del periodo: a Socrate possia-
mo e dobbiamo attribuire I’invenzione e I’accreditamento del dialogo estemporaneo
e, da molti punti di vista, libero, paritetico e persino imprevedibile, almeno nel senso
che nessuno puo dire in anticipo quale potra essere il punto di arrivo di tale avventura
conversazionale. In questo senso si deve riconoscere che I’opinione corrente ha buone
frecce al suo arco, e per queste vie si delinea una sorta di contro-lettura delle evidenze
che parrebbe incompatibile con la tesi di Kohan e tenergli testa con forza.

12 Qui mi basti rinviare alla sez. 1.1 di Rossetti 2010.

13 Mi dolgo di non aver incluso questa innovazione cosi importante tra le non poche su cui mi sono soffer-
mato in Rossetti 2010.
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4. Quale asimmetria?

Nondimeno il problema rimane aperto e le considerazioni appena esposte, per quan-
to ampiamente difendibili, non hanno un’effettiva attitudine a neutralizzare la messa in
guardia che dobbiamo a Walter Kohan. E percio interessante chiedersi dove essa vada pilt
precisamente a collocarsi. Dopotutto, le differenze — quindi anche qualche forma di rela-
zione asimmetrica — sogliono riaffiorare nelle forme pit diverse (e pit oblique) con la pit
grande facilita. Rispetto, pariteticita e simmetria vengono volentieri professate a paro-
le, ma nei fatti riafiorano sempre nuove modulazioni orientate a far posto, malgrado
tutto, a qualche residua differenza ed asimmetria, e si ammettera che il fenomeno é cosi
ricorrente e cosi ben noto da poter passare per una sorta di universale. Occorre pero
procurarsi delle lenti di ingrandimento un po’ piu potenti, perché altrimenti lo snodo
che permette il passaggio da una valutazione positiva a una valutazione negativa ci sfug-
girebbe inesorabilmente.

Molti aspetti sembrano entrare in gioco.

Mi concentrero in particolare su un aspetto che appare strettamente legato all’antilo-
gia sofistica. Nel momento in cui il sofista — 0 Zenone - lancia un paradosso e siimpegna
a dimostrare una tesi manifestamente assurda, in un certo senso rinuncia ad insegnare.
Si determina infatti un netto arretramento autoriale e ’autore non si identifica piu con
quel che mostra di sostenere (in questo, il testo paradossale somiglia a uno spettacolo
teatrale). Direcente Jonathan Barnes ha parlato di Zenone come di un «filosofo senza
filosofia» precisamente nel senso che i suoi paradossi non si traducono in un insegnamen-
to positivo e tanto meno in un corpo dottrinale*. Commentando le Lezioni Eleatiche
di Barnes®, mi e accaduto di osservare che quei paradossi utilizzano nozioni particolar-
mente sofisticate e quindi implicitamente insegnano, se non altro, a prendere confidenza
con determinate nozioni. Ma questo non € ancora insegnare, almeno nel senso usuale
di avere delle dottrine che I’autore professa esplicitamente e di cui puo anche menare
vanto. Questa era gia la prassi con molti altri presocratici (es. Anassimandro*) e tornera
ad essere prassi da Aristotele in poi, ma c’é stata una fase della grecita, una fase che gros-
so modo va da Zenone a Platone, che si € caratterizzata proprio per la rinuncia ad offrire
degliinsegnamenti espliciti che I’autore potesse dichiaratamente sottoscrivere. Possiamo
parlare di una contro-tendenza e di una moda, di una diffusa propensione a individua-
re ’eccellenza non nella risposta ma nel problema, non nell’appagamento intellettuale
ma nell’eccitazione della mente che vaga alla ricerca di un ubi consistam refrattario a deli-
nearsi, non nella risposta occultata ad arte (come accade nel caso degli enigmi) ma nel
quesito per il quale non sono disponibili risposte facili”.

4 Barnes 2011: 39-41.
15 Mi riferisco a Rossetti 2011b.
16 Per qualche approfondimento su questi temi desidero rinviare a Rossetti 2012a.

17 Per esempio nel caso dell’Achille di Zenone non si tratta di obiettare che, in verita, Achille & perfetta-
mente in grado di raggiungere la tartaruga, ma di capire per quale precisa ragione I'obiezione non ¢ sostenibile.
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Nel periodo e con gli autori indicati, come si manifestava dunque ’eccellenza dell’in-
tellettuale, la sua professionalita, la sua connotazione quale maestro? Non direttamente
ma obliquamente, per il fatto di saper generare un tenace disorientamento, per la stupe-
facente originalita di certi demonstranda, cosi come per l'originalita e la ‘robustezza’
della strumentazione argomentativa dispiegata a suo sostegno. Leminenza del grande
maestro emergeva dunque ugualmente anche se il maestro sceglieva di non fornire rispo-
ste e magari negava di averne egli stesso, e questo vale per Sofocle come per Zenone, per
Antifonte cosi come per Gorgia ed altri.

Trasferendoci ora, di nuovo, su Socrate, osserviamo che anche Socrate sa disorienta-
re il suo interlocutore. Notiamo anzi che, in molti casi, egli manifestamente si impegna
a disorientarlo®. Di piu, ci sono solidi indizi perfino per pensare che, col tempo, certe sue
scelte siano diventate parte di un rito alquanto prevedibile: non per nulla abbiamo notizia
di tentativi di imitazione: confrontare Pl. Grg. 447 c-d (su cui v. appena piu avanti) con
X. Mem., 111 8.1-7 e con Pl. Ap., 39 c—d. Mi sembra di poter dire che il tratto comune ¢ da
ravvisarsi, precisamente, nella domanda spiazzante, provocatoria, in grado di rendere
perplessi 0, almeno, di mettere in imbarazzo. Ora lo smarrimento che Socrate sa provo-
care nell’interlocutore costituisce 'equivalente dello smarrimento indotto dal testo para-
dossale (o dall’agone teatrale). Capiamo percio che anche Socrate poteva desiderare lo
smarrimento dell’interlocutore non solo con I’obiettivo primario di aprire gli occhi a chi
all’inizio da I’impressione di appagarsi di alcuni luoghi comuni, ma anche con 'obiet-
tivo secondario di manifestare la propria eccellenza. Non per nulla, del resto, leggiamo
che alcuni dialoghi vengono raccontati da Socrate stesso e, con una parziale eccezione
(il Protagora), si tratta quasi sempre di dialoghi nei quali il filosofo esce vincitore. Natu-
ralmente, se il dialogo si conclude con la resa incondizionata (o quasi) dell’interlocutore
e con un Socrate vincitore, abbiamo la prova che I’itinerario non puo essere stato di tipo
paritetico, ma deve essersi ‘alterato’ nel corso dell’interazione dialogica.

Queste considerazioni non sciolgono 'enigma, ma almeno permettono di localizzare
il problema, di circoscrivere I’area in cui indagare. Infatti ci troviamo ad aver appurato
che 'asimmetria non si manifesta all’inizio dell’interazione dialogica promossa da Socra-
te, ma nella sua fase conclusiva e, per inferenza, in corso d’opera. Che cosa accade dunque
in corso d’opera? Quando precisamente una situazione grosso modo simmetrica cambia
fisionomia e, poco a poco, diventa asimmetrica?

Notiamo, per cominciare, il delinearsi di una profonda asimmetria di status. Socra-
te era una personalita forte e conosciuta, poteva contare su una cerchia di estimatori
e sull’uso di essere da loro considerato un maestro malgrado la confidenzialita delle rela-
zioni che essi stabilivano con lui, insomma su un prestigio. Il suo interlocutore difficil-
mente poteva vantare uno status comparabile. Spesso la differenza di status era dunque
enorme, anche se attenuata dalla cura di Socrate nel non sottolinearla, anzi nello stempe-

18 Mi sia consentito esimermi dal diffondermi in esempi circostanziati in quanto sarebbe necessario ogni
volta argomentare in dettaglio da cosa si vede che Socrate si adopera attivamente per produrre un sostanziale
smarrimento in Lachete, Carmide, Eutifrone etc.
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rarla in molti modi. E come se un personaggio famoso, ricco e/o potente dicesse a un suo
giovane amico “diamoci del tu”: un simile “tu” certamente comporterebbe I’abbandono
delle forme piti convenzionali di relazione asimmetrica e un’apprezzabile attenuazione
intenzionale delle distanze, ma cio difficilmente basta ad istituire una pariteticita effet-
tiva nei rapporti.

Si delinea, in pari tempo, una non meno rilevante asimmetria strategica. Nella
maggior parte dei casi, I’interlocutore si avvicinava all’interazione dialogica con Socra-
te senza aver prima elaborato attese definite intorno a cio che una simile conversazione
poteva comportare e significare. Invece Socrate fu probabilmente cosciente di dispor-
si a giocare, ogni volta, alcune delle sue carte migliori, di saper condurre la conversa-
zione, di avere una riserva potenzialmente inesauribile di contro-esempi, e soprattutto
di prepararsi ad associare una genuina curiosita per I’interlocutore con una irresistibile
propensione a metterlo progressivamente in crisi per il suo bene, per aiutarlo cioe¢ ad
aprirsi a prospettive che ancora non facevano parte del suo orizzonte, delle sue risorse
intellettuali ed emozionali. Socrate, in altri termini, doveva avere in mente un progetto,
una strategia complessiva di cui quasi mai l’interlocutore si rendeva conto con la compiu-
tezza desiderabile, e questo non poteva non creare una differenza radicale quanto incol-
mabile (nasce da qui I’'impressione che Socrate giocasse al gioco del gatto con il topo).
A suavolta I'uso di stemperare le differenze di status e quasi mimetizzarle (le molte forme
della dissimulazione alle quali Socrate era abituato) esponeva ’interlocutore alla quanto
mai pericolosa illusione di giocare una partita alla pari, ma illudersi era proprio il modo
di dimostrarsi non all’altezza dell’interlocutore.

Osserviamo in terzo luogo che, se Socrate ha in mente un progetto, allora ha in
mente anche di mettere I’interlocutore di fronte a una situazione impensata, di spiazzar-
lo e percio anche di condizionarlo. Se egli quasi ogni volta finiva per indirizzare I’atten-
zione su qualcosa che per I’interlocutore costituiva un impensato (es. le complicazioni
connesse alla nozione di coraggio, temi sui quali ben difficilmente un generale poteva
gia avere idee piuttosto ben definite), ed aveva quindi il potere di neutralizzare gli even-
tuali piani dell’altro, questo non accadeva per caso. Anzi, abbiamo accennato, sia pure
solo di passaggio, al caso, oltremodo rappresentativo, di Cherefonte nel Gorgia®. Socrate
sta parlando con Gorgia ma chiede a Cherefonte ‘sottovoce’ “rivolgigli tu la doman-
da!”. Cherefonte candidamente osserva: “ma cosa mai gli dovrei domandare?” “Chie-
digli chi e”, dice Socrate, e comprensibilmente Cherefonte chiede ulteriori spiegazioni.
A questo punto Socrate non offre una indicazione su cosa domandare, ma una risposta
ipotetica: “se fosse un fabbricante di calzature, ti risponderebbe dicendo che fa il taglia-
tore di pelli” e aggiunge: “ma insomma, non capisci?” A questo punto Cherefonte si illu-
mina: manthané kai eresomai, “ora capisco, quindi sono in grado di fare la domanda.
Dunque Gorgia, dimmi (etc.)”. E 'interrogazione ha ’evidente scopo di mettere Gorgia
in difficolta. In questo caso 'intenzionalita pragmatica non potrebbe essere piti manife-

% All’argomento dedicai un articolo nell’ormai lontano 1988.
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sta?°. Socrate ha in mente una ben precisa strategia, si attende che Cherefonte la conosca
perfettamente e che sia pronto a intervenire, provvedendo lui stesso a mettere in pratica
la strategia che Socrate ha in mente, e cosi evitando che il gioco si faccia troppo scoper-
to agli occhi di Gorgia. Quale migliore prova di una inequivocabile intenzionalita? Dal
canto loro, X. Mem., IV 2 e ’esordio del Carmide ci mostrano che Socrate cominciava
col valutare se valesse la pena di impegnarsi in una conversazione con una certa persona
e poi, se decideva di farlo, probabilmente non mancava di elaborare idee sul conto di cio
di cui ’'interlocutore era completamente ignaro e su cui poteva desiderar di attirare la sua
attenzione. Ma vengono rappresentati anche casi di ridotto interesse e di interlocutori
potenziali non valorizzati (es. Ippia e Prodico nel Protagora) o dimenticati.

Comincia con cio a prendere forma quella risposta che sembrava sfuggirci. Socrate
fu un intellettuale che, con il dialogo, tendeva a individuare e perseguire degli obiettivi.
In questo senso bisogna riconoscere che egli non ricercava quello che per noi ¢ il vero
dialogo. Quello che ¢ per noi il vero dialogo gli rimase in larga misura estraneo. Egli prati-
co un tipo di conversazione che, almeno a guardarla con i nostri occhi, era dialogica quasi
soltanto all’inizio, nelle forme esteriori e nella fase dei preliminari, non anche nella fase
della sua costruzione, perché quando si trattava poi di impegnarsi nel confronto su un
dato argomento, egli tendeva a mutare atteggiamento dissimulando con cura il progressi-
vo abbandono delle apparenze di pariteticita. Era dunque allorché I’interazione dialogica
si sviluppava, quando I’interlocutore aveva ormai dimostrato di impegnarsi nella conver-
sazione, quando non era piu necessario insistere in qualche forma di captatio benevolen-
tiae che avveniva il cambiamento; era in quella fase che Socrate puntava a sorprendere
e disorientare, non certo ad ascoltare ’altro.

Beninteso, questo non ¢ che uno schema, con tutti gli inconvenienti che gli schemi
sogliono presentare, ma lo schema dovrebbe almeno suggerire le linee di tendenza preva-
lenti. In ogni caso lo schema ci dice che Socrate aveva realmente capito cose essenziali
in materia di pariteticita e che, proprio per questo, ['aggressivita finalizzata a generare
smarrimento appare in contrasto non solo con certe idee moderne, ma anche con l’effetto
annuncio che si accompagnava puntualmente agli esordi di quel dialogare.

5.1 Kohan ha dunque ragione?

Giunge il momento di concludere. Il Kohan ha dunque ragione? Sic et non. Le osserva-
zioni fin qui condotte permettono, invero, di uscire dall’impasse in quanto da un lato ci
dicono chiaramente che Kohan ha ragione limitatamente agli sviluppi dell’interazione
dialogica, mentre la sua tesi non si applica in alcun modo ai preliminari e all’idea di dialo-

2 1 appena il caso di ricordare che I’aggressivita mimetizzata di Socrate era parte di un progetto: provare
a scardinare macro-equilibri che il filosofo giudicava negativamente, come gli orizzonti (mentali e intellettuali)
troppo ristretti di un Eutifrone o di un Critone, o la condotta intrinsecamente prevaricatrice di un Alcibiade.
Socrate ebbe infatti il dono di saper scuotere dal torpore e ‘costringere’ a vedere cio che non va.
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go paritetico che Socrate ha comunque coniato, sia pure accettando poi di praticarlo solo
in parte, prevalentemente nella fase dei preliminari.

Si delinea percio la possibilita di dislocare componenti simmetriche e componenti
asimmetriche del dialogare socratico in territori diversi di quella complessa realta che
¢ il dialogo socratico. La simmetria connota inequivocabilmente la fase iniziale, i preli-
minari, l’orizzonte di attesa che Socrate si premura di delineare. L’asimmetria subentra
poi poco a poco, impercettibilmente, grazie a sofisticate forme di dissimulazione, quasi
che lo smarrimento dell’interlocutore fosse addirittura un imprevisto anche per Socrate.
La seconda fase chiaramente serve a perseguire obiettivi comprensibili e spesso creativi,
tuttavia getta un’ombra sull’intero ciclo dialogico, perché mentre I’accusa di non ascol-
tare (cioe di voler ascoltare solo la risposta alle proprie domande volutamente destabi-
lizzanti) puo ben dirsi circoscritta, 'ombra della dissimulazione non puo non riguardare
’intero, nel senso che Socrate puo ben sapere fin dall’inizio che non ha nessuna inten-
zione di mantenere la conversazione sul terreno della pariteticita.

Mi resta pero da valorizzare un altro passaggio - un dettaglio importante — del libro
di Kohan: la sua disponibilita a riconoscere che Socrate dovrebbe essere stato, malgrado
tutto, anche uno straordinario «maestro emancipador» (Kohan 2009: 92). Questa circo-
stanza é disturbante, perché va a modificare in profondita proprio i parametri di riferi-
mento ora delineati. La provocazione socratica, in effetti, era a suo modo emancipatrice,
perché otteneva di rompere gli schemi e aprire la mente all’impensato cosi come alla
metanoia. Ma se parliamo di provocazione ci riferiamo non ai preliminari, bensi agli
sviluppi dell’interazione dialogica. Proprio gli sviluppi che, come abbiamo visto, cadono
sotto gli strali di Kohan, hanno dunque caratteristiche tali da riscattarsi perché l'effetto
dell’elenchos non era solo distruttivo, non si limitava a rendere insicuri, sapeva anche libe-
rare la mente e la volonta dalle abitudini quotidiane e liberare energie fresche, scatenare
reazioni potenti. Con modalita senza dubbio ben diverse da quelle che si adotterebbero
ai nostri giorni, ricorrendo a forme di interazione che, per la nostra sensibilita, sarebbero
troppo aggressive e quindi inammissibili. Ma sono modalita che si direbbero commisu-
rate al mondo mentale dei suoi interlocutori.

Allora pregi e difetti finiscono per intrecciarsi pressoché inestricabilmente. Il Kohan
non si ¢ limitato a identificare un aspetto significativo della sensibilita collettiva contem-
poranea e ad accendere i riflettori su un innegabile limite intrinseco del socratismo - un
limite intrinseco perché la gestione del dialogo puntualmente contrasta con l’'orizzonte
di attesa delineato all’inizio, come se Socrate infrangesse le regole e anzi ne fosse consa-
pevole (visto che lo vediamo adoperarsi per mimetizzare I’incoerenza) — ma ha anche
il merito di essersi soffermato sull’attitudine di quel dialogo tendenzialmente non equi-
librato a risultare emancipatore, liberante. In un certo senso anche questo lo sapevamo
gia, ma sentircelo ricordare da chi ha severamente criticato proprio quella asimmetria
non annunciata, ha un valore degno di nota.
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LIVIO ROSSETTI A Socrates That Does Not Listen. The Euthyphro Case
/ Perugia /

Walter Kohan has recently observed that Socrates does not seem partic-
ularly interested in the opinions of his interlocutors. Consequently, the
philosopher is not really involved in a peer to peer relation with them,
but rather embarks upon the task of annihilating their ideas. With the

situation being as it is, the image of Socrates asa champion of dialogue
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begins to wobble. While the present paper aims to discuss these claims,

a number of issues needs to be accounted for. First of all, the Socratic
dialogue does begin in a characteristically symmetrical way, but it
becomes more and more asymmetric as the elenchos begins to appear.
This is due to the fact the elenchos makes the interlocutors defensive,
whereas Socrates can attack freely. Given that, Kohan’s claims seem
justified and enlightening, but they should not be regarded as conclusive,
since one must neither forget nor undervalue how innovative it was to
replace monologue speeches with one-to-one dialogues which offered

the opportunity of being involved in unforeseeable conversations.

Socrates, Euthyphro, elenchos, dialogue
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Il metodo adatto
per Futifrone:
una calma distanza

LAURA CANDIOTTO / Jenezia /

E l’arte di Platone ci offre qui 'opportunita di cogliere pienamente
il senso di questo straordinario “potere” di Socrate, autentico Dedalo
che come per un sortilegio riesce ad infondere vita e movimento nelle

forme stesse del linguaggio*.

Introduzione

In questo articolo verra descritto il metodo utilizzato da Socrate con Eutifrone nel dialo-
go Eutifrone. La prima parte dell’articolo si concentrera sull’analisi del personaggio per
passare poi all’analisi del metodo, non solo dal punto di vista argomentativo ma special-
mente da un punto di vista psicologico, emotivo e sociale.

Lapproccio interpretativo e di tipo letterario* e maieutico-ristretto’. Si ritiene cioé
necessario analizzare gli elementi drammaturgici per poter cogliere le finalita platoniche
che soggiaciono alla scrittura del dialogo e alla sua diffusione.

Nell’articolo si dimostrera come Eutifrone sia un rappresentante della religiosita
ateniese, del pensiero rigido incapace di rapportarsi alla prassi, dell’inadeguatezza del

! Casaglia 2003: 8.

2 Gia nei primi cinquant’anni del novecento vi erano degli interpreti che indicavano la necessita di una lettu-
ra filosofica e letteraria; ad esempio, un interesse particolare alla struttura dialogica, in relazione all’elaborazione
concettuale, € rintracciabile nelle opere di Goldschmith, Schaerer, Merlan e Tarrant. Cfr. V. Goldschmidt (1947),
R. Schaerer (1938), P. Merlan (1947), D. Tarrant (1955).

3 Mi riferisco alla proposta interpretativa di Gill, cfr. C. Gill 2006: 53-75, con una restrizione da me operata
nel primo capitolo del mio testo in pubblicazione presso Mimesis, Le vie della confutazione. I dialoghi socratici
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sapere che si crede certo ma che non lo e. Platone, attraverso la confutazione socratica,
operera un’apologia del proprio maestro ed una critica della societa a lui contemporanea.
La metodologia socratica verra descritta nelle sue caratteristiche specifiche e necessarie
per il tipo di personaggio e che propongo di definire come una “calma distanza”.

1. Analisi del personaggio

E necessario comprendere che tipo di interlocutore sia Eutifrone per comprendere nello
specifico la metodologia utilizzata da Socrate. Il metodo, infatti, assume forme e strategie
differenti a seconda dell’atteggiamento, della psicologia e del ruolo sociale dell’interlocu-
tore. Esso ¢ in grado di variare nel corso del dialogo a seconda dei cambiamenti emotivi
e delle strategie messe in atto dall’interlocutore.

Comprendendo Eutifrone, potremo cosi comprendere meglio anche il metodo messo
in atto da Socrate. Socrate, cioe, trasforma il proprio metodo a seconda dell’interlocuto-
re: se con Lachete e Nicia era necessario un atteggiamento paternalistico che spingesse
alla ricerca, se con Polo era necessaria I’accusa e I’invettiva e se con Callicle era necessa-
ria la provocazione e la dissimulazione, con Eutifrone vedremo che sara necessaria una

“calma distanza”.
Gli interlocutori socratici dei primi dialoghi platonici sono personaggi storici e posso-
no essere suddivisi in queste categorie*:
< aristocratici (Carmide, Liside, Protagora, Critone, Eutidemo): I cugini Crizia
(Carmide, Protagora) e Carmide (Carmide, Protagora), 25 anni dopo il dialogo
con Socrate, faranno parte del regime oligarchico dei Trenta (Crizia ne € il leader);
Crizia ¢ il figlio di Calliscro (Protagora); Ippocrate (Protagora), nipote di Pericle.
Liside (Liside); Alcibiade (Protagora) e Clinia (Eutidemo) suo cugino;

< sofisti, oratori, tecnici della parola, politici: Lisia, oratore tecnico ed esperto
(Repubblica, libro 1, Fedro); Gorgia, retore ed il suo allievo Polo (Gorgia); Calli-
cle, politico (Gorgia); avvocati (Gorgia); Trasimaco, sofista (Repubblica, libro
1); Ippia, sofista e politico (Ippia Maggiore, Ippia Minore, Protagora); Protagora
e suoi discepoli (Protagora); Eutidemo e Dionisodoro (Eutidemo); Callia, studen-
te di Protagora; Prodico, uomo controllato da passioni, lussurioso e avaro (Prota-
gora); Anito, accusatore di Socrate (Menone);

< Cerchia di Socrate e di Platone: Glaucone (il suo amante ¢ Crizia) e Adimanto,

fratelli di Platone (Repubblica I); Critone (Eutidemo, Critone); Ermogene (Crati-
lo); Menesseno (Liside); Cherofonte (Carmide, Gorgia);

di Platone. Platone, cioe, voleva che cio che veniva espresso nei dialoghi andasse ad influenzare il pubblico che
assisteva alla lettura. Il pubblico preso in considerazione € pero il pubblico a lui contemporaneo e non i posteri.

# T dialoghi giovanili presi in considerazione sono: Protagora, Lachete, Repubblica libro I, Carmide, Eutifrone,
Liside, Ippia Maggiore, Ione, Ippia Minore, Critone, Eutidemo, Cratilo, Gorgia, Menone.
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< Rappresentanti di un mestiere o di una techne: Eutifrone, indovino (Eutifro-
ne); Lachete e Nicia, strateghi (Lachete); Ione di Efeso, rapsode omerico (Ione);
Menone, generale (Menone);

Elementi transcategoriali sono la gioventu degli interlocutori e le relazioni tra gli
interlocutori (padri/figli, amanti/amati, maestri/discepoli); questi elementi sono per
me fondamentali per operare una corretta analisi del metodo socratico in rapporto agli
interlocutori. Socrate infatti predilige gli interlocutori giovani e spesso problematizza in
merito alle relazioni che sussistone tra i suoi interlocutori e gli altri personaggi. Ai miei
occhi questo sottolinea la vocazione educativa socratica.

Con ognuna di queste categorie e con ogni personaggio che le compone il metodo
socratico assumera forme specifiche per poter mettere in atto Uelenchos, il quale rappre-
senta la finalita comune a tutte le categorie, sia per quanto riguarda 'effetto sull’interlo-
cutore, sia per quanto riguarda l’effetto sul pubblico.

1.1 Chi era Eutifrone?

In merito al personaggio di Eutifrone ci sono pareri contrastanti tra gli studiosi. Un primo
elemento di contrasto risiede nel considerare o meno I’interlocutore socratico dell’Eu-
tifrone lo stesso personaggio citato in Cratilo 396d. Non e scopo di questo articolo deri-
mere tala questione; personalmente penso che sia lo stesso personaggio e mi appoggio
alle prove riportate dalla Nails®. Ritengo anche che egli sia lo stesso personaggio cita-
to da Diogene Laerzio® come esempio di interlocutore che & stato dissuaso da Socrate;
la citazione di Diogene Laerzio € inoltre prova del fatto che il personaggio fosse un reale
personaggio storico.

Il secondo elemento di contrasto, invece, si situa nel considerare Eutrifrone rappre-
sentante di una setta o della religiosita ufficiale’. Egli infatti viene descritto come indo-
vino che assume la propria pratica in modo radicale ed eccessivo; questo fa si che egli sia
deriso dai suoi concittadini (Euthpr. 3b 9-c 2).

Il derimere la seconda questione e di vitale importanza per ’intera interpretazione
del dialogo.

Perché Platone ha scelto questo personaggio come interlocutore di Socrate? Che cosa
voleva mostrare?

Attraverso la descrizione del personaggio, provero a fornire delle risposte a queste
domande e a fornire la mia personale risposta alla seconda questione.

> D. Nails 2002: 152-153.

¢ D.L.IL, 29.

7 Per I'interpretazione che intende Eutifrone come rappresentante di una setta, cfr. J. Burnet 1924: 85-87,
R. G. Hoerber 1958: 96, A. E. Taylor 1971: 146-147, W. K. C. Guthrie 1975: 102. Per I'interpretazione che intende

Eutifrone come rappresentate della religione tradizionale, cfr. M. Croiset 1985: 179, W. D. Furley 1985: 201-208,
L. A.Dorion 1997: 179-185.
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Eutifronte ¢ un indovino serio e rigoroso®. La sua profonda convinzione religiosa non
gli permette né di condurre una libera riflessione intellettuale, né di considerare libera-
mente le scelte in merito agli atti quotidiani. Sottolineo la parola “liberamente”. Attraver-
so la critica di Eutifrone, Platone critica quei contenuti che non permettono agli uomini
di pensare in modo critico mettendolo in pratica negli atti quotidiani (come Socrate).
Socrate sottopone ogni contenuto (anche quelli teologici quindi) al vaglio del logos e della
propria esperienza personale?. Questa caratteristica socratica € anche — Platone al passo
6 a 6-9 pone la questione a livello ipotetico, facendo dire a Socrate “perché quando uno
mi racconta simili storie sugli dei, le accolgo con un certo fastidio?” — causa della sua
accusa. Socrate dice ad Eutifrone che fa il difficile a causa della dovizia nei confronti
del suo sapere e gli chiede, invece, di aguzzare 'ingegno (Euthphr. 12 a 4-7). Eutifrone
¢ cosi sicuro della propria vocazione religiosa che si trova ad applicarne i principi non
solo riguardo a se stesso ma anche riguardo agli altri. Un tale personaggio, agli occhi
di Platone, poteva quindi parere pericoloso tanto quanto i politici o i sofisti dell’epoca
che manipolavano i propri interlocutori. Anche Socrate manipolava i propri interlocutori,
ma la modalita (provocatoria e maieutica — da notare che al passo 6 a 6-c 4 Socrate pone
una serie di domande problematizzanti ad Eutifrone) e la finalita (il miglioramento del
proprio interlocutore) rendeva la sua pratica, agli occhi di Platone, totalmente differente
da quella utilizzata dai rappresentanti politici, educativi e religiosi del tempo. Socrate
portava il dubbio, Eutifrone la certezza. Socrate chiedeva I’esame delle teorie, Eutifrone
le poneva dogmaticamente. Platone, evidenziando la differenza di stile che sussiste tra
Socrate ed Eutifrone, critica I'arragonza e le presunte certezze' degli intellettuali dell’e-
poca. La critica di Eutifrone, quindi, si inserisce all’interno della critica platonica delle
figure di riferimento dell’Atene dell’epoca e non differisce tanto, in quanto finalita, dalla
critica diretta, ad esempio, a Polo o a Callicle nel Gorgia, ma differisce in quanto strategie
utilizzate per metterla in atto.

La critica mossa ad Eutifrone mi porta a ritenere che egli sia un rappresentante della
religiosita della citta e non di una setta; se non pensassi questo non potrei capire perché
Platone lo volesse criticare.

Come rappresentante, invece, della societa che ha condannato Socrate, invece, mi
appare chiaro I’intento da un lato apologetico e da un lato critico dell’operato platonico.

Eutifrone, pero, afferma che Socrate ¢ stato oggetto di calunnia causata dalla gelo-
sia" (Euthphr. 3 b 5-c 5) e incoraggia Socrate prospettandogli la vittoria nel processo
(Euthphr. 3 e 5-7). Questi elementi appaiono come contro-esempi di quanto appena
scritto sopra. Come € possibile che un rappresentante della religione tradizionale, che

8 Egli pratica la religiosita in modo rigido e non appassionato. In questo differisce dalla descrizione positiva
della mantica di ispirazione divina descritta in Platone, Phdr. 244b 1-e 7.

® Cfr.Pl,La. 187 e -188c.

1 Non voglio qui suggerire un’interpretazione scettica del pensiero di Platone; al contrario, sottolineo come
la critica platonica alle presunte certezze era funzionale alla ricerca delle “vere” certezze. Questo elemento, tra
Paltro, & ben presente nell’ Eutifrone stesso (cfr., ad esempio, Euthphr. 5¢8 -d 5,6 d 9 — e 8).

' Sul tema della gelosia in rapporto alla figura di Eutifrone, cfr. L. Brisson 2000: 219-234.
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Platone voleva criticare, sischieri con Socrate? La risposta a questa domanda risiede nel
secondo elemento di ambiguita. Il personaggio, cio¢, dice che Socrate vincera il processo;
lo dice, per di piu, dopo aver affermato che nessuna delle sue previsioni si era mai rive-
lata falsa (Euthphr. 3 ¢ 2-3). Questo elemento, poi, va considerato insieme alla relazione
che si instaura tra Eutifrone e Socrate: il primo cerca di acquisire la simpatia di Socrate,
il secondo sottolinea la distanza.

Il pubblico che assiste alla lettura del dialogo nota la relazione che sussise tra i due
personaggi e specialmente sa che Socrate verra condannato (al contrario di quanto
profetizzato da Eutifrone). Platone, cosi, manda un messaggio di attenzione al pubblico
di presa di coscienza dell’inadeguatezza del personaggio e quindi anche di non conside-
rare onesto il suo schierarsi dalla parte di Socrate e di mantenere le distanze da lui come
fa Socrate. Socrate, infatti, durante tutto il dialogo, rifiutera la vicinanza di Eutofrone
e rimarchera sempre la propria distanza®. In questo modo, Platone mostrera al pubblico
quanto Socrate fosse differente, non solo dai politici e dai retori, ma anche da questo tipo
di rappresentanti della societa. Inoltre, attraverso la sottolineatura dell’errore di Eutifro-
ne, Platone denuncia il falso sapere degli intellettuali dell’epoca i quali hanno condannato
a morte 'uomo piti sapiente di Atene, Socrate.

1.2 L’atteggiamento di Eutifrone

L’atteggiamento di Eutifrone nei confronti di Socrate ¢ di simpatia e collaborazione.
Anche se egli dimostra un carattere arrogante e sicuro di sé, egli mantiene durante tutto
il dialogo un attitudine favorevole nei confronti di Socrate e cerca di indurre in Socrate
lo stesso atteggiamento.

Questo da un lato mostra che il dimostrarsi ben disposti nei confronti di Socrate non
rende gli interlocutore immuni dal subire I’elenchos socratico. Anzi, questo atteggiamen-
to fa si che esso si possa compiere e che possa ottenere ’esito sperato: la pulizia dagli
errori e il raggiungimento della conoscenza.

Ma Eutifrone ce I’ha fatta? Ed era proprio questo cio che voleva dimostrandosi
disponibile?

La storia non ci dice se Eutifrone abbia o meno ritirato ’accusa al proprio padre
ed il finale del dialogo presenta alcuni tratti di ambiguita.

Analizziamo quindi I'atteggiamento dell’interlocutore per derimere la questione.

Nel dialogo emerge la volonta difensiva di Eutifrone nei confronti degli attacchi
socratici. Questa volonta, pero, non si manifesta come collera, bensi come dissimula-
zione e captatio benevolentia. Eutifrone cerca cioe di rendere Socrate clemente nei suoi
confronti dimostrandosi gentile e disponibile; cerca di fare in modo che Socrate nutra

12 Cfr. la tesi di dottorato di Iouseok Kim, Les attitudes emotionelles des interlocuteurs dans les premiers dialo-
gues de Platon, sostenuta il 15 settembre 2007, presso I’ Université de Paris I-Pantheon-Sorbonne, direttore Luc
Brisson, capitolo 9.
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simpatia e riconosca come propri gli errori di Eutifrone; cerca di evidenziare che non
c’é nessun problema.

Tuttavia questo € un meccanismo di difesa; & una strategia che Eutifrone utilizza
per non dover riconoscere pubblicamente i propri errori. Se un personaggio si difende
(in qualsiasi modo lo faccia) e non vuole ammettere pubblicamente gli errori, signifi-
ca che ha colto che sta sbagliando, che c’¢é cioé qualcosa da nascondere. Eutifrone non
ammette che non conosce i contenuti (,,che cos’é il santo?) ma si limita a dire che non
sa come esprimerli (Euthphr. 11 b 6-8) e che non riesce a tenerli fermi®.

Nel dialogo appare il tema della vergogna, fondamentale a mio parere per cogliere
il processo psicologico che si accompagna al riconoscimento dell’elenchos*. Il tema della
vergogna viene citato come esempio per il principio di inclusione (Euthphr. 12 b 4-7),
ma assume a mio parere un significato pitt ampio all’interno dell’economia del dialogo.
Socrate sostiene che dove ¢’¢ vergogna c’é anche paura e che la vergogna fa arrossire I’in-
terlocutore. Cio che fa arrossire ¢ la paura di perdere la propria reputazione o di converso,
come dice letteralmente Socrate, di acquisire una “reputazione di malvagio” (Euthphr.
12¢ 1). Questo passo allude esplicitamente a cio che io chiamo elenchos retroattivo®, secon-
do il quale, attraverso la confutazione non accettata dall’interlocutore a causa del timore
di perdere la propria immagine sociale, Platone intende rendere il pubblico consape-
vole dell’inadeguatezza dell’interlocutore. Anche se nell’Eutifrone non vi e I’allusione
ad uditori interni al dialogo, dobbiamo immaginare che la profonda ambizione, orgoglio
e sicurezza di sé di Eutifrone non gli potesse permettere di vergognarsi. Ritengo infatti
che gli aspetti emotivi sottolineati da Platone non siano casuali ma che facciano parte
della descrizione della psicologia dei personaggi all’interno di una teoria delle emozioni
platonica. Comunque, se consideriamo la fruizione dei dialoghi platonici, € assai proba-
bile che ’elenchos retroattivo fosse rivolto direttamente al pubbico.

Il tema della paura e della vergogna torna alla fine del dialogo (Euthphr. 15 d 4—e 2),
quando Socrate dice ad Eutifrone che se avesse accusato di omicidio il padre, avrebbe
avuto paura di fronte agli dei di compiere un’azione ingiusta e avrebbe provato vergo-
gna di fronte agli uomini. Queste due emozioni, nel passo conclusivo, assumono il ruolo
di esortazione al riconoscimento degli errori e al compiere azioni giuste. Svolgono cioe
il compito di riconoscere il merito al metodo socratico e di portare I’attenzione sulla
ricerca di una prassi indirizzata da una teoria vera.

Socrate richiede esplicitamente ad Eutifrone il riconoscimento dell’errore
(cfr. Euthphr. 9 d 7-8 “guarda tu se il discorso ti torna”), ma Eutifrone pur essendo ben
disposto nei confronti di Socrate non accetta di farlo. Eutifrone di fronte alla confutazio-
ne neé si vergogna (questo avrebbe permesso la purificazione) né si arrabbia (come fa inve-

13 Tl richiamo alla mobilita dei contenuti & usato da Platone per opporre la conoscenza vera, ferma e univer-
sale di Socrate a quella falsa, cangiante e relativa di Eutifrone.

1 Cfr. PL, Sph.,230b - e 5.

!5 Cfr. il mio testo in via di pubblicazione presso Mimesis, Dialogo e confutazione. Il metodo socratico
di Platone.
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ce ad esempio Polo nel Gorgia). Eutifrone reagisce sviando il problema, dicendo di non
essere in grado di esprimere il suo sapere, tornando alla prima definizione gia confutata,
cercando un appoggio da parte di Socrate. Socrate, alla fine, dice che Eutifrone, se avesse
voluto, avrebbe potuto rispondere alle sue domande per istruirlo (Euthphr. 14 b 8-c 1),
ma non lo ha fatto. Sottolinea che Eutifrone alla fine & tornato alla sua prima definizione
(Euthphr. 15 b 10-c 3); questo presumibilmente & accaduto perché Eutifrone non ha accet-
tato la confutazione della sua prima definizione. Il fatto che alla fine se ne vada via puo
essere inteso come disarmo (nel non voler continuare a parlare con Socrate perche rico-
nosce la sconfitta) e dal fatto che non vuole piti parlare con I’Arconte Re e che quindi non
vuole piu proseguire la denuncia del padre. Entrambi sono esiti positivi, ma il secondo
presuppone anche una presa di coscienza da parte di Eutifrone dell’errore che lo porta
a modificare la propria prassi. Visto quanto scritto sopra, pero, credo che sia facilmente
intuibile che I’ipotesi pit probabile sia la prima e che quindi il ’esito positivo del dialogo
e di tipo ristretto. L’allontanarsi da Socrate richiama quanto dice Alcibiade nel Simpo-
sio*® (quando sei vicino a Socrate sei costretto a riconoscere la verita di quel che dice
ma quando te ne allontani puoi agire diversamente) e quanto proferito da Nicia nel Lache-
te” (dialogare con Socrate significa essere disposti a vagliare la propria vita). Nell’Euti-
frone stesso, Socrate richiede costantemente ad Eutifrone di analizzare i contenuti e le
conseguenze di cio che viene detto.

E interessante il richiamo finale di Socrate alla volonta di Eutifrone perché inserisce
il metodo socratico non solo su un piano argomentativo ma anche su un piano psicologico
ed emotivo. Le ragioni che portarono Eutifrone a non voler “istruire” Socrate (cioé a non
accettare di venire confutato) sono ragioni che risiedono specialmente sulle attitudini
emotive del personaggio (arroganza, sicurezza di sé, efc.) e al suo ruolo sociale (rappre-
sentante della religione tradizionale) e non solo sull’ordine teorico.

2. Il metodo adatto per Eutifrone

Ritorniamo ora alla relazione che intercorre tra i due personaggi: Eutifrone dimostra
vicinanza Socrate dimostra distanza.

Oltre a quanto gia scritto prima in merito, vorrei rimarcare qui il significato pedagogi-
co di questo atteggiamento. Socrate in questo caso, per accompagnare il proprio interlo-
cutore al riconoscimento dei propri errori, non ha messo in atto un atteggiamento di vici-
nanza (a tratti paternalistico) come nel Lachete, né di critica e dissimulazione come nel
Gorgia, ne di spinta erotica come nel Carmide. Qui Socrate ha scelto una calma distanza.
La distanza socratica ¢ funzionale al personaggio di Eutifrone il quale si dimostra ben
disposto al dialogo ma che rimane arrocato sulle proprie posizioni. Socrate ha capito che
Eutifrone cercava la vicinanza con Socrate per non essere confutato, per cercare il suo

16 PL, Smp.,215a - 223 a.
7 Pl., La.,187 ¢ — 188 c.
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aiuto nel momento della confutazione e per deresponsabilizzarsi dagli esiti del dialo-
go. Socrate non ha potuto stargli vicino perché se lo avesse fatto Eutifrone non avrebbe
vissuto la vergogna necessaria per la purificazione. La distanza messa in atto da Socrate,
pero, subisce dei cambiamenti nel corso del dialogo, da distanza critica passa ad una
sorta di accompagnamento®® nella seconda parte del dialogo. Le motivazioni di questo
cambiamento, risiedono a mio parere nell’intermezzo dove Eutifrone dimostra a Socrate
dinon essere in grado di accettare pubblicamente la vergogna anche se la prova. Socrate
si rende conto dell’inadeguatezza dell’interlocutore ma al contempo si accorge che egli
non tenta piu di imporre il proprio sapere. Decide cosi di continuare la ricerca insie-
me (symprothymesomai, Euthphr. 11 e 3), forse perché ha intuito la sua vergogna grazie
al cambiamento di atteggiamento, anche se non esplicitata.

Eutifrone poteva parere a Socrate pronto per ricevere il suo consiglio?

Non credo sia possibile rispondere con certezza a questa domanda anche se il finale
del dialogo mi fa pensare che non fosse probabile.

Socrate, tuttavia, pur avendo assunto un atteggiamento diverso nei confronti di Euti-
frone dopo I’intermezzo, non cessa mai di salvaguardare la sua distanza emotiva. Questo
accade, a mio parere, per fare in modo che Eutifrone si assuma le proprie responsabilita
e per far si che egli non deleghi a Socrate o ad una loro ricerca insieme, gli esiti negativi
a cui hanno portato le sue tesi. Socrate, cioe, salvaguarda la distanza per fare in modo
che Eutifrone si renda conto che spetta solo a se stesso di accettare la confutazione. Qui
non si tratta di accettarlo di fronte a degli uditori (ricordiamo che nel dialogo Socrate ed
Eutifrone erano da soli) ma di accettarlo di fronte al proprio orgoglio, arroganza e sicu-
rezza di sé. Inoltre, ritengo che Socrate sapesse che l'atteggiamento di Eutifrone fosse
almeno in parte strategico e cosi non accettando la sua richiesta di aiuto, non cade nella
sua trappola. Platone sottolineando la responsabilita di Eutifrone, sottolinea che & I’allie-
vo (Eutifrone é allievo di Socrate nel momento in cui subisce I’elenchos anche se ironica-
mente appare come maestro) che si deve fare carico dei propri errori e non il maestro. In
questo modo difende Socrate dall’accusa di essere corruttore dei giovani.

Nella relazione tra Eutifrone e Socrate non sono in movimento emozioni forti come
rabbia o collera. Questo accade perché Eutifrone non vuole ammettere che ci sia qual-
cosa che non va, cerca di sottolineare che lui e Socrate stanno portando avanti la ricer-
ca insieme per un fine comune (istruire Socrate e salvarlo al processo), sottolinea che
lui e Socrate si trovano nella stessa situazione (vittime di derisione e calunnie). Socrate
risponde alla calma simulata di Eutifrone con una “calma distanza”. Vediamo quindi che
il metodo socratico € ab hominem non perché non sia in grado di portare a conoscenze
universali ma perché si costruisce in base al contesto, alla biografia e alle reazioni emoti-
vo e comportamentali del personaggio. Il metodo ¢ duttile e si trasforma in base a quello
che accade nel dialogo. Socrate si dimostra quindi sensibile alle reazioni del suo interlo-
cutore e dirige il dialogo tenendone massimamente in conto. Non apro qui la questione
se anche Socrate provasse le emozioni descritte da Platone, mi limito a sottolineare che le

18 Rabinowitz 1958: 114-115.
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sue attitudini emotive e comportamentali agiscono a livello strategico. Cio significa che
egli era in grado di gestire e modulare le proprie emozioni in base alle esigenze ed erano
messe in scena ad hoc.

2.1. Attraverso Eutifrone, appare Socrate

Sono inoltre portata ad intendere Eutifrone non come un fanatico o come un personaggio
con caratteristiche “irreali” e avulse dalla realta; egli € in qualche modo portatore di uno
stile che si poteva riscontrare nella religiosita greca. Mi appoggio alla tesi di Beverslu-
is® secondo la quale Eutifrone non & un personaggio cosi anormale; la sua concezione
della pieta & conforme alle norme della religiosita greca. Questa tesi permette di spiegare,
di nuovo, la finalita apologetica del dialogo. Criticando un rappresentante della religio-
ne tradizionale, uno dei piu seri e rigorosi, Platone poteva mostrare che gli accusatori
di Socrate (ricordiamo che uno dei capi di accusa mossi a Socrate era proprio quello
dell’empieta) non sapevano neppure definire la pieta. Socrate, cosi, per contrasto, appare
come 'unica persona pia di Atene.

Attraverso la descrizione di Eutifrone, appare cioé in controluce Socrate.

Vi é pero un problema: I’accusa mossa da Eutifrone al proprio padre doveva apparire
paradossale alla mentalita dell’epoca. Come considerare, quindi, Eutifrone un rappresen-
tante della religiosita tradizionale se € anche portavoce di un’accusa che poteva apparire
paradossale a quei tempi?

Dover* sottolinea come I’applicazione severa e ortodossa della teologia potesse essere
mal vista dai cittadini e che poteva essere oggetto di derisione.

Personalmente ritengo fondamentale considerare il fatto che Platone, utilizzando
personaggi storici, mettesse in atto una loro ricostruzione. Non dobbiamo cioé consi-
derare il personaggio platonico una descrizione realistica dell’Eutifrone reale. Platone,
da abile scrittore e drammaturgo, scelse cioe di rendere eccessive alcune caratteristi-
che del personaggio in modo tale da farle balzare agli occhi del pubblico e per corro-
borare la propria tesi filosofica. Evidenziando ed esagerando alcune caratteristiche dei
rappresentanti religiosi dell’epoca, Platone poteva mostrare come il loro sapere portasse
a conclusioni e condotte paradossali. E I’esito piu paradossale € stata proprio la condan-
na di Socrate. Come Dottusita di Eutifrone poteva portare alla condanna a morte del
proprio padre, cosi l'ottusita del tribunale ateniese avrebbe portato alla condanna a morte
di Socrate.

E presente nell’incipit del dialogo stesso e in richiami successivi, il collegamento tra
la figura di Eutifrone e il processo di Socrate. Questo collegamento ¢ chiarito non solo
dalla cornice narrativa (luogo e tempo) ma anche dal pretesto del dialogo: Socrate cioe
chiede ad Eutifrone di insegnargli che cosa sia la pieta in modo tale da potersi difendere

1 Beversluis 2000: 163-168.
20 Dover 1974: 246-247.
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in tribunale. La difesa pero non giocherebbe sul fatto che Socrate grazie ad Eutifrone
fosse diventato pio, ma sul fatto che qualsiasi accusa andrebbe mossa ad Eutifrone e non
a Socrate. Grazie a questo, che puo apparire un dettaglio, a mio parere Platone tenta
di scagionare Socrate anche dal secondo capo di accusa e cioe I’aver corrotto i giovani.
Ironicamente, cioe, Socrate dice che la colpa andrebbe fatta ricadere sul maestro. Socrate
in questo caso svolge il ruolo del giovane che impara da un maestro e richiede che la colpa
dei propri errori ricada sul maestro, invece che su se stesso. Platone, vuole cosi mostrare,
per contrasto grazie al procedimente ironico, che il tipo di educazione socratica non puo
essere considerata in questi termini*. Il richiamo al secondo capo di accusa ¢ esplicito
nell’incipit del dialogo quando Socrate riporta I’accusa di Meleto (Euthphr. 2 ¢ 2—-d 5).
Meleto ¢ definito da Socrate ,giovane” e Socrate € accusato di fronte alla ,madre”, la citta.
Platone, con questo parallellismo linguistico, vuole indicare al pubblico che Socrate
¢ contrario al fatto che Eutifrone accusi il proprio padre, tanto quanto é sbagliato che
Meleto accusi Socrate. Inoltre, il richiamo al processo fa si che il dialogare socratico appa-
ia non una semplice ricerca disinteressata della definizione ma come un’esigenza pratica:
grazie all’ottenimento di essa — sempre all’interno di una cornice ironica — Socrate
sarebbe potuto essere considerato innocente. La stessa teoria delle idee che qui si presen-
ta come ricerca della forma unificante o dell’idea paradigmatica viene presentata come
funzionale al riconoscimento delle azioni sante. La ricerca dell’idea e cioe necessaria per
poter distinguere tra loro le azioni sante da quelle non sante, grazie alla capacita dell’idea
di fungere da modello di riferimento al quale le azioni vengono comparate. Il contesto
drammaturgico, quindi, richiama al fatto che la conoscenza ricercata aveva sempre una
finalita pratica volta ad un miglioramento della vita di chi la praticava. Qui la finalita
pratica € addirittura di vitale importanza: ironicamente Socrate sostiene che se Eutifrone
potesse insegnargli a riconoscere il santo, egli potrebbe rjsultare innocente. Nel finale
(Euthphr. 16 a 3—4) Socrate sottolinea che se fosse diventato sapiente per merito di Euti-
frone, avrebbe vissuto meglio per il resto della sua vita. Inoltre, il richiamo al processo,
pone in evidenza un’altra differenza tra il metodo di insegnamento socratico e quello
di Eutifrone. Socrate insegna (o usando I’ironia platonica che utilizza il linguaggio del
capo d’accusa, “corrompe”) ai/i giovani, Eutifrone ai/i vecchi (Euthphr. 5b 3-5).

Eutifrone, applicando i propri principi alle vite degli altri non faceva distinzione tra
i suoi interlocutori: era cioe capace di condannare addirittura il proprio padre. Al contra-
rio, il metodo socratico & ab hominem e tiene sempre conto di chi sia il proprio interlocu-
tore, che ruolo rivesta e che stile di vita conduca. Inoltre, Eutifrone, apparendo nel ruolo
del figlio*, appare anche come giovane (pur non avendone ’eta) interlocutore socratico,
che subisce il suo insegnamento volto alla presa di coscienza della propria ignoranza
e all’essere dissuaso di denunciare il proprio padre.

2! Per quanto riguarda la missione socratica, cfr. PL, Ap. 19d, 31 b; Prt. 311 a; R. 337 d, 344 e.
22 Brisson 2008: 396.
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2.2 Analisi del metodo dedalico

Platone indica la necessita di una conoscenza vera e stabile in contrasto con quella di Euti-
frone che risulta essere falsa e cangiante. Questo tema caro alla teoria delle idee e alla
critica del relativismo dei rappresentanti politici ed educativi dell’epoca appare qui in
una modalita particolare.

Socrate dialoga non con un relativista ma con qualcuno che crede di avere una cono-
scenza certa e inamovibile. Lo scopo di Socrate € pero far emergere che questa cono-
scenza certa e inamovibile non e quella ,vera” e che anzi essa stessa ,non vuole stare
ferma dovunque la mettiamo” (Euthphr. 11 b 6-8). Per far cio Socrate utilizza la strategia
di Dedalo: mette in movimento i discorsi.

E interessante notare che per raggiungere la conoscenza vera, Platone ritiene che sia
necessario un metodo socratico dedalico e non un metodo fisso e stabile.

Potremmo anche dire: per raggiungere la stabilita & necessario percorrere la via
dell’instabilita. L’instabilita permettera la scoperta dei discorsi che si credevano stabili
ma che si rivelano instabili (e quindi falsi) e condurra alla dimostrazione dei discorsi
stabili (e quindi veri).

Socrate sottolinea che il metodo dedalico verra utilizzato nei confronti delle parole
degli altri (Euthphr. 11 d 5-7), indicando cosi la sua funzione pedagogica. Sara Socrate
a produrre I’instabilita grazie alle sue domande, ma sara responsabilita dell’interlocutore
dare o meno risposte stabili. Socrate alla fine (Euthphr. 15 b 7-c 3) rimarca il fatto che
e lui che fa camminare i discorsi ma che e Eutifrone che li fa girare in tondo (li fa cioeé
tornare al punto di partenza, alla prima definizione gia confutata ma il cui esito negativo,
evidentemente, non ¢ stato accettato da Eutifrone). Socrate sottolinea anche che il fine
pero non ¢ I'instabilita ma il giungere a discorsi fermi e ben saldi (Euthphr. 11d 7-e 1).

Dedalo rappresenta I’antesignano degli scultori, capace di rendere il movimento
in statue ferme. Socrate, cosi, porta alla luce il movimento e I’instabilita presenti nelle
teorie ferme di Eutifrone.

Socrate oltre ad essere ostetrica come la madre ¢ scultore come il padre. Oltre a far
nascere i pensieri, Socrate da forma a quelli giusti eliminando quelli falsi. Come lo scul-
tore, che per far emergere la forma bella da un pezzo di marmo deve togliere la materia in
eccedenza, cosi Socrate deve togliere I’errore dai pensieri dei propri interlocutori per far
emergere le idee belle. L’atto di togliere (s-colpire) la materia & un atto violento, un atto
che richiede forza. Il Socrate Dedalo utilizza quindi un metodo che fa violenza al proprio
interlocutore**, mantenendo in questo dialogo le distanze.

# L’immagine di Dedalo appare anche in PL., Alc. 1, 121 a 3; Men. 97 d 6.
24 Cfr. Rossetti (2011), in particolare i capitoli 5-7.



50

Laura Candiotto / Venezia /

2.2.1. Strategie socratiche

Elenco qui di seguito alcune strategie dell’arte dedalica socratica che possiamo rintrac-
ciare nel dialogo:

<

strategia dello slittamento di significato e di inserimento di tesi: Socrate utilizza
questa strategia per poter passare, senza che I’interlocutore se ne renda conto, ad
un altro argomento nel momento in cui ¢ ritenuto pitt importante del precedente.
Una variante accade quando Socrate inserisce all’interno del discorso delle tesi
senza che l'interlocutore se ne renda conto. Questa strategia, quindi, evidenzia
come spesso sia Socrate a determinare la direzione del dialogo. Se I’interlocuto-
re non si rende conto degli slittamenti o degli inserimenti, questa strategia serve
daunlato a mostrare I’inadeguatezza dell’interlocutore e per dare dei messaggi
agli uditori e al pubblico e dall’altro per condurre I’interlocutore alla confuta-
zione. Nel passo 7 a 6-7 Socrate aggiunge contenuti alla tesi di Eutifrone senza
che quest’ultimo se ne renda conto. Alla definizione di Eutifrone “santo ¢ cio
che é caro agli dei”, Socrate aggiunge “santo € cio che e caro agli dei e 'uvomo
caro agli dei”. Lo stesso accade nel passo 14 e 7-8 quando Socrate aggiunge l’ele-
mento commerciale alla definizione di santita come servizio agli dei proposta da
Eutifrone.

assunzione momentanea del linguaggio o della tesi dell’interlocutore: Socrate
adatta il suo linguaggio a seconda degli interlocutori che ha di fronte. Adotta
dimostrazioni matematiche se € con esperti di geometria, porta esempi e valori
di riferimento tratti dal mondo della guerra se dialoga con strateghi, utilizza un
linguaggio ricco di particolarita linguistiche se parla con un retore, etc. Concede
spesso, inizialmente, la possibilita di veridicita della tesi dell’interlocutore. Questo
accade per poter analizzare meglio la tesi e per rassicurare 'interlocutore, se esso
e ben disposto verso Socrate e Socrate ritiene che abbia le possibilita di migliorare
e per poter analizzare e quindi confutare la sua tesi. Nel nostro dialogo & possibile
notare come questa strategia venga utilizzata per quanto riguarda la prima defi-
nizione di santo proposta da Eutifrone;

esame (della tesi dell’interlocutore): esso € il punto di partenza attraverso cui
puo agire lelenchos ed é caratterizzato dall’ascolto e dalla messa in discussione
della tesi iniziale dell’interlocutore. La tesi viene analizzata nei suoi minimi aspet-
ti, nelle conseguenze che produce e nelle presenze non dimostrate che assume.
L’esame viene utilizzato per smascherare gli errori;

ironia*: essa ¢ composta da un doppio movimento; da un lato simula ignoranza
e dall’altro é volta a riconosce il sapere che I’interlocutore pretende di avere.
Questa strategia viene adoperata specialmente con interlocutori che credono
di sapere: sofisti, politici, retori, oratori e nel nostro caso indovini;

% Cfr. Vlastos (1991).
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<

utilizzazione del principio di non contraddizione nei termini di principio di oppo-
sizione. Nel passo 7 a 8—9 Socrate riformula la tesi di Eutifrone attraverso il prin-
cipio di opposizione per condurlo, attraverso degli esempi che sviano la sua
attenzione, alla confutazione (il passo falso di Eutifrone si trova al passo 7 d 10).
Lo stesso principio viene utilizzato (cfr. Euthphr. 11 a 3-4), in modo pit comples-
so, per la confutazione della quarta definizione. Da un punto di vista logico, inol-
tre, Socrate utilizza il principio di identita nel senso dell’inclusione di significati
all’interno di uno stesso insieme, o usando un lessico platonico, nel senso del
rapporto tra la parte e il tutto (cfr. Euthphr. 11 d 7-12 a 2). Il criterio posto nella
definizione deve includere tutte le azioni sante e al contempo escludere tutte le
azioni non sante. Il principio di inclusione ha valore per la definizione universale
solo se opera all’interno di un principio di opposizione-negazione?®.

richiesta di prove e dimostrazioni (Euthphr. 7 a 4; 9 a1-3; 9 b 2-3). Questo metodo
é tipico dell’argomentazione socratica ma in questo dialogo assume un significa-
to tanto maggiore quanto il contesto é di tipo giuridico e la conoscenza ottenuta
sarebbe stata funzionale al processo.

dal particolare all’universale (Euthphr. 9 c 1-d 5).

strategia dell’esempio (Euthphr. 7b 6-c 9; 10 a5-c12; 132 4-c 5; 13 e 1-5) e del
contro-esempio (nella prima definizione): nell’esame della tesi dell’interlocutore
e nella successiva confutazione, Socrate adopera esempi tratti dalla vita quotidia-
na e vicini all’esperienza concreta dell’interlocutore. Questo fa si che la sua argo-
mentazione non si muova solo su un piano logico o astratto ma che sia incarnata
nell’esperienza quotidiana. Gli esempi hanno spesso a che fare con una techne
specifica e si rivolgono a rappresentanti di un’arte o di un mestiere. Essi aiutano
I’interlocutore a comprendere cio di cui si sta parlando e permettono, attraverso
un’enumerazione di casi, di passare dal particolare concreto all’universale, ricer-
cando che cosi ¢’é di comune in tutti gli esempi apportati. La strategia dell’esem-
pio é utilizzato da Socrate come risposta agli esempi addotti da Eutifrone per
rispondere alla domanda “che cos’¢ il santo?”, ma nel passaggio dalla prima alla
seconda definizione, Socrate fa notare la necessita di passare dal piano del parti-
colare a quello dell’'universale.

L'esempio €, quindi, la modalita prevalentemente utilizzata da Socrate per accom-
pagnare I’interlocutore dal piano del sensibile al piano del concettuale. L'esempio, infat-
ti, rimanda sempre a cio di cui esempio?. Socrate non vuole che il dialogo si fossilizzi
al livello dell’esempio, ma vuole, invece, che attraverso di esso passi al livello del concet-
tuale. Socrate adopera esempi tratti dalla vita quotidiana non solo per le finalita esposte

26 Interessante notare come il principio di non contraddizione aristotelico fosse presupposto implicitamente
nella logica parmenidea e platonica. I rilevare la presenza del principio di opposizione all’interno del principio
di non contraddizione ¢ opera di Emanuele Severino ed ¢ stato approfondito da Luigi Vero Tarca. Cfr. Severino
(1959), Severino (2005), Tarca (2001).

7 T ipotizzabile che I'esempio rivesta, all’interno del metodo socratico, il ruolo del paradigma utilizzato
nella dialettica che ha come riferimento la teoria delle idee.
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sopra, ma anche per mostrare all’interlocutore gli errori presenti nella propria posizione;
in questo caso essi hanno valore di controesempi. I controesempi rappresentano la prima
fase della confutazione; essi preparano, attraverso il riconoscimento di evidenze concre-
te, interlocutore ad accettare la confutazione, la quale non si muovera solo attraverso
il riconoscimento di controesempi tratti dalla vita quotidiana ma anche dal riconoscimen-
to di evidenze logiche. Essi vengono utilizzati per costringere ’interlocutore ad accettare
alcune posizioni, facilmente condivisibili sul piano dell’esempio, ma difficilmente condi-
visibili nel momento in cui la sequenza argomentativa viene trasportata sull’argomento
che interessa a Socrate. Questa funzione € chiara nelle successive definizioni di santo
fornite da Eutifrone.

< utilizzo del piano emotivo e creazione di una certa atmosfera. Nel corso di tutto

il dialogo Socrate, a fianco delle argomentazioni utilizza il piano delle emozioni.
Lo abbiamo gia fatto notare precedentemente per quanto riguarda I’emozione
della vergogna nell’intermezzo tra la prima parte del dialogo e la seconda. Qui
sottolineo inoltre come I’incipit sia ricco di richiami emotivi utilizzati strategi-
camente; basti pensare a come Socrate utilizzi 'orgoglio di Eutifrone per far
si che si sottometta volontariamente all’esame elenctico, definendolo un’autorita
in materia religiosa. Questa strategia ¢ molto importante e fa si che il metodo
socratico non sia un metodo astratto ma che si concretizzi sempre a seconda degli
interlocutori. Il metodo ¢ diretto all’interlocutore in carne ed ossa e si differenzia
sempre a seconda delle capacita intellettuali, delle disposizioni emotive e compor-
tamentali e dello status dell’interlocutore. In questo contesto, la consapevolezza
socratica di come il metodo vada a toccare le emozioni fa si che Socrate se ne
serva per fare in modo che I'interlocutore si volga verso il riconoscimento degli
errori. Socrate vuole che sia I’interezza della persona, nella concretezza del suo
stile di vita, che riconosca gli errori perché sa che sono cosi facendo ’elenchos
potra essere efficace;

< calma distanza come risposta alla vicinanza e alla ricerca di compartecipazione da

parte di Eutifrone. E Eutifrone che deve prendere in mano le conseguenze delle
sue tesi, € lui che deve riconoscerne I’erroneita e purificarsi. Se Socrate fosse stato
dalla sua parte avrebbe fortificato la sua arroganza. Questo da un punto di vista
di metodo pedagogico; oltre a cio ¢’é la necessita apologetica e critica dello scrit-
tore Platone nei confronti di Socrate.

La confutazione ¢ la cornice di riferimento entro la quale queste strategie acquisi-
scono senso L'esame delle tesi dell’interlocutore e la confutazione di esse (o delle loro
conseguenze) sono due momenti strettamenti connessi e la loro interdipendenza fa si che
Velenchos sia un movimento confutatorio tendente alla generazione di una tesi positiva
composto da un momento di analisi della tesi seguito da una rilevazione della contraddit-
torieta della tesi (o delle sue premesse o delle sue conseguenze) che porta alla sua negazio-
ne. Il movimento logico che porta alla negazione della contraddittorieta & accompagnato
sempre, nel metodo socratico, dal movimento psicologico di presa di coscienza da parte
dell’interlocutore della contraddittorieta della propria tesi. Se questa presa di coscienza
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non accade, I’elenchos € inefficace e non porta alla seconda fase della maieutica socratica:
laricerca e la generazione di una tesi positiva. Lelenchos retroattivo®® agisce nello stesso
modo sugli uditori e ha come scopo, attraverso la messa in scena delle contraddizioni
dell’interlocutore principale, la presa di coscienza che I’interlocutore che ascoltano non
€ una persona degna. Questo tipo di elenchos viene messo in atto, specialmente, quando
il dialogo platonico ha finalita critiche.

Conclusione

Socrate con Eutifrone ha dato prova di padroneggiare il proprio metodo e di esse-
re in grado di adattarlo a seconda dell’interlocutore con il quale si trovava a dialoga-
re. La modalita che viene testimoniata il questo dialogo platonico differisce dalle altre

specialmente per quanto riguarda gli aspetti emotivi: Socrate con Eutifrone ha dovuto

giocare una calma distanza emotiva. Essa ha fatto si che Eutifrone non trovasse nessun

appoggio in Socrate e che fosse costretto ad accettare (anche se non a livello pubblico)

la vergogna della propria inadeguatezza. Platone in questo modo ha potuto raggiunge-
re i propri scopi: difendere il proprio maestro dalle accuse che lo portarono alla morte

e criticare un’altra fascia (oltre ai retori, sofisti e politici) di intellettuali dell’epoca che

credendosi portatrice di certezze, corrompeva la polis: gli indovini e i sacerdoti.

28 Termine da me coniato per riferirmi a questo tipo di elenchos.
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LAURA CANDIOTTO Approaching Plato’s Euthyphro with a Calm Distance

/ Venezia /
The present paper aims to discuss how the Socratic method oper-
ates with Euthyphro inside the Euthyphro. The first part of the article
focuses on the character’s description, upon which it moves to analyz-
ing the very method itself not only in terms of its argumentative form
but also in terms of its psychological and social aspects. Euthyphro

is shown to have been a supporter of religion that was entirely incapa-
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ble of living up to the religious ideals that he so confidently advocated
for. Through his portrayal of Socrates’ refutation of Euthyphro, Plato
seeks not only to redeem his teacher but also to criticize the then society.
When describing the Socratic method, the present paper proposes to
view it with a “calm distance” on the grounds of the fact that the distinc-
tive feature of the method consists in creating an emotional distance
between Socrates and Euthyphro. The purpose of such a strategy is to
make Euthyphro realize the weakness of his position and embrace the

purification through the socratic elenchos.

KEYWORDS the socratic method, Euthyphro, literary and maieutic interpretation,
distance
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RICCARDO DOTTORI / Roma /

1. Praktisches Wissen (anthropine sophia), politische Tugend (dikaiousune)
und ihr Bezug auf hosion (das Heilige).

In der Apologie des Sokrates fragt Sokrates den Kallias, wer die Tugend des Mannes und
des Biirgers kennt und seinen eigenen Kindern beibringen kann (tfjg dvOpwmnivng te
Kol TOALTIKAG €M TRV €0Tiv, Ap. 20 b 4-5). Darauf antwortet Kallias, dass Evenos,
ein Sophist, das konne, und seinen Kindern ein solches Wissen (téyvn) beibringe,
wihrend Sokrates seinerseits der Meinung ist, ein solches Wissen nicht zu besitzen
(0¥ yap émiotapat), und es deshalb auch nicht lehren zu konnen. Dies fiithrt zuriick
zur berithmten Geschichte, es sei ihm im Delos von der Pythia gesagt worden, dass
er der weiseste Mensch sei. Aber welche co@ia besitzt er? Wie kann der Gott ihn den
weisesten Menschen nennen? Nach eingehender Forschung bei Politikern, Dichtern und
Wissenschaftlern hatte er sich davon iiberzeugen miissen, dass diese nur im Besitz eines
scheinbaren Wissens sind, und das eigentliche Wissen nur Gott angehort. Das Orakel
hat nur insofern Recht, ihn den weisesten Menschen zu nennen, als er sich nicht wie
andere Menschen einbildet, etwas zu wissen, wodurch die anderen nicht imstande sind,
das wahre Wissen zu suchen und zum wahren Wissen zu kommen. Um welches Wissen
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handelt es sich hier jedoch? Was fiir einen Sinn soll sein Wissen haben, wenn es darin
besteht, zu wissen, dass er nichts weif3? Sokrates selbst sagt dazu, dass die einzige coia,
die er besitzt, die menschliche Weisheit sei (avOpwmivn cogia); aber welchen prakti-
schen oder politischen Wert hat diese copia?

Wir haben hier eine hervorragende Antwort Gadamers, gerade in einer Schrift, die
sich auf den Eutyphron bezieht: ,Die wahre menschliche Weisheit (&dvBpwmivn copia)
ist, sich des Nichtwissens im Wissenmiissen des Guten bewusst zu sein“.! Wir konnen
vermuten, dass dieses Wissen in einem ausgezeichneten Verhiltnis zu der Gerechtigkeit
steht, da sie avBpwmivn kal oAtk copia genannt wird. Sokrates ist auch deshalb
zuerst zu den beriihmteren Politikern gegangen, da er sich davon iiberzeugen wollte, dass
es weisere (cop®tepot) Menschen gibt als ihn selbst. Er sagt uns hier auch, seine Aufgabe
sei es, im Dienste Gottes Andere zu iiberzeugen, dass die Menschen nichts wissen, bzw.
nicht cogotsind. Dies sei eben der Grund, weshalb er nun von Meletos angeklagt sei.
Sokrates wird von der Menge (oi moMof) gehasst, weil er das Unwissen Anderer demas-
kiert und die eigene copla dariiber erhebt, indem er sich anmaf3t, die Anderen nach
ihrem gerechten und ungerechtem Tun (tétepov Sikaia fj @dwa npdttet, Ap. 28 b 8-9)
zu beurteilen und zu ermahnen. Das menschliche Wissen des Sokrates, seine avOpeoiivn
oco@la, besteht also im praktischen Wissen, und ist als solche eine Tugend, die an sich
mit der politischen Tugend einhergeht, nimlich mit der dikatooUvn, der Gerechtigkeit.

Wenn wir zuerst daran festhalten, was wir gerade in der Apologie gelesen haben,
némlich dass die Aufgabe des Sokrates darin besteht, im Dienste Gottes die Menschen
auf die Gerechtigkeit aufmerksam zu machen, dann kénnen wir dadurch einen Blick auf
die Problematik gewinnen, die Sokrates mit Euthyphron im gleichnamigen Dialog disku-
tiert. Im Euthyphron will Sokrates zeigen, wie das Verhiltnis zwischen dem 6otov, d.h.
dem Heiligen, und der Gerechtigkeit eigentlich zu verstehen sei. Die Vermutung, dass
der Sinn des Dialoges darin besteht, beide in ihrer Beziehung wechselseitig zu kldren, ist
schon von der Inszenierung des Dialoges her selbst zu sehen:

Sokrates, der sich gegen die Anklage des Meletos wegen Gottlosigkeit (doéPBeia)
verteidigen soll, trifft vor dem Gericht Euthyphron, der sich rithmt, in den Sachen der
Gotter (ta O¢ia) ein Experte, ja sogar ein Fachmann zu sein, und der auch vor Gericht
geht, um seinen Vater wegen Mordes an seinem Diener anzuklagen. Aus dem Inhalt
dessen, was Euthyphron selber {iber diesen Mord erzéhlt (Euthphr. 4 b 7-e 1), erweist
sich jedoch, dass dies durchaus kein klarer Fall von Ungerechtigkeit und Mord war.> Die
Frage bleibt nun, ob es gerecht gewesen wire, in diesem Fall den Vater anzuklagen und
ihn vor Gericht zu bringen, oder ob es nicht gerade als Gottlosigkeit (Avdolov) anmutet,

! Vgl. Gadamer 1991.

% Die Geschichte wird von Euthyphron selber ausfiihrlich erzéhlt: Erstens war der Verstorbene kein Haus-
diener, kein oikeiog, sondern ein Tagelohner, der im Zustande der Trunkenheit selber einen Sklaven des Vaters
getotet hatte. Auflerdem hatte ihn der Vater nicht eigentlich getdtet, sondern nur in Gewahrsam gehalten, bis ein
Rechtsexeget von Athen kiime, welcher den Fall hitte beurteilen sollen. Einen solchen gab es jedoch in Naxos
nicht, weshalb der Vater ihn angefordert hatte. Da es aber eine lange Zeit dauerte, bis dieser kommen konnte,
war der Tagelohner inzwischen aus Hunger und Kilte gestorben.
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den Vater wegen des Todes eines Fremden anzuklagen. Ebenso wie Sokrates, der sein
ganzes Leben lang die Gerechtigkeit gesucht hat, der Unfrommigkeit beschuldigt wird,
so konnte auch Euthyphron, der Wahrsager und Fachmann in Sachen des Gottlichen,
infolge seines Wunsches nach hochster Gerechtigkeit, ausgedriickt in seiner Anklage
(8{xn) gegen den eigenen Vater, der Unfrommigkeit beschuldigt werden. Insofern also
Sokrates Hilfe bei Euthyphron sucht, um sich zu vergewissern, was 6o1ov sei, so scheint
Euthyphron bei Sokrates Hilfe zu finden in seinem Drang zu wissen, was Gerechtigkeit
sei. Doch ist Euthyphron ganz zuversichtlich in seinem Vorhaben, denn er meint sehr
wohl zu wissen, was das Heilige und was das Frevelhafte, bzw. was das 6ol0v und was das
avéolov in Sachen des Gottlichen sei (Euthphr. 4 e 1- 5 a 2), so dass er wohl wusste, wie
er sich vor dem Gericht gegen Meletos zu verteidigen habe. Sokrates behauptet dagegen
wie immer, es nicht zu wissen, so dass er von ihm gerne lernen wiirde, worin das Gottes-
tiirchtige (10 evoefég) und das Gottlose (10 aoePéc) bestiinden, sowohl in Bezug auf
Mord, als auch auf alles andere. Er fiigt noch einige Worte hinzu, die eine Antizipation
der Fragestellung der Ideenlehre im Hinblick auf das 6oiov darstellen: ,,Oder ist nicht das
Heilige in jeder Handlung sich selbst gleich (o0 tavtév ... avto avt®), und das Unheili-
ge wiederum allem Heiligen ganz entgegengesetzt und sich selbst auch immer dhnlich,
sodass ein jedes, das im Begriff ist, unheilig zu sein, eine gewisse Form (i8éa) haben
wiirde, was seine Unheiligkeit als solche betrifft?“ (Euthphr. 5 d 1-5).

Bevor wir nun auf die Hauptfrage eingehen, die wohl in derselben Formulierung
beziiglich der Idee wiederkehren wird, wollen wir zuerst bemerken, dass hier neben
10 60t0v und dvéotov noch ein anderes Wort auftritt, ndmlich: evoéfewa. Nach Gigon
sind die beiden Termini einfach synonym.* Gadamer bemerkt richtigerweise, dass
evoéPewa eher die Bedeutung von ,subjektives Verhalten der Ehrfurcht dem Gottli-
chen gegeniiber” hat, wihrend 6otov an sich das ganze objektive Gebiet abdeckt, das
einen Bezug auf das Gottliche hat (dafiir wird auch der Terminus aid®g gebraucht). Wir
konnten deshalb 10 6aiov als ,,das Heilige® iibersetzen, und 10 evoepég als ,das Fromme*
oder einfach als ,Frommigkeit“ (lat. pietas, adk. pius). Dem entspricht im Englischen
die Unterscheidung zwischen , the holy“ und , the pious“.* Da aber die Bedeutungen hier
nicht so klar zu trennen sind, und 6o1o0v beide von ihnen umfasst, muissen wir vielleicht
doch zugeben, dass der Unterschied zwischen den beiden Bedeutungen im Griechischen
vom Kontext abhéngig ist.s Weiter meint Gadamer, dass sowohl aidc¢ als auch 6otov und
10 B€lov keinen bestimmten Gegenstand, sondern ein umfassendes und zugleich unbe-

C

3 Vgl. Gigon (1972: 191) bezieht diesen Dialog auf die sokratische Literatur, vor allem auf einen Dialog des
Aischines, Telauges, der eboéPewa kai 6o10tng zum Gegenstand hat, wo beide Termini klarerweise synonym sind.

