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THE DISCOVERY OF MORAL VIRTUE:

A DISCUSSION OF ARISTOTLE'S FOUNDING OF
POLITICAL SCIENCE IN THE FORM OF A
COMMENTARY ON THE INTERPRETATION

OF LEO STRAUSS
by
M. Richard Zinman

Claremont Graduate School: 1976

This dissertation is the first part of an attempt to
clarify the nature and purpose of political science by
uncovering the foundations of the original form of politi-
cal science: Aristotle's political science. Aristotle was
the founder of political science as an independent or auton-
omous discipline--as one discipline among a number of dis-
ciplines. As such, he could not take for granted either the
possibility or the necessity of political science. Rather,
he was compelled to raise and answer the most elementary
questions as they emerged directly from political life.

His answers were not mediated by a tradition of political
science.

The author believes that any serious attempt to
understand the founding of the discipline must come to grips
with the writings of Leo Strauss. The dissertation there-
fore takes the form of an extended commentary on Strauss's

istotle's
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political science as it is presented in the first chapter of
The City and Man (Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1964). On
the one hand, the commentary is intended to explicate and
£ill out Strauss's elusive and compressed interpretation.
As such, it is an attempt to begin an investigation of
Strauss's thought in its own right. But, as far as the
author is able to judge, Strauss's interpretation at least
touches on every consideration relevant to an understanding
of Aristotle's founding of political science and the prob-
lems inherent in that founding. Thus, on the other hand,
the dissertation is an attempt to use Strauss's interpreta-
tion as a vehicle for setting out the themes and problems
that must be treated in any comprehensive interpretation of
the ground of Aristotle's political science. As such, the
dissertation is intended to be the prologomenon to a fresh
inquiry into the nature and purpose of political science.
Aristotle appears to found political science on the
basis of but in opposition to Socratic political philosophy.
The commentary proper therefore begins with a discussion of
Socrates' founding of political philosophy and moves to a
preliminary discussion of the difference between the Soc-
ratics and Aristotle with respect to the possibility and
desirability of establishing political science as an inde-
pendent discipline. The core of the dissertation is a dis-
cussion of Aristotle's attempt to overcome the Socratic

moral
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virtue makes possible an independent political science and
that a political science that preserves the perspective of
the citizen or statesman is desirable not only from the

point of view of the city but also from that of the philoso-
phers. Aristotle's political science is an attempt simul-
taneously to protect the city from philosophy (including
Socratic political philosophy) and philosophy from the

city. More precisely, it is an attempt to protect philosophy
from the city by protecting the city from philosophy. The
dissertation concludes by returning to the difference between
the Socratics and Aristotle. That difference is not com-
pletely intelligible in terms of any theoretical disagree-
ment concerning the whole and its knowability, but must in
large part be explained in terms of a practical disagreement
concerning how the philosophers can best deal with the ten-
sion between philosophy and the city. Aristotle's indepen-

dent political science can be understood as a practical

complement to Socratic political philosophy.
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PREFACE

This dissertation has its genesis in two elementary
questions that began to animate me during my first year of
graduate study at Claremont:

1. What is political science? (What is the nature,
what are the essential limits, of political science? What
is political science about, what does it deal with, what
does it treat of? What is the object of inquiry in politi-
cal science? What is politics or what are the political
things?)

2. Is political science good? (Is political science
either necessary or desirable for the health of a political
community? Why should any thoughtful human being devote his
life to the science of politics? What is the proper rela-
tionship between the political scientist and the political
community? What are the obligations of the citizen-
political scientist to his political community?)

Any candid student must admit that the literature
of present-day political science is characterized by a baf-
fling mixture of confusion and silence on these seemingly
simple but embarrassingly primary questions. Such a state

of affairs compels one to wonder whether political science
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With the help of my teachers, I discovered that my
two questions were once at the center of the study of polit-
ical things. I came to believe that the proper (not to say
necessary) starting point for an inquiry into such ques-
tions was an examination of the foundations of the original
form of political science and the source of the tradition
of political science: Aristotle's political science.
Aristotle was the founder of political science as an inde-
pendent or autonomous discipline--as one discipline among a
number of disciplines. As such he was compelled to raise
and answer the most elementary questions as they emerged
directly from political life. His answers were not mediated
by a tradition of political science. He could not take for
granted either the possibility or the necessity of political
science.