4 Geach (1966: 369-382), merkt wohl, dass die Bedeutung von ‘holy’ und ‘pious’ verschieden ist, obwohl
beide in o10v enthalten sind; D. Wolfdorf (2005: 1-71), bemerkt in seinem Aufsatz ebenfalls, dass das Adjektiv
Sotov sowohl als ‘holy’ wie auch als ,pious’ iibersetzt wird, wobei ,pious’ den psychologischen Status oder den
Akt des Subjektes meint, wihrend ,holy’ sich mehr auf objektive Tatsachen bezieht. Obwohl er meint, dass der
Unterschied zwischen den beiden Bedeutungen im Griechischen kontextabhingig ist, tibersetzt er den Termi-
nus als ,holy’.

> Gadamer (1991: 84) iibersetzt meistens dotov als ,,das Heilig-Fromme*; er bringt aber dadurch die beiden
Begriffe 10 6otov und 10 eboeféc durcheinander.
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stimmtes Gebiet darstellen.’ Die Bedeutung von 6otov scheint so schwer zu bestimmen
zu sein, weil in ihm sowohl der subjektive Bezug des Fiihlens, wie auch der Gegenstand
des Fiihlens so eng ineinander geschmolzen sind, dass dieses Eine deshalb unfassbar
und unbestimmt bleiben muss. Die Sache wird zusétzlich kompliziert durch die Tatsa-
che, dass es wohl eine Erfahrung des 6oov gibt, welche nicht nur keine Erfahrung eines
unbestimmten Gegenstandes ist, sondern eines solchen, der sich wie ein Subjekt zu
dem Erfahrenden verhilt, so dass ein intersubjektives Verhiltnis entsteht, das schwer zu
verstehen ist. Wenn der Mensch sich in seinem Bezug zu dem Gottlichen positiv verhélt
und dadurch gottgefillig (BeopiAég) wird, ist es trotzdem schwierig einzusehen, wie
auf diese Weise eine Beziehung zustande kommen kann, die auf Gerechtigkeit, d.h. auf
Gegenseitigkeit beruht. Das Problem konnte nur dann gelost werden, wenn es gelin-
gen wiirde, zu bestimmen, in welchem Verhiltnis das 6otov und das Sikaiov, e0oéPeia,
60160tn¢ und dikatoovvn zueinander stehen, und das gerade ist der Zweck des Dialoges.

2. Wesensbestimmung des hosion und die erste Definition: das hosion als
theophiles.

Nach der weiteren Inszenierung, in welcher Sokrates ironischerweise proklamiert,
Schiiler von Eutyphron werden zu wollen, um genau zu erfahren, was t0 e0oepég und
10 doePég seien, und um sich bei der Verteidigung gegen Meletos Beschuldigung auf
ihn zu berufen, fingtin § c 8-6 e 9 der wesentliche Teil des Dialogs an. Wie immer stellt
Sokrates die Frage nach der Definition: Angesichts der Tatsache, dass er der Gottlosig-
keit (doéPewa) angeklagt wird, geht er auf die Frage nach dem evoepéc und dem doeféc,
dem Gottesfiirchtigen und dem Gottlosen, ein. Die erste Frage ist also: moi6v T g elvat
10 evoePéc, welcher Art von Qualitit erfreut sich das Gottesfiirchtige, sowohl im Bezug
auf Mord, wie auch auf alle anderen Dinge? Von dieser Frage, geht Sokrates dann auf die
eigentliche Definitionsfrage iiber: moidv Tt i) elval 10 §ol0v kai dvéalov; was sagst Du,
dass das Heilige und das Unheilige sind? Sie zielt darauf hin, die Identitit des 6atov fest-
zustellen, die durch den Gegensatz zu dem dvdotov zu bestimmen ist, welches wiederum
auch mit sich selbst identisch ist, und ahnlich mit allem, was dvéotov ist. Diese Identitit
mit sich selbst, wodurch jedes ist, was es ist, hat jedes durch seine i6¢a, seine Gestalt oder
sein Aussehen, oder wie immer wir ein solches Wort tibersetzen wollen.

Die erste Antwort Euthyphrons auf diese Wesensfrage hat mit der Gerechtigkeit zu
tun und geht aus der Lage hervor, in der er momentan verwickelt ist: Frommsein ist,
den Ubeltiter zu verfolgen. Ungeachtet dessen, ob jener der eigene Vater oder die eigene

¢ Gadamer (1991: 87): ,Das Gottliche ist etwas anderes, eine Gegebenheit, die man nicht fassen kann, und
deren Dasein man als allgegenwirtig weif3, in eben dem Sinne unbestimmter Gegenwart, den das Neutrum zu
evozieren weifs.“

7 Wir kénnen der Interpretation Gigons (1972: 209-210) nicht zustimmen, nach welcher eine solche
logisch-ontologische Wesensdefinition an der eleatischen Ontologie hiingt, weil wir nicht glauben, dass Parme-
nides’ Ontologie auf dem Identititsprinzip griindet, oder sogar dieses entdeckt hitte.
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Mutter oder sonst wer sei (Euthphr. 5 ¢ 8—e 1), Unrecht bleibt Unrecht.® Er beruft sich

dabei auf Zeus, der der Gerechteste iiber alle Gotter ist, und auch seinem Vater Fesseln

aufgelegt hat. So verwickelt er sich weiter in unzdhlige Schwierigkeiten, indem er sich

auf die Gotter bezieht, und verzettelt sich auch in viele andere Probleme, so dass er die

Wesensfrage verpasst. Sokrates ermahnt ihn 6 d 10-e 7, er habe ihn nach den vielen, was

das 6otov sein kann, nicht gefragt, sondern nur nach dem Wesen des Gotov als solchem,
nach dem avt0 10 €i60¢ des da10v, durch welches alle verschiedenen Fille des 6otov gera-
de 6ota sind, bzw. die Qualitit der 6016t besitzen.? Hitte er doch vorher nach diesem

motov gefragt, nach der i8éa des 6otov (Euthphr. 5d 1-5), sodass man, wie er behauptet,
aufsie blickend und dieselbe als mapdderypa gebrauchend, immer erkennen kénne, was

fromm oder nicht fromm ist.

An dieser sehr interessanten und wichtigen Stelle fiir die frithere Ideenlehre sind
zwei Bemerkungen zu machen. Die erste betrifft den Unterschied zwischen i6éa und
eidog, die von Schleiermacher durch ,Gestalt’ und ,Begriff’ wiedergegeben werden, von
Gadamer durch das Wortspiel von ,Ausblick’ und ,Anblick’. Wichtig ist hier natiirlich,
wie ihre Bedeutung an dieser Stelle von Plato selbst definiert wird: der erste nimlich als:

avTo 1O 8010V @ TAvTa Td Gota fold doTty

das Heilige selbst, aufgrund dessen alle heiligen Dinge eben heilig sind (Euthphr. 6 d 9—e 7).

Das €idoc, wiirden wir sagen, ist Grund oder Ursache des Soseins von allem Seien-
den, sofern sie ein solches sind. Davon scheint Plato die Idee als Urbild, mapddetypa, zu
unterscheiden, an dem wir erkenntnisméfig die einzelnen Fille priifen und dadurch sie
als solche erkennen und von den anderen unterscheiden kdnnen. Wenn der Text dies
eindeutig ausdriickt, dann kénnen wir €idog nicht als ,Begriff” iibersetzen; €idog scheint
hier vielmehr ontologisch gemeint zu sein, als Ursache des Soseins des Seienden: wir
konnen also €i8o¢ nur als ,Form’ iibersetzen. Form ist auch Gestalt, hat aber dariiber

8 So der Gigon (1972: 206-207), der die ganze Geschichte des Prinzips im Altertum auslegt.

 Wolfsdorf (2005: 4-5) fragt sich, wie die grammatischen Formen, die aus dem bestimmten Artikel und
dem Adjektiv gebildet sind, i.e. T0 do1ov, die er ,to phrase“ nennt, und die in der Tat Namen fiir die Ideen sind,
zu verstehen seien, namlich ob als ,quantifiers phrases“ oder ,referring expressions®. Im ersten Fall folgt er
der Formulierung des Textes, nach welcher to 6otov der Grund dafiir ist, dass alle heiligen Dingen heilig sind
(oimavta ta Gowa éotv). Aber das ist die Frage nach dem Grund, weshalb die Dinge heilig sind, und nicht einfach
eine semantische Frage, d.h. die Frage nach der Quantifizierung der Dinge oder Fille (des universal quantifier),
oder nach dem Referent der ,referring expression® to 6otov. Wolfsdorf selber muss zuletzt den von ihm ausge-
sprochenen Unterschied aufgeben, indem er meint, der Ausdruck ,to phrase® als Name der Idee sei sowohl refe-
rentiell als quantifizierend zu verstehen, da es nur einen Referent in dem Fall gibt: die Idee. Die einzige Weise, die
Schwierigkeit dieser Ambivalenz, und damit den dritten Mann zu vermeiden, ist, das £idog kausal zu verstehen:
dies ist auch der Grund der verschiedenen ,degrees of reality“, als Ausweg aus dem Dritten Mann (Vlastos 1971).

10 Cohen (1971: 10) hat in seinem Aufsatz ganz richtig darauf hingewiesen, dass diese Wendung der
Ausdruck des Verhiltnisses der Ursache ist. Er meint auch ganz richtig, dass der Ausdruck, mit dem er die aitia
bezeichnet, auch der Grund der Definition ist; wir konnen sagen: Er ist der Wesensgrund. Ob man akzeptieren
kann, dass seine Unterscheidung (Cohen 1971: 11) von logischer Ursache (‘logical-ot7") und rationaler Ursache
(;reason-oti’) Sokrates bewusst sei und den Beweggrund der Argumentation ausmache, weshalb sie dadurch
auch konsistent bleibe, ist ein anderes Thema; dariiber aber spiter.
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hinaus die Bedeutung der Ursache des So-seins. Den zweiten Terminus i6€a, der hier
mit €i8og gepaart wird, konnen wir nicht anders als mit dem Wort ,Idee’ tibersetzen; die

Bedeutung der id¢a ist hier aber ein Muster fiir die Erkenntnis der so und so gearteten

Dinge. Nun hat das Muster auch eine Gestalt, aber ihre Funktion ist nicht der Grund

des Soseins der jeweiligen Dinge, sondern nur der Grund des Erkennens; durch die Idee

konnen wir unseren Blick schéirfen und — indem wir auf die Idee blicken - die jeweili-
gen Dinge voneinander unterscheiden. Die Erkenntnis, die wir durch die Idee erlangen,
reicht aber, wie wir wissen, noch weiter: Wenn die Dialektik der Ideen eingesetzt wird,
fithrt sie uns bis auf die Idee des Guten zuriick.

Nun soll aufgrund der Definition und der Erklirung von €idog und i8éa, die die Frage
nach der Identitit und dem Gegensatz des Golov beantwortet, eine zweite Definition
des Frommen gesucht werden. So kommen wir an die meist diskutierte und wichtigs-
te Stelle des Dialoges. Die zweite Definition des Euthyphrons lautet: ,Fromm ist, was
den Gottern lieb ist (10 toig Oeoig mpoopiAéc), was nicht lieb ist, ist unfromm, ruch-
los“ (Euthphr. 6 e 117 a 1). Das Gesprich braucht aber noch einen ziemlich langen Weg,
bevor diese Antwort eigentlich diskutiert und widerlegt wird. Denn alle Gotter sind sich
untereinander iberhaupt nicht einig dariiber, was gerecht und ungerecht, was edel und
schlecht, was gut und bose ist (Euthphr. 7 e 1-5). Davon scheint die Antwort abzuhéngen,
was ihnen liebwiirdig sein soll oder nicht; die Antwort soll also in der revidierten Form
gefasst werden: Was allen Gottern liebwiirdig ist, ist das Fromme (Euthphr. 9 e 1-3)."

An diesem Punkt startet die eigentliche Diskussion, und Sokrates bringt die zwei
alternativen Moglichkeiten, unter denen man die Definition verstehen kann und die
von der gesamten neueren sprachanalytischen Literatur so formuliert werden (Euth-
phr. 10 a1-2):

1. Das Heilige wird von den Goéttern geliebt, weil (61u) es heilig ist.

2. Das Heilige ist heilig, weil es von den Gottern geliebt wird.

Die zweite Alternative ist falsch, aber da Euthyphron das gestellte Problem nicht
versteht, miissen beide gepriift werden. Das tut Sokrates zuerst, indem er drei Beispiele
von Tun und Leiden anfiihrt: etwas wird bewegt und bewegt selbst, wird gefithrt und
fithrt selbst, wird gesehen und sieht selbst, um dann diese drei Fille mit dem Fall der
Liebe zu vergleichen, in dem es ein Geliebtes und einen Liebenden gibt. In den ersten
drei Fillen ist klar, dass etwas ein Bewegtes, Gefithrtes und Gesehenes ist, weil (§16Tt)

I Cohen (1971: 3-4) hat auf die grammatischen Schwierigkeiten der englischen Ubersetzungen als Grund
fiir die Unversténdlichkeit des platonischen Textes hingewiesen. Diese Unverstindlichkeit rithrt unter ande-
rem daher, dass Sokrates zuerst die Beziehung des Kausalititsverhaltnisses richtigerweise durch die aktive
und passive Form darstellt (wird getragen - trigt, usw.), dann aber in den weiteren Beispielen zwei passive
Formen gebraucht, nimlich das passive Partizip und die dritte Person der medialen Form desselben Zeitwortes,
pepopevoy — pépetat. Somit wird der Unterschied zwischen beiden Formen, worauf das Kausalitdtsprinzip
gegriindet ist, unkenntlich gemacht oder ist zumindest sehr schwer zu verstehen. Diese Schwierigkeit wird im
Fall der englischen Ubersetzung noch gréfler, weil dort beide Formen in derselben Weise mit dem folgenden
Resultat iibersetzt werden: ,a thing carried is (1) carried because it is carried, but not (2) carried because it
is carried*; das war nicht nur der Grund fiir die Schwierigkeit der Ubersetzung von F.]J. Church (1965) und
P.T. Geach (1966), sondern auch fiir das Verstindnis des Textes und der platonischen Argumentation fiir diesel-
ben Ubersetzer.



Hoston, eu dzen und dikaiousune in der Apologie des Sokrates und tm Euthyphron 63

jemand es bewegt, fithrt und sieht, und nicht umgekehrt. Die ersten drei Félle werden
unter den Begriffen des ytyvopevov kai ndoyov zusammengefasst, und der Schluss ist,
dass der Zustand des Werdens und Leidens nicht selbst Ursache dessen sein kann, was
passiert, sondern dass es ein titiges Prinzip geben muss, welches die Ursache des Gesche-
henden und dadurch des Tuns und Leidens ist. Wie steht es aber mit dem Fall der Liebe,
der mit diesen drei Beispielen konfrontiert werden soll? Auch hier scheint dasselbe Ursa-
chenprinzip zu gelten, denn das Geliebtwerden ist selbst auch ein Zustand. Der Zustand
des Geliebtwerdens, der ein leidender, tdoyov, ist, kann also nicht der Grund sein, dass
etwas oder jemand von denen geliebt wird, die es/ihn lieben. Vielmehr wird jemand oder
etwas dadurch zu einem Geliebten, dass dieses/r (6tt) etwas oder jemand von denen
geliebt wird, die es/ihn lieben. Das Ursachenprinzip liegt auch hier bei den Handelnden,
den Liebenden, und nicht bei dem, was vor sich geht, (ytyvépevov) oder bei dem, dem
es passiert (;tdoyov), also bei dem Geliebten. So folgt in 10 c 10-12 der Schluss:

3. OUY OTLPLAOVpEVOV £0TL PUAETTAL UTTO OV PLAETTAL

Nicht weil etwas ein Geliebtes ist, wird es geliebt von denen, die es lieben (in dem
Fall von den Goéttern),

4. AW OtL@UAgTTal LAOUPEVOV,

sondern weil es von den Gottern geliebt wird, wird es zu einem Geliebten, ™

wobei es klar wird, dass die Bejahung von 3) falsch wire. Platos Argumentation ist
hier aber von vielen Exegeten bestritten worden. Das ,Weil“ hat in dem Fall des Geliebt-
werdens, wie manche Ausleger gesehen haben,” einen anderen Sinn als in den drei voran-
gegangenen Beispielen: dass einer geliebt wird, hat andere Griinde als der Fall, dass
jemand gesehen wird, oder gefithrt wird. Die Griinde des Geliebtwerdens sind etwas
anderes als das einfache Geliebtwerden selber, aber wo liegt das tétige Prinzip: in der
Liebe, bei dem Liebenden oder dem Geliebten? Ist der Zustand des Geliebtwerdens
nur ein passiver Zustand, der nur vom Liebenden als dem Tétigen abhingt, oder ist
es nicht der Geliebte, der im Zustand des Geliebtwerdens ist, selber das tétige Prinzip
des Geliebtwerdens?

Hat aber Sokrates einmal seiner eigenen Meinung nach bewiesen, dass das Geliebt-
werden nur ein yryvépevov und mdoyov ist und deshalb eine Ursache braucht, nimlich

12 Cohen (1971) meint, dass der Beweis besser zu verstehen sei, wenn man die dritte Person der medialen
Form in die aktive Form stellt; dann miissten wir auch die Folge der beiden Sétze umkehren und so hitten wir
die zwei alternativen Aussagen:

3) Etwas ist ein Geliebtes, weil die Gotter es lieben,

4) Die Gotter lieben etwas, weil es ein Geliebtes von den Gottern ist,
wobei die frithere zweite und vierte Aussage hier klarerweise falsch sind. Zu bemerken ist noch, dass diese
Stellung und Nummerierung der Sétze eine umgekehrte gegeniiber derjenigen des Textes ist. Gerade die aktive
Form des Verbs zeigt, dass 2) und 4) nur einen zirkuliren Beweis ergeben.

13 So auch Gadamer, a. a. O. S. 113. D. Wolfsdorf hat in seiner kritischen Zusammenfassung der Sekundérli-
teratur zum Euthyphron bis zum Erscheinen seines Aufsatzes iiber alle Kommentatoren berichtet, welche meinen,
dass Platons Argumentation hier fehlerhaft sei, anfangend mit der Kritik von Braun (1964) und dem berithmten
Kommentar von Geach (1966), denen fiinf weitere papers folgten, namlich Hall (1966), Anderson (1969), Allen
(1970), Cohen (1971), Paxson (1972), welche das Gegenteil behaupten; dann die weiteren Interpretationen von
Thom (1978) und Friedmann (1982), welche meinen, das Argument sei nicht stichhaltig genug.
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die Liebe der Gotter, so kann er auf die Frage nach der Definition des Heiligen zuriick-
kommen, um zu zeigen, was er sich vorgenommen hatte: Ndmlich, dass man nicht sagen

kann, dass das Heilige das Heilige sei, weil es von den Goéttern geliebt wird; man muss

vielmehr sagen, dass das Heilige von den Gottern geliebt wird, weil es das Heilige ist,
und dass gerade aufgrund des Beweises, dass das Geliebtwerden keine Ursache fiir seine

wesentliche Bestimmung, bzw. keine Antwort auf die Wesensfrage des 6oiov sein kann.
Es ist, wenn iiberhaupt, Wesensbestimmung von einem anderen €idog, nimlich dem

Gottgefilligen, dem OeopiAéc.

Wenn nimlich Sokrates die Antwort Euthyphrons wieder priift: ,Das Heilige ist das,
was von allen Gottern geliebt wird“, dann wird es klar, dass das Geliebtwerden von den
Gottern nur der Grund der Definition des Gottgefilligen sein kann, nicht aber des §aov.
Sokrates bestreitet nicht, dass das Heilige von den Géttern geliebt wird, blof} ging seine
Frage (t{ ¢0t1 X) dem €idoc des Heiligen nach. Gefragt wurde auch (Euthphr. 10 a 2-3),
ob das €idog des Heiligen als solches, nimlich §oiov 81t o10v €ot1, die Ursache des
Geliebtwerdens seitens der Gotter sei, und nicht umgekehrt, ndmlich das Geliebtwerden
seitens der Gotter die Ursache des Heiligen.** Es wurde dann bewiesen, dass das Geliebt-
werden seitens der Gotter zu einem anderen €i8og gehort bzw. das andere ausmacht, das
Gottgefillige, 10 BeopiAéc. So konnte man zum Schluss kommen (Euthphr. 10 d 1-e 8),
dass das Geliebtwerden seitens der Gotter lediglich den Wesensgrund des OgogiAégund
nicht des 6otov ausmacht. Der Grund der Unterscheidung liegt darin, dass:

5. ddtLdpa 6odv oty piAgitad,

weil es das Heilige ist, deshalb wird es von den Goéttern geliebt;

6. oUy OtLpLAeital, §id to¥to G016V EoTLy,

nicht weil es von den Gottern geliebt wird, ist das Heilige,

wobei klar ist, dass diese Sétze den Beweisgang wiederholen, der schon fiir das
Lieben und Geliebtwerden in 3) und 4) vollzogen war. Indem diese énaywyr auf das
Heilige angewendet wird, wird wieder bestitigt, dass die Handlung der Liebe eine
Wirkung auf den Gegenstand hat (ein Geliebtes hervorbringt), die nicht als Erklédrungs-
grund des Gegenstands selbst angegeben werden kann. Dies hat aber fiir das Heilige die
Bedeutung, dass, obwohl es von den Géttern geliebt werden kann, die Wirkung ihrer
Handlung nicht wiederum der Erklarungsgrund des Heiligen ist.

Es ist nicht der Fall, dass die Liebe der Gotter etwas heilig macht, weil sie es lieben,
denn das wiirde das, was sie lieben, nur zum Gottgefilligen (Beo@iAég) machen und

14 Nach den meisten Interpreten sind aber hier zwei Begriffe von dutiat im Spiel, namlich der Begriff einer
physischen Ursache in den ersten drei Beispielen, und der Begriff einer psychologischen Ursache im Fall der
Liebe. Thre sprachlichen Vertreter §tt und Sidt hitten also jeweils einen unterschiedlichen Sinn. Es gibt aber
wohl noch eine dritte Bedeutung, ndmlich die logisch—ontologische, welche von dem Begriff der dttia zu gewin-
nen wire, und auf welche die beiden anderen zuriickzufithren wiren. Da der Begriff der dutia zuletzt auf das €idog
zuriickzufiihren ist, konnte man die Ursachen nur auf dem logischen Weg gewinnen; €idog ist aber kein Begriff,
sondern wie die i6¢a die dutia selbst in allen moglichen Fillen. Somit ist, wie Wolfsdorf, (2005: 61), ganz richtig
argumentiert, die Identifizierung der dwtia—Relation logisch; aber die Relation selbst ist eine €pyov-Relation,
sodass wir uns im Kreise drehen, weil Plato selbst nicht wusste, was die Relation der Ideen als Formen zu den
Eigenschaften der Dinge sei.
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nicht zum Heilig-Frommen. Vielmehr ist es so, dass die Gotter es lieben, weil es das
Heilig-Fromme ist. Darum kann man nicht sagen, dass das 6olov in dem OeoiAég,
dem Gottgefilligen, besteht, weil man dann wieder fragen miisste, warum die Gotter
das 6o10v qua doov lieben, und so wiirde man sich nur im Kreis drehen, wie bei den
Statuen des Didalus, die sich selbst bewegen. Dies zu zeigen ist das Ziel der weiteren
énaywyn: Es ist klar, dass das Fromme und das Geliebtwerden seitens der Gotter zwei
verschiedene Dinge sind, in 10 d 12-13 wird dies argumentiert: ,Nicht also ist das Gott-
gefillige das Heilige, [...] noch das Heilige das Gottgefillige [...], sondern dieses ist von
jenem verschieden (ovUx dpa Oeo@iAéc 6016V €oTwv [...] 008€ TO Gotov BeoiAég|...], AN
£tepov 10010 TOVTOL). ¥

Der Grund der Unterscheidung wird ausdriicklich in 10 e 6-8 wiederholt: ,Das Gott-
gefillige ist eben, weil (611) es von den Gottern geliebt wird, gerade wegen dieses Geliebt-
werdens das Gottgefillige, nicht jedoch ‘weil” es das Gottgefillige ist, wird es von den
Gottern geliebt.“ Dieses Argument lag doch dem Anfang des ganzen Beweises zugrun-
de, als Hauptgrund der Unterscheidung. Die ganze Argumentation scheint jetzt auf eine
erste Antizipation des Leibniz—Prinzips der Identitéit des Nichtunterscheidbaren hinaus-
zulaufen, dessen Beweis im Substitutionsprinzip der Termini durch Sitze besteht. So
lduft der Beweisin 10 e 8-11b 5:
Wiiren ndmlich das 6otov und 0eo@iAég dasselbe; dann folgt daraus:

7. das Gottgefillige ist gottgefillig, weil es von den Gottern geliebt wird;
bei Substitution des ,Heiligen’ durch das ,Gottgefillige’ folgt dann:

8. das Heilige ist heilig, weil es von den Géttern geliebt wird,

was aber falsch ist. Denn, wie weiter argumentiert wird, ist das eine nur, weil es von
den Gottern geliebt wird, ein solches zum Geliebtwerden (811 @iAgitat éotiv olov
@AeloBar); das andere dagegen wird geliebt, weil es als solches wiirdig ist, geliebt zu
werden (olov @iAgioBai, S1d ToTo PUALTTaN).

Das Resultat des Beweises wird von Sokrates so zusammengefasst: ,als ich Dich
gefragt habe, was das Fromme ist, hast Du mir nicht das Wesen (ovoiav) des Heiligen

15 Man hat tiber die Stelle des €tepov tolto tovtov sehr viel diskutiert, und vor allem gefragt, ob diese
Wendung nicht eine erste Form vom Leibniz‘ Satz des Nicht-zu-Unterscheidenden ist, und ob darunter der
Beweis der Nichtidentitit im Sinne der Nichtsubstituierbarkeit zu verstehen sei, mit allen sich daran anschlie-
enden Fragen, oder ob es sich um die Identitit der Nominalausdriicke, d.h. ihrer Bedeutung, oder der Begriffe,
oder zuletzt der Sachen selbst handelt; natiirlich kann man diese Fragen beantworten, wenn man sich dariiber
im Klaren ist, wie die Ausdriicke t0 6otov und 10 Beo@tAég zu verstehen seien: Wenn sie jeweils der Name der
entsprechenden Idee oder des €i8og sind, dann ist es klar, dass hier nicht die Nichtunterscheidbarkeit des Iden-
tischen gemeint ist, sondern die Unterscheidbarkeit des Verschiedenen.

16 So Schleiermachers Ubersetzung. D. Wolfsdorf (2005) der die Stelle in einer dhnlichen Weise iibersetzt,
ist der Meinung, dass die epagoge auf einem unzureichenden semantischen Boden gestellt wire, wenn dieser
Unterschied der Grund des Beweises sein sollte. An der Ubersetzung sieht man schon, dass der Unterschied
unhaltbar, oder gar keiner ist.
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zeigen wollen, sondern nur eine Affektion (td0og) desselben, ndmlich, dass es dem Heili-
gen passiert ist (témov0e), von den Gottern geliebt zu werden® (Euthphr. 112 7-9).”

Wenn wir also auf die ,Was ist — Frage“, oder Wesensfrage des Heiligen zuriickkom-
men, deren Antwort seine Identitat feststellen bzw. definieren sollte, dann miissen zwei
Bedingungen erfiillt werden, damit die Definition gelingen kann, nimlich:

a. Inder Definition (hier des §o10v) muss man ein festes Subjekt setzen, ein €i80g,
das definiert werden soll, dessen Name, wie Aristoteles spiter gezeigt hat,
nicht wieder in der Definition auftreten darf,"® sonst ist die Definition zirkular,
d.h. nichts wird erldutert und man dreht sich nur im Kreise (z.B. OeopiAégist
das, was die Gotter lieben). Damit die Definition gelingt, muss das Subjekt, das
hier ovoia genannt wird, so bestimmt werden, dass seine Bestimmungen nicht
weiter erkldrungsbediirftig sind, sonst findet die Definition keinen Abschluss,
d.h. sie gelingt nicht.

b. Die ovoia soll also durch ihre eigenen Eigenschaften definiert werden, nicht
durch solche, die sie durch die Wirkung einer anderen ovoia hat, denn diese ist
nur ein tdBog, nicht ihr eigenes Wesen.” Dieses feste Subjekt, das Definiendum,
wovon die weitere Bestimmung in der Definition ausgesagt werden soll, und das
seinerseits nicht wieder von einem anderen ausgesagt werden darf, das sein Erkla-
rungsgrund wire, ist die Substanz, ovoia; man kann also wohl sagen: Das Heilige
ist Oeo@iAég — nicht aber : Das Oso@iAégist das Heilige).

Deshalb hatte Sokrates die Frage nach der Definition des £i8og auf das Identititsprin-
zip gestiitzt, das als Prinzip der Unterscheidbarkeit des Verschiedenen zu verstehen ist,
und nicht blof} als Identitit des Nichtunterscheidbaren.

Die Moglichkeit der Antwort auf die Wesensfrage wird also bei Plato, nicht anders als
spiter bei Aristoteles, nur durch den Rekurs auf das €l8o¢ gegeben, das durch die i6¢a,
den Hinblick auf dieses €idog, erreicht wird. Das €idoc ist somit konsequenterweise das
eidog einer ovoia; diese gilt aber als aitia, Bestimmungsgrund. So stehen die Dinge hier
mit ovoia und dBog: ,Geliebtwerden® ist nur ein tdBoc des Heiligen, weil es nicht zu
seiner vollen Wesensbestimmung gehort und seine Identitit ausmacht. Nur aufgrund
dieser konnen wir unterscheiden, was heilig und was nicht heilig ist. Die Definition des
Heiligen durch die Liebe der Gétter mutet nur einen Pathos an oder wird rekursiv, wenn
sie nur innerhalb der Liebe selber bleibt.

7 So auch Gadamer (1991: 114).

18 Vgl. Arist. Metaph., Z, 4,1029 b, 19-20: ,.in der Rede, die etwas definiert, soll nicht das vorkommen, was
die Rede definiert; nur dies ist die Rede, die das Wesen fiir ein jedes bestimmt.”

% Die Interpretationen der sprachanalytischen Autoren (wie Wolfsdorf 2005: 33 ff.) miissen hier zuge-
ben, dass man ntdBog weder als Pridikat der Qualitit noch als o8upepnrdg oder Attribut auffassen kann, und
zuletzt schliefSen, da die Verkoppelung nur an dieser Stelle bei Plato vorkommt, dass Pathos der Ausdruck fiir
alles ist, was durch eine Handlung einem Subjekt passieren kann. Wire es aber nicht viel einfacher, das Wort
hier in seiner eigentlichen Bedeutung zu nehmen und nicht als philosophischer Sprachausdruck, wenn schon
von Liebe die Rede ist, sei sie auch die Liebe der Gotter? Die klare Unterscheidung wird dann von Aristoteles
gegeben; vgl. Arist. Metaph., 1030 a 10-14: ,6piopée & €otiv [...] éav ipcddtov Tvdg™ , Definition gibt es nur von
den ersten Gattungen einer Art. Denn diese werden nicht als Teilhabe, oder als Pathos, oder als Akzidenzien
von etwas ausgesagt®.
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Wenn die zweite Definition des §olov misslungen ist, hat sie aber noch eine Fragstel-
lung offen gelassen, ndmlich: Inwiefern unterscheidet sich das Heilige von der Liebe der
Gotter, wenn gesagt wird, dass die Gotter das Heilig-Fromme doch lieben? Wie soll man
das 6a10v noch definieren?

3. Die zweite Definition des osion aufgrund des dikaion: die therapeia tou
theou als Einheit von legein kai prattein.

Bevor wir nun nachpriifen, wie Plato selber solche Fragen beantworten wird, wollen
wir zuerst davon absehen, und uns dagegen fragen, welche reale Bedeutung diese ganze
Argumentation aus ethischer, religioser und politischer Hinsicht in ihrer Zeit hat. Dann
werden wir wohl verstehen, dass diese Stelle als ein Zeichen der Aufklirung im griechi-
schen Geist angesehen wird, die mit den oo, die Platon Sophisten nennt, aufgegan-
gen ist.* Uns interessiert natiirlich mehr, was durch Kants Begriff der Autonomie der
praktischen Vernunft daraus geworden ist: Das moralische Gesetz ist das Heilige, nicht
weil es von den Gottern geliebt wird bzw. weil es der Wille Gottes ist, sondern der Wille
Gottes ist das Heilige, wenn und nur wenn er, wie der Wille der Menschen, unter dem
moralischen Gesetz steht. Kant nennt nimlich das Heilige oder die Heiligkeit die vollige
Ubereinstimmung des Willens mit dem moralischen Gesetz, also mit dem Gerechten.”
Was fiir einen Sinn hat aber diese Unterscheidung des 6atov, des Heiligen, vom
Beo@iAéc, und dadurch vom Lieben und Willen der Goétter gerade im Moment, wo
Sokrates von aoéfeia angeklagt wird? Um das zu verstehen, miissten wir das Gesprich
weiter verfolgen, in der Hoffnung, dort eine Antwort darauf zu finden. Da die positi-
ve Bestimmung des §otov bisher nicht erfolgt ist, sondern nur eine negative, und das

2 Diese Meinung hat auch T. A. Szlézak (2010: 221) vertreten; er bemerkt, dass Sokrates hier die tradierte
Religion, die in der Figur des Sehers Euthyphron geschildert wird, verlédsst, wenn auch nicht den Begriff, dass
der Beo@ihng GvBpwmog fromm ist (Euthphr. 7 a 7), um aber einen anderen Grund seines Geliebtwerdens von
den Gottern zu suchen.

2! Vgl. Kant 1785: 74: ,Der Wille, dessen Maximen notwendig mit den Gesetzen der Autonomie zusam-
menstimmen, ist ein heiliger, schlechterdings guter Wille. Die Abhéngigkeit eines nicht schlechterdings guten
Willens vom Prinzip der Autonomie (die moralische N6tigung ) ist Verbindlichkeit. Diese kann auf ein heiliges
Wesen nicht gezogen werden.“ Vgl. auch Kant 1788: 259: ,,Das moralische Gesetz ist heilig (unnachsichtlich) und
fordert Heiligkeit der Sitten, obwohl alle moralische Vollkommenheit, zu welcher der Mensch gelangen kann,
immer nur Tugend ist, d.i gesetzmifSige Gesinnung aus Achtung fiir das Gesetz.”

M. Cohen (1971) hat heute wieder die Bedeutung dieser Problematik hervorgehoben. Er hat sie aber auf
seine eigene Weise ausgelegt, ndmlich als den Bezug zwischen der ,authoritarian normative ethical theory®,
welche von Euthyphron durch die Identifizierung des 6oov mit dem Gottgeliebten vertreten wird, und einer

»meta—ethical theory®, die ohne sein Wissen von ihm auch vertreten wird, ,where pious is for ihm defined in
terms of of the approval of an authority“ (Cohen 1971: 2); das setzt nach Cohen voraus, dass die Gotter weise
und rational sind, und dass diese Weisheit und Rationalitit den Grund ihrer Autoritit ausmacht; erst aufgrund
dieser Rationalitit konnen sie wahrnehmen und unterscheiden, ob eine gegebene Tat pious ist oder nicht, was die
Menschen nicht kénnen, und zwar aufgrund der Bestimmungen dieser Tat. Das bejahende Urteil iiber das 6otov
aufgrund der Rationalitit (der Gotter wie auch der Menschen) ist also das ,meta—ethical Moment®, wodurch die
authoritarian normative ethics, die Euthyphron befolgt, nicht mehr autoritativ wire. Dasselbe steht aber, wie wir
sehen werden, schon bei Kant; nur wurde es anders formuliert.
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Gesprich noch nicht zu der Definition des Heiligen gelangen konnte, muss Sokrates die
Frage noch einmal stellen.

So kommt man zu dem dritten Versuch, eine Definition des 6gtov zu geben, wo
10 60tov und 10 Sikatov noch enger zusammengeriickt werden, und wo der Unterschied
nur darin besteht, dass das Gerechte der Oberbegriffist, und das Heilig-Fromme nur der
andere Teil: ,,Scheint es Dir nicht notwendig zu sagen,“ meint Sokrates, ,dass das Gerech-
te das Ganze des Heiligen sei?“ (o0x avaykaiév oot Sokel Sikatov elval tdv to §o10v;
Euthphr. 11 e 4-5). Wenn es nimlich gilt, dass dort, wo das Heilige ist, auch das Gerech-
te ist, so gilt nicht, dass immer dort, wo das Gerechte ist, auch das Heilige sei. Daraus
folgt, dass das Heilige nur ein Teil des Gerechten ist. Ist dies festgestellt (ohne jedoch zu
wissen, aus welchen Griinden), so fordert Sokrates Euthyphron wieder zur Bestimmung
auf, welcher Teil des Gerechten das Heilige ist (Euthphr. 12 e 1-4). Die Antwort, die wir
von Euthyphron haben, lautet, dass das Heilige der Teil des Gerechten ist, welcher die
Beziehung des Menschen zu den Gottern betrifft, ndmlich die Sorge (Oepamneia, Euthphr.
12 e 7), welche die Menschen den Gottern gegeniiber erweisen miissen. Der andere Teil
des Gerechten bezieht sich auf das Verhiltnis der Menschen untereinander.

Sokrates ist froh, eine klare Antwort bekommen zu haben, blof§ will er noch eine
Kleinigkeit wissen, ndmlich, was diese Oepamneia der Gotter sei. Muss man sich um die
Gesundheit der Gotter Sorgen machen, wie es Tierziichter mit ihren Tieren tun, indem
sie auf ihre Gesundheit achten und sie notigenfalls verbessern? Sokrates ist dabei aber
nicht ganz fair. Oepaneia kdnnen wir im Deutschen mit dem Wort ,,Sorge* iiberset-
zen — man sagt in der evangelischen und katholischen Kirche, dass der Pastor Seelsorge
austiibt. Als Seher oder Priester meint also Euthyphron, dass der Teil des Gerechten, der
die Beziehung der Menschen zu Gott betrifft, das 6o10v, das Fromme sei und dass dieses
generell in der Sorge fiir die Gétter bestehe. Jede Gerechtigkeit beruht jedoch auf Gegen-
seitigkeit der Rechte und Pflichten, und so muss auch das Heilige von der Seite Gottes her
eine Sorge, Oeparnelia, fiir die Menschen beinhalten.”> Wenn es aber moglich ist, einzuse-
hen, was die Oepameia der Gotter fiir die Menschen sein kann, nimlich der Schutz und
die Heilung der Menschen, so ist immer noch schwierig zu verstehen, worin die Oeparneia
der Menschen im Bezug auf die Gotter bestehen kann. Wie sieht diese Oepamneia der
Gotter in der mpda€ig aus, welches Werk bringt sie hervor (oUkodv Oepamneia ndoa tavtov
Swampdttetay; (Euthphr. 13 b 7)? Sie sollte den Gottern einen Nutzen, 6@eAia, bringen.
Nichts aber von dem, was die Menschen fiir die Gotter tun, kann den Gottern niitzlich
sein oder sie besser machen (Euthphr. 13 ¢ 6-9). Dies muss auch Euthyphron zugeben -
die Gotter brauchen also die Sorge und die Hilfe der Menschen nicht.

2 Das steht auch im Mythos am Ende der Politeia (R. 613 a7-b 1), wo ausdriicklich von der Sorge der Gott-
heit fiir den gerechten Menschen die Rede ist, da die Gerechtigkeit als Ideenerkenntnis und als Angleichung des
Menschen an Gott, opoiwotg @ 0e®, angesehen wird. Das wurde auch von T.A. Szlézak (2010: 321) bemerkt,
der die These vertritt, dass die Gerechtigkeit eine wesentliche Seite der Ogo@uAia ausmacht, aber die Ideener-
kenntnis und die Lehre des péyiotov pdOnpa doch héher als diese biirgerliche Tugend der Gerechtigkeit ist, und
deshalb ihr Besitzer, der Dialektiker, in einer engeren Nihe zu der Gottheit steht.
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Verfolgen wir nun die Frage von Sokrates weiter, dann horen wir eine Antwort von
Euthyphron, die uns die Frage der Oepamneia aus einem anderen Gesichtspunkt sehen
ldsst — dem Gesichtspunkt, den Gadamer ganz richtig die dorische Harmonie von Adyog
und €pyov, bzw. Aéyog und npd€ic nennt.* Sokrates fragt nimlich weiter, was eigent-
lich die Bepameia Gottes sei, worin die evoéfela und das 6aiov bestehen. Euthyphron
antwortet, dass die Heiligkeit als Gottestherapie in dem Dienst besteht, welchen die
Diener den Herren erweisen, indem sie alles fiir sie besorgen und sie bei allem bedienen:
Der religiose Bezug wire somit ein Verhiltnis von Herrschaft und Knechtschaft.>+ Hier
wird die Sache ernst, und zwar sehr ernst. Geht es also Plato um eine Religionskritik?

Sokrates fragt nun wieder nach der anepyacia, nach dem Resultat eines solchen
Dienstes, worin die religiose Beziehung Gott-Mensch besteht: Welche sind die Werke,
die durch solchen Dienst hervorgebracht werden? Die Frage nimmt auch eine andere
Gestalt an (Euthphr. 13 e 11-13): Welche Werke werden von den Goéttern hervorgebracht,
wenn sie sich der Menschen als Diener bedienen? Das soll heifien: Man soll die Arbeit
des Dienstes nicht nur von der Seite der Menschen, sondern auch von der Seite der
Werke der Gotter sehen, an welchen die Menschen mitarbeiten. In dieser neuen Gestalt
liegt der Akzent unverkennbar auf der Zusammenarbeit von Gottern und Menschen an
einem gemeinsamen Werk. Sokrates fithrt das gute Beispiel der Generile einer Armee an,
deren verfolgter téAog nicht nur ihr Sieg, sondern auch der Sieg der Stadt ist, und stellt
ihnen dezidiert das Werk der Diener entgegen, der Bauern, welche die fiir das Leben der
Stadt ebenso notwendige Nahrung besorgen. Durch diesen Vergleich leitet er die rich-
tige Antwort auf das 6a1ov ein,* die Euthyphron jetzt gibt. Die Antwort lautet nach der
Ubersetzung von Schleiermacher wie folgt:

»S0 viel sage ich dir indes kurz und gut, dass, wenn jemand versteht, betend und
opfernd den Géttern ,Angenehmes’ zu reden und zu tun, das ist fromm, und das errettet
die Hiuser der Einzelnen und das gemeine Wohl der Staaten. Der Gegensatz aber des
ihnen ,Angenehmen’ ist das Ruchlose, wodurch auch alles umgestiirzt und zerstort wird.”
(Euthphr. 14 b 2-7)

2 Vgl. Platon, Lach., 193 e 1-3: ,Wir sind beide, Deiner Rede zufolge, dorisch gestimmt (dwpioti
Nppéopeba), ich und Du, o Laches: die Taten sind nicht im Einklang mit dem Reden (ta €pya oV oupgovel npiv
toig Adyorg). Auf den Spruch vgl. H.-G. Gadamer (1972). Blof3 steht der Spruch nicht, wie er meint, im Lysis,
sondern im Laches.

2 Wir finden hier wieder dieselbe Religionskritik vor, die Hegel in seinen theologischen Jugendschriften,
die noch von der Aufklirung inspiriert sind, gegen den jiidischen und christlichen Glauben ausiibt; vgl. meine
Darstellung der Sache in R. Dottori (2006).

» Diese Interpretation wurde zum ersten Mal von Wilamowitz (1919: 75-81) angedeutet: “Gedacht kann
dabei an nichts anderes sein, als das eigene Wirken an das Ziel zu richten, dem das Regiment der Gotter zustrebt.
Plato hat diese Betrachtungsweise nicht weiter verfolgt; sobald die neutrale Idee des Guten in den Mittelpunkt
trat, war da keinen Raum mehr fiir Gott oder Gotter.“ Gigon meinte, dass diese Interpretation von Wilamowitz
selbst, bereits nach dem ersten Satz, den er geschrieben hatte, fiir unméglich gehalten wurde, da ihr Begriff einer
Religion angehorte, die vielleicht von Heraklit Frg. 75, war, und spater von Marc Aurel wieder aufgenommen
wurde, ihm aber fremd gewesen sei. Aber an der Stelle schreibt Wilamowitz weiter: ,Als er den Euthyphron
schrieb, fasste er die Menschenwelt viel eher als ein Reich Gottes, oder eine communio deorum et hominum, eine
grofie civitas, wie es Cicero De legibus I 23 nach den Stoikern ausfiihrt. In diesem fillt dem Weisen oder dem
Philosophen eine titige Mitarbeit zu“ (Willamowitz 1919: 79).
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Diese Ubersetzung von 14 b 6-8 ist zwar nicht falsch, blof3 verursacht sie eine Umstel-
lung in der Folge der zwei Ausdriicke Aéyewv xai mpdttety und evyopevog te kai 0vwv,
wodurch man die Pointe der nachfolgenden Bemerkung des Sokrates nicht mehr versteht.
Die prizise Ubersetzung wire:

»S0 viel sage ich dir indes kurz und gut, dass, wenn Einer weif, den Gottern mit
Reden und Handeln (éntiotntat toig Beolg Aéyewy xai mpdttewy) etwas Angenehmes
(keyxaplopéva) zu erweisen, betend und opfernd (evyopevog te kai Ovwv), so wird er
dadurch sowohl die privaten Hiuser, als auch die gemeinen Giiter der Stidte retten;
das Gegenteil des ihnen Angenehmen ist das Unfromme (doefij), das alles verdirbt und
zugrunde richtet®.

Das wird gerade durch die Bemerkung Sokrates’ zu dieser Antwort klar hervorgeho-
ben: ,Denn auch jetzt, da Du eben daran warst, bist Du umgewendet, da ich, wenn Du
dies beantwortet hittest, jetzt vielleicht schon von Dir gelernt hétte, was Frommigkeit ist*
(Euthphr. 14 c 1-5). Denn gleich nachdem Euthyphron vom Reden und Handeln (Aéyewv
Kaimtpdrtewv) gesprochen hat, geht er zu der Wendung ,,betend und opfernd“ tiber.

Indem also in der Ubersetzung Schleiermachers das ,,Opfern und Beten“ vor das
Paar Aéyewv und mpdttew gesetzt wird, hat man den Eindruck, dass ,das Angenehme*,
das die Menschen fiir die Gotter tun, gerade im Beten und Opfern besteht, und dass
das Reden und Handeln nur die Begleiterscheinung oder der dufiere Ausdruck davon
sind; wihrend nach unserer Interpretation die dorische Einheit von Aéyew kai npdttety
gerade die ovoia ausmacht, wovon das Beten und Opfern nur ein Pathos ist. Das wire
doch dem Sprachgebrauch angemessen, genauso wie es oben auch in Bezug auf das
Geliebtwerden von den Gottern dargestellt wurde: mdBog ist hier auf den Akt des Betens
und Opferns bezogen, deren eigener Sinn bzw. eigenes Sein, ovoia, in dem Aéyewv kai
npdttely besteht, auch wenn es nicht ganz im Sinne der aristotelischen Kategorienlehre
ist - warum sollte es auch? Genauso wird dieselbe Einheit von Aéyewv kat mpdattew fiir
die andere Seite der Beziehung zu xeyapiopéva, zu dem den Gottern ,Angenehmen®,
welches — wie wir gleich sehen werden - ein Pathos ist.

Der weitere Fortlauf des Gesprichs scheint diese Interpretation zu bestitigen, denn
die weiteren von Sokrates gestellten Fragen zielen darauf hin, das den Géttern ,,Ange-
nehme® weiter bestimmen zu wollen, und Euthyphrons Antworten beziehen sich immer
weiter darauf, es mit Geschenk und Gebet zu identifizieren, mit den tipn kat yépa, und
die darauf folgende ydpic der Gotter nur als eine Kunst des Handelgeschifts zwischen
Menschen und Gottern darzustellen, in der sowieso die Menschen nur zu nehmen haben,
da sie kein dya86v, nichts Gutes besitzen. Dadurch geht die Kritik wieder von vorne
los: Sie besagt ndmlich, dass das Fromme nur das ist, was die Gotter lieben, weil es den
Gottern liebenswiirdig (Oeo@uA£c) ist, anstatt zu sagen, dass die Gotter es lieben, weil
es das Fromme ist, und die ovoia, den Grund anzugeben, weshalb es ihnen ,,angenehm’
(xépic) erscheint, d.h. der Ehre und Gaben wiirdig. Natiirlich wird darunter nicht der
echte Sinn der Gottesehre, Tiun xai yépa verstanden, wenn sie nicht aus dem Gesichts-
punkt der Achtung vor dem géttlichen Gesetz und der Ordnung gesehen wird, und das
impliziert die entsprechende Anbetung als Anerkennung seines absoluten Wertes und

3
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seiner Wiirdigkeit, die keine einfache Liebenswiirdigkeit ist.*® Das ist das echte 6atov,
die Heiligkeit des Willens als Angemessenheit zu dem hochsten urspriinglichen Guten.
Dementsprechend werden auch ydpic und xeyapiopévov von der Seite Gottes nicht
gewiirdigt, wenn die 6016tn¢ und die e0oéPeia, die Heiligkeit und die Frommigkeit,
von den Menschen nicht richtig verstanden werden. Hier gilt wieder dasselbe, was auch
Kant herausgestellt hat: Menschen kénnen durch Wohltun zwar Liebe, aber dadurch
allein nicht Achtung erwerben; ihre Wohltitigkeit kann ihnen nur Ehre machen, wenn
sie der Ehre wiirdig sind; und das werden sie wiederum nur dann, wenn sie zu der Heilig-
keit ihres Redens und Handelns, zum 6o1ov als dem richtigen Bezug zu dem hochsten
ayafo6v gekommen sind, d.h. das Heilige erreicht haben. Dann wissen sie auch, was
es bedeutet, Gott zu ehren, und sind ihrerseits der Ehre und der Liebe Gottes wiirdig
geworden, welche dann kein td0og mehr ist, sondern die eigentliche ovoia. Fraglich
bleibt, ob Euthyphron das weif3, oder ob er versteht, was er sagt? Ob diejenigen, die ihm
folgen, die Gemeinde, der er angehort, es denn auch verstehen?

Was an dieser Stelle am Ende des Dialoges folgt, ist eben eine Religionskritik im
Sinne der heutigen Aufkldrung, die Plato hier vollziehen mdchte, wie sie schon Protago-
ras und die Sophisten ausgeiibt haben, deren Ansicht zufolge der Sinn der Religion im
Niitzlichen besteht. Andererseits will aber Plato auch tiber diese Kritik hinauskommen,
und den echten Sinn der Religion aufzeigen, der weder in einem Wissen (Wissenschaft
von Geschenk und Bitte, émiotipn aitrjoewc kai d6oewc, Euthphr. 14 d 1), noch in einer
Kunst des Handelgeschifts (¢umopuwr| téxvn, Euthphr. 14 e 6) besteht.”” Diese kritische
Bemerkung Sokrates’ ist wieder ein Zeichen, dass das 6a10v, das Heilige oder der fromme
Bezug zu den Gottern, auf Gegenseitigkeit beruhen soll, welche eine Form der Gerech-
tigkeit ist: Wo 6otov und evoéPeia prisent sind, da muss auch Swatoovvn vorhanden
sein, mit der Konsequenz, dass der Teil, welcher die Beziehungen der Menschen zu Gott
regelt, auch die Beziehung der Menschen untereinander regeln soll, wenn der Bezug zu
den Gottern im verniinftigen Handeln besteht (Aéyewv kai mpdttewv) und nicht nur in
der Ehre und in Gaben an die Goétter, um ihre Gnade zu erkaufen. So scheint auch die
letzte Antwort auf die Frage nach der Definition der Oepamneia, welche sie so eng an das
Tun des Priestertums, an die Kenntnis des Betens und Opferns, und zuletzt an die Kunst

% Diesen Grund der Ehre hat Kant am besten ausgedriickt: ,Denn nichts ehrt Gott mehr als das, was das
Schitzbarste in der Welt ist, die Achtung fiir sein Gebot, die Beobachtung der heiligen Pflicht, die uns sein Gebot
auferlegt, wenn seine herrlichste Anstalt dazu kommt, eine solche schone Ordnung mit angemessener Gliick-
seligkeit zu kronen. Wenn ihn das letztere (auf menschliche Art zu reden) liebwiirdig macht, so ist er durch das
erstere ein Gegenstand der Anbetung (Adoration). Selbst Menschen konnen sich durch Wohltun zwar Liebe,
aber dadurch allein niemals Achtung erwerben, so dass die grofite Wohltitigkeit ihnen nur dadurch Ehre macht,
dass sie nach Wiirdigkeit ausgeiibt wird.“ (Kant 1788: 263)

?7 Diese Stellungnahme der Sophistik, welche das Heilige und das Gerechte mit dem Niitzlichen so eng
verbindet, wird von Plato im Thedthet stigmatisiert, und zwar in der Selbstverteidigungsrede des Protagoras, die
Plato dem Sokrates in den Mund legt; vgl. Platon, 7ht., 167 b 4-5: ,Alles, was jeder Stadt das Gerechte und das
Schone zu sein scheint, das ist es auch fiir sie, solange sie es fiir ein solches hilt; der copdg aber lisst die Stadt
glauben, dass die niitzlicheren und angenehmeren Dinge, anstatt der schwereren, das Gerechte seien®; diese
Meinung wird in der Kritik des Sokrates an Protagoras (7At. 172 a 1-b 6) angegriffen: das Gerechte und das Scho-
ne werden direkt an das Heilige gekoppelt, und dem Niitzlichen entgegengesetzt, indem sie gpvoel eine eigene
ovotia haben, welche nicht einfach zu der bloflen Meinung, der allgemeinen §6&a der Stadt, zu reduzieren ist.
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des Handelns bindet, ein misslungener Versuch zu sein, und tatsichlich ist es allgemeine

Meinung der Ausleger, dass auch dieser Dialog aporetisch endet.*® Wir haben aber durch

die Deutung von 14 c 1-5 und die Anderung der Ubersetzung Schleiermachers auf eine

andere mogliche Interpretation des Dialogs verwiesen, nach welcher die Definition der
Oepamneia nicht misslingt, weil sie teilweise eine Kritik der iiberlieferten Religion impli-
ziert, andererseits aber auch zu einer positiven Bestimmung des 6otov fiihrt.

Die Oepamneia der Gotter besteht wohl darin, die Gotter zu ehren, aber das tut man
durch wahrhaftiges Reden und gerechte Taten. Diese sind die echten Geschenke, die die
Gotter lieben; die Sorge der Menschen fiir die Gotter ist ihnen liebenswiirdig, weil sie die
Sorge um das Gerechte ist; daraus entsteht auch eine gegenseitige Sorge zwischen den
Gottern und den Menschen, welche die Stidte und Hauser rettet, wie auch das allgemei-
ne Wohl des Staates (Euthphr. 14 b 4-5). Die Frage, wie beide Seiten des Gerechten, die
Sorge um die Gotter und die Sorge um die Menschen, das Heilige und das allgemeine
Recht verbunden werden, soll durch die Beantwortung der von Sokrates an Euthyphron
gestellten Fragen gelost werden. Hauptvoraussetzung des Dialoges zwischen ihnen ist
das, was beide gemeinsam haben, die innere Stimme des Saipwv, die sie, wie wir in der
Inszenierung des Dialoges gesehen haben, dazu zwingt, die Frage nach dem Heiligen
und die Frage nach dem Gerechten zu stellen und zu beantworten.

An allen misslungenen Antworten Euthyphrons zeigt sich, dass das Wesen des Heili-
gen und Frommen mit dem Wesen der Gerechtigkeit zusammenhéngt, und am Ende
des Dialoges wissen wir, wie diese innere Einheit von Frommigkeit und Gerechtigkeit,
von Religion und Staat aussieht: Es ist die dorische Einheit von Adyog und €pyov, das
verniinftige Handeln, welches nicht den Nutzen des Einzelnen im Sinne hat, sondern den
echten Dienst den Goéttern, den eigentlichen Bezug zu dem Géttlichen, der im verniinf-
tigen Handeln, im Tun des Gerechten besteht, welches Gottesdienst und Staatsdienst
vereinigt. Euthyphrons scheinbares Wissen iiber das Heilig-Fromme muss aufgegeben
werden und fiir die scheinbare Gottlosigkeit Sokrates’ Platz machen, welche den echten
Sinn der Religion und des Staates in ihrer Einheit, in der Gerechtigkeit, sucht. Nicht
umsonst endet der Dialog, wie schon von Gigon richtig bemerkt wurde*, mit Sokra-
tes Worten (Euthphr. 16 a 3—4): ,wenn ich dank Dir, Euthyphron, tiber die gottlichen
Dinge (ta O€ia) weise geworden wire, wiirde ich aus Unwissenheit auf diese Weise nicht
mehr griibeln oder Neuerungen suchen, sondern wiirde ich wissen, wie ich mein {ibriges
Leben auch wiirdiger verleben sollte“ (tov &M\ov Biov 6Tt dpewvov frocoipny).

% So nach Gigon (1972: 219): ,es gilt, dass der richtige Begriff der Oepaneia nicht gefunden werden kann®;
(Gigon 1972: 223 ff.): ,was die Frommigkeit oder die Tapferkeit usw. ihrem Wesen nach sind, erfahren wir im
Euthyphron, Laches, usw. nicht“ ; er glaubt auch nicht an die Hypothese, hinter den aporetischen Dialogen sei
Platos eigene Doktrin versteckt.

» Gigon 1972: 222.
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4. Wesensbestimmung der dikaiosune, der politischen Tugend, als Grund des
eu dzen, des guten Lebens.

Was hier gemeint ist, macht auch das Grundmotiv der Apologie des Sokrates aus, d.h.
dem Ruf des inneren Daimonos zu folgen, der Sokrates immer gemahnt hat, nur das
Gerechte zu suchen, und seine Mitbiirger, Lehrlinge und Freunde immer an diese Suche
zu erinnern und nur das Gerechte zu befolgen, welches die Idee des Guten (t0 ayad6v)
zu seinem Prinzip hat. Diese ist zugleich auch der hochste Zweck, der letzte té\og der
Polis und des Weltalls, wovon in der Politeia®® und im Timaios® die Rede sein wird. Aber
das Gerechte zu suchen und zu erreichen ist nicht so einfach, und es wird fiir Sokrates die
Anklage Meletos’ und der anderen bedeuten, und ihn schlussendlich das Leben kosten.
Darin besteht die Tragodie des Sokrates und sein bitteres Schicksal: Sokrates weifd wohl,
dass niemand in der polis, bzw. im politischen Leben die Gerechtigkeit lehren, verteidi-
gen und verwirklichen kann, ohne dem Willen der Masse zu erliegen (Ap., 31e 1-3223);
wer also um die Gerechtigkeit kimpfen will, muss dem Tode entgegensehen, wie Sokra-
tes selber. Will er dagegen weiter in der Polis leben, so muss er ein privates Leben fiihren,
und sich in die Politik nicht einmischen (i8twtevewy AN pn Snpootevewy). Andererseits
ist es aber nicht moglich, ein privates Leben zu fithren, in Athen wie anderswo, ohne sich
tiir das Gerechte einzusetzen. Warum ist dem so? Weil es kein gutes Leben geben kann,
kein €0 {ijv, ohne Gerechtigkeit, Sucatoavvn, so wie es im Kriton ausdriicklich gesagt
wird: Nicht das Leben iiberhaupt ist als das Hochste zu schitzen, sondern €0 ijv, gut zu
leben; gut zu leben aber ist dasselbe wie schon und gerecht zu leben (Cri. 48 b 5-10). Es ist
also fiir ihn nicht méglich, ein privates Leben zu fithren, ohne sich gleichzeitig in das
politische Leben einzumischen, denn das hief3e fiir ihn, ungerecht zu leben und ungliick-
lich zu sein. Die Frage wirft sich auf: Ungerecht gegeniiber wem? Nur eine Antwort ist
moglich: Ungerecht gegeniiber Gott, oder dem Gottlichen; das bezeugt ihm seine innere
Stimme, sein daipwv. Der Preis fiir diese Gerechtigkeit gegeniiber Gott, den er zahlen
soll, ist jedoch sein Leben; insofern fallen die Suwcatoovvn und das dotov, die Gerechtig-
keit und das Heilige zusammen: Beide sind nur die zwei Seiten des ayaf6v, welches das
Prinzip von beiden ist. Das Géttliche, to O€iov, fordert den absoluten Dienst, weil es das

30 Siehe dartiber die zahlreichen Hinweisen und Stellenzitate bei T.A. Szlézak (2010: 220 ff.) z.B. R. 443 c—e,
wo die Gerechtigkeit als die Ausgeglichenheit der inneren Struktur der Seele gedeutet wird; weiter 500 b—d, wird
gesagt, dass die Erkenntnis der Idee der Gerechtigkeit, welche auf der Erkenntnis der gerechten Ordnung der
Ideenwelt beruht, nicht dem philosophischen Menschen allein vorbehalten ist, sondern dem Politiker zugeteilt,
welcher die Aufgabe hat, was er in der intelligiblen Welt sah, in seine Mitbiirger einzupflanzen, und dadurch die
menschlichen Charaktere gottgeliebt zu machen; vgl. auch R. 501 ¢ 1 ff., 612 e 5-6, wo es ausdriicklich gesagt
wird, dass die Gerechtigkeit und Ungerechtigkeit der Menschen den Gottern nicht verborgen bleiben und sie
zu Beo@iAég oder Oeopuoéc machen; vgl. zudem R. 613 a 7-b 3, wo die Sorge der Gottheit vor allem dem philo-
sophischen Menschen gilt. Szlézak ist also der Meinung, dass erst in der Erkenntnis der Ideenwelt, der Idee
des Guten, des péylotov pdOnpa, die echte Tugend bestehe, und dass vor allem der Philosoph, welcher diese
Kenntnis besitzt, Beo@iA£g sei.

3t Im Timaios, wie auch in der Politeia wird die Erkenntnis des péyiotov pdOnpa den Menschen abgespro-
chen, nicht einfach weil, nach Szlezak, die Schrift zu seiner Mitteilung nicht geeignet ist., sondern weil sie in
einem Traktat nicht durchfiihrbar ist, d.h. es ist keine in sich geschlossene Lehre, die man in einem Lehrbuch
darlegen konnte.
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ayaBo6v selbst ist, und in sich das Prinzip der Gerechtigkeit hat, welche dem Leben seinen
absoluten Wert verleiht. Denn ohne Gerechtigkeit ist das Leben kein absolutes Leben,
und dadurch nicht wert, gelebt zu werden.

Das ist auch der Sinn der Unsterblichkeit der Seele, wie sie im Thedetet, und zwar im
sogenannten Exkursus tiber die Rhetorik (74t. 172 ¢ 2-177 b 8) formuliert wird, als die
opoovota t@ Be®, welche zuletzt eine Flucht aus dieser Welt in ein Jenseits zu verstehen
ist. Im kantischen Sinne wire dies nichts anderes als der unendliche Fortschritt der Seele
in der Verwirklichung des hochsten Guten.

Muss aber wirklich dies das Schicksal des Menschen sein, oder ist Plato nicht iiber
eine solche Sicht des politischen Lebens hinausgegangen? Hat er nicht versucht, uns
eine alternative Sichtweise des politischen Lebens oder des politischen Engagements
zu geben, als er die Politeia schrieb? Sollte diese gednderte Meinung Platons im Poli-
tikos weiter ausgearbeitet werden, um zu beweisen, dass durch die richtige Kunst des
Politikers doch ein &0 ijv im irdischen Leben in der Polis moglich ist? Diese Frage muss
hier unbeantwortet bleiben, denn sie wiirde eine weitere, viel umfangreichere Arbeit
erfordern. Wir kénnen nur kurz auf eine mogliche Antwort im Politikos hinweisen. Die
Weise, auf welche Plato den Politiker hier definieren mochte, spricht schon dafiir; der
Politiker soll Menschenkenntnisse haben und wissen, nicht blof8 wie er die menschliche
Herde zu fithren habe, sondern auch wie er die zwei Teile der Tugend des Menschen,
avdpeia und coppwaovvn, und auch die entsprechenden zwei Teile der Seele, die sich
gegenseitig widerstreiten, zusammenweben kann (PIt. 306 a 12—c 1). Ihre erste Synthe-
se und ihr Gleichgewicht, welche zugleich ihren Widerstreit zusammenfiigen, ist das
Schone; aber es ist nicht einfach, zu sehen, wie sich aus ihnen ihr Band, die Gerechtigkeit,
ergeben soll (PIt. 307 b—c), weil beide stindig gegeneinander im Kampf verstrickt sind
(Plt. 308 b 1-4). Es muss also eine Wissenschalft fiir den Politiker geben, nach welcher
er die verschiedenen Elemente des politischen Lebens ordnen und zusammenweben
kann, damit sie einen Zusammenhang (cupAokn) ergeben, welcher jedem von ihnen
die Fihigkeit zuweist, ihre erga zu ihrem bedachten Zweck hervorzubringen (dmoteAety,
PIt. 308 d 1-e 2). Es geht dabei also offenbar um den fraglichen Ubergang vom Aéyog
zum £pyov im Menschen selber und weiter im politischen Leben. Der Politiker muss das
Element erkennen, das einen solchen Ubergang iiberhaupt erméglicht. Wie soll dadurch
der Ubergang aber tatsichlich zustande kommen?

Die Antwort, die wir am Ende des Politikos zu horen bekommen, ist eindeutig: der
weise Politiker muss die eigenen und ewigen Teile der Seele durch ein gottliches Band
(Betov oUvdeopov) zusammenfiigen und dadurch das Goéttliche, das in diesen Teilen
die gemeinsame Gattung ist und beide verbindet, wieder in Zusammenhang mit der
menschlichen Natur bringen. Denn die wahre Meinung iiber das Schone, das Gerechte
und das Gute, sowie auch iiber ihr Gegenteil, ist ein Gottliches (O€tov), welches in einer
gottlichen Natur (¢v daupovie yével) entsteht (Pt 309 ¢ 1-8). Diese wahre Meinung {iber
das Schone, das Gerechte und das Gute ist der Zweck der politischen Erziehung, welche
das Werk des richtigen Politikers ist und ohne weiteres ihre Friichte tragen wird, wenn
sie die richtigen Naturen trifft. Denn nur bei solchen kann dieses géttliche Band durch
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die Hilfe (pdppaxov) der Gesetze wirken, die aus der Kunst des Politikers entstanden
sind. Zum Schluss wird aber wieder betont, dass dieses Band, welches die von Natur aus
entgegengesetzten Teile der Seele harmonisieren kann, das Goéttliche selbst ist, welches
also der Grund des Gerechten bleibt (PIz. 310 a 1-5). Politik ist also nicht eine Frage des
Wissens und der darauffolgenden Gesetzgebung, die nur ein Hilfsmittel, ein pdppakov
ist, sondern vor allem eine Frage der Kultivierung des gottlichen Bandes, das in der
Natur des Menschen liegt.
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RICCARDO DOTTORI Hosion, eu dzen and dikaiousune in the Apology of Socrates
/Roma/ and Euthyphro

While linguistic and analytical interpretations of the Euthyphro are
usually circumscribed to two passages of the dialogue (Euthphr.
10a2-11b 1), there is a general tendency to disregard the distinc-
tion between the 6otov and the Beopirés. Consequently, one makes
hardly any attempt to understand Plato’s criticism of religion. The
concepts of Oepareia 1ol Oeod and dnepyaoia provide us with the
possibility of positively characterizing piety and distinguishing it from
pure love affection. Contrary to the views of Schleiermacher and
Gigon, but following Willamowitz, the present paper shows that the
idea of service to the god consists in the doric harmony of Adyog and
"Epyov, combined with various duties and services to the state. While
this is precisely what justice is, the criticism of religion is not solely
negative. Through justice, the 8o10v becomes elevated to €0 {fjv and
the highest aya@6v in private as well as in public dimension. Without
justice, one is left with the neccessity to flee to the other world and
embrace the 6poovoia with the god, as shown in the Theaetus. If that

is the meaning of Socrates’ death, then the idea resembles Kant’s postu-
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late of the immortality of the soul, for in both cases one is faced with
the neverending task of realizing the highest good. The question is
whether it is possible to realize the Sicatoovvn in a political life. Plato
considers the issue in his the Republic, Sophist, Statesman and Laws.

In the Statesman, justice is the primary goal of any political life that can
only be attained through cultivting the divine relationship of harmoni-
ous elements in the Gotov. It is here that Plato’s doctrine of the dotov

becomes completed.

Socrates, Euthryphro, piety, justice, criticism of religion
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Aby najogolniej scharakteryzowac tworczo$¢ Platona jako sokratyka, uwzgledniamy tu
z pierwszej tetralogii Platona tylko dwa czolowe utwory, siegajac jednakze do jeszcze
innych jego wczesnych dialogéw. Albowiem motyw oskarzenia i obrony Sokratesa stal
sie dla jego ucznia, Platona, motywacjg i wyznacznikiem jego otwartego i stymulujace-
go filozofowania, uwiecznionego w stynnych dialogach sokratejskich (logoi Sokratikoi).
Podjete przez nas watki tematyczne nazwane zostaly podtug ponizszych nagltéwkow
(1.-5.). Kwestie te s tez zywo dyskutowane w nowszej literaturze przedmiotu, do ktérej
czynimy odniesienia, a takze odsytamy do naszej szerszej wyktadni filozofii Platona
(Erler 2006; Erler 2007).

1. Filozofia jako ‘troska o dusze¢’: Apologia

W Apologii przedstawia Platon pewne wydarzenie raczej bez znaczenia dla historii
powszechnej, ale istotne dla historii filozofii i mysli europejskiej: skazanie Sokratesa na
$mier¢ w roku 399 p.n.e. GIéwnymi zarzutami bylo to, ze Sokrates nie wierzyl w trady-
cyjnych bogéw, psut mtodziez i wprowadzat nowe béstwa. Platon byt wedtug wlasne-
go $wiadectwa obecny na procesie (Ap. 34 a; 38 b). Jego relacja odpowiada dwczesnej
procedurze karnej: po wprowadzeniu (Ap. 17 a-18 a) podjety zostaje przedmiot rozprawy

" Tekst pochodzi z ksigzki: © Michael Erler, Platon. Verlag C.H. Beck oHG. Miinchen, 2006. Dziekujemy auto-
rowi i wydawcy za zgode na polski przeklad nastepujacych rozdzialow z tej cennej ksiazki: IV. 1; V. 1; IV 2; V 25 I1. 3.
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(Ap. 18 ), nastepuje obalenie oskarzenia (Ap. 19-28) oraz epilog (Ap. 28 b-34 b), prze-
rwany przez pewien ekskurs o Sokratesie i jego wlasnej ocenie. Jednakze w tekscie tym
nie nalezy dostrzega¢ dokumentu $cisle historycznego. Niektore tezy i sposoby zacho-
wania Sokratesa mogg wprawdzie odzwierciedla¢ osobliwosci postaci historycznej, jak
np. jego sceptycyzm wobec mozliwosci osiggniecia poznania (Doring 1987). Wszelako
postac Sokratesa w apologii zostala tak przedstawiona, by zostaly powigzane komponen-
ty historycznej prawdy z przedstawieniem idealnym, ktére Platon postrzegal jako ceche
prawdziwego filozofa. Dlatego jest tez trudno w Apologii odréznic historycznego Sokra-
tesa od jego postaci literackiej. Nie jest zreszta catkiem pewne, czy Apologia jest jednym
z pism Platona z jego wczesnego okresu tworczosci (Heitsch 2002: 177-180).

Wr6émy jednak do tekstu, do formy, podtug ktérej broni sie Sokrates w Apologii
przed gremium sedziowskim, oskarzony o psucie mlodziezy i wprowadzanie nowych
bogéw. W istocie jego mowa ma na wzgledzie troske o dusze sedziéw, ktérych zamierza
on uwolni¢ od btedéw oraz poddac prébie, a z oskarzajacych czyni ich oskarzonymi.
Temu celowi stuzy ostatecznie kazda z trzech méow, w ktérych Sokrates dystansuje sie
od badania natury i sofistyki, przedstawia swe Zycie jako badanie samego siebie i ‘troske
o dusze¢’, a swojg postawe uzasadnia orzeczeniem wyroczni w Delfach, zgodnie z ktérg
nikt z ludzi nie jest odent madrzejszy (Ap. 20 e n.). Sokrates jest przekonany, Ze wyrocz-
nia myli si¢ i kazdy inny jest madrzejszy od niego samego. Jednak w swoich rozmowach
utwierdza sie on ciggle w tym, Ze nie odbiega daleko od wiedzy rzekomych ekspertow
takich jak politycy (A4p. 21 b-e), poeci (Ap. 22 a—c) czy rzemieslnicy. Wypytywanie ich
oczywiscie nie przysporzyto mu przyjaciol. Wszelako ukazuje, Ze wyrocznia ma racje
w tej mierze, w jakiej on odmawia sobie wiedzy o tym, o czym sam nie wie. Jego prze-
waga polega wiec na §wiadomosci wlasnej niewiedzy.

Na podstawie takiego rozpoznania Sokrates uzasadnia nadane mu boskie polece-
nie, by réwniez innych ludzi wspomaga¢ w §wiadomosci ich wlasnej niewiedzy. Odtad
Sokrates zachowuje sie w sposob niebywaty. W tej krytycznej dla siebie sytuaciji nie stara
sie przypodobac¢ sedziom, tylko ich szokuje swym zapewnieniem, ze dziala z boskiego
polecenia (Ap. 30 a) i dla dobra swych wspotobywateli testuje wiedze czolowych obywa-
teli i fachowcow (A4p. 28 e), jak jakis giez nie dajac im spokoju i nieprzerwanie poszukujgc
prawdy. W takim postepowaniu nie ma przeciez nic podlegajacego karze; raczej zastuzyl
on na uznanie i honorowe utrzymanie w Prytanejonie, budynku publicznym dla zastu-
zonych najwyzszych urzednikow.

Apologia ukazuje, ze Sokrates nawet za cene utraty zycia nie wyrzeknie sie tego
boskiego postannictwa. Inne dialogi ukazujg, jak konsekwentnie wypelnia on to boskie
polecenie. Sposéb, w jaki Sokrates w dialogach Platona odpiera oszczerstwa, odrzuca
punkty oskarzenia, broni konsekwentnie i nieugiecie swego stanowiska, nadal mu tej
autentycznosci i sity perswazyjnej, ktéra w antyku i jeszcze dzisiaj fascynuje czytelnika.
Czyni to zrozumiatym, dlaczego Sokrates dla Platona i swych przyjaciot (Phd. 118 a) “byt
z dwczesnych ludzi najznakomitszy i zarazem najroztropniejszy i najsprawiedliwszy”.

Sokratejska ‘troska o dusze’ innych, ktérzy wymagajg przemiany duchowej, podwaza
wiedze pozorna, zastepuje dogmatyczng pewnos$¢ autentycznym badaniem i przy tym
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nie liczy sie z potocznymi pogladami. Stanowi to nowy wazny aspekt filozofii, ktory
odtad zwigzany jest z imieniem Sokratesa i Platona. Podstawg jest przekonanie, ze dusza
jest centrum cztowieka i zadaniem filozofii; dusza ta ma ustrzec go przed btedami, wspo-
magaé w poszukiwaniu prawdy i szczescia. Dlatego Sokrates akceptuje swe skazanie na
$mier¢, albowiem nie §mier¢, tylko szkodzenie duszy jest prawdziwym zlem.

Sokratejska ‘troska o dusze¢’ dotyczy jednak nie tylko stopnia kompetencji poszcze-
golnych politykéw, poetéw i rzemieslnikow. Jak ukazuja dialogi, Platon poprzez Sokra-
tesa poddaje probie wazne aspekty zycia kulturowego i wychowania w Atenach. Na
przyktad w dialogu Eutyfron testowanie dotyczy tradycyjnych wierzen religijnych;
w Gorgiaszu zadan i mozliwosci retoryki; w Fajdrosie kwestionowane sg zalecane ujecia
mozliwosci ludzkiego komunikowania sie; w Ionie i w cze$ciach Politei chodzi o trady-
cyjne pojecie poezji jako zasobu wiedzy i regul zachowan w ludzkim zyciu; w takich
dialogach jak Protagoras czy Menon mierzy si¢ Sokrates z 6wczesnymi wzorcami wycho-
wania, krytykujgc zwlaszcza sofistow, a w Politei przedktadajac swe wlasne wyobra-
zenie o wychowaniu (paideia). “Troska o dusze’ platoniskiego Sokratesa odnosi sie do
ogodlnej krytyki kultury, ktéra jednak nie pozostaje calkiem negatywna, lecz dostarcza
nowych aspektow i pozostawia miejsce dla asymilacji i integracji réznych elementéw
tradycyjnych.

2., Zycie bez badania nie jest zyciem godnym czlowieka” (4p. 38 a)

Podstawg dla sokratejskiej troski o dusze (therapeia tés psychés) jest pragnienie zaprze-
czenia stwierdzeniu wyroczni w Delfach, wedtug ktérej Sokrates mialby by¢ najma-
drzejszym z wszystkich ludzi (Ap. 21 a). Przy tym musial on oczywiscie rozpoznad, ze
‘madrzejszy’ jest od innych ludzi, o ile nie wmawia sobie, iZ wie to, czego sam w rzeczy-
wistosci nie wie (Ap. 20 e-22 e). Sokrates rozpoczyna misje uwolnienia swych wspoto-
bywateli od pozornej wiedzy i ulepszenia ich duszy (Ap. 23 b). Przekonany jest réwniez,
ze po jego skazaniu na $mier¢ inni podejmag sie tego samego zadania.

»Wielu bedzie takich co was do badania przywioda, ktérych ja odtad jedynie
powstrzymywalem, a wy w ogéle tego nie zauwazyliscie. I o tyle beda oni dla was ucigz-
liwi, o ile s mtodsi, i wam tym bardziej niechetni” (4p. 39 c-d.).

Oswiadczenie Sokratesa winno i moze by¢ zarazem pojete jako ‘interpretacja wlasna’
Platona. To bowiem, co historyczny Sokrates praktykowal, ilustruja dialogi Platona, jak
Laches, Charmides, Eutyfron, Protagoras, Lysis, Eutydem, w ktorych zostaly podane takie
‘ustne sprawdziany troski o dusze’, gdzie Sokrates wystepuje jako ‘konski giez’ i wpedza
w aporie swych partneréw poprzez testowanie. Dialogi te sq przy tym literacko wypra-
cowane w taki sposob, ze czytelnik czuje sie zaproszony do wspélnego myslenia, zeby
nie zraza¢ sie trudnos$ciami rozmowcéw dialogu i samemu nastawic sie na testowanie.
Wprawdzie nie rzadko sam bywa podobnie bezradny, jak partnerzy Sokratesa w dialo-
gach, lecz poprzez to zostaje zapewne pobudzony do tego, by na nowo rozmyslac o fascy-
nujacych, choéjawnie problematycznych, kwestiach. Ten niewgtpliwie zamierzony przez
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Platona efekt widoczny jest przede wszystkim w jego ‘aporetycznych’ dialogach. Lektura
tychze dialogéw sprawia trudnosci analogiczne do trudnosci, jakie Sokrates sprawiat
swoim rozmoéwcom. W kazdym bgdz razie Platon wyraznie dazy do tego, by owe dialogi
nie tylko ukazywaly, jak Sokrates testuje wiedze swych wspdotrozmoéwcow, ale takze jak
demaskuje on pozoér ich rzekomej wiedzy. Dialogi winny wywotywac u czytelnikéw to,
co Sokrates u swoich rozméwcow. Winny one wbic zadto wlasnego watpienia i sprawic,
by ludzie stali sie otwarci na uczenie si¢. U rozméwcow — jak i u czytelnikow dialogow —
zaklada sie gotowo$¢ do zrewidowania niektérych pogladéw i do zaakceptowania nowych.
Sokrates formuluje to w Fedonie: ,Zakladajac za kazdym razem argument, ktéry ocenic¢
moge jako silniejszy, to, co wyda mi sie z nim wspétbrzmieé, przyjmuje jako prawdziwe
(...), co za$ nie wspo6lbrzmi, nie uznaje za prawdziwe” (Phd. 100 a). Taka zasada gotowosci
do rewizji, gdzie kazdy punkt wyjscia pojety jest jako ‘hipotetyczny’, poki jest sprawdza-
ny i poki w dalszym ciagu nie popadnie w sprzeczno$¢ z innymi, ksztaltuje sokratejsko-
-platoniskie uwarunkowanie poszukiwania prawdy. Wtasnie w tych dialogach zostaja
ukazane ujecia takich wartosci, jak mestwo, pobozno$¢, umiarkowanie czy sprawiedli-
wos¢, jako dowolnych czy przynajmniej kiepsko uzasadnionych, a ktére nie tylko wspot-
rozméwcom Sokratesa w tekscie, lecz takze wspodtczesnym czytelnikom, wydajg sie by¢
catkiem zdroworozsagdkowe i zasadne. Sokrates nie akceptuje odniesiert do potocznych
wyobrazen. Liczy sie dla niego tylko uzgodnienie pogladoéw z danym wspolrozméwcs.
»Mnie za$§ wystarczy, ze jedynie ty zgadzasz sie ze mng i zas§wiadczasz, i ja jedynie
licze na ciebie, a innych zostawmy w spokoju” (Grg. 475 e-476 a). Jednak nie moze
chodzi¢ tutaj o uzgodnienie za wszelkg cene. Bierna zgoda na pytanie Sokratesa, jak
pokazuje przyktad Agatona (Smp. 201 b), nie oznacza jeszcze, ze odnosny poglad jest
stuszny: to, iz nie mozna mu zaprzeczy¢, nie oznacza bynajmniej, ze sam argument jest
trafny (R. 478 bn.).

Takie dialogi jak Laches, Eutyfron czy Charmides ukazujg zatem Platona w jego
formie i funkcji jako sokratyka. Sokrates rozmawia w tych dialogach z ludZmi, ktérzy
roszczg sobie szczegblne kompetencje. Zamierza on zrozumie¢, na jakich podstawach
wykonujg oni swe zajecia, realizuja swoje poglady i organizujg swe zycie. Od strategow,
jak Laches i Nikias (Laches), pragnie dowiedzie¢ sie, czym jest mestwo; od kaptana, jak
Eutyfron (Eutyfron), co uwaza on za zbozno$¢; od mtodego, dobrze wyedukowanego
i umiarkowanego Charmidesa (Charmides) pragnie nauczy¢ umiarze; od Trazymacha
(Politeia) za$ dowiedzie¢ sie o istocie sprawiedliwosci. Zaden jednak z partneréw nie
wytrzymal proby; wszyscy na rézny sposéb popadli w watpliwos¢ i zaklopotanie. Ich
wyobrazenia okazujg sie trudne do uzasadnienia, a nawet niezrozumiale. Powstaje wiec
watpliwo$¢, czy faktycznie posiadajg oni pozadang wiedze lub deklarowane przez siebie
cnoty (Chrm. 159 a; La. 190 ¢).

Podstawg stownego testowania jest teza Sokratesa, zgodnie z ktorg ten, kto dyspo-
nuje dang cnotg (arété), musi umiec sie o niej wypowiedzie¢ (Chrm. 159 a). Takie dialogi
jak Charmides lub Laches jasno przy tym ukazuja, Ze cnota jest tozsama pewng wiedza,
ktéra musi jednak zostaé blizej okreslona. Takie utozsamienie moze wydawac sie obce
mysli nowozytnej, odpowiada jednak greckiemu sposobowi méwienia. Albowiem grec-
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kie stowo na oznaczenie cnoty zalezy od przymiotnika ‘dobry’, facznie z jego stopniem
najwyzszym aristos. ‘Arété’ oznacza u rzeczy, narzedzi czy ludzi, co$§ w rodzaju ‘bycia
dobrym’. N6z ma swg aréte, gdy dobrze tnie, oko ma swa arété, gdy dobrze widzi, czto-
wiek ma swg areété, gdy dobrze wypelnia swe zadanie. Czesto opis zachowania moralne-
go dokonywany jest w jezyku greckim za pomocg wyrazen z dziedziny wiedzy. Poeta
Archiloch powiada: ,Moge (= potrafie) mito$¢ mitoscig odptaci¢” (Archil. fr. 14). Tezy
Sokratesa, czesto pojmowane jako paradoksy — cnota jest pewng wiedza (Men. 87 c-89
a); nikt §wiadomie i umyslnie Zle nie postepuje (Grg. 488 a; Men. 77 d—e; Ap. 25 d—26 a);
cnota tworzy pewna jednosc¢ (Prt. 329 ¢-333 e; GOrgemanns 1994: 125 n.) — sg konse-
kwencjami takiego ogélnego pogladu.

3. Filozofowanie jako boza stuzba: Eutyfron

Ten proces transformacji mozna szczegdlnie dobrze zauwazy¢ w podejsciu Sokratesa do
tradycyjnych kwestii religijnych. W swych dialogach nadaje Platon wierzeniom religij-
nym nie tyle male znaczenie (Albert 1998: 13-208), co raczej inkorporuje on je do swojej
filozofii tak, iz jego racjonalne poglady nabieraja bez mata religijnego zabarwienia.

Platonski Sokrates rozmaicie podkresla swoj stosunek do bogéw (Erler 2002). Okre-
§la siebie jako wystannika Boga (Ap. 31 a) oraz uznaje za boski dar swojg zdolno$¢ traf-
nego doboru partnera do filozoficznej dyskusji, pomagania innym w nabywaniu wiedzy
i dostarczania impulsu w poznawaniu samego siebie (7A2. 150 c). Czesto odwoluje sie on
do natchnienia czy boskiej inspiracji w prowadzeniu rozmowy (Lg. 682 e; 722 ¢). Bég
jest przy tym dla Platona niewzruszong normg, dzieki ktérej mozna przeciwstawic sie
sofistycznemu relatywizmowi (Lg. 716 ¢). To on staje si¢ punktem odniesienia. Bedzie sie
wymagac upodobnienia do Boga w takim stopniu, w jakim czlowiek potrafi (homoiosis
toi theoi), i stanie sie to maksyma platoniskiej etyki (Phdr. 249 c; Tht. 176 e; Ti. 90 b-c).

Powyzsze odniesienia do kontekstu religijnego sq czyms wiecej niz ironiczng gra
i czystg inscenizacjg. Jest jednak zrozumiate, ze dyskurs religijny rdzni sie od filozoficz-
nego nie tyle aspektami tre§ciowymi, lecz tym, ze pierwszy pomija dostarczenia uzasad-
nien dla tego, co ogdlnie rozpoznane jest jako stuszne, co czyni filozofia. W Fedonie
na przyklad naprzemiennie wystepujg teoretyczne dowody na niesmiertelno$¢ duszy
i odwotlania do tradycji religijnych. Zakaz samobojstwa ttumaczony jest teologicznie
(Phd. 62 c), nieSmiertelno$¢ duszy uzasadniona jest argumentacyjnie. W Fajdrosie (246
¢) nieSmiertelnos¢ ta jest dowodzona argumentem, podczas gdy istota duszy ttumaczo-
na jest przy pomocy ‘boskiego logosu’, rydwanu i woznicy (246 a). Dialog filozoficzny
zaklada wiec to, co dyskurs religijno-teologiczny przyjmuje bez jakiegokolwiek uzasad-
nienia. W Fajdrosie Sokrates w sposdb bezsporny ustala hierarchie miedzy religig i filo-
zofig, kiedy utrzymuje, Ze réwniez bogowie uzyskuja swoj boski status tylko poprzez
kontemplacje idei (249 ¢). W pewnych wspolnych obszarach rozwazan religijne poglady
nie znajdujg sie na tym samym poziomie argumentacji filozoficznej. Jednak elementy
religijne zostaly w nich zintegrowane z dyskursem filozoficznym.
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Taki proces integracji jest rezultatem pewnej gruntownej dyskusji z panujacg reli-
gia. Jak juz inni filozofowie przed nim, na przyklad Ksenofanes (ok. 580 przed Chr.),
takze Platon krytykuje antropomorficzne przedstawianie bogdw oraz ukazywanie ich
amoralnego zachowania (R. 377 e-383 ¢) (Morgan 1992), ktére opiewaja eposy homeryc-
kie. W takim zachowaniu bogdéw ujawnia sie brak norm moralnych oraz jakiegokolwiek
wzorca dla ludzi: ,O Herze skrepowanej przez syna, o Hefajstosie stragconym przez ojca,
gdy stawal w obronie smaganej matki, o tych walkach bogéw, ktére Homer wymyslit,
tego nie nalezy dopuszczaé do miasta, bez wzgledu na to, czy to zamyst przedstawie-
nia byl alegoryczny czy nie” (R. 378 d). Odrzuca sie podstawe religijnosci homeryckiej,
w ktdrej dewocja manifestuje sie w wymianie dawania i przyjmowania (do ut des) miedzy
Bogiem i czlowiekiem, jak to przyktadowo zachodzi w modlitwie Chrysesa w pierwszej
pieéni lliady (Hom., II., A 37 n.; por. PL, Euthphr. 14 d—e). Platon przeciwnie, postrzega
w zachowaniu posrednim wlasciwg podstawe prawdziwej poboznosci (Lg. 716 e).

Swiadectwem krytycznym, a takze nows orientacjg wzgledem trafnego ‘méwienia
o bogu’ — stowo teologia wystepuje po raz pierwszy u Platona (R. 379 a) — jest dialog
Eutyfron, ktory nosi podtytul: O swietosci (Peri hosiou). Akcja dialogu, ktéry nalezy do
pierwszej fazy tworczosci Platona, rozgrywa sie w ramach czasowych procesu, oskar-
zenia i skazania na $mier¢ Sokratesa (399 p.n.e.) ijest $cisle zwigzana z dialogami Apolo-
gia, Kriton i Fedon. Sceng odbywanej rozmowy jest portyk ‘Archonta Kréla’, urzad do
spraw religijnych panstwa, potozony na potudnie od Akropolu. Sokrates zostal tam
wezwany, by dowiedzie¢ sie o pisemnym pozwie (graphe) ztozonym przeciwko niemu
przez Meletosa, z ktoérym przypadnie mu sie zmierzy¢ podczas swej obrony (apologia).
Przed frontem tego budynku spotyka Sokrates Eutyfrona i nawigzuje si¢ miedzy nimi
dyskusja na temat, czym jest pobozno$¢. Okazja jest decyzja Eutyfrona, by zlozy¢ prze-
ciw swemu ojcu oskarzenie o mord na jednym ze stug. Uzasadnienie prawa do takiego
zachowania postrzega Eutyfron w swych kompetencjach kaptanskich. Dlatego uwaza,
Ze jest tego znawca i wie, czym jest, a czym nie, zbozno$¢. Tylko takg wiedza chce sie on
kierowaé. Nie obchodzi go to, Ze inni jego intencje oskarzenia wlasnego ojca uznaja za
szokujaca (Euthphr. 4 €). Tym samym podany jest motyw dla dalszej dyskusji. Sokrates
chce wiedzie¢, co Eutyfron rozumie jako ‘zboznos¢’, aby na podstawie jego §wiadomego
zachowania mogl rozstrzygng¢ wlasne niepewnosci. Eutyfron odpowiada na pytanie:

“czym jest pobozno$¢”, najpierw podajgc przyktady, ale zmuszony jest uznac, ze istota
danej rzeczy nie jest mozliwa do wyjasnienia przez odniesienia do jej przejawow. Jego
kolejna odpowiedz, ze ,pobozno$¢ jest tym, co lubig bogowie” (Euthphr. 6 ) prowadzi
w trafnym kierunku. Jednak — jak zauwaza Sokrates — (Euthphr. 7 a): ,Jeéli co$ jest
trafne, nie méwi nam nic o tym, co jest tez prawdziwe”. Faktycznie Eutyfron nie moze
adekwatnie uzasadni¢ swej propozycji, poniewaz wychodzi z zalozenia, ze wéréd bogow
ma miejsce podziat i dlatego funkcjonuja rézne poglady dotyczace tego, co oni uwazajg
za poboznos¢. Okazuyje sie by¢ zwolennikiem homerowej antropomorficznej wizji bogow,
gdzie nie kazdy bég ceni to samo (Euthphr. 8 a). Réwniez poprawiona wersja ,zbozne
jest to, co lubig wszyscy bogowie”, przekracza prog sprawdzalnosci. Eutyfron nie trak-
tuje jako porady uzytecznej uwagi Sokratesa o zwigzku poboznosci ze sprawiedliwoscig
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(Euthphr. 12 d). Po tym wszystkim sugeruje, ze pobozno$¢ ma co$ wspélnego z ‘ustugy’
(Euthphr. 12 e): ,Wydaje mi si¢, Ze ta cze$¢ sprawiedliwosci — bogobojnos¢ i poboznos¢,
ma do czynienia ze stuzbg bozg; to jednak, co ma zwigzek ze stuzbg dla ludzi, wydaje mi
sie by¢ inng czescig sprawiedliwosci”.

Jest to wazny punkt widzenia. Pozostaje kwestig otwartg, co mozna jako te stuzbe
rozumie¢. Pewna pomoc, ktéra moze ulepszy¢ swoj przedmiot, jak na przyktad troska
o konie (Euthphr. 13 a), nie moze nig by¢, gdyz nie mozna sprawic, iz bogowie stang
sie lepsi, niz sg. Musi chodzi¢ o wspotprace przy pewnym dziele bogéw, jaka oferujg
niewolnicy swoim panom (Euthphr. 13 d), czy tez asystent lekarzowi. Lecz w jaki sposob
ludzie mogg by¢ uzyteczni bogom (Euthphr. 13 €)? ,Przyjemne bogom méwienie i dzia-
tanie w modlitwie i ofierze”, jak proponuje Eutyfron, réwniez nic nie daje, poniewaz
pozostaje kwestig otwarta, przy czym — w jakim dziele — bogowie oczekuja ludzkiej
pomocy. Rozmowa koniczy sie bez rozstrzygniecia (aporia). Staje sie zatem jasne: poboz-
no$¢ wiaze sie ze wkladem cztowieka w troske o dobro, brak zazdro$ci i niezmienno$¢
(R. 381e) a takze z dazeniem do uczynienia $§wiata i tego, co w nim jest dobrym (Euth-
phr. 14 ¢). Whasnie w tym ujawnia sie wktad Sokratesa wraz z jego egzaminowaniem,
ktére ma uwalnia¢ ludzi od iluzji i btedéw oraz dzieki temu czynic¢ dobro. Sokrates wspot-
pracuje tak w dziele boskim. Jego zadanie, by wspoéldziataé na rzecz boga w Delfach,
znajduje w ten sposob pewne religijne i filozoficzne uzasadnienie (por. Ap. 28 e; Erler
1987: 164 1n.).

Na podstawie krytyki tradycji religijnej osiaga sie wiec — tak samo e negativo — inno-
wacyjne ujecie religijnosci i poboznosci. Jego cechami s brak konfliktowosci i zawisci
u bogdw, wspoldziatanie ludzi w dobrych uczynkach oraz pewne prawidtowe, wewnetrz-
ne nastawienie. Pobozno$¢ nie manifestuje sie przy tym w zewnetrznym zachowaniu
i przestrzeganiu rytuatéw, tylko w sokratejsko-platonskiej ‘trosce o dusz¢’. Tak wlasnie,
poprzez elenktyke, protreptyke czy majeutyke, Sokrates uwalnia swych wspotobywateli
od niewiedzy i stara si¢ czyni¢ ich dobrymi (R. 500 d) — filozofia stanowi wiec stuzbe
boza.

W krytyce jednak Platon nie stara si¢ nigdy marginalizowaé czy eliminowac trady-
cyjnych wierzen religijnych, jak czynili to wowczas sofisci, a raczej umiescic je w nowym
kontekscie filozoficznym. Nawet w swym ostatnim dziele, Nomoi, w trzech tezach
formutuje Platon podstawe prawdziwej poboznosci (Lg. 885 a—907 b): (1) bogowie istnie-
ja, (2) troszcza sie o ludzi i (3) nie moga zostac ubtagani. Druga zasada wynika z doskona-
tego stanu bogéw, do ktérego przynalezy brak zazdrosci oraz troska o dobrostan innych.
Zasada trzecia zakazuje przyjmowad, ze z bogami mozna negocjowac i doprowadzi¢
do jakiej$ transformacji poprzez tradycyjne praktyki religijne (ofiary, $wieta, wyrocz-
nie). Otdz liczy sie wylgcznie samo wewnetrzne nastawienie, wraz z ktérym wchodzi sie
w kontakt z bogami. Nastawienie to okre§la delfickie ‘Poznaj samego siebie’ jako §wiado-
mo$¢ wlasnej niewiedzy, co przypomina o granicach ludzkich mozliwosci oraz dystansie
miedzy ludZmi a bogami, nakazujac réwniez innych ludzi uwalnia¢ od pozornej wiedzy.
W nim tkwi takze ufno$¢, wiedza, iz mozliwe jest — choé z wysitkiem — zblizenie sie
i dotarcie do sfery boskiej.
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4. Sokratejska metoda sprawdzania: Elenchos

W swych poddajgcych sprawdzianowi rozmowach postuguje sie Sokrates sposobem
postepowania okre§lanym jako elenchos. Metoda ta, majaca swe zaplecze w dziedzinie
sporéw stownych (Erler 1986) czy w publicznej retoryce (Dorion 1990), staje sie u Sokra-
tesa pewnym $rodkiem terapii filozoficznej, ktéra ma uwalnia¢ od mylnych mnieman
i przygotowaé do wlasciwego nauczania (74£. 210 b—c). Jest ona nieodzowna, poniewaz

»dusza nie pierwej bedzie miala pozytek z podawanych nauk, péki kto$ nie odeprze odpie-
rajacego, napedzajac mu wstydu, nie usunie z niego mnieman, ktére naukom na prze-
szkodzie stojg, i ukaze go czystym i sktoni do sadzenia, Ze wie jedynie to, co wie, a nic
wiecej” (Sph. 230 c-d).

Elenchos to gra pytan i odpowiedzi dwoch interlokutoréw. Reguly sa stale
(Kapp 1965): Na pierwsze pytanie — czym co$ jest (czym jest x) — odpowiadajgcy propo-
nuje jakas teze albo definicje. Celem dalszego postepowania jest zweryfikowanie poprzez
pytania zasadnosci tej propozycji (= 1. przestanka). Pytajacy — gléwnie jest nim Sokra-
tes — bada, czy odpowiadajacy — jego wspotrozmdéwca — moze poprzez argumentacje
zosta¢ zmuszony do przyjecia przeciwienstwa swej tezy. Wtedy przypada odpowiadaja-
cemu odwrodcenie roli i obrona wlasnej tezy. Aby osiagngé swoj cel, pytajacy wprowadza
zwykle kolejne pojecie (= 2. przestanka), wraz z ktorym definiowane pojecie okreslo-
ne zostaje jako prawomocne. Stawia si¢ na przyklad pytanie, czy opanowanie, odwaga
czy poboznosc¢ sg picknem (kaAdv), dobrem (dya86v) badz pozytkiem (6péAipov), co
oczywiscie niemal zawsze zostaje zaakceptowane. Wtedy pozostaje tylko dowies¢, czy
pojecie ‘piekny’, ‘dobry’, ‘pozyteczny’ odpowiada w pelni tezie wyjsciowej (przestanka
1). Czesto za pomocg wielu przykladéw pytajacy stara sie pokazad, ze istnieje przynaj-
muniej jeden przypadek, do ktérego nie mozna odnies¢ tresci proponowanej tezy, a wiec
nie wykazuje bycia ‘dobrym’, ‘pieknym’, ‘pozytecznym’. W ten sposéb przestanka 1 nie
zgadza sie z przestanka 2. W tym wypadku teza 1 zostaje odparta; odpowiadajacy nie
utrzymat dowodu swej tezy. Elenchos nie moze pozytywnie dowodzi¢ prawdy, a tylko
ukazywac sprzecznosci, ustrzec przed btedem, aby przyczynié sie do ‘zwrotu’ duszy
i przysposobi¢ ja do ksztalcenia (Stemmer 1992). Takie sokratejskie badanie (§Aeyyoc)
prowadzi do pozytywnego rezultatu jedynie wtedy, gdy spojnosci danej definicji czy
tezy mozna dowodzi¢ dalej i, gdy ma to miejsce, okazuje sie, iz jest odporna na rézne
proby odparcia. Z tego oczywiscie nie wynika jeszcze, ze niemozliwy jest pewien sprze-
ciw. Sporne jest to, czy w tej procedurze partnerzy maja tylko utrzymywac swe tezy,
co do ktérych sg przekonani (Vlastos 1981), czy tez uznaja je za mozliwe do obronienia
(Benson 2000). Niewgtpliwie pytajacy (Sokrates) zdaje sie okreslaé przebieg argumenta-
cji. Jednak musi on na kazdym etapie argumentacji upewnic sie u odpowiadajacego co do
uzgodnienia (6poioyia). Dlatego musi pozostaé na tym samym poziomie rozumienia, co
jego rozmoéwcey i podazad za nimi (Ale. min. 113 a). Tak wiec wspotrozmoéwey Sokratesa
wyznaczaja w kazdej rozmowie poziom argumentacji. Reguly prowadzenia rozmowy,
ktdre Arystoteles analizuje w Topikach (Arist. Top. 1, 1), czynig jasnym to, Ze prezentacja
oraz mysli, ktére Sokrates przyjmuje wraz z rozméwcami, majg wielkie znaczenie dla
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wyniku rozmowy; wyjasniajg one takze ‘podwdjny obraz Sokratesa’, ktéry widoczny
jest w dialogach (Apelt 1912: 96 n.). Jeden Sokrates, ktory wie, gdzie lezy problem danej
tezy, i drugi Sokrates, ktory solidaryzuje sie z bezradnoscia swego partnera i podkresla
jego niewiedze. Ten bowiem, kto pragnie dowie$¢ danej tezy i ukazaé sprzecznosé, musi
najpierw wiedzie¢, ze ta sprzeczno$¢ zachodzi, jak réwniez to, w jaki sposob poprzez
zadawane pytania moze do niej doprowadzi¢. Zanim zdota zadaé poprawne pytania,
aby doj$¢ do oczekiwanego wyniku, musi, jak gdyby myslac wstecz, wyjs¢ od rezultatu
(Kapp 1965: 20). Taka ‘elenktyczna wiedza’ pozwala wprawdzie zdemaskowac falszywe
pretensje do wiedzy, lecz nie jest w stanie rozstrzygnac¢ stawianego problemu. Dlate-
go Sokrates moze stawiaé prawidlowe pytania i dawac wazne rady — na przyklad, ze
zbozno$¢ ma co$ do czynienia ze sprawiedliwoscig (Euthphr. 12 a). Gdy jego rozméwcey
nie przyjma tych porad, zgodnie z regutami Sokrates musi podazac¢ za nimi. Niepowo-
dzenie w badaniu nie bierze si¢ koniecznie z nieprawidlowego prowadzenia dyskusji ze
strony Sokratesa; przyczyna moga byc¢ jego rozméwcy — ich niezdolno$é do wyzwo-
lenia sie z blednych pogladéw, ktdre zostalty poddane dyskusji. Wymagana jest pewna
przemiana (meplaywyn), o ktérej mowa w alegorii jaskini, a ktéra jest podstawg platon-
skiej paidei.

5. Sokratikoi Logoi Platona

»Jako pisarz Platon jest nader uzdolnionym prozaikiem, wysoce obrotnym, ktéry opano-

wal wszystkie tonacje, znakomitym uczonym znakomitych czaséw. W kompozycji wyka-
zuje wielki talent dramaturgiczny” (Nietzsche, 1913: 238).

Z wyjatkiem Apologii — a moze kilku listow i jednego epigramu — Platon tworzyt
tylko pisma w formie dialogicznej. Dialogi te, jako dzieta literackie, sg pod tym wzgle-
dem nadzwyczajne (Gaiser 1984). Oczywiscie takze inni z kregu Sokratesa pisali ‘dialogi
sokratejskie’, a pbZniejsi autorzy, jak Arystoteles, Cyceron czy Augustyn, réwniez ujmo-
wali problemy filozoficzne w formie dialogu. Jednakze kazdy, kto czyta dialogi Platona,
odczuje, ze w tym wypadku pod wzgledem tresciowym i formalnym oferta jest szczegdl-
na. Jak eposy Homera, tak dialogi Platona s doskonale w swoim gatunku.

Formalnie udalo si¢ Platonowi stworzy¢ literackie dzieto sztuki, a filozofie nie ujmo-
wac abstrakcyjnie, tylko wyrazac poprzez jej protagoniste Sokratesa, ktory dyskutowat
z retorami, sofistami, generatami, politykami, poetami, kaptanami, z bardziej lub mniej
wyksztalconymi rozmdéwcami. Platona przekazuje czytelnikowi, czym jest prawdziwa
filozofia, i sprawia u niego wrazenie wciggniecia w dang dyskusje. Juz w antyku dostrze-
gano wielkg atrakcyjnos$¢ dialogéw Platona dla czytelnika — ich “zachecajgce’ (protrep-
tyczne) oddzialywanie. Wskazywano jednakze rdwniez na niebezpieczenstwo, poniewaz
mogty one niektdrych czytelnikéw wies¢ do powierzchownego filozofowania. Platon

~poprzez pisanie dialogéw zachecil niezliczone rzesze, by tak rzec, do filozofii, chociaz
niektérzy filozofowali powierzchowne” (Dikajarchos u Filodemosa, Ind. Acad. col. I,
13 n.; Gaiser 1988).
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Pod wzgledem tresci dialogi obejmujg zdumiewajaco jak na owe czasy obszerne
pole tematéw, zawsze jednak czyniac to w spos6b stymulujacy. Posrod wielosci dysku-
towanych probleméw pojawia sie pytanie, ‘jak trzeba zy¢” (nd¢ Piwtéov), aby osiggnad
eudajmonie, wigczajac w to réwniez kwestie z zakresu logiki, metafizyki, czy kosmologii.
Sama analiza wytworzonego przez Demiurga kosmosu, istot zywych i ludzi w gléwnej
czesci dialogu Timaios ostatecznie podporzadkowana jest ‘trosce o nieSmiertelng dusze’
(Ti. 90 c-d), a tym samym staniu si¢ podobnym do boga i szcze¢$liwym, na ile to mozliwe.

Inaczej niz Arystoteles w swoich nie zachowanych dialogach, Platon w swoim dzie-
le nigdy nie wystepuje jako moéwca czy postaé w tekscie. Jak juz dostrzezono w antyku
(D.L.111, 37), w Corpus Platonicum imie Platona wystepuje tylko trzy razy: dwukrotnie
w Apologii (Ap. 34a. 38b: z propozycja zaplaty kary w sumie 30 min) oraz raz w Fedonie
(Phd. 59b: Platon jest chory i nieobecny). To, zZe Platon w swoich dialogach sie nie poja-
wia, moze znalez¢ uzasadnienie w pewnych zwyczajach spotecznych jego czasu, ktore
pozwalaty na wlasne wypowiedzi jedynie w kontekscie apologetycznym. , Kto ma wznio-
sty umyst nie opowiada o sobie ani o innych, poniewaz nie zalezy mu na tym, by go chwa-
lono, ani na tym, by innych ganiono” (Arist., EN 1125 a 5). Platon chcial zresztg przez
swoje powstrzymanie si¢ [Zuriickhaltung] unikng¢ zapewne nadania pewnym argumen-
tom szczegolnej wagi. Czytelnikowi winno si¢ pozostawi¢ swobodne miejsce dla aktyw-
nego badania i dla wtasnej zdolnos$ci osagdu. Dlatego niewiedzacy Sokrates konsekwent-
nie zaprzecza, ze wazne argumenty pochodza od niego (cf. Men. 81 a; Chrm. 156 d-157
©). Jego rozméwcey nie powinni ulegaé wptywom wielkich imion, tylko zwazaé narzecz
samg. Arystoteles widzial to oczywiscie inaczej. Z tego co wiemy, wystepowal on osobi-
$cie w swych — dzis$ zaginionych — dialogach i wywart wplyw na dalsza tradycje tworze-
nia dialogéw. Owa ‘anonimowos¢’ Platona, jak tez dialogiczna postaé pism platonskich,
ktore opisuja rozmowy czy przedstawiaja je jako partie teatralng, sprawiajg czytelniko-
wi trudno$¢ w rozpoznaniu pogladéw autora. Albowiem tezy filozoficzne sg wytozone
przez osoby w dialogu w okreslonym konteks$cie argumentacyjnym — miejscu, czasie
isytuacji, dlatego nie mozna ich tak po prostu odnosi¢ do samego autora. Doprowadzito
to, zwlaszcza w naszych czasach, do intensywnej dyskusji, czy mozna w ogéle odtwo-
rzy¢ stanowisko autora. Oczywis$cie nalezy pamietac, ze antyczni adresaci dramatow
w czasach Platona — a dla nich pisat Platon przede wszystkim — nie wahali si¢ rozpo-
znawaé w wypowiedziach os6b w nich przedstawionych pogladéw autora. W komedii
Zaby, w ktorej Arystofanes wprowadza tragediopisarzy Ajschylosa i Eurypidesa konku-
rujacych ze sobg o to, kto jest lepszym i pozyteczniejszym poeta, obaj, niezwazajac na
kontekst, cytujg wersy ze swych sztuk jako $wiadectwo ich postawy mentalnej. Pojecia
‘postaci literackiej’ za czaséw Platona nie bylo, natomiast niezwazanie przy interpretacji
na kontekst czyms zupelnie normalnym. Swiadczy o tym dobitnie interpretacja Symo-
nidesowej Ody do Skopasa w Protagorasie. Platon, ktéry w kompozycji swoich dialo-
gow inspirowal sie¢ dramatem, musial sie liczy¢ z tym, ze jego czytelnicy, jak przy inter-
pretacji dramatu, beda sie opieraé na postaciach w tekécie — zwykle na Sokratesie, ale
takze na takich postaciach, jak Gos¢ z Aten w Prawach (Nomoi) — i upatrywac w nich
maski samego autora (Press 2000). Dlatego zawarl on w akcji dramatycznej literacko
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wypracowane wskazowki, ktére mogty stuzy¢ czytelnikom za orientacje i przewodni-
ka. Wskazuja one, ze dialogi zamierzaja podaé przestanie filozoficzne. Wielka zastuga
Friedricha Schleiermachera, zwlaszcza Wprowadzenia do jego przekladu Platona (1804),
jest przypomnienie, ze dla Platona forma literacka dialogéw nie jest wylacznie otocz-
kg, lecz istotng — cho¢ nie jedyng — cze$cig sktadows filozoficznej wymowy dialogu.
Platon formutuje jako pierwszy prawo jednosci dzieta sztuki, ktére musi mieé poczatek,
$rodek i koniec (Phdr. 264 c). Nie tylko wypowiadane stowa, lecz takze akcja i kontekst
historyczny dialogéw maja znaczenie dla ich prawidtowego zrozumienia. Platona literata
i filozofa mozna rozdzieli¢ jedynie kosztem prawidlowej oceny jego tworczosci. Pomi-
mo réznorodno$ci tematéw i bogactwa literackiego kunsztu mozna jednak rozpozna¢
stale w dziele Platona stale poglady, ktére nieposiadajacy wiedzy Sokrates (Men. 80 c—d;
Grg. 506 a; 509 a) reklamuje jako wiedze dla siebie, a ktére mozna uznaé za poglady Plato-
na. Nalezg tu rozréznienie miedzy wiedza i trafnym mniemaniem (Men. 98 b) oraz tezy,
ze cnota jest wiedzg, ze nikt dobrowolnie nie czyni nieprawosci oraz ze czlek prawy
jest szczesliwy. Te stanowiska, ,ktore silnie powigzane sg przez argumenty z zelaza
i diamentu” (Grg. 508 e-509 a), winno sie réwnie dobrze uznawacé za poglady Platona,
aich niuanse ttumaczy¢ poszczegdlnymi kontekstami. Platon przemawia do czytelni-
ka poprzez calg akcje dramatyczng i zaktada, Ze mimo wszelkich trudnosci moze on
zrozumie¢ tego przestanie.

Chociaz w antyku niektdrzy upatrywali w Platonie tworce gatunku dialogéw filo-
zoficznych (D.L. III, 48), miat on réwniez swych poprzednikéw. Sokrates bowiem nie
tylko nadat nazwe pewnej szkole, lecz réwniez pewnemu gatunkowi literackiemu, owym
sokratejskim dialogom. W tych ‘Sokratikoi Logoi’ chodzi o nasladowanie okreslonych
charakter6w, a posta¢ Sokratesa wystepuje na pierwszym planie. Z powodu ich mime-
tycznego charakteru Arystoteles (Arist. Po. 1447 b 11; Rh. 1417 a 21) zalicza te pisma do
poezji. Wraz ze swymi dialogami, ktére zarazem przedstawiajg przyktadne zycie i filozo-
fowanie Sokratesa, zlicza si¢ on takze do pewnej tradycji literackiej. Mozna zalozy¢, ze
poczatkowo nie byl on czolowym czlonkiem grupy uczniéw Sokratesa, ktérych Platon
wymienia w Fedonie, a wielu sposrod nich (np. Antystenes, Fedon, Aischines) tworzylo
sokratejskie dialogi czy tez traktaty filozoficzne (Doring 2004), ktére miaty naslado-
wac swego mistrza. Wielu tych Sokratykéw zabiega o to, aby poprzez pisemne przedsta-
wienie wystawi¢ pomnik mitowi zZycia i dziatalnosci Sokratesa. Jednak wiekszosc¢ tych
pism zaginela, a pozostaly zaledwie drobne fragmenty (Giannantoni 1990). Najwidocz-
niej ‘pisma Sokratejskie’ Platona, ktérych najwyzsza jakos¢ zostala wkrétce docenio-
na, przyczynily sie do tego, zZe inne pisma sokratejskie zostaly zapomniane. Zachowane
fragmenty pism sokratykéw, np. Antystenesa czy Aischinesa, pozwalajg jednak nie tylko
rozpozna¢ znamiona, ktore wystepuja rowniez w ‘Sokratikoi Logoi’ Platona, lecz takze
uchwycié réznice, ktore nadaja szczegdlny profil tym ostatnim (Kahn 1996: 1-34). Te
znamiona sg wazne dla zrozumienia platoniskich dialogdéw nie tylko jako dziet literac-
kich, ale takze dla zrozumienia ich filozoficznego przestania. Sokrates jest protagonistg
w najwiekszych dialogach Platona, ale w pdzZniejszej tworczosci schodzi na drugi plan.
Odzywa jedynie w jednym z ostatnich dialogéw, w Filebie, jednak jego ‘come back’ naste-
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puje zapewne dlatego, ze w tym dialogu w mniejszym stopniu chodzi o dyskusje z innymi
filozoficznymi teoriami, a w wiekszym o kwestie godziwego zycia (Frede 1996: 213-248).
I tak niemal zawsze wprowadzajgc Sokratesa i czynigc go protagonista, mozna rozpoznaé
Platona jako filozofa oraz jako ‘sokratyka’.

Nie tylko jako filozof, lecz takze jako autor, byl Platon jednym z nader licznych sokra-
tykow, ktérzy tworzyli ‘Sokratikoi Logoi’ (Clay 1994: 23-47). Stopniowo jednak zdaje
sie Platon osigga¢ niezalezny status, eksponujgc sie jako autor i jako filozof, a przez to
pozostawiajgc w cieniu innych sokratykéw. Formalnie i tre§ciowo znakomite dialogi, jak
np. Gorgiasz, oraz zalozenie Akademii ok. roku 388/7 walnie przyczynily sie do tego, ze
Platon stat sie w koricu dominujacg figurg w ruchu ‘sokratejskim’, gdyz jako filozof oraz
jako autor potrafil powigzaé ze sobg tradycje z innowacja tak, ze réwniez w wypadku
dialogu literackiego méwiono o nowym poczatku.

Z jezyka niemieckiego przetozyl Marian Andrzej Wesoty
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““Plato Socraticus’ - The Apology of Socrates and Euthyphro

The present paper focuses on the two works of Plato’s first tetralogy

so as to bring out and generally characterize the Socratic dimension

of Plato’s philosophizing. It is common knowledge that Socrates’ trial
and defense inspired Plato to engage in dialogical writing which culmi-
nated in the famous logoi Sokratikoi. The article deals with the following
issues: 1. Philosophy as a ‘care for the soul’ in the Apology; 2. “The unex-
amined life is not worth living for a human being” (4p. 38a); 3. Philoso-
phy as a service to the god in the Euthyphro; 4. Socrates’ elenchos;

5. Plato’s logoi Sokratikoi. While the issues are lively debated in the
subject literature, the present paper makes references to several impor-
tant studies and to the broader account of Plato’s philosophy that is to be
found in Erler 2006 and Erler 2007.

Socrates, Plato, Euthryphro, Socratic dialogues, elenctic method
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AVOpAOV ATAVTOV SWKPATHEC FOPDTATOS
Z wszystkich ludzi Sokrates najmgdrzejszy
D.L.1137

0 0¢ aveéraorog fiog oV Piwtoc avlpdme
Zycie zas bez badania nie jest zyciem godnym czlowieka
PL,Ap., 382

ZwKpatns npdTa aM’ ovk AmekpiveToe wUOAdYeL yap ovK eidévar
Sokrates wypytywad, lecz nie podawat odpowiedzi; wyznawal bowiem, ze ich nie zna.
Arist. SE., 183 b 7-8

O Sokratesie filozofie, ktéry niczego nie pisal, wiemy zbyt wiele i zbyt malo zarazem.
Zbyt wiele z réznych i nie dajacych sie jednolicie uja¢ §wiadectw jego zwolennikow
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i przeciwnikéw. Wyrazilo sie w tym osobiste znamie czy pietno tak réznie piszgcych

o nim autoréw, jak Arystofanes, Platon, Ksenofont, Arystoteles, nie méwigc juz o sokra-
tykach i pdzniejszych filozofach. Material Zrédlowy z czaséw antycznych jest tak zrdz-
nicowany, ze trudno uzyskac spéjna wizje ‘jednego’ historycznego Sokratesa. Z tej racji

badacze nowozytni i wspotczesni albo kwestionujg mozliwo$¢ poznania pogladéw
Sokratesa, w skrajnym wypadku negujac nawet jego oryginalno$¢, albo podejmuja proby

zintegrowanej rekonstrukcji jego filozofowania, gléwnie w oparciu o wczesne (sokra-
tejskie) dialogi Platona. W tym wzgledzie zasadne jest pewne minimum, mianowicie

odpowiednie uwzglednienie Apologii Platona, na podstawie ktorej mozna odtworzy¢

autentyczng tre$¢ oskarzen oraz linie samoobrony Sokratesa, a takze motywacje i sedno

jego filozoficznego wyzwania. Najwazniejsze jest to, co rzekt on w obliczu wyroku §mier-
ci, iz jest najwyzszym dobrem ludzkim — Zycie po§wiecone dyskusyjnemu dociekaniu

cnoét i wartos$ci etycznych.

Niestety w wiekszo$ci opracowan, nawet tych najnowszych, to najbardziej chyba
prowokujace wyzwanie ze strony filozofa bywa zwykle pomijane badZ niewystarczaja-
co rozpoznane. Tymczasem stanowi to nie tylko wigzgcy motyw w rozpoznaniu sokra-
tejskiego wypytywania (¢€etdlewv) jako testowania wiedzy rozméwcéw w trybie ironii,
elenchosiaporii, lecz takze inspiracje dla bezposrednich i posrednich jego zwolennikow
w dociekaniu cndt i najwyzszego dobra (uéyiatov dyadov).

1. Apologia Sokratesa — podstawowe §wiadectwo

Prawie siedemdziesiecioletni Sokrates ze strony oburzonych nan politykéw, poetow
i retorow zostal oskarzony o lekcewazenie bogéw i deprawowanie mtodziezy'. Przez
swych wspolczesnych Sokrates nie zostat wlasciwie zrozumiany i doceniony; dopiero
po zaskakujacym skazaniu go na $mier¢ stal sie przez to postacig heroiczng rozmaicie
wspominang zaréwno przez swych przeciwnikow, jak i uczniow. W nastepstwie zrodzit
sie nowy gatunek utworéw zwanych wymownie Adyot Zwkpatikoi, z ktdrych przetrwa-
ly jedynie dialogi Platona i Ksenofonta, a o innych posiadamy tylko nieliczne wzmian-
ki u pisarzy pdzniejszych?. Byta to o niebywalym rozmachu twérczo$¢ analogiczna do
dramatu atenskiego. Obliczono, ze w okresie najbujniejszego jej rozkwitu, w ¢wieréwie-
czu miedzy rokiem 395 a 370, ogloszonych zostalo ok. 300 dialogéw sokratejskich, czyli
jeden utwor przypadal na miesigc. Obraz Sokratesa zalezat wiec od tego, kto o nim pisal
iz jakich pozycji filozoficznych, literackich czy nawet politycznych.

Wobec trudnosci, na podstawie rozbieznych zZrodet (Arystofanes, Platon, Kseno-
font, Arystoteles), okreslenia pogladow historycznego Sokratesa, ktory niczego nie pisat,
a tylko zwykl wypytywac i kwestionowa¢ odpowiedzi swych rozméwcow, przyjmujemy
poglad wybitnych nowszych badaczy (Giannantoni, Doring, Kahn), ze pierwszoplano-

! Na temat okolicznosci procesu i skazania Sokratesa zob. Beys 2001; Brickhouse & Smith 2002.
% Zob. pierwszorzedne studium o sokratejskim dialogu: Rossetti 2011: 23-53.
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wym i wzglednie wiarygodnym §wiadectwem pozostaje Platoniska Apologia Sokrate-
sa’. Byla ona oparta na wydarzeniu publicznym, procesie Sokratesa, ktory faktycznie
mial miejsce i w ktérym uczestniczyt sam Platon oraz setki innych atenczykéw. Mowa
obronna Sokratesa, nawet jesli nieco przetworzona przez Platona, nie mogta by¢ zbytnim
odstepstwem od autentycznie wypowiedzianej, stad nieuzasadnione sg sugestie nielicz-
nych zresztg badaczy o jej literackim czy retorycznym sfingowaniu*.

Wzglednie pewne jest to, jak na procesie odpierat Sokrates cigzgce na nim od dawna
zarzuty, jakie znaczenie miala dlan odpowiedZ wyroczni delfickiej w sprawie ludzkiej
madrosci, jak narazat sie wypytujac Atenczykoéw o wiedze i cnoty, jakg zaproponowat
dla siebie kontrpropozycje kary, a wreszcie co rzekt w obliczu wyroku §mierci, iz jest
najwyzszym dobrem ludzkim, jak zobaczymy, zycie filozoficzne po$wiecone szczegdl-
nemu dociekaniu. Uznajac tekst Apologii za najwazniejsze zrédlo o samym Sokratesie,
nalezy rozpoznac jej dramaturgie i przemyslana kompozycje wewnetrzng z pewnym
punktem kulminacyjnym, ktéry zwykle uchodzi uwadze badaczy, a ktéry — jak zobaczy-
my — wyraza credo oskarzonego i skazanego filozofa. Wypowiedziane wéwczas przez
Sokratesa stowa pozwalajg nam uchwycic istote jego dialogicznego filozofowania, podje-
ta i rozwinieta péZniej przez najwiekszego sokratyka Platona’.

2. Badacz natury i sofista?

Na wstepie Apologii Sokrates stawia siebie w opozycji do oszukanczej retoryki stosowa-
nej przez jego oskarzycieli, deklarujac wyznanie samej prawdy na swdj zwykty sposéb
wypowiadania si¢. Mial on niewatpliwie na mysli retoryke jako sprawianie przekonania
(melBobc dnpovpydg) krzewiong przez Gorgiasza, przezwyciezenie ktorej przedlozyt
pozniej platonski Sokrates w dialogu, ktdry tytul uzyskat od imienia stynnego sofisty.
Przezwyciezenie to polegalo gldwnie na odréznieniu perswazji wiarygodnej (melfo
motevtik}) od perswazji pouczajacej (melfom didaokaiikr), gdzie ta ostatnia dotyczyé
ma rozeznania tego, co prawe i nieprawe (rtepl 10 dikatév te kai ddkov)®. Perswazja
stowna Sokratesa na procesie nie odwolywala sie do retorycznego zwodzenia (drdrn)
ani dziatania na emocje stuchaczy, a miata tylko charakter icie pouczajacy i filozoficzny;
nie odniosta jednak zamierzonego celu i to byt gléwny powod dramatu Sokratesa-filozofa
w konfrontacji z polityka i wptywowg w niej retorykq uczaca pochlebstwa i demagogii’.

* Fundamentalne wydanie antycznych swiadectw o Sokratesie i sokratykach: Giannantoni 1990. Ten wybit-
ny znawca zrodel ujecie filozofii Sokratesa opieral glownie na Platoniskiej Apologii; zob. Giannantoni 1993; Gian-
nantoni 2005. Analogicznie czynit Doring (1988). Dalsze siegniecie po dialogi Platona jako §wiadectwa Sokrate-
sowego filozofowania, jak proponowal Vlastos (1991), nasuwa pewne watpliwosci; zob. Kahn 1996.

4 Wiarygodno$¢ Platoniskiej Apologii kwestionuje, naszym zdaniem, bezzasadnie Morrison (2000).

> Odsylamy tu do posmiertnie wydanej znakomitej rozprawy: Giannantoni 2005 (rozdz. 4). Niestety nawet
w nowszych ksigzkach o Sokratesie ten watek ,najwigkszego dobra” nie zostal nalezycie uwzgledniony: Figal 1995;
G. Reale 2000; Taylor 2000. Jedynie Dorion (2004; rozdz. 4) rzecz trafnie rozpoznaje, a takze ostatnio Kraut 2009.

¢ Zob. Taglia 2010: 110-112.
7 Zob. Wesoly 2009; Wesoly 2011.
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Zobaczmy zatem, jakimi pouczajacymi argumentami oskarzony Sokrates starat sie trafic
sedziom do przekonania, cho¢ okazalo sie to bezskuteczne.

Najpierw odpowiada na dawne zarzuty, jakoby byt badaczem natury i sofistg, co
podaje dwukrotnie w takim sformulowaniu, jakoby ,postepowat bezprawnie, badajac
to, co pod ziemig i na niebie, oraz argument (Adyoc) stabszy czynit silniejszym, i nauczat
tego innych” (P1. Ap., 18 b; 19 b). Pomimo Ze oficjalny akt oskarzenia brzmial zupelnie
inaczej (zob. ponizej), odpowiedz na te dawne zarzuty zajmuje Sokratesowi sporo miej-
scaistanowi przemyslang linie obrony. Stwierdza on bowiem, Ze cigzg one nad nim nadal
i sg trudne do odparcia, a wywodzq sie z przedstawien jego osoby w komedii. Istotnie
jako medrkujacy znawca zjawisk natury i chytry sofista zostal on karykaturalnie przed-
stawiony w Chmurach Arystofanesa, wystawionych ¢wieré wieku weze$niej. Jednak
w swej samoobronie Sokrates w ogéle nie przyznaje, aby znal si¢ na tych sprawach, wyga-
dywal takie glupstwa i jeszcze na tym zarabial, jak owi mistrzowie wychowania (sofisci).

Wszelako w opinii antycznych Sokrates mial by¢ uczniem przyrodnikéw dziatajgcych
w Atenach: Anaksagorasa i Archelaosa. Wraz z tym ostatnim refleksja badawcza skie-
rowata sie takze ku etyce i Sokrates mial rozwina¢ te wlasnie orientacje (DK 60 A 1-3).
W Platonskim Fedonie (Pl. Phd., 96-100) wspomina Sokrates o swym mlodzieficzym
zafascynowaniu owg ,madroscig zwang dociekaniem o naturze” (cogia [...] mept poemg
lotopia), a w zakonczeniu tego dialogu (Pl. Phd., 108-113) tuz przed wypiciem trucizny
snuje dtuzszy wywdd o budowie Ziemi. Podaje jednak powody, dlaczego rozczarowany
tamtg madroscig skierowal sie ku poszukiwaniu przyczynowych wyjasnien ,w samych
wywodach” (¢v toig Adyolg), co moze bardziej dotyczylo juz Platona w sensie jego
wymownej metafory ,drugiego ptyniecia” (§e0tepog mAolc).

Diogenes Laertios (D.L. IT 45) dostrzegl w Apologii pewne przeinaczenie ze strony
Platona:

Wydaje mi sie, ze i o kwestiach fizycznych dyskutowat Sokrates; tam, gdzie o przeznacze-
niu co$ rozwazal, jak powiada Ksenofont, chociaz stwierdza, iz tylko w sprawach etycznych
czynit wywody. Wszak i Platon w Apologii, wzmiankujac o Anaksagorasie i innych fizykach,
to, czemu Sokrates zaprzecza, on to stwierdza, cho¢ wszystko przypisuje Sokratesowi.

3. Zamiast ‘madrosci’ wyzywajaca ‘niewiedza’...

Sokrates zapewne w dojrzalszym okresie swego Zycia odstgpit od owej madrosci mept
@voewg, co do ktorej sie rozczarowal, na rzecz poszukiwania catkiem innej madro-
$ci, a zawazylo na tym niebywate zdarzenie, o ktorym wspomina w swej samoobronie.
Widocznie musial on konkurowaé w Atenach z tymi co uchodzili za cogoi (copiotai),
skoro jeden z jego przyjaciét, Chajrefont, zwrdcil sie do wyroczni w Delfach w spra-
wie rozstrzygniecia, kto z ludzi jest najmadrzejszy i zaszczyt ten przypadt Sokrateso-
wi (PL Ap., 20 e-21a; X. Ap., 14; D.L. I 37). Odtad Sokrates staral sie zrozumie¢ taki
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sens wyroczni, gdyz sam §wiadomy wtasnej niewiedzy podjal sie stwierdzenia mgdrosci

wpierw u innych, tych wlasnie, ktorzy roécili sobie pretensje do wiedzy, czyli u politykow,
poetéw i rzemieslnikow, wszystkich ich kolejno wypytywal, poddawal prébie i nara-
zit sie tym czolowym osobisto§ciom Aten. Ukazywal przy tym zasadno$¢ powinnosci

nadanej mu przez béstwo, aby dociekaé, na czym polega ludzka mgdroéé. Poniewaz jego

misja pochodzi z inspiracji boskiej, samo oskarzenie go o bezbozno$¢ bylo pretekstem

o charakterze politycznym przy niezrozumieniu ze strony wspolobywateli. Nienawis¢

wobec niego wzmagat fakt, zZe jego zachowanie w wypytywaniu i kwestionowaniu odpo-
wiedzi nasladowali mltodzi ludzie podajacy sie za jego uczniéw, chociaz Sokrates obstaje

przy tym, Ze sam nie glosi prawdy i niczego nie naucza, bo jego zadanie polega po prostu

na u$wiadomieniu ludziom ich pozornej wiedzy.

Z takiego to dociekania, me¢zowie Atenscy, wiele wobec mnie powstato nienawisci i to nader
srogich i ciezkich, tak iz z nich wynikly oszczerstwa, ktérym takie nadano miano, ze jestem
medrcem (00pdg). Obecni bowiem uznajg mnie kazdorazowo za takiego medrca w tym, co
kogos drugiego odeprze. Tymczasem, mezowie, jest chyba tak, ze w istocie tylko bog jest
medrcem, i w tej wyroczni to orzeka, iz madros$¢ ludzka niewielkiej jest wartosci lub zgota
zadnej. I tylko pozornie orzeka to o Sokratesie, gdy uzywa mojego imienia, czynigc mnie
przykladem, jakby ktos rzekt: ,ten z nas, ludzie, jest najmadrzejszy, kto jak Sokrates rozpo-
znal, Ze co do madrosci to tak naprawde nic nie znaczy”. Tego zatem ja wcigz przechadzajac
sie szukam i badam, podlug nakazu béstwa, abym kogo$ z obywateli czy przybyszéw mogt
uznad, iz jest medrcem. Skoro mi si¢ zdaje, ze nie, wspierajac béstwo wykazuje, ze nie ma
medrca. [ przez to zajecie nie miatem sposobnosci uczyni¢ czegos znaczgcego dla polis ani
dla siebie samego, lecz w wielkim jestem ubdstwie wskutek tej stuzby bozej (P1. Ap., 23 a—c).

Pomimo calego po§wiecenia ze strony Sokratesa w tak donioslej sprawie, napotkat on
na wrogo$¢ i oszczerstwa, wynikle niewgtpliwie z tego, Ze osobistosci przezen wypytywa-
ne poczuly sie urazone czy nawet publicznie ponizone. W konsekwencji zostal on w prze-
mys$lny sposob oskarzony, sama za$ tre$¢ oskarzenia byta lapidarna i brzmiata nastepujaco:

Takie oto wnidst oskarzenie pod przysiega Meletos, syn Meletosa, z gminy Pitteus, przeciw-
ko Sokratesowi, synowi Sofroniskosa, z gminy Alopeke: ,Sokrates narusza prawo: bogdéw
uznawanych przez polis nie uznaje, nowe jakie$ bostwa wprowadzajgc. Narusza takze prawo,
deprawujac mlodziez. Zastuguje na kare §mierci” (D.L. IT 41; PL. Ap., 24 b).

Odparcie oskarzenia o psucie mtodziezy i bezbozno$¢ wydaje sie Sokratesowi tatwe
i czyni to wymownie w bezpos$redniej rozmowie z Meletosem. Dokonuje niejako jego
przestuchania, co owocuje fragmentem dialogicznym przerywajacym monolog oskar-
zonego filozofa. Nie to jednak dla nas jest tutaj znaczgce ani tez fakt, ze Sokratesowi nie
udowodniono zarzucanych przestepstw. Najwazniejsze jest bowiem samo zrozumienie
konsekwentnej i wytrwalej postawy Sokratesa w uzasadnieniu racji jego sposobu zycia
i dialogicznego filozofowania.
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4. Nalezy zy¢ filozofujac...

Wobec mozliwosci unikniecia kary, o ile zaprzestanie wypytywania, w dwoch miejscach
swej samoobrony Sokrates potwierdza nieodwotalno$¢ powierzonej mu przez béstwo
misji dociekania madros$ci ludzkiej, wykazujac przy tym odwage i dobroczynny wptyw
na wspotobywateli. Najpierw po odparciu zarzutoéw, w czesci stanowigcej znaczgcg
dygresje na temat sposobu Zycia przezen obranego, stwierdzajac, Ze i grozba §mierci nie
przeszkodzi mu tak wyzywajaco filozofowac. Albowiem i wczes$niej, wypetniajac rozkazy
na wojnie narazal sie na niebezpieczenstwo (pod Pontidaja, Amfipolis i Delion), a obecnie
»spelniajac polecenie boskie, przynajmniej tak jak je zdotatem zrozumie¢ i pojaé, ze nalezy
zy¢ filozofujac, czyli badajac siebie samego i innych, stad miatbym, obawiajgc sie Smierci
czy innej rzeczy, opuscic¢ szyk” (PL. Ap., 29 a). Oto wymowne stowa oskarzonego filozofa:

Sokratesie, my Anytosa teraz nie postuchamy, tylko cie uwolnimy, ale pod tym warunkiem, abys

juz wiecej takim badaniem sie nie zajmowat i nie filozofowal; jesli za$ zostaniesz przytapany na

tym, iz nadal to czynisz, umrzesz. — Gdybyscie mnie, jak rzektem, pod tym warunkiem uwol-
nili, to bym wam powiedzial, ze ja was, mezowie Ateriscy, szanuje i mituje, ale postucham raczej

bdstwo anizeli was, i poki oddycham i podotam, nie zaprzestane filozofowa¢, zachecajac was

i thumaczgc to kazdemu, kogo tylko spotkam. Otz powiem, jak zwyklem: ty, czcigodny mezu,
bedac Atericzykiem, obywatelem polis tak wielkiej, stawnej z madrosci i potegi, nie wstydzisz si¢

zabiegac¢ o pieniadze, aby$ miat ich jak najwiecej, a o stawe i cze$¢, o rozsadek i prawde, i o dusze,
zeby byla jak najlepsza, ty nie dbasz ani si¢ nie troszczysz?

I gdyby kto§ z was zaprzeczal i méwil, ze dba o to, ja go zaraz nie puszcze i nie odejde, ale go

bede wypytywal, badal i sprawdzal, a jesli mi si¢ wyda, ze on nie ma cnoty, a tylko tak mowi,
to bede go fajal, Ze o najwyzsze warto$ci najmniej zabiega, a rzeczy lichsze stawia wyzej. I tak
postapie z mlodym i starym, i kogo tylko spotkam, i z obcym, i swoim, a tym bardziej ze swoim,
boscie mi rodem blizsi.

Tak bowiem nakazuje mi bég, dobrze to wiedzcie, a ja sadze, Ze wam w polis wigksze dobro-
dziejstwo nie przypada nad t¢ moja stuzbe boza. Albowiem ja nic innego nie czynie, jeno

chodze i naktaniam mlodych wsrdd was i starych, abyscie sie wpierw ani o ciala, ani o bogac-
twa nie troszczyli tak bardzo jak o dusze, by byta jak najlepsza: i powiadam, Ze nie z bogactw
cnota powstaje, ale z cnoty bogactwa oraz wszelkie inne dobra ludzkie zar6wno prywatne jak
i publiczne (PL. Ap., 29 c-30b).

Sokrates nie przedstawia siebie jako nauczyciela czy mistrza, a jedynie jako testujg-
cego wiedze innych na mocy boskiego polecenia (Beia poipa) i w trosce o dobro duszy.
Nagabuje przy tym, zacheca do wyznania i napomina swych rozméwcéw do zdania spra-
WYy z tego, czy 2yja i postepuja podtug owych wartosci etycznych. Sam nie podaje, czym
jest cnota (apetn), ale zacheca do rozwazenia z przekonaniem, ze troska o wlasna dusze
oznacza troske o cnote. Dla niego cnota i rozum sg podstawowymi warto$ciami czlowie-
ka, wazniejszymi od dobr cielesnych. Stara si¢ uwolni¢ swych rozméwcoéw od btednego
przekonania na ten temat oraz zacheca ich do troszczenia sie o rozum, prawde i wlasng
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dusze. Stanowilo to niebywale wyzwanie moralne oraz zerwanie z tradycjg, gdyz o warto-
$ciach nie miaty juz decydowaé dobre urodzenie, majatek, zaszczyty i wtadza polityczna.
Zanim przytoczymy tu druga kardynalna wypowiedz filozofa w obliczu wyroku $mierci,
poruszymy jeszcze jeden watek z jego apologii, opatrzony przez nas nagléwkiem:

5. Nikt prawy w polityce si¢ nie ostanie...

Sokrates poprzez swe klopotliwe indagowanie stal sie wyzywajacy i nienosny, zwlasz-
cza dla politykéw zachowujacych zwykle pozory kompetencji i prawosci. Kierowal sie
motywacjg filozoficzng i etyczng, a spotkat sie z reakcjg prawno-polityczng. Sokrates
jako filozof stat sie ofiarg nieprawej polityki i to w ustroju demokratycznym, szczycg-
cym si¢ ideami wolnosci i tolerancji. Latwo jednak w tym wypadku popas¢ w anachro-
nizmy i kontaminacje; nalezy rzecz pojmowac we wlasciwym kontekscie historycznym
i problemowym. Grozba $mierci nie mogta by¢ dlan przeszkodg w filozofowaniu, dlatego
bezzasadne sg sugestie niektérych badaczy, iz moglby sie bronié lepiej i unikng¢ tragicz-
nego losu®.

Jak w odpowiedzi na dawne oskarzenia Sokrates podal powierzenie mu misji apol-
linskiej, tak na zarzut bezboznosci powotuje sie na swe bostwo opiekunicze (Daimonion),
ktére powstrzymywalo go od bezposredniego udzialu w polityce:

Ot6z odradzato mi ono zajmowac si¢ polityka i bardzo piekne wydaje mi si¢ to odradzanie.
Winni$cie bowiem wiedzie¢, mezowie Atenscy, ze ja, gdybym dawniej zajat sie sprawami
politycznymi, juz bym dawniej zginal i na nic bytbym wam i sobie samemu przydatny. I nie
miejcie mi za zte, ze méwie prawde. Nie ma bowiem takiego czlowieka, ktory by ocalal, prze-
ciwstawiajac sie wam czy jakiej$ wiekszo$ci i przeciwdzialal zaiste powstawaniu w polis wielu
niesprawiedliwosci i nieprawosci, lecz konieczne jest, by ten, kto istotnie walczy w obronie

prawosci, jesli ma cho¢ na krétko ocale¢, dzialat prywatnie, a nie publicznie (PL. Ap., 31d-e).

Sokrates kierowat sie niezaleznos$cia i niechecig wobec sofistycznej retoryki, uczacej
demagogii i pochlebstwa, ktdra bywala na ustugach nieprawej polityki. Platon zainsce-
nizuje potem w dialogu Gorgiasz rozprawe z taka téxvn moAitwki|, gdzie Sokrates nie
bez pewnej sytuacyjnej ironii twierdzi najpierw, ze ,nie nalezy do politykéw” (Pl. Grg,,
473 e), a pdiniej powie wyzywajaco: ,Sadze, ze wraz z nielicznymi Atericzykami, by nie
powiedzie¢ jedyny, rozprawiam sie tak naprawde ze sztuka polityczng i sam teraz zajmuje
sie polityka (émuyeipetv Tf] ¢ AANB&C oA LTIKT] TEY VY KAl TPATTEW TA TOALTIKA POVOG
v viv)” (PL. Grg, 521d)°.

8 Poglad o nieprawym u$mierceniu Sokratesa starat si¢ zdemaskowac¢ dziennikarz amerykanski Stone
(1988). Sokrates jako wrég demokracji i nauczyciel tyranéw sam sobie zastuzyl na stracenie. Ostatnio podobnie
wywodzi Waterfield (2009).

° Troniczny sens tego zdania uszedt uwadze thumaczy. Czasownik €nyelpetv uzyty z datiwem (celownikiem)
oznacza ‘rozprawienie sie z czyms’ (stad epicheiremat — wnioskowanie obalajace). Z jednej wiec strony Sokra-
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Dalej w dialogu tym nastepuje wymys$lna aluzja ex post do procesu Sokratesa na
podobienstwo tego, jakby kucharz oskarzat lekarza w dzieciecym trybunale za rzekome
szkodzenie. Oskarzenia w obu przypadkach, przykrego lekarza i dociekliwego filozo-
fa, to przewidywalne reakcje ze strony wszechwtadnej i bezrefleksyjnej polityki. Dialog
Gorgiasz stanowi niejako ‘drugg apologie’ Sokratesa rozprawiajacg sie z polityczng reto-
ryka jako niegodziwym schlebianiem i demagogig.

6. Méyiotov Ayafov

Pomijajac jeszcze inne watki w Apologii przechodzimy do momentu decydujacego
procesu Sokratesa, gdy po uznaniu go winnym niewielka przewagg gtoséw, wobec
sedziéw majgcych zagtosowac teraz nad wyznaczeniem kary, filozof w swej drugiej
mowie o$wiadczyl, Ze nie poczuwa si¢ do winy oraz wnosi, by uznano go za dobroczyn-
ce i doradce, a wiec raczej zastuguje na publiczne utrzymanie w Prytanejonie niz owi
zwyciezcy w Olimpiadach:

Coz wigc przypada czlowiekowi biednemu i dobroczyncy, ktéremu nalezy si¢ czas wolny dla
doradzania wam? Czyz nic bardziej stosownego, mezowie atenscy, by raczej takiego czlowie-
ka utrzymywac¢ w Prytanejonie, i to o wiele bardziej, nizby ktérys z was zwyciezal konno na
Olimpiadach, w zaprzegu czy kwadrydze (P1. Ap., 36 d).

Te wlasnie stowa Sokratesa uznali sedziowie za aroganckie i okazaly sie¢ dlan zgub-
ne. Tak samo arogancka mogta wydawac si¢ Sokratesa propozycja poniesienia niewiel-
kiej kary pienieznej. I wlasnie w tej sytuacji dramatycznego napiecia, wobec mozliwo-
$ci ocalenia zycia, gdyby Sokrates obiecal, ze zaprzestanie swego dociekania, uda sie
na wygnanie, niczego takiego filozof nie proponuje. Nie wplywa lito§ciwie na sedziow,
a tylko potwierdza swg powinnos$¢ filozofowania, uznajac ja za ‘najwyzsze dobro’, bez
ktérego zycie ludzkie nie ma wartosci. Oto w dostownym przektadzie te wyzywajace
stowa Sokratesa wypowiedziane w obliczu wyroku $mierci:

Zapewne kto§ by tak rzekl: , A milczed i siedzie¢ cicho ty nie potrafisz, Sokratesie, by zy¢
sobie z dala od nas?”. O tym wlasnie najtrudniej przekonaé (meioai) niektérych z was. Bo
jesli powiadam, Ze to jest zawierzenie bogu (¢ 0e® dmnelBeiv) i dlatego niemozliwe, bym
zamilknal, to mi nie wierzycie (o0 neloeo8¢), jakbym ironizowal (g eipwvevouévw). Jezeli
powiadam, ze najwieksze takie dobro przypada czlowiekowi (uéyiotov dyaBov 6v avBpdne
toU10): kazdego dnia prowadzi¢ rozmowy na temat cnoty i innych wartosci, o ktérych wystu-
chujecie mnie dyskutujacego, badajacego samego siebie i innych (rtept dpetiig Tovg Adyoug
noteiofaLkai TdV AN @V TTept OV UUETS Epod dkovete Stadeyopévou kal éuavtov kai EAAovg

tes platoniski kwestionuje owg sofistyczng sztuke polityczna, a — z drugiej — wyznaje skorygowane uprawianie
polityki (sic!). Zob. doktadniej Wesoty 2009; Wesoly 2011.
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éEetdlovtog) — zycie za$ bez badania nie jest zyciem godnym czlowieka (6 8¢ dve&étaotog
Biog oV flwtog dvBpwm®) — to tym mniej wierzycie mnie (teloeo0e), ktory to méwi. Jest
wlasnie tak, jak powiadam, mezowie, tylko ze przekonac (meiBewv) o tym nie latwo. Ja jednak

nie zwyklem uwazac siebie za zastugujacego na co$ ztego (P1. Ap., 38 a).

Podane w nawiasach wyrazenia greckie pozwalaja nam blizej wnikng¢ w sens tych
nader istotnych stéw Sokratesa, ktory jasno i wymownie potwierdza, czym jest dla niego
sedno zycia i badania, cho¢ §wiadomy by} trudnosci przekonania o tym niektdrych (kilka-
krotne uzycie tego samego czasownika w znaczeniu ‘przekonac’, ‘zawierzy¢’). Moze
by¢ w tym zawarta aluzja do mocy perswazyjnej mowy z retoryki Gorgiasza (Pl. Grg.,
453 d-455 a). W jego Apologii Palamedesa (21) czytamy, ze ,,zycie wyzbyte zaufania nie jest
do zycia” (Blog 6¢ o0 frwtog ioTtewe Eotepnuévmr). Jednakze dla Sokratesa najwyzszym
dobrem w zyciu nie jest samo ludzkie ‘zaufanie’ (miotic), lecz filozoficzna troska o dusze
i cnoty. Swiadcza o tym uzyte przezen wyrazenia @ihoco@eiv, StaléyeaBal, é€eTdlery,
{ntelv, okomely, €peuvay, diatpifev. W powyzszym tekscie chodzi o co§ znacznie
wazniejszego, o najwyzsze dobro (to péyiotov ayabov), ktére polega na ciggltym dialo-
gicznym — w formie pytan i odpowiedzi — dociekaniu, badaniu siebie i innych, czym
sg cnoty i inne wartosci etyczne. Owo sokratejskie badanie (¢€etalerv, £é€€taoic) nie jest
ZWYCZajnym rozwazaniem czy rozprawianiem, a swoistym egzaminowaniem czy testowa-
niem siebie i innych. To jedyne w swoim rodzaju i najbardziej chyba prowokujace wyzwa-
nie ze strony filozofa: ,zycie bez badania (ave€étaotoc) nie jest godne czlowieka™. Nie
chodzi tu przeciez o namyst czy rozmyslanie w pojedynke, ani o weryfikowanie samych
zdan czy pogladéw, a tylko o testowanie konkretnych oséb w Zywej rozmowie".

Te szczegdlnie doniosty deklaracje Sokratesa na procesie oraz samo przestanie
filozofowania (pthoco@eiv), ktére w swej oryginalnej nazwie bierze si¢ ze §wiadomo-
$ci niewiedzy, uznajemy za autentyczne, a ich podstawg jest badanie (é€etalew) siebie
iinnych we wspomnianym zakresie. Takie wspo6lne badanie nie jest dane raz na zawsze,
nie moze by¢ zdobyciem wiedzy pewnej, mozliwej do przyswojenia i przekazania
(nauczania), lecz stanowi ciggle dociekanie w formie dialogicznej i testujacej. Takie Zycie
filozoficzne nie jest zwyktym teoretyzowaniem, lecz cigglym poddawaniem probie siebie
iinnych (Pl. Ap., 28 e; 29 c—d). Sokrates prawie wszystko kwestionuje, lecz co do jedne-
go nie ma watpliwosci, wlasnie co do tak pojetego najwyzszego ludzkiego dobra. Nie
mozna by¢ pewnym swych wlasnych przekonan, jesli sie ich nie skonfrontuje z poglada-
mi innych. Dobro takie nie lezy w raz osiggnietej prawdzie, lecz we wspdlnym dialogo-
waniu (StaAéyeaBar), ktdre prowadzi przynajmniej do oczyszczenia z mylnych pogladow.
Sokrates samodzielnie, bez odpowiedzi rozméwcoéw nie moze poznac i ustali¢ niczego

10 Ostatnio trafnie stwierdzit R. Kraut (2009: 233): “The dictum that no one should lead an unexamined life
belongs to the philosophy of the historical Socrates, not that of Plato [...] Socratic works can be read as illustra-
tions of what goes wrong when one does not examine ones’ life with sufficient care and intelligence”.

' Niestety w polskim przekladzie W. Witwickiego (,a bezmyslnym zyciem zy¢ cztowiekowi nie warto”)
iR. Legutki (,a dla cztowieka zycie bez namystu nad nim niewarte jest przezywania”), ta nader istotna deklaracja
Sokratesa nie zostala trafnie oddana.
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wigzacego ani dla siebie, ani dla innych. Nie glosil on zadnych prawd, niczego nie pisal
i nie uwazal sie za nauczyciela. Wypytywat tylko i wciggal okazjonalnie rézne osoby
do intrygujacych rozméw na temat cndt i madrosci praktycznej. Wedle stow wyroczni
delfickiej okazal si¢ madrzejszy od innych w tym sensie, Ze byt §wiadomy swej niewiedzy,
podczas gdy inni tylko chelpili sie wiedzg pozorng.

Co wigcej, juz po wydanym wyroku Sokrates wyobrazal sobie jako co$§ wspaniatego
spedzanie czasu (diatpip}) w Hadesie na rozmowach ze stynnymi herosami, na wypy-
tywaniu i badaniu ich madroéci.

Najwazniejsze (t0 péywotov) jednak, ze tam badajac i wykrywajac, jak i tutaj spedzalem
czas, ktory z nich jest madry (co@6c¢), a ktéry takim sie zdaje, cho¢ nim nie jest. [...] tam
z nimi rozmawianie i przebywanie i badanie (StaAé yeoBat kai ovvelvat kai €€etdlerv) bytoby
ogromnym szcze¢$ciem (Pl. Ap., 41b).