Any attempt to clarify the nature and purpose of
political science by returning to the origins of the disci-
pline must come to grips with the power and peculiar charm
of the writings of Leo Strauss. I need not discuss the
importance of Strauss's work for the revitalization of the
study of political philosophy within present-day political
science. The core of that work was Strauss's attempt to
recover and restore classical political philosophy. And
the core of that core was Strauss's painstaking studies of
the problem of the origins of political philosophy and

rary thinker
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who took that problem seriously. In fact, he devoted about
half his scholarly life to its exploration. Within the
discipline of political science, Strauss was best known for
his critique of the "new political science" from the point
of view of the "original" of the "old political science"--
that is, from the point of view of Aristotelian political
science. But it is a remarkable fact that Strauss's huge
corpus contains only one extended discussion of Aristotle's
political science: "On Aristotle's Politics," the first
chapter of The City and Man. The first section of that
chapter is Strauss's only investigation of the origins and
foundations of the original form of political science.

This dissertation takes the form of a close commen-
tary on that unique part of Strauss's corpus. On the one
hand, the commentary is intended to explicate and fill out
Strauss's elusive and compressed interpretation. As such,
it is an attempt to begin an investigation of Strauss's
thought in its own right. But, as far as I am able to judge,
Strauss's interpretation at least touches on every consid-
eration relevant to an understanding of Aristotle's founding
of political science and the problems inherent in that
founding. Thus, on the other hand, I have attempted to use
Strauss's interpretation of the origins and foundations of
Aristotle's political science as a vehiclg for setting out
the themes and.problems that must be treated in any compre-

's political
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science. As such, the dissertation is intended to be the
prologomenon to a fresh inquiry into the nature and purpose

of political science.

Translations from Greek texts are my own. There
is, however, one exception to this general rule. When
quoting from Plato's Republic I have almost always followed

the excellent translation by Allan Bloom.

I owe a number of unrepayable debts.

I was blessed with an extraordinary assemblage of
teachers at Claremont: Professors Martin Diamond, Harry
Jaffa, Harry Neumann, and the late Leo Strauss. I know that
I cannot adequately express my gratitude to these men, each
of whom made and continues to make an invaluable and unique
contribution to my education. Although his influence may
not at first sight be visible in this dissertation, I must
also mention the late Professor Douglass Adair.

At a critical moment in the progress of my work,

Dean Allan Spitz of the University of New Hampshire and
Professor Allan Bloom of the University of Toronto confronted
me with a powerful but necessary mixture of compulsion and
persuasion. Professor George Blair, Chairman of the Gradu-
ate Faculty of Government at Claremont, has, over many years,
smoothed the path for me. The Haynes Foundation and the

Earhart Foundation helped'support my graduate studies.
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Michigan State University, provided me with much needed
leisure during the Fall Quarter of 1973. The members of
the Madison Office Staff, and especially Mrs. Virginia
Pifer and Mrs. Eunice Stoffs, have helped me in many ways--
often in trying circumstances. For all this assistance I
offer my thanks.

Although it may not be appropriate in such a pref-
ace, I cannot refrain from speaking of my mother--who taught
me to love books--and my father--who taught me to love argu-
ment.

Finally, my wife sustained my efforts always.

Without her perseverance, understanding, and comfort this

dissertation would never have been completed.

ed without permission.



In the past, for long stretches of time,
writing commentaries was a way of expound-
ing the truth. It still may be that.

Jacob Klein, A Commentary on Plato's Meno

Aristotle sees the perfection of man as Plato
sees it and more. However, because man's per-
fection is not self-evident or easy to explain
by a demonstration leading to certainty, he
saw fit to start from a position anterior to
that from which Plato had started.