Nasuwa sie tu jeszcze inna znamienna wypowiedz Sokratesa z Kritona w sytuacji
analogicznej, gdy odmawiajac ucieczki z wiezienia i mozliwos$ci ocalenia zycia odwotat
sie do swego uzasadnionego przekonania: ,Otdz ja nie tylko teraz, ale zawsze jestem
takim, zeby w mych sprawach niczym innym nie da¢ si¢ przekonad, jak tylko argumen-
tem (undevi &M@ meiBeoBat ij 1@ Adyw), ktdry mnie rozumujgcemu wydaje sie najlepszy”
(PL. Cri., 46 b). Te stowa uwiecznione zostaly na antycznej hermie Sokratesa (wysta-
wianej w Muzeum Archeologicznym Neapolu). W tym sie tez wyraza sedno racjonalnej
i perswazyjnej postawy Sokratesa,

Takze w Menonie Platoniski Sokrates dal wyraz swemu stalemu przekonaniu o warto-
$ci zycia badawczego:

Poniewaz sadzac, ze nalezy szukaé ({ntelv) to, czego sie nie wie, lepsi bedziemy i mezniej-
si, oraz mniej leniwi, niz gdyby$my sadzili, Ze czego nie wiemy, tego ani nie mozna odkry¢
(epelv), ani nie nalezy szukaé; o to bym catkiem walczyl, gdybym moégt zaréwno stowem, jak
iczynem (Pl. Men., 86 b-c).

Nie jest to jednak wzorzec zycia czysto teoretycznego bez glebszych uzasadnien.
Troska o dusze jest bowiem podstawg we wszystkim; nie nalezy jej szkodzi¢ blednymi
pogladami; jest ona cenniejsza od ciala, gdyz od niej zalezy prawos¢ i dobre postepowa-
nie (PL Prt., 313 a-b; Grg., 512 a). Z tym wigzq sie takie na pozér paradoksalne zatozenia
Sokratesa, ze kazda cnota (dpetr)) jest wiedzg (émotipn), a wystepek to skutek ignoran-
cji, dlatego nikt nie czyni zta rozmyélnie (zob. Dorion 2004; rozdz. 4).

7. 2o@ia — @rhoco@ia

Odnotujmy tu istotny, cho¢ zapomniany badZ nie zawsze uswiadamiany fakt rodowodu
pojecia ‘filozofia’. Przed i wspélczesénie z Sokratesem dzialalo wielu réznych — uczonych
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badaczy natury, medrcow czy medrkéw, gloszacych mniej lub bardziej zdecydowanie
swe wlasne wywody (Adyor) czy poglady (§6€ar). Madrosci czy wiedzy szerzonej na
temat §wiata czlowieka i moAig, wyrazanej dotad w poBori Adyol, Sokrates przeciwstawit
nie jaki$ inny Adyoc, lecz swoja prowokujacg niewiedze.

Sam fakt dezawuowania przez Sokratesa wilasnej cogia sprawit, przynajmniej tak jak
go pojmowal Platon, nadanie mu miana nie medrca (co@dg), tylko mitosnika mgdrosci
(ptAd-00@og), w wymownym odrdznieniu zaréwno od sofistow, jak i badaczy natury
(puotordyor). Taka postawa Sokratesa wytworzyla oryginalny w swym rodowodzie sens
uprawiania ‘filo-zofii’, czyli wlasciwie ‘umilowania madrosci’, przy §wiadomosci jej nie
posiadania. Tym samym przeciwstawienie cogia i pthocopia bylo niebywalym wyzwa-
niem; prawdziwa bowiem madros$¢ przystuguje bostwu, natomiast ludziom przypada jej
poszukiwaé, odpierad jej pozory, gdyz jest ona znikoma lub Zadna. Taka byla motywacja
i efekt Sokratesowego dociekania wiedzy u innych, ktére stato sie sensem czy misjg jego
zycia z konsekwencjami jego utraty. Nalezy podkresli¢, ze wylonienie si¢ postaci ‘filozofa’
oraz nazwy ‘filozofia’ nastgpito wlasnie za sprawg Sokratesa i to w mysli attyckiej, a nie

— jak zwyklo sie sadzi¢ — za sprawg Pitagorasa, ktory takze niczego nie pisali pozostaje
jeszcze bardziej enigmatyczng postacia.

W kazdym razie antyczni, mimo zréznicowanego stosunku do Sokratesa, uznawali
go za filozofa par excellence, cho¢ — jak podaje Plutarch za Dikajarchem:

Wielu za filozoféw uwaza tych, co przemawiajg z katedry i wyklady przenoszg do ksigg. Pomi-
jaja ta ciagla i codzienng dzialalno$¢, na réwni polityczna i filozoficzng, widoczna w czynach

i dzialaniach. [...] A przeciez Sokrates nie stawal na piedestale ani nie zasiadal w fotelu, ani

tez nie przestrzegal okreslonej pory na dyspute czy przechadzke ze swymi znajomymi, lecz

filozofowal zartujac, jak przypadlo, wesp6l popijajac, zmagajac sie z niektérymi i chodzac po

agorze, czy w koficu uwieziony wypijajac trucizne. On pierwszy dowiédl, ze zycie w kazdym

czasie i miejscu, w doznaniach i dzialaniach, po prostu we wszystkim przejete jest filozofia

(Plu. An seni resp. ger. 26).

W nowszych studiach wydobywa sie ten sokratejski aspekt filozofowania jako szcze-
golnego sposobu zycia (Hadot 1995; Horn 1998; Cooper 2007). W tej perspektywie dziw-
ne jest dzis takie stawienie kwestii, jakoby nie bylo Sokratesa-filozofa, gdyz nie mozemy
odtworzy¢ z jaka$ dozg pewnosci jego pogladéw czy doktryny. Nowsze studia wydoby-
waja tez specyfike dialogu sokratejskiego, oryginalnej i szczegélnej formy filozofowania
(Rossetti 2011).

8. Makpoi Adyot sofistéw — didAoyog Sokratesa
Rodowdd dialogicznego filozofowania Sokratesa wraz z jego ironia, elenktyka i aporety-

kg staje sie zrozumialy w kontekscie konfrontacji z sofistycznym zwodzeniem (amati)),
erystyka i sztukg orzekania sprzecznosci (téyvn avtihoywn). Te w istocie zrdznicowane
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sposoby wywodéw mogly podéwczas wydawac sie ztudnie podobne, dlatego Sokrate-
sa traktowano jako przebieglego sofiste. Swiadczy o tym ciazacy wcigz na nim zarzut
zwodniczego czynienia ,argumentu stabszego silniejszym”, o czym wspomnial na proce-
sie, cho¢ nie ustosunkowat si¢ wprost do takiego przypisywania mu oszukanczej sztuki
sofistéw (Arist. Rh., 1402 b 24; D.L.IX 52).

Istnialy jednak zasadnicze réznice pomiedzy popisami (¢ntidei€ig) retorycznymi sofi-
stow a wypytywaniem badawczym (¢€€taoig) Sokratesa. Popularny takze w Atenach
retor i sofista Gorgiasz z Leontynéw zwracac sie mial w teatrze do publicznosci z prosba,
by zadawano mu pytania i kwestie do rozwazenia, na ktdre mial zrecznie odpowiadac
i prawi¢ wyborne oracje (DK 82 A 1). Sokrates zupelnie inaczej zjednywal sobie publicz-
nos¢, ironizujac i parodiujgc niejako retoryczne popisy Gorgiasza, nie poprzez impro-
wizowane, pelne wdzieku i uczonosci odpowiedzi, ale poprzez okazywanie niewiedzy
iwypytywanie tych, ktorzy uwazajg siebie za znawcéw w réznych dziedzinach, od polity-
ki po rzemiosta i sztuki. Sokrates bowiem, jak podaje Cyceron, ,poprzez badanie i wypy-
tywanie zwykt wydobywac (ujawniad, elicere) poglady tych, z ktérymi dyskutowal, aby
to, co zdotali mu odpowiedzie¢, jesli takim sie okazato, sam mogt orzec” (Cic. De fin.,
11 2; Brutus, 8. 30-31).

Tak wiec sokratejska forma wypytywania i dragzenia odpowiedzi, ktéra dla Plato-
na stala sie zaczynem dialogu i dialektyki, byta rywalizujacym przeciwienstwem sofi-
stycznych i retorycznych popisow (¢midei€ig) jako dtuzszych dyskurséow (paxpot Adyou),
ktorych sam Sokrates nie znosil, jako zZe nie angazujg one wprost rozméwcow, nie
sq Zywym starciem i testowaniem przekladanych racji ani wnoszeniem nasuwajacych
sie w trakcie pytan, zarzutéw i watpliwosci. Z tej racji Sokrates niczego nie pisal, gdyz
nie mial od siebie do przekazania zadnych gotowych nauk czy prawd; te bowiem starat
sie dociekaé wraz z innymi rozméwcami jedynie w ustnej dyskusji, ktora nie nadaje si¢
wprost do pisemnego zwerbalizowania czy utrwalenia, nie moze wiec mie¢ wartosci
poznawczej rownej odbywanym rozmowom. Takich ograniczen pisma §wiadomy byt
takze Platon, ktéry cho¢ tworzyt wiele sokratejskich dialogéw, to jednak ‘rzeczy cenniej-
sze’ pozostawial dialektyce ustnej.

9. Eipwveia, €\eyyoc, anopia

W zwigzku z dialogiem sokratejskim nalezy jeszcze wspomniec o tym, co niosto
z sobg owo dialektyczne wypytywanie i kwestionowanie odpowiedzi, r6zne wszak od
sofistycznych refutacji (Pl. Grg., 457 c-458 d, 461 a-b, 471 d-472 c; Euthd., 272 a-b).
W odréznieniu od wzietych sofistow Sokrates nie chelpit si¢ wiedza, lecz ironicz-
nie nadawal sobie pozory niewiedzy. Jest to obraz Sokratesa z wczesnych dialogéw
Platona, w ktérych na sposéb ironiczny kwestionowal odpowiedzi swych rozméw-
cow. Takze Ksenofont (X. Mem., IV 4, 9-10) wzmiankuje o ironicznym wypytywa-
niu Sokratesa. Sokratejska eipwveia (tac. dissimulatio) to swoiste udawanie, zatajanie
wlasnego i przyjmowanie zdania rozméwcy celem ukazania jego btednosci. Nie byto
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to na§miewanie sie, ale pedagogiczny chwyt, ktéry pozwalal odkry¢ w rozméwcy
Swiadomos$¢ niewiedzy™.

Platon przedstawia Sokratesa indagujacego rdzne osoby, w réznych sceneriach i sytu-
acjach problemowych. W wielu wczesnych jego dialogach Sokrates uznaje siebie same-
go, bez wsparcia innych, za niezdolnego do rozstrzygania stawianych kwestii (PL. Ap.,
21 b-d; Euthphr., 5 a—c; 15 ¢-16 a; Chrm., 165 b-d; La., 186 b—e, 200 €; Ly., 212 a, 223 b;
Grg., 509 a; Men., 71a-b, 80 d; Hp.Ma., 286 c—e; 304 d—e; Smp., 216 d).

Z tym wiaze sie odparcie (EAeyyoc, tac. refutatio), czyli testowanie i kwestionowanie
zdania rozmoéwcy na podstawie jego wlasnych odpowiedzi. To swoiste ukazanie sprzecz-
nosci w odpowiedziach, czyli zawstydzenie czy tez konfundowanie rozmdéwcy, nie tyle
w sensie logicznym jako sprzeciw, odpieranie, co raczej etycznym jako poddawanie
probie, sprawdzanie deklarowanych przez ludzi kompetencji (P1. Ap., 29 €; 39 ¢). Sokra-
tes platonski uwazal za wielkie dobrodziejstwo ‘bycie odpartym’, czyli demaskowanie
mylnych pogladow (PL. Ap., 36 c—d; Grg. 458 a-b; 461 a, 470 ¢, 506 b—c; Euthd., 295 a;
Men., 84 a—c; Prt., 333 ¢). Oto dwa najbardziej wymowne miejsca z dialogéw Platona:

Nie zdajesz mi sie nie wiedzied, ze kto sie najblizej znajdzie Sokratesa i podejdzie w rozmowie,
ten juz z konieczno$ci — chocby i o czyms innym wczesniej zaczat méwi¢ — nie przestaje
by¢ przezen drazony w rozmowie, zanim nie zda sprawy o sobie samym, w jaki sposob teraz
zyje ijak minione zycie przezyl. A skoro to mu przypadlo, nie predzej go Sokrates pusci, az
to wszystko zen pieknie i dobrze nie wybada. Ja juz przywyklem do tego i wiem, Ze trzeba to
oden znosi¢, i wiem dobrze, Ze ija sam to znosi¢ bede [...] Dla mnie wiec to nic niezwyklego

ani niemitego zosta¢ przez Sokratesa przebadanym (Pl. La., 187 e-188 a).

A c6z takiego myslisz [...], Ze jesli najbardziej ciebie zbijam, to czy z jakiegos$ innego powodu
zbi¢ mam, a nie przez to, bym i sam siebie przebadal, co twierdze obawiajgc sie, ze mylnie co$
wiem, czego nie wiem. Wigc teraz ja powiadam, ze wtasnie to czynie — rozpatruje wywod
(A6yoc) przede wszystkim ze wzgledu na siebie samego, a moze tez i na innych znajomych.
Czy nie uwazasz, ze to jest wspolne dobro prawie dla wszystkich ludzi, gdy stanie si¢ jasna
kazda z rzeczy, jak si¢ ma wlasciwie? — [...] Odwagi wiec, [...] odpowiadaj na pytania, jak ci si¢
zdaje, a niewazne, czy to Krytiasz czy Sokrates jest tym, ktory zbija, lecz bacz myslg na sam
wywod (A6yog), jaki wtedy wyjdzie zbijany (Pl. Chrm., 166 c—e).

Taki €Aeyyog roznil sie od sofistycznej sztuki zwyciezania w sporach i orzekania
sprzecznosci. Sokrates sam nie narzucal swego zdania, lecz sondowal wypowiedzi
innych i — jak sie okazywalo — bywaly one sprzeczne wewnetrznie i niekonsekwent-
ne. Arystoteles wprost podaje, Ze ,,Sokrates wypytywal, lecz nie podawat odpowiedzi;

12 Jego ironia polega na udawaniu, ze to wlasnie od rozméwcy chce sie on czego$ nauczy¢. A jej celem
jest doprowadzenie rozméwcy do odkrycia, ze na temat dziedziny, w ktérej uwaza si¢ on za uczonego, nie wie
nic” (Hadot 2000: 54).
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wyznaje bowiem, ze ich nie zna” (Arist. SE, 183 b 7-8). Taka forme dialektyki nazywat
Arystoteles pejrastyka, czyli poddawaniem prébie w pytaniach, swoistym egzaminowa-
niem kogo$ kto méwi, ze dysponuje wiedza (Arist. SE, 165 b 4-6).

We wezesnych dialogach Platona sokratejskie ‘dialogowanie’ (StaAéyeoBa) to sztuka
zwiezlych pytan i odpowiedzi dla uzyskiwania definicji dociekanej dpetn. Dialog sokra-
tejski zaczynal sie prostym pytaniem ‘czym co$ jest?’ (ti €éot), a odpowiedzi rozméwcow
nie okazywaly sie rozstrzygajace, pozostawaly ‘bez wyjscia’, czy aporiami, trudnosciami
i watpliwosciami. Przykladem aporetycznosci jest dyskusja nad poboznos$cig w Eutyfio-
nie, nad mestwem czy odwaga w Lachesie, nad przyjaznia w Lysisie, nad opanowaniem
w Charmidesie, czy tez nad pieknem w Hippiaszu Wigkszym. Nawet w pozniejszych
dialogach Platona aporetycznos$¢ powraca, jak w Menonie — w odniesieniu do nauczal-
nosci cnoty oraz w Teajtecie — w odniesieniu do definicji wiedzy. W tym ostatnim dialo-
gu pojawia sie platoniski Sokrates z jeszcze inng metoda wypytywania, zwang maieutyka
(analogiczng do sztuki polozniczej), jednak nie wydaje sie, aby odnosila sie ona do posta-
ci historycznego Sokratesa. Tak samo nie odnosito do don wszystko to, co przydzielit
mu Platon w dialogach §rednich i péZnych, tacznie z teorig anamnezy, idei-form, natury
duszy i rozbudowang dyskusjg politologiczng.

"EAeyyog i dmopia w trybie testowania nie mogty Sokratesowi zjednywacé przyja-
znych rozméwcéw. Latwiej jest bowiem pytac niz odpowiadaé. Trazymach zarzucal to
Sokratesowi (Pl. R., 336 ¢; 337 d—e), a inni tym odpieraniem sie¢ irytowali, nie dawali si¢
przekonaé, a nawet sie odgrazali (Pl. Grg., 506 b—c; R. 337 a, 341 a; Tht., 151 c-d, 161 a,
168 a). Czy Sokrates faktycznie wypytywat innych §wiadomy swej niewiedzy, czy tylko
ironicznie nadawat sobie takie pozory, aby w pytaniach krzyzowych zbijaé¢ odpowiedzi?
Tak czy inaczej jednych rozméwcow irytowal, a innych inspirowat do gltebszego namystu
nad stawianymi kwestiami. Takie to bylo Sokratesowe przestanie w dociekaniu madrosci
ludzkiej i prowokujaca nosnos¢ jego indagowania. Filozofowanie Sokratesa pelnito role
testujacg i odpierajaca, czym ma by¢ uwalnianie od btednych przekonan, a konstruk-
tywne i inspirujace byto w sensie wspdlnego dociekania, badania, jak nalezy zy¢ madrze
igodziwie, co zalecal takze Demokryt.

10. Platon sokratyk

Najwiekszym z sokratykéw byl oczywiscie Platon, tworca Akademii, ktéry uczynit
z Sokratesa gléwnego protagoniste swych dialogdw, a nawet rzecznika wtasnej nauki
o ideach. W konfrontacji z innymi osobami dialogéw, najcze$ciej z sofistami, Sokrates
to caly czas postaé ironiczna, nagabujgca, dociekliwa, fascynujgca, ale i nieodgadnio-
na w swej literackiej i filozoficznej kreacji. Tak wiec Platon przejal i niebywale rozwi-
nal sama forme dialogiczna i metode dialektyczng, inspirowany ustnymi dyskusjami
Sokratesa, jego pasja wypytywania innych, kwestionowania odpowiedzi i calg strategia
sytuacyjnych konwersacji. Sokrates historyczny niczego nie pisal, a jedynie elenktycz-
nie dociekal istoty cnét i madrosci praktycznej. Platon za$ wprawdzie wiele pisal, lecz
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wzorem swego mistrza przede wszystkim dyskutowal; dlatego nie tworzyt monologicz-
nych rozpraw, lecz dialogi stanowigce pipnpa (nasladowanie) zywych dyskusji sokratej-
skich. Mial przy tym §wiadomo$¢ ograniczonosci, nieodpowiedniosci i nieadekwatnosci
wykladni pisanej, o czym sam donosit w Fajdrosie oraz w Liscie VIL.

Zresztg Platon zawdzieczal Sokratesowi nie tylko dialog i dialektyke, lecz takze
podstawowgq dziedzine dociekan: czym sg poszczegdlne cnoty (dpetai) oraz najwyzszy
przedmiot poznania i nauczania (t0 péylotov udOnua), czyli idea Dobra. W niebywaty
sposob rozwinat on sokratejskq dialektyke, od sztuki pytan i kwestionowania odpowie-
dzi (EAeyyog), poprzez wywody probne na podstawie zatozen (¢€ UmoBéoewc), do wiedzy
(émotiipun) o istocie rzeczy operujacej taczeniem i dzieleniem (cvvaywyn, Swaipeotic) idei-

-pojeé. I whasnie dialektyke uznat za najwyzszg z nauk i madrosci, ktéra ma w diugiej

drodze zmierza¢ do wykrycia najwyzszego przedmiotu poznania, czyli idei Dobra. I tak
w Politei (VI-VII) Sokrates najpierw wstrzymal sie przed przedwczesnym jej okresleniem,
a nastepnie stawiajac wymogi edukacji matematycznej, aby przejs¢ do wyzszego pozio-
mu dociekan dialektycznych, naprowadza na sposéb okreslenia owej idei Dobra w trybie
typowo elenktycznym, czyli ,odrywajac ja od wszystkich innych rzeczy; i tak jak w boju
przechodzgc przez wszystkie odparcia, pragnac nie podtug mniemania, lecz podhug istoty
odpieraé, w tym wszystkim trwalym wywodem rozstrzyga¢” (PL. R., 534 b).

Dociekane w trybie elenktycznym Dobro (Ayaf6v) to znamienny i nader wazny
motyw filozofii Platona, podjety takze w jednym z ostatnich jego dialogdw, w Filebie, gdzie
powraca Sokrates jako protagonista, dochodzgc do ustalenia pewnej skali ludzkich débr.
Ponadto wywody O Dobru mialy by¢ gtéwnym przedmiotem tzw. ‘pogladéw niepisanych’
(Gypaga d6ypata) Platona, jednak w aspekcie bardziej matematyzujacym (pitagoryzujg-
cym) i systemowym, jesli wierzy¢ Arystotelesowi i jego komentatorom (Wesoly 2008).

Wielu badaczy Platona przetwarzato jego filozofie, jakby byla wyrazana w rozprawie
czy traktacie fachowym. Wigzalo sie to z pomniejszaniem czy eliminowaniem figury
Sokratesa, trudnej wprawdzie do identyfikacji historycznej, ale nader istotnej w drama-
turgii dialogéw. Przeoczenie, czy wrecz celowe pominiecie dziedzictwa sokratejskiego,
oznacza zubozenie i znieksztalcenie filozofii Platona przez sprowadzenie jej niekiedy
do epifanii prawdy. Sokrates wypytujacy, ironista, elenktyk i aporetyk, jest filozofem
dialektykiem, ktéry nie dogmatyzuje, dajgc §wiadectwo krytycznej i otwartej sztuki
filozofowania. Komponujac dialogi i rozwijajac dialektyke sokratejska, Platon §wiado-
my byl tego, Ze dociekanie prawdy jest dtugg intersubiektywng metodg rozpoznawania
izbijania pozoréw, stawiania zalozen i przebrniecia przez mylne drogi przy najwiekszym
skupieniu myslowym.

Sokrates musiat by¢ osobowoscig irytujacg, fascynujaca i nieodgadniong zarazem,
skoro inspirowal swych przeciwnikéw i zwolennikéw do podjecia wyzwan tak réznych
i rywalizujacych z soba. Chociaz zaprzeczat temu, by czegokolwiek i kogokolwiek
nauczal, niebywale jest to, jak jego nasladowcy przypisywali mu niedajace sie uzgodnié
poglady, jak rézne byly dla nich inspiracje postawy badawczej mistrza jako dialogicznego
testowania i dociekania cnét, madros$ci i najwyzszego dobra (zob. Vander Waerdt 1994).
Kwestie te podejmiemy w oddzielnym artykule.



108 Marian Wesoty / Poznan /

NOWSZA BIBLIOGRAFIA

AHBEL-RAPPE S., KAMTEKAR R., 2009, (ed.), A Companion to Socrates, Blackwell.

BEYS, K., 2001, The Trial of Socrates, Athens (takze po grecku, niemiecku, francusku i japorisku).

BRICKHOUSE, T., SMITH, N., 2004, Plato and the Trial of Socrates. London.

BRISSON, L., 1997, Platon, Apologie de Socrate. Criton, Paris.

CENTRONE, B., TAGLIA, A., 2010, Platone, Eutifrone, Apologia di Socrate, Critone, Torino.

COOPER, J. M., 2007, Socrates and Philosophy as a way of life, w: D. Scott (ed.), Maieusis: essays in ancient philo-
sophy in honour of Myles Burnyeat, ss. 20-44, Oxford.

DORION, L.-A., 2004, Socrate, Paris (takze po grecku i wlosku).

DORING, K., 1998, Sokrates, die Sokratiker und die von ihnen begriindeten Traditionen, w: Flashar, K. (hrsg.),
Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie, Basel, ss. 141-364.

ERLER, M., 2007, Platon, w: Flashar K. (hrsg.), Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie, Basel.

FIGAL, G., 1995, Sokrates, Miinchen (po wlosku: Bologna 2001).

GIANNANTONTI, G., 1990, Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae, vol. I-IV, Napoli.

GIANNANTONI, G., 1993, Socrate, Roma.

GIANNANTONTI, G., 2005, Dialogo socratico e nascita della dialettica nella filosofia di Platone, B. Centrone (cur.),
Napoli.

Hapor, P., 2000, Czym jest filozofia starozytna?, przelozyt P. Domanski, Warszawa.

HoRN, CH., 1998, Antike Lebenskunst. Gliick und Moral von Sokrates bis zu den Neuplatonikern, Miinchen (takze
po wlosku).

KAHN, CH., 1996, Plato and the Socratic dialogue, Cambridge (takze po wlosku).

KRrAUT, R., 2009, The Examined Life, w: Ahbel-Rappe S., Kamtekar R., 2009, ss. 228-242.

LEGUTKO, R., 2003, Platon, Obrona Sokratesa, ttumaczenie i komentarz, Krakow.

MORRISON, D., 2000, On the Alleged Historical Reliability of Platos’s Apology’, AGPh 82, ss. 235-265.

MORRISON, D., 2011, (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Socrates, Cambridge.

REALE, G., 2000, Socrate. Alla scoperta della sapienza umana, Milano.

REEVE, C. D. C., 1989, Socrates in the Apology, Indianapolis.

ROSSETTL, L., 2011, Le dialogue socratique, Paris.

TAYLOR, C. C. W., 2000, Socrates. A Very Short Introduction, Oxford.

VLASTOS, G., 1991, Socrates. Ironist and Moral Philosopher, Cambridge (takze po grecku, francusku i wlosku).

VANDER WAERDT, P. A.,1994, The Socratic Movement, Ithaca-London.

WATERFIELD, R., 2009, Why Socrates Died: Dispelling the Myths, New York.

WESOLY, M., 2008, ‘System analityczny’ Platona w relacji krytycznej Arystotelesa, Roczniki Filozoficzne 56,
ss. 299-320.

WESOLY, M., 2009, Platona ,Gorgiasz” — kompozycja, zarzewie agonu i sokratejska wymowa w: A. Pacewicz (red.),
Kolokwia Platoriskie: Gorgiasz, Wroclaw, ss. 15-29.

WESOLY, M., 2011, Plato’s ‘Gorgias’ as a Dramatic Requiem upon the Vindication of Socrates’ Life and Death,
Diotima 39, ss. 99-110.



Sedno zycia i filozoficznego wyzwania Sokratesa

MARIAN WESOLY

/ Poznat /

KEYWORDS

109

»Megiston Agathon« (Pl. Ap., 38 a) — The Heart of Socrates’ Life and

Philosophical Challenge

We suggest a certain minimal approach to the historical Socrates

on the basis of Plato’s Apology. This text makes it possible to recon-
struct the authentic charge and the defense line of Socrates, as well

as his motivation and the quintessence of his philosophical challenge.
The most important thing is what the philosopher says in the face of

his death sentence: that the greatest good for a man is to live an exam-
ined life focusing on virtues and ethical values. Unfortunately, the
preponderance of studies, even the most recent ones, fail to recognize
the philosopher’s provocative challenge, whilst it is not only a crucial
motif in the Socratic examining (¢€etdlew), i.e. testing the interlocutors’
knowledge by means of irony, elenchos and aporia, but also an inspira-
tion for his direct and indirect followers in seeking virtues and the great-

est good.

Socrates, Plato, the greatest good, irony, elenchus, aporia
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Detiance, Persuasion

or Conformity?

The Argument in Plato’s
Apology and Crito

MIKOEAJ DOMARADZKI / Poznari /

While the relation between the individual and the state belongs clearly to one of the most
complex issues in Western political philosophy, the relation between the Socrates of the
Apology and that of the Crito ranks, accordingly, as one of the most contentious problems
in the entire Socratic scholarship. This is due to the fact that in the Apology (29 c-d) one
is confronted with a defiant rebel who daringly challenges the established political order,
whereas in the Crito (51 b—c) one encounters a law-abiding citizen who meekly submits
himself to the harsh judgment of the Athenian Laws. Thus, the two dialogues present
the reader with the difficulty of somehow reconciling Socrates’ belligerent repudiation
of the state during the trial with his humble acceptance of the resulting death sentence.
If the Apology and Crito revolve around the perennial conflict between the private
(t0 1610v) and the public (t0 xowv6v), then their dilemma is whether, and if so, in what
circumstances, the citizen is entitled to flout the laws of their state. Carried to its extreme,
the doctrine of civil disobedience leads to the problem of “a city without laws (téAg[...]
dvev vopwv)™. Clearly, if everybody could reject the state and its laws whenever they felt
disappointed with these institutions, then the only possible result would be social disin-
tegration and total anarchy, which, as Plato argues in the Republic (562 b — 564 a), would
ultimately lead to tyranny. Hence, if we agree that civil disobedience should always be

v Cri.53a.
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the last resort, then the question is whether, and if so, to what extent, the doctrine can be
attributed to Socrates. Before we attempt to answer the question, we need to first look at
the incompatible views of Adyog that Crito and Socrates subscribe to.

1. Defining the féAtiotog Adyog

Let us begin with an observation that the Crito does not propagate the doctrine of citi-
zens’ unqualified obedience and absolute duty to the state?. Having asserted that one

“must revere and give way to and fawn upon a fatherland”, the Laws, nevertheless, do
open another possibility for the citizen who must either do “whatever the city and father-
land bid, or else persuade (steiBev) it what the just is by nature™. Whilst the alternative

“obey or persuade” provides the citizen with right to question and correct the political
establishment, the interesting question is obviously why Socrates remains impervious to
any persuasion from Crito: if the Laws allow for the possibility of being persuaded, then
why does Crito fail to persuade Socrates to disobey the state? The answer lies in the mutu-
ally exclusive views of Adyoc that Crito and Socrates opt for. This can be clearly seen, if
we look at the litany of charges that the former brings against the latter.

2 Naturally, the issue is very complicated and difficult to settle. An emphasis on the respect for constitutional
liberties in the Crito was already put by Gomme (1958: 47-48). Against this, however, Greenberg (1965: 64) did
not know “where to begin in outraged protest against” the argument of the Laws. Dyson (1978: 432-436) tried
to strike a happy medium between the two positions. More recent scholarship has not settled the issue, either.
See in this respect Erler (2007: 119) and Wallace (2011: 91). Kraut, for instance, argues that the alternative

“persuade or obey” is a crucial softening of the authoritarianism of the Crito. The scholar stresses that the politi-
cal philosophy of the Crito “does not turn the individual into a servant of the state, in any significant sense; it
does not demand blind obedience; and it does not tell the citizen to «love it or leave it»” (Kraut 1984: 6). While
Kraut reconciles the Crito with the Apology by reading the alternative “persuade or obey” in such a way that it
allows disobedience by means of persuasion, his account has met with robust criticism. For a criticism of Kraut’s
interpretation see Colson (1989: 29-31) and Bostock (1990: 14-16). Bostock’s analyses lead him to belief (1990:
17) that “Plato did indeed mean to argue for the strong conclusion that one should always obey any and every
law”. Again, Brickhouse and Smith (1994: 154) sought the golden mean by characterizing the Laws as “more
like a modest umpire or referee in a sport contest who recognizes his own fallibility as well as that of the players
and who also welcomes attempts by players to persuade him whenever they believe that he has erred in a call”.
Another line of defense is to refrain from identifying the views espoused by the Laws with the view of Socrates.
This option has been pursued by Weiss. The scholar observes that “If Socrates in the early part of the Crito is
a man who obeys only the principles that result from his own reasoning and recommends the same course to
others, then the personified Laws in the latter part of the Crito, who would have men obey absolutely the city
and its laws, cannot represent Socrates” (Weiss 1998: 4). Cf. also Wallace (2011: 95). Nevertheless, some schol-
ars have expressed their doubts as to the possibility of isolating the views of Socrates from the Laws’ discourse.
Thus, Vlastos (1995: 90) seems reluctant to “drive a wedge between the discourse of the Laws and Socrates’ own
opinion”. For the scholar’s criticism of “so un-Socratic a speech” of the Laws see Vlastos (1974: 518). Yet another
approach has been proposed by Saccarelli (2007: 536-541). It has to be noted, though, that the “consistently and
radically anti-political Socrates” that Saccarelli argues for (2007: 523 and 529) has already been anticipated by
the first “existential” interpretation of Socrates that is to be found in Kierkegaard (1989: 157-218). The “father
of existentialism” has arrived at the conclusion that “Socrates, in his relation to the established order of things,
was entirely negative”, for “against the established order of things, the substantial life of the state, his whole life
was a protest” (Kierkegaard 1989: 217-218). A convincing criticism of Saccareli’s position is offered by Jedan
(2010: 31n1 and 40-41).

3 Cri. 51 b-c. Translation by West and West (1984: 110).
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Crito launches into a vicious harangue against Socrates’ position*. He notices (44 b-c)
that in the event of Socrates’ death he will lose not only a friend but also his reputation,
since many people will think that he could have saved the philosopher, but was unwill-
ing to spend the money. While Socrates does not gainsay the bereavement argument, he
dismisses (44 c) Crito’s concerns about his tarnished reputation by refusing to heed the
opinion of the many. On the surface, the philosopher’s disregard for the hoi polloi might
seem well-founded, but now Crito cunningly retorts (44 d) that the “necessity” (&vdyxn)
to actually care for the opinion of the many is evidenced by Socrates’ “present situa-
tion” (ta mapdévta vuvi). To this Socrates replies (ibid.) that the crowd cannot be taken
as an evaluation reference for a course of action, for the many act always on the spur of
the moment’. This exchange of arguments reveals that Socrates refuses to recognize as
rational what Crito acknowledges as such.

Thus, whether Crito appeals to Socrates’ moral obligations as a friend (44 e) or parent
(45 c-d), the philosopher turns a deaf ear to all these pleas and announces (46 b) that he
obeys exclusively the “best” (BéAtiotog) argument®. Socrates’ assertion leads us natu-
rally to wonder what is wrong with the Adyog that Crito makes use of: why will Socrates
not yield to Crito’s apparently rational arguments? The answer is that none of the argu-
ments that Crito offers can pass as rational for Socrates, since Crito understands A6yog
in a manner similar to the Sophists: in lieu of a universal one, he proposes a Adyog that
is determined by the present circumstances and expectations relating to future develop-
ments’. In other words, Crito perceives Adyog in terms of optimal actions that guarantee
a successful performance. This is clear from his reproach of Socrates.

When Crito complains that the “trial came to court when it need not have done
so”, when he is mostly dissatisfied with “the handling of the trial itself” and its “absurd
ending™, he evidently equates A6yog with an optimizing strategy: if an action is to be
regarded as rational it must first and foremost be efficient. Hence, his bottom line is that
if only Socrates had taken into consideration the circumstances and acted accordingly,
the entire predicament could have been avoided. That is precisely why Crito points out
that the “ridiculous” (katdyeAwg) conclusion of Socrates’ trial “will seem to have escaped
us completely, because of a certain badness and lack of manliness on our part (kaxig Tivi
kai avavopia tf) Nuetépa), since we didn’t save you, nor did you save yourself, although

# Crito’s arguments have been arranged, presented and interpreted very differently. Good expositions are
to be found in Zuckert (2009: 755-756), Erler (2007: 117-118), Beversluis (2000: 63-68), Weiss (1998: 39-53),
Miller (1996: 122-123), West (1989: 72-73) and Greenberg (1965: 48-49). Beversluis (2000: 59-74) offers a very
detailed portrayal of the historical Crito.

> For a discussion of the mototot 8¢ ToUto &t v TUywot see Penner (1997: 153-154).

¢ On the basis of the fact that in the Crito Socrates does not makes any reference to his divine sign, but
rather insists to follow the Adyog only Kahn (1998: 97) suggests that the dialogue may be the first one in which
Plato, instead of basing philosophy on religious reassurance, begins to “construct a rational basis for his own
Socratic commitment to the moral life”. The same point is made by Erler (2007: 117). Cf. also Young (2006: 56).

7 Crito’s pragmatism has often been emphasized. See e.g. Greenberg (1965: 50), Miller (1996: 132), and
Beversluis (2000: 62).

8 Cri. 45 e. Translation by Grube (1975: 46).
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it was possible and feasible if we had been of even a slight benefit (el T kai pikpov nuédv
Spehognv)™.

The terms kakia, avavdpia and 6¢peAog clearly point to the inefficiency and useless-
ness of the course of action adopted by Socrates and his friends. In Crito’s view, the ends
which need to be carefully assessed determine the means one resorts to in the course
of one’s actions. Thus, a given action is rational only if it is successful. That is why Crito
wants Socrates to adapt himself to the present opportunities and institutional constraints.
Without such an adaptation Socrates’ actions will neither be efficient nor rational. Conse-
quently, Crito would probably have agreed with Meno, a sophist and an interlocutor of
another Plato’s work, that there are diverse kinds of virtue, since virtue is always relative
to the person’s objective, age, and so on*. Summing up, we might say that Crito identifies
Abyog with utility: having knowledge that in a given situation this particular course of
action will result in achieving the desired goal, entails, for him, selecting this particular
course of action as rational.

Evidently, the Adyog that Crito embraces and the Adyog that Socrates strives for are
poles apart, since the latter does not want to equate utility with rationality, let alone with
morality. In the Apology (31 d—e), Socrates remarks bitterly that if he had endeavored to
participate in politics, he would have died long ago, proving thus to “have been of no use
whatsoever” (o @eAnkn o0d¢V) for anybody™. In the Crito, Socrates is equally unwilling
to stoop to the pragmatism that Crito and the Athenian democracy expect from him.
Contrary to Crito, Socrates espouses no relativism, as for him Adyoc signifies a logical
and moral coherence that is upheld irrespective of the circumstances. This is clear in his
refusal to “now” (viv) discard the previous arguments and in his perseverance to “vener-
ate and honor the same ones” as before'. These utterances show that Socrates repudiates
the idea that circumstances determine one’s obligations. The philosopher is concerned
only with how “the argument guides” (48c¢), and the guidance must be unaffected by
the flux of time. Thus, while Crito looks for what is right at the present moment, Socrates
wants to know what is always right, as the philosopher aims to find universally valid prin-
ciples of conduct. That is also why when examining the argument Socrates asks whether

“that was well-spoken before (1tpiv) the necessity to die came upon him, but now (viv) it
is clear that this was said in vain for the sake of argument” and when he enquires wheth-
er the argument “will appear in any way different (GMot6tepog) to him in his present
circumstances (®3¢), or whether it remains the same”™. Contrary to Crito’s fluctuating
situation-rationality, Socrates’ seeks, then an immutable Adyoc lest the same action be

% Cri. 45 e - 46 a. Translation by West and West (1984: 103).
10 Cf. Men.72 a.

1 Jedan (2010: 36) is clearly right in that Socrates’ words are “eine harte Kritik, wenn auch vielleicht nicht
am demokratischen Ideal, so doch zumindest an der tiglichen Praxis der athenischen Demokratie”. Wallace,
too, stresses (2011: 89) that Socrates in the Apology “condemns democratic courts and democratic government”,
whereas his speech “parodies democratic court speeches” (see also the references cited by the scholar).

12 Cri. 46 b—c. Translation by West and West (1984: 104).
13 Cri. 46 d. Translation by Grube (1975: 46-47) slightly modified.
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rational and moral in one situation, but irrational and immoral in another. Accordingly,
the philosopher stresses his determination to follow the imperative of such Adyog irre-
spective of the vagaries of fate.

Socrates’ vehement rejection of Crito’ pragmatism and the implied relativism is
important for understanding the political views of the Laws: the conflict between the
Adyoc that is sensitive to the present opportunities and the Adyog that is not relative to
the ever changing circumstances leads to the question whether there is a universally valid
system of legal regulations that allows no exemption whatsoever. Thus, the exchange
of arguments between Crito and Socrates leads ultimately to the question whether it is
possible to avoid the doctrine of civil disobedience without at the same time condoning
relativism.

2. Discussing the wei@ewv option

While in the Apology Socrates questions the laws of Athens, in the Crito the personified
Laws question the position of the philosopher. The Laws ask Socrates (50 b) whether
he wishes to “destroy” (GroAéoat) them and, thereby, the whole city, suggesting, that
Socrates’ disobedience would annihilate the whole legal system'+. The argument seems
to suggest that 1) no state is possible when the citizens disobey its laws and 2) even one act
of defiance threatens the prosperity of the whole community, for if Socrates’ escape were
to become a norm, it would be the undoing of all normativeness. Now, if one maintains,
as the Laws appear to do, that every single act of civil disobedience is socially destruc-
tive, since it undermines the authority of the state and, thereby, jeopardizes the integrity
of the community, then one is left with the dubious conclusion that questioning the law
is acceptable under no circumstances whatsoever: even if the law is wrong and unjust it
has to be obeyed blindly.

Curiously enough, the Platonic Socrates is perfectly aware of the fact that unforeseen
and unpredictable circumstances may nullify one’s obligations. As has been stressed by
Vlastos (1974: 529)", Socrates in the first book of the Republic (331 ¢) puts it in no uncer-
tain terms that one should not return arms to an insane friend. Thus, he does make allow-
ances for the fact that one can be exempted from one’s duty. Consequently, the interlocu-
tors in the Republic reach the conclusion that no law or state is perfect: the ideal city they
discuss (592 a-b) is said to exist only “in the realm of thought” (¢v Adyoic) and “nowhere”
(o08apob) on earth, suggesting that its pattern has been laid up “in heaven” (¢v o0pav®).
Socrates’ defiance in the Apology can be taken as a manifestation of precisely such a “real-
istic”, i.e. critical and revisionary, attitude towards the existing laws.

14 Cf. Miller (1996: 127), Brickhouse and Smith (1994: 155), Bostock (1990: 2), Kraut (1984: 35 and 42),
Dyson (1978: 428) and Barker (1977: 18 and 26).

15 See also Nails (2009: 8-9) who places the Crito in the context of Protagorean relativism.
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Suffice it to recall here his voting against the Council in the trial after Arginusae (32 b)
or his rejecting the order of the Thirty (32 c—d). When the philosopher declares (32 d)
that his sole concern is to do “nothing unjust or impious” (undév @ducov pund’ avooov),
he does seem to advocate for a critical evaluation of the established political order: if the
laws or the government are recognized as unjust or impious, then they can and should
be repudiated’s. Moreover, Socrates claims his actions to be divinely inspired. Thus, he
characterizes his life and philosophy as a “service to the god™, and explains that in living
the life of a philosopher and examining himself and others, he follows the orders of the
god®. Consequently, Socrates in the Apology values obedience to the god above obedi-
ence to the state and, accordingly, informs (29 d) the jury and thereby the state that he
will obey “rather the god” (uaMov t® 0e®) than them®.

Does Plato in the Crito say that irrespective of the circumstances every act of disobe-
dience against the state is always inadmissible? Is he in the Crito oblivious to the fact that
no law or state is ideal? When trying to assess how realistic the Laws’ portrayal of a good
citizenship is, one should be very cautious lest the explicit defiance of the Apology cloud
the implicit revisionism of the Crito. As already noted, the Laws do offer the alternative
of persuasion, which entails that the citizens are not doomed to blind obedience and
unconditional surrender to the state. While in the Crito (51b), the Laws leave the citizen
with the choice to “either persuade or perform” (f) meiBewv fj otelv), in the Apology (35 ©),
Socrates likewise explains that his goal is to “teach and persuade” (§18doxetv kai ei@ewv).
Thus, both the Crito and Apology allow for the possibility that the citizen may critically
appraise the legal system of their city and propose some sort of amendment or modifica-
tion of the existing law. While this was precisely what Socrates overtly did in the Apology,
the possibility of rectifying the legal system surfaces clearly in the Laws’ permission to
ne(@ewv. But this brings us back to the issue of relativism, for 1) when is that one can and/
or should persuade the state? and 2) how is one to achieve this?

At the beginning of the Crito, Socrates refused (44 c) to take into account the opinion
of the many. Nonetheless, towards the end of the dialogue the philosopher is forced to
heed the hoi polloi in order to justify his decision to obey the law. Thus, he observes (53 c)
that in the event of escape he will be perceived as “unseemly (Goynpov)” and (53 e) that
many “unworthy” (ava&ia) things will be said about him. Surely, then, living in a society
compels one to care for the reputation one has among the many. The same concern for
the opinion of the hoi polloi echoes the ominous prediction made by the Laws (53 b) that
to whichever city Socrates should go, he will arrive there as an “enemy” (;toAépii0g) to the

16 While Dyson (1978: 432-433) argues that the Apology cannot be taken at all as a call for civil disobedience,
Colson (1985: 133-151) does interpret the Leon episode as an act of civil disobedience. See also Kraut (1984:
17-22), West (1989: 78), Bostock (1990: 18), Brickhouse and Smith (1994: 144-146 and 162-163), Weiss (1998:
13-15) and Nails (2009: 15-16).

17" Apol. 23 c: 10U Beod Aatpeia and 30 a: @ Bed vmnpeoia.

8 Apol. 28 e: Beol tdrTovtoc.

1 Jedan aptly points out (2010: 35-41) that Socrates’ “religiés motivierte Pflicht” makes it impossible to
recruit the thinker as a precursor of modern theories of deliberative democracy.

>«
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government and that everyone who cares for their city will perceive him as a “destroyer”
(SapBopéa) of the laws.

If the Apology and Crito admit the possibility of meiBetv, then it has to be borne in
mind that the state is actually the many and, thus, persuading it entails wooing the hoi
polloi. Accordingly, the rteiBewv option implies that one must stoop to what in the Gorgias
is labeled (503 a) as “flattery” (koAakeia) and “shameful oratory” (aioypa Snunyopia)®.
Furthermore, persuading the state requires from Socrates not only adulation, but also
calculation of the odds and opportunities: in order to efficiently persuade, one must take
into consideration the present circumstances and act accordingly. Here, as we have seen,
Socrates is also uncompromising: the philosopher refuses to adapt himself to a particular
situation, because he seeks a Adyog that will be unaffected by the vagaries of the fate and
the whims of the crowd (46 b - 47 a). This is another point where the Crito and Apology
concord. Thus, in the Crito, Socrates forcefully asserts (48 b) that the most important
thing is not just life, but “the good life” (10 €0 {fjv). The same point is made in the Apology,
when Socrates emphasizes (28 b-c) that one should not “calculate” (OtohoyileoBar) the
odds of winning, for people who reduce life to such calculations must view the heroes
who died at Troy as “worthless” (padAou).

Notwithstanding these lofty words, Socrates can also purport (47 a) that one
should honor the “good and useful” (ypnotag) opinions, and not the “bad and useless”
(movnpacg) ones. Furthermore, the philosopher illustrates (47 b) his argument with
arather perplexing example, when he points out that an athlete ought to heed the opin-
ion of a doctor or trainer rather than that of just anybody. The problem with the argu-
ment is that it does not sit well with Socrates’ anti-relativistic stance, for every trainer
must be sensitive to the changing circumstances so as to properly adapt the training and
adequately assess the progress in the performance of his trainee*. After all, efficiency is
dependent on the circumstances and what turns out to be the most efficient in one situa-
tion may prove drastically inefficient in another. However, Socrates proves undisturbed,
as he extrapolates that it cannot be otherwise with “the just and unjust and shameful and
noble and good and bad things” (t®v Swaiwv kai adikmv kal aioypdv kai KaA&dV Kal
ayaBdv xai kax@v) — rather than the hoi polloi, one should always listen to “the expert
concerning the just and unjust things” (6 énaiwv mept T@V Swailwv kat ddikwv)*2. How
can we account for Socrates’ apparently bizarre position?

It seems that the answer lies in Socrates’ suggestion that there may be no expert in
moral questions at all*. Subsequently, the philosopher points out (49 d) that in matters of
right and wrong there is no “common ground” (ko) fovAr}) and people with different

20 T discuss the issue in Domaradzki 2008.
21 The first one to have noticed this was Greenberg (1965: 55-56).
2 Cri. 47 ¢ - 48 a. Translation by West and West (1984: 105-106).

2 Cf. his reservation: €l tig éotwv émnaiwv (47 d). Interestingly enough, Bostock (1990: 20) believes that in the
Crito Plato does suggest that “there is such a thing as the moral expert” and that “the laws are the experts”. Also
Erler (2007: 118) characterizes the laws as “eigentliche Experten” and “unwiderlegliche Fachleute”.
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outlooks are bound to “despise” (kata@poveiv) one another’s views*. Evidently, then
Socrates is aware of the insolubility of axiological controversies, even though he reasons
about his civil duties as though there were experts in moral issues**. When Socrates
denies the existence of any common ground between proponents of different sets of
values, he clearly realizes the impossibility of reaching any consensus in his exchange
of views with Crito. Nevertheless, the philosopher participates in the discussion, for his
primarily concern is to examine the compatibility of a given course of action with the
views that are espoused by either of the parties in the dialogue®.

The same applies to the discrepancy between the defiant Socrates of the Apology
(29 c—d) and the submissive Socrates of the Crito (51 b-c). Plato deliberately creates such
contradictions as the one between Socrates’ insistence (28 b) that every man should be
exclusively concerned with whether what he does is right or wrong and the Laws’ insist-
ence (50 ¢) that Socrates is bound by an agreement to abide by whatever judgments the
city reaches in trails. It is for the same reason that Plato in the Apology (41 c) has Socrates
praise the laws of the other world for not sentencing philosophers to death, whereas in the
Crito (54 c), the Athenian laws are characterized as “brothers” (ddeAgot) of the laws in
Hades. All such dmopiat are intended by Plato, inasmuch as they serve the philosophical
purpose of examining which course of action ought to be chosen as rational.

3. Concluding remarks: Plato’s consistency

Socrates does not find the sentence just. This is evident from his observation (41 b) that

should he find himself in Hades, the philosopher hopes to meet Palamedes, Ajax and

many other men who died through “an unjust conviction” (5t kpiowv ddkov). Yet even

though Socrates in the Apology does not take the court’s decision to be fair, Plato has the

Laws in the Crito reason that an escape would be equally misguided. Socrates’ refusal to

escape in the Crito should not be explained in terms of his unconditional observance of
the law and unreflective obedience to the state. It seems that through the two dialogues

Plato tries to examine the possibility of steering a middle course between encouraging
civil disobedience, on the one hand, and embracing relativism, on the other. Thus, the

Apology and Crito, illustrate how Plato employs his “deliberative” elenchus so as to inves-
tigate both options with equal attentiveness.

2 In the Gorgias (527 a), Socrates makes a similar point: he expects Callicles to “despise” (katappoveiv)
his myth, yet he uses it to persuade the sophist to embrace the view he advocates. Cf. Domaradzki 2008: 24-26.

% Socrates’ remark that people with different views inevitably despise each other’s views shows two impor-
tant things: firstly, that the option to persuade is not a real option (cf. Miller 1996: 130 and Nails 2009: 15);
secondly and relatedly that the philosopher does not really believe in “the possibility of a rational debate with
interlocutors who do not share his conviction” (Kahn 1998: 127).

% The point has already been made by Gomme (1958: 45). See also Kahn (1998: 103-104), Benson
(2000: 28) and Woodruff (2009: 44).

¥ Brickhouse and Smith (1994: 24) aptly call this elenchus “deliberative”.



Defiance, Persuasion or Conformity? The Argument in Plato’s Apology and Crito

Plato’s dialogues teem with various inconsistencies and contradictions that have been
deliberately created by the philosopher for a very specific reason: they are designed to
induce reflection and to persuade the reader into embracing the view of the Platonic
Socrates rather than that of the sophists (cf. Domaradzki 2008: 30). In the Apology and
Crito, the young Plato presents, such dmopiay, as the ones discussed above, for he contin-
ues the ethical task undertaken by Socrates: to teach and educate through philosophy. If
Socrates perceived his conversations as a service to the god, then the young Plato must
have similarly viewed his dialogues. The Apology (38 a) famously condemns “the unexam-
inedlife” (0 [...] ave€étaotog Piog), whereas the Crito (48 b) in a similar vein calls for “the
good life” (10 €0 {ijv). In both cases, philosophy becomes a profoundly ethical and reli-
gious commitment, as examining oneself constantly is tantamount to leading a good life.

In the Crito, Socrates calmly awaits death not because the state is superior to its
citizens, but rather because the first option of the aforementioned alternative has been
exhausted: in the Apology Socrates has failed to persuade the state and in the Crito he
must, therefore, obey. If the Apology is taken to illustrate an unsuccessful attempt to
persuade the establishment, then the Crito shows the importance of ascertaining what
conditions need to be met in order for persuasion to be efficient. When taken together,
the Apology and Crito create a dialectic tension, as the young Plato puts forward the
question whether it is possible to avoid any pragmatism and the implied relativism, once
the doctrine of civil disobedience is rejected. If the conflict between the two dialogues is
seen as a clash of disparate life-views, then their common denominator is an exhortation
to follow the life of a philosopher.
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MIKOEAJ DOMARADZKI Defiance, Persuasion or Conformity? The Argument in Plato’s
/ Poznari / Apology and Crito

The present paper attempts to throw some light on the conundrum

of Socrates’ political views in the Apology and Crito. The problem
resides in that the Socrates of the Apology evidently undermines

the authority of Athenian democracy, whereas the Socrates of the Crito
argues that his escape from prison would be tantamount to disrespect-
ing the state, which would in turn threaten the prosperity of the entire
noAg. The article suggests that in the two dialogues, the young Plato
examines the possibility of steering a middle course between embrac-
ing relativism, on the one hand, and encouraging civil disobedience,
on the other. Thus, the philosopher focuses primarily on investigating
the two options, without either totally subordinating the citizen to

the state, or unreflexively accepting any crude pragmatism.

KEYWORDS Socrates, Plato, persuasion, relativism, civil disobedience.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to present the ethical aspect of time in Plato’s Apology of Socrates.
Traditional approaches to the problem of time in Plato’s philosophy focus on its onto-
logical and epistemological dimension. The subject of analysis is the dialogue Timaeus
in this case, in which time is the eternal picture of the eternal being (7im. 37d-e; Calla-
han 1948). But the close relationship between time and the moral order can already be
seen in the pre-philosophical age, because it can be stated that every disorder in the
time arrangement of human life is accompanied by disastrous results. Certainly it is not
by accident that the Greeks have named three divine Horae (Hours): Eunomia (Good
order), Dike (Justice) and Eirene (Peace). It can be stated that the concepts of justice and
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the moral order were closely bound up with the constant order of time, not only in the
early period of Greek culture, but long before the beginning of philosophical speculation
(Lloyd 1987: 215).

It is a well-known fact that everyone who undertakes an analysis of the Apology
of Socrates (or the so-called Socratic dialogues at all) should be aware of the methodo-
logical problem called the Socratic question. Three positions can be set apart in it: two
extreme ones, and a middle one:

1. The whole content of the Socratic dialogues should be ascribed to the historical

Socrates;

2. The whole content of the Socratic dialogues should be attributed to Plato;

3. Some views in Plato’s early dialogues are Socratic and some are Platonic'.

It seems to me that the problem is probably unresolvable, and maybe it is not impor-
tant to solve it at all, because it is possible to read the text and analyze its ideas without
determining who has really formulated them in the history of philosophy. But it can be
noteworthy that the analysis can be made on rhetorical and philological, or on philo-
sophical grounds. The difference between them can easily be seen when one considers
the structure of the Apology. Aristotle in his Rhetoric (Rh. 1414 a 29-b 9) says that there
are only two necessary parts of a speech:

1. statement of the case (tp60eaig);

2. argument (wtioTig),
to which can be added:

3. introduction (mtpdorpiov) and

4. epilogue (¢miAoyoq).

From the philosophical point of view the arrangement of the parts can be regarded
differently (Reeve 1989: 3):

1. opening address (Ap. 17a1-18 a 6),

2. outline of the defense (4p. 18 a7-19 a2 7),

3. defense proper (Ap. 19 a 8—24 b 2) which can be divided into:

a. defense against caricature (4p. 1928-24b 2),
b. defense against the formal charges (Ap. 24 b 3-28a1),

4. digression on the divine mission of Socrates (Ap. 28 a2-34 b 5),

5. epilogue (Ap. 34 b 6-35d38),

6. Socrates’ proposal of a counterpenalty (4p. 35e1-38b9),

7. closing speech (4p. 38 c1-42a5).

The rhetorical and philological approach is not unimportant. It shows that there is
a very close linguistic similarity between Plato’s work and the Apology of Palamedes
written by Gorgias from Leontinoi, although these two writings present two opposing

! H. Reader (1905: 89): ,Wenn unter den Schriften Platons eine als geschichtlich getreu angenommen
werden darf, so ist es die Apologie. Es 1aft sich freilich nicht behaupten, dafd Platon in der Apologie auch nur
Absicht gehabt habe, iiber die von Sokrates von dem Gericht gehaltene Rede ein wirkliches Referat zu geben®.
See also: Guthrie 2000: 6-69; Reale 1993: 303-310; Gajda 1993: 19 - 37.
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philosophical positions (Coulter 1964; Nerczuk 2005). The Apology also presents a good
example of Socratic irony, because, while on the one hand, Socrates says that he is not
a good orator and that he will speak as he usually did on the street of Athens, he uses the
traditional rhetorical tools on the other. Such conduct, however, is directed against rheto-
ric; it can be regarded as its parody (Feaver & Hare 1981: 205-216; Lewis 1990: 359-366),
because Socrates wants rather to present his own personality than to win a lawsuit®.

The significant role of time is revealed in the Apology from the very beginning. Just “now”
(vOv — Ap. 17 d 2), on this specific day and time, Socrates appears in court for the first time.
Not only the fact but also the time is notable, because it seems that only an extraordinarily
righteous man would never during his whole life have to answer to the citizens of Athens
for his deeds. This could imply that it is only possible for someone who shunned public
and political life, but such would be an erroneous impression. It would be inconsistent
with the facts presented in subsequent parts of the speech. Not only did Socrates, when
he was a member of the Council of Five Hundred, go against the illegal death sentence
passed on six of ten generals, because they left dead bodies of Athenian warriors with-
out interment. He also, as is well-known, refused the unjust arrest of Leon of Salamina
while the Thirty Tyrants were in power (Ap. 32 2 9—d 8). Socrates, however, is forced now
to exonerate himself from charges for the first time; he is acquainted with the rhetoric
used during trials, but he had never practiced it. But the uniqueness of this time - this
now, does not compel him to unique behaviour. Just the opposite, a defendant would
like to make a speech as usually made on the street and squares of Athens. The current
unchanging form of his conduct is certainly based on truth, which is contained not only
in his words (A4p. 18 a1-6), but also, as hall be demonstrated further, in his unchanging
way of life.

The first listed indictments state that Socrates is a sage and

1. heisa deep thinker (ppovtioti|c®) and conducts research into the things above

and beneath the earth, which has a lack of faith as a consequence;

2. he makes the weaker argument the stronger (4p. 18 b).

These are serious charges, especially as “the accusers are many and have been making
their accusations already for a long time (woAvv xpévov — Ap. 18c 4-5)”. Their back-

2 Socrates could have learned rhetoric but need not have. He could have taken part in different cases
as an adult and become acquainted with the general rules of rhetoric in this “natural” way. As we know from
the Pseudo-Xenophont’s treatise Constitution of Athenians (111 2), Athenians “handle more public and private
lawsuits and judicial investigations than the whole of the rest of mankind; the Boule has the multifarious busi-
ness to deal with concerning war, revenue, legislation, the day-to-day affairs of the city and matters affecting
their allies...” (Moore 1975).

3 This term appears only twice in the genuine works of Plato (Ap. 18 b 7; Cri. 48a 5). It is used also by
Xenophon, but only in his Memorabilia (IV 7, 6) and Symposium (V1 6, 4; V17, 1, VII 2, 5). For more about the
relationship between Plato’s and Xenophon’s Apologies see for example Shero (1927).
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ground can naturally be seen in Aristophanes’ work Clouds*, which allows us to state that
Socrates was accompanied by such opinions for 24 years at least. There can be found allu-
sions to the philosophical conceptions of Anaxagoras, Protagoras, Diogenes of Apolonia
and Antiphon, but only the first is explicitly mentioned in Plato’s Apology. The first two
names are worthy of note, because both Anaxagoras and Protagoras were persecuted for
their convictions and had to escape from Athens (Mansfeld 1980: 17-95; Kerferd 1981: 43).
Socrates realizes his situation is hopeless, because in a short time (dA{lyw ypévw) -
i.e.1day’ - he must eradicate the prejudices concerning himself from the consciousness
of his judges; prejudices held over a long time (TOA\® xpove — Ap. 18 a5-19 a 4524 a3-4).°
During his defence against being a philosopher of nature who disregards traditional
Greek religion, this time is extended to Socrates’ whole intellectual life by the statement
that nobody could ever (n®mote - Ap. 19 d 2) hear that Socrates would be a proponent
of Anaxgoras’ thought. What’s more, philosophy of this kind is called paradoxical (Gtoma
ovta-Ap.26d 6-e2)7

Socrates tries to find then the real basis for the charges and he proposes a thesis
according to which it is his special activity (mpaypa), begun with the answer to the ques-
tion asked by Chaerephon to the oracle in the Delphi. An announcement that nobody is
wiser than Socrates has met with his disbelief, although one thing is certain, namely, the
god cannot lie. So the answer should be properly understood. He starts to explain what
he has really been doing for this long time. For a very long time (toAUv xp&vov) he was
unable to grasp the meaning of the oracle and he has started to attain it with a great effort
(péyig avv). He did not remain passive and self-satisfied in the face of the oracle, but he
was actively engaged in inquiry ({tnoig) into its meaning. He has embarked this inves-
tigation from himself and has realized that he is wise neither in matters great nor small.
How then is it possible that no other person could be wiser? He has entered into dialogue
with the citizens of Athens, and especially with the members of those social groups which
were held in high regard by Athenians, namely, politicians, poets, and craftsmen. During
the effort it has also become manifest that Socrates’ conduct had led to hatred toward
him. This hatred will probably accompany him and he must presumably bear it every day.®

The question of time appears when the value of poets is determined. In a short time
(év OAiyw) Socrates becomes convinced that they do not deserve to be called wise at all.

4 This comedy was staged in 423 BC, but we do not have the first version, only the second one, which
was rewritten by Aristophanes (MacDowell 1995: 113-149). On Socrates in this Aristophanic play see Vander
Waerdt (1994).

> In ancient Athens every lawsuit should end during one day and every party has a restricted time to voice
its opinion. The time was measured by a water clock see Harrison (1971: 161).

¢ For 30 years, if we accept a hypothetical date of receiving the answer from the Delphic oracle as 430 BC;
cf. Guthrie 1969: 406 and Reeve 1989: 21.

7 See also Phd. 97 b 8-98 b 6 and Shero (1941).

8 This is what Diogenes Laertius (II 21, 5-7) says about the reaction of people to dialogue with Socrates:

“And very often, while arguing and discussing points that arose, he was treated with great violence and beaten,
and pulled about, and laughed at and ridiculed by the multitude. But he bore all this with great equanimity. So
that once, when he had been kicked and buffeted about, and had borne it all patiently...”. We cannot be sure, if
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What they express is wise, because its source is the deity present in them, but they do not
understand what they say. What is interesting is that the short time allows Socrates, who
does not possess knowledge, to expose the ostensible highest wisdom of poets, which
was attributed to them by the people. Socrates achieves then truth in the negative aspect
(He knows that they are not wiser) and confirms the oracle in a short time. What is more,
it appears that he is still in the process of examination himself, because, wishing to find
the meaning of the poems and the wisdom of the poets, he would like to learn some-
thing from them at the same time (Gpa — Ap. 22 b 5). If this something is a form of moral
knowledge, then to see the possibility of learning something means, according to me,
that Socrates does not yet discern that this kind of knowledge is impossible for human
beings to possess, something that will be proved later.

Politicians, poets and craftsmen have a skill (téxvn) and they pursue therefore some
occupation - they have some profession. Socrates’ activity seems to be fundamental-
ly different from these professions. This difference is marked by the temporal plane,
although it is put little ironically. A cause of the above-mentioned hatred of some Athe-
nians toward Socrates was also the imitation of him by young people, especially those
of rich families, because they have a lot of free time (oyoA1}). But Socrates describes his
occupation as aoyoAia (fo have no free time; to be occupied), which, however, did not
earn him a lot of money nor contribute to success in public life (4p. 23 b 6-c 1). His activ-
ity then can be placed somewhere between the people who earn a living or accumulate
a fortune, and people, who seem to be philosophers, but philosophise only in their free
time, without taking responsibility for this activity, and without suitable divine sanction.
The fullness of life is made manifest through Socrates’ action. After having ended their
work, the politicians, poets and craftsmen can come home and make something else.
After having come home, young rich people have to stop philosophizing in the Socratic
way, if they would like to stay rich. Only the son of Sophroniscus devoted his whole time
to philosophy; he is between the above mentioned groups of people, but above them at
the same time. His next words will specify a characteristic of the philosophical way of
life, since in his summary explanation — what his activity consists in, what its causes and
effects were — Socrates emphasizes a frankness and truthfulness in what he said. He is
sure it is so, because his justification of his activity cannot be undermined now (viv) -
during the trial or in the future (@001 - Ap. 24 b 1-2).

II

The next part of the Apology covers an exoneration of the charge of corruption of
the youth levelled by Meletus. This exoneration is more a demonstration of Socrates’
dialectical ability to trap the prosecutor than it is a real refutation of the charge (Brick-

this is not exaggerated, but we can suppose that aversion, contempt and maybe even physical violence have
befallen Socrates.
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house & Smith 1989: 112), which is turned against the prosecutor and expanded. It
appears that Meletus:

1. makes fun seriously,

2. suesrecklessly, and

3. maintains that he bothers about and takes care of things concerning which he

had never worried (008¢v ... n@MOTE — Ap. 24 C 5-8; 00SEMwTE — 25 € 2; OUTE...
TOTOTE — 26 b 2-3).

The uniqueness of now was earlier a cause for Socrates to not change his conduct, but
now, when Meletus is obligated to answer questions, the prosecutor appears to judge
him as being someone completely other up till that time. An analogy with horse train-
ing (and other animals) shows that only one person or a few can correct their condi-
tion. But Meletus claims something quite other, which indicates that he never takes heed
about it. This leads to a division of men into two groups and to the thesis according to
which contemptible and bad people always do evil, and good people always do good
(Ap. 25 ¢ 8-9; 25 d 10-e 1). A bad man lives in temporal asymmetry - he or she always
does evil and never directs his or her attention to good, and a good man lives in temporal
symmetry - he or she always does good and always direct his or her attention to evil to
identify and avoid it.? It is in accordance with the manner in which Socrates has presented
his activity; it is necessary to put his or her own life through examination all the time to
know what evil is and to avoid doing it.

The next charge against Socrates is that he is guilty of believing in other gods than
those of the Athenian polis. This manner of wording the charge suggests that Socrates is
guilty of infidelity, but as a result of the philosopher’s prompting it is changed by Meletus
himselfinto the charge of atheism. The questions of Socrates’ attitude to religion and of
his piety have stirred up controversy among researchers for a long time (e.g. Ferguson
1913; Anderson 1967; Vlastos 1999; Burnyeat 1997). It can be accepted that the son of
Sophroniscus did not challenge the existence of gods nor the view that they are wisest
and all-knowing, and he presents himselfin the Apology as the soldier of Apollo after all.
The now (viv) motif comes back in the course of discussion with Meletus. Now Socrates
wants Meletus to make clearer the charge concerning the gods, because he is convinced
that prosecutor should charge Anaxagoras rather than Socrates. The philosophical views
of the former can be well-known to anybody, because his writings can sometimes (¢viote)
be bought at a very low price (Ap. 26 b 8-e 4). I think that sometimes should not be
literally regarded only as concerning the value of Anaxagorean books. It could mean
that presocratic philosophy is outmoded in the Athens of those times, so the writings
of these philosophers can be purchased very cheaply. But I propose to understand it in
a wider way as the expression of a very low estimation of human knowledge. It happens

® Tunderstand ‘always’ and ‘never’ in the natural temporal way, what in the classical manner can be present-
ed as follows: always = past + present + future; never = ~past + ~present + ~future. It should be remembered
that ‘always’ can be understood also as timeless eternity. In this meaning it was used in philosophy to describe
the principle(s) and the divine (Kolb 1974).
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that human beings have different beliefs concerning the gods (sometimes these are the
opinions of the poets, sometimes of the philosophers for example, and they can also vary
among members of the groups). It has also happened to Socrates, who probably has never
stopped believing in the god(s), but the event provoked by Chaerephont has only allowed
him to understand his faith better. Maybe this is why in the whole passage, where the
charge of atheism is rejected, there is no use of temporal terms.

IT1

Having refused this charge, a digression takes place. Socrates seems to see that already
the jury has practically given a verdict of guilty. He questions himself in the name of
a personae fictae: “Are you then not ashamed, Socrates, of having followed such a pursuit,
that you are now (vuvv{) in danger of being put to death as a result?” (4p. 28 b 3-5). And
again this now gives Socrates an opportunity to present his consistent character, which
manifestsitself through a persistent adherence to general law: one should keep the watch
assigned by superior without regard to imminent danger. In the past Socrates has fought
at Poteidaia, Amphipolis and Delion, where his superiors were men - his co-citizens—
and where he has demonstrated outstanding bravery. If in the case of an activity which
has taken almost his whole adult life, the orders had came from a much higher rank,
death cannot be a cause of desertion from the philosophical life (Ap. 28 d 6-29 a 1). This
is why even if the judges were to release Socrates now and inflict a penalty of prohibition
of doing his activity, he would never abandon his occupation (namely to spend his time
in investigation and in philosophy - tf) intijoet Statpifew kai prhocoeiv) and he will
always exhort the Athenians to be better and better, and he will always put forward his
arguments (4p. 29 c1-d 6).°

The digression, however, is connected with the main course of argumentation in
some way, because it alludes, inter alia, to the assessment of Meletus as an evil person.
So this evil is not something abstract, but it is present zow and it seems to work against
the honest citizen. But Socrates is protected against this kind of evil by his character and
by his way of life, because it not permitted according to the (divine) law for “a better man
to be injured by a worse” (Ap. 30 c 9—d 1)." It characterizes only the passive aspect of the
situation, to which Socrates’ attitude is not limited. A role reversal comes about between
Meletus and Socrates. In the face of evil the latter becomes now and officially the active
defender of the city. He has performed this function de facto for many years, trying to

19 This fragment can be interpreted in two ways: (a) Socrates will be acquitted of charges, but he will be
banned from philosophizing; (b) Socrates will be pronounced guilty, and he will be sentenced to being banned
from philosophy. I prefer the (b) interpretation, pace Brickhouse & Smith (1989: 143-147).

' We deal not only with some kind of formal conformity to the legal articles in this case, but also with
the impossibility of going against the law, so the law cannot be enacted by mortals, but only by god. Socrates
has already mentioned earlier that it is contrary to the law for Apollo to lie (4p. 21 b). See also Phdr. 256 d;
(Reeve 1989: 151).
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eradicate evil, i.e. ignorance, from citizens so that beautiful Athens can become also
a good city. This long-lasting activity was not occasional in its character, but has taken
place always (dei). A selfless commitment to moral improvement in the polis has carried
with it serious consequences. He has neglected his personal matters and it has reduced
the material well-being and status of his family, because he has never received remunera-
tion for his activity (4p. 30 d-31¢).

Socrates’ commitment and concern for Athens could be questioned by the charge
of his lacking active and broad participation in political life. But there are two counter
arguments, strictly connected with each other.

Firstly, it was objected to by his daimonion, which advises ever against and never
recommends. Secondly, there was Socrates’ experience with political matters. A daimo-
nion would seem to be a great tool for a politician at first sight, because one could take
right decisions and avoid wrong ones by using it. But this voice of god is solely subjective —
nobody except Socrates has ever heard it. It would be effective only when everybody
voted and acted according to Socrates’ beliefs. But this would place him in a privileged
situation and threaten equality — the fundamental value of democratic life. His mini-
mal practical engagement in politics? appears to be almost disastrous for him during
both the democratic and oligarchic governments. This argumentation shows again the
moral stability of Socrates’ character, because he has never committed injustice towards
anybody (4p. 31 d-32 d).

From the point of view of our analysis it is interesting how Socrates tries a second
time to defend himself from the charge of corrupting those young men who are consid-
ered as his pupils. He never was, however, anyone’s teacher. He did not mislead youths
by claiming that he had wisdom as the poets or politicians did, so no one was harmed by
him. He has never forbidden anyone to hear what he has said, but he has never encour-
aged anyone to imitate his action. So he cannot bear the responsibility for this kind of
fraud. Then if it is assumed that

1. teaching something is an active conduct by which positive knowledge is achieved

as aresult, and

2. to make somebody better means to be a good teacher of him or her, and to make

somebody worse means to be poor teacher of him or her,
then Socrates’ conduct is neither moral nor immoral, because if he is not a teacher he does
not influence the moral level of anyone. Socrates has some influence on other people, but
it is only a passive one, because his only goal was to remove UppLg, i.e. to remove belief
that someone knows something that he or she really does not (Ap. 32 e-33 a). As someone
can sometimes rejoice (yaipewv) in undergoing the process of removal, he or she stays in
Socrates’ circle for a long time (;toAUV xpdvov) (Ap. 33 b 9-c 3).

12 Ttis, naturally, a minimal involvement in the official and formal political life of the Athens of the time. But
Socrates’ point of view on politics is quite different, and he realized it not in public, but in private life, because
he was aware that the polis can be morally corrected only by a moral correction of every individual citizen; see
Reeve 1989: 155-160.
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The first vote and the proposal of a punishment takes place after a short epilogue,
where the attention of the judges is drawn to defendants’ exceptional conduct during the
trial.® The significance of the present time (viv — Apol. 36 a 5-7) is stressed twice after
the guilty finding is pronounced. Socrates is sentenced now only by thirty votes and he is
now convinced that he really has defended himself against Meletus’ charges. The verdict
of guilty was returned only because he had not much time (6A{yog ypévog — Ap. 372 7;
37 b 2) to present his argumentation and to convince the court. If the trial were to run
a few days, the judges would not only be convinced of Socrates’ innocence, but also that
he deserves to be supported by the state. This suggestion (or maybe provocation) prob-
ably enraged many of the jurors, and in the second vote, as is well known, Socrates was
sentenced to death.

v

Plato’s version of events ends with the closing speech, which links the beginning and the

end of the work, also in a time perspective. It attracts attention to Socrates’ statement

that the judges get only a short time (00 ToAoT ypdvov — Ap. 38 ¢ 1; dAlyov xpdvov —
Ap. 38 ¢ 5), which is certainly an accurate description of the time between the trial and

the natural death of Socrates. It seems to be a special counterpoint to the oft-repeated

argument that the defendant has too little time to prove his innocence. So, the time of
life to the natural death Socrates would have had is compared to one day. As was said,
the profit is not too big, but it appears that loss is huge. To carry out the sentence will

be a cause of derogatory remarks about the Athenian polis on the one side, and it is now

(viv - Ap. 39 b) that the citizens of Athens waste a chance of improving their moral level

while the accusers “go convicted by truth of villainy and wrong” (Ap. 39 b 5-6), on the

other.

The actions of the Athenians, immersed in time, are clearly characterized pejora-
tively, but time can also play a positive axiological role in human actions. Socrates shows
how intensive the life of a human being must be who devotes a lot of time to develop
him or herself so as to achieve that virtue comprehended naturally as a lack of U p1c.
He or she should use every moment of his or her life to do it. Socrates does it even in the
short time between the end of the trial and taking the prisoner to jail. Just then, at this
time (toooUtov ypévov — Ap. 39 e 4), he makes an attempt to justify his attitude during
the trial. As the past - i.e. perceiving Socrates through the grotesque spectacles of the
comedy — was the basis of the indictment, so the past (tpdaBev ypévog — Ap. 40 a 5) left
its imprint on his behaviour on the day of trial. Always (de() in the past, when he had to
take steps aimed at something erroneous, the voice of the daimonion had advised against
it. But now (v0v), neither during the trial, nor at any moment of that day did the voice
of god do so. Thus, the conduct of Socrates cannot be acknowledged as unjust, and its

13 See Platon 2003: 168 —172.
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consequence — the death penalty - as evil. This theological sign or proof is enhanced by
philosophical argumentation. Socrates asks what the state of death (t0 teBava) is, and
gives a dichotomous answer (4p. 40 ¢ 4-9):

1. Itis the state as if to be nothing (und&v eivar) and this is the same as to have no
perception of anything (aloOnow pndepiav undevoc Exewv);

2. Itissome kind of change of soul and transition to another place (petafoin tg...
Kal petoiknotig).

The first answer is substantiated by an analogy with the modi of day (day and night).

If a time of life were to be understood as divided into days and nights, the state of death,
i.e. its whole time (6 mag xpévog — Ap. 40 e 3), would be one long night, in which we are

sleeping without dreams. Socrates claims that this kind of night is something better and

more pleasant (dpewvov kai fjdov) for anyone than the state of life, so it can be compre-
hended rather as an advantage than a disadvantage. One could have many reservations

about this argument. First of all, one might ask whether it is reasonable to describe the

aperceptual state as pleasant, because it can be said that aioOnoig makes it possible to

feel pleasure. Sleep can be taken for pleasant only when someone wakes up fresh, rested

and full of life (Roochnik 1985: 214). It can be considered whether there is a context in

which the argument (or its parts at least) seems to be sensible. Firstly, we can assume

that Socrates implicite appeals to the traditional, poetical view of human fate, according

to which death is considered as setting one free from everyday efforts. Let make some

assumptions:

1. The bivalent way of thinking;

2. Human life in the phenomenal world cannot be perfectly good (pleasant), because
it always contains some hardships, and it is so, because desire is always the result
of perceiving and this desire can be fulfilled only with effort, which is something
unpleasant.

So, the aperceptual state (i.e. a state without desires) has to be better than the mixed

form of life."#

Secondly, it should be pondered if an aperceptual state carries with it a lack of any
feeling. Certainly, anyone in it cannot experience anything connected with aioOnotg
in the strict sense. But we can find arguments, in which the possibility to feel and to
perceive something appears, in both ancient rhetorical® and poetical works (Pi. O.

14 At the end of the Apology Socrates claims (41 d 3-5): “I see plainly that it was better for me to die now
and be freed from troubles (teBdvat kai drnMdyBat tpaypdrwv)”. See also Brickhouse & Smith 1989: 259.

5 Tsocr. Aegineticus (XIX) 42, 1-7: “How this woman and myself conducted ourselves toward Thrasylo-
chus and Sopolis you have, in the main, heard; but perhaps they will have recourse to the one argument which
remains to them - that Thrasyllus, the father of this woman, will feel that he is being dishonoured (if the dead
have any perception of happenings in this world) when he sees his daughter being deprived of her fortune and
me becoming the heir of what he had acquired” (Isocrates 1945).

Lycurg. In Leocr. 136, 1-7: “I believe myself that if the dead have any knowledge of earthly affairs, his own
father, now no more, would be a sterner judge than any other” (Lycurgus 1962).

Lys. In Eratosth. (XII) 99, 4-100, 1: “Nevertheless, there is nothing lacking in my zeal - zeal for the sanc-
tuaries that the defendants either sold or polluted by entering; zeal for the city that they weakened, for the
shipyards that they destroyed, and for the dead; you may not be able to defend them during their lifetime, but
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II). What is important, however, is that both states - life and death - are temporal for
Socrates. The first of them has a beginning and an end, and the second only a beginning.
The first is diversified modo temporis into day and night, the second is undiversified. It
seems that this is reflected at the axiological level. Life is axiologically diversified and it
includes better and worse (pleasant and unpleasant) states, and death does away with the
difference. The abolishment is the reason why the aperceptional state of being after death
can be considered better than staying alive.

In the second answer death is interpreted as a change of place by souls. In the new
place they spend the rest of their time (tov Aowov xpdvov — Ap. 41 ¢ 6) being immor-
tal. This explains why they are happier than the souls remaining on earth (Ap. 41 ¢ 6).
Axiologically important appears to be the activity on which he would spend his time
(8idyewv — Ap. 41b 6), i.e. to investigate and to question people, who are in this place.
The passage enables Socrates to remove a barrier, which is put up by time in the phenom-
enal world. Socrates could spend time and talk with people, who had departed from this
world. What’s more, he would have an infinite time to test, “who among them is wise and
who thinks he is when he is not” (4p. 41 b 6-7). It would cause him to recognize himself
as endlessly happy.

Conclusions

As can be seen from the above reconstruction, time is fully present in the Apology.
Defending himself against the charges Socrates refers to its every aspect - past, present
and future. On account of the peculiar nature of the event, which in Plato’s text is depict-
ed, time is evidently placed in an axiological context. Socrates stresses the importance
of the present time very often. His right way of life is witness of his innocence and none
of the judges is able to undermine it. It is precisely at that very moment that Socrates
exposes again the moral weakness of the Athenian polis. Many citizens have no knowl-
edge about ethical issues, but they act as if they had it, and they fall into UPpig, doing evil
not only toward themselves, but also towards others. This is why Socrates now becomes
an active public politician and the defender of the polis, and the Athenians have now
lost the (last) chance to change their life into a better one. As was already said, the very
peculiar context - the trial - causes Sophroniscus’ son to emphasize the present time,
but it is clear that what is happening now has happened also in the past. Since hearing
the words of the oracle his life has been devoted to the moral improvement of himself
and of all the people around him. Despite this purely historical limitation he can say that
his activity has taken place always, because only during these thirty years was he fully
aware of the true goal of his life and able to realize it thanks to the support of the divine
power (Satpdviov). But the always is not limited to the past and present. It also covers

you can assist them in death. It is my belief that they can hear us and that they will recognize you as you cast
ballots” (Lysias 2000).
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the future. Therefore, when Socrates considers the possibility of exile, he says that it has
no sense, because he still will continue his actions — {ntelv kai rtAoco@ely - in other
countries. As to be a philosopher is possible also in the ‘new place’, where the soul arrives
having ended its earthly life, the always can be extended even to the time after death. It
was already stated and it should be repeated now that the always reveals the true and real
nature of the philosopher as the person of constant character. This kind of human being
always searches for (moral) truth, always has the good in mind and always guards against
doing evil. If to do evil is to maintain one has ethical knowledge and to try and teach this
knowledge then it is clear that Socrates never did it. He never was a teacher of anyone
and he never did harm anyone. The stability of character should concern every aspect
of human life, especially one as important as the theological aspect. And this is why
Socrates says that he was never an advocate of the Anaxagorean (i.e. atheistic) philosophy.

Some relativity can also be seen in relation to the assessment of the value of a given
period of time. In the Apology there appears quite often an opposition between long and
short times. Socrates is aware that the moral presuppositions concerning himself have
long been present in the minds of the Athenians and that he has a short time to defend
himself. This can be interpreted as a blatant injustice, on the one hand, because every-
one should be aware that it is very difficult to debunk deep-rooted superstitions. But on
the other hand the first vote reveals that the lengthy influence of the false and slandering
images (like those of Aristophanes) was not so deep, because Socrates was sentenced
by only a small number of voices. The contrast between long and short times could be
also seen in Socrates’ encounter with the poets. The latter were highly esteemed among
the Greeks for a long time (Crotty 2009; Barfield 2011). It did not take long, however, to
expose not only their epistemological weakness — they could not explain what they say -
but also, and especially, their immorality. For according to Socrates’ moral standards
they were overflowing with Uptc deciding on matters about which they have not the
foggiest idea.

Finally I would like to mention two axiological dimensions of time. The first is the
value of the length and shortness of its period without opposition. As we have seen, for
a long time Socrates did not understand the real meaning of the answer given by the
oracle, and he made inquiries to interpret it. It can be said that he has searched for its
sense during his entire life, and — what is more important - this has taken place with great
effort'. It seems that this experience is conditio sine qua non of philosophical progress.
The crowning achievement of this development is the joy which appears when ppig is
purged from someone’s life. But as in the case of Socrates it takes a lot of time. This joy
in its positive dimension can be achieved during someone’s life, and after death in the
negative dimension, when freedom from every effort is attained. What is more, this effort
should probably take up every moment of our life, as Socrates shows using even the short
time of the judges’ council to philosophise.

16 Effort becomes one of the highest values in Antisthenes’ philosophy; see SSR V A 85, 97 Giannantoni
(1990).
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The second aspect is the opposition between oyoAr} and doyoAia. The first can be
understood as ‘to have free time’, and the second as ‘to spend time’. I have argued that
Socrates is somewhere between and above people who spend their time in earning
money and amassing riches (Socrates’ aoyoAia has given no money), and people (most
of whom were young), who have a lot of free time, who philosophise, but probably only
in their free time and without the proper (divine) sanction. But it should be stressed
that Socrates transforms the meanings of these two words. During the provocation of
the court he says that he needs more free time to encourage people to become better
(Ap. 36 d 5), meaning that he needs to be free from the bother of existential necessities,
but in this so-called ‘free time” he will actually be working, because his real doyoAia is
to philosophise and to make inquiries into who is wise and who is not. This is work of
immense importance for every state, it is true politics, and it could be done almost for
free — the only salary is to provide a daily meal.
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ARTUR PACEWICZ Ethical Dimension of Time in Plato’s Apology of Socrates

/ Wroctaw /
The aim of the present article is to analyse the Apology in its aspect
of time. When defending himself against the charges, Socrates appeals
to the past, the present and the future. Furthermore, the philosopher
stresses the meaning of the duration of time. Thus, the seems to suggest
that all really important activities demand a long time to benefit, since
they are almost invariably connected with greater efforts. While
the dialogue proves thereby to be an ethical one, the various time

expressions also gain an ethical dimension.

KEYWORDS Socrates, the Apology, the ethical dimension of time






PEITHO / EXAMINA ANTIQUA 1T (2) /2011

Platona Kriton

Wokot obywatelskiego
niepostuszenstwa
1 politycznego zobowiazania

TOMASZ KUNINSKI / Krakéw /

1. Uwagi wstepne

Filozofie antyczng mozna odkrywac ciggle na nowo. Mam tu na mysli zaréwno jej anali-
ze krytyczng jak i probe spojrzenia na to, czy da sie w niej dostrzec zapowiedz wspol-
czesnych sporéw. To drugie podejécie pozwala z jednej strony na §wieze spojrzenie
na znane juz wczesniej zagadnienia, a z drugiej ukazuje ciagta obecnos¢ konkretnych
probleméw w historii filozofii. I wlasnie ze wspodlczesnej perspektywy chciatbym sie
przyjrzeé watkom poruszanym w Platoriskim Kritonie.

Dialog ten jest czesto przywolywany przy okazji omawiania dwoch istotnych zagad-
nieni lezacych na styku polityki z etykq: obywatelskiego niepostuszenstwa oraz politycz-
nego zobowigzania. Obywatelskie niepostuszenstwo stalo sie problemem filozoficznie
no$nym szczegélnie w drugiej polowie XX wieku w zwigzku ze zmianami spolecznymi
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zachodzgcymiw USA. Zagadnienie politycznego zobowigzania, a wiec pytanie o moral-
ne podstawy postuszenstwa wobec prawa, jest obecne w filozofii politycznej od jej

poczatkow, ale samo okreslenie przyjeto sie za T. H. Greenem i jego Lectures on the Prin-
ciples of Political Obligation z 1895 roku (Hopton 1998: 596). Nawigzania do starozytnosci

mozemy spotkaé przy okazji omawiania wspdlczesnych problemdw, poniewaz autorzy
pragng dokonac historycznego ujecia omawianych zagadnien. Latwo tu o uproszcze-
nia, badz nawet o pomylki. I tak Platonski Kriton stuzy do pokazania nie tego, czym

jest obywatelskie niepostuszenstwo, ale raczej obywatelskie postuszenstwo. Mozna si¢

bowiem spotkac z opiniami zawartymi zaréwno w opracowaniach dotyczgcych samego

obywatelskiego niepostuszenstwa, jak i w artykutach krytycznych pos§wieconych anali-
zie Kritona, ze w dialogu tym Sokrates argumentuje za pelnym postuszenistwem wobec

prawa, nawet wtedy, gdyby akt niepostuszenstwa stanowil dziatanie w stusznej i w spra-
wiedliwej sprawie. Mozna si¢ takze spotkac z pogladem, jakoby Sokrates byt zwolenni-
kiem absolutnego postuszenstwa nawet w sytuacjach, kiedy wymagaloby to niemoral-
nego postepowania (np. Bedau 1998; Brownlee 2007; Martin 1970). Pragne wykaza¢, ze

przypisywanie takich stanowisk filozofowi jest bledne. Skupie sie przy tym na pierwszej

czesci dialogu, a w szczegdlnosci na argumencie, w ktérym Sokrates odrzuca prawo

odwetu. Niektore ustalenia beda nawigzywaty do mojego wczesniejszego artykulu

Stosunek Sokratesa do prawa w Swietle ,Obrony” i ,Kritona” (Kuninski 2008). Wykazuje

w nim, dlaczego argumenty Sokratesa przedstawione w mowie praw z Krifona nie s jego

wlasnymi argumentami, a stuzg jedynie przekonaniu tytutowego bohatera o stusznosci

podjetej decyzji, by nie uciekaé z wiezienia. Argumentowalem takze, ze — wbrew opinii

niektoérych komentatoréw — nie ma sprzecznosci pomiedzy tezami przedstawionymi

przez Sokratesa w Kritonie oraz w Obronie. Nie bede powtarzal tych watkéw. Pragne

raczej skupic sie na postawie Sokratesa i sprobowac okresli¢ ja z perspektywy wspot-
cze$nie rozumianego obywatelskiego niepostuszenstwa. Druga cze$¢ Kritona pragne

zanalizowa¢ pod katem politycznego zobowigzania. Jak bedziemy sie mogli przekonad,
dialog ten w swojej wymowie mozna uznac¢ za bardzo wspélczesny. Za R. Daggerem

(Dagger 2007) wyrdznie argumenty, ktdre stanowia zapowiedz wspolczesnych koncep-
cji politycznego zobowigzania, a nastepnie przedstawie najwazniejsze punkty sporne

pojawiajace sie w dyskusjach nad nimi.

Zaczynam od krétkiego wstepu majacego uzmystowic $cisty zwigzek pomiedzy
etyka i politykg w klasycznej filozofii greckiej. Do analizy Kritona przechodze po wpro-
wadzeniu koniecznych rozréznien i zarysowaniu odpowiednio obywatelskiego niepo-
stuszenstwa i politycznego zobowigzania.

2. Zwigzek etyki i polityki w klasycznej filozofii greckiej
Od starozytnosci zwigzek etyki z polityka stanowil jeden z kluczowych probleméw filo-

zoficznych. Klasyczni filozofowie greccy uczynili z niego punkt odniesienia dla prawie
wszystkich omawianych przez siebie zagadnien. Kiedy Platon w Paristwie zastanawia sie
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nad sprawiedliwoscia jednostki, przechodzi na grunt polis, ktérg mozna tatwiej obserwo-
wac (PL R. 369 a). Samo przejscie jest jednak dla Sokratesa jak i jego rozméwcoéw oczywi-
ste. Z kolei Etyka nikomachejska Arystotelesa rozpoczyna sie od ustalenia, Ze dobro jest
>przedmiotem nauki naczelnej i najbardziej kierowniczej” (Arist., NE 12 1094 a 26; Arysto-
teles 1996), czyli polityki. Widaé wiec wzajemne powigzania na dwdch ptaszczyznach:
jednostka — panistwo oraz moralno$¢ — polityka. Mozna postawi¢ w tym miejscu dwie tezy.

Po pierwsze, jednostka nie moze zy¢ bez swojej polis: ,,cztowiek jest z natury stwo-
rzony do zycia w panstwie, taki za§, ktéry z natury, a nie przez przypadek zyje poza
panstwem, jest albo nedznikiem, albo nadludzka istotg” (Arist., Pol., 11, 1253 a 2; Arysto-
teles 2001). Zycie poza wspdlnotg polityczng jest charakterystyczne albo dla barbarzyni-
cy, albo dla boga. Podobny wydzwiek ma stwierdzenie czynnego polityka, jakim byt
Perykles, kiedy mowi on w Wojnie peloponeskiej o Ateniczykach, ze sg ,jedynym naro-
dem, ktéry jednostke nieinteresujgcg si¢ zyciem pafnstwa uwaza sie nie za bierng, ale
za nieuzyteczng” (‘Thuc., IT 40; Tukidydes 2003). Dla starozytnych cztowiek realizowat
SWOjg nature poprzez czynne uczestnictwo w zyciu polis. Dziatalno$¢ polityczna byta
najwyzsza formg praktycznej aktywnosci.

Druga teza méwitaby o wzajemnym powigzaniu zagadnien etycznych i politycz-
nych. Mozna przyjaé, ze rozwazania, ktore dzi§ nazwaliby§my rozwazaniami z dziedziny
moralnosci, zaréwno dla Arystotelesa, jak i dla Platona, mialy swéj wymiar polityczny.
Teza ta staje si¢ jasniejsza, jesli przypomnimy, ze zadaniem polis bylo wlasciwe wycho-
wanie obywateli. Prawodaweca czy polityk musieli posiada¢ wiedze o tym, jak uczynic
obywateli dobrymi ludZmi. Jak zauwaza Arystoteles, ,prawdziwy maz stanu pos§wieca
najwiecej staran dzielnoéci, poniewaz chce wyrobi¢ w obywatelach dzielno$¢ i postu-
szenstwo wobec prawa” (Arist., NE, 1 13, 1102 a 4; Arystoteles 1996). O znaczeniu poli-
tykow w procesie wychowawczym moéwi takze Sokrates w Obronie. Przeprowadzajac
swoje badania nad stanem wiedzy Ateniczykow, zaczyna rozmowe z politykiem. Filozof
dochodzi do wniosku, ze ,,z nas dwdch zaden nie wie nic o tym, co najwazniejsze, lecz on,
cho¢ nie wie, sadzi, Ze co$ wie, podczas gdy ja rzeczywiscie nie wiem, ani nie uwazam,
ze wiem” (PL., Ap., 21 c-21 d; Platon 2002). ,,Czlowiek z zycia publicznego” powinien
posiada¢ wiedze, o tym co najwazniejsze (kaAov kayaBdv), a wiec o tym, co piekne
i co dobre. W stowie t0 xaAdv zawarte jest znaczenie moralne. I to wlasnie ekspertem
w dziedzinie moralno$ci powinien by¢ prawdziwy polityk. Dlatego tez w Paristwie tymi
prawdziwymi mezami stanu mogg by¢ wylgcznie filozofowie, poniewaz posiadaja oni do
tego odpowiednie przygotowanie.

We wspolczesnej filozofii mozemy zidentyfikowaé wiele zagadnien, ktére dotyczg
napiecia pomiedzy etyka a polityka. Doskonale zdajemy sobie sprawe z tego, iZ wymogi
moralno$ci oraz dzialalnosci publicznej moga do siebie nie przystawa¢. Tu rodzi si¢ tak
zwany problem ,brudnych rgk”. Polityk moze bowiem stang¢ przed sytuacja, w ktorej,
zdaniem czesci myslicieli, nie bedzie w stanie uciec od popelnienia czynu moralnie
haniebnego'. Analizujac Kritona, chcialbym dokona¢ swoistego odwrdcenia. Méwigc

! Szczegdlowo zajalem si¢ tym zagadnieniem w swoim artykule: Kuninski 2010.
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o problemach z pogodzeniem wymogéw moralnosci z wymogami dziatalnosci publicz-
nej, mamy na ogdt na uwadze wtasnie politykéw. To im przypisujemy wiekszo§¢ moral-
nie dwuznacznych postepkow i potepiamy je lub staramy sie usprawiedliwic. Sfera poli-
tyki to jednak takze sfera dziatania obywateli, ktérzy podlegaja decyzjom rzadzacych. Tu

takze nie zawsze mamy pewno$¢ co do tego, jak nalezy wlasciwie postepowad, jakie racje

majg znaczenie decydujace. I wlasnie taka perspektywe otwierajg przed nami zagadnie-
nia obywatelskiego niepostuszenstwa i politycznego zobowigzania.

3. Obywatelskie niepostuszenistwo a postawa Sokratesa wobec wladzy

Obywatelskie niepostuszenstwo mozna najprosciej okresli¢ jako moralny sprzeciw
wobec obowigzujacego prawa oraz ched jego zmiany. Samo pojecie pochodzi od amery-
kanskiego filozofa H. D. Thoreau, ktéry w 1846 roku odmoéwil zaptacenia podatku, co
mialo by¢ wyrazem jego sprzeciwu wobec wojny z Meksykiem oraz instytucji niewol-
nictwa. W swoim eseju Obywatelskie niepostuszeristwo w nastepujacy sposéb wspomi-
na to wydarzenie: ,Pragne po prostu odméwié postuszenstwa panstwu, skutecznie sie
wycofad i trzymac sie z dala od niego. (...) Interesuje mnie jednak $ledzenie skutkow
mojego postuszenstwa. W istocie wypowiadam po cichu, na swoj wlasny sposob, wojne
panstwu, co nie przeszkadza, ze, jak to zwykle bywa w podobnych wypadkach, nadal
bede ciagnal z niego korzysci™.

Wystapienie Thoreau sprawilo, iz zostal on uznany niejako za ojca obywatelskiego
niepostuszenistwa. Jak wspomniatlem wyzej, problem ten nabral szczegdlnego znacze-
nia w USA w II polowie XX wieku w zwigzku z wojng w Wietnamie oraz walkg czarnej
ludnosci o uznanie ich praw. Rozpoczeto wtedy spory o to, jak nalezy rozumie¢ obywa-
telskie niepostuszenstwo, a wiec probowano poda¢ jego definicje. Zastanawiano sie¢
takze nad tym, kiedy moze by¢ ono rzeczywiscie usprawiedliwione. Autorem jednej
z najbardziej wptywowych definicji jest J. Rawls, ktory w Teorii sprawiedliwosci stwier-
dza, ze jest to ,,czyn publiczny, dokonany bez uzycia przemocy, dyktowany sumieniem
aczkolwiek politycznym, sprzeczny z prawem, zwykle majgcy na celu doprowadzenie
do zmiany prawa badz kierunkow polityki rzadu” (Rawls 1994: 500). Na pierwszy rzut
oka wydaje sie, ze méwienie o obywatelskim niepostuszenstwie w starozytnej Grecji jest
czystym anachronizmem (Kraut 1984: 75). Pamietajmy jednak, Ze znaczna cze$¢ autoréw
zajmujjca sie tym zagadnieniem, przywotuje w tym kontekscie Kritona. Nie bez znacze-
nia jest tez fakt, ze ogromne zainteresowanie tym dialogiem po$rod réznych myslicieli
pojawilo sie przy okazji rozwazan nad konkretnymi wydarzeniami politycznymi w USA.
Vlastos w swoim artykule Socrates on Political Obedience and Disobedience poréwnuje
Sokratesa z Obrony do Thoreau i Gandhiego. Stwierdza, ze do aktu niepostuszenstwa

2 Thoreau 1983: 222. Warto przy tej okazji nadmieni¢, ze sam Thoreau nigdy nie uzyt sformulowania
»obywatelskie niepostuszenstwo”. Wystepuje ono jako tytut jego eseju, ale w zbiorze wydanym juz po jego $mier-
ci. Por. Bedau 1982: 16.
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dochodzi wtedy, gdy cztonek spotecznosci ,postanawia publicznie ztamac jej zasady
w celu przeciwstawienia sie niesprawiedliwosci” (Vlastos 1974: 40). Ponizej wykaze, ze
zaro6wno w przypadku Sokratesa jak i — paradoksalnie — Thoreau nie mozemy méwic
o obywatelskim niepostuszenstwie we wspotczesnym rozumieniu tego stowa. Co wiecej,
wbrew obiegowym opiniom udowodnie, ze Sokrates nie argumentuje takze za pelnym
postuszenstwem wobec prawa.

Przypisanie tezy o konieczno$ci absolutnego podporzadkowania si¢ prawu lub
decyzjom wladzy, jest bledne w obliczu bezposrednich przykladéw z zycia filozofa. To
wlasnie w Obronie Sokrates wspomina, ze po bitwie pod Arginuzami, kiedy strategow
skazywano na §mier¢ w zbiorowym procesie, byl jedynym prytanem, ktéry sprzeciwit
sie tej bezprawnej decyzji (Pl. Apol., 32 b). Przywoluje takze wydarzenia z okresu rzgdow
trzydziestu tyranéw. Sokratesowi wydano polecenie aresztowania Leona z Salaminy.
Uznat on je jednak za niesprawiedliwe i zamiast do Salaminy poszedt do domu.

Teoretyczne uzasadnienie takiego postepowania znajdziemy wilasnie w Kritonie. Filo-
zof oczekuje na wykonanie wyroku. Jego przyjaciel, tytutowy Kriton prébuje naméwic
go do ucieczki. Sokrates postanawia przywolaé najwazniejsze tezy swojej filozofii, aby
uzasadnié swoje postepowanie. O ciaggtosci jego pogladow swiadczg stowa: ,a tych argu-
mentéw, ktore przedtem przytaczalem, nie umiem teraz wyrzucic za drzwi, kiedy mnie
dzisiejszy los spotkal, ale co$ mi si¢ wydaja zupelnie takie same i te same szanuje i czcze,
coiprzedtem” (Pl, Cri., 46 b; Platon 1999a). Argument, o jakim mowa, to naczelna zasa-
da Sokratesa, ktora glosi, ze: ,zadnym sposobem nie powinno sie (...) popetnia¢ zbrodni
dobrowolnie (...), ani zbrodnig odplacac nie trzeba, ani Zle robi¢ nikomu, nawet gdybys
nie wiadomo czego od ludzi doswiadczyl” (PL, Cri., 49 a, 49 c; Platon 1999a). Sokrates
zdaje sobie sprawe, ze ,,dzi§ malo kto tak mysli i malo kto bedzie tego zdania” (PL., Crit.,
49 d; Platon 1999a). Co wiecej, podkresla, ze brak zgody na jej przyjecie oznacza brak
zgody na jakiekolwiek inne dzialanie. Musimy dokladniej oméwic, jak Sokrates docho-
dzi do swojej tezy.

Rozumowanie przebiega nastepujaco’:

Nie powinni$my nigdy czyni¢ niesprawiedliwosci (a8keiv)*. Z tego wynika, ze:

1. Nie powinni$my odplaca¢ niesprawiedliwos$cig za niesprawiedliwos$¢

(dvtadikey).

2. Nie powinni$my nigdy czyni¢ zla (kakovpyev).

3. A wiec nie powinni$my odplacaé ztem za zlo (@vtikaxovpyeiv).

4. Czyni¢ludziom zlo (kax@¢ moteiv) to nic innego jak czyni¢ im niesprawiedliwos¢.

Dlaczego ma ono taki rewolucyjny charakter? Vlastos podkresla, ze z zasady ,nie
powinni$my nigdy czyni¢ niesprawiedliwosci” wywodza sie wszystkie pozostale, takze
zasada ,nie powinni$my nigdy czynic zla”, poniewaz ,,czyni¢ ludziom zlo to nic inne-

3 Rozumowanie to przedstawiam za: Vlastos 1991a: 194.

* Witwicki tlumaczy greckie aduxelv jako popelnianie zbrodni, co jest ttumaczeniem blednym. Sokrates
uwaza, ze nie nalezy popelnia¢ niesprawiedliwosci, a nie zbrodni, ktdra jest pojeciem wezszym. W efekcie
mocne thumaczenie Witwickiego sprawia, ze twierdzenie Sokratesa staje si¢ stabsze. Zezwalaloby ono bowiem
na czynienie niesprawiedliwosci, ktore nie jest zbrodnia. To dla Sokratesa bytoby nie do przyjecia.
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go jak czyni¢ im niesprawiedliwo$¢”, a czynienie niesprawiedliwosci jest zabronione.
Zdaniem Vlastosa Sokrates odrzuca w nim prawo odwetu (lex talionis), a wiec zrywa
z konwencjonalng moralnoscig 6wczesnych Grekéw, dla ktorych punkty (2) i (4) byly
nie do przyjecia. Pomimo postepujacych zmian spolecznych od czasu reform Solona czy
Klejstenesa, tradycja ,,oko za oko, zgb za zab” byla ciaggle Zzywa. Wigzalo sie to w szczegdl-
nosci z podzialem na ,,swoich” i ,obcych” charakterystycznym dla moralnosci rodowe;.
Kriton jest znakomitym przyktadem osoby, ktéra mysli w takich kategoriach.
Zauwazmy jednak, ze Sokrates méwi o czynieniu niesprawiedliwo$ci oraz o czynie-
niu zta. Czynienie zla zostaje powigzane z czynieniem niesprawiedliwos$ci. To wlasnie
tu mamy do czynienia z najbardziej rewolucyjnym elementem rozumowania Sokrate-
sa. Vlastos odwotluje sie przy tym do I ksiegi Paistwa, gdzie ponownie uwidacznia si¢
podzial na ,swoich” i ,obcych”. W rozmowie z Polemarchem dochodzi do sformuto-
wania tezy, ze ,sprawiedliwie jest dobrze czyni¢ przyjacielowi (...), a nieprzyjacielowi —
szkodzi¢ (xaxdg motev)” (PL, R., 335 a; Platon 2003). Widzimy wiec, ze dla rozméwcy
Sokratesa czynienie zta jest czym innym, niz czynienie niesprawiedliwo$ci. Sprawiedli-
we jest czynienie dobra dla swoich przyjaciél, a zta dla swoich wrogéw. W tym przypad-
ku przez czynienie zta mozna rozumie¢ czynienie krzywdy. Wspolczesny Sokratesowi
Grek z pewnoscig zgodzitby sie, Ze sprawiedliwe jest krzywdzenie wrogéw. Uwazalby to
za zlo, ale o pozamoralnym charakterze, takie, ktérego czynienie moze by¢ sprawiedli-
we’. Temu wiaénie sprzeciwia sie Sokrates. Jego teza o zréwnaniu zla i niesprawiedliwo-
$ci musi odnosic sie do zta pozamoralnego. To wlasnie takie zto ma na mysli Polemarch
w swojej definicji sprawiedliwosci, ktorg Sokrates pragnie odrzuci¢. Uczynienie zta
wrogowi byloby dla rozméwcy filozofa zachowaniem w pelni moralnym. A wiec aSwketv
nie moze miec tego samego znaczenia, co kak®¢ notetv. Gdyby rozumie¢ je podobnie,
jak czyni to na przyktad Kraut®, wtedy sprawiedliwe postepowanie wobec wrogdéw ozna-
czaloby niesprawiedliwe postepowanie wobec nich. Pojecia te muszg mie¢ wiec rozne
znaczenie. Gdyby tak nie bylo, Sokrates stwierdzalby, Ze niestuszne postepowanie nie
rézni sie od postepowania niesprawiedliwego, co jest wlasciwie stwierdzeniem quasi-
tautologicznym, z ktérym wspoétczesny mu Grek bez przeszkdd by sie zgodzit.
Najistotniejsza teza wypowiadana w toku przywolanego rozumowania, méwi
o calkowitym zakazie czynienia niesprawiedliwosci. Sokrates bardzo mocno podkresla,
iz jesli w jakims rozwazaniu okaze sie, ze postepowanie wymagaloby niesprawiedliwego
uczynku, nie bedzie ono brane pod uwage; ,ijezeli sie takie postepowanie okaze zbrod-
nig (Gdwa, wiec niesprawiedliwoscia — T. K.), to juz bezwarunkowo nie bedziemy brali
w rachube tego, czy umrzeé wypadnie (...), czy nas cokolwiek badz spotka, byle tylko
nie zbrodnia” (adwkelv, wiec niesprawiedliwo$¢ - T. K.). Nie ma znaczenia, ze z dane-

> Wskazuje na to uzycie stéw kak@®g motetv. Zwrot ten oznacza ,czyni¢ szkode” i nie musi mie¢ moralnego
nacechowania.

¢ Kraut 1984: 25-26. Zwrot xax@®d¢ notelv ttumaczy on jako treat wrongly, a wiec nadaje mu kwalifikacje
moralng.

7 PL, Cri., 48 d; Platon 1999a. Por. Vlastos 1991b: 200-232, szczegdlnie 209-214.



Platona Kriton 145

go czynu moze wyptynac¢ jakas korzy$¢ lub jakies dobro. Jesli tylko na mocy rozwazan
okaze sie, ze bylby on niesprawiedliwy, wszystko inne przestaje mie¢ znaczenie. Jednym
stowem, nic nie moze zrekompensowac¢ zta moralnego; wszystko musi przejs¢ test spra-
wiedliwosci. Wréémy jednak do powigzania zta z niesprawiedliwoscia.

Jesli jednak czynienie zta pozamoralnego uznamy za czynienie niesprawiedliwosci,
a wiec nadamy mu kwalifikacje moralng, staniemy przed pewnymi trudnosciami. Na
jedna z nich zwracatem juz uwage w przywoltywanej pracy (Kuninski 2008) i wigzata
sie ona z problemem kary. Kara oznacza czynienie zta pozamoralnego osobie karanej:
pozbawia sie ja wolnosci badz Zycia. Nalezaloby wiec konsekwentnie uzna¢ wymierzanie
kary za niesprawiedliwo$¢. W Gorgiaszu Sokrates broni jednak koncepcji kary i poréw-
nuje ja do lekarstwa (Pl., Grg., 480 c-d). Nie uznaje jej wiec za cos$ zlego, poniewaz ratuje
ona czlowieka przed niemoralnym postepowaniem. A jesli przypomnimy, zZe cztowiek
dla Sokratesa to przede wszystkim jego dusza — cos, ,,co sie przez sprawiedliwo$¢ lepsze
staje, a przez niesprawiedliwo$¢ ginie” (Pl. Crit. 47 d; Platon 1999a) — a nie cialo, tatwiej
zrozumie¢, dlaczego kara oznacza w gruncie rzeczy czynienie dobra. Ta kwestia wydaje
sie wiec rozwigzana.

Pojawia sie jednak druga, ktérg chcialbym w tym miejscu jedynie zasygnalizowad.
Jak traktowac¢ zabijanie na wojnie badz w obronie wtasnej? O ile nie zajmujemy stanowi-
ska skrajnie pacyfistycznego, na gruncie ktérego pozbawienie kogos Zycia nawet w obro-
nie wlasnej nie jest moralnie usprawiedliwione, mozemy przyjac, ze nie kazdy akt zabi-
jania jest czynieniem niesprawiedliwosci, cho¢ oznacza czynienie krzywdy®. Jak w tym
kontekscie rozumiec teze Sokratesa? Jak pamietamy, brat on udziat w bitwach, a o jego
wytrwaloéci wspomina w Uczcie Alkibiades. Rozwigzanie moze by¢ nastepujace. Skoro
Sokratesa nie mozna uznac za pacyfiste, jego teza nie ma tak mocnego charakteru; nie
mozna méwic o catkowitym zréwnaniu czynienia zla z czynieniem niesprawiedliwosci.
Wtedy albo nie méglby bra¢ udziatu w walkach, skoro czynienie niesprawiedliwosci jest
calkowicie zabronione, albo musialby przyja¢ mato intuicyjng ewentualnosé¢, zgodnie
z ktérg wszelkie zabijanie na wojnie nalezaloby uznac za forme leczenia podobng do kary.
Nic jednak nie wskazuje na to, by taka linia interpretacyjna miala poparcie w tekscie.
Uwazam, Ze nalezy przyja¢, iz dla Sokratesa nie wszystkie czyny uznawane za zle musiaty
by¢ uznane za niesprawiedliwe. A wiec teze ,,Czynic¢ ludziom zto to nic innego jak czynié
im niesprawiedliwo$¢” trzeba ostabic, zeby nie popas¢ w ukazane trudnosci.

W $wietle powyzszych rozwazan jasne staje sie, ze Sokratesa nie mozna uznaé za
zwolennika catkowitego postuszenistwa wobec prawa czy polecen rzadzacych. W przy-
wolanych sytuacjach z Obrony, gdzie chciano na filozofie wymusi¢ postepowanie, ktore
uznawat on za niesprawiedliwe, jego decyzja byta jednoznaczna: stanowita praktycz-
ne zastosowanie zasady, ktorej sformutowanie pojawia sie w Kritonie. Nalezy przy tym

8 Nalezy w tym miejscu podkresli¢, ze w tworczosci Platona mozemy dostrzec poczatki refleksji nad moral-
noscig dziatan wojennych. Rozwazania te sg przeprowadzone w ksiedze V. Niektorzy autorzy stawiaja nawet teze,
ze Platon po raz pierwszy formutuje zasady, ktore przeksztalcy sie w koficu w tradycje wojny sprawiedliwej. Por.
Syse 2010: 104-123.
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zaznaczy¢, ze w wypadku procesu strategéw Sokrates wspomina o jego nielegalnym
charakterze. Jesli chodzi o sprawe Leona z Salaminy, taki argument sie nie pojawia.
Filozof nie kwestionuje jego legalnosci, ale stwierdza, Ze aresztowanie byloby czynem
niesprawiedliwym. Z tego mozemy wyciaggnaé wniosek o bezwzglednej wyzszosci oceny
moralnej nad oceng pod katem zgodnosci danego postepowania z prawem.

Mozna postawic pytanie, dlaczego Sokrates podporzgdkowat sie wyrokowi skazu-
jacemu go na kare $mierci, skoro wyzej stawia moralno$¢ od prawa. Najprosciej rzecz
ymujgc mozna powiedzied, ze z tych samych powodéw, jakie sklonity go do odrzucenia
rozkazow rzadzacych z Obrony (Vlastos 1974: 517-518). W Sokrates rozpatruje w niej
hipotetyczny wyrok sadu zakazujacy mu filozofowania. Jednoznacznie stwierdza, ze
mu sie nie podporzadkuje (PL., Apol., 29 d). W Kritonie trwa przy wydanym wyroku.
W obu przypadkach podstawa postepowania jest ta sama: jest nig test na sprawiedliwos¢.
Porzucenie filozofowania oznacza popelnienie niesprawiedliwosci wobec boga, ucieczka
z wiezienia oznacza niesprawiedliwo$¢ wobec polis. Oznacza to, ze pomiedzy jednostka
a jej obywatelem istnieje silna relacja o charakterze moralnym. Nalezy bowiem zauwazy¢,
ze Sokratesa nie zajmuje problem podwazenia wyroku. Nawet jesli byl on niesprawie-
dliwy, to - jak dobrze wiemy z Gorgiasza - lepiej jest doznaé niesprawiedliwos$ci, niz ja
wyrzgdzaé, nawet jesli oznacza to utrate zycia (PL., Grg., 474 n.). W Obronie Sokrates
stwierdza przeciez, ,ze stuszno$¢ wyklucza, by lepszemu cztowiekowi mégl wyrzadzic
krzywde gorszy. Ten moze oczywiscie zabié, skaza¢ na wygnanie, lub pozbawi¢ praw
obywatela. Mdj oskarzyciel (...) uwaza to za wielkie nieszcze$cia; ja tak jednak nie sadze.
Duzo wiekszym jest zrobic to, co on teraz robi, a wiec dazy do niesprawiedliwego skaza-
nia cztowieka na $mier¢” (PL., Ap., 30 c—d; Platon 2002).

W $wietle powyzszych ustaled mozna z pewng rezerwa poréwnac postepowanie
Sokratesa z uczynkiem Thoreau. Obaj nie podporzadkowali si¢ decyzjom wiadzy. Nie
sg to jednak przypadki wspolczesnie rozumianego obywatelskiego niepostuszenstwa.
Majac w pamieci definicje Rawlsa, nalezy zauwazyd¢, ze ich postepowanie nie miato
charakteru politycznego. Ich zamiarem nie byta zmiana prawa, same czyny byly czynami
jednostkowymi. Trzymajgc si¢ terminologii autora Teorii sprawiedliwosci, mozna w tych
przypadkach méwié o ,odmowie dyktowanej sumieniem” (Rawls 1998: 505-510). Jesli
jednak wezmiemy pod uwage Kritona, to mozna by takze u Sokratesa méwic o ,podpo-
rzadkowaniu sie dyktowanym sumieniem”. Gdyby filozof uznal, ze postuszenstwo w tym
przypadku oznaczaloby czynienie niesprawiedliwosci, nie podporzadkowalby sie wyro-
kowi skazujacemu go na $mier¢. I cho¢ wspélczesne kategorie nie do koica przystaja do
starozytnych realiow (jak staralem sie wykazad, nie majg takze zastosowania do same-
go Thoreau), warto zauwazy¢, ze klasyczna filozofia grecka dostrzegala problem mozli-
wego zaistnienia konfliktu pomiedzy prawem a moralnoscig. Rozwigzuje go natomiast
W sposdb, ktéry — co dobitnie pokazuje posta¢ Sokratesa — moze wydawaé nam sie
bardzo rygorystyczny i bezkompromisowy.

W toku wywodu wspomniatem o moralnej wiezi pomiedzy jednostka a polis. Chcial-
bym wiec teraz przejs¢ do drugiego zagadnienia, jakim jest polityczne zobowigzanie.
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4. Polityczne zobowigzanie a mowa praw w Kritonie

Chcgc jak najprosciej okresli¢ czym jest polityczne zobowigzanie, mozna powiedzied, ze
jest to odwrécenie problemu obywatelskiego niepostuszenistwa. Tam mamy do czynie-
nia z moralnie uzasadnionym ztamaniem obowigzujacego prawa, tu pytamy o moralne
racje za jego przestrzeganiem. Stowo ,moralne” ma tu kluczowe znaczenie. Kiedy zada-
my pytanie ,Dlaczego powinienem przestrzega¢ prawa?”, odpowiedZ na nie moze mie¢
rézny, niekoniecznie moralny charakter. Jesli powiemy, ze prawa nalezy przestrzegaé po
to, by unikna¢ kary, to podajemy racje prudencjalne. Polityczne zobowigzanie zajmuje
sie moralnym zobowigzaniem do przestrzegania prawa, a wiec moralng relacja pomiedzy
jednostkg a panistwem. Zdaniem jednego z najwazniejszych teoretykdw politycznego
zobowigzania A. J. Simmonsa nie nalezy ogranicza¢ omawianego zagadnienia jedynie
do moralnej powinno$ci przestrzegania prawa, ale nalezy je rozszerzy¢ o idee dobrego
obywatela (tak istotng w §wiecie antycznym), a od niego oczekuje sie czego$ wiecej niz
jedynie zycia zgodnego z prawem. Jednym z wymogéw, jakie na nim spoczywaja, jest
wspieranie instytucji wlasnego panstwa’.

Simmons wymienia kilka wymogdw, jakie powinna spetniaé teoria politycznego
zobowigzania (Simmons 1979: 29-38). Kluczowy jest dla niej ,wymog partykularno-
$ci” (particularity requirement). Teoria powinna ukazywa¢ moralng relacje pomiedzy
jednostky a ,jej” wladzg czy rzadem, a nie wltadza w ogdle. Zobowigzanie polityczne
nie musi mie¢ jednej podstawy, co bardzo dobrze wida¢ w Kritonie, a o czym bede pisat
ponizej. Teoria politycznego zobowigzania nie musi takze dotyczy¢ wszystkich jedno-
stek. Zdaniem Simmonsa, nie ma niczego niepokojjcego w przyjeciu, ze cze$¢ ludzi
w okreslonym panstwie nie ma tego rodzaju zobowigzania. Nie oznacza to, Ze rzad nie
ma wtedy legitymizacji do sprawowania wladzy. Tworzgc teorie politycznego zobowia-
zania nie nalezy takze doszukiwac sie moralnych relacji tam, gdzie ich nie ma. Zdaniem
Simmonsa nie nalezy takze oczekiwad, by teoria miata istotne przelozenie na sfere prak-
tyczng. Nie odpowie ona na pytania o to, jak nalezy postepowac w dziedzinie polityki.

Zanim przejde do analizy politycznego zobowigzania w Kritonie, nalezy wymieni¢
wspolczesne jego koncepcje. Jak zobaczymy, wiekszos¢ z nich znajduje swoje zapowie-
dzi w dialogu Platona. Najprostszego podziatu dokonuje Dagger (2007). Wyrdznia on
koncepcje opierajace je na: zgodzie, wdziecznosci, bezstronnosci, przynaleznosci lub
zrzeszeniu oraz na naturalnym obowigzku. Teorie, na gruncie ktorych odrzuca si¢ istnie-
nie politycznego zobowigzania, nazywa sie filozoficznym anarchizmem. Podobng klasy-
fikacje stosuje Simmons w swojej pracy.

Kriton ma specyficzng budowe i rézni sie od innych dialogéw Platona. W jego
pierwszej czesci Sokrates rozmawia ze swoim przyjacielem i wskazuje na najwazniejsze

 Simmons 1979: 5. Autor nawigzuje tu do J. Rawlsa i jego Teorii sprawiedliwosci: ,Z punktu widzenia teorii
sprawiedliwosci jako bezstronnosci fundamentalnym obowigzkiem naturalnym jest obowigzek sprawiedliwosci.
Obowigzek ten wymaga od nas, bysmy wspierali i podporzadkowywali si¢ sprawiedliwym instytucjom, ktore
istniejg i maja do nas zastosowanie” (Rawls 1998: 163-164).
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elementy swojej mysli. Przytoczone w poprzedniej czeéci artykulu rozumowanie byto
na tyle rewolucyjne, Ze nie zrozumiat go takze sam Kriton: , Nie umiem ci, Sokratesie,
odpowiedzie¢ na to pytanie; nie rozumiem” (Pl. Cri. 50 a; Platon 1999a). Wtedy na scene
wkraczaja spersonifikowane przez Sokratesa Atenskie prawa i rozpoczyna si¢ ich wywad,
ktdry staje sie praktycznie monologiem. Prawa ukazujg podstawy postuszenstwa obywa-
tela Aten wobec nich. Tym samym formutujg problem politycznego zobowigzania i wska-
zujg na rézny charakter wiezi moralnych pomiedzy jednostkq a polis.

Wspomniany juz wczesniej Dagger wyrdznia cztery rodzaje argumentow z Krito-
na, ktore byly zywo dyskutowane we wspdtczesnej debacie nad politycznym zobowia-
zaniem. Sg to: argument utylitarystyczny oraz odwolujace sie odpowiednio do pojec:
bezstronnosci, wdziecznosci oraz zgody. Po kazdorazowym przytoczeniu odpowiednich
fragmentéw dialogu omawiam krétko sam argument Sokratesa a nastepnie przedsta-
wiam kluczowe punkty sporne, pojawiajgce si¢ w dyskusji nad okreslonymi teoriami.

Dagger doszukuje si¢ utylitarystycznej proby uzasadnienia politycznego zobowig-
zania we fragmencie 50 a-b, w ktérym prawa stawiajg teze, ze Sokrates swoja ucieczky
pragnie zniszczy¢ porzadek prawny w Atenach. A. D. Woozley (1980: 316) wskazuje,
ze rozumowanie to nie jest przekonujace. Ze wzgledu na rézne konsekwencje mozna
przedstawic sze§¢ mozliwosci:

1. Niektorzy ludzie nie przestrzegajg niektorych praw.

Wszyscy ludzie nie przestrzegaja niektorych praw.

Niektore prawa nie sq przestrzegane przez zadnego cztowieka.
Wszystkie prawa nie sg przestrzegane przez niektérych ludzi.
Niektorzy ludzie nie przestrzegajg zadnego prawa.

. Wszyscy ludzie nie przestrzegaja zadnego prawa.

Zdroworozsqdkowo mozemy przyjaé, ze sytuacje opisane w punktach (1) i (2) wyste-
puja prawie w kazdym spoleczenstwie. W przypadku (3), jesli prawo jest zle, to konse-
kwencje jego nieprzestrzegania bedg dobre. Konsekwencje (4) nie maja katastrofal-
nego charakteru, a stan z (5) zagraza istnieniu panstwa wylacznie przy duzej liczbie
ludzi nieprzestrzegajacych prawa. Woozley konkluduje, ze tak naprawde punkt (6) ma
rzeczywiscie fatalne skutki, ale jest on wielce nieprawdopodobny. A wiec konsekwen-
cjalistyczny argument za postuszenstwem nie ma zastosowania w pojedynczym przy-
padku Sokratesa (Woozley 1980: 318). Nalezaloby go rozszerzy¢ poprzez odwotanie sie
do zasady bezstronnosci badz sprawiedliwosci, o ktérych bedzie mowa ponizej. Wyja-
tek polegajacy na zlamaniu prawa bylby wtedy niestuszny: ,,Jesli praktyka zachowania
wszystkich w okreslony sposob jest uzasadniona spoteczng potrzeba, to niesprawiedliwe
wobec innych jest uczynienie dla siebie wyjatku i skorzystanie na tym, jesli wyjatek ten
nie niszczy owej praktyki” (Woozley 1980: 316). Woozley twierdzi wiec, Ze dzialanie
Sokratesa, poniewaz nie niszczy ogélnej praktyki przestrzegania prawa, byloby uspra-

T

10 Trzeba tu zaznaczyd¢, ze argument podany przez prawa ma raczej charakter konsekwencjalistyczny a nie
utylitarystyczny, poniewaz nie mowig one niczego o maksymalizacji uzytecznosci. Jednak w na gruncie politycz-
nego zobowigzania méwi si¢ o teoriach utylitarystycznych i do nich sie odnosze.
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wiedliwione na gruncie konsekwencjalizmu. Stajemy tu przed problemem znacznie
bardziej powaznym i szerszym, poniewaz dotyczy on krytyki konsekwencjalizmu czy
utylitaryzmu w ogole. W zaleznosci od tego, jakie bedzie stanowisko w tej kwestii, rozna
moze by¢ ocena utylitarystycznej koncepcji politycznego zobowigzania. Z oczywistych
wzgledéw moge tu jedynie naszkicowac okreslone mozliwosci.

W swojej krytyce argumentu z uzytecznosci Woozley popelnia dos¢ czesty biad.
Myli on mianowicie uzasadnienie praktyki od uzasadnienia dzialania pod nig podpadajg-
cego. Zwolennik utylitaryzmu regutl nie ocenia uzytecznosci kazdego czynu, nawet jesli
bardziej uzyteczne bytoby ztamanie reguty w okreslonej sytuacji. Krytyka Woozley’a ma
wiec zastosowanie wylgcznie do utylitaryzmu czyndw, na gruncie ktérego ocenia sie
uzytecznos¢ poszczegdlnych sposobow postepowania w danych okolicznosciach. Trze-
ba takze zaznaczy¢, ze z pewno$cig nie mozna Sokratesowi przypisac¢ stanowiska, ktére
wspolczesnie mozna by okresli¢ mianem formy konsekwencjalizmu. Posréd teoretykow
politycznego zobowigzania panuje ogdlna zgoda, Ze proby ujecia go z punktu widzenia
utylitaryzmu nie powiodly sie. Jak zauwaza G. Klosko (2003: 133-141), obecnie zwolennik
koncepcji pluralistycznej, opierajacej polityczne zobowigzanie na kilku zasadach, utylita-
ryzm ma ogdlny problem z wyttumaczeniem zobowigzan jako takich. Powoluje si¢ przy
tymnaJ. J. C. Smarta, zdaniem ktérego utylitaryzm regul sprowadza si¢ do utylitaryzmu
czynow, a jego jedynag reguly jest regula nakazujgca maksymalizowanie uzytecznosci.
Utylitaryzm regul ma charakteryzowac , przesadne uwielbienie regul” (Smart 1973: 10).
Jesli bowiem mozna zwiekszy¢ poziom szczesliwosci w wyniku ztamania jakiej$ reguty,
nie bardzo wida¢ racjonalne powody do tego, by sie do niej stosowac. Zdaniem Kloski
utylitaryzm nie radzi sobie z wykazaniem zwigzku, jaki zachodzi pomiedzy jednostka
a panstwem. Jesli kto§ uzna, ze nieprzestrzeganie przez niego prawa nie przyniesie szko-
dy panstwu, poniewaz jest to dziatanie jednostkowe, to trudno poda¢ utylitarystyczny
argument majacy go od tego odwies¢ (Klosko 2003: 140). A wiec perspektywe te naleza-
toby rozszerzy¢ o inne zasady moralne, tak jak postulowat to zreszta Woozley. I tak moze-
my przej$¢ do zasady bezstronnosci, ktdrej zapowiedz takze odnajdujemy w Kritonie.

Sokrates stawia nastepujace pytanie: ,jezeli sie stad wyniesiemy, a nie przeko-
namy panstwa, zrobimy komus Zle, i to komu najmniej nalezy, czy tez nie?” (Pl., Cri.,
50 a; Platon 1999a). Uzywajac potocznego okreslenia, filozof postapitby nie fair wobec
swoich wspélobywateli tamigc wyrok sagdu. Zazgdatby tym samym dla siebie specjalnego
potraktowania. Jak pamietamy, zdaniem Kloski utylitaryzm nie radzi sobie z odrzuce-
niem postepowania, ktére odbywatoby sie kosztem innych, ale w ogélnym wymiarze
nie zmniejszaloby poziomu uzytecznosci. Zdaniem zwolennikow zasady bezstronnosci
(principle of fairness), na jej gruncie takie postepowanie bytoby niedopuszczalne.

Z pierwszym istotnym sformulowaniem zasady bezstronnos$ci mamy do czynienia
wartykule H. L. A. Harta Are There Any Natural Rights? (Hart 1950: 175-191). Postuszen-
stwo wobec prawa uznaje on za moralne zobowigzanie bez odwotania si¢ do konsekwen-
cji dziatan, ale poprzez uznanie spoleczenstwa za wspoélne przedsiewziecie. A wtedy

' Na ten rodzaj bledow zwraca uwage Rawls 2010: 125-155.
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obowigzuje nastepujgca zasada: ,kiedy okreslona liczba os6b uczestniczy we wzajem-
nym przedsiewzieciu zgodnie z regutami i tym samym ogranicza swojg wolnos$¢, to
ci, ktérzy poddali sie tym ograniczeniom majg prawo do tego, by — wtedy, gdy jest to
konieczne - pozostali, ktérzy na tym skorzystali, takze poddali sie wspomnianym ogra-
niczeniom” (Hart 1950: 185). Najbardziej znanym zwolennikiem zasady bezstronnosci
jestJ. Rawls. W Teorii sprawiedliwosci, w ktérej co prawda odchodzi od tej koncepcji na
rzecz naturalnego obowigzku sprawiedliwosci, o ktérym bede pisa¢ ponizej, mozemy
spotkac sie z podobnymi argumentami, jak u Harta. Krotko moéwiac, jesli ktos czer-
pie korzy$c¢ z okreslonego schematu (w tym wypadku spoteczenstwa) nakltadajacego na
jednostki pewne ograniczenia, ma obowigzek fair play wnies¢ swéj wktlad, kiedy przyj-
dzie jego kolej (Rawls 1958: 183). Tym samym zostaje rozwigzany problem tak zwanego
gapowicza (free rider), a wiec jednostki zyskujacej na ponoszeniu kosztéw przez innych,
bez dawania czegokolwiek od siebie. Zasada bezstronno$ci spotkala si¢ z ostrg krytyka
ze strony R. Nozicka, ktéry uwaza, ze do wspotpracy w ramach okreslonego schema-
tu potrzebne jest uzyskanie zgody, a samo otrzymywanie korzysci jej nie konstytuuje
(Nozick 1999: 120). Zwolennicy omawianej koncepcji twierdzg jednak, ze jesli panstwo
jest wytgcznym dostarczycielem pewnych dobr koniecznych do zycia, fakt ten przewa-
za prawo jednostki do wyboru, czy pragnie ona ponosi¢ koszty wspotpracy czy tez nie
(Klosko 1987, Klosko 2005).

Rodzi sie pytanie czy rzeczywiscie mozna doszukiwacé si¢ argumentu z bezstronnosci
w Kritonie. Méwienie bowiem o spoteczenstwie w odniesieniu do antycznej Grecji bylo-
by naduzyciem, skoro samo to pojecie pochodzi z XVIII wieku. Kiedy jednak politycz-
ne zobowigzanie rozumiemy jako zobowigzanie do przestrzegania prawa, za wzajemne
przedsiewziecie mozna uznaé samg polis. I tak rozumie je Sokrates w Paristwie, kiedy
analizuje proces powstawania organizmu politycznego. Rodzi si¢ on, poniewaz ludzie
nie sa samowystarczalni. Na poczgtku polis funkcjonuje na zasadzie wymiany réznych
ustug. Sprawiedliwos¢ polega w niej na ,pewnym zapotrzebowaniu wzajemnych ustug’
(PL, R., 372 a; Platon 2003). Nic nie stoi na przeszkodzie, by pojawil sie w niej gapo-
wicz. Zasada bezstronno$ci eliminowataby jego problem. Zobowigzanie to moze zostac
utrzymane wraz z rozwojem panstwa. Celem idealnej polis jest moralne uksztaltowanie
obywateli, co stanowi wspolne przedsiewziecie. Podobnie, przy zachowaniu odpowied-
nich réznic, mozna moéwic o Atenach.

]

Interpretacje te mozna rozszerzy¢ o komentarz Vlastosa. Przytacza on jeszcze jeden
fragment z Kritona: ,Mysmy ciebie (...) obsypaly wszelkimi dobrami, jakimi§my tylko
mogty, i ciebie, i wszystkich innych obywateli...” (Pl., Cri., 51 c; Platon 1999a). Wedtug
Vlastosa, Sokrates chce w tym miejscu podkreslié, ze ,porzadek prawny Aten jest zwigz-
kiem zapewniajacym korzysci” (Vlastos 1974: 527). Postuszenstwo wobec prawa jest
formq wniesienia przez kazdego obywatela swojego wktadu we ,wspélne przedsiewzie-
cie” (collective enterprise). I dalej Vlastos stwierdza: , Korzystajac z praw obywatelskich
w panstwie takim jak Ateny, [Sokrates] u§wiadamia swoim wspoélobywatelom, ze zgadza
sie wzig¢ na siebie cze$¢ wspdlnego ciezaru oraz podejmuje si¢ bezstronnie wykonad
swoja czes$¢é, tak jak oczekuje, ze inni uczynig to samo. Niepostuszenstwo wobec prawa
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oznacza niewywigzanie si¢ z tego zobowigzania...” (Vlastos 1974: 527, podkr. — T. K.).
Jak widzimy, Vlastos méwi nie tylko o bezstronnosci, ale takze pojmuje pafistwo aten-
skie jako wspoélne przedsiewziecie. Sg to kolejne argumenty za tym, ze w Kritonie moze-
my odnalez¢ sformulowanie koncepcji politycznego zobowigzania w oparciu o zasade
bezstronnosci.

Powstaje pytanie, czy Sokrates uznawal takie zobowigzanie za decydujace. Wydaje
sie, iz nie do konca. Jako obywatel byt w stanie ponosic¢ koszty, a wiec ,wykonywac swojg
cze$¢”, ale — jak w kazdym przypadku — decydujace znaczenie ma tu ocena pod katem
sprawiedliwosci. Mowigc krotko: bezstronno$¢ tak, ale tylko wtedy, gdy nie wchodzi ona
w konflikt z naczelng zasadg zakazujacg czynienia niesprawiedliwosci. Kiedy bowiem
wtadza polis, czyli wspolnego przedsiewziecia, nakazata mu aresztowaé Leona z Sala-
miny, Sokrates nie wdawal si¢ w rozwazania nad konieczno$cig ponoszenia przez siebie
kosztéw, ale po prostu nie podporzadkowatl sie jej.

Powyzej wspomniatem o naturalnym obowigzku sprawiedliwosci, koncepcji poli-
tycznego zobowigzania, jakiej broni w Teorii sprawiedliwosci Rawls. Brzmi to paradok-
salnie, skoro miesza sie tu dwa rézne pojecia, jakimi sg pojecie obowigzku i zobowigza-
nia. Obowigzki mamy, a te dotyczgce wszystkich ludzi bez wzgledu na status czy funkcje,
Rawls nazywa naturalnymi (Rawls 1998: 162). Zobowigzania sg generowane przez dobro-
wolne podjecie dziatan lub ich zaniechanie. I wlasnie to doprowadzilo Rawlsa do uzna-
nia, Ze przy zasadzie bezstronnosci tak naprawde niewiele os6b ma rzeczywiste zobo-
wigzania do przestrzegania prawa, poniewaz nie godzg sie oni w dobrowolnym akcie na
otrzymywanie dobr ze strony panstwa. Dlatego relacje miedzy obywatelem a paristwem
buduje on na plaszczyZnie obowigzkéw, unikajac przy tym koniecznego dobrowolne-
go aktu z jego strony. Rawls stwierdzajgc jednak, ze ,kiedy sprawiedliwe instytucje juz
istniejq i stosujg sie do nas, mamy by¢ postuszni ich postanowieniom” (Rawls 1998: 458),
narazil sie na krytyke. Problem z tg koncepcjg polega na tym, Ze nie spetnia ona wymogu
partykularnosci. Rawls nie ttumaczy, co rozumie przez stosowanie si¢ sprawiedliwych
instytucji do ludzi. Biorac pod uwage nature obowiazku, wydaje sie, ze ludzie musieliby
by¢ postuszni réznym panistwom w taki sam sposéb. Nie byloby nic wyjatkowego w rela-
cji pomiedzy jednostka a jej wltasnym krajem (np. Klosko 1994).

Przywotuje naturalny obowigzek sprawiedliwosci, poniewaz, kiedy prawa w Krito-
nie poréwnuja relacje pomiedzy jednostka a polis do tej zachodzacej pomiedzy dzie¢mi
arodzicami, badZ niewolnikiem a panem, odnoszg si¢ tak naprawde do pojecia obowiagz-
ku'>. Nalezy przy tym zauwazyd, ze relacje te charakteryzuje rézny stopien zalezno$ci.
Niewolnik byl dla pana wlasciwie Zzywym narzedziem, relacje rodzinne nie charaktery-
zowaly sie tak daleko idacym podporzgdkowaniem. We fragmencie 50 d—e prawa poda-
ja jednak argumenty, ktére — jak sadze — maja dla Sokratesa najwazniejsze znaczenie.
Znajdujg one takze odzwierciedlenie we wspolczesnych koncepcjach. Po pierwsze,
prawa uczynity Sokratesa tym, kim jest. Bez nich nie pojawilby sie nawet na §wiecie. Po
drugie, odebrat wychowanie i wyksztalcenie, a wiec ma wobec praw dtug wdziecznosci.

12 Na rozréznienie miedzy obowigzkiem i zobowigzaniem w Kritonie zwraca uwage Woozley 1980: 312.
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I tak mozemy méwic o zobowigzaniu kolektywnym oraz o zobowigzaniu opartym na
wdziecznos$ci wlasnie.

W poczatkowej czesci pokazatem, jak silny byt zwigzek pomiedzy jednostkg a jej
polis dla antycznych Grekéw. Szczegdlnie jest to widoczne u Arystotelesa, do ktérego
nawigzuje wspoétczesna tradycja komunitarystyczna. Na jej gruncie podkresla sie tacz-
no$¢ czlowieka z jego panstwem. Stanowi ona odpowiedz na tak charakterystyczne dla
liberalizmu postrzeganie jednostki wylgcznie ze wzgledu na jej indywidualng autono-
mie. Stad ujecie politycznego zobowigzania jako ,zobowigzania kolektywnego (asso-
ciative obligation) ugruntowanego w przynaleznosci. Jesli jestesmy czlonkami jakiej$
grupy, jesteSmy zobowiazani ceteris paribus do podporzadkowania sie regutom, jakie
W niej panujg™s. Zanegowanie tych zobowigzan oznaczatoby cze$ciowe zaprzeczenie
wlasnej tozsamosci. Za A. J. Simmonsem (1996: 248-252) przedstawie najwazniejsze tezy
omawianej teorii oraz ich krytyke.

Po pierwsze, charakteryzuje ja antywolutnaryzm. Do zaistnienia zobowigzania nie
jest potrzebne zadne dobrowolne dziatanie. Rodzimy sie w okres§lonej spotecznosci
i funkcjonujemy w niej bez dokonywania jakichs specjalnych aktéw. Po drugie, podkre-
§la sie tu znaczenie wspdlnego doswiadczenia moralnego. Uzywajac technicznego okre-
§lenia, ktadzie si¢ tu nacisk na ,,normatywna site lokalnej praktyki”. Oznacza to, ze prak-
tyki spoteczne oraz zobowiazania, jakie sie z nimi wigzg, nie potrzebuja dodatkowego,
zewnetrznego moralnego uzasadnienia poprzez odwotanie si¢ do innych zasad, na przy-
ktad zasady uzytecznosci, bezstronnosci, czy jakiejs teorii moralnej. Po trzecie, zwolen-
nicy zobowigzan kolektywnych postugujq sie wystepujaca w Kritonie analogia pomiedzy
panstwem a rodzing. Z nig takze taczg nas relacje, ktore nie majg charakteru woluntary-
stycznego. Simmons uwaza jednak, Ze utozsamienie si¢ jednostki z jakg$ wspolnotg poli-
tyczng jest niewystarczajgce do ukonstytuowania politycznego zobowigzania (Simmons
1996: 264). Problem wigze si¢ takze z tezg o normatywnej niezaleznosci okreslonej prak-
tyki. Jesli bowiem uznamy jg za niemoralng, powstaje pytanie, czy rzeczywiscie jeste$Smy
ciggle zobowiazani do uczestniczenia w niej. Zwolennicy zobowigzan kolektywnych nie
muszg sie zgadzac z krytykg Simmonsa. Dla nas istotne jest to, ze koncepcja ta wydaje sie
najwiecej czerpac bezposrednio z tradycji starozytnych Grekéw, a argument, poréwnujg-
cy relacje pomiedzy jednostkami a pafistwem do panujgcych wrodzinie, jest ciagle nosny.

Prawa moéwig takze o tym, ze nalezy si¢ im wdzieczno$¢ za wszystkie dobra, jakie
Sokrates od nich otrzymal. Na tym dtugu wdziecznosci mialoby sie opiera¢ zobowigza-
nie do przestrzegania prawa. Pod koniec lat osiemdziesigtych XX wieku teorie tak rozu-
mianego politycznego zobowigzania rozwingt A. D. M. Walker (1988: 194). Argument,
na ktérym opiera si¢ jego koncepcja, przebiega nastepujaco:

1. Osoba otrzymujgca korzysci od X’a ma zobowigzanie wdziecznosci, by nie dzia-

ta¢ niezgodnie z interesami X’a.
2. Kazdy obywatel otrzymal korzysci od panistwa.

'3 Dagger 2007. Nalezy przy tym nadmieni¢, iz niektorzy mysliciele liberalni s takze zwolennikami zobo-
wigzan kolektywnych; np. Dworkin 2006: 198.
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3. Kazdy obywatel ma zobowiazanie wdziecznosci, by nie dzialaé niezgodnie z inte-
resami panstwa.
Niepostuszenistwo wobec prawa jest sprzeczne z interesami panstwa.

5. Kazdy obywatel ma zobowigzanie wdziecznosci do przestrzegania prawa
(Walker 1988: 205).

Koncepcja ta zostala jednak skrytykowana, poniewaz uwaza sie, iz konstytuowane
W ten sposob zobowigzanie mozna tatwo uchyli¢, to znaczy, Ze nie jest ono silnie wigzace
dlajednostki (Klosko 1989: 355). Zdaniem Kloski nie radzi sobie ona takze z problemem
gapowicza. Gdyby jedna osoba nie przestrzegata prawa, nie mialoby to Zadnego wpty-
wu na interes panstwa, a wysilek uczestnictwa w schemacie nie bylby réwno rozlozony
(Klosko 1989: 354).

Uwazam, ze argumenty bedace zapowiedzig koncepcji zobowigzan kolektywnych
oraz opartych na wdziecznosci majg najwieksze znaczenie dla samego Sokratesa i dobrze
oddaja poglady na temat relacji miedzy jednostkq a jej polis, jakie mozemy odnalez¢
u Platona czy Arystotelesa. Nalezy mie¢ jednak na uwadze, ze stosunek Sokratesa do
panstwa ateriskiego nie jest do korica jasny i stanowi przedmiot sporéw posréd badaczy.
Z jednej bowiem strony brat on udzial w wojnach i nie uchylat sie przed tym. W Obronie,
co prawda w zupelnie innym kontekscie, Sokrates méwi, ze ,,gdzie kto§ zajal swéj poste-
runek, poniewaz uznal go za najlepszy, albo zostal na nim postawiony przez swojego
dowddce, tam - jak mniemam - powinien trwaé mimo niebezpieczenstw, nie liczgc
sie z niczym, ani ze §miercig, ani z czymkolwiek innym oprécz hanby (tod aioypo?)”
(PL, Ap., 28 d; Platon 2002). Mysle, ze gdyby spytano go, dlaczego bral udzial w wojnie,
moéglby udzieli¢ doktadnie takiej odpowiedzi. Biorgc pod uwage to zdanie, mozna
powiedzied, ze czlowiek powinien by¢ postuszny panstwu, o ile nie wymaga to uczynie-
nia czego$ niesprawiedliwego. Co jest jednak podstawg tego postuszenstwa? Sokrates
z pewnosciag mogl przyjad, ze stosunek pomiedzy obywatelem a jego polis przypomi-
na stosunek dzieci do rodzicéw. Ateny uczynily go tym, kim jest. Konieczno$¢ stania
na posterunku mozna z kolei traktowac¢ jako wymog pelnego postuszenstwa takiego,
jaki charakteryzuje stosunek niewolnika do pana. Zwracam jednak uwage, ze analogia
dzieci - rodzicie = obywatele — polis nie jest juz wlasciwie potrzebna, kiedy méwi sie
o stosunku niewolnika do pana. By¢ moze nie nalezy argumentéw Sokratesa traktowac
jako szczegélnie teoretycznych, a jedynie jako wyrazenie pewnych jego intuicji. Filozof
sprzeciwiajac sie decyzjom wladzy nie stawial sie przeciez w roli niewolnika, ktérego
obowigzkiem byto pelne postuszenstwo.

Z drugiej strony Sokrates praktycznie nie opuszczal Aten i cate swoje zycie spedzit
w obrebie ich muréw. Prawa w Kritonie wyciagaja z tego wniosek, Ze ustrdj panujacy
w polis musial mu odpowiadac. Jednak to takze jest przedmiotem sporéw. Jedni uwazajg,
ze Sokrates byt zwolennikiem demokracji, inni uznaja go za jej ostrego krytyka'+. Filo-

14 Vlastos (1996) argumentuje, ze dla filozofa rzeczywiscie najlepszym jemu wspolczesnym ustrojem byt
ustrdj Aten, cho¢ dostrzegal jego wady. Z Vlastosem polemizuja E. M.Wood i N. Wood (1996). Szczegétowa
analiza stosunku Sokratesa do demokracji i oligarchii, zob. Juchacz 2004: 58-113.
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zof rzeczywiscie miat §wiadomo$¢ brakéw ustroju atenskiego, czego dobitnym przykta-
dem sg jego uwagi pod adresem politykéw w Obronie. W Gorgiaszu wspomina, ze Pery-
kles uczynit obywateli Aten ,dzikszymi”, a przez to ,niesprawiedliwszymi” (Pl., Grg.,
516 c—d; Platon 1999b). Wczeséniej wspomina, ze ,skarzy¢ potrzeba przede wszystkim
na siebie, a potem i na rodzine, i przyjaciot, i na innych, o ile by kto$ z bliskich zbrodnie
mial popetni¢, i nie ukrywaé krzywdy, ale ja na §wiatto wydobywac¢, aby winny ponidst
kare i ozdrowial” (Pl., Grg., 480 c; Platon 1999b). Troske o najblizszych Sokrates rozu-
miatinaczej, niz Kriton. Ten drugi troszczy sie bardziej o cialo, Sokrates za$ dba prawie
wylacznie o dusze. Mozna to przenie$¢ na grunt polis. Nie chce sugerowaé, ze panstwo
takowgq posiada, ale jesli powinni$my sie troszczy¢ przede wszystkim o najblizszych, by
nie czynili niesprawiedliwosci, to dbanie o polis mozna uznaé za troske o kogo$ najbliz-
szego. Jezeli trzymamy sie analogi rodzinnej, wzmacnia to teze, zgodnie z ktéra zobo-
wigzanie kolektywne mialoby dla filozofa istotne znaczenie.

Ostatnig koncepcja politycznego zobowigzania, ktéra znajduje swoje odzwierciedle-
nie w Kritonie jest teoria zgody. Prawa uwazaja, ze pomiedzy nimi a Sokratesem zostata
zawarta umowa i dlatego powinien on przestrzegac prawa. W I ksiedze Paristwa Glau-
kon stwierdza, ze zgodnie z opinig wielu prawa i — co wazniejsze — sprawiedliwos¢
powstaty w wyniku umowy miedzy ludZmi. Zarysowany przez niego proces jest prak-
tycznie powtdrzony przez Hobbesa w jego koncepcji stanu natury. Widzimy, ze kolejna
tradycja ma swoje korzenie w dialogach Platona. Btedem bytoby jednak uznanie klasycz-
nych filozoféw greckich za zwolennikéw koncepcji umowy spotecznej. Znajdowalta ona
swoje uznanie posrod czesci sofistow. Dla Sokratesa, Platona czy Arystotelesa relacja
pomiedzy jednostka a polis nie byla kontraktem, ktéry mozna bylo zerwac, lecz miata
zdecydowanie $cislejszy charakter?.

Co ciekawe, prawa nie odwolujg sie do rzeczywistego aktu dania zgody przez Sokra-
tesa. MOwia, ze jesli kto$ przebywa w Atenach, ten ,,czynem zawarl z nami umowe, ze
bedzie spelniat wszystkie nasze rozkazy” (P, Cri., 51e; Platon 1999a). Zgode trzeba wiec
rozumie¢ inaczej, jako milczgcg zgode. I tu Kriton zawiera zapowiedz kolejnego zagad-
nienia z filozofii politycznej, ktdre zostalo rozwiniete pozniej przez Locke’a. Dla niego
korzystanie z okreslonych doébr, posiadanie ziemi czy nawet samo zamieszkiwanie moga
konstytuowaé zobowiazanie do przestrzegania prawa. A wiec pewne zachowania pozwa-
lajg zalozy¢, ze kto$ zgadza sie na okreslone rzady i zobowigzuje sie do postuszenstwa.
Koncepcja milczgcej zgody spotkala sie z krytyka. Cho¢ dotyczy ona Locke’a, ma zasto-
sowanie réwniez do argumentu praw z Kritona.

Prawa podajg konieczne warunki, jakie musza by¢ spetnione, by umowa byta wigzg-
ca. Nie moze by¢ zawarta pod przymusem, strony nie mogg by¢ wprowadzone w btad,
a na podjecie decyzji powinien by¢ dany odpowiedni czas. Przywolywany wcze$niej
Simmons rozszerza te warunki. Milczenie mozna uznac za znak zgody, jesli:

< jasnejest, ze zgoda jest czyms wlasciwym i jednostka jest tego swiadoma;

< jest czas na wyrazenie niezgody, a sposob jej wyrazenia jest znany;

15 Myli sie wiec Beys (2010: 51), uznajac Sokratesa za zwolennika i glosiciela teorii umowy spoleczne;.
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< moment, do ktérego mozna zglaszac obiekcje, jest doktadnie wyznaczony

iznany;

< $rodki potrzebne do wyrazenia niezgody s3 rozsagdne, a samo wyrazenie jest

tatwe do wykonania;

< konsekwencje braku zgody nie mogg by¢ wyjatkowo negatywne dla osoby jej

niewydajgcej (Simmons 1979: 80-81).

Zdaniem Simmonsa, Locke popetnil istotny btad w swojej koncepcji. Czym innym
bowiem sgq dziatania bedace ,znakiem zgody”, a czym innym takie, ktdre ,zakladaja
zgode”. Wszelkie akty konsensualne sg ,,znakami zgody”. Posrod dziatan zaktadajacych
zgode mozemy wyrdznic:

< takie, ze przy odpowiednich okoliczno$ciach podmiot wyrazitby swojg zgode;

mozna ujaé to w postaci okresu warunkowego: gdyby podmiot zostat poproszo-
ny, to wyrazitby zgode;

< takie, ze racjonalny podmiot dokonujgc go, musi wyrazié zgode;

< takie, ze ,moralnie wigzg osobe dzialajagca do wykonania tego, do czego byla-

by ona zobowigzana wtedy, gdyby w rzeczywistosci wyrazita swoja zgode”
(Simmons 1979: 89); tak nalezy na przyklad ujmowac uczestniczenie w jakiejs
grze.