Alfarabi, The Philosophy of Aristotle
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INTRODUCTION

A NOTE ON THE PLACE OF "ON ARISTOTLE'S

POLITICS" IN STRAUSS'S CORPUS

What we have been content to assert is the silence
and confusion of contemporary political science, Leo Strauss
earned the right to call the crisis of modern political
philosophy or the collapse of modern political philosophy.
Strauss was certainly not the only thinker of the highest
rank to speak of the crisis of our time as the crisis of
modernity or to argue that the crisis of modernity is
peculiarly the crisis of the West. But while others iden-
tified the core of the contemporary crisis of the West with
"the crisis of European sciences" or with "the ultimate
abandonment of Being," it was Strauss's distinctive con-
clusion that the core of the crisis of modernity is the
crisis of modern political philosophy.1 Just as Plato
wrote all of his dialogues in the shadow of the crisis of
philosophy caused by the fate of Socrates, so Strauss wrote
all his books in the shadow of the crisis of modernity

caused by the fate of modern political philosophy.

lcf. Richara Kennington, "Leo Strauss and Modernity,"
arch, Fall
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Strauss's analysis of the collapse of modern politi-
cal philosophy led him to pose a choice: ". . . one seems
to be confronted with the choice between abandoning politi-
cal philosophy altogether and returning to classical politi-
cal philosophy." He immediately added: "Yet such a return
seems to be impossible" (1).2 Clearly Strauss was induced
to undertake the seemingly impossible task of restoring
classical political philosophy by his acute awareness of
what was at stake in the crisis of modern political philos-
ophy. But he never let the gravity of that crisis obscure
the seriousness of the objections to such a restoration:
"Certain it is that a simple continuation of the tradition
of classical political philosophy--of a tradition which was
hitherto never entirely interrupted--is no longer pos-
sible (2). "The return to classical political philosophy
is both necessary and tentative or experimental" (11). The
seriousness of the need for an overcoming of the crisis of
modern political philosophy does not prove that the need
can be satisfied.3

Strauss maintained that the question as to whether
the return to classical political philosophy was possible

2The arabic numerals in parentheses in the body of
the text refer to the "Introduction" and "On Aristotle's
Politics" (chapter I) in The City and Man (Chicago: Rand
McNally & Co., 1964). The conventional footnote form will

be used to refer "On Plato's Republic" (Chapter II) and
"On Thucydides' War of the Peloponnesians and the Athenians”

AT EJI_EISI

University
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could be answered only on the basis of a fresh understand-
ing of classical political philosophy. He argued per-
suasively that the same diseases that had caused the death
of modern political philosophy had infected the modern
understanding of classical political philosophy. "Our most
urgent need can . . . be satisfied only be means of histori-
cal studies which would enable us to understand classical
philosophy exactly as it understood itself. . .“4 The
recovery of classical political philosophy was the neces-
sary first step in Strauss's tentative or experimental
restoration.

The necessity of recovery largely determined what,
on first thought, seems to be the unique manner of Strauss's
philosophizing. For his books appear to be the work of a
mere scholar, a mere interpreter, who cannot or will not
speak in his own name. But Strauss's way, as he knew well,
was not unigue. It was the way of the only men he ever
referred to as his teachers: Alfarabi and Maimonides.
Strauss's recovery of the classics was mediated by his
prior rediscovery of the mode of philosophizing employed
by the great medieval Islamic and Jewish commentators on
the classics--a mode which Strauss found to be the product
of a crisis of philosophy not unlike our own.

The fruits of Strauss'sHerculean labor of recovery

are contained in his fourteen books and over eighty articles.

ol A Jl_i'};l
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Almost every item in that huge and varied corpus either
treats or touches on classical political philosophy. But
his works on the classics can be conveniently divided into
three categories:5

1. Those books, articles, and parts of books and
articles which set forth a synoptic interpretation of the
tradition of classical political philosophy and bring out
its characteristic features (e.g., "On Classical Political
Philosophy" [1945]; "The Origin of the Idea of Natural
Right" and "Classic Natural Right," in Natural Right and
History [1953]; "The Classical Solution," part II of "What
Is Political Philosophy?" [1955])

2. Those which consist of separate commentaries
on the works of individual classical authors (e.g., "The
Spirit of Sparta or the Taste of Xenophon" [1939]; On
Tyranny [1948]; the three chapters of The City and Man

[1964]; Socrates and Aristophanes [1966]; "On the Minos"

[1968]; "Notes on Lucretius" [1968]; Xenophon's Socratic
Discourse [1970]; "On the Euthydemus" [1970]; Xenophon's
Socrates [1972]; "Preliminary Observations on the Gods in
Thucydides' Work" [1974]; The Argument and the Action of
Plato's "Laws" [1975]; "Xenophon's Anabasis" [1975]; "On

Plato's Apology of Socrates and Crito" [not yet publishedl])

e follow-
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3. Those which, although primarily concerned with
the Bible, medieval or modern political philosophy, include
important discussions of the classics (e.g., Spinoza's

Critique of Religion [1930]; Philosophie und Gesetz [1935];
The Political Philosophy of Hobbes [1936]; "Farabi's Plato"

[1945]; "Political Philosophy and History" [1949]; Perse-

cution and the Art of Writing [1952]; Natural Right and

History, chapters I and II [1953]; Thoughts on Machiavelli

[1958]; "An Epilogue" [1962]; Jerusalem and Athens [1967])

Reflection on all of Strauss's work on the tradi-
tion of classical political philosophy leads us to make the
following observations.

The largest part of that work consists of separate
commentaries. Strauss began his recovery by commenting on
the "simple" Xenophon.6 He then sketched a synoptic inter-
pretation of the tradition.7 He ended by writing nothing
but commentaries: his last five books (excluding one
collection of essays) were all devoted to commentaries on
classical texts. These last five were immediately preceded
by his final statement on the quarrel between the ancients
and the moderns: Thoughts on Machiavelli. The first of
the last five was The City and Man (see 11).

6See On Tyranny, rev. and enl. (Glencoe, Ill.:
Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), pp. 25-26.

7See "On Classical Political Philosophy," in What
ical Philo 2 encoe,; : Free Press of
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"It is to be remarked," Allan Bloom has recently
written, "that in The City and Man he [Strauss], a man over
sixty who had studied Plato intensely for thirty years,
permitted himself for the first time to publish an inter-
pretation of a Platonic dialogue [the Republic]." Bloom
also notes that Strauss's first book on Plato, an inter-
pretation of the "last" dialogue, was his last book.8
Strauss nevertheless permitted himself to write commen-
taries on seven of the thirty-five Platonic dialogues. He
wrote commentaries on seven of Xenophon's fifteen works.

He wrote commentaries on all of Aristophanes' plays, on
Thucydides' "history," and on Lucretius' poem. Bloom does
not remark on the fact that Strauss never permitted himself
to publish a book on Aristotle. He never even wrote a
commentary on an Aristotelian treatise. He devoted seven

pages of Natural Right and History to "the Aristotelian
9
"

natural right teaching. He devoted two and a half pages
of "An Epilogue" to a sketch of "Aristotelian political
science."'® mis only extensive published discussion of
Aristotle, the essay "On Aristotle's Politics," was not,
in fact, a commentary on that work. That essay was the

first chapter of The City and Man.

8“Leo Strauss: September 21, 1899-October 18, 1973,"
Political Theory 2 (November 1974): 387.