Kiedy Locke méwi o milczgcej zgodzie, ma na mysli trzeci rodzaj dziatan zaklada-
jacych zgode. Przyjecie korzysci od panstwa i odméwienie wtadzy prawa do rzgdzenia
bytoby niestuszne. Podobna koncepcje wyrazajg prawa z Kritona. Problem polega jednak
na tym, Ze sg to dzialania, ktére zakladaja zgode, a nie sg jej znakiem. Otrzymywanie
korzysci moze by¢ podstawg politycznego zobowigzania, ale na mocy zasady bezstron-
nosci, a nie milczgcej zgody (Simmons 1979: 94).

Prawa przywiazujg ogromng wage do faktu zamieszkiwania Aten przez Sokratesa.
Pokazujg takze, ze kazdy obywatel stoi przed alternatywg: albo stuchaj, albo sie wypro-
wadz. Z tego powodu uznajg one przebywanie w polis za znak zgody. Alternatywa jest
jednak dla obywateli nie do przyjecia, a wiec zlamane zostaja dwa ostatnie warunki
milczgcej zgody. Emigracja z Aten, jak i z innej greckiej polis, oznaczata w najlepszym
wypadku zycie drugiej kategorii, poniewaz wigzala si¢ z mieszkaniem w panstwie, ktdre-
go obywatelstwa si¢ nie posiada. A to wlasnie obywatelstwo bylo koniecznym warun-
kiem uczestnictwa w zyciu politycznym polis. Wybdr przedstawiony przez prawa nie jest
wiec zadnym wyborem.

Analiza mowy praw pozwolia na wyodrebnienie argumentéw stanowiacych zapo-
wiedzi wspotczesnych teorii politycznego zobowigzania. W Kritonie mozemy zaob-
serwowac probe uzasadnienia politycznego zobowigzania poprzez odwolanie si¢ do
roznych zasad. Wspoélczesdnie takze mozemy spotkad sie ze stanowiskami lgczgcymi
wymienione teorie w jedng calo$¢. Tym samym powstajg koncepcje pluralistyczne,
ktérych jednym z bardziej uznanych przedstawicieli jest G. Klosko.
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5. Wnioski

W niniejszym artykule poddatem analizie Platoniskiego Kritona. Staralem sie w nim
odnalez¢ argumenty bedace zapowiedzig wspélczesnych probleméw na styku etyki
i polityki. Bez nadinterpretacji mysli Platona mozna wykaza¢, ze poruszyl on znaczng
czes$d interesujacych nas dzisiaj kwestii. I tak doskonale zdawal sobie sprawe z konfliktu,
jaki moze sie pojawi¢ pomiedzy moralno$cig a prawem. Tym samym mozemy na gruncie
Obrony i Kritona méwic¢ o odmowie dyktowanej sumieniem, a takze o moralnej relacji,
jaka zachodzi pomiedzy panstwem a jednostks. Staralem sie wykaza¢ podobienstwo
miedzy postepowaniami Sokratesa i H.D. Thoreau. Przedstawitem takze, na jak wiele
sposobéw Platon uzasadnia konieczno$¢ postuszenistwa wobec prawa polis. Starozytnos§é
po raz kolejny okazala si¢ by¢ zdecydowanie blizej nas, niz wskazywalby na to przedziat
CZASOWY.

Na koniec nalezy podkresli¢, ze mysl samego Platona ewoluowata w omawianych
kwestiach. Zaréwno w Paristwie, Polityku czy Prawach nie ma zgody na niepostuszen-
stwo wobec wtadzy (Bookman 1972). W idealnej polis prawo nie jest w ogéle potrzebne,
a obywateli obowigzuje pelne podporzagdkowanie wzgledem wiadcéw filozoféw. Kiedy
prawa sg jednak potrzebne, to im nalezy si¢ pelne postuszenstwo, poniewaz ,nic nie
powinno by¢ madrzejsze niz prawa” (PL., Plt., 300 c; Platon 1999¢). W Prawach wszyscy
sg uznani za ich stugi.
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TOMASZ KUNINSKI Plato’s Crito on Civil Disobedience and Political Obligations

/ Krakow /
The present paper focuses on the complex relation between ethics and
politics in Plato’s Crito. While the issue is presented from a contem-
porary perspective, the problems of civil disobedience and political
obligation are the present study’s primarily concern. The issue of civil
disobedience concerns moral reasons for breaking the law, whereas
the concept of political obligation refers to a moral duty to obey the law.
When disagreeing with the view that Socrates in the dialogue argues
for an unconditional obedience to the state, the article builds on the
Apology. Subsequently, the similarities between the position of Socrates
and that of H.D. Thoreau are investigated. Finally, the paper discusses
the concept of political obligation so as to show that the argument
in the Crito anticipates several modern theories. The modern controver-
sies that this article covers are shown to play an important role in Plato’s

dialogue, as they are the basis of Socrates’ political obligation.

KEYWORDS Plato, Socrates, Crito, civil disobedience, political obligation
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Oskarzyciele
Sokratesa
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Kata 0 TIva TOXNY ab TOV ETalpov NUAY SwKpdTn 10010V
OVVAOTEVOVTEC TIVEG EI0AYOVTLY EIC SIKATTHPLOV, AVOTLOTATNY
aitiav émBalovres kal TAVIwY fKloTa ZOKpATEL TPOTHKOVTAV-
Z jakiegos zrzqgdzenia losu naszego przyjaciela Sokratesa

pewni wplywowi ludzie doprowadzili do sqdu, wytaczajgc
sprawe najhaniebniejszq i ze wszystkich najmniej mu nalezng.

Pl Ep.,325b-c

Prolog

Historia bywa tragiczna i staje sie jeszcze bardziej tragiczna, gdy na jej karty przechodza
podli i niegodziwi ludzie, zuchwali doradcy, miernota i podstawieni figuranci, ktérzy
wyrzadzajg zto osobom prawym i zaszczytnym twércom zycia duchowego. Wymownym
przykladem byli trzej oskarzyciele Sokratesa: Meletos, Anytos i Lykon, ktérzy repre-
zentowali na procesie urazonych poetéw, politykéw i retoréw. Wspomnimy tu o nich
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w kontekscie dostepnych zZrodel i literatury przedmiotu, cho¢ prawdziwym bohaterem
pozostajg dla nas nie oni sami, lecz tragiczna ofiara ich knowan i niegodziwosci'.

1. Oskarzenia o bezboznos¢

Sokrates nie byl jedynym filozofem, ktérego postawiono w stan oskarzenia o bezboz-
nos¢ i szkodliwe publicznie poglady. Wczesniej spotkato to Anaksagorasa z Klazomenaj,
Protagorasa z Abdery, Diagorasa z Melos i Prodikosa z Keos, a pdzniej po Sokratesie

takze Teodora, Stilpona, Arystotelesa i Teofrasta (Beys 2001: 157-165). Bezbozno$¢ byla

przestepstwem podlegajacym karze i stale niepokoita Atericzykéw od czasu wplywu

filozofoéw na zycie publiczne. Juz w 430 roku Diopejtes ,przedlozyt ustawe, aby scigaé

tych, ktérzy nie uznajg rzeczy boskich albo nauczajg o zjawiskach na niebie” (Plu. Per., 17).
Zatwierdzona przez zgromadzenie ludowe byla na tyle ogélna i niescisla, ze pozwalata

sedziom szeroka swobode prawna w procesie oraz co do dowodowej i merytorycznej

zasadnosci oskarzenia o bezboznos¢ (Beys 2010: 152-153).

To wtasnie powody polityczne, jak pdzniej w wypadku Sokratesa i Arystotelesa, skiero-
waly Atenczykéw przeciwko Anaksagorasowi. Ten wybitny filozof i badacz natury zostat

oskarzony przez przeciwnikow wielkiego polityka Peryklesa, ktéry byt jego przyjacielem

iuczniem® Anaksagorasa oskarzono o gloszenie bezboznych i wywrotowych pogladéw,
ze stonice jest glazem, a ksiezyc ziemig. Jak popularne musialy pozostawac¢ w Atenach

teorie Anaksagorasa po$wiadcza Platon w Apologii Sokratesa, gdzie oskarzony filozof
w rozmowie z Meletosem powiada, co nastepuje:

Zdajesz sig, drogi Meletosie, oskarza¢ Anaksagorasa i sadzisz, ze sami sedziowie nie sg na tyle
$wiatli w pismach, by nie wiedzie¢, iz ksiegi Anaksagorasa, Klazomeniczyka, pelne sg takich
wywodow? Czyz mlodzi ludzie uczg sie tego ode mnie, co naby¢é mozna wszedzie, na targu, za

jedna drachme, i wySmiewac si¢ p6Zniej z Sokratesa, gdyby je sobie przypisal (PL. Ap., 26 c-e).

2. Meletos w imieniu poetow

Przejdzmy teraz do tego pierwszego z oskarzycieli Sokratesa i jego aktu oskarzenia,
chociaz, jak wiadomo, nie byt on gtéwnym prowodyrem w tej calej rozprawie. Meletos
to kto$ mtody i nieznany, ,,z dtugimi prostymi wtosami, matg broda i garbatym nosem”,

! Zob. znakomite opracowanie prof. Kostasa Beysa z punktu widzenia prawnego, filozoficznego, literac-
kiego, historycznego i archeologicznego: H dixn tov Zwxpdrn (Proces Sokratesa), 2001 wraz tragedig filozo-
ficzna jego autorstwa pt. Qpa amévar (Pora odejsc). Dzielo ukazalo si¢ jednoczesnie w przekladzie niemieckim,
angielskim, francuskim i japoriskim. [W niniejszym tekscie podajemy strony z wersji angielskiej: The Trial of
Socrates, 2001].

2 Zob. Plu,, Per., 32; Pl. Phdr., 270 a; Decharme 1904: 141; Dodds 2002: 154-157; KeAeoiSov 1996: 91.
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jak wzmiankuje o nim Platon w Eutyfronie (2 b). Wiemy o nim tylko tyle, Ze byl kiepskim
poetg, podstawionym przez Anytosa figurantem, ktéry przeciwko Sokratesowi wniost
nastepujace oskarzenie:

Takie oto wni6st oskarzenie pod przysiega Meletos, syn Meletosa, z gminy Pitteus, przeciw-
ko Sokratesowi, synowi Sofroniskosa, z gminy Alopeke: ,,Sokrates narusza prawo: bogow
uznawanych przez polis nie uznaje, nowe jakies béstwa wprowadzajac. Narusza takze prawo,
deprawujac mlodziez. Zastuguje na kare §mierci” (D.L. IT 41; PL. Ap., 24 b; ttum. M.W.).

3. Anytos w imieniu rzemieslnikow i politykow

Anytos przemyslnie dobrat sobie wspoétoskarzycieli, gdyz obawiat sie konsekwencji
ewentualnego niepowodzenia (ryzyka poniesienia grzywny w wysokosci tysigca drachm;
PL. Ap. 36 b), gdyby jego oskarzenie uzyskalo mniej niz jedna piatg gloséw sposréd so1
sedziéw Heliai podczas rozprawy Sokratesa. Anytos to osobisto$¢ ceniona przez Aten-
czykéw; byt on zamoznym garbarzem, przywodcg demokratéw, strategiem podczas
wojny peloponeskiej (w roku 409). Nie odniést sukcesu w podjetej przez siebie kampanii,
zostat oskarzony i ponie$¢ mial konsekwencje korumpowania sedziéw. Za okrutnych
rzgdow Trzydziestu Tyranéw udal sie na dobrowolne wygnanie z konsekwencjami konfi-
skaty znacznego majatku, ktérego pomimo upadku tyranii i wlasnych staran péZniej nie
udalo si¢ odzyskac. Po powrocie do Aten znalazt sie w jeszcze bardziej nieprzyjemnym
dla siebie stanie z powodu klopotéw, jakie sprawial syn Antemion, od ktérego oczeki-
wal podjecia tej samej dochodowej kariery zawodowej, lecz mtodzieniec dolgczyl juz
do grona ,zwolennikéw syna kamieniarza Sofroniskosa”. Podobnie zresztg Sokrates juz
za mtodu wyrzekt sie zawodu swego ojca, aby poswieci¢ sie filozofii. Sokrates wyczut
duchowe zdolnosci i niepokoje Antemiona i przyjal go, jak zwykle bezinteresownie, do
swego towarzystwa milto§nikow dociekan madrosci, prawdy i prawosci.

Na prézno Anytos probowal odzyskac zaufanie i zawodowg pomoc syna; nie powio-
dlo si¢ to i dlatego skierowal swdj gniew na Sokratesa, ktéremu zarzucal zdeprawowanie
syna kosztem rzekomych wyzszych warto$ci. Wydarl wiec przemocg Antemiona z sokra-
tesowego kregu, z takim jednak skutkiem, Ze mlodzieniec wpadt w melancholie i upijat
sie dniami i nocami. Swiadectwem jego jest partia Apologii (29-31) Ksenofonta:

Podaje sie, ze widzac przechodzacego obok Anytosa Sokrates miat rzec:

— Oto maz ten jest tak dumny, jakby dokonat czego$ wielkiego i pigknego, skoro skazal mnie
na $mier¢, jako zZe jemu godnemu najwiegkszych zaszczytow powiedziatem, ze nie powinien
wychowywac syna w garbarni. Jakze on marny, rzekt dalej, nie zdawal sie wiedzied, ze kto z nas
dwoch po wsze czasy dokonal dziet korzystniejszych i wspanialszych, ten jest zwyciezca. Wszak
nadmienil, skoro Homer niektérym w ustaniu zywota przepowiada przyszlo$¢, chciatbym i ja
co$ obwiesci¢. Zetknalem si¢ bowiem kiedyz na krétko z synem Anytosa i nie wydat mi si¢
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schorzaly na duszy, totez stwierdzilem, Ze nie wytrwa on w tym niewolniczym zawodzie, jaki
mu ojciec zalecil. A nie majgc Zadnego troskliwego opiekuna, popadnie w jakas zI zadze¢ i stoczy
sie dalej w zepsucie.

— To méwiac nie mylil si¢, bo mlodzieniec zasmakowawszy w winie nie przestawat pi¢ w nocy
i we dnie. W koricu nie byto z niego zadnego pozytku ani dla miasta, ani dla przyjacidl, ani dla
niego samego. Anytos przez marne wychowanie syna i przez wlasng glupote nawet po $mierci
dozna niestawy (thum. M.W.).

Niezaleznie od przykrych dlan losow swego syna, Anytos musiat potepic¢ Sokra-
tesa jako wroga porzadku demokratycznego, z powodu niejasnego jego stosunku do
Trzydziestu tyrandw? oraz z powodu utraty swego mienia za czasoéw tyranii i nie odzy-
skania go, kiedy wreszcie powrdcil do Aten jako przywodca wygnanych demokratow.
Anytos, prowodyr catego procesu, koncentruje swe oskarzenie na Sokratesowym psuciu
mlodziezy, znajdujac najwidoczniej poklask ze strony rodzicéw zaniepokojonych szko-
dliwym i bezuzytecznym wptywem dyskusji filozoficznych na ich potomstwo i odcigga-
niem od intratnych zaje¢. Mozna przypuszczaé, ze Anytos, przez swg awersje do sofistow,
z ktérymi btednie Iaczyl Sokratesa, uchodzil za obroricg tradycyjnych wartosci i wiezi
rodzinnych*.

4.Lykon w imieniu méwcow

Trzeci sposrod oskarzycieli, Lykon, o ktérym wiemy jeszcze mniej, zgodnie ze stowami
Apologii (23 e) Platona nalezal do méwcow. Wystepowal wiec w imieniu retoréw, czyli tej
wplywowej profesji, ktora Sokrates platoniski w dialogu Gorgiasz najmniej cenit, uznajac
ja za polityczne schlebianie i niegodziwg demagogie. Wedtug Diogenesa Laertiosa (11 38)
cale to oskarzenie wstepnie przygotowal wlasnie demagog Lykon. Z kolei w Sympozjonie
(IX 1) Ksenofonta syn Lykona, Autolykos, nalezy do kregu Sokratesa, a sam Lykon na
pozegnanie tak pochlebnie sie wyrazil: ,Na Here, Sokratesie, wydajesz mi si¢ by¢ czto-
wiekiem pieknym i warto$ciowym (kaAdg ye kayaBo6g)”.

3 Upadkowi Trzydziestu Tyranow towarzyszyta wspélna amnestia dla kolaborantéw tyranéw w przestep-
stwach politycznych (Beys 2001: 173): ,0gdlna amnestia ogloszona za wszelkie przestepstwa polityczne po
upadku Trzydziestu Tyranéw, a takze przywrocenie demokracji, stanowily przeszkode w postawieniu Sokratesa
w stan oskarzenia za niedemokratyczne postepki. Stad jego przeciwnicy wysuneli ogélnikowo sformutowanie
oskarzenie, ze psul mlodziez. Stal za tym Anytos, pociagajac za sznurki. Lecz kazdy z demokratycznych obywa-
teli, ktorzy zostali wybrany do sadzenia, rozumieli to, Ze wysuniety zarzut byt tylko pretekstem, by nie naruszy¢
ustawy o amnestii”.

# Beys (2001: 170) odwoluje si¢ i do pogladu Hegla z jego Wykladéw = historii filozofii (1604 n.; Hegel 1994),
ze w zwigzku z oskarzeniem o bezboznos¢ racje mialy dwie strony: zaréwno konserwatywna czes¢ atenskiego
spoleczenistwa, ,jak i $wiadomos$¢ zwyklego myslacego cztowieka, ktora obudzita i niepokoita umyst na otwarcie
nowych horyzontéw”. Odstepstwo od wspolnej wiary religijnej stanowilo powod do oskarzen o ateizm takze
innych filozoféw, jak Anaksagorasa czy Epikura. Ten ostatni staral si¢ w swym wywodzie uwolni¢ ludzi od wszel-
kich lekow, takze tych wobec bogow. Kwestionujac jednak ingerencje bogéw w sprawy ludzkie glosil w istocie
swego rodzaju bezboznos¢ (podobnie Lucr. De rerum natura, 1 65-80; I 145).
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5. Przegrany proces i postawa Sokratesa

W zwigzku z tym oskarzeniem, w miesigcu marcu (miedzy 111 18) roku 399 przed Chr.,
w ateniskim sadzie Heliai® zaczat sie i skoficzyt w przeciagu tego samego dnia proces
siedemdziesiecioletniego Sokratesa, syna Sofroniskosa z gminy Alopeke. Sedziowie
zasiedli swych lawach i zlozyli zwyczajowq przysiege wraz z zapewnieniem, zZe beda
glosowac wytacznie co do przedmiotu rozprawy (zasada ta oczywiscie nie zawsze byla
przestrzegana). Chlodni, ,,$miali w doradzaniu” (Bpacvpfoviol — w etymologicznym
znaczeniu tego stowa), pojawili sie, ztozyli Slubowanie i zasiedli na swych miejscach
wspomniani oskarzyciele Sokratesa: Meletos, Anytos i Lykon.

Na procesie przestuchiwano tez swiadkow, ktérych, jak podaje Ksenofont w swej
Apologii (24), Sokrates napietnowal jako tamigcych przysiege i falszywie §wiadczacych
przeciwko niemu:

Wszak, mezowie, zaréwno ci, ktorzy pouczali swiadkéw i majg przysiegac falszywie, §wiad-
czac przeciwko mnie, jak i ci, ktérzy zostali przez nich przekonani, musza by¢ §wiadomi swej

wielkiej bezboznosci i nieprawosci. Mnie za$ przypada teraz mniejsze zmartwienie niz przed

wydaniem wyroku, bo nie dowiedziono mi niczego, co mialbym popetnic zgodnie z oskar-
zeniem” (tlum. M.W.).

Sokrates przyjal niesprawiedliwy wyrok ze spokojem i pogodnym usposobieniem,
jak czytamy w Kritonie (43 b) i Uczcie (216 e) Platona, by¢ moze bez potrzeby pocie-
szenia wiarg w nie§miertelnos¢ duszy’, stajac sie osobg, ktéra promieniuje ,,przepieknie
i cudownie w swym pomniku”; w tym samym himationie, ktéry nosit przez cate zycie
iteraz, Sokrates wystuchat ,,spokojnie i pogodnie” skazanie go na $§mier¢ werdyktem sadu.

W pierwszym glosowaniu przed Heliajg zabraklo trzydziestu gloséw do jego unie-
winnienia. Jednak trzydziesci ,,srebrnikéw”, cena honorowa przegrata po drugiej, wyzy-
wajacej obronie, w ktérej sugerowal sedziom, zeby zamiast wlasciwej kary przyznali mu
dozywotnie zaszczytne utrzymanie w Prytanejonie. Wniosek tak odmienit sedziow
w drugim glosowaniu, ze przeglosowali propozycje Meletosa i skazano go na $§mier¢
360 glosami przeciw 141.

Jak wiemy, Sokrates nie przystal na propozycje opuszczenia rodzimych Aten, ani
przed wyrokiem ani po wyroku $§mierci. W dialogu Platona Menon mowa jest o tym, ze
jego ucieczka do innej polis bylaby niecelowa. ,I zdajesz mi si¢ dobrze postepowac nie
oddalajgc sie stad ani drogg morskg, ani ladows. Gdybys bowiem jako cudzoziemiec

> Sad Heliai miescit si¢ w Peribolos (czworobocznym dziedzificu). Inne miejsca na Agorze zwigzane
z Sokratesem to ulica Panatenajska, Srednia Stoa, Tholos, Metroon, Stoa Zeusa Eleutheriosa, Desmoterion
(wiezienie). Zob. instruktywne mapy, rekonstrukcje archeologiczne i zdjecia w opracowaniu: Beys 2001: 32-84.

¢ Por. Arist. Rh. 1400 b 19.

7 Inaczej Beys (2010: 140-143), ktéry uwaza, ze Sokrates silnie przejety byt metafizycznym wymiarem
$mierci w obliczu stanu zblizajacej si¢ jego egzekucji, poniewaz przebywanie w wiezieniu wyolbrzymito w nim
ten stan, jak nam ukazuje go Platon, wraz przekonaniem, ze dusza jest nieSmiertelna.
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czynil co$§ podobnego w innym panstwie, bylby§ zaraz ujety jako czarownik” (Pl. Men.,
80 b; tlum. M.W).

Z dialogéw Platona mozna zrozumiec jego racje i decyzje w tak istotnej sprawie. Sokra-
tes, jak lekarz sprowadzajacy do jednej formy wiele postaci choréb, zaktada, ze kazda
poszczegdlna cnota podpada pod wspdlng jednosé, a nie pod odrebne czesci, totez Smiesz-
nie jest martwic sie, Ze sie umrze; cnota bowiem w swej calosci jest wiedza, a jej prawdziwa
warto$¢ ujawnia sie wtedy, gdy trzeba dokona¢ wyboru, podja¢ decyzje i dzialanie. Ot6z
wiedza nie przelewa sie ,z pelniejszego pojemnika do bardziej préznego, jak woda w kylik-
sach” (PL. Smp., 175 d), lecz realizuje si¢ poprzez podjecie ,pieknego ryzyka” oraz ukierun-
kowanie ku ,,temu, co najlepsze™ w cnocie (Pl. Ap., 29 e-30 a) i prawosci (Pl Ap., 32-33; Cri.,
45 d), nie za§ w tym, co najprzyjemniejsze (Pl. Grg, 521). Taki cel — wierzac, Ze nie moze
wyzby¢ sie krytycznego odparcia, ,najwiekszego z oczyszczen” (PL. Sph., 230 e) albo jak
Ajschylosowy Prometeusz wyzwolic sie z okowow poprzez szukanie azylu w innym miescie
(wszedzie s3 oligarchowie, a wiec nie przyjeto by go) — podjal wraz z warto§ciowym wybo-
rem i swg postawg; sam czesto wpajal swym uczniéw takg odwage wraz z wiedzg, czego
nalezy sie ba¢, a czego nie (odwazny boi sie upokorzenia, tchérz zas Smierci)®.

Zamiast apologii®, ktdrej nigdy nie napisal, gdyz — jak powiada Ksenofont w swej
Apologii Sokratesa — powstrzymywal go jego Daimonion, Sokrates wypowiedzial si¢
filozoficznie co do zycia i calego swego dziela: ,,pieknie postepujac i stusznie piegknym sie
stajac” (PL. Smp., 181). Oprdcz jego samowiedzy, pewnosci co do warto$ci swego naucza-
nia, podazyt drogg, ktéra kroczyt inny znakomity maz zaréwno w filozofii, jak i polityce,
Zenon z Elei, ktory, gdy wykryto spisek przeciwko tyranowi i przywotano swiadectwa,
wykazal obywatelskg odwage i zmarl bez matodusznosci. Z takim samym silnym etosem
Sokrates zapewnial, ze jest ,jednym z nielicznych Atenczykéw” czy raczej ,jedynym,
ktory tak naprawde rozprawial sie ze sztukg polityczng” oraz jedynym, ktéry uprawiat
ja, nie dla poklasku to méwiac (Pl. Grg., 521 d-e).

6. ,Nieszczesny kraj, ktory potrzebuje bohaterow”
Bertolt Brecht, Zycie Galileusza

Po wyroku, ktéry zapadl miedzy 15 kwietnia i 5§ maja, Sokrates zostal osadzony w wiezie-
niu. Wedtug Platona — stad tez ,metafizyczna” niecheé do swych sedziéw, sentencjonal-

8 Zob. Guthrie 1991: 203-204 oraz 165.

 Beys (2001: 200-201) przywoluje przyklad Kanta, ktéremu po publikacji pisma Religion innerhalb der
Grenzen der blofSen Vernunft Minister Edukacji i Wyznan w Prusach zakazal wypowiadac sie i pisa¢ na tematy
religijne, a ktory byl postuszny temu zakazowi. Zdaniem Beysa, ,takie postuszenistwo dla Sokratesa byloby nie do
pomyslenia; nie do pomyslenia byloby bowiem obnizenie poczucia wiasnej wartosci oraz odwagi, ktéra pomaga
na przekor jakiejkolwiek grozbie, nawet w obliczu zagrozenia $mierci”.

10 Sokrates po zlozeniu przeciw niemu przez Meletosa pisemnego oskarzenia (ypat}), stracit czas potrzeb-
ny na wstepne dochodzenie bez napisania ze swej strony odpowiedzi (avtiypagr] czy mapaypacpij). Wolat zajmo-
wac sie wraz z uczniami swymi zwyklymi konwersacjami (Pl. Sph., 216 a-217 a).
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na zaréwno przez ciagtosc¢ jego etyki, jak i filozoficznego nauczania — po jego $mierci
swielu bedzie takich co was do badania przywioda, ktérych ja odtad jedynie powstrzymy-
walem, a wy w ogéle tego nie zauwazyliscie. I tym bardziej beda oni dla was ucigzliwsi,
im sg mtodsi, i tym bardziej wam niechetni” (P1. Ap., 39 c-d; ttum. M.W.). Ma tez nadzie-
je, ze sprawdzi sie to, a po swym odejsciu stad do Hadesu bedzie tez w ,tam wypytywat,
jak czynil tutaj” (PL. Ap., 39n.).
Dzien po u$mierceniu Sokratesa jego przyjaciel i uczen Izokrates” z niemalym smut-
kiem przybyl wezesnym rankiem na agore ubrany na czarno®. Jak podaje Diogenes Laer-
tios (II 43), gdy juz nie bylo Sokratesa pos$réd zywych

Atericzycy wnet tak sie przejeli, Ze na znak zaloby pozamykali palestry i gimnazjony. Jednych
za§ wypedzili, a Meletosa nawet skazali na §mier¢. Sokratesa zas uczcili posagiem z brazu,
ktory wystawili w Pompejonie, dzieto wykonane przez Lyzippa. Kiedy Anytos przybyl do
Heraklei, jego mieszkancy tego samego dnia kazali mu opusci¢ miasto. Ateficzycy musieli tego

zalowac nie tylko w stosunku do Sokratesa, ale i wielu innych (ttum. M.W.).

Podobnie czytamy u $§w. Augustyna (De civ. VIII 3), Ze po haniebnym skazaniu Sokra-
tesa na $mier¢

to samo miasto Ateny, ktére go publicznie potepito, publicznie go tez optakiwalo, zwrdciw-
szy oburzenie ludu na dwdch jego oskarzycieli do tego stopnia, Ze jeden z nich przez ttum
pochwycony i zostal zamordowany, a drugi uniknat podobnej kary przez dobrowolne i wiecz-

ne wygnanie” (ttum. M.W.).

Tym pierwszym byl Meletos, a drugim Anytos, ktory mial zbiec z miasta i zostac
wypedzony z pontyjskiej Heraklei (Them. Epitaph., 239 ¢ 3), lecz nie znikna¢ na zawsze.
Podobno Anytos powrdcit i zostal znow strategiem w latach 397-396. Z kolei o losach
trzeciego z oskarzycieli, retora Lykona, niczego nie wiemy.

Z drugiej za$ strony, dwudziestoo$mioletni Platon w 399 roku przed Chr., o ktérym
wiemy z Fedona, ze w dniu u§miercenia Sokratesa byt chory, chociaz jego nieobecnos¢
mogta byla spowodowana tym, zZe nie mial odwagi ujrze¢ swego mistrza umierajgcego,
oburzony na ,schorzate” od nieprawos$ci miasto Ateny udat sie do Megary, gdzie wokot
Euklidesa zebrali sie réwniez inni przyjaciele Sokratesa.

Mniej wiecej trzy lata péZniej (396) Platon wystawi w Apologii duchowy posag
Sokratesa. Po Apologii, i wkrdtce po Eutyfronie (w ktérym chodzi o kwestie pobozno-
$ci), w Kritonie wyrazi racje, dla ktérych Sokrates nie podjat ucieczki z wigzienia whrew
poradom przyjaciét. Mniej wiecej sze$¢ lat po $mierci Sokratesa wystgpit przeciwko
niemu Polikrates z ponownym i gwaltownym oskarzeniem. Stajac w obronie mistrza
Platon tworzy jego ,,druga apologie” — dialog Gorgiasz jako requiem dla upamietnienia

11 Zob. IMawavikoAdov 1992: 191.

12 Ps.-Plutarch, Vitae decem rhetorum, Izokrates, 35.
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zycia i §mierci Sokratesa®. Nastepnie w Sympozjonie upamietni wzorzec jego filozoficz-
nego zycia, a potem w Fajdrosie i Politei (361-362) Sokrates platonski podejmie kwestie
pozorow sprawiedliwos$ci politycznej. Tak tez i tortury znosza najlepsi, gdy sg zmusze-
ni zy¢ w jakims§ ustroju, gdzie niema ,nic zdrowego” (PL. R., 496)**. Pod koniec swego
zycia w Liscie VII (341 c—d) wspomni Platon o etosie mistrza, ktéremu poswiecit swe
dzielo pisane. Przeciwnicy polityczni Sokratesa skazali niegodziwie na §mier¢ jednego
z najbardziej prawych i wartosciowych obywateli.

Z jakiego$ zrzadzenia losu naszego przyjaciela Sokratesa pewni wptywowi ludzie doprowa-
dzili do sadu, wytaczajac mu sprawe najniegodziwsza i ze wszystkich najmniej Sokratesowi

przynalezng. Jedni oskarzyli o bezbozno$¢, inni zas$ skazali na §mier¢ tego, ktéry wowczas nie

chcial mie¢ udziatu w pochwyceniu jednego z wygnanych przyjaciol, kiedy oni sami cierpieli

jako wygnancy. [...] Teraz jeszcze odczuwam zawrdt glowy (Ep., 325¢—e; ttum. M.W.).

Tak jeszcze pdzny Platon wspominal tamto przezycie!.

7. Rewizja nadzwyczajna

W greckim czasopi$mie prawniczym Evduia (ktére wychodzi réwnolegle do czasopisma
Aikn), w numerze 9 (2009), na stronach 147-151, ukazat si¢ pewien szczegélnie interesuja-
cy tekst, z frontonem «H @idogopia oto edwMio» [Filozofia na tawie oskarzonych), wraz
z tytulem «Mia andéneipa avyypovns avabewdpnons tng dikne tov Swkpdrn» [Préba
wspolczesnej rewizji procesu Sokratesa]. Autorem jest Roussos E. Papadakis, zastepca
prokuratora Sadu Najwyzszego Hellady™. Autor ten, po odniesieniu sie do przepiséw
proceduralnych Attyckiego prawa w sprawie osoby Sokratesa i jego nauk, w postepowa-
niu, ktore prowadzili Ateficzycy, podaje racje, dla ktérych nie byto mozliwe zastosowa-
nie przepiséw z art. 525 3 greckiego Kodeksu Postepowania Karnego: ,,dla powtérzenia
procesu na korzys¢ skazanego w sprawie Sokratesa”.

Przepisow, powiada zastepca prokuratora, ,nie mozna zastosowac nie tylko dlatego,
Ze miasto-panstwo tamtych sedziéw nie zostalo przywrocone, lecz takze z racji proce-
duralnych”. Czynniki, ,ktére czynig niemozliwym zastosowanie przepiséw obecnie
obowigzujacych, sg takie, ze orzeczenia sgdowe w antyku nie byly szczegdétowo uzasad-
niane, stad brak decyzji, a takze, poniewaz dostepne Zrédta nie majg charakteru praw-
nego, lecz sg historyczne...” (Papadakis 2009: 150).

13 Wesoly 2010: 24.
4 7Zob. tez KeheoiSov 1982: 38n.

!5 Por. Beys 2010: 142. Podzielam w petni poglad prof. Beysa co do wiernosci dialogéw platoniskich jako
»prawdziwego nauczania Sokratesa”; Beys 2010: 143 oraz przypis 12.

16 Tekst dostepny: www.kostasbeys.gr/articles.php ?s=48&mid=1498&mnu=4&id=25671.
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Mozna stad wnosi¢, ze z prawnego punktu widzenia sprawa procesu Sokratesa jest
przedawniona. Jednakze przedawnienie to nie dotyczy ciaglej aktualnosci wyzwan
iargumentéw filozoficznych podniesionych w samoobronie Sokratesa oraz w dialogach
sokratejskich Platona i Ksenofonta.

Z nowogreckiego przelozyt Marian Wesoty
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ANNA KELESSIDOU Socrates’ Accusers

/ Ateny /
‘We have unfortunately very little information on the three accusers of
Socrates: Meletus, Anytus, and Lycon. Notwithstanding this, the present
paper attempts to discuss the circumstances and motives that led to
Socrates’ trial. Furthermore, the article deals with Socrates’ crucial stand
after the verdict and considers the philosopher’s arguments as these have

been presented in the first tetralogy.

KEYWORDS Plato, Socrates’ trial, Meletus, Anytus, Lycon
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Why Not Escape?
On the Hostotes
in Plato’s Crito

JOANNA KOMOROWSKA / Warsaw /

1. The swarm of questions

Why does Socrates drink his hemlock? What motivates his rejection of Crito’s proposal
to escape? These and similar questions concerning the decision made by the philoso-
pher gave rise to a considerable number of scholarly inquiries as well as to a whole
array of answers. Thus, Greenberg (1965) sought the explanation in Socrates’ “heroic
temper”, while Barker (1977) argued for the decisive role of the philosopher’s elevated
moral awareness. Importantly, a great deal of scholarly discussion builds on the appar-
ent incompatibility of two accounts of civil duties in the Apology and Crito. In the Apol-
ogy (29 c-d), we see Socrates challenge his audience and, in fact, the judges with the
declaration that he will under no circumstances renounce philosophy, and that he will
continue his instructing the Athenians. In the Crito, the philosopher chooses to reject
his friend’s offer of help, and, when doing so, he implicitly accepts the death sentence.
Whilst the two dialogues are often regarded as inconsistent, various attempts to explain-
ing the inconsistency resulted in an impressive number of publications devoted to the

! Quotations from the Apology and Crito in C.D.C. Reeve’s (2005) translation. Other works quoted as they
appear on the Perseus Project database.
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issue.* The present paper will seek to contribute to this line of inquiry. When trying to
ascertain why Socrates chooses to die, the article will suggest that taking into account
the then Athenian customs and rituals may contribute to a better understanding of the
dialogue. My primary assumption, an assumption shared with many works on the Crito,
is that the dialogue is naturally connected with the Apology and, (albeit possibly less
closely), with the Euthyphro? After all, Socrates’ death is, at least in Crito’s eyes, a “natu-
ral”, though avoidable, consequence of his trial.

The context

It seems rather uncontroversial to assume that the arguments in the Crito necessarily
relate to those of the Apology.* We know that one of the two charges brought against
Socrates was that of aoéPeia (the philosopher does not revere the gods of the state). In
sharp contrast to this, Socrates insists during his defense that all his philosophical activ-
ity was conducted in service to the Delphic god. Thus, he claims that it was a fulfillment
of his divinely sanctioned mission and, thereby, an act of piety. Hence, he purports not
only that his philosophical activity was agreeable to the gods, but also that refraining
from it would have been tantamount to disobeying the divine command, and, thereby, to
committing an act of impiety (this may constitute a link with the Euthyphro, a dialogue
expressly dealing with the nature of pious and impious acts).

Consequently, in the Apology, Socrates’ persistent questioning of the established
norms and his apparent disrespect for the Athenian authorities is portrayed as a divine
mission: it is supposed to constitute an act of utmost piety.’ The question returns in the
Crito, the dialogue which in its own way may contain an implicit answer to the funda-
mental question posed by the Euthyphro, but at the same time, responds to the charge
leveled against the philosopher. In a striking tour de force, Socrates’ rejection of Crito’s
escape plan, a rejection which entails acceptance of the death sentence, becomes an act
of piety and obedience to the atptot vépot, thus providing an implicit answer to the
dilemma of the Euthyphro.

2 'The contribution by Kraut (1984) is probably the most important one.

% Ido not wish to regard the three as a continuous “story”, or to view the Crito as nothing more than
a follow-up on the Apology. The three dialogues are certainly linked by the setting (as far as they deal with the
legal turmoil resulting in Socrates’ death); moreover, they also share a deep concern for the issue of justice (as far
as they deal with the problem of just conduct, the relation between justice and piety, etc.). Yet, they do not form
a unified and continuous structure: there are diverse subtle shifts in focus and numerous perplexing discrepan-
cies. Consequently, the three dialogues should rather be perceived as a trilogy rather than a unity.

4 There seems to be, however, an important point that separates Apology from all other dialogues: the
subject and the very mise en scene of the Apology are limited and defined by everything that actually took place
in the court. Thus, we may assume that the main features of Socrates’ speech reflect those of the actual apology.
In the Euthyphro and Crito, on the other hand, the limitations are considerably fewer, and we may expect more
creativity on Plato’s part.

> The point is made repeatedly in the dialogue, most clearly in the already mentioned Apol. 29 ¢ - d.



Why Not Escape? On the Hostotes in Plato’s Crito m

Even from a purely literary point of view, this is a masterly move, as the acceptance
of the verdict undermines its very foundation: Socrates’ death and his obedience to the
laws effectively undercuts the impiety charge. Also, it refutes the charge of corrupting
the youth: while the philosopher dies in obedience to the verdict, he at the same time
recognizes the authority of the Athenian institutions. When embracing death, Socrates
appears to recognize a consummate obligation that binds him to the land and its gods.
We shall return to this in the course of our further considerations.

The duties of an Athenian

While Richard Kraut’s magisterial work Socrates and the State is clearly the most compre-
hensive treatment of the dialogue, it elies on several assumptions that can be challenged.
Indeed, several important objections were raised by Bostock (2005: 221-223). As for
myself, I would like to add two more reservations. First of all, Kraut’s treatment assumes
that the lack of references to the ephebic oath before the fourth century BC entails that
there was no such thing in Socrates’ youth, and thus that the wording of the oath has
no bearing whatsoever on the argument contained in the Crito.° The other assumption,
a point well noted by Ober, concerns the identity of the Laws as they appear to the philos-
opher: Kraut seems to reject the possibility that what we we are dealing with here is an
incarnation of the actual laws of Athens, i.e. the result of 399 BC vote.

As for the first assumption, even though we have no evidence to support a claim that
the oath was necessarily functional at the time of Socrates’ death, one has to allow for
the impact it might have had on the Athenian understanding of the Platonic dialogue at
the time of its composition.® Similarly, I assume that regardless of the exact time of its
introduction into the Athenian usus, the oath specified the general expectations that the
political body of Athens had of its members and that the image of citizen it promoted
reflected the more general and widespread preconceptions of ‘a good Athenian’.? One

¢ Compare Kraut 1984: 152, n. 1.

7 On the issue see Ober 1998: 187, n. 59. Interestingly, the issue attracted some attention in the work of
Harte (2005), who noted that the identity of the Laws seems to fluctuate and change from the actual laws to the
more generalized, postulative entity. The issue at stake is complicated by the date of the dialogue: at the time of
its composition, the matplot vopoy, i.e. the laws of Athens would certainly be perceived as a specific code of law.

8 For a study of the presence of the oath in the fifth-century Athens compare Siewert 1975. For a possible
influence of the oath on the Platonic portrayal of the trial of Socrates (more precisely, on Apology 28 d 6-29a 1)
see Margalit Finkelberg’s Plato Apology 28d6-29al and the ephebic oath, of which an outline is available online
at the following address: http://www.apaclassics.org/AnnualMeeting/05mig/abstracts/Finkelberg.html (accessed
15Nov. 2011).

° Lycurgus’ Against Leocrates provides us with an interesting passage: “It was for this reason, gentlemen
of the jury, that all the Greeks exchanged this pledge at Plataea, before taking up their posts to fight against the
power of Xerxes. The formula was not their own but borrowed from the oath which is traditional among you. It
would be well for you to hear it; for though the events of that time are ancient history now we can discern clearly
enough, in these recorded words, the courage of our forbears” (80). Manifestly, the speaker relates the formula
used in 479 BC to an ancient paradigm: surviving in the speech, the oath secures obedience to the leaders in
battle, steadfastness, piety and, interestingly, remembrance of the danger the barbarian threat posed to Greek


http://www.apaclassics.org/AnnualMeeting/05mtg/abstracts/Finkelberg.html
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/entityvote?doc=Perseus:text:1999.01.0152:speech=1:section=80&auth=perseus,Plataea&n=1&type=place
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may also note that the political upheavals of the late fifth century, with the introduction

of the oligarchic rule and, even more importantly, with the oppression wrought by the

Sparta-sponsored tyrants, would have resulted in particularly pronounced emphasis on

an image of model citizen: the reviewing and promulgation of the Athenian law code at

the very close of the century™ involved, after all, an immense effort of political and juridi-
cal reflection and one may imagine that the process would be performed with the view
to securing a well-functioning and stable political organism as well as with the view to

influencing and shaping the behavior of citizenry in an well-defined manner. To put it

differently: any review and promulgation of the Athenian laws would be effective and,
indeed, possible only if the politicians made several assumptions concerning the citizenry,
citizenship and, finally, the way a citizen behaves with respect to the mdtpiog moArteia.
It seems natural enough that issues such as rejection of Aurotagia, fidelity to the law and

to the moAutela itself, or loyalty to yi mdtpiog were included in the promoted civic ideal.
Furthermore, it seems reasonable to assume that this ideal would stand very much the

same throughout the Classical period.

Now, the ephebic oath was handed down to us in the following form:"

The ancestral oath of the ephebes, which the ephebes must swear. I shall not bring shame upon
the sacred weapons nor shall I desert the man beside me, wherever I stand in the line. I shall
fight in defence of things sacred and profane and I shall not hand the fatherland on lessened,
but greater and better both as far as I am able and with all. And I shall be obedient to whoever
exercise power reasonable on any occasion and to the laws currently in force and any reason-
able put into force in future. If anyone destroys these I shall not give them allegiance both as
far as is in my own power and in union with all, and I shall honour the ancestral religion.
Witnesses: the Gods Aglaurus, Hestia, Enyo, Enyalios, Ares and Athena Areia, Zeus, Thallo,
Auxo, Hegemone, Heracles, and the boundaries of my fatherland, wheat, barley, vines, olives, figs.

The oath, intended to preserve the democracy in its Athenian form and, naturally
enough, to preserve the Athenian state itself, was sworn by male Athenians on the brink
of their adulthood and, as it is manifested by the wording, spelled out the city’s expecta-
tions with respect to its citizen body and, by implication, the most basic duties a citizen
had toward his toAic. One notes that the ideas contained in its wording are well attested
in the fifth century literature® a circumstance manifesting the essential universality of

freedom. Clearly, the provisions securing steadfastness in battles and observance of burial (and hence, religious)
customs remain of paramount interest at that point, as does the very fact that Lycurgus invokes something like
an established custom.

10 On the 410-399 BC revision compare Hansen 1999: 172-175 and, briefly, Ober 1998: 186-187.

' The text is quoted as it appears in P.J. Rhodes and Robin Osborne, Greek Historical Inscriptions
404-323 BC (Oxford, 2007). For a discussion of the text see also Siewert 1977.

12 An echo of the concept of Autotagia as failure to comply with one’s duties to the oAl appears in the
Euripidean Phoenissae 991-1005 and Erechtheus f. 360 Cropp. The idea that a true citizen takes an active interest
in the concerns of the city goes back to the Solonic law (with regard to latter compare the recent discussion of
Van’t Wont) and is manifestly present in Periclean epitaph (‘Thuc. II 37), while an acute rejection of those who
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the formula. Indeed, even if the actual oath was unknown earlier, its wording reflects

something of the deeply felt attachment to the inherited tradition, to the land and its

vépot so famously applauded in the funerary speech of Pericles when speaking in honor
of the fallen during the first year of the Peloponnesian war.” One should remember that
the very sentiment that every citizen should strive to preserve and uphold the democratic

rule had motivated the introduction of the dotpakioudg, an institution designed with

a view to securing the stability of the Athenian moAtteia. Also, a promotion of active or
conscious citizenship understood as responsibility toward the méAg rather than any other
nuclear entity is quite likely to figure among the reasons motivating the Kleisthenian

division of gpuAai. Equally importantly, Solon, often considered to be the founding father
of the Athenian moAtteia, emphasized the importance of civil interest in the communal

(political) welfare when banning neutrality in case of civil war: a citizen must take inter-
est in the matters affecting their m6Aig."* Indeed, even if we admit that the oath as it is

known from the Acharnian inscription was absent from the earlier political sphere, we

are far from lacking evidence that it describes the civic ideal well known in the earlier
epoch. Moreover, even if we reject the idea of its earlier introduction, it is still tempting
to link the emergence of its canonized form into the Athenian public life with the rewrit-
ing of the law code. Thus understood, the oath becomes a visible symbol of the renewed

order of the polis and democracy resurrected after the fall of the Thirty.

The lawful verdict

What we have to understand is that Socrates, as portrayed in Crifo, has been sentenced to
death in the formal court of law, the verdict supported by the vast majority of the chosen
jurors. Hence, in the eyes of the law, as it governs the Athenian state and as it has been
accepted by the citizen body, he did deserve the punishment. Furthermore, he failed to
persuade the court that his guilt could be assuaged by anything less severe than the capi-
tal punishment. The lawful verdict has been returned and he is about to die. There is noth-
ing to save him, except for the escape, the possibility of the latter being arranged by his
friends and involving, as it stands, an act of corrupting a public servant. As Crito strives
to persuade Socrates to choose the latter solution, and as the philosopher attempts to

transgressed against the state is mirrored in the fate of Megacles’ party as described by Plutarch (Solon XII 4).
For the loyalty to the legal order of the city see the insightful comment of Gagarin (1986: 80): “[...] the very
fact of enacting a set of laws for a particular polis would enforce the idea that those who belonged to that polis
were specially characterized by an obligation to obey those laws as well as by a claim on the protection offered
by them.”

3 Compare Thuc. II 37.

% On the rule, compare Plu., Solon, 20. Characteristically, the communal, or political reasons underlying
the norm do not go unnoticed by the Cheronean, who notes: “He wishes, probably, that a man should not be
insensible or indifferent to the common weal, arranging his private affairs securely and glorying in the fact that
he has no share in the distempers and distresses of his country, but should rather espouse promptly the better and
more righteous cause, share its perils and give it his aid, instead of waiting in safety to see which cause prevails.”
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persuade his friend to desist from his quest, the discussion turns inevitably to the impor-
tant issues of justice, lawfulness, legal order, and to the relation between a man and their
community. Due to the peculiarities of the setting, it becomes a debate which contrasts
self-preservation and upholding of the law, the contrasting expectations which a house-
hold and the community have with regard to an individual.’s And it is into this debate
that Socrates introduces the Laws themselves, the Laws ‘as they are’, indeed, the Laws
as these are to be obeyed by every Athenian citizen, the contract cemented by an oath,
with its inherent formula: And I shall be obedient [...] to the laws currently in force and any
reasonable put into force in future.” To escape obedience of a legal norm and to remain
amodel citizen an individual would either have to try and change the norm in question
or, in cases posing a particular danger to the community, to try and abolish the contested
degree (as in a ypagn) mapavouwv case).® And one has to remember that Athens were not
adverse to change, provided it could be persuasively defended: there was an established
review process, intended to secure the renewal and the effectiveness of the legal system,
while considerable care was exercised when securing the official and intrinsically legal
ways in which an individual could contest the law, he deemed damaging or unjust. And
by the Athenian standards, if such a claimant failed to achieve his objective (i.e. failed to
persuade the assembly about the unjust, damaging or corruptive nature of the given legal
norm), then he had to conform to the existing legal order.

For Crito, as for many, it is the justice of the verdict that counts. Considering the
sentence to be substantially wrong, he is inclined to ignore its formal validity and argues
for Socrates’ escape as for a perfectly justified option (this, however, means that he
accepts the principle effectively rejected by Socrates, i.e. he assumes that acting unjust-
ly is justified if one is acting in response to some injustice'?). For Socrates’ embodied
Laws (regardless of the problem concerning the identity of their views with those of the
philosopher, or, for that matter, of the fact that the Laws would probably be in agreement

15 These peculiarities are well stressed by Ober (1998: 179) who duly emphasizes the finality of the choice
(the discussion cannot be repeated at another time), and also pays some attention to the impact of the physical
setting of the scene, located within the confines of the “public place” (to demosion, i.e. prison).

16 Tt was certainly strengthened by the oath in the times of Lycurgus, who could proudly claim in his Against
Leocrates: The power which keeps our democracy together is the oath (79). His prosecution of Leocrates reflects
the pro-civic ideology of his times, and openly supports the belief that citizen’s duty toward his country is to
be considered sacred and, moreover, that the welfare of the political community is dependent on the effort of
every single member.

7" One notes that the custom of confirming the legal constitution of Athens with an oath dates back to the
Solonian constitution, compare Arist. Const. Ath. 7: “he established a constitution and made other laws, and
they ceased to observe the ordinances of Draco, except those relating to homicide. They wrote up the laws on
the Boards and set them in the Royal Colonnade, and all swore to observe them.”

'8 Compare Ober 1988: 186-187, Hansen 1990: 171-185. A process by which a law was officially challenged
is described by Demosthenes (24. 20-23).

% An additional complication may be related to the fact that Socrates’ choice would be made on delibera-
tion: while acting unjustly under the onslaught of an emotion (particularly anger) would be regarded as under-
standable even if inconsiderate (indeed, it is generally thought that anger forms a natural response to what is
perceived as unjust), committing an injustice upon deliberation is far from acceptable throughout Greek history
(on the issue compare Konstan 2006: 41-77 and Harris 2002: 339-362.



Why Not Escape? On the Hostotes in Plato’s Crito 175

with Crito as far as the limited ban on wrongdoing is concerned*?), the situation is vastly
different: since the formal requirements have been satisfied, they argue in favor of suffer-
ing the imposed penalty. In defense of their stand, they invoke the so called contractual

argument, emphasizing the claim a méAg has over its citizen who was effectively reared

and nurtured within the framework ofits political and legal order.** Also, they invoke the

consensual argument: by choosing not to leave Athens and to conduct all his business in

the city Socrates agreed to uphold the legal order of his m6Aig. Moreover, he had his sons

brought up in the same political milieu, thus, proclaiming his approval of the respective

mohwteia. In choosing to escape, he will effectively renege on his prior assent, implicitly

rejecting the validity of the political order he manifestly embraced throughout his life, an

act constituting a breach of the universally acknowledged bond between a citizen and its

city. Viewed against the mirror of the fifth century literature, an individual acting on an

unshakeable belief in his righteousness and proclaiming himself exempt from the rule of
the law because of the alleged superiority of his understanding remains not only a highly
problematic figure, but also a challenge to the democratic system, and, possibly, a threat

to the society that breeds him.*

The tragic link

We know Plato to have been well acquainted with the then tragic literature - several
of his dialogues remain deeply indebted to the Euripidean drama:* perhaps it would
be worthwhile to consider the possibility that both Socrates and Plato take a stand
in a political debate manifesting itself in tragedy.>* This entails considering the Crito
against the mirror of the Sophoclean drama and comparing Socrates with a heroic
protagonist of Antigone’s type: a person whose sense of rightness induces her or him
to challenge the acknowledged legal order.> The Sophoclean hero, standing to some

20 On the issue compare Harte 2005. It is worth emphasizing that I share Harte’s reservations concerning
the genuineness of the Laws’ speech - it is at best risky to assume that their speech reflects Socrates’ own views
merely on the grounds of his having introduced the Laws into his considerations.

21 Since the intricacies of the argument were discussed by Kraut (1984: 115-148) it seems hardly necessary
to indulge in a similar discussion at this point.

22 Knox (1964) remains a fundamental work on the problem. His emphasis is on Sophocles and the unbend-
ing character of the latter’s heroes; yet, it is easy to understand that moral superiority would always remain
a problem in a city which claimed to rely on the will of the many.

% The dependence is particularly pronounced in the Gorgias (on the issue compare Nightingale 1992), but
transtextual references are not uncommon in the other dialogues.

24 The possibility is emphasized by the Laws’ description of the evil of exile, a description making a consid-
erable use of a number of fopoi attested in the fifth century literary work. Thus, the image of exile as tanta-
mount to slavery (53 e: live by currying favor with every man and acting the slave) revokes Polyneices’ descrip-
tion of his fate in the Euripidean Phoenissae 389-407. Characteristically, losing freedom of speech (parrhesia)
is mentioned as the very worst consequence of an exile (Pho. 391) and, subsequently, as a feature of slavery
(by Jocaste in v. 392).

% One has to remember that the prohibition of a burial as applied to deceased traitors was not unknown in
Athens. In fact, it formed a recognized practice (one may mention the fate of Megacles’ followers, as described
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extent apart from the masses, remains a law unto himself: his unyielding maintenance

of the norms he considers superior to any edict promulgated by man creates a crisis that

ultimately destroys him or herself and deeply affects the community concerned. In the

essence, however, such a hero is unable to act in any other way: Ajax, as long as he is

Ajax, cannot accept the unanimous verdict of the army, whereas Antigone, being Anti-
gone, cannot yield to Creon’s demands. The very inflexibility of their moral stand is an

element mirrored in Socrates’ adamant upholding of the choices he has made in his life,
such as, to adduce the possibly most famous example, his refusal to obey the court should

the latter acquit the philosopher, but made the acquittal dependent on his renouncing

the practice of € eyyog (PL. Ap. 29 c-30 ¢). Yet, symptomatically, his decision is made

(unlike those in the Sophoclean drama) with a view toward the good of the community,
indeed, with a view of ‘making people better’. Thus, the important point is that unlike

the Ajaxes or Heracleses, Socrates chooses to destroy himself rather than the norm and

the polis, and. Thus, his act of heroic defiance leads him to stand by the legal order of the

city (or, depending on the reading, by his own moral ideal) even as the decisions of the

latter prove to be his undoing.>

This, however, is not all: his hypothetical defection could wreck the city, as it would

provide an example of one who deems himself above the law, or at the very best, an

example of one who refuses to recognize the authority of a lawfully passed sentence.”
This is not a mere detail, even if we agree that the city will not suffer damage unless

anotably larger number of citizens choose to disregard its legal order.® Still, we do know,
for Socrates is quite emphatic on this point both in the Apology and in the Crito, that
his whole adult life was dedicated to educating the Athenians.* This education was

his divinely ordained mission, an act of deep piety - both with regard to his homeland,
which he sought to make better (as it was a duty of every citizen, as clearly stated in the

surviving text of the oath), and with regard to the gods, on whose authority he was acting
(in conformity with the ‘honour the ancestral religion’ postulate). Ironically, the quest

resulted in the impiety charge. Yet, the question seems to be, whether enouncement of
the law (as manifested by rejecting the death sentence) would contribute to a Verbesse-
rung of the téAig and its citizenry. This is an important point, for it seems that Socrates

by Plu., Solon, X1I, 4). Hence, it is rather Antigone’s refusal to conform to the norm that stands out in the play.

% In essence, neither Antigone nor Ajax recognizes the authority of decisions they consider unjust: mean-
while, Socrates seems to recognize the legality and the authority of the sentence even if he considers it unjust
(which is also true of his personified Laws).

¥ Now, one has to appreciate the weight of this possibility: the person most famously believed to be exempt
from the legal order of his own country is the Persian king (as portrayed in the Aeschylean Persae).

28 Ttis in this respect that one has to consider the possibility that in escaping, Socrates will do ‘his utmost’
to harm the city, that the damage to the legal order will be such as it is in his power to inflict - a point high-
lighted by Barker (1977) that brings to mind the formula used, albeit in reference to military effort, by Lycurgus,
in Leocr., 63-64.

» Indeed, in the Apology he refuses to desist from his strivings even if such a renouncement were to guaran-
tee his being acquitted (one has to remember, however, that his declaration is rendered empty by the intricacies
of the Athenian court system: there is no possibility of one being released from charges brought against him on
the condition of an appropriate behavior in the future, a point rightly stressed by Kraut 1984: 13-17).
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strives to persuade Crito that his death is an act of piety on par with his past search for
the sage and the € eyyoc practice. As it was in the case of the impiety charge, there is
a profound irony to the issue: contrary to every expectation the polis stands to gain by
loosing Socrates, not by keeping him alive (which seems to be his point in the Apology).*°
Similar irony underlies the circumstance mentioned by the Laws themselves: any attempt
to avoid the sentence once it has been passed (its justice, one should remember, is not at
issue — the Laws actually admit that the guilty verdict was materially unjust) will effec-
tively furnish an incontestable proof of Socrates’ guilt.*

At this point, it might be useful to invoke the principal issue of the Euthyphro, the
dialogue that leads the two participants into massive disagreement on the subject of piety.
But is it only piety that is at stake? Euthyphro reports his father because of this latter’s
responsibility for a slave’s death (actually for a murderous slave’s death). Being left to
starve, bound and at the mercy of the elements, the slave died in circumstances strikingly
redolent of the Athenian apotympanismos,’* suggesting that the issue at stake might be
the neglect of the legal process when meting out the punishment.”® Thus, the dialogue
highlights certain complications intrinsic in a legal system, a system in which what is
lawful interferes with what is just. Euthyphro’s actions are surely lawful: the problem is
how they can be just, if, at the same time, they effectively violate the common assump-
tions concerning the father-son relationship. The latter is an interesting point, for the
Laws will invoke the very relationship in their address to Socrates in the Crito.>* Yet,
while the point is worth discussing, such a discussion will have to be postponed: for now
it suffices to note that the legal vs. just debate reverberates throughout the three dialogues,
the conflicting obligations being of paramount importance for their respective debates.
Also, the Euthyphro introduces the religiosity theme: what may be termed religio legis in
the Crito was effectively foreshadowed by the religio deorum undercurrent in both the
Apology and the Euthyphro.

3 To this one could add another point: in the Apology Socrates attaches a considerable importance to the
sudden silence of his daipéviov, the internal voice that used to keep him from any harm (in the sense of “harm
for Socrates himself”, i.e. his committing injustice). By contrast, he emphasizes the divinity of the ‘elenchus’
command, the part played by a deity in life-choices. This may lead one to consider the guilty verdict as being to
some extent a part of the universal pattern of things, to be judged by gods alone. In such a case, the personified
Laws may be taken to be a manifestation of a daimonic voice (after all, their intervention is negative one, for they
aim to prevent Socrates from doing something rather than to persuade him to do something), hence the voice
warning Socrates away from a possible injustice (a possibility strengthened once we consider the wording of
Crito 54 d: “this is what I seem to hear, as the frenzied dervishes of Cybele seem to hear the flutes, and this sound
of these words re—echoes within me and prevents my hearing any other words”), and death comes as a continu-
ance of a duty imposed by Apollo in Delphi.

31 PL. Crito 53 b—c: “You will also confirm your jurors in their opinion, so that they will think they judged
your lawsuit correctly. For anyone who undermines laws might very well be considered a corruptor of young
and ignorant people.” In a way, the reference to something like ‘the general opinion’ or ‘people’s opinion’ mirrors
Crito’s concern for his own good name, thus constituting an implicit answer to the related argument (cf. P, Crito,
44 c). Yet to limit oneself to this interpretation alone seems somewhat simplistic.

3 Compare Gernet 2004.
% And, as argued by Allen (2000: 18-19), this neglect could be considered criminal.

3 PL, Crito, 50 d sq. On the importance of the nurture issue compare below.



178 Joanna Komorowska / Warsaw /

The military link

Next, it might be said that Socrates’ rejection of the escape plan bears traces of refusing
an option similar to Autota&ia, desertion from one’s post. It is important to understand
that abandoning the latter forms a danger to every single soldier in the line and, hence,
throughout classical antiquity it was perceived as a major crime against one’s city.’ Liter-
ally, A\urotaia means an escape from one’s designated post in the battle, hence, given the
peculiarities of the pedestrian army, the destruction of paiay¢ expresses damage both
to those neighboring in the line and to the tactical arraignment of the army in general.
It also poses a major threat to the safety of the méAig, for the pdAay€, once broken, is
particularly hard to reassemble, a circumstance that made its stability into a considerable
concern to both lawgivers and politicians.’* As Plato emphasized Socrates’ military expe-
rience in other dialogues, and, most tellingly, in the Apology itself (28 e), we may safely
assume that such an analogy would come quite natural to the minds of both the author
and his hero¥. Strikingly, in Socrates’ defense speech the military simile serves to empha-
size the obedience and loyalty versus the divine command, thus, endowing the thank-
less task of ‘making people better’ with a military luster. Here, in contrast, it acquires
a meaning far more literal, referring to the actual abandonment of Athens understood as
a destined post in battle. Thus, while a refusal to follow the established and recognized
legal order becomes tantamount to an act of defection, the consequences of the latter
appear more tangible: an act of disobedience constitutes a breach in the legal defenses
securing the city’s welfare. Like a chink in otherwise splendid structure it harms the
whole, but, possibly more importantly, it ultimately harms the perpetrator.®® Regardless
of the superiority so characteristic of Socrates’ moral stand as described by Barker (1977),%
this point would probably be clear to both Crito (the internal addressee of Socrates’ argu-
ment) and to Plato’s reader (the external audience of the dialogue). Consequently, it may
be argued that it is always wrong to harm the existing order — wrong objectively and from

% One may invoke Lycurgus, In. Leocr., 63-64: “For if they admit that he deserted his country, once they have
granted this, let them leave it to you to determine the seriousness of the offence; and even if he has committed none
of these crimes, surely it is madness to say that this one man could cause no harm. Personally, gentlemen, I think the
opposite is true: the safety of the city rested with this man. For the city’s life continues only if each one guards her by
personally doing his duty and if a man neglects his duty in a single aspect, he has, unwittingly, neglected it entirely.”

3¢ On the importance of the phalanx and its contribution to Greek political thought compare
Bravo & Wipszycka-Bravo 1988: 189-211.

37 In the Apology the mention of Socrates’ military experience may be endowed with a particular impor-
tance: the dotpateia forming a standard rebuke against active politicians, who were frequently seen as actively
avoiding military duty, a mention of honorable performance in battle emphasizes Socrates’ claims concerning
political/juridical inexperience (on the issue of dotpateia compare Christ 2001).

3 One is reminded of Socrates’ paradoxical assertion in the Apology, where it is claimed that the Athenians,
though persuaded the harm was his, were ultimately harming themselves (P1. Apol. 30 c: “For know that if you
kill me, I being such a man as I say I am, you will not injure me so much as yourselves”).

¥ It must emphasized that I agree with his conclusion that the principal reason for Socrates’ rejection of
escape is his belief that one should never commit injustice (or perpetrate an act that is @8wov).
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the ‘egoist’ point of view.*® Clearly, this condemnation is not leveled at just any attempt
to question that order - yet, there are acts so harmful in their nature that they are entire-
ly unacceptable (treason, desertion, sacrilege). Further, a fact of particular importance
given the occasional reservations expressed by modern scholars, one may infer that there
are also persons of such moral stature that even their minor concessions to what remains
unsanctioned would count as harmful to the community (due to the very circumstances
so aptly described in the Apology, Socrates is such an individual).* Additionally, one may
consider the Socratic argument as a mirror image of the principle famously invoked by
Athens’ original lawgiver, Draco in whose opinion all transgressions were tantamount
to a breach of the established order. If we recall that the citizen body of fourth centu-
ry Athens was effectively bound by an oath enforcing obedience to the mdtpiot vopot,
a transgression against the sworn law would be seen as an act of oath-breaking. After all,
to quote the fourth century orator, Lycurgus: “The power which keeps our democracy
together is the oath. For there are three things of which the state is built up: the archon,
the juryman and the private citizen. Each of these gives this oath as a pledge, and rightly
so” (In. Leocr., 79). Hence, in breaking the law, one effectively violates the agreement
with the Beoitdtpioy, i.e., the gods who witnessed one’s pledge, thus committing an act
of intrinsic impiety,** an act all the more impious, if one’s acts violate the express provi-
sions of the previously given oath. This fact is of considerable significance if we try to
uncover Socrates’ motivation. As he was charged with impiety, it seems important that
his choice allows him to escape a behavior that would be perceived as impious by the
Athenian public: to perjure yourselfis, after all, an impiety par excellence, and perjury
could be taken as a conclusive proof of the charge leveled against the philosopher.*
AsItried to indicate above, a conscious transgression against the legal order under-
stood in the radically Athenian terms may be regarded as the summa of all harm that
may be inflicted on the city by an individual, a perspective which necessarily influences
the actual perception of Socrates’ possible escape. And as the ancient sources support
the claim that individual acts of disobedience may be regarded as damaging to the legal
structure of the polis,** the modern reservations seem weakened - even though we may
wonder whether the Crito does not implicitly question this accepted truth in describing

“ The latter view is supported by Penner (2005: 187-188) who forcefully advocates the teleological reading
of the Crito, as firstly, consistent with the disobedience threat formulated in the Apology, and, secondly, compat-
ible with Socrates eudaimonistic philosophy.

41 At this point it seems particularly important to recall that we are dealing with Plato’s rendition of the
events leading to his teacher’s death.

2 Tt is crucial to note that for Lycurgus, divine wrath descends on perpetrators of any crime, not only those
guilty of attempting to overthrow the democratic rule (In. Leocr., 79)

# Compare Mikalson (1991: 167): “To commit perjury was ‘to sin against gods’ (S. frag. 472R) and might
suggest that the perjurer no longer held conventional beliefs about the gods.”

# Certainly, we know that the view advocating individual’s responsibility regarding the preservation of
the established politeia is not something foreign to Plato’s own philosophy: after all, he would have no discord-
ant voices in his ideal city. The Crito’s connection with the other dialogues of Plato receives some attention in
Sauvé-Meyer 2009: 374-375.
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the Laws as buzzing in Socrates’ head and, thereby, obliterating any argument to the
contrary. In the end, a concern for the city he served throughout his life wins the day and
Socrates decides to die in his obedience to the verdict decreed by the citizen body, the
same body that he strove to defend through his valor and improve through his elenchus.

Conclusions

To summarize: it is my belief that from a cultural perspective, there is no contradic-
tion between the claims made in the Apology and in the Crito. Socrates hypothesized
refusal to renounce philosophy* and his actual refusal to embrace unjust means of saving
his own life constitute two facets of a deeply pious attachment to the divine. After all,
in his chastising the Athenians, the philosopher obeyed a divine command. Now, he
refuses to violate an arrangement that may be perceived as sanctioned, and certainly
witnessed by the gods. The introduction of the personified Laws may thus be seen as
a device introduced with the intent of reminding the addressee of their civic obligations
as recognized by the Athenians: they are the Laws that guarantee their freedom and
survival, but also, not the least importantly, the laws that every citizen swears to obey and
uphold.*f In recognizing the essential connection between the two dialogues, we should
keep in mind that the issues they deal with are intrinsically connected to the preconcep-
tions and assumptions ruling the fourth century Athens, assumptions Aristophanes and
others were known to support and defend.

This is, then the issue of justice and injustice, the issue debated over and over again
in the literature of the period: is one justified in acting unjustly in response to a manifest
injustice? The question will haunt Plato in other works as well, yet, quite possibly, the
Crito is the dialogue where it emerges with utmost poignancy. Colored by the issue of just
vs. legal, an issue of paramount importance in a community ruled by the man-formulated
law, the dialogue seems to furnish the Socratic answer both to the charge of impiety and
corruption and to the challenge posed by the manifest injustice of the death sentence.

4 Interestingly, the case of philosophy is considered by Young (1974) to be the only instance of Socrates’
choosing to disobey the city’s command. It seems to me, however, that Young failed to appreciate the fact that the
refusal relies on Socrates’ belief in the divine mandate, and it is hardly fitting (as we know from the Euthyphro) to
claim that two supreme instances may be at odds with each other on a such a matter. On the logical complexities
of Young’s position compare McLaughlin 1976.

4 A fact particularly true of any official and we know that Socrates acted as one of the Prytanoi in the year
of the Arginusian affair.



Why Not Escape? On the Hostotes in Plato’s Crito 181

BIBLIOGRAPHY:

ALLEN, D.S., 2000, World of Prometheus. The politics of punishing in democratic Athens, Princeton.

BARKER, A., 1977, “Why did Socrates refuse to escape”, Phronesis 22, pp. 13-28.

BosToCK, D., 2005, “An Interpretation of Plato’s Crito”, in: R. Kamtekar (ed.) Plato’s Euthyphro, Apology, and
Crito, Lanham, pp. 210-228 [originally published in Phronesis 35 (1990), pp. 1-20]

Bravo, B., 1988, Wipszycka-Bravo, E. Historia starozytnych Grekow, t. 1, Warszawa.

BRICKHOUSE, T., SMITH, N., 2005, ,Socrates and Obedience to the Law”, in: R. Kamtekar (ed.), Plato’s
Euthyphro, Apology, and Crito, Lanham, pp. 183-174 [originally published in Apeiron 18 (1984) 10-18].

CHRIST, M. R, 2001, “Conscription of hoplites in classical Athens”, CQ 51, pp. 398-422.

GAGARIN, M., 1986, Early Greek Law, Berkeley-Los Angeles.

GERNET, L., 2004, “Capital Punishment”, in: P. J. Rhodes (ed.) Athenian Democracy, Oxford, p. 132-158.

GREENBERG, N. A., 1965, “Socrates’ Choice in the Crito”, HSCPh 70, pp. 42-82.

HANSEN, M. H., 1991, Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes: Structure, Principles and Ideology,
Oxford 1991 (I used the Polish translation by R. Kulesza, Demokracja ateriska w czasach Demostenesa,
Warszawa 1999).

HARRIS, WV., 2002, Restraining Rage. The Ideology of Anger Control in Classical Antiquity, Harvard.

HARTE, V., 2005, ,Conflicting Values in Plato’s Crito”, in: R. Kamtekar (ed.) Plato’s Euthyphro, Apology, and Crito,
Lanham, pp. 229-259 [originally published in AGPh 81 (1999), pp. 117-147].

Knox, B. M. W.,, 1964, The Heroic Temper. Studies in Sophoclean Tragedy, Berkeley-Los Angeles—London.

KONSTAN, D., 2006, The Emotions of the ancient Greeks. Studies in Aristotle and Classical Literature, Toronto.

KRAUT, R., 1984, Socrates and the State, Princeton.

MCcLAUGHLIN, R. J., 1976, ,Socrates on Disobedience: a response to Gary Young” Phronesis 21, pp. 185-197.

MIKALSON, J. D., 1991, Honor Thy Gods. Popular Religion in Greek Tragedy, Chapel Hill-London.

NIGHTINGALE, A. W., 1992, ,Plato’s Gorgias and Euripides’ Antiope: a study of generic transformation”, C[Ant
11, pp. 121-141.

OBER, J., 1998, Political Dissent in Democratic Athens. Intellectual Critics of the Popular Rule, Princeton.

PENNER, T., 1997, ,Two notes on the Crito: the importance of the many and Persuade or Obey”, CQ 47,
pp. 133-147.

PENNER, T., 2005, ,Socrates”, in: Ch. Rowe, M. Schofield (eds.), The Cambridge History of Greek and Roman
Political Thought, Cambridge, pp. 164-189.

REEVE, C. D. C., 2005, The Trials of Socrates: Six Classic Texts, Indianapolis.

ROYLE, T., 1999, Crimea. The Great Crimean War 1854-1856, London.

SAUVE MEYER, S., ,Plato on the Law”, in: H. H. Benson (ed.), A Companion to Plato, Malden-Oxford-Carlton,
pp. 373-387.

SIEWERT, P., 1977, ,The Ephebic Oath in Fifth Century Athens” JHS 97, pp. 101-111.

VAN’T WONT, P. E., 2010, “Solon’s Law on Stasis. Promoting Active Neutrality”, CQ 60, pp. 289-301.

Young, G., 1974, ,Socrates and Obedience”, Phronesis 19, pp. 1-29.



162 Joanna Komorowska / Warsaw /

JOANNA KOMOROWSKA Why Not Escape? On the Hosiotes in Plato’s Crito

/ Warsaw /
While the article discusses the factors that motivated Socrates’ decision
in the Crito, it emphasizes the possible cultural import of the choice
undertaken in the aftermath of the political upheavals in the late fifth
century. It is also argued here that as Plato’s dialogue were written in
the period that followed the renewal of the Athenian politeia, it should
be perceived as having its roots both in the historical reality of its narra-
tive focus (i.e. Socrates’ trial) and in the then reality of Plato’s Athens

(i.e., its political stability dependent on the ephebic oath).

KEYWORDS Plato, Socrates, the ephebic oath, civil obedience.
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Socrates’ Philosophy
as a Divine Service

in Plato’s Apology
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The aim of this paper is to present Socrates’ philosophy as a divine service. The follow-
ing considerations are based mainly on Plato’s Apology which clearly links the activi-
ty of Socrates and his famous ,, I know that I know nothing” with the oracle of Delphi.
The paper begins with some remarks about the Delphic Oracle. Socrates might have

been holding one of his typical conversations with some of his closest friends, before

Chaerephon brought the news from Delphi. Now, the question arises whether or not the

Delphic oracle exerted any influence on Socrates’ relations with the Athenians and his

view of himself. If a positive answer to the question is given, then we need to explain how
this affected Socrates’ conduct.

1. Chaerephon and Delphi

Plato and Xenophon unanimously confirm that Chaerephon asked the Delphic Oracle
the famous question concerning Socrates. In Plato’s Apology (21 a), we read that Chaere-
phon asked Pythia whether there was anyone wiser than Socrates. He was given a nega-
tive answer to his question. Xenophon relates that there were many witnesses, when
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the oracle was consulted (4p. 14). Nevertheless, scholars still disagree whether this was
a historical fact or rather some literary fiction. Those researchers who view the oracle
story as fictitious point to the difficulty of determining its exact date (Montuori 1981;
Fontenrose 1978). Stokes notices that chronological difficulties are typical of the fifth
century BC Greece and Plato in particular was anything but a careful chronologist
(Stokes 1992: 53). Scholars who consider the oracle story to be a historical event cannot
agree on its accurate date. The most popular is the late 430s before the outbreak of the
Peloponnesian War (Taylor 1953; Reeve 1989; Guthrie 2000). Following the latter group
of researchers I will try to reconcile the testimonies of Plato and Xenophon and to explain
the motives which might have inspired Chaerephon.