9pp. 156-63.

ol LA ZJI_ELI

& Winston,
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Strauss, in more ways than one, was always con-
cerned with the problem of origins. His final statement
on the quarrel between the ancients and the moderns was
also his final statement on the origins of modern politi-
cal philosophy. He believed that the collapse of modern
political philosophy coincided with its complete abstrac-
tion from "the world of common experience or . . . the
natural understanding of the world," from the "radically
prescientific or prephilosophic" world.ll In fact, the
crisis of modern political philosophy could be traced to
its original failure to return to and begin from "the
articulation which is inherent in, and natural to, politi-

12 Modern political philos-

cal life and its objectives."
ophy was, from the moment of its founding, derivative; it
was always "related to political life through the medium
of a tradition of political philosophy." It therefore

"took for granted the necessity or possibility of politi-

w13 girauss learned--first from the falasifa

cal philosophy.
and then from the classical thinkers themselves--never to
take either the necessity or the possibility of political

philosophy for granted.

llNatural Right and History, pp. 77, 79.

12“On Classical Political Philosophy," p. 80.
13

1bid., pp. 78-79.
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All of Strauss's work on classical political philos-
ophy was concerned with the problem of the origins of that
original form of political philosophy. One cound say that
Strauss was not simply, perhaps not even primarily, con-
cerned with recovering the teachings of classical politi-
cal philosophy. His most characteristic concern was to
uncover the origins of political philosophy in the pre-
philosophic or common sense view of political things, to
give an account of the emergence of political philosophy
directly out of prephilosophic political life, and to
demonstrate that the foundations of political philosophy
were built on a coherent and comprehensive understanding of
the common sense view of political things. 1In this way,
Strauss's recovery of classical political philosophy was
meant to refound political philosophy by resupplying it
with the only foundation that could reestablish it as a
rational enterprise.

Since all of Strauss's work on the classics at
least touched on the problem of the origins of political
philosophy, he necessarily "repeated" himself on that sub-

ject. In the original "Preface" to The Political Philosophy

of Hobbes, the first of Strauss's works to appear in English,

he refers to Hobbes as "the founder of modern political

wld

philosophy. In the same sentence he refers to Plato and

14

Trans. Elsa M. Sinclair (Chicago: University of
tion of
n" (dated

ed without permission.



Aristotle as "the founders of traditional pelitical philos-
ophy." Near the end of that book he speaks of "the tradi-
tion founded by Socrates-Plato."15 In his first commentary
on a classical text, "The Spirit of Sparta or the Taste of
Xenophon," Strauss indicates that it would be more proper

6 In the first

to simply speak of Socrates as the founder.1
synoptic treatment of classical political philosophy, "On
Classical Political Philosophy," Strauss unambiguously
calls Socrates--and Socrates alone--"the founder of politi-

cal philosophy."17

Thereafter, Strauss always speaks of
classical political philosophy as having been_"oriqinated
by Socrates."ls In the third and fourth chapﬁers of Natural
Right and History, his second synoptic treatment of the
classical tradition, .Strauss presented his first account
of Socrates' founding of political philosophy. Near the
beginning of chapter IV, Strauss wrote: "The full under-
standing of the classic natural right doctrine would
require a full understanding of the change in thought that
was effected by Socrates. Such an understanding is not at
our disposal.“19 During the rest of his life Strauss did

his utmost to put such an understanding at our disposal:
J S —

151pid., p. 153.

165,cial Research 6 (November 1939): 531-32.

17?. 92.

18,

What Is Political Philosophy?," inWhat Is
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10

in addition to the brief discussion in Natural Right and
History,20 Strauss devoted three entire books to "the prob-

lem of Socrates" (Socrates and Aristophanes, Xenophon's

Socratic Discourse, and Xenophon's Socrates). These books
were prepared by The City and Man, "which moved from Aristotle
to Plato to Thucydides, from the fully developed classical
teaching to its problematic formulation to the prephilosophic
world out of which it emerged and which it replaced."21
But The City and Man contains the only discussion
in Strauss's mature writings which seems to call into ques-
tion the argument that Socrates was "the founder of politi-
cal philosophy." The "Introduction" to that book ends with
the contention that Aristotle's "Politics contains the
original form of political science" (12). The first chapter,
"on Aristotle's Politics," begins: "According to the
traditional view, it was not Aristotle but Socrates who
originated political philosophy or political science" (13).
The first section of that chapter (13-29) consists of what
one could argue is the most important thematic discussion
of the origins of political philosophy or political science
contained in Strauss's corpus. The first main part of that
section (13-21) reaches the familiar conclusion that Socrates