The accounts of Plato and Xenophon are not mutually exclusive. Rather, both authors
emphasize different aspects of the event. Plato informs us about the content of the ques-
tion put forward by Chaerephon and the answer that he received. At no place in the Apol-
ogy do we encounter any suggestion that Pythia was prophesying in ecstasy inspired by
Apollo. Such prophesying was employed only in either various ,important cases” or when
the questioner had a special privilege called tpopavteia, i.e., was somehow connected
with the Delphi through the ties of friendship known as tpo&evia (Oswiecimski 1989:
172). Thus, it seems fair to assume that Chaerephon might not have belonged to such
a group of people and that his question was not treated as an ,important case”. Xenophon
in his Apology puts the emphasis on questioning the Oracle in the presence of numer-
ous people. This suggests another kind of divination that was very often used in the
Delphi. While Oswiecimski calls it kleromancja, it involved drawing lots from a tripod
or some other container and was more public than the inspired prophesying of Pythia
(Oswiecimski 1989: 171). Hence, we may note that the testimonies of both ancient writers
complement each other. The question put forward by Chaerephon needed a simple ,yes-
or-no answer”. Such form of answering was offered by kleromancja which was believed
to be the main kind of artificial divination in Delphi (O$wiecimski 1989: 174). The fact that
alarge number of people were present when Chaerephon asked Pythia can be explained
by reference to the Delphic calendar. It is common knowledge that the number of days
when Pythia was giving responses increased gradually. This was directly connected with
the growing prestige of the Delphic Oracle from the early 6th century BC onwards. Thus,
the annual system of consulting was transformed into a monthly one with the exception
of the three winter months. As a result, there were nine ceremonial months and Pythia
was prophesying more often. Great crowds of people would visit the temple. There was
a unique atmosphere, characteristic of all places of a religious cult during ceremonial or
festive days. During that time, responses were given by Pythia without any decisive role
of the Oracle’s priests. As Oswiecimski elucidates a city would perform a common sacri-
fice in the name of its inhabitants to guarantee them the possibility of receiving oracles
(Oswiecimski 1989: 171). If Chaerephon came to Delphi during that time, the enormous
number of people mentioned in the Xenophontine Apology should not be perceived as
surprising. Chaerecrates, who was Chaerephon’s brother, might have been among them
and this could be one of the reasons why Socrates mentions him (Pl. Ap. 21 a).
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Now, we should turn to the question why Chaerephon asked the god whether there
was anyone wiser than Socrates? The philosopher must have already distinguished
himself somehow* and it must have intrigued Chaerephon so much that he, as Socrates
says, dared to consult the oracle about this (Pl. Ap. 21a).> Chaerephon was, as it is well
known, the oldest and one of the staunchest followers of Socrates. In the Memorabilia
(IT 3), Xenophon has Socrates praise him as sensible (ppdvipog), ambitious (prAdTipog)
and noble (¢AgvBépilog). While Plato has Chaerephon appear in such dialogues as the

Apology of Socrates, Charmides and Gorgias, he is not portrayed there as an active inter-
locutor. Plato focuses rather on his character and devotion to Socrates. At the very begin-
ning of the Charmides (153 b), we read how Chaerephon, on seeing Socrates, jumps up,
runs to him, seizes his hand and asks the philosopher about the siege of Potidaea. Such
an untypical way of greeting shows Chaerephon to have been incapable of controlling his
emotions. In Plato’s Apology (21 a), Socrates calls him étaipog €k véov, i.e., an acquaint-
ance of youth, adding also the adjective opodpdc, i.e. vehement, or impetuous. Further-
more, we read that Chaerephon behaved in this way only when he was moved by some-
thing. This accords with his image in the Charmides.

What made Chaerephon act so impetuously was the sight of Socrates whom he had
not seen for quite a long time. It is very difficult to ascertain what exactly guided Chaere-
phon in Delphi. We do not know whether he already went to Delphi with the intention
of asking Apollo about Socrates or whether his question was caused by an impulse, i.e.,
some euphoria or enthusiasm. Such feelings were certainly not uncommon during the
ceremonial days in Delphi. Any hypothesis concerning the latter possibility is problem-
atic, as it cannot be confirmed or rejected. Consequently, such a hypothesis is hardly of
any use for our considerations. The first question put forward here enables us to accept
that Chaerephon was motivated not only by Socrates’ wisdom as such but also by the will-
ingness to persuade his master to share it with a larger group of people. A justification for
such an assumption comes from the Laches. Nicias reproaches there Lysimachus that he
does not know the typical behaviour of Socrates in the following words:

It is quite clear to me, Lysimachus, that your knowledge of Socrates is limited to your acquaint-
ance with his father and that you have had no contact with the man himself, except when he
was a child - I suppose he may have mingled with you and your fellow demesmen, following
alone with his father at the temple or at some other public gathering. But you are obviously still
unacquainted with the man as he is now he has grown up [...] You don’t appear to me to know
that whoever comes into close contact with Socrates and associates with him in conversation
must necessarily, even if he began by conversing about something quite different in the first
place, keep on being led about by the man’s arguments until he submits to answering ques-
tions about himself concerning both his present manner of life and the life he has lived hitherto.

! The idea that Socrates must have gained some reputation for his activity before receiving the Delphic
oracle is discussed by Brickhouse & Smith, 1990: 94-95 and Colaiaco 2001: 57.

2 All quotations from Plato’s Apology appear in the translation by Thomas G. West (1989).
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And when he does submit to this questioning, you don’t realize that Socrates will not let him
go before he has well and truly tested every last detail (Pl. La. 187e-188a)’.

The passage cited describes aptly Socrates’ method. When carefully read, this
passage makes it possible to surmise when the philosopher started using it. The adjective
nipecaPutepog (older) and the expression maudi Gvte (in the boyhood) suggest that Socrates
began to employ his dialectical method soon after he ceased to be a boy. IIpeafitepog
means here ,older than he was in the preceding sentence” and should not be taken out
of its context (Stokes 1992: 53). If the oracle is usually dated from 439 to 429 BC, then the
passage of the Laches clearly shows that Socrates started his dialectical activity not after
he received the Delphic oracle but much earlier. Chaerephon is his oldest disciple and
someone who knows him since his youth - clearly, he would be impressed by Socrates’
new method and its effects.

It may be advisable to cite a passage from the Theaetetus where Socrates compares his
philosophical method with midwifery and stresses that God compels him to be a midwife
(150¢)*. His way of philosophizing seems to be the result of some divine inspiration or
intervention that he must have experienced long before Pythia said that there was nobody
wiser. Thus, everything points to his childhood or early youth. In Plato’s Apology Socrates
discusses his way of communicating with god through the daimonion. Socrates’ daimo-
nion was a divine voice that only discouraged him from doing things and never encour-
aged him to do anything (Ap. 31 d). In the last passages of the Apology (40 b), we read that
this voice or divine sign was always very district or strong (;tukvn). The frequency with
which the daimonion appeared made Socrates recognize it as something ordinary. He
describes it in the same way in two places of his ,,Defence” (40 a and 40 c). The phrase
used in 40 a refers to his ability of prophesying, pavtur 1) Tob datpoviov, and shows
a strong association with the Oracle. It allows us to accept that Socrates took his daimo-
nion to be his own private interior oracle. He may have even identified it with the voice
of Apollo. According to ancient Greeks, Apollo had the greatest power of prophesying.
The communication between Socrates and his daimonion must have been quite frequent
before Chaerephon went to Delphi, but it never had a public characters. When Pythia,
however, being the instrument of Apollo has finally given the response to the friend of
Socrates, Apollo speaks also in public. Such an event could not have been ignored by
Socrates. The problem was that he did not understand it fully.

3 Translation by Sprague (1992).
4 Translation by Benardete (1986).
> A careful analysis of daimonion is offered by Pycka 2009: 18-28.
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2. The interpretation of the oracle

When Socrates describes his reaction to hearing the oracle, he maintains that at first he
did not understand what exactly Apollo tried to convey to him. He knew that the oracles
were often riddles and that they should be appropriately interpreted by getting their
hidden meaning. The oracle could not have been a lie because the gods are forbidden
to act in this way. Socrates did not even consider such a possibility. He merely present-
ed his way of thinking. The demonstration of the fact that Pythia could not have lied
confirms, as a double negation, his conviction that the god told the truth which need-
ed interpretation. The task was not an easy one. Clearly, Apollo implied that Socrates
distinguished himself among other people. Plato writes that Socrates for a long time,
oAUV ¥pdvov, wondered what was it that exactly distinguished him from other Athe-
nians. The understanding came with time and is presented in the passage 21c. When
describing the purpose of his meeting with the first statesman, Socrates uses there the
phrase éAéyEmv O pavteiov, to examine or to study the oracle. This means that Socrates
discovered the hidden meaning of the oracle through his method, which suggests that he
must have employed it earlier. Consequently, the difference between him and the Athe-
nians consisted not only in his philosophical ideas but mainly in the way he examined
them. The hidden meaning of the oracle could have been used with reference to people
whom Socrates talked with. In Plato’s Apology (21 €), Socrates himself mentions the need
to investigate all with reputation for wisdom. The phrase ntdvv péyig, with hard work or
reluctance, testifies that he was satisfied with his way of living and did not deem it neces-
sary to change it.

When visiting the first statesmen of reputed wisdom, he noticed that they all erro-
neously assumed to have knowledge in all matters, including the most important ones.
Socrates’ attempts to make them question the validity of their knowledge earned him
hostility. Notwithstanding this, he continued his activity, because he believed that he was
obliged to obey the god (22 a). In the final words of the passage, Socrates summarizes
his observations concerning the conversations with the Athenian statesmen by using the
phrase xata tov 8edv (22 a). This means that he was questioning people because of the
god. Consequently, the god is presented here as the main cause of Socrates’ activity. The
effect of all discussions was invariably the same: contrary to his interlocutors, Socrates
did not think that he knew what he did not know (21 d).

Having found the difference between him and all other people, Socrates wondered
what could be more expedient for him: to be in no way wise in their wisdom or ignorant
in their ignorance or to have both things that they have (22 €). The question put forward by the
oracle, Umtép ol ypnopod, testifies that that the philosopher still had doubts about expand-
ing his activity. However, the answer which he gave to the oracle and to himself was that it
would be better for him to remain the same person that he used to be and to continue ques-
tioning other people. This answer shows that he accepted the god’s task with all humility.

From this moment on, Socrates began to perceive his activity as a divine service. In
the next passage of the Apology (23 b), he describes himself as a person that helps and
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serves the god by wandering and questioning people. His service and the ever evolving
philosophy were so important to him that his entire defence built on them. Socrates’
strong beliefin the divine source of his philosophizing permeates the Apology. The most
significant testimony here is the passage 28 e, where he claims that he supposed and
assumed that it was the god who ordered him to live philosophizing and examining himself
and others. The god of Delphi commanded him to perform the duty regardless of any
threats. An act of disobedience would be an act of impiety (29 a) and evil, because injus-
tice and disobedience are dishonourable (29 b). That is why he declares (29 d): I, men
of Athens, salute you and love you, but I will obey the god rather than you; and as long as
breathe and am able to, I will certainly not stop philosophizing [...]. Here, Socrates claims
that he obeys the god. He puts it in no uncertain terms that he will not disobey, even in
the face of a threat of repeated death (30 c). The proof of his obedience is his poverty and
the fact that he has always neglected his own affairs.

Socrates was deeply convinced that it was the god who gave him a special task to fulfil
in the Athenian society. In the following passages of Apology he reiterates that his philo-
sophical activity is the result of the god’s order (30 a). He insists that his divine service
is the best thing that has ever happened to the Athenians (ibid.). Accordingly, Socrates
portrays himself as a benefactor of Athens (36 ¢), a special gift from the god who bends
over backwards to make them care for their souls rather than for their bodies or posses-
sions (30 e).

3. Conclusions

When trying to understand Socrates’ idea of philosophy as a divine service, it is worth
emphasizing that the Apology is an expression of the philosopher’s profound piety. It is
rather obvious that he must have started his activity before the Delphic oracle was deliv-
ered to him, but he chose to confine it to a small group of people. Given the diversity of
meanings that the word wisdom has, one may assume that the oracle was an impulse
to philosophize in larger circle’. His initial reluctance to address larger groups of inter-
locutors disappeared when Socrates comprehended what distinguished him from other
Athenians. At the same time, it also dawned upon him that awareness of one’s ignorance
was a prerequisite for any moral improvement and that his divine mission was to refute
all false views. Socrates obeyed the command of the god (4p. 19 a, 35 d) and, follow-
ing Apollo’s advice, expanded his activity. It was a turning point in his life, as from that
moment on he performed his service irrespective of the disapproval of the majority of
Athenians. And Apollo supported him with the help of divinations, dreams, and in every
way that any divine allotment ever ordered a human being to practice anything at all
(Ap. 33 ©). The question whether Socrates’ daimonion was the voice of Apollo or some
other god is a matter of opinion. The afore-cited phrase éx pavteiwv, through oracles,

¢ A similar view is presented by Pycka 2009: 10.
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seems to suggest the first possibility. Socrates mentioned earlier only one oracle which
Chaerephon received in Delphi. He used the plural of the noun oracle. This may suggest
that he regarded his daimonion as his personal oracle, which he actually identified with
the voice of Apollo.
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The aim of the present paper is to discuss Socrates’ idea of philosophy as
a service to the god. First the article investigates why Chaerephon went
to Delphi and why he asked Pythia the famous question concerning
Socrates. The investigation provides a basis for distinguishing two major
periods in his activity. The one preceding the Delphic oracle consists in
conducting inquiries in a group of closest friends. The one following the
Delphic oracle consist in addressing a much larger audience. An analy-
sis of both periods suggests that the oracle from Delphi greatly affected
Socrates’ relations with other Athenians. While the present article deals
also with the issue of Socrates’ daimonion, it hypothesizes that the voice
of daimonion and the voice of Pythia could be regarded as Apollo’s

interventions.
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The works of Polish philosophers, historians and classicists on the Euthyphro
in the 19" century developed independently of any translations of the dialogue, even
though two Polish translations of the dialogue were published (Platon 1858 and 1881) in
the century'. The purpose of this paper is to provide evidence for a twofold interest that
Polish readers had for Plato’s Euthyphro in the second half of the 19" century. Firstly,
Catholic thinkers brought up the ethical issues of the dialogue and supported the revival
of the Scholasticism, confirming, at the same time, the vitality of Plato’s thought. Second-
ly, the text of Plato’s opusculum was a convenient didactic material for various teachers of

" This study was financed from the funds for scholarly research in the years 2008-2010 as a project
no. NN 101 116435. I would like to thank Una Maclean-Hanckowiak for proof-reading the English text.

! The Euthyphro inspired also an eminent Polish translator of Plato’s dialogues, Wiadystaw Witwicki, who
is often referred to as the ‘Polish Schleiermacher’. As a gymnasium student, he was attracted to the problems
touched upon in the dialogue, where he found important answers to his youthful ethical dilemmas that could
not be solved satisfactorily by his catechism teacher ( Jezewska 1957: 5).
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the Greek language: while the Euthyphro gave them the opportunity to raise ethical and
logical issues, they also taught philosophy on the basis of this dialogue.

As already mentioned, the studies focusing on the Euthyphro, as well as these devoted
to Plato in general, manifested two main tendencies. On the one hand, they stressed vari-
ous contemporary issues, especially the decline of religion and morals, and, on the other,
they were historical and philosophical studies. These two tendencies frequently co-exist-
ed, e.g. in the studies published in the annual reports of classical gymnasiums. The follow-
ing overview, apart from its informative purpose, aims to examine the reasons which
made the various thinkers, teachers, philosophers and historians read and comment on
the Euthyphro.

One of the works that focused on the contemporary meaning of the Euthyphro was
entitled “Euthyphro”, the First Platonic Dialogue, Analyzed and Estimated According
to the New Intellectual Movement. The work was published in five parts and written by
an author who hid themselves behind the pseudonym “C.™ In this text, along with the
passages devoted explicitly to the substance of the Euthyphro, the author made various
remarks concerning the future of Poland and the Catholic Church, the decline of values,
the critique of the socialist and individualistic movements etc. Furthermore, the author
made several critical references to sophistry and German philosophy, especially Hegeli-
anism, which he considered to be a serious obstacle on the way to the Kingdom of God
(Adamski 1883/1884: 4618).

Let us now pass on to the text itself. At the very beginning one can find a declaration
of the necessity to revive philosophy in order to bring about the victory of the only true
religion, i.e. Catholicism. The need of becoming reacquainted with Greek philosophy was
justified by Adamski (1883/1884: 4577) in the following way: “since reason has to precede
faith and philosophy has to pave the way for the revealed religion, and since we have to
turn back to where we came from in our modern civilization, we also have to turn to the
Dphilosophy, that preceded the birth of the Gospel, which is Greek philosophy.” The value of
Greek philosophy was twofold. Firstly, it provided the foundation for the structure
of Catholic theology. Adamski did not need to convince the reader of the magnificence
of the latter. Secondly, no faith can dispense with reason, and, consequently, it was Chris-
tianity together with philosophy that was to create the future of Christianity. However,
Adamski had little respect for the philosophy of the 19" century, because of its absolutist
trends, its pluralism and ethical relativism. The clash between the opposing philosophi-
cal schools and positions was regarded by Adamski as the weak point of contemporary
philosophy.

Following the introduction, Adamski suggested a cure for this sad state of contempo-
rary thought, i.e. a return to the principles of reason and their roots in Greek philosophy.

2 The most probable identity of the ,C.” is Jan Adamski (1841-1918), who after joining the order of the
Carmelites received the lay name: Celestinus. This would explain the initial. He was a Catholic writer, involved
in various social and national matters. His philosophical education was generally scholastic and Thomistic, as he
received it in the convents of the Jesuits in Galizia. His intellectual interests were, however, much broader than
merely scholastic. His works were devoted to a. o. the philosophy of Polish messianism.
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He argued that this had been insufficiently acknowledged by his contemporaries who

were unaware of its full picture and, thus, of the roots of European rationalism. “Modern

philosophy can never turn its back on Aristotle and Plato, the two most outstanding lights

shining from the remotest antiquity” (Adamski 1883/1884: 4585). Adamski ascribed to

them the elaboration of the two opposing methods: deduction and induction. He consid-
ered Aristotle to have sufficiently applied both of them, whereas induction, he claimed,
had Platonic origins. It was the method of induction that Adamski (1883/1884: 4585)

recognized as the best one: “it can lead us into the invisible spiritual world, by investi-
gating its essence from its appearance; it can uncover the mysteries of the Divinity itself,
leading to the recognition of Its essence from the created beings which are Its work.”
Furthermore, Adamski (1883/1884: 4586) pointed out that the instinct, feeling, and intui-
tion of the truth are connected to the inductive method: “This gift of intuition is an inter-
nal Aéyog, the most profound source of the panlogic, it is the word of God, sown from

eternity [...] as St. Augustine expresses it in his profound words, the internal Christ and

our incessant teacher.” Through the logos, then, innate to human nature, the rational-
ity of human nature is identical to its Christian character. Thus, having acknowledged

induction and intuition as sufficient methods for recognizing the highest truths, Adam-
ski (1883/1884: 4586) justified the title and subject of his work: “this is why in this study

I refer to Plato, the incomparable master, who prepared the way for the Divine master,
Jesus Christ.” Hence, his reason for choosing the Euthyphro was that it was an example

of applying the inductive method.

In the next passages, Adamski attempted to summarize the dialogue. Instead of using
the Greek names of the gods (8 b), he quoted Jove and Saturn. While reconstructing the
substance and the main issues of the dialogue, he added his critical remarks on polythe-
ism and pantheism. When Socrates proved that Euthypro’s definition of piety, as that
which pleases the gods, is wrong, because there is no unity in this issue among the gods,
Adamski (1883/1884: 4594) wrote: “Let us consider the alogic consequences of polythe-
ism and, thereby, of pantheism. If everything is divine, then the world is composed of
opposite things. If we suppress the difference between them, then it will appear as full
of contradictions. Thus, it is logic itself that leads us to one God. The same logic leads us
also to the personal God.”

Having given the overview of the dialogue, Adamski draws his conclusions. First
of all, Socrates is a philosopher that is aware of the fact that all knowledge needs to be
founded on a rigid and eternal truth, for without it, as Adamski argues, the social order
will be destroyed. The philosophical and theological knowledge which was founded on
the eternal truth had been elaborated in the Middle Ages. It was impossible in the times
before Christianity: “and this lets us understand why Leo XIII announced the return
of the theological knowledge towards scholasticism, the only ark of Catholic reason,
saved in the deluge of subjective notions, which has flooded the modern world” (Adam-
ski 1883/1884: 4605). Though, as Adamski remarked, neither Socrates nor Plato discov-
ered the existence of a personal God, they came to a recognition of ideas which cannot be
anything but the perfect, original pattern of the created world. And this pattern is equal
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to the essence and existence of God, being at the same time the criterion of truth. This is
how, according to Adamski, Plato approximated the opening words of the Gospel of John.

Applying his conclusions to the trail of Socrates, Adamski wrote that Plato’s teacher
merely opposed the belief of polytheism with “pure reason”. In monotheistic Christian
thought, Adamski argued, the definition of piety, as that which pleases God, is main-
tainable. Being an opponent of any revolutionary movements, Adamski appreciated the
attitude of Socrates, who was a total enemy of the official religion, but whose radicalism
was limited to the theoretical sphere only. It was in pure theory that he was an adherent
of monotheism. In practice, however, he did not intend to overthrow the religious status
quo. He refrained from the latter, because it was “so fatal in its results, because it was
unreasonable and provided evidence of intellectual immaturity” (Adamski 1883/1884:
4606). Socrates recognized the power of religious institutions and he knew that even
a false religion is better than atheism. A false religion may hold people in a vicious circle
and hamper progress, but as a religion, it always exerts some beneficial influence that no
atheism can offer.

After further exposition of the Christian view of God, Adamski returned to the
Euthyphro. Socratic induction was described as a method of discovering the world of
ideas, which is, after all, a method “guiding the spirit through the visible shapes to the
highest glittering lights of the invisible world and to the sun of the wisdom itself” (Adam-
ski 1883/1884: 4618). About Socrates and Plato Adamski (1883/1884: 4618) wrote: “With
his method Socrates testified to the word from the eternity, residing in the human spirit,
and being the source of all knowledge, all morals and human perfection. In this way,
Plato, who illustrated and perfected the method of his master in his admirable dialogues,
approached the Divine kingdom, which descended on the earth with the word which
became flesh and dwelt among people to transform the human race into the temple of the
God, and therefore this philosophy is a preface to the Gospel”.

At the end of his paper Adamski (1883/1884: 4618) expressed his view concerning the
part that Plato’s legacy should play in modern times: “These dialogues of Plato show us
how our social meetings, the common conversations and the feasts have to become for us
the school of wisdom together with all the charm of life, free from scholastic discipline;
how the conversations are to ennoble us, and how the feasts of the mortals are to be
turned into the feasts of the gods, an example of which was given by Plato in his Sympo-
sium”. The last verses of Adamski’s paper expressed views closer to those of humanism
than to scholasticism.

Adamski’s text on the Euthyphro is in some respects surprising. A Christian author
choosing the Euthyphro for his subject would be expected to focus on its main point, i.e.
the piety. In the work examined, however, the relation between faith and philosophy
became the most important issue. What Adamski called the inductive method was a kind
of philosophical investigation supported with intuition and that lead from the Creation to
the Creator. This method was exemplified by the Socratic—Platonic philosophy. The right
understanding of this method, however, was possible only owing to the Christian tradi-
tion. Both Plato and Christian thought practice the inductive method, which “consists
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in the law of likeness and analogy, by which the real being is linked with the ideal one,
whereas the created things are linked with the Creator” (Adamski 1883/1884: 4619). The
Euthyphro was also to prove that philosophy does not have to be incomprehensible and
exclusive, as Adamski viewed Hegelianism. He wrote: “I have shown how philosophy
must become popular and accessible to everyone with a simplicity that philosophy has
lost long time ago” (Adamski 1883/1884: 4619). Contrary to what Plato could have imag-
ined, the Euthyphro became a pretext for discussing the complicated relations between
ancient culture and Christianity. The Euthyphro was shown to support the Neo-Scho-
lastic movement.

Another Catholic thinker who devoted several pages to the Euthyphro in his extensive,
though unfinished, History of Greek Philosophy from Thales to the Death of Aristotle, was
Stefan Pawlick®. It is significant that his discussion of the Euthyphro was placed in the
chapter devoted to Socrates. One might conclude that Pawlicki considered this dialogue
to be a credible source for reconstructing the character of Socrates as a philosopher. Such
a conclusion is indeed right. For Pawlicki, the Euthyphro was the best example illustrat-
ing the essence of the Socratic method. He wrote about it: “It was known also as an irony
(elpwveia), as if it consisted exclusively in asking tricky questions to ridicule the oppo-
nent. The Sophists considered themselves to be wise men. By means of his questions,
Socrates uncovered the emptiness of their wisdom. The situation became comic through
the antithesis between the pretense of wisdom to the actual nonsense. At the same time,
it was also tragic when moral perversity was shown to hide behind the alleged wisdom”
(Pawlicki 1890: 363). In this respect the Euthyphro was very helpful for Pawlicki’s argu-
ment. He concluded his three page summary of the dialogue with the following state-
ment: “A splendid example of Socratic irony as well as of the art of discovering definitions”
(Pawlicki 1890: 366, n. 1). At the same time he encouraged the reader to make himself
acquainted with the whole of the dialogue. According to Pawlicki the Euthyphro was not
a dialogue contributing anything substantial to our knowledge of Platonism. He made
use of this dialogue as well as others, and occasionally of the works of Xenophon, to indi-
cate the essential components of the philosophy of Socrates, including the method of
irony, the ‘purging of minds’ and ‘moral regeneration’. One important feature of Socrates’
philosophizing was however recognized as being absent from the Euthyphro: “the inven-
tive art or the art of midwifery (paievtikr])” (Pawlicki 1890: 369).

Pawlicki regarded the early dialogues, including the Euthyphro, as historical sourc-
es providing us with knowledge of Socrates. His argument had it that: “In Xenophon’s
Memorabilia Socrates is a good—natured and kind-hearted townsman who is guided by
practical reason in moral questions, and who carefully avoids all other, especially reli-
gious and metaphysical issues. In Plato, he is a daring and profound thinker, who solves
the most radical and convoluted metaphysical and theological problems with exceptional

3 S. Pawlicki (1839-1915) was born in Gdansk (Danzig) and gained Ph.D. in Wroclaw (Breslau). His thesis
concerned the philosophy of A. Schopenhauer. After being ordained and having lectured in Rome, he came to
Krakow and till his last days lectured in theology and philosophy at the Jagiellonian University.
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absoluteness, often showing disregard for the tradition and beliefs of his own nation. In

aword, Plato’s Socrates is as noble as Xenophon’s is ordinary and cheap” (Pawlicki 1890:

375). Settling the dispute between the two images of Socrates, Pawlicki favored Plato’s

Socrates as true to the historical Socrates. He refused to acknowledge any value of Xeno-
phon’s testimony: “Such a Socrates would never have been poisoned by the Athenians”
(Pawlicki 1890: 375). It was quite obvious to him that Plato was the one who captured the

authentic image of Socrates: “Plato is a great devotee of the truth; the characters of his

dialogues are as real as portraits can be. A photographic exactness should not be expected

of a portrait” (Pawlicki 1890: 375). Furthermore, Xenophon was not a philosopher, and

in all probability he did not even think highly of philosophy. This was yet another reason

to assume the priority of Plato’s testimony.

From Pawlicki’s Catholic point of view, an important question raised in the
Euthyphro was the issue of the daimonion. Nevertheless, when discussing the issue
Pawlicki did not quote the Euthyphro. Rather, he merely stated that some kind of inter-
nal voice must have appeared in Socrates’ soul since his early years and the voice would
dissuade him from some activities. It was a prophetic voice: “The internal voice does not
reveal to him any truth, it does not give him any supernatural light; it is just a brake, that
does not allow him to do certain things. The philosopher considered it to be the voice of
God, under whose particular guidance he believed he was, and a Christian sees nothing
exceptional in it. After all, every soul, in different degrees and forms, receives similar
inspirations from the above, so no proof against rationalism is required here. For a histo-
rian it is enough that Socrates was convinced of it and obeyed it in his life. The particu-
lar kind of such inspirations is irrelevant to philosophy, for it does not affect it in any
respect” (Pawlicki 1890: 390). In other words, it was particularly important for Pawlicki
that the voice of God, or the Revelation did not speak to Socrates. Socrates had certain
intuitions, and there is nothing exceptional about them. They might even accord with
the Gospel. Nevertheless, Socrates was certainly not given any divine inspiration that
is characteristic of Christian writers exclusively. Socrates does not count among them.
As Pawlicki (1890: 394) puts it: “Socrates is probably very far from Christ’s command-
ment: »Love your enemies, do good to those who hate you, bless those who curse you,
pray for those who abuse you, but the bridge is thrown, and over the bridge humankind
will walk from the birch of envy to the olive branch of the brotherhood of the nations.
The Athenian sage did not say: »love your enemies«, he only forbade it that any harm
be done to them. Yet, this prohibition, even if expressed only in a negative form, was an
enormous progress in comparison to the persecution that the distorted conscience of the
then peoples demanded”.

Aside from the Catholic interpreters, an important part in the reception of the
Euthyphro was also played by various gymnasium teachers. This can be clearly seen from
the yearly gymnasium reports. Two such works will be presented here: the papers by
Andrzej S. Jezierski (ca. 1860-1894) and Jan Tralka (1857-1916). The former taught in vari-
ous schools in Lwow, Nowy Sgcz, Tarnéw and Tarnopol, whereas the latter taught in
Stryj. The works of classicists on ancient philosophy focused usually on one author or text.
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Most of such studies were published in Polish (sometimes in Latin), and their purpose
was to explain specific philological, literary and philosophical issues. Although their goal
was first and foremost didactic, they were often reviewed in professional journals.

Tralka’s paper is quite typical of this genre. In its introduction, the reader could find
some basic information concerning the history of Greece and the genesis of Sophistry
that were to provoke Socrates to defy the Sophists’ relativism. After a short presentation
of the general aims and subjects of other Socratic dialogues (Protagoras, Euthydemos,
Laches, Gorgias), Tralka went on to count the Euthyphro among the transitory dialogues,
arguing that Plato wrote them undoubtedly under Socratic influence, even though his
original aim was already discernible, He characterized the aim as “the urge to lay the
foundations of his philosophical dialectic; Plato could not have been satisfied with the
negative aim of merely demonstrating the fallaciousness of the Sophists’ views; rather,
he intended to replace the theories he had criticized with the new ones that were based
on the rules of strict logical reasoning, producing, thus, his own system” (Tralka 1897: 4).

Plato was the first to have developed a philosophical method, for “he provided the
rules stipulating the concept formation” (Tralka 1897: 4). Socrates consciously made use of
them in the following way: “after launching into a dispute with somebody, he attempted to
set the wrong concept right by way of inductive reasoning, and through this, to direct his
interlocutor’s thought from false premises onto the right ones” (Tralka 1897: 4). Along with
other Socratic dialogues, the Euthyphro was an excellent example of such an approach.

Jezierski, on the other hand, started his paper on the Euthyphro by presenting the
dramatis personae and the general setting of the dialogue. According to Jezierski (1890:
4), Euthyphro exemplifies “a good-hearted, irreproachable and righteous way of think-
ing” - and this must have been the only reason that made Socrates talk to him. “On the
other hand, this was also a shallow mind that was totally incapable of any logical thinking
or scientific investigation” (Jezierski 1890: 4). Usurping knowledge of divine matters, “he
proves to be very conceited because of his alleged art” (Jezierski 1890: 5). This reflects
a serious misunderstanding of the nature of the gods: “it is on the basis of folk beliefs that
the shallow and erroneous mind of Euthyphro stands” (Jezierski 1890: 5). When inter-
preting the dialogue, Tralka (1897: 5) also severely criticized Socrates’ interlocutor: “It
is a shallow, empty mind that is incapable of any philosophical reasoning; he is dull and
unnatural in action”.

The glaring contrast between Socrates and Euthyphro was perfectly suited for differ-
ent didactic purposes. The former “has knowledge of real piety, is familiar with the rules
of logical thinking, and possesses extraordinary intellectual resourcefulness, but he
conceals his superiority over the effusive religious fanatic, who is incapable of any scien-
tific discussion” (Jezierski 1890: 7). Furthermore, Euthyphro’s fanaticism “following the
line of the Sophists was calculated to gain admiration and blaze of sanctity for himself”
(Jezierski 1890: 6). Students could thus easily see the difference between the superficial
piety of Euthyphro and the deep piety of Socrates. “The conversation on piety conducted
by the two characters shows Socrates as a representative of real piety that is based on
a deep understanding of its essence and meaning which manifests itselfin a truly virtuous
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life. Euthyphro, on the other hand is a priest-Sophist that represents an apparent piety

which is based on folk superstition only and is not confirmed by any internal godliness”
(Jezierski 1890: 7). For didactic purposes, Jezierski presented the conversation between

Socrates and Euthyphro in clauses, summarizing, thus, the most important passages of
the dialogue: attempts at defining piety, their refutation, and Socrates’ criticism of the

petitio principii error.

On the basis of its construction, Tralka counted the Euthyphro among the polemical
dialogues leveled against the Sophists, noting, though, the absence of direct criticism
of Sophistry. His argument had it that as the subject of the dialogue, i.e. the definition
of piety, arose from Meletos’ accusation of Socrates, it would have been reasonable to
make the accuser Socrates’ opponent in the dialogue. Tralka (1897: 13) explained that
Plato did not do for the following reason: “Wanting to save the humorous tenor, full of
irony and scorn, that are typical of Socrates in his conversations with Sophists, Plato
selected Euthyphro as the conversation character, and not for instance Meletos, who was
an ignoramus, incapable of comprehending anything. Thus, he made it easier to prove to
Euthyphro, who boasted about his authority in divine matters, that his concept of reli-
gion was based on false assumptions”. In this respect, the dialogue could be regarded as
a sui generis introduction to the Apology. An interesting feature of Tralka’s and Jezierski’s
papers, this being dictated by the didactic purposes of their works, was the narration
in Polish interspersed with Greek words and phrases. The authors did not explain any,
assuming that the student would be familiar with them.

Let us turn to the texts themselves: “Euthyphro says that he could tell him more
horrifying stories of that kind, should he want that. Socrates, however, postponing this
for some other free moment (¢t 0y0AfG), draws Euthyphro’s attention back to their
current preoccupation, i.e. that he has not taught him what piety is, but merely stated
that toUto Tuy)dvel 6a10v 6V, 0V VOV ToLET, POVoU éme€lmv @ matpi,. Thus, instead of
a definition of piety, he gave just one example of tod 6ciov, whereas there are many other
examples which elude such concept of piety” (Jezierski 1890: 4). In Tralka’s work, on the
other hand, one may read the following: “Seeing Euthyphro’s confusion, Socrates releases
him from any further argument by accepting Euthyphro’s premise: 6 dv ndvteg ot feot
@LA®oy etc. However, he immediately says that the issue needs closer examination, for
Euthyphro’s premise may have two alternatives, that a) 10 0ol0v is 6g10v because @iAeitat
10 TOV Be®V, or b) uAeitar because it is 6olov” (Tralka 1897: 9). Another passage:

“Socrates, observing that his interlocutor is falling behind in thinking, assumes the role
of a teacher. He explains to Euthyphro that when defining a given concept, one must first
accept some genus proximum. Then, he gives such a premise and asks Euthyphro whether
he thinks that 10 6ol0v must also be dikatov, i.e. moral and right. Next we [= readers]
widen the content of the concept and reduce its scope with differentia specifica, with the
feature which distinguishes the concept in question from the similar one” (Tralka 1897: 10).

Jezierski (1890: 24) recognized a twofold purpose in the dialogue: “In the first half
of the conversation [there is a lot of ] Socratic polemic against the indecent and perverse
views about the gods and religion that Euthyphro, a fanatic priest representing the Athe-
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nian people, exhibits. At the same time, Socrates, having been just accused of heathen-
ism, also presents his defence. In the second half of the dialogue, there is an intention to
dialectically define the concept of piety”. According to Jezierski, Plato in the Euthyphro
stresses the rationalism of Socrates. This is not, however, such a rationalism that only
leads to abstract ideas, but it is always closely connected to ethical issues: “consider-
ing various manifestations of external life goes never by without some benefit for pure
philosophy; and, conversely, even in purely dialectical dialogues we also find hints at
how to conduct our lives” (Jezierski 1890: 24). A similar point has been made by Tralka.
Although Socrates is unable to produce any definition of piety with Euthyphro’s help, the
reader may, nevertheless learn of the Socratic-Platonic concept of piety on the basis of
the difference between the two interlocutors’ views. Socrates’s hints and guidance are
very helpful in this matter. For these reasons the dialogue was regarded by Tralka as an
instructive, and not merely polemical, dialogue. Furthermore, the reader can also learn
to identify the logical errors concerning the definition and scope of concepts. Tralka
(1897: 11) stated: “this work clarifies the dialectical method of Socrates, who demanded
that when defining, the rule 6pileacBat xaBérov should be obeyed. Socrates corrects
erroneous concepts and ideas, he rejects those that are ambiguous or unclear, and deletes
the logical errors.” The scholar regarded the dialogue as the most mature in the first
period of Plato’s literary production: “it is a transitional writing that leads to the second,
i.e. dialectical phase of Plato’s writings” (Tralka 1897: 18).

Neither Jezierski nor Tralka was content with the Euthyphro alone. The former made
the dialogue a starting point for a discussion concerning the concept of piety in all other
dialogues. The latter undertook a closer examination of the theory of ideas. The final
parts of their works are the most original and bear testimony to their interest in philoso-
phy. Jezierski argued that the Euthyphro is the source of all later Platonic ethical concepts
presented in other dialogues. According to the scholar, this confirmed its authenticity.
As Plato’s last definition of piety, Jezierski (1890: 40) quoted the Laws, where: “Piety [...]
consists in the creature’s absolute devotion to the deity, as an instrument for carrying out
the divine will which demands that man get rid of any unchaste lusts and by practicing
virtue rise to the source of all the good”. Jezierski concluded his works with a discus-
sion on the Euthyphro’s authenticity. He did not decide whether the conversation, in the
form as it is presented in the dialogue, actually took place. He also noticed the difficulties
connected with determining the exact date of the dialogue, although he had no doubts
about its early character, this being evidenced by its simplicity and the modesty of the
scenery. On the other hand, Jezierski (1890: 43) emphasized that this might also have
been an intentional device provoked by the subject of the dialogue, i.e. piety: “he clothed
it in a modest robe, which suited it best because of its nature”. After Socrates’ death
Plato left for Megara and “with his writings he attempted to open the Athenians’ eyes to
the crime they had committed by sentencing an innocent man to death”(Jezierski 1890:
46). Nevertheless, Jezierski did not want to rule out the hypothesis that the Euthyphro
was written long after Socrates” death. In favor of this hypothesis, Jezierski cited some
philosophical arguments. In Xenophon’s and Plato’s early dialogues, justice and piety
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were equal virtues, the relation of one man to another being the subject of the former
and the relation of a man to the deity being the subject of the latter. In the Euthyphro (12
e), however, Socrates asked the question that concerned justice as a part of piety. Adduc-
ing the arguments from the theory of ideas, Jezierski concluded that the Euthyphro was

thought over and written as the last Socratic dialogue, i.e. as a transition to the dialectical

period. Thus, he argued, it must have been written in Megara.

On the basis of various German works, Tralka attempted to present “the so-called
Platonic ideology”. Its first stage was an inductive search for a definition of an ethical
concept. Tralka, like Jezierski, was an adherent of the theory that Plato stayed in Mega-
ra after Socrates’s death. Plato broadened his philosophical interests there and went
beyond the ethical issues. Then, contrary to the Sophists, he assumed that objective
knowledge was possible, and, finally, in the last stage of his literary activity, Plato sought
to create a philosophical system. To sum up, there are three stages of Plato’s evolution:
1) the Socratic-ethical period with its increasing interest in logic, the Euthyphro belonging
to this period; 2) the “ideological” period with the prevalence of metaphysical interests;
3) the systematic period. Such a vision of Plato’s philosophical evolution was based on the
chronology of the dialogues. While assuming that the Phaedrus was a mature dialogue,
the scholar also considered the Sophist and Parmenides to belong to the second period,
followed by the Phaedrus, Symposium, Phaedo, Philebus and Timaeus.

Finally, Wincenty Lutostawski (1863-1954) will also be mentioned here. In his classifi-
cation, the Euthyphro is one of the earliest dialogues. The stylistic affinity of the dialogue
with the Laws was, according to Lutostawski’s method of stylometry, counted as 0.03 to
1.0. By way of comparison, the dialogue was classified as the earliest. The Apology bore
a smaller number, i.e. 0.02 (Lutostawski 1897: 163). The Euthyphro, Crito and Apology
were written, according to Lutostawski, soon after Socrates’ death. And Plato’s stay in
Megara did not result in the composition of any of the dialogues, let alone any of the
dialectical dialogues. This was claimed against the common opinion held by the scholars
in the 19™ century.

This most eminent Polish Plato scholar, whose investigations have been widely read
and commented on, considered the period of direct Socratic influences to be the first
stage of Plato’s philosophical development. The dialogues of this period are short and
focus on ethical issues. The most important character is clearly Socrates, who dominates
his interlocutors. In the ethical issues the emphasis is put on defining certain ethical
concepts or refuting the Sophists. Lutostawski regarded the Euthyphro as very significant
for Plato’s philosophical development.

Some distinctively Socratic features are found in the Euthyphro, these resulting from
the Socratic influences and the absence of original Platonic considerations. One of those
features is a frequent use of analogy and induction in order to formulate a definition of
a given concept. Another important feature is emphasis on the insufficiency of a simple
enumeration for definition. Socrates attempts to grasp a certain characteristic feature,
a differentia specifica of the concept under examination, he calls it id¢a, without, however,
any metaphysical sense. The other term, typical of Plato’s later metaphysical vocabulary
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is mapdderypa. Likewise, its meaning in the Euthyphro is limited to the common use
(Lutostawski 1897: 188-200). There is, however, one substantially Platonic remark in the
dialogue. Plato distinguished between a primary action and a secondary state result-
ing from the action: “any state of action or passion implies previous action or passion.
It does not become because it is becoming, but it is in a state of becoming because it
becomes (Gt yryvetat yryvopevov éoty)” (10 ¢, translated by B. Jowett). Thus, according
to Lutostawski, the Euthyphro, has to be counted among Plato’s early dialogues on both
philosophical and philological grounds.

Most of the issues concerning the Euthyphro pertain also to other Socratic dialogues.
The Apology was also one of the dialogues that was frequently read by various Chris-
tian thinkers. The questions of chronology was of secondary importance for them. The
dialogue provided convenient and diverse material for the Greek language classes or
preparatory courses in philosophy orlogic. The teachers’ works on the Euthyphro which
were published in the gymnasiums’ annual reports are typical of this genre. They were
composed by experienced teachers and they intended to present the comprehensive
interpretation of the examined text. Various scholars offered some attention to the issue
of ordering the dialogues, but they were profoundly influenced by German scholarship.
Examining the authenticity of Socrates’ picture in the Euthyphro was rare. Generally, it
was accepted that the Platonic Socrates from the early dialogues was identical with the
so-called historical Socrates.
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The present paper examined how Polish philosophers, historians

and classicists understood and interpreted Plato’s Euthyphro in

the 19™ century. The article provides evidence for a twofold interest that
Polish readers had for the dialogue in this period. Firstly, Catholic think-
ers focused on the ethical issues of the dialogue and supported the reviv-
al of the Scholasticism, confirming, at the same time, the vitality

of Plato’s thought. Secondly, the text of Plato’s opusculum was a conveni-
ent didactic material for various teachers of the Greek language: while
the Euthyphro gave them the opportunity to raise ethical and logical
issues, they also taught philosophy on the basis of this dialogue.
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Ripensare Socrate:
note su alcuni
studi recenti

Livio Rossetti, Le dialogue socratique, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 2011 e Livio Rossetti, Ales-
sandro Stavru (a cura di), Socratica 2008, Atti Convegno Napoli 2008, Le Rane, Levante,
Bar1 2011.

FULVIA DE LUISE / Trento /

Un approccio innovativo alla questione socratica

L'uscita quasi contemporanea di due volumi a nome di Livio Rossetti (la raccolta Le dialo-
gue socratique per Les Belles Lettres e Socratica 2008 per 'editrice Levante) € un evento
che merita una riflessione pit ampia di una semplice recensione. Nel primo caso si tratta
di un volume che seleziona e raccoglie in versione francese otto saggi, relativamente
recenti, tra i moltissimi che lo studioso ha dedicato al lavoro about Socrates. Nel secondo
caso, si tratta degli Atti di un convegno (curati da Rossetti insieme ad Alessandro Stavru)
svoltosi a Napoli nel 2008, parte di una serie cominciata nel 2005 a Senigallia, che intende
riproporsi a ritmo triennale come appuntamento fisso per gli studi socratici (intervallan-
do le scadenze dei Symposia platonici promossi dalla International Plato Society).
L’interesse scientifico di questa doppia pubblicazione sta nel fatto che essa offre una
sorta di bilancio in corso d’opera di una stagione di studi davvero sorprendente: una
“rinascenza” socratica che ha radici nell’intenso lavoro compiuto, tra gli anni Cinquan-
ta e gli Ottanta, sulle fonti socratiche diverse da Platone'; che passa per gli studi anali-

! Si tratta di una stagione di studi culminante nella pubblicazione delle Socraticorum reliquiae prima (1983—
1985) e delle Socratis et Socraticorum reliquiae poi (1990), da parte di Gabriele Giannantoni, caratterizzata da
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tici degli anni Novanta, particolarmente significativi per la rivalutazione di Senofonte
(Morrison, Dorion, Narcy) e di Antistene (Rankin e Brancacci); che infine, negli ultimi
dieci anni, sembra aver preso la forma di una svolta metodologica, in grado di ridisegna-
re il quadro degli studi di settore, riproponendo in termini radicalmente nuovi la vexata
quaestio dell’identita intellettuale di Socrate e determinando una svolta anche nel campo
degli studi platonici. E un rethinking Socrates, vorrei dire (citando uno dei temi chiave
di queste raccolte di studi), che non solo ripopola di presenze differenziate ’'ambiente
della recezione antica pil vicina alla vita e alla morte del maestro (accettandone I’irri-
ducibile gioco di specchi), ma cambia significativamente anche la recezione attuale dei
dialoghi platonici, consegnati da una lunga tradizione a uno splendido (e fuorviante)
isolamento.

Per segnalare gli elementi di novita che ridefiniscono I'asse interpretativo di alcune
questioni cruciali, possiamo cominciare dal Rossetti promotore dell’iniziativa dei Socra-
tica. Attingo per questo al suo intervento di apertura alle giornate di Senigallia nel 2003,
Isocratici della prima generazione, che addita all’interesse generale I’area di dibattito che
si raccoglie intorno a Socrate e ne trasmette in forma plurima la memoria. Ormai acqui-
site (anche, in buona parte, per merito del suo lavoro) l’entita e la rilevanza del fenomeno
letterario dei logoi sokratikoi, Rossetti ha buon gioco nel farne il punto di partenza per
una revisione di metodo, invertendo, in prima battuta, il pregiudizio sorto dalla plura-
lita differenziata delle immagini socratiche: non si tratta di dichiarare irraggiungibile
il Socrate storico e di accettare la sua riduzione a leggenda (rassegnandosi a condivide-
re lo scetticismo di Olof Gigon sulla possibilita di trascendere la finzione dei dialoghi);
si tratta invece di prendere sul serio ’aspetto mimetico che necessariamente si accom-
pagna alle rappresentazioni di Socrate, come personaggio noto e dibattuto davanti
al pubblico antico, ben riconoscibile attraverso e oltre ’attribuzione di particolari colo-
riture e contenuti al suo insegnamento. Poiché «]’imitazione suppone ’avvenuta indi-
viduazione di tratti rappresentativi del personaggio», € importante considerare questo
aspetto «una risorsa per risalire al modello imitato»; e il quadro rappresentativo fornito
dalla letteratura socratica antica «¢ assai stabile nel caratterizzare Socrate come un perso-
naggio che si impegna volentieri a costruire situazioni dialogiche tali da generare negli
interlocutori perplessita e imbarazzo, in modo da lasciar balenare idee o istanze suscet-
tibili di tradursi in esortazione per I’interlocutore» (LR Socratica 2003, p. 47).

Naturalmente, I’'operazione che consente di cogliere tratti di stabilita tra le rappre-
sentazioni dei socratici € gia stata pill volte tentata (soprattutto a proposito di Platone
e Senofonte); e I'attenzione al modo di dialogare di Socrate, invece che ai contenuti delle
sue conversazioni, ha sollecitato interpretazioni penetranti, come quelle di Giannanto-
ni e di Vlastos. Ma Rossetti ha il merito di costruire connessioni inedite tra aspetti noti,
traendone significative implicazioni metodologiche: sottolineando, per esempio, che

un’attenzione alle fonti dell’eredita socratica, che ha prodotto un completo rinnovamento nell’approccio ai
cosiddetti “socratici minori”. Importanti studiosi (tra cui lo stesso Giannantoni, Olof Gigon, Fernanda Decleva
Caizzi, Leo Strauss, Andreas Patzer, Klaus Doring, Luciano Montoneri) hanno contribuito ad aprire nuove vie
diricerca in questa direzione.
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itratti di riconoscibilita del personaggio Socrate (principalmente, il suo spiazzante modus

operandi nei confronti degli interlocutori) siano allo stesso tempo i tratti identificativi

di un gruppo intellettuale assai agguerrito nel manipolare e superare forme comunicative

ben collaudate sul finire del V secolo (trattati e testi paradossali, modelli teatrali di dialo-
go e di azione), col risultato di riversare nella forma di un nuovo genere (i logoi sokratikoi)

la vocazione a “fare cose con le parole”.

Cio induce a considerare I’insieme di questa straordinaria produzione di unita dialo-
giche come un modo di agire comune nello spazio della parola pubblica, ma anche
e prima di tutto come un modo di intervenire nell’area del dibattito interno tra i socrati-
ci, dove le differenze si implicano reciprocamente come parti di un dialogo conflittuale.
Somiglianze e differenze nei contenuti delle rappresentazioni risultano cosi ugualmente
illuminanti per comprendere la posta in gioco: I’eredita condivisa e contesa, in parte enig-
matica, di cio che era possibile dire nel nome di Socrate, come primo referente di ogni
specifica (e postuma) elaborazione.

La fecondita di un tale innovativo approccio alla questione socratica emerge a mio
parere con chiarezza nella progressione tematica che si € espressa nello spazio dei conve-
gni socratici, da Senigallia 2005 a Napoli 2008. Dall’invito a prendere sul serio i “socratici
minori”, per ricomporre ['unita di ispirazione che li coinvolge tutti (posto in exergo agli
Atti di Senigallia 2005 e di Napoli 2008, attraverso una citazione di Romeyer Dherbey
2001), alla chiara messa a fuoco della rilevanza di cio che accade entro la cerchia di quella
prima generazione di socratici per il futuro della filosofia: perché essa si affermi, innanzi-
tutto, come pratica intellettuale distinta da ogni forma gia codificata di sapere. Nel saggio
che apre la raccolta degli atti di Socratica 2008 (I Socratici ‘primi filosofi’ e Socrate ‘primo

filosofo’), Rossetti compie in effetti un passo importante riesaminando, analiticamente

e comparativamente, tutte le occorrenze dei termini “filosofia” e “filosofo” nel V secolo,
per collocare precisamente a carico della prima generazione dei socratici, la scelta di dare

un significato intensivo a quei termini, identificando con essi Socrate e la sua pratica

discorsiva. Cio lega indissolubilmente I’invenzione della filosofia al dialogo reale con cui

Socrate si impose come affascinante innovatore nel panorama culturale di Atene nell’ul-
timo trentennio del V secolo; e lega i socratici (not Plato alone!) all’ideazione di quella

forma di scrittura che avrebbe perpetuato I’immagine di Socrate come emblema irriduci-
bile della filosofia in azione, quali che fossero i contenuti veicolati e trasmessi in suo nome.
Lascio ai lettori del saggio il piacere di cogliere nelle sottili argomentazioni di Rossetti

le implicazioni di questa tesi per una rilettura critica degli schemi storiografici trasmessi

dalla tradizione (con I’indicazione aristotelica in testa, che pone gli autori di scritti Peri

physeos come primi filosofi), per una rinnovata comprensione della frattura tra filoso-
fi e sofisti (postulata in diversi modi dai socratici a difesa della memoria del maestro

e di se stessi), per delimitare lo spazio temporale delle accuse ai “filosofi”, cui accennano

Senofonte e Platone. Cio che mi sembra importante sottolineare € che lo spostamento

del focus sui socratici ha il valore di un piano diricerca, e che le scoperte in questo ambito,
di interesse non solo storiografico, rendono inevitabile una consistente revisione degli

schemi interpretativi usati dalla tradizione filosofica per pensare se stessa.
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Socratica 2008: uno sguardo sul panorama degli studi socratici recenti

Nell’Introduction a Socratica 2008, i curatori tracciano un ampio quadro del rinno-
vamento degli studi che segue la pubblicazione delle Socratis et Socraticorum Reliquiae
di Giannantoni, sottolineando che I’effetto si manifesta con evidenza alla distanza di un
decennio, da considerarsi come «a period of rumination» (p. 12). Non puo stupire un
certo ritardo nell’utilizzo pieno della miniera di fonti vecchie e nuove, messe a disposi-
zione dalla raccolta: resta un’impresa non priva di difficolta la ricostruzione del valore
reale di un’esperienza come quella dei socratici, che ha subito alle origini un processo
di quasi completa rimozione. Come gia notava Vegetti nel suo intervento a Socratica 200s,
la solitudine di Socrate € un mito difficile da rimuovere, legato com’¢ alla brillante resa
drammatica della rappresentazione platonica, che esalta insieme la grandezza e la margi-
nalita di Socrate rispetto al contesto cittadino, oscurando del tutto il ruolo dei socratici.
Ed & soprattutto a causa dello straordinario successo dei dialoghi platonici nell’antichita,
che si spiega l’eclissi dei socratici e la sostanziale dispersione dei loro scritti, inattingibili
per noi (con la sola eccezione di Senofonte) nella loro interezza.

«When Plato started writing dialogs, presumably shortly after 399 B.C.», notano
i curatori, «his elder companions as Antisthenes or Aeschines enjoyed far higher status
than he did. Fifty years later, in 350, the situation had completely changed, as the superio-
rity of Plato — of his writings as well as of his school - was an undisputed fact». Ma quale
rilievo ha oggi riaprire la discussione su quel giudizio selettivo della storia, che ha dato
alla tradizione il suo orientamento, sommergendo e quasi cancellando la memoria dei
socratici, in quanto filosofi? Il primo motivo di interesse sta forse proprio nel comprende-
re le ragioni per cui la versione platonica di Socrate, che oriento la tradizione ad assumere
un determinato modello di filosofia in suo nome, ebbe una tale prevalenza: «a closer look
at the theoretical issues of the ‘minor’ Socratics is necessary for a true and full acknowled-
gement of Plato’s superiority» (p. 16).

La suggestione si fa pili ricca e filosoficamente interessante se proviamo a immaginare
i possibili sviluppi di una rinnovata attenzione al contesto in cui Platone ha scritto i suoi
dialoghi. Alcuni di tali sviluppi possono considerarsi gia praticati e ben rappresentati nel
vivo delle ricerche in corso, di cui Socratica 2008, come diremo meglio in dettaglio, offre
una gamma di importanti esempi:

1. una migliore focalizzazione di Socrate, come fonte di una novita intellettuale
recepita e riverberata da tutte le sue rappresentazioni;

2. lamessainluce, olariscoperta, di prospettive di ricerca divergenti dalla comune
matrice socratica, oscurate dalla prevalenza del modello platonico (filone gia ricco
di risultati importanti nei casi di Senofonte e di Antistene);

3. unaseria considerazione dell’interesse suscitato nei contemporanei dalla figura
di Socrate, da vivo e da morto, che ne fa un personaggio di alto rilievo politico, poi
un’eredita capace di dividere, ma anche un tramite di alleanze, di ricostruzioni,
di revisioni della memoria storica, nel contesto della potenza ateniese in declino.
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Un ulteriore motivo, di carattere metodologico, rende a mio parere desiderabile
la rottura dell’isolamento del teatro platonico dei dialoghi: la possibilita di una compren-
sione intertestuale della scrittura platonica, come stesura d’autore in dialogo con altre
scritture, decifrabile per somiglianze e differenze, in luoghi topici e dettagli di stile.
Questa prospettiva potrebbe andare a costituire il campo di applicazione pitt promet-
tente per un ritorno a Platone attraverso Socrate e i socratici. In questo senso interpreto
la novita della scelta tematica indicata per Socratica 2012 (terzo simposio socratico, previ-
sto a Trento per il prossimo febbraio, di cui € partito a luglio il call for papers): «An Inter-
national Conference on Socrates, the Socratics, and every thing that is around Plato».

Pili in generale, mantenendo vivo I’interesse per I’area di dibattito che si raccoglie
intorno a Socrate, e costituisce poi il milieu in cui si muove I’elaborazione platonica,
i nuovi studi socratici permettono di muoversi verso una comprensione pill concreta
e dialettica delle grandi questioni etiche che ricevettero una formulazione in quel conte-
sto: volontarieta-involontarieta del male; significato dei piaceri (o dei criteri di utilita)
nell’ambito di una vita che si vuole felice; la “virtt” come ambiguo termine di riferi-
mento, tra oggettivazione tecnica e processi di (ri)soggettivazione del valore; carattere
e “destino” degli individui; forme di vita e forme di relazionalita pubblica; appartenenza,
atopia e esperienze di straniamento nella costituzione del soggetto morale. L’attenzio-
ne al contesto presenta |’ulteriore vantaggio di valorizzare le implicazioni storico-politi-
che di tali questioni (consegnate altrimenti a una monumentale perennita), restituendo
freschezza e attualita alle soluzioni teoriche disputate e ai percorsi impiegati per raggiun-
gere soluzioni accettabili. Cio significa, per esempio, cogliere nel teatro platonico dei
dialoghi ’'ambizione di allargare alla citta il dibattito interno all’area socratica, aprendo
un confronto retrospettivo con le voci pili forti, autorevoli o deprecabili, di un passato
recente e ancora carico di ombre sul presente politico della polis; e assumere definiti-
vamente il carattere non fittizio di tali dialoghi, che proprio nella ricostruzione di quel
milieu culturale (e degli interrogativi che in esso si andavano aprendo) pongono lo sfondo
necessario a comprendere il gesto atopico di Socrate, la pratica irriverente e spiazzante
che tutti i socratici hanno visto nel maestro, ma forse il solo Platone ha trasformato nel
paradigma del filosofo e del fare filosofia.

Torniamo piu analiticamente al panorama di studi presentato in Socratica 2008.

Come la precedente edizione e altri recenti convegni di argomento socratico,
la raccolta mostra, nell’ampiezza e nella varieta dei percorsi delineati dai relatori, I’au-
tenticita della “ripartenza” negli studi degli ultimi dieci anni, 'urgenza del re-thinking
Socrates come fenomeno di portata internazionale, che trae, dalla nuova consapevolezza
delle dimensioni eclatanti della produzione dei logoi, la necessita di riaprire il discorso
sulla pratica intellettuale che riceve il nome di “filosofia” nome impegnativo e autorevole
per la tradizione futura, ma, all’epoca, neologismo vivo e sfuggente, fonte di ispirazione
e di contese, di definizioni e scritture ancora in corso. Spicca, nel panorama delinea-
to con cura analitica e straordinaria ricchezza di riferimenti nell’Introduction agli atti
del convegno, I'emergere di nuovi nuclei di condensazione dell’interesse degli studiosi:
la reale portata della ricerca naturalistica di Socrate e dei suoi esiti teleologici (tema che
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induce a rileggere e incrociare le divergenti testimonianze di Aristofane, di Senofonte
e di Platone); la varieta dei legami attribuiti a Socrate (per esempio, con Euripide o con
Archelao) come indizi di una personalita culturale complessa, irriducibile a un ritratto
univoco (considerazione che induce a valorizzare la peculiarita delle tracce socratiche
piu deboli, ordinariamente schiacciate dalle testimonianze pil forti, e a mantenere atti-
va la pluralita dei resoconti sugli stessi argomenti); la riabilitazione di Senofonte, come
socratico dotato di un’autonoma personalita filosofica, ben riconosciuta dagli antichi
come alternativa a Platone, e titolare di una quota significativa, benché sottovalutata, del
socratismo moderno (una linea di ricerca ben consolidata in area francofona, che vede
orain crescita il numero degli studiosi di diverse aree linguistiche interessati a scanda-
gliare la complessita degli apporti senofontei su argomenti di rilievo filosofico per la tradi-
zione occidentale); infine, come si € pil volte accennato, la rilettura di Platone attraverso
I'insieme delle testimonianze socratiche (prospettiva che si incrocia con I'esigenza di una
revisione degli schemi adottati per distinguere I’autore dal suo personaggio, per maneg-
giare 'insieme dei dialoghi come un sistema unitario o in sviluppo, per contestualizzare
temi topici come ’ironia o la religiosita di Socrate). Aggiungerei a quest’ultima prospetti-
val’interesse a rileggere la biografia intellettuale di Socrate attraverso il resoconto distri-
buito da Platone nei dialoghi: certo una narrazione non neutrale e un palinsesto del suo
programma filosofico, ma anche una ricostruzione in qualche modo realistica, perché
esposta al confronto con la memoria degli altri socratici.

Gli interventi in dettaglio

Gli interventi raccolti si distribuiscono in quattro aree calde di dibattito (I - The first
generation; II - Plato; III - Xenophon; IV - Nachleben), per concludersi con il ricordo
In Memoriam di Mario Montuori.

La prima sezione, dedicata a cio che accade traisocratici e alla sua rilevanza per 'ela-
borazione multifaceted del paradigma del filosofo, comprende i saggi di Livio Rossetti,
Noburu Notomi, Aldo Brancacci e Domingo Placido.

< Livio Rossetti discute, come si ¢ gia detto, le occorrenze dei termini philosophia

e philosophos tra'V e IV secolo, per prospettare una tesi di rilevante interesse sulla
formazione di una determinata identita intellettuale nel gruppo dei socratici.
< Noburu Notomi discute i termini dell’opposizione canonica tra sofisti e filosofi
nella letteratura socratica, a partire dal confronto tra le diverse strategie difensive
adottate da Platone e Senofonte nei confronti del valore del maestro, per conclu-
dere sottolineando che ’enfasi a dividere Socrate dai sofisti, ineliminabile dal
quadro della tradizione filosofica, appartiene specificamente al solo Platone ed
e rivolta a criticare, insieme ai sofisti, i socratici come Antistene.

< Aldo Brancacci fa parlare il catalogo delle opere antisteniche trasmesso da Dioge-
ne Laerzio, ricostruendo il nesso tra moralita e sapere che caratterizza la ricer-
ca del socratico e fornendo, attraverso una ricchissima disamina delle fonti, una
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risposta definitiva sul tipo di proposta etica che Antistene derivava dalla sua piu
lunga e antica frequentazione di Socrate: un concetto di episteme strettamente
legato alla dimensione dialogico-dialettica, del tutto alieno dal riferimento a idee
di tipo platonico, capace di conferire un fondamento unitario a logica ed etica
sulla base della distinzione tra oikeion e allotrion.

Domingo Placido utilizza le diverse fonti relative a Eschine per formulare ipote-
si sul retroterra economico di alcune apparenti contraddizioni del socratismo,
collegando, in particolare, le differenze di atteggiamento nei confronti dell’in-
segnamento professionale a pagamento di tipo sofistico alle condizioni materia-
li di esistenza dei discepoli, che vanno dalla ricchezza di un aristocratico come
Platone all’indigenza di Eschine, piu vicino forse alle condizioni di vita del
maestro.

La seconda sezione, dedicata alla rilettura di aspetti della rappresentazione platonica,
comprende i saggi di Louis-André Dorion, Walter Omar Kohan, Lidia Palumbo, Gabriele
Cornelli e André Leonardo Chevitarese.

<

Louis-André Dorion argomenta sulla differenza rilevabile tra il Socrate di Seno-
fonte e quello di Platone in tema di autarkeia, rintracciando i motivi che rendono
indesiderabile per Platone quella che in Senofonte appare virtli eminente del filo-
sofo: uno stato di autosufficienza, incompatibile con il ruolo positivo che Platone
assegna allo stato di bisogno, come base per I’intreccio di relazioni economiche,
di amicizia e d’amore, e come condizione per lo sviluppo filosofico del desiderio
di sapere.

Walter Omar Kohan si muove all’interno dei dialoghi platonici, sottolineando
alcune caratteristiche paradossali del personaggio Socrate, enigmaticamente
sospeso tra la professione di ignoranza e I'impegno a curarsi degli altri come un
autentico maestro di virtu, forse legato in modo essenziale al paradosso di un’e-
ducazione filosofica intesa come impegno a “decolonizzare” il proprio pensiero.
Lidia Palumbo procede alla revisione del celebre luogo platonico dell’Alcibiade I,
in cui Socrate invita Alcibiade alla «cura di sé», utilizzando la metafora dell’oc-
chio che si specchia nell’occhio per vedersi, per sostenere che il suo significato
non ¢ un invito alla relazione con I’altro, ma ad instaurare un dialogo dell’anima
con se stessa, cioe un’autentica esperienza di «riflessione».

Gabriele Cornelli e André Leonardo Chevitarese ripropongono I’analisi dei moti-
vi che portarono alla morte di Socrate, riunendo sinergicamente il punto di vista
e gli strumenti di indagine della storia e quelli della filosofia, per pervenire a un
confronto realistico tra le ragioni politiche della condanna e quelle della cano-
nizzazione filosofica.

La terza sezione, dedicata al Socrate di Senofonte come altra versione di cio che signi-

fica filosofare, comprende i saggi di Donald Morrison e di Alessandro Stavru.

<

Donald Morrison sviluppa I’analisi dei diversi tipi di connessione, rilevabili nei
Memorabili di Senofonte, tra sophia e virtu, e sulla difficolta a ricondurli a un
modello unitario, come la fiducia nell’infallibilita del sapere per la conquista del
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bene, che richiede numerose sotto-ipotesi per raccordarsi con la relativita del
proprio bene, con la limitatezza del sapere umano, con la pluralita delle forme
di virtt, che in ogni caso includono un fondamento nel sapere.

Alessandro Stavru analizza un discusso passo del III libro dei Memorabili, in cui
il Socrate senofonteo costringe gli artisti Parrasio e Clitone a misurarsi sullo statu-
to dell’immagine artistica, sul significato del rappresentare e del far apparire,
dimostrando, con una ben documentata ricostruzione, che il dialogo evidenzia
una precisa competenza in materia di canoni e procedimenti delle arti figurative
del suo tempo da parte di Senofonte, unita alla capacita di tradurre e rielaborare
i contenuti del linguaggio tecnico in chiave speculativa.

La quarta sezione, dedicata alla rinascita di temi socratici nell’antichita, comprende
isaggi di Michael Erler, Graziano Ranocchia, Michel Narcy,

<

Michael Erler dedica il saggio alla ripresa in ambito epicureo del tema socratico
della parrhesia, che viene sviluppato nella pluralita delle sue accezioni, attraver-
so un articolato confronto con i luoghi platonici che ne sanciscono la rilevanza,
ma ne limitano I'uso a determinati contesti e condizioni pedagogiche.

Graziano Ranocchia analizza il ritratto di Socrate come «eiron», citato da Filo-
demo nel De vitiis come parte dell’opera De superbia di un imprecisato Aristo-
ne, discutendo 'origine di un testo pesantemente denigratorio e caricaturale nei
confronti dei tratti ironici del personaggio Socrate, in un contesto culturale in
cui questi venivano identificati con la tradizione platonico-scettica, per conclu-
dere identificando ’autore nello stoico Aristone di Chio, in quanto esponente
della scuola che si richiamava a un Socrate non ironico attraverso la divergente
filiazione senofontea.

Michel Narcy discute I’accostamento tra Socrate e Euripide, proposto da Diogene
Laerzio sulla base di un frammento comico, indagando le intenzioni rappresen-
tative del dossografo nel dare spazio a una voce originariamente denigratoria nei
confronti di Euripide, per rovesciarne il significato a favore di Socrate.

I contributo di Rossetti allo studio del dialogare socratico: un’immagine

inquietante

Passiamo ora dagli effetti a largo raggio dell’iniziativa socratica di Livio Rossetti al suo
contributo personale di studioso, ben rappresentato dalla raccolta Le dialogue socratique,
curata dallo psicoanalista francese Francois Roustang, a sua volta affascinato dalla figura
di Socrate come tipo umano e autore di un libro dall’eloquente titolo Le secret de Socrate
pour changer la vie (2009).

Il volume, che appare evidentemente un omaggio alla posizione di prestigio di cui
il lavoro di Rossetti gode a livello internazionale, raccoglie in realta solo un piccolo
campione dei suoi scritti: 8 saggi (di cui 3 tradotti dall’italiano e 5 gia apparsi in francese),
tratti dalla produzione relativamente recente (tra il 1995 e il 2010) di uno studioso il cui
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primo scritto in materia socratica risale al 1971 (Recenti sviluppi della questione socratica,
in Proteus 6, pp. 177-182). A fare da cornice all’insieme, troviamo, in apertura, il saggio
«Le dialogue socratique in statu nascenti», che inquadra nelle sue dimensioni epocali
il fenomeno della letteratura socratica; in chiusura, il saggio presentato a Socratica 2008,
dedicato, come si & detto, al nesso tra esperienza socratica e nascita della filosofia.

Presentando nell’Avant-propos il filo rosso della raccolta, il curatore segnala il contri-
buto fornito da Rossetti alla riformulazione, e in un certo senso alla soluzione, della
questione socratica, rappresentata dall’interrogativo ‘chi ¢ il vero Socrate nella plura-
lita delle sue rappresentazioni?’. Usando un’accettabile semplificazione, si puo dire con
Roustang che, essendo Socrate la fonte di ispirazione di tutti gli scritti dialogici che inva-
sero il campo editoriale dell’epoca come un nuovo genere letterario, «il faut en conclure
que Socrate est le créateur du genre littéraire “dialogue socratique”™ (p. 19); e di qui far
scaturire ’indicazione di metodo che permette di identificare nel comportamento del
Socrate personaggio, primo titolare e sempre protagonista dell’azione dialogica, i tratti
caratterizzanti che tanto impressionarono i suoi contemporanei.

Ma la chiave di lettura pit1 inquietante, che Roustang indica al lettore come effetto
sorprendente e rivelatore della ricerca socratica di Rossetti, & I’irriverenza con cui lo
studioso si rivolge al suo oggetto, sovvertendo il ritratto pili paludato del mito platoni-
co e scoprendo aspetti meno rassicuranti all’interno della retorica del dialogo. Si tratta
della tesi che Rossetti enuncia indagando Le coté inauthentique du dialoguer platonicien
(saggio 7), e soffermandosi poi in pili occasioni sugli effetti della «macroretorica» dei
dialoghi, ovvero sulle strutture architettoniche di scena dei testi, che creano un’atmosfera
di plausibilita intorno al dialogare socratico, catturando gli interlocutori e il lettore in un
gioco che appare non sempre onesto, dal punto di vista logico e educativo. Leffetto rive-
latore, ma anche la produttivita interpretativa di queste osservazioni di Rossetti, emer-
gono con chiarezza attraverso il confronto tra i modi della rappresentazione platonica
e quelli di Senofonte. Testo chiave nel contesto della raccolta, L’Euthydeme de Xénophon
(saggio 2) prende in esame un’unita dialogica del IV libro dei Memorabili (denomina-
ta da Rossetti Eutidemo per accostamento all’lomonimo dialogo di Platone), leggendo
in esso un comportamento socratico impossibile da catalogare come forma di paideia
cognitiva, o anche soltanto gioco benevolo, con I'interlocutore: Eutidemo viene sopraf-
fatto, prevaricato e distrutto da una marea di contro-esempi ad ogni tentativo, pur sensa-
to, di fornire una risposta plausibile all’interrogazione di Socrate; di pit, viene circuito
entro una strategia complessa, che si sviluppa in diversi tempi e vede complici gli amici
di Socrate nell’attirare al discorso il giovane studioso, che sembra non volerne sapere
di riconoscere ad altri il ruolo di maestro, ma, una volta entrato nella trappola del dialo-
go, non puo piu sfuggire all’ansia e all’insicurezza generate in lui dall’insaziabile acca-
nimento di Socrate. «Cruauté mentale ou acte supréme de confiance en Euthydeme?»,
si domanda Rossetti (p. 89). In effetti, convinto a disprezzare se stesso e abbandonato
senza una parola di conforto, Eutidemo trovera, secondo il racconto di Senofonte, la forza
direagire accettando il magistero socratico e sforzandosi di imitare il suo esempio; e sara
cosi (solo cosi) ben accolto nella cerchia dei socratici. Che cosa se ne puo concludere?
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L’aspetto inquietante che si concentra in questo resoconto senofonteo non comporta in
realta un cambiamento di paradigma rispetto all’exemplum Socratis che la tradizione
ha riconosciuto nel Socrate platonico: non ¢ difficile rintracciare anche in Platone chiari
segni di stile non benevolo nella paideia socratica, che inducono a sospettare di un’er-
meneutica che «a si fréquemment fait passer Socrate pour un champion du dialogue
paritaire» (p. 93). In realta, sottolinea Rossetti, nella propensione del personaggio Socra-
te a instaurare rapporti non paritari, a mettere in difficolta I’interlocutore spingendolo
all’aporia, dovremmo semplicemente riconoscere «un fait d’observation» (p. 93), che
accomuna le rappresentazioni dei socratici’. A esiti simili giunge infatti I’articolata rico-
gnizione condotta nel saggio 6 (La rhétorique de Socrate), che sviluppa ’analisi in riferi-
mento al Gorgia di Platone. Cio che rende particolarmente interessante I'unita dialogica
dell’Eutidemo di Senofonte (anche per comprendere meglio lo sfondo referenziale della
rappresentazione di Platone) e che l’esito aporetico ha qui evidentemente I’aspetto di una
lezione di metodo, escludendo ogni obiettivo di contenuto, ogni esito di carattere cogni-
tivo. E dunque a una «lecture métacognitive du dialogue» che Rossetti guida il lettore,
additando nel tipo di esperienza indotta dall’interrogare socratico il significato psicago-
gico della sua inusitata paideia.

Di quale esperienza si tratta? «L’expérience de la confusion, de ’embarras, de
la honte», riassume Roustang, collegando questo metodo all’idea che la filosofia,
per Socrate, sia «une pratique qui réclame une modification de la maniere de vivre»
(pp- 20-21). Sul significato pil profondo e drammatico dell’esperienza provocata da
Socrate nei suoi interlocutori, molto lavoro comparativo resta da fare. Il discorso potreb-
be continuare a lungo esplorando la convergenza e la intertestualita delle scritture
di Senofonte e Platone su questo specifico tratto di stile, che ciascun autore indirizza poi
a esiti filosofici differenti.

Rossetti ne ¢ in generale ben consapevole, mantenendo aperto lo spazio al confron-
to anche quando é impegnato a dimostrare 'originalita dell’elaborazione senofontea.
Eil caso del saggio 3, dedicato al capitolo ITI 8 dei Memorabili, dove Aristippo & ritratto
nel tentativo di imitare il gioco confutatorio di Socrate, rubandogli il ruolo di «question-
neur», mentre Socrate sembra impegnato a ripristinare a suo favore I’asimmetria del
rapporto tra chi interroga e chi ¢ interrogato. Dal punto di vista della rappresentazio-
ne, la scena appare singolare, e con pochi documenti comparabili, come «portrait du
portrait» (p. 119): duplicazione del modello socratico sulla scena, attraverso la rappresen-
tazione di un imitatore ancora maldestro. Ma la possibilita che si dia di Socrate vivente
una imitazione tecnicamente riconoscibile € un fatto di per sé interessante per la storia
del socratismo. Il riferimento agli imitatori, in particolare ai giovani, capaci di apprendere
e riprodurre in tempi rapidi le mosse-chiave dell’elenchos, € ben presente anche in Plato-
ne e testimonia, come Rossetti sottolinea a proposito del testo di Senofonte, ’esistenza
diregole precise «pour la joute dialectique a la Socrate» (p. 114).

% Basterebbero, credo, gli esempi forniti nel del Lachete, e il commento in questo senso dal personaggio
Nicia sulla strategia di Socrate nel dialogo (La. 187 e-188 a).
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Anche I'uso del ridicolo nelle mani di Socrate e dei suoi allievi, cui ¢ dedicato il saggio
5, si presta a considerazioni simili, in quanto elemento presente in modo trasversale nelle
rappresentazioni dei socratici. Esaminandone e confrontandone diversi esempi, Rosset-
ti ne mostra il potenziale agonale, che ne fa un sostegno inseparabile dall’elenchos, in
quanto prova di valore, capace di mettere a rischio in modo permanente la credibilita
di chi ne é vittima. Per quanto innovativo, e inserito in una cornice di rapporto assai pit
complessa di un’esibizione retorica, [’'uso che Socrate ne fa resta crudele, in una cultura
dove il riso ¢ la pit temuta fonte di vergogna e nessuno vorrebbe perdere un confronto
faccia a faccia. I'induzione del ridicolo, I’ironia, la confutazione accanita, fanno di Socra-
te un provocatore di successo, ben consapevole del disagio prodotto nei suoi interlocu-
tori sociali, come appare nell’Apologia platonica. Ma, se il socratismo € inseparabile dal

“valore aggiunto” dei suoi effetti comici, € la forza delle sue istanze, «ce tissu d’idées de
grande portée qui donne une force dévastatrice au ridicule socratique» (p. 213). Dal riso,
siamo risospinti a indagare la serieta di alcune questioni emergenti dal contesto epocale
delle rappresentazioni.

Ho lasciato per ultimo il commento al saggio 4, dedicato all’Eutifrone di Platone,
perché mi permette di svolgere qualche considerazione conclusiva pili personale sulla
rilevanza del lavoro di Rossetti per chi ¢ interessato al fenomeno della letteratura socra-
tica come evento di portata filosofica, non riducibile alla ricerca di una dottrina.

Il titolo del saggio, L’Eutiphron comme événement communicationnel, ciindirizza in
prima battuta a prendere sul serio I’intenzione comunicativa di Platone. A quali lettori
mirava e quali effetti intendeva produrre in loro, considerato che il dialogo nasce in un
ben preciso contesto storico e culturale, caratterizzato dal conflitto tra accusatori e difen-
sori di Socrate dopo la sua morte e dalle dispute interne tra socratici per ’eredita autenti-
ca del maestro? L’ampia e sottile analisi, che Rossetti fa partire da questa domanda, scan-
daglia ogni aspetto della composizione dialogica, utilizzando diversi strumenti di esegesi
e di comparazione intertestuale per mostrare, da un lato, cio che accomuna questo testo
ad altri dialoghi (permettendo di classificarlo tra quelli considerati “aporetici”), dall’altro
cio che lo rende in qualche modo unico e particolarmente inquietante, per la difficolta
a decifrare la strategia rappresentativa impiegata in esso da Platone.

Se ’argomento non fosse cosi scottante (la pieta, come virtu relativa al rapporto con
gli déi), se 'interlocutore messo in imbarazzo non fosse un rappresentante scrupoloso
della cultura religiosa cittadina, se I'occasione non fosse cosi drammatica (Socrate si sta
recando al tribunale per conoscere le accuse formulate contro di lui), si potrebbe consi-
derare il dialogo un esempio, tra gli altri, di uso del metodo confutatorio, applicato ai
danni di un presunto competente in materia, da parte di un Socrate non particolarmente
interessato all’argomento, ma solo a migliorare la tecnica della definizione (che Rossetti
considera una peculiarita del Socrate platonico). Nella fattispecie, la pars destruens del
lavoro di indagine, condotta con il consueto gusto del porre in imbarazzo mascherato da
desiderio di apprendere, conduce Socrate non solo a mostrare che Eutifrone il sacerdo-
te non ha un’idea precisa di cio che identifica e caratterizza ’essere pii, ma a far intuire
al lettore che & impossibile procedere oltre nel tentativo di definire la pieta (hosiotes)
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come virtl specifica, capace di spiegare e giustificare la benevolenza degli déi. E Peffet-
to di quel «morceau de bravoure», in cui Socrate dimostra che il pio non & pio perché

¢ amato dagli déi, ma per qualche altra ragione, mentre il prosieguo del dialogo dimo-
strera che tale ragione non puo essere legata alla relazione di servizio con gli déi (che non

hanno bisogno di doni), ma semmai con la giustizia. La conclusione € eminentemente

negativa; ma la sparizione della pieta dal contesto delle virtl definibili in sé appare ben

pit che un esito aporetico. Come Rossetti sottolinea, «la question est bien plus crucia-
le que celle de la nature exacte du courage, de la modération ou de la beauté» (p. 181).
E vaasuo merito di “socratico” aver posto in dubbio «I’aporéticité effective ou seulement

apparente» di questo dialogo, osservando che «Platon parvient a esquisser une réponse,
méme s’il la communique de fagon si réticente et altérée qu’il la rende méconnaissable»
(p-187).

Ma come é possibile che Platone attribuisca al maestro di cui vuole salvare la memo-
ria questa risposta cosi lacerante per i presupposti della cultura religiosa cittadina? Come
¢ possibile che lo faccia, si domanda Rossetti, «surtout si [’on considere I’insertion expli-
cite du dialogue dans la phase préliminaire du procés intenté a Socrate pour irréligion?»
(p- 191). A risultare inquietante € per noi a questo punto soprattutto la strategia rappresen-
tativa di Platone nei confronti di Socrate, che non rientra negli schemi difensivi praticati
da altri e pare sostanzialmente inopportuna per un socratico.

Forse, per Platone contava rappresentare 1'ultimo atto di un Socrate provocatore
pubblico, votato al fraintendimento di fronte al ritualismo perbenista dei suoi concitta-
dini. Forse questa frattura definitiva con le idee irriflesse di una cultura religiosa svuotata
di forza morale era per Platone la premessa radicale (I’idea forte) che dava valore al fare
filosofia alla maniera provocatoria di Socrate. Sicuramente il seguito ideale di questa
espulsione della pieta dal novero delle virtu del cittadino sta nella fondazione laica del
pensiero della giustizia, perseguita programmaticamente nella Repubblica come un bene
che prescinde dal giudizio degli déi e dal desiderio di essere loro cari.

La cura attenta che Rossetti ha dedicato a questo dialogo ci restituisce ’Eutifrone
come momento di svolta nella produzione platonica, che, dall’intenzione prevalente-
mente mimetica, destinata a trasmettere I’immagine e il metodo della ricerca di Socrate,
passa a mettere a frutto autonomamente le piti potenti tensioni innovative da lui suscitate.
Il modo in cui lo studioso giunge a questi risultati, la ricchezza metodologica e I’apertura
sempre in progress della sua analisi mi sembrano in qualche modo emblematiche della
sua attiva e insostituibile presenza, nella stagione di studi di cui € stato ed & protagonista.
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/. nowych badan nad
dialogiem Sokratejskim

Livio Rossetti, Le dialogue socratique, Editions Les Belles Lettres, Paris 2011, ss. 296.

SEAWOMIR TORBUS / Wroctaw /

Ksigzka stanowi zbior ttumaczonych na jezyk francuski o§miu artykutéw profesora Livio
Rossettiego, ktére poswiecone sg osobie Sokratesa i dialogom sokratejskim. Teksty te
ukazaly sie w czasopismach oraz pracach zbiorowych na przestrzeni lat 1998-2010 — na
stronie 13 znajdujemy dokladne odniesienia bibliograficzne. Po spisie tresci (s. 15) naste-
puje przedmowa autorstwa Francois Roustanga (s. 17-21), w ktérej zwraca on uwage na
najwazniejsze watki poruszane przez Rossettiego w jego tekstach — nature dialogéw
sokratejskich jako gatunku literackiego, jego koncepcje ,,makro-retoryki” oraz pewne
propozycje rozwigzania kwestii ,,historycznego Sokratesa”. Artykuly Rossettiego zapre-
zentowane zostaty na stronach 23-277. Podane sg one nie w porzgdku chronologicznym,
ale rzeczowym, pozwalajagcym na systematyczne zapoznawanie si¢ z kolejnymi, wynika-
jacymi z siebie, jeden po drugim, elementami koncepcji uczonego. Ksigzka zaopatrzona
jest w obszerng bibliografie przedmiotu (s. 279-288) oraz indeks nazwisk (s. 289-292).
W pierwszym tekscie — , Le dialogue socratique in statu nascendi” (s. 23-53), Rossetti
Zwraca uwage na, czesto niezauwazany przez specjalistow, fenomen bujnego rozkwitu



Stawomur Torbus / Wroctaw /

tworczosci pisarskiej w zakresie tzw. logoi Sokratikoi, ktérych liczbe szacuje wstepnie

na okolo 300 utworéw, napisanych w okresie pierwszych 25 lat IV w. przed Chr. Feno-
men ten ttumaczy autor potrzebg przeciwdzialania przez uczniéw Sokratesa mozliwosci

utrwalenia sie w spoleczenistwie negatywnego obrazu ich mistrza, a co za tym idzie, calej

szkoty filozoficznej. Istotnym bodZcem w tym kierunku byta z pewno$cig publikacja

antysokratejskiego pamfletu Polikratesa — nie bylaby to jednak bezposrednia, ale raczej,
jak okresla to Rossetti, towarzyszaca przyczyna (une cause concomitante) zaistnienia tak
duzej ilodci szczegdlnego rodzaju tekstow literackich. Rozwazania Rossettiego prowadzg

do wniosku, ze w przypadku rozkwitu tworczosci autordw logoi Sokratikoi nie mamy do

czynienia z powstaniem nowego gatunku literackiego, ale raczej ze §wiadomym postu-
giwaniem sie przez twércow pewnym schematem juz wczes$niej wykorzystywanym

w kregach sokratejskich.

Kolejny artykutl Rossettiego — , L’ Euthydéme de Xénophon” (s. 55-99) — poswie-
cony jest, znajdujagcemu sie w 2 rozdziale IV ksiegi Wspomnieri o Sokratesie Ksenofonta,
dialogowi Sokratesa z Eutydemem. Dialog ten, okreslony tu mianem: Eutydem, zdaniem
Rossettiego stanowi jeden z najwybitniejszych tekstow Ksenofonta — na miare najwiek-
szych arcydziet samego Platona. Autor uwaza, ze tekst ten, wbrew opinii niektorych
interpretatoréw, nie przekazuje wlasciwie zadnych informacji na temat pogladéw Sokra-
tesa ani tez nie ma na celu powiedzenia czego$ nowego na temat sokratejskiej meto-
dy nauczania, cho¢ nas§wietla pewne aspekty osobowosci filozofa - jego sklonnos¢ do
postugiwania sie kontrprzyktadem, a takze ironig, jak rowniez, postrzegane jako ekscen-
tryczne, umilowanie aporii, o ktérym czytamy takze w Teajtecie (149 a 8-9). Wiasciwy
cel tego dialogu okresla Rossetti jako metakognitywny i zwraca uwage, ze widziany z tej
perspektywy wpisuje sie on w tradycje wielu tekstéw sofistycznych, jak i logoi Sokrati-
koi, ktore zreszta mogly stanowi¢ dla Ksenofonta inspiracje. Mogloby to w jakis sposéb
tlumaczy¢ skomplikowang strukture tego tekstu i jego wyjatkowos§¢é w ramach Wspo-
mnien o Sokratesie. Jako tekst metakognitywny Eutydem nie stuzylby komunikowaniu
jakichs$ prawd czy twierdzen, ale mialby raczej opisywac skomplikowang rzeczywistos¢,
ktéra wymaga pelniejszego zrozumienia. W tym sensie Eutydem nie tyle komunikuje
czytelnikowi jakie$ twierdzenia, co stanowi zachete do podjecia refleksji nad putapka-
mi, ktére moga kry¢ sie za pewnymi tezami o charakterze ogdlnym. W gaszczu proble-
mow, kontrprzyktadow oraz aporii podnoszonych przez Sokratesa, czytelnik gubi sie
razem z Eutydemem po to, by w konicu zrozumie¢, ze w niektorych kwestiach, nawet
tych, ktére wydaja sie by¢ jasne i oczywiste, nalezy by¢ bardzo ostroznym w wyciaganiu
ostatecznych wnioskdw. Rossetti jest zdania, ze postrzeganie Eutydema w perspektywie
metakognitywnej pozwala lepiej zrozumie¢ sens podnoszenia w dialogu tak wielu szcze-
golow oraz decyzje autora dotyczgce struktury tekstu.

Krotki artykut zatytutowany: ,,Savoir imiter c’est connaitre: le cas de Mémora-
bles 111 8” (s. 101-119) poswiecony jest problemowi wiarygodnosci Ksenofonta jako
$wiadka przekazujacego informacje na temat ,historycznego Sokratesa”. Przez dlugie
lata wér6d badaczy rozpowszechniona byla tendencja do kwestionowania wartosci histo-
rycznej relacji Ksenofonta w tym zakresie, jednak w latach siedemdziesigtych XX wieku
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uczeni zaczeli dystansowac sie od traktowania tekstoéw Ksenofonta jako jedynie wtor-
nych i pomocniczych zrédet wiedzy o Sokratesie. Przeprowadzona przez Rossettiego

krotka analiza 8 rozdzialu IV ksiegi Wspomnieri o Sokratesie wpisuje sie wlasnie w te

druga tendencje. W opinii autora mamy tu do czynienia z bardzo wiarygodnym i klarow-
nym $wiadectwem dotyczgcym typowo sokratejskiej metody dyskusji, ktora polega na

krytykowaniu idei adwersarza poprzez wykazywanie sprzeczno$ci w jego rozumowaniu

badz postepowaniu (elenchos). Ksenofont, prezentujac czytelnikowi prowadzony w tej

konwencji dialog miedzy Sokratesem a Arystypem, pokazuje, ze doskonale zna reguty
elenktycznej dyskusji i jest w stanie ja w mistrzowski sposdb imitowa¢. Odmalowujac

jednoczesnie obiektywny portret Arystypa jako zdolnego nasladowcy Sokratesa, wznosi

sie Ksenofont na szczyty ars imitandi i wpisuje sie zarazem w tradycje logoi Sokratikoi,
ktére przedstawiaja jakg$ wybrang postac jako nasladowce zwyczajow Sokratesa. Z tej

perspektywy wartos$c¢ zrodlowa relacji Ksenofonta jawi nam si¢ w zupetnie innym swietle

niz zyczylby sobie tego cho¢by tak bardzo lekcewazacy go Schleiermacher.

W tekscie zatytulowanym: ,L’Eutyphron comme événement communicationnel”
(s. 121-194) zastanawia sie Rossetti nas specyfika platoniskiego Eutyfrona. Warto zauwa-
2y¢, ze autor stara sie analizowany tekst osadzi¢ bardzo mocno w jego kontekscie histo-
rycznym, podkreslajac jego zanurzenie w tradycji logoi Sokratikoi, miedzy innymi, co
niezwykle interesujace, poprzez oralny wymiar tekstu — przeznaczonego do glosne-
go odczytywania, czy wrecz teatralnego odgrywania go przed audytorium. Eutyfron,
wedlug Rossettiego, jest dialogiem, ktéry zostat skomponowany w czasie, kiedy gatu-
nek logoi Sokratikoi zaczyna Swieci¢ triumfy i doskonale wpisuje sie w nurt dyskusji na
temat postaci Sokratesa, przekazujac zarazem poglady samego Platona. Charakterystycz-
na sytuacja komunikacyjna odmalowana w dialogu wynikaé moze z faktu, zZe naleza-
toby zaliczy¢ go do kategorii dialogdéw aporetycznych. Owa aporetyczno$¢ wptywa na
dobor przez autora odpowiednich strategii komunikacyjnych, na przyktad wprowadze-
nia dyskusji elenktycznych. Rossetti zwraca takze uwage na ujawniajacy sie w Eutyfronie
sceptycyzm wobec tradycyjnej religii greckiej, ktory, w kontekscie skazania Sokratesa
na $mier¢ miedzy innymi pod zarzutem bezboznosci, jest nieco zaskakujacy. Propono-
wane w omawianym artykule wyjasnienie tego fenomenu idzie w kierunku postawienia
tezy mowiacej, Ze Platon napisal swoj tekst w momencie, kiedy batalia o dobrg pamie¢
o Sokratesie zostata juz wygrana i w zwigzku z tym filozof moze sobie pozwoli¢ na
bardziej swobodne postugiwanie sie postacig swego mistrza do wypowiadania swoich
wlasnych pogladéw, juz bez tworzenia atmosfery skandalu.

W stosunkowo niedtugim tekscie pod tytutem: ,Le ridicule comme arme entre les
mains de Socrate et de ses éleves” (s. 195-213) Rossetti prowadzi rozwazania nad rolg,
jaka w strategii Sokratesa (a zarazem i Platona) petni ironia i o§mieszanie przeciwni-
ka. Zauwaza, ze w rekach Sokratesa narzedzia te stanowig bardzo skuteczng i grozna
bron, ktorej filozof nie waha sie uzywaé przeciwko bardzo waznym osobom, a nawet
w perspektywie mozliwego wyroku §mierci. Taka strategia prowokacji, w opinii Rosset-
tiego, ma w ostatecznym rozrachunku na celu doprowadzenie interlokutora do prze-
miany jego myslenia (metanoia). Atak Sokratesa ma doprowadzi¢ do swoistego kryzysu
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przekonan, ktoéry w koncu jest jednak zbawienny i przynosi 6w efekt przemiany. Kryzys
ten jest, co ciekawe, w odrdznieniu od kryzyséw przezywanych przez postacie kreowa-
ne przez postugujacego sie podobng strategia Arystofanesa, jest zawsze powazny, wrecz
dramatyczny. Rossetti w konkluzji zwraca uwage na fakt, ze prestiz Sokratesa i jego
uczniéw nie bylby ten sam bez pomocy tej broni, ktdrg byta ironia i prowokacyjne o$mie-
szanie przeciwnika.

W artykule zatytulowanym: , La rhétorique de Socrate” (s. 215-244) Rossetti bardzo
stusznie zwraca uwage na zastanawiajacy brak zainteresowania wielu specjalistow
kwestig analizy retorycznych strategii Sokratesa. Rzeczywiscie mozna odnie$¢ wraze-
nie jakby taczenie Sokratesa z retoryka bylo czesto postrzegane przez badaczy jako wrecz
niestosowne w kontekscie jego krytycznych wypowiedzi na temat sofistycznej erystyki.
Analizujgc niektoére aspekty sokratejskiej retoryki Rossetti zwraca uwage na dwa kluczo-
we zagadnienia — ,retoryke antyretoryczng” (rhétorique de l'anti-rhétorique) oraz zjawi-
sko, jakie nazywa makroretoryka. Autor w bardzo przenikliwy sposéb analizuje strategie
retoryczne uzywane przez Sokratesa, jak rOwniez poréwnuje uzywane przez niego §rod-
ki z retoryczng praktyka Gorgiasza. W konkluzji pada mocne, ale niewatpliwe stuszne,
stwierdzenie, ze lekcewazenie badan nad sokratejskq retoryka zdecydowanie uniemoz-
liwia zrozumienie przestania filozofa.

Zbiér artykulow Rossettiego konczg dwa krotkie teksty: ,Le c6té inauthentique
du dialoguer platonicien” (s. 245-263) oraz ,Les socratiques «premiers philosophes» et
Socrate «premier philosophe» (s. 265-277). W pierwszym z nich autor porusza wiele
istotnych dla czytelnika kwestii zwigzanych z platoriska kompozycja partii dialogowych,
ktére tworzg swoistg atmosfere jego utwordw. Przy okazji odnosi sie do zalozen kilku
waznych wspolczesnych perspektyw i szkét egzegetycznych. Rossetti jest zdania, ze
autentyczng doktryne Platona nalezy niejako ,wydestylowac” z jego tekstow, miedzy
innymi koncentrujgc sie na funkcji pelnionej przez rézne elementy otoczki, w ktorej ta
doktryna jest czytelnikowi prezentowana. Ostatni artykul Rossettiego porusza kwestie
narodzin greckiej filozofii i zwraca uwage na zbyt daleko idace ustalenia badaczy, ktorzy
czesto w nie do kofica uprawniony sposéb odmawiajg myslicielom dziatajacym przed
Sokratesem statusu prawdziwych filozofow.

Podsumowujac ten krotki przeglad tresci omawianego tomu nalezy stwierdzi¢, ze ze
wzgledu na wage poruszanych przez Rossettiego problemow, wszechstronno$c¢ autora,
jak réwniez oryginalno$¢ i trafnos§¢ proponowanych przez niego rozwigzan, ksigzka ta
jest w najwyzszym stopniu godna polecenia.
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/. dekonstruowac

Metafizyke Arystotelesa

Jan Bigay, Zrozumiec metafizyke. Tom I: Rozszyfrowanie dzieta zwanego ‘Metafizy-
kq’ Arystotelesa, Czesc 1: Bibliofilska kompilagja i jey skutkz, 'Torun 2004 (ss. 339);
Czes$¢ 2: Elementy skladowe i ich pochodzenie. Ksiegi centralne, Torun 2005 (ss. 516).

MARIAN WESOLY / Poznari /

Mamy tu do czynienia z opracowaniem wyjatkowym, zamaszystym i wyzywajgcym.
Obydwie cze$ci I tomu zawierajg materiat rozbudowany i przemyslnie ujety z gory
zalozong intencjg totalnej dekonstrukcji zaréwno tekstu, jak i zawartosci tre§ciowo-
-problemowej ksiag Metafizyki Arystotelesa. Rzecz napisana jest potoczystym i klarow-
nym jezykiem, nie bez swady i wieszczgcego tonu. W czesci pierwszej rozlegte wywody
w pieciu rozdziatach dotycza gléwnie strony redakcyjnej tekstu. Lektura jest zajmu-
jaca, lecz tendencyjna i obrazoburcza w swej wymowie. Do$¢ zacytowaé nastepujace
stwierdzenia:
»Obecna posta¢ Metafizyki przypomina swojg zawartoscig kosz z papierami, ktére
ktos probowat segregowac i taczy¢ w wieksze calosci” (s. 18).
»Najwazniejsza konkluzja z naszych rozwazan jest, ze Metafizyka stanowi nie dzieto
autorskie, lecz kompilacje redaktorskq [podkreslenie Autora]. Ustalenie takiej jej genezy
zmusza do radykalnej zmiany metodologii badania jej filozoficznej zawartosci” (s. 314).
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Czes¢ druga rozprawy jest jeszcze obszerniejsza (czternascie rozdzialéw) z wywo-
damii wnioskami réwnie destrukcyjnymi, z czego przytoczmy jedynie co nastepuje:

»Poglad J. Ziirchera, ze moze to by¢ twdrczo$§¢ Teofrasta, ma wiec za sobg powazne

racje. Postawiona w tytule czesci pierwszej dzieta Aristoteles. Werk und Geist, i uzasad-
niona potem teza, ze ,obecne Corpus Aristotelicum jest po-arystotelesowskie” (das
heutige Corpus Aristotelicum ist nacharistotelisch) stanowi dzi§ opinio communis i nalezy
do niepodwazalnych ustaled nauki”(s. 506).

Jak dotychczas nikt nie podjat tak przemys$lnego tour de force, aby dojs¢ do tak
‘niepodwazalnych’ — w opinii autora — wnioskéw! Wszelako w swej niepomiarkowa-

nej tendencyjnosci autor najzwyczajniej sie myli, ze stanowi to dzi§ opinio communis;
nikt bowiem z nowszych badaczy nie podziela pogladu Ziirchera, a krytykowali go za
niedorzecznosci m.in. P. Siwek i G. Reale (Il concetto di filosofia prima e l'unita della
Metafisica di Aristotele, Milano 1994, s. 450-484). W najnowszym za$ wloskim opra-
cowaniu (M. Zanatta, Aristotele, Metafisica, Introduzione, traduzione e note, testo greco
a fronte, vol. 1-2, Milano 2009) krytyka ta powraca: ,Stanowisko mgcace w pewnych
aspektach zawarte jest w dziele Jozefa Ziirchera (Aristoteles. Werk), ktéry wywotal tyle
wrzawy wsrod krytykow, a przyjeto je raczej nieprzychylnie” (zob. cigg dalszy tej krytyki,
$. 154-155).

Ten 10 z kolei wtoski przeklad Metafizyki z obszernym wstepem i komentarzem
(w sumie 2038 stron), a takze dwa nowe i gruntowne tltumaczenia niemieckie: Aristoteles,
Metaphysik, von Th.A. Szlezak, Berlin 2003 (ss. 271); Aristoteles, Metaphysik, von G. Zekl,
Wiirzburg 2003 (ss. 595), daja nam miarodajny dzi$ obraz dziela Stagiryty, jakze jednak
odmienny w metodzie i wnioskach od intencji dociekan Jana Bigaja. W odwrocie
bowiem pozostajg nierozstrzygalne w zasadzie badania historyczno-genetyczne (entwic-
klungsgeschichtlich) w stylu W. Jaegera i I. Diiringa na rzecz pewnej unitarnej i konteksto-
wej (Kontextbezogenheit) hermeneutyki w tym zakresie. Albowiem ‘zamkniete czytanie’
Metafizyki wraz z typowo niemiecka ‘Quellenforschung’ prowadzi jedynie do rozbicia
i wypaczenia tych tekstow. Nowszy stan badan mozna uzyskac z takich wnikliwych
kompendiéw: P. Donini, La ‘Metafisica’ di Aristotele. Introduzione alla lettura, Roma
1995; G. Reale, Guida alla lettura di ‘Metafisica’ di Aristotele, Roma-Bari 1997.

Ponadto catkowicie nie po mysli Bigaja bylyby interpretacje zawarte w zbiorowym
opracowaniu pod wymownym tytulem: Aristotele. Perché la metafisica? Studi su alcu-
ni concetti-chiave della «filosofia prima» aristotelica e sulla struttura dei loro influssi
(A. Bausola, G. Reale (cur.), Milano 1994). Szkoda réowniez, ze Autor nie wykorzystat
fundamentalnej bibliografii: R. Radice, La ‘Metafisica’ di Aristotele nel XX secolo. Biblio-
grafia ragionata e sistematica, Milano 1996 (wersja angielska: Aristotle’s ‘Metaphysics’.
Annotated Bibliography of the Twentieth-Century Literature, by R. Radice and R. Davies,
Leiden—New York-Koln 1997).

W mysl nowszych opracowan nie ma wiec takiej tendencji, aby na ,organizmie”
doglebnych i inspirujacych tekstéw Arystotelesa czyni¢ podobne ,wiwisekcje”. Poste-
pujac konsekwentnie mylnym §ladem Ziirchera nalezaloby tak samo rozsieka¢ i odauto-
ryzowacé pozostate pragmatie Arystotelesa, wyszukujac w nich redaktorskich kompilacji



Zdekonstruowac Metafizyke Arystotelesa 223

niewiadomego pochodzenia. Wszelako Corpus Aristotelicum jest na tyle jeszcze ,tnace
filozoficznym Zyciem”, Ze nie da sie w kawatkach ani tym bardziej w caloéci pogrzebad.
W lekturze obydwu rozbudowanych Czesci rozpraw Bigaja zmagamy sie z typows
Dpetitio principii, czyli zalozeniem z géry tego, co ma by¢ dopiero wywnioskowane z rozle-
glej argumentacji bez nalezytego uzasadnienia stopnia pewnosci tego wywnioskowa-
nia. Parafrazujac zwiezle stanowisko Autora, mozna rzecz ujaé nastepujgco: ,doktryna
metafizyczna Arystotelesa jest fikcjg, albowiem 1. jako cato§¢ byta pierwotnie w rozsyp-
ce, i 2. zostata zredagowana z drobnych okruchéw przez pdzniejszych kompilatorow”.
Obydwie przestanki 1. i 2. warunkujg sie wzajemnie bez mozliwosci niezaleznego ich
uzasadnienia. Podstawg jest tu przeciez tekst finalny Metafizyki, co do ktérego nie posia-
damy dostatecznych danych historycznych i Zzrédtowych, aby takie przestanki o fikcyj-
nos$ci w ogdle stawiac. Istniejg natomiast pewne poszlaki, ze owa ,rozlegta pragmateia”
byta niedokoniczonym tworem samego Arystotelesa i — podobnie jak Etyka Eudemejska —
mogta juz by¢ zredagowana czy wydana juz przez Eudemosa z Rodos, o czym ponizej.
W zwigzku z tym trudno mi uznac za trafny ten radykalny i dalekosiezny projekt
dezintegracyjnego rozszyfrowania Metafizyki Arystotelesa. Jak bylo mozliwe, aby na
przekdr nowszym tendencjom badawczym tak skrajnie potraktowaé tekst Metafizyki?
Niezorientowanemu czytelnikowi o modnej dzi§ postmodernistycznej orientacji tatwo
bedzie zawierzy¢ tej pomyslowej i nosnej dekonstrukcji. Nie wnikajac w szczegdtowq
dyskusje, ukazemy jedynie podstawowe watpliwosci i usterki w tym opracowaniu.

Rewelacje ze zrodel - ignotum per ignotius...

Autor traktuje nader obszernie o mniemanej genezie tekstu Metafizyki, o jego spreparo-
waniu i kompilacji za sprawg Apellikonta (Cz. 1 rozdz. II-V). Nawet pochlebial sobie, ze
wydobyt ze Zrodet rewelacje, ktére uszly uwagi takich luminarzy mysli filologicznej jak
W. Jaeger, P. Moraux i I. Diiring. Chodzi tu gtéwnie o péZne i skape §wiadectwa Strabona
i Plutarcha, ktdre - zauwazmy — w ogdle nie odnoszg sie do rzeczonej Metafizyki, a tylko
podaja pewng wersje przetrwania Corpus Aristotelicum. Oto w dostownym przekladzie
(roznigcym sie od podanego w rozprawie) te najwazniejsze Swiadectwa:

»~Apellikon byt bardziej bibliofilem niz filozofem, dlatego starajac si¢ naprawic¢ uszko-
dzenia [rekopiséw] przeniodst teksty do nowych odpiséw, niezbyt dobrze uzupetniajac
zapis, i wydal ksiegi pelne bledow” (810 xai int@v énavépbwoy tdv SiaPpwpdrtov eig
avtiypa@a Kava LETHVEYKE TV Ypa@TV AvartAnp®dv ovk eV, kal £EE8wkey apaptddwy
mAfpn ta BtpAia; Strabon, XIII1, 54 = 66b Diiring).

»Powiada sie, ze po zabraniu jej [biblioteki Apellikona] do Rzymu, gramatyk Tyran-
nion przygotowac¢ mial wiele [ksiag], a od niego Andronikos z Rodos nabywajac odpisy
miat je pusci¢ w obieg oraz spisa¢ krazgce obecnie katalogi” (¢évokevdoaoBal ta moAA4,
kaimap’ avtol tov ‘Podiov AvEpdvikov evmoprioavta TV avitypdpy eig péoov Beivat
Kal dvaypdypat tovg viv gpepopévoug tivakac; Plutarch, Vita Sullae 25 = 66¢ Diiring)



224 Marian Wesoly / Poznan /

Do tego bardzo wazna i zapewne wiarygodna jest wzmianka u Porfiriusza, ktory
podobnie uporzadkowal i wydat teksty swego mistrza:

»Tamten za$§ [Andronikos Perypatetyk] ksiegi Arystotelesa i Teofrasta rozdzielil na
rozprawy, sprowadzajac do tego samego pokrewne zalozenia” (ei¢ tpaypateiag dieiie
Ta¢ oikelag voBéoelg eig TavTtOV ouvayaywv; Vita Plotini 24 = 75g Diiring).

Gdzie tu w ogole mowa o tzw. ksiegach Ta mata ta physica? To tylko przypuszczenie
(nie potwierdzone w zrédtach), ze mial je tak nazwac i zredagowa¢ Andronikos z Rodos
czy nawet wczes$niej Apellikon. J. Barnes w swym gruntownym studium (,Roman
Aristotle”, w: Philosophia Togata, I1, Oxford 1997, s. 1-69) stwierdzil wprost, ze jego ogdl-
ne wnioski co do tego sa przygnebiajaco sceptyczne: ,No text associates Andronicus’
name with the creation of the Metaphysics. And something tells against it. The story of
Eudemus’ edition of Met. doubtless found its justification and explanation in the purpor-
ted correspondence between Eudemus and Aristotle. I suspect that this correspondence
was known to Andronicus, and accepted by him as genuine. In that case Andronicus
will have supposed that Eudemus had edited a text of Met., a text which Aristotle himself
had prepared; and then Andronicus cannot have claimed to have invented the treatise
himself” (s. 62-63).

Jakze wiec owa rozlegta i wyszukang argumentacje Bigaja ignotum per ignotius, uznac
mozna za rzetelng i trafng, twierdzac, jakoby dzielo Arystotelesa stanowilo wpierw
kompilacje za sprawa Apellikona, a p6Zniej zostato spreparowane.

»~Apellikon budowal dwie niezalezne kompilacje: BI'E i Z®I, ktére potem polaczyt,
ale bez uzgodnienia. Tego probowat dokona¢ Tyrannion i Andronikos” (T. 1, Cz.2, s. 122).

Tego przeciez w ogdle nie wiemy, czy Apellikon bagdz nawet Andronikos, zajmowali
sie redagowaniem konkretnie owych ksiag ta meta ta physica!

W gre wchodzi inna wersja przetrwania i zredagowania Corpus Aristotelicum,
w szczegolnosci owych ,ksiag pofizycznych”. Zapewne via Rodos za sprawg Eudemo-
sa i jego nastepcOw nastgpito przejecie znacznej spuscizny Arystotelesa, i w tym tez
ksigg ,po-fizycznych”. Przytoczmy jedyne w swoim rodzaju §wiadectwo pochodzace
od komentatora Asklepiosa (In Metaph. 4, 4). Nasz dostowny przeklad calkiem rozni sie
od podanego tylko fragmentarycznie przez Bigaja (Cz. 1, 5. 123-124).

»Sposob zas ulozenia (tpdémog ti)g oUVTALEWC), co tyczy sie obecnej rozprawy
(mpaypateia), nie jest podobny do innych [rozpraw] Arystotelesa; nie wydaje si¢ mieé
porzadku ani ciagtosci (t0 eUtaxtdv te kai ouveyeg), lecz brakuje czegos dla cigglosci
wyktladni (tpog T0 ouvexeg Tiig Aé€ew ), a uzupelnienia (ta & OAGKANpa) wziete zostaty
z innych rozpraw i czesto méwi sie o tym samym. W obronie tego wystepujg i picknie
tego bronig (drroAoyoUvtat 8¢ Umep TovTou KAl KAAGGS AoAoyobvtaw), jako ze napisaw-
szy obecng rozprawe postal ja Eudemosowi, swemu przyjacielowi na Rodos, wéwczas
ten uznal, iz nie jest pieknie, by sie stato, udostepnic dla wielu tak rozlegla rozprawe
(tnAwavtny npaypateiav). W miedzyczasie umarl [Arystoteles] i uszkodzeniu ulegly
pewne partie tej ksiegi. Nie odwazajac sie dodawac czego$ od siebie, jego nastepcy - jako
ze brakuje im nader wiele z pojetnosci owego meza (tfjg Tob avdpog évvoiag) - wstawili
z innych jego rozpraw uzgadniajac braki (ta Aelmovta appdéoavteg), na ile bylto to mozli-
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we. Niechby i w nich wykryl kto§ zachowane nastepstwo wywodow (T1)v t@v Aeyopévmv
axolovBiav)” (Asklepios, In Metaph. 4, 4-15).

Podtug tej wersji, potwierdzonej tez przez komentatora Aleksandra, zredagowanie
owej rozleglej rozprawy (pragmateia) Arystotelesa siega znacznie wcze$niej, do Eude-
mosa z Rodos (fr. 4 i 124 Wehrli), a nie pdzniejszego Andronikosa z Rodos, jak bezpod-
stawnie sie podaje (zob. powyzej cytowany J. Barnes). Teksty te bardzo wcze$nie mogty
znalez¢ sie w stynnej Bibliotece aleksandryjskiej. Czytamy u Atenajosa, ze Laurensius
(Larensis) posiadal najwieksze ze wszystkich zasoby biblioteczne, zawierajace takze filo-
zofow , Arystotelesa i Teofrasta oraz te ksiegi strzezone przez Neleusa, od ktérego je
wszystkie zakupujac, powiadaja, nasz rodzimy krol, Ptolemeusz Filadelfos, sprowadzit
z Aten i Rodos do uroczej Aleksandrii” (Sofisci przy uczcie, 3 a=b).

W zwigzku z tym, moim zdaniem, przekonujaco podjal tg wersje H. Reiner
w niemieckim artykule z 1954 roku (Bigaj podaje go w swej bibliografii, lecz nie wyko-
rzystuje: T. I, Cz. 2, s. 515), ktory ukazal sie takze po angielsku: The Emergence and Origi-
nal Meaninig of the Name ‘Metaphysics’ (Graduate Faculty Philosophy Journal 13 (1990),
s. 23-53). Uwzgledniajg tez takq wersje nowsi badacze Arystotelesa, jak P. Moraux,
G. Reale i E. Berti. Oprdcz cytowanego powyzej artykutu J. Barnes’a, odsytam do
nowszych opracowan, gdzie watpliwo$ci pozostaja, ale nie w tak radykalnej i dezintegra-
cyjnej wyktadni, jak u Jana Bigaja: L. Brisson, Un si long anonymat, w: La Métaphysique,
son histoire, sa critique, ses enjeux, J.-M. Narbonne, L. Longois (ed.), Paris 1999, s. 37-60;
hasto «La Métaphysique. Tradition greque», w: Le Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques,
Supplément (Paris 2003), s. 224-258.

Moim zdaniem, projekt owej ‘rozlegtej’ (tnAwattn - ‘tak dlugo’ opracowywa-
nej), a zredagowanej dopiero po$miertnie pragmatii, mogl by¢ oryginalnym zamysltem
samego Stagiryty w oparciu o jego istotne zalozenia w ksiegach logicznych i fizycznych.
Podstawowym bylo tu rozréznienie pomiedzy proteron physei i proteron pros hemas
(cf. Arist., An. Post. 1, 2, 71b 35-72 a 8; Phys. 1, 1, 184 a 21-26; 5; 189 a 2—9; Metaph., D 11,
1018 b 29-34; Z 3, 1029 b 3-12; passim), co dalo w konsekwencji sformutowanie nastep-
czoSci ‘ta physica’ — ‘ta meta ta physica’, podjete wlasnie w pdzniejszej edycji Corpus

Aristotelicum. W kazdym razie to ostatnie okreslenie, uznane w nastepstwie jako tytul,
odpowiada wlasciwie oryginalnemu zamystowi Arystotelesa w jego rozlegtych docieka-
niach problemowych ,filozofii pierwszej”.

Pierwsze za$ znane nam okreslenie peta ta guowa pochodzi dopiero od Mikotaja
z Damaszku (1 polowa I wieku p.n.e.). Na jednym z manuskryptow ksiegi Teofrasta o tym
tytule widnieje nastepujgce scholion: Nik6Aaog 8¢ €v tf) Bewpia 1V AplototéAoug peta
Ta Puokd pvnpovevel adtol Aéywv elvar Oeo@pdotou (cf. 75 ¢ Diiring)

W najnowszej i wzorcowej edycji tzw. Metafizyki Teofrasta (Theophrastus On First
Principles (known as his “Metaphysics”): Greek Text and Medieval Arabic Translation,
D. Gutas (ed.),Leiden 2010) powyzsze zdanie rozumie si¢ nastepujaco: “Nicolaus, though,
does mention it in his study of Aristotle’s [books that come] after the Physics, saying that
it is by Theophrastus”.
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Whbrew sugestiom Ziirchera i Bigaja wykluczone jest to, aby Teofrast mial wkiad
w zredagowaniu tzw. Metafizyki Arystotelesa; tenze bowiem byl autorem ksiegi péZniej
tak samo zatytulowanej i mial uzasadnione powody, aby w waznych kwestiach nie
zgadzad sie ze swoim mistrzem (np. co do zasiegu przedmiotowego pryncypiéw oraz
przyczyny celowej). Dodajmy, ze wlasciwe rozpoznanie tej ksiegi Teofrasta jest nader
instruktywne przy egzegezie odno$nych ksigg Stagiryty.

Z braku danych rzecz pozostaje niejasna i sporna, ale wzglednie pewne jest to, ze
okreslenie meta ta physica odnosilo sie pierwotnie do ksiagg ,,po-fizycznych”, a wtér-
nie stanowilo wsteczne rzutowanie na owg ,rozlegly pragmati¢” Arystotelesa, jako tez
na wspomniang ksiege Teofrasta. Arystoteles i Teofrast nie wiedzieli tego, Ze napisali
Metafizyke, tak jak Plotyn nie wiedzial, ze byt autorem Ennead. Arystoteles nie mial tez
$wiadomosci takiej wykladni, jaka upatrywali w tym pézno antyczni, Sredniowieczni
inowozytni filozofowie. Tu moze jest pewne zamieszanie czy przeformutowanie mysli
Arystotelesa. Nalezy wszak rozpoznac¢ adaptacyjny wymiar jego tekstow w zakresie
owych ksiag ‘po-fizycznych’, nie anulujgc ich wzglednej autentycznosci, oryginalnosci
czy sensownosci problemowe;.

Magna etiam animi contentio adhibenda est in explicando, Aristotelem si
leges (Cyceron)

Najpierw ogodlnie o (bez)wartos$ci dziel Arystotelesa. W Akademii ten najzdolniejszy
uczen Platona nie mial uznania u réwiesnik6w i nawet méwiono o nim, ze ,,kopnal swego
mistrza, jak §wiezo narodzone Zrebie wlasng matke”. W czasach hellenistycznych prze-
wazaly o nim sady ujemne, a nawet jawne oszczerstwa. W nowozytnosci Luter, Hobbes
i Nietzsche obrzucali go jeszcze wiekszymi obelgami. Czytelnicy bardziej tolerancyijni,
otwarci i cierpliwi moga za Cyceronem stwierdzi¢, ze ,nalezy wielce wytezy¢ umyst
w zrozumieniu lektury Arystotelesa”. W mlodosci Awicenna czytal czterdziesci razy
Metafizyke Arystotelesa, niczego z niej nie rozumiejac, i dopiero komentarz Abu-Nasr-
-Farabiego ulatwil mu rozpoznanie sensu i celu tej enigmatycznej ksigzki.

Moze wystgpi¢ syndrom Awicenny, jesli za mlodu zaczyna sie lekture Arystotelesa
wlasnie od Metafizyki. Tak i w wypadku Jana Bigaja, ktory tyle lat i trudu poswiecit,
aby w konsekwencji dojé¢ do rewelacyjnego rozszyfrowania tworu zwanego Metafizy-
kg, e jest to niespdjny tematycznie, przypadkowy zbidr tekstow, zredagowany z drob-
nych odruchéw na podstawie uprzednich ciggtych przerébek. Oprécz rewelacyjnego
odczytania Zrodel, Bigaj staral sie rozdrobnic sekwencje tekstow tzw. Metafizyki, ukazaé
w nich luki, ubytki, usterki, niekonsekwencje, redaktorskie poprawki, doklejone wstaw-
ki, interpolacije itp.

Niezaleznie od spornej kwestii pochodzenia i przetrwania tekstow tzw. Metafizyki,
stan finalny jej ksiag ma niewatpliwe zaplecze problemowe w logice i fizyce Arystotelesa,
a te dziedziny staly sie przedmiotem dociekan i adaptacyjnego namystu wybitnych uczo-
nych. Za sprawg Jana Lukasiewicza, jak wiadomo, nastgpitlo nowoczesne rozpoznanie
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oryginalno$ci i gtebi mysli logicznej Arystotelesa. Z kolei w dziedzinie przyrodniczej
tacy laureaci Nobla, jak M. Delbriick (1969) i I. Prigogine (1977), gotowi byli podzieli¢
sie tg nagroda z Arystotelesem, ktory ich w znacznym stopniu inspirowat. Wspominam
o tym, aby podkresli¢, ze studiowanie Arystotelesa nie nalezy zaczyna¢ od ksiag Metafi-
zyki, lecz od dwdch dziedzin wyjsciowych wnikliwie przezen rozpracowanych: logicznej
(analitycznej) i fizycznej (przyrodniczej), ktére stanowig w istocie teoretyczne zaplecze
dla zrozumienia jego wysoce sproblematyzowanych, aporetycznych i wielowatkowych
rozwazan w ksiegach , po-fizycznych”. Zrozumienie tych czesto lapidarnych i niejasnych
wywodéw wymaga kontekstowego siegania do wielu miejsc w Corpus, ktére w pewnym
stopniu wzajemnie sie uzasadniaja.

Ksiegi ,,po-fizyczne” nie zostaly napisane w jednym systematyzujacym ciggu, lecz
nie nalezy z géry zaktada¢, ze mozliwe do stwierdzenia réznice chronologiczne prowa-
dzily do istotnych réznic doktrynalnych. Byly to raczej przeformutowania czy modyfika-
cje odautorskie, stad kontekstowe czytanie Arystotelesa umozliwia nam wieloaspektowe
i wzgledne spojne rozszyfrowanie jego wywodow. Krotko mowiac, ksiegi ,,po-fizyczne”
sg projektujacg ,nadbudowq” nad dociekaniami w traktatach logicznych i fizycznych.
Zespét zredagowanej pdzniej Metafizyki to nie s3 teksty w pelni autonomiczne czy
autarktyczne. Przypisanie za$ calego w nich splotu odno$nikéw i wstawek rzekomym
kompilatorom, gdy nie ma tego potwierdzenia w zrédtach — stanowi po prostu biad igno-
tum per ignotius.

Dziedzina, w ktdrej Stagiryta pozostaje wiekopomnym tworca, to jego analityka
iapodejktyka z Analityk oraz argumentacja dialektyczna z Topik. Ostatnio L. Bell w swej
instruktywnej rozprawie (Metaphysics as an Aristotelian Science, Sankt Augustin 2004)
zasadnie wykazal, ze Metafizyka Arystotelesa “represents an attempt to construct a scien-
ce of being along the rigorous lines proposed in the Posterior Analytics [...] Aristotle ask
us to think of the inquiry into the formal principles of reality after the same model as we
would inquiry into mathematical or physical principles and properties” (s. 241).

To wlasnie préba kontekstowego czytania greckiego filozofa. Ponadto, aby czytaé
i rozumie¢ metodologiczne watki w Metafizyce Arystotelesa, nalezy wlasciwie rozpo-
zna¢ dialektyke i aporetyke z jego Topik, czyli strategie rozstrzygania problemoéw filo-
zoficznych, na co trafnie wskazujg tacy badacze, jak E. Berti, C. Rossitto i T. Irwin
(zob. T. Irwin, Aristotle’s First Principles, Oxford 1988 [przektad wtoski: Milano 1996]
oraz jego interpretacje — ,strong dialectic”, s. 476 n.).

Drugie jednakowo wazne zaplecze ksiag ,po-fizycznych” stanowia pojecia i zalozenia
wlasnie w zakresie physis. Albowiem wsp6lne dla fizyki i filozofii pierwszej, oprocz meto-
dy diaporetycznej, bylo badanie zasad, przyczyn i elementéw wszechrzeczy. Wskazywato
juz na to wielu badaczy, w szczegélnosci za$ T. Buchheim (7he Functions of the Concept
of Physis in Aristotle’s Metaphysics, OSAPh 20 (2001), s. 201-234).

Tak wiec ksiegi Metafizyki sa wytworem wtérnym, na bazie tamtych, wytworem
wysoce sproblematyzowanym, diaporetycznym i otwartym na dalsze dociekania. Sg to
wprawdzie wywody (logoi) niejednolite i wielowgtkowe, ale trudno je uznac za ,,niespdj-
ng tematycznie calo$§¢”. Wiadomo, ze tytul Metafizyki (podobnie jak Organonu) nie jest
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Arystotelesowy, ale nie mozna mu odmoéwi¢ pewnej zasadno$ci merytorycznej, albo-
wiem owo projektujace dociekanie ‘filozofii pierwszej’ (jesli nig nie jest fizyka’) stano-
wi jeden z wazniejszych postulatéw badawczych greckiego filozofa. Wywodéw w tym
zakresie nie mozna uznac za bezprzedmiotowe czy wrecz ,fikcyjne”, gdyz nie brak im
kontekstowego problematyzowania i wzglednej konsystencji. W kazdym razie dla egze-
getow po dzien dzisiejszy stanowig przedmiot namystu i nie lada inspiracje filozoficzna.

Arystoteles wykonal ogromny trud badawczy w dziedzinie przyrodniczej (fizycz-
nej, kosmologicznej, meteorologicznej, psychologicznej, biologicznej i zoologicznej),
totez nie mogl na tej podstawie nie stawiaé pytan i dociekac poznania wyzszego rzedu,
wlasnie wiedzy czy madrosci nadrzednej (filozofii pierwszej), zaréwno w sensie meto-
dologicznym, jak i przedmiotowym. Mial przy tym §wiadomos¢, ze oddzielnej kompe-
tencji wymaga szukanie wiedzy i jej metody, a nietatwo jest uchwyci¢ nawet jedna z nich
(cf. Arist. Metaph. a 3).

Rzeczywisto$cig za$ szczegdlnie przezen badang byly ousiai (gatunki i rodzaje),
czyli rzeczy i ciata naturalne o swoistych wlasno$ciach ogdlnych (kategorie ilosci, jako-
$ci, relacji itd.). Problematyka substancji zmyslowej byla przedmiotem jego wnikliwych
dociekan diaporetycznych w centralnych ksiegach po-fizycznych (E, Z, H, O, L), stad
niezbywalna zbiezno$¢ fizyki i metafizyki. Tak pojeta ‘filozofia pierwsza’ byta metodolo-
gicznie pochodng fizyki z ukierunkowaniem na substancjalizm (ousiologia, hylemorfizm).
Arystoteles bowiem pojmowat ogélnie physis jako ousiai w sensie dynamicznym podiug
swych czterech przyczyn (materii, formy, Zrédta ruchu i celu), a zatem jako spelnianie
sie zmystowych konkretéw.

Niestety odnosze wrazenie, Ze Autor nie uznaje za istotng, oryginalng i wigzacg
teoretycznie zadnej koncepcji greckiego filozofa; dyskredytuje bowiem i przeinacza
jego nader wazne pojecie episteme i odmawia nawet oryginalnosci hylemorfizmowi
Arystotelesa — to pono¢ twor Szkoty. Wszelako na bazie swej teorii predykacji i apodejk-
tyki opracowal Stagiryta wnikliwie swg doniostg koncepcje wiedzy naukowej (episte-
me) w réznych zakresach. Episteme to hexis apodeiktike, czyli ,dyspozycja do dowo-
dzenia i wyjasniania”, nie w sensie potocznym, ale $cisle przezen sformutowanym
w Analitykach.

Tymczasem zdaniem Jana Bigaja, filozofia dla Arystotelesa nie jest episteme, lecz
cechg cztowieka, oznaczajac wybitng madro$¢ (zob. Arist., EN, VI, 3, gdzie sophia to
przeciez polgczenie episteme i nous). Sprowadzenie zas$ episteme do czystej (mgdroscio-
wej) ,sprawnosci” (umiejetnosci, postawy filozofa), bez odniesienl do dziedzin przedmio-
towych, ktére z takim oddaniem on uprawial, jest niezrozumieniem jego konkretnych
dokonan i §wiadomosci w zakresie filozofii nauki. Kosztem dyskredytacji dociekanej
przez Arystotelesa episteme, Jan Bigaj zdobywa si¢ na niebywalg deformacje translator-
ska niniejszego tekstu:

Mozliwe jest badanie tylko orzecznikowosci samej, to znaczy tylko tego, co zwiq-
zane ze stosowaniem stowa «byc». Bytby to sposob podejscia catkiem odmienny od
tych, gdzie uwzglednia si¢ orzecznikowosc jedynie w ograniczonym zakresie. Nie ma
dotgd wyspecjalizowanych badafi nad orzekaniem w ogole. Czyni si¢ to tylko po czesci
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iokazjonalnie w niektorych operacjach, np. matematycznych. [pokreslenie Autora, T. 1,
CZ.2,8.216].
Zaden z dotychczasowych przekladéw nie czynil tego miejsca tak niezrozumiatym.
Wyrazenie émiotnpn tutaj mylnie oddane jako badanie, a Uitdpyovta kad’ avtd w ogéle
nie znaczy - to ,,co zwigzane ze stosowaniem stowa «byc» [?]. Jakze owa ,orzeczniko-
wos$¢ sama” przejawiac si¢ ma okazjonalnie w operacjach matematycznych? Stagiryta
postuluje badanie zasad, przyczyn i elementéw w odniesieniu do to 8v 1) 6v. Jakze wiec
chodzi¢ moze o badanie owych zasad, przyczyn i elementéw w odniesieniu do ,orzecz-
nikowosci samej” [?!]. Typy predykatéw (kategorie) to wyrazenia jezyka, ale z odnie-
sieniem przedmiotowym do rzeczy i ich wlasnosci. Na temat semantyki i realizmu
poznawczego Stagiryty sporo mozna si¢ dowiedzie¢ z nowszej literatury przedmiotu.
Dociekanie definicyjnej istoty opiera sie na wlasciwosciach sktadniowych jezyka, ale
winno mie¢ odniesienie przedmiotowe.
Obnizajgc warto$¢ i autentycznos¢ tekstow Arystotelesa Autor z niejakim przeka-
sem czy ironig wyraza sie o jego stownictwie aporetycznym i aporetyce ,,metafizycznej”.
Traktowanie wywodow Arystotelesa jako czysto ,,stownikowych” mozna uznac jedynie
cum grano salis. Filozof grecki bada bowiem nie pojedyncze znaczenia stéw, a tylko stosu-
je rézne dystynkcje w aspekcie predykacji (kath’ hauto — kata symbebekos), ktore sg dlan
wigzace i rozstrzygajace w dalszych analizach pojeciowych.
Whbrew temu, co czytamy w Czeéci 2 rozprawy Bigaja wokot ksigg centralnych Meta-
fizyki, najnowsze studia i przektady ukazujg nam nie lada poziom i konstrukcje argumen-
tacyjna, doniosla tez dla dzisiejszej filozofii. Oto tytuly wazniejszych opracowan:
M. Frede, G. Patzig, Aristoteles, Metaphysik Z, 1-11, Miinchen 1988 (przektad wloski:
Milano 2001);

D. Bostock, Aristotle: Metaphysics Books Z and H, Oxford 1994;

M. Burnyeat, A map of Metaphysics Zeta, Pittsburgh 2001 (cf. M. L. Gill, “Myles Burny-
eat’s Map of Metaphysics Zeta”, PQ (2005), s. 114-121);

G. Galluzzo, M. Mariani, Aristotle’s Metaphysics Book Z: The Contemporary Debate, Pisa
2006;

S. Makin, Aristotle, Metaphysics. Book ©®, Oxford 2006;

W. Detel, Aristoteles Metaphysik Biicher VII und VIII, Frankfurt am Main 2009.

Wprawdzie nie jestem sklonny nazywaé Arystotelesa ,metafizykiem”, ani tym
bardziej anachronicznie Parmenidesa czy Platona, to jednak mozna - historycznie rzecz
biorgc - tak rozumie¢ jego ,metafizyke”. Otz nie jest ona ,teologia” racjonalng w mysl
neoplatonskich antycznych i Sredniowiecznych komentatoréw. Nie jest tez ,,ontologig”,
jak chcieli tego filozofowie nowozytni, od Sudreza do Natorpa. Nie jest ona tym bardziej
~onto-teologig”, jak za Brentano i Heideggerem rozpracowuja ja liczni rzecznicy takiego
podejscia. Metafizyke Arystotelesa pojmuje jako dociekanie pryncypiéw, zaistniale juz
w Akademii atenskiej (Platon, Speuzyp, Ksenokrates), jak ukazali to badacze ze ,,szkoty”
w Tiibingen (Prinzipienlehre), a takze E. Berti z Padwy, i jak doszed!t do tego niezaleznie
uczony amerykanski T. Irwin (Aristotle’s First Principles).
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Non so se questo sia il caso di tutte le raccolte di saggi in onore di uno studioso, ma Il quin-
to secolo. Studi di filosofia antica in onore di Livio Rossetti, sembra presentarsi come la pitt
autentica risposta al ricco e personale percorso che questo intellettuale ha compiuto fin
qua. Gia il fatto che questo volume nasca dall’iniziativa di due giovani studiose che hanno
cosi voluto rendere un degno tributo al loro maestro é un primo indizio del successo che
Livio Rossetti ha avuto nel suscitare ammirazione e affetto nei suoi allievi. Non si puo
peraltro dire che la risposta al progetto di Stefania Giombini e Flavia Marcacci non sia
stata ampia e partecipata come appare evidente anche solo dalla mole di questo volume
e dalla lunga lista di nomi contenuti nella Tabula gratulatoria.

Il prodotto di questo lavoro si presenta, del resto come, un’opera ben costruita in cui
evidenti appaiono le corrispondenze tra la biografia intellettuale di Rossetti — breve-
mente tratteggiata nella prima parte dell’Introduzione — e i numerosi saggi che sono
raccolti nel volume.

L’ampio raggio delle ricerche e delle reti di scambio intellettuale — ed umano — che
Rossetti ha avviato, € chiaramente espresso dalla complessita del tema che da il titolo
a quest’opera: Il VV secolo. La scelta di questo macrocontentitore — nel nostro caso —
non ¢ tanto significativa per il suo richiamo all’eta d’oro della vita politica e culturale
della civilta greca, quanto per il riferimento a un periodo storico in cui venivano alla luce
e si sviluppavano molteplici forme di sapere senza che si arrivasse ad una netta distinzione
tra loro e tra le attivita politiche e sociali ad esse connesse.

Anche le diverse unita tematiche in base a cui sono suddivisi i diversi saggi — Physis,
Logos, Ethos, Pathos — ad eccezione dell’ultima — Per L'amico Livio — si riferiscono ad
altrettanti concetti chiave della cultura greca intorno a cui la riflessione si € andata svol-
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gendo con particolare vivacita nel V secolo, senza che, peraltro, sia stata raggiunta una
formalizzazione teorica di tali nozioni. In una maniera per certi versi affine, nell’attivita
intellettuale di Livio Rossetti si intersecano tra loro interessi di studio, iniziative di scam-
bio culturale e forme di didattica a vari livelli, difficilmente distinguibili e classificabili
tra loro.

Per fare chiarezza, sia sulla vivace esperienza intellettuale di questo studioso, che
sull’ampia gamma di temi toccati dagli studi raccolti in questo volume, appare pertanto
molto utile 'Introduzione delle curatrici e la bibliografia completa degli scritti di Rossetti
presentata nelle pagine immediatamente successive.

La varieta e il gran numero di contributi contenuti nel nostro libro, peraltro, non
permette certo di dare conto — anche solo in maniera cursoria — di ciascuno di essi.
Sembra preferibile, pertanto, concentrarsi su alcuni temi intorno a cui ha ruotato, in vario
modo, lattivita intellettuale di Rossetti e cercare di vedere in che maniera, studiosi piu
o meno influenzati dal suo pensiero, ne hanno trattato nei saggi a lui offerti in questa
raccolta.

Fin dagli anni giovanili, Rossetti ha nutrito un forte interesse per Socrate, per
la forma dialogica legata al suo insegnamento e per i Socratici. Questo interesse ha porta-
to alla stesura di un gran numero di contributi — gli ultimi dei quali sono raccoltiin Le
dialogue socratique, uscito per le Belles Lettres all’inizio del 2011 — e alla promozione
di una serie di incontri dedicati alla letteratura socratica antica. Si pensi solo a Socrati-
ca 2005 a Senigallia, a Socratica 2008 a Napoli.

A tale interesse risponde, in questo volume, il contributo dell’amico Giuseppe Mazza-
ra (Universita degli Studi di Palermo) che, pur condividendo la proposta — sostenuta con
forza da Aldo Brancacci — di inserire il pensiero di Antistene, anche in campo retori-
co, all’interno della tradizione socratica, cerca di valutare, in maniera equilibrata, quale
influenza possano avere esercitato sulla sua opera i Pitagorici e, soprattutto, Gorgia.

Tra i saggi raccolti nel Quinto secolo dedicati a Socrate, si distinguono, tra I’altro, da
un lato i contributi di Rachel Gazolla (Pontificia Universidade Catélica de Sao Paulo)
e di Gilbert Romeyer Dherbey (Université Paris Sorbonne) che si concentrano sull’at-
tivita di Socrate come educatore, dall’altro, quelli che considerano la costruzione del
personaggio socratico ad opera di Platone. Si pensi, ad esempio, alla lettura che Thomas
Robinson (University of Toronto) fa delle argomentazioni di Socrate sull’immortali-
ta dell’anima nel Fedone e alle interessanti considerazioni di Giovanni Cerri (Univer-
sita degli Studi Roma Tre) sugli intenti ideologici e propagandistici con cui Platone
avrebbe costruito la rappresentazione che Socrate fa della sua ricerca del vero sapiente
nell’Apologia.

Un altro tema che ha polarizzato I’attenzione di Rossetti nel corso degli anni e 'inte-
resse per le diverse forme di comunicazione, considerate sia in relazione al mondo anti-
co — come ¢ evidente dai suoi numerosi studi sulla struttura dialogica e sulla retorica —
che in rapporto ai differenti metodi e strumenti di comunicazione del sapere nel mondo
contemporaneo, come dimostra la sua lungimirante consapevolezza — fin dai primi anni
novanta — della grande utilita che I'informatica puo avere nella trasmissione di conoscen-
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za. Si puo peraltro supporre che, proprio ’attenzione verso la situazione comunicativa nel
mondo antico e i suoi effetti possa essere stata alla base dell’interesse di Rossetti verso
nuove forme di comunicazione nella realta contemporanea, portandolo a realizzare — tra
gli altri suoi numerosi contributi in questo settore — ’edizione dell’Eutifrone di Platone
nella forma di ipertesto dialogico-interattivo. A questo proposito, nella sezione finale del
Quinto secolo, & possibile leggere I’interessante contributo di Massimo Capponi (Univer-
sita di Perugia) che mette bene in evidenza I’importante ruolo che 'opera di Rossetti
ha ricoperto nella recente storia dell’applicazione degli strumenti informatici alla didattica.

Come viene ben messo in luce da Chiara Chiapperini nel suo contributo al volume,
e forse proprio da una riflessione e da una rielaborazione in chiave fortemente personale
della maieutica di Socrate che prende forma un progetto come Amica Sofia — divenuta
Associazione sociale su base nazionale nel 2008 — che si pone il fine di praticare la filo-
sofia con i bambini e con i ragazzi e di diffondere questa pratica tra docenti e pedagoghi.

All’interno di questa raccolta si trovano, del resto, numerose riflessioni sulle diverse
forme del discorso nel mondo antico e sui loro effetti nella elaborazione del pensiero
filosofico. Tra queste, basti ricordare il breve saggio di Tomds Calvo-Martinez (Univer-
sidad Complutense de Madrid) in cui si sostiene che, nel Fedone, le due concezioni della
dialettica come “arte del dialogo” e come “metodo delle ipotesi” non siano contrapposte
ma, piuttosto, intrecciate tra loro. Nello stesso ambito si puo inserire anche lo studio
di Stefania Giombini (Gualdo Tadino, Perugia) e Flavia Marcacci (Pontificia Univer-
sita Lateranense, Citta del Vaticano) sulla posizione tra logica e retorica dell’antilogia.
Si pensi, inoltre, all’interessante contributo di Diskin Clay (Duke University, Durham
NC) sui vari modi in cui Platone cita, con diverse finalita, i testi a lui precedenti, a volte
per fare emergere con poche parole un pitt ampio contesto, altre per proporre una nuova
analisi di un testo famoso, altre ancora dando I’'impressione di inventare una citazione
o di alterarla deliberatamente. Si tratta di un piccolo saggio di una ricerca di grande inte-
resse, giacché suggerisce nuove vie per comprendere la maniera in cui Platone sfrutta
la tradizione poetica nota a lui e al suo pubblico per comunicare il suo nuovo messaggio
filosofico. E chiaro, peraltro, che una ricerca di questo tipo puo essere applicata anche
ad altri autori, portando a risultati altrettanto interessanti. All’interno di una riflessione
sulle diverse forme attraverso cui un pensatore tenta di trasmettere il suo messaggio,
sembra iscriversi anche il suggestivo confronto che Giovanni Casertano (Universita degli
Studi di Napoli “Federico II”) propone tra il modo in cui il mito del re di Lidia Candaule
e del suo usurpatore Gige viene narrato in un passo delle Storie di Erodoto e la maniera in
cui questo racconto viene riformulato nel I libro della Repubblica di Platone. Alla diver-
sa costruzione del mito nei due autori, corrisponde un diverso messaggio: mentre nello
storico si vuole sottolineare la necessita di “un destino che sovrasta gli attori del dramma
umano”, nell’opera del filosofo ateniese la necessita non viene dall’esterno, ma dall’inter-
no dell’individuo: si tratta della forza costrittiva delle passioni.

Un’analisi specifica di come il linguaggio visivo del teatro tragico abbia contribuito,
nel corso del V secolo, alla formulazione della concezione di anima come mente si puo
leggere nel contributo di Lidia Palumbo (Universita degli Studi di Napoli “Federico IT”).
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Nestor Cordero (Université de Rennes 1), per parte sua, si occupa di analizzare il modo
in cui Antifonte si proponeva di curare le sofferenze dei suoi pazienti attraverso i discorsi.
Un altro dei poli di interesse intorno a cui ha ruotato l’attivita di Rossetti

e la polymathia — intesa come varieta e ricchezza di saperi — che caratterizza il pensiero

del V secolo e, in particolar modo, quello dei “Presocratici”. In questa direzione appa-
re di particolare interesse il contributo di Laura Gemelli Marciano (Universitit Ziirich)

che prende in considerazione come, a cavallo tra il V e il IV secolo a.c., in alcuni trattati

tecnici di cucina, agricoltura, e, soprattutto, di medicina, vi sia la tendenza a fondare

la propria scienza su dei principi generali, ricavati da altre discipline come la “meteoro-
logia” e i “discorsi sulla natura”. A questi trattati fanno da contraltare altri come il “De

vetere medicina” o il “de Natura hominis” che intendono, invece, circoscrivere I’ambi-
to della disciplina medica e ancorarlo maggiormente all’esperienza pratica. I promotori

delle nuove technai, quindi, da un lato intendono fondare tali discipline su una gamma

di competenze estesa ad altri settori conoscitivi, dall’altro, cercano di individuare dei

principi che distinguano chiaramente le loro discipline dalle altre. In questo nuovo conte-
sto, pertanto, la figura del polymathes si presenta in forma molto diversa da quella del

sapiente di eta arcaica ancora in possesso di un sapere assoluto in cui i confini tra le

discipline erano fluidi e non ben definiti. Alla figura del medico nel mondo antico e alla

sua condizione socialmente fragile ¢ dedicato il bel saggio di Mario Vegetti (Universita

degli Studi di Pavia). Nell’analisi di questo studioso, se da una parte la sua debolezza isti-
tuzionale porta il medico a non raggiungere mai una completa stanzialita e all’impossi-
bilita di riferirsi a una serie di garanzie pubbliche di competenza e di correttezza morale,
dall’altra, puo essere considerata una delle ragioni della particolare audacia e indipen-
denza di questi specialisti.

Tra i cosiddetti “Presocratici”, il primo ad avere attirato con forza le attenzioni
di Rossetti ¢ Eraclito. Proprio a Rossetti si deve, infatti, 'organizzazione — gia nel 1981 —
del primo Symposium Heracliteum a Chieti, cui ha fatto seguito, venticinque anni dopo,
grazie all’iniziativa di Enrique Hiilsz Piccone, un secondo Symposium Heracliteum a Citta
del Messico. In consonanza con questo interesse troviamo, nel nostro volume, la ricostru-
zione dell’esordio del libro di Eraclito — seguita da ampio commento — di uno studioso
che ha fatto dell’opera eraclitea la passione di una vita come Serge Mouraviev (Gaillard,
Mosca).

In questa sede, del resto, non si puo non ricordare il grande contributo che Livio
Rossetti ha dato allo sviluppo degli studi su Parmenide e sugli Eleati, anche attraverso
I’ideazione di un’iniziativa come “Eleatica” — giunta ormai alla VI edizione — in cui, da
alcuni anni si incontrano, nel luogo in cui praticavano il loro sapere Parmenide e Zenone,
esperti e appassionati del settore e, grazie alla quale, I’antica citta di Elea si arricchisce,
ogni anno, di nuovi cittadini onorari. Il primo di questi, Nestor Cordero, ha rivolto un
saluto e un caloroso ringraziamento al concittadino Rossetti in uno dei testi conclusivi
del nostro volume.

Numerosi, non a caso, sono i contributi di questa raccolta dedicati al pensiero degli
Eleati. Tra questi di particolare interesse appare la lettura che Beatriz Bossi (Universidad
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Complutense de Madrid) propone del difficile frammento 16 di Parmenide. Secondo
la studiosa, la corrispondenza tra la commistione delle membra corporee e cio che I'uo-
mo intende, denunciata nei primi versi del frammento, non servirebbe tanto a mettere
in evidenza il carattere molteplice e mutevole del pensiero umano — secondo quanto
intende Aristotele — quanto piuttosto ad individuare un processo conoscitivo comune ad
ogni costituente del reale. Nel fr. 16 verrebbe infatti definito nei termini ingannevoli della
doxa uno dei principi fondamentali su cui si fonda l'aletheia: 1a corrispondenza tra pensa-
re ed essere. E possibile, peraltro, che la rappresentazione dell’attivita conoscitiva umana
che silegge in B 16, in corrispondenza con lo statuto del discorso che occupa la sezione
finale del poema, riprenda si la struttura del discorso veritiero, ma si fondi totalmente
sui principi che costituiscono la realta molteplice e mutevole della doxa. Una riflessione
piu generale sull’opera di Parmenide e sulla sua posizione all’interno della tradizione del
pensiero arcaico, sorretta da una discussione ben documentata del problema del rapporto
tra le diverse parti del poema, si puo leggere nel contributo di Dario Zucchello (Liceo
classico “A. Volta”, Como).

Per un altro verso, la grande attenzione rivolta da Rossetti all’opera di Platone lo
ha spinto ad organizzare, nel 1989, un Symposium Platonicum a Perugia, durante il quale
e avvenuta la fondazione dell’International Plato Society (IPS). Il ruolo fondamentale
di Rossetti nella realizzazione di questa importante associazione viene espressamente
riconosciuto da Thomas Robinson in uno dei contributi della sezione finale di questo
volume.

Gli stessi meriti vengono riconosciuti a Rossetti da Christopher Rowe (Durham
University) in una nota introduttiva alla sua concisa ma densa analisi del ruolo che
il personaggio di Socrate sembra ricoprire nel Politico di Platone, fondata sulla lettura
di un passo in cui il giovane interlocutore dello Straniero di Elea suggerisce una certa
analogia tra ’arte del governare e il gioco della petteia.

Sul rapporto tra Parmenide e Platone é peraltro possibile leggere, all’interno
di questo volume, due interessanti contributi. Franco Ferrari (Universita degli studi
di Salerno) propone, infatti, un’attenta analisi del modo in cui Platone costruisce il perso-
naggio di Parmenide nell’omonimo dialogo — in particolare nella sezione dedicata alla
gymnasia — nel tentativo di individuare le sue corrispondenze con la figura storica dell’E-
leate e di comprendere il rapporto che il filosofo ateniese intende stabilire con il pensiero
del suo illustre predecessore. Chiara Robbiano (Universiteit Utrecht), per parte sua, tenta
di capire perché Platone nella Repubblica suggerisca di attribuire alle rappresentazioni
degli déi presenti nei racconti per bambini, uno dei tratti distintivi dell’essere parmeni-
deo: la sua immutevole immobilita. Al fondamentale valore metafisico ed epistemologico
che questo attributo ha in Parmenide si aggiungerebbe nell’opera platonica una valenza
morale dipendente dalle nozioni di perfezione e di autosufficienza. La rappresentazione
degli dei come esseri buoni, che non mentono e che non cambiano forma puo cosi funge-
re da modello per i bambini, futuri guardiani della citta.

Uno dei tratti pit significativi della vita e dell’attivita intellettuale di Rossetti &, peral-
tro, la sua capacita di stringere rapporti con personalita di diversa eta ed esperienza
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e di instaurare scambi e contatti con studiosi e universita di diversi paesi. Dell’inten-
so rapporto di scambio con professori dell’Universidad Nacional Auténoma de Méxi-
co costituisce un’intensa testimonianza il contributo di Gerardo Ramirez Vidal e Omar
Alvarez nella sezione conclusiva del volume.

Evidente, peraltro, anche dal buon numero di contributi di studiosi che afferisco-
no a universita sudamericane contenuti nella nostra raccolta, € la stretta collaborazione
di Rossetti con diverse istituzioni culturali messicane e brasiliane. Dei rapporti con paesi
europei in cui gli studi di filosofia antica non godono di una lunga tradizione costituisce
significativa testimonianza I’accorato ringraziamento di Marian Wesoly (Univ Poznan,
Polonia) posto a suggello di questo volume.

Che I’ideale di una vita filosofica in comune sia uno dei valori che hanno mosso I’at-
tivita di Rossetti viene riconosciuto esplicitamente da Gabrielle Cornelli (Universidade
de Brasilia) all’inizio di un intervento dedicato alla trattazione sistematica degli elementi
che permettono di definire — accogliendo una proposta di Walter Burkert — la comunita
pitagorica come una setta. Non a caso, tra questi tratti distintivi, spiccano proprio i valori
di koinonia e di philia che Livio Rossetti ha cercato di praticare e di diffondere nel corso
di tutto il suo percorso intellettuale.



PEITHO / EXAMINA ANTIQUA 1 (2 ) /2011

LISTA RECENZENTOW

SEWERYN BLANDZI / larszawa /

DANILO FACCA /Warszawa /

GIUSEPPE MAZZARA / Palermo /

LIDIA PALUMBO /Napoli/

MIRIAM CAMPOLINA PEIXOTO /Belo Horizonte, Brasil /
MARIA MICHELA SASSI / Pisa/

GERARDO RAMIREZ VIDAL /México /

WITOLD WROBLEWSKI / Torusi /






	Strona tytułowa

	Strona redakcyjna

	Spis treści

	Contents

	ARTYKUŁY

	GLEN KOEHN :: Divine Command and Socratic Piety in the Euthyphro
	LIVIO ROSSETTI :: Un Socrate che non ascolta: per esempio nell’Eutifrone
	LAURA CANDIOTTO – Il metodo adatto per Eutifrone: una calma distanza
	RICCARDO DOTTORI :: Hosion, eu dzen und dikaiousune in der Apologie des Sokrates und im Euthyphron
	MICHAEL ERLER :: ‘Plato Socraticus’ – Apologia Sokratesa i Eutyfron
	MARIAN WESOŁY :: ΜΕΓΙΣΤΟΝ ἈΓΑΘΟΝ (PL. AP. 38 a) – Sedno życia i filozoficznego wyzwania Sokratesa
	MIKOŁAJ DOMARADZKI :: Defiance, Persuasion or Conformity? The Argument in Plato’s Apology and Crito
	ARTUR PACEWICZ :: Ethical Dimension of Time in Plato’s Apology of Socrates
	TOMASZ KUNIŃSKI :: Platona Kriton. Wokół obywatelskiego nieposłuszeństwa i politycznego zobowiązania
	ANNA KELESSIDOU :: Oskarżyciele Sokratesa
	JOANNA KOMOROWSKA :: Why Not Escape? On the Hosiotes in Plato’s Crito
	DOROTA TYMURA :: Socrates’ Philosophy as a Divine Service in Plato’s Apology
	TOMASZ MRÓZ :: Some Remarks on the Nineteenth Century Studies of the Euthyphro in Poland

	RECENZJE
	FULVIA DE LUISE :: Ripensare Socrate: note su alcuni studi recenti
	SŁAWOMIR TORBUS :: Z nowych badań nad dialogiem Sokratejskim
	MARIAN WESOŁY :: Zdekonstruować Metafizykę Arystotelesa
	SOFIA RANZATO :: Charisteria Livio Rossetti Oblata

	Lista recenzentów