was indeed "the founder of political philosophy" (19). The

20

Pp. 120-26.
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11

second main part of that section (21-29) is characterized
by the strange conclusion that "Not Socrates or Plato but
Aristotle is truly the founder of political science: as
one discipline, and by no means the most fundamental or
the highest discipline, among a number of disciplines"
(21; also see 25, 27, 29).

The strangeness of the latter conclusion, despite
first appearances to the contrary, does not reside in its
apparent retraction of Strauss's often-repeated contention
that Socrates is the founder of political philosophy. Even
a cursory reading of the section makes clear that there is
no retraction. There is no retraction because in that sec-
tion Strauss makes a sharp distinction between political
philosophy and political science "as an independent dis-
cipline among a number of disciplines" (25). It is in this
distinction that the strangeness of the above conclusion
truly resides. For nowhere else in Strauss's works on
classical political philosophy does he make, much less
discuss, such a distinction. 1In fact, the rest of the
corpus is characterized by the consistent identification of
political philosophy and political science.zz

This leads us to our last observation on Strauss's
work on the tradition of classical political philosophy.

One of the most remarkable features of that work, when it
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12

is viewed in the context of modern scholarship, is Strauss's
tendency to present the tradition of classical political
philosophy--the tradition founded by Socrates and con-
tinued by Plato, Xenophon, and Aristotle--as a unified and
undifferentiated whole. This tendency is clearly visible
not only in the synoptic works where it might be expected,
but also in the separate commentaries. Throughout the
corpus Strauss prefers to draw no "clear distinction
between Socrates and Plato,“23 nor between Socrates and
Xenophon. In his three books on Xenophon he is always and
everywhere concerned to emphasize the fundamental agreement
between the teachings of Xenophon and those of Plato. On
those rare occasions when he does point to a difference
between the two pupils of Socrates, that difference always

w24

concerns Xenophon's "bashfulness. Most importantly,

Strauss almost always prefers to emphasize the fundamental

"kinship between Plato and Aristotle.“25

In opposition to
all modern scholarship, Strauss follows Alfarabi who wrote

a book entitled the Harmonization of the Opinions of the

Two Wise Men: Plato, the Divine, and Aristotle and who, in

his Philosophy of Piato and Aristotle, was "more concerned

23Jerusalem and Athens: Some Preliminary Reflections,

The City College Papers, no. 6, The Frank Cohen Public Lec-
ture in Judaic Affairs (New York: The City College, 1967),
p. 23.

Xenophon's Socrates (Ithaca,

24On Tyranny, pp. 25-26;
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13

with the purpose common to Plato and Aristotle than with
the agreement or disagreement of the results of their

investigations.“26

In Strauss's mature writings there is
one--and only one--extensive discussion of the "differ-
ence between Plato and Aristotle" (21). Once again that

discussion is found in the first section of the first

chapter of The City and Man.27

We fear that these observations have been tedious.
They do, however, clearly point to the distinctive place
of the first chapter of The City and Man in Strauss's
interpretation of classical political philosophy and the
problems of its origin. We hope that they demonstrate that
a discussion of that chapter--or, more precisely, its first
section-~is a fitting introduction to a full-blown inves-
tigation of the Socratic background to Aristotle's political
science and the proper starting point for an inquiry into

the foundations of that political science.

26Persecution and the Art of Writing (Glencoe, Ill.:
Free Press of Glencoe, 1952), p. 12.

27

Cf. The Political Philosophy of Hobbes, pp. 138-51;
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CHAPTER I

THE INTENTION OF "ON ARISTOTLE'S POLITICS"
AND THE PLAN OF ITS FIRST SECTION

The City and Man is comprised of an "Introduction"
and three chapters. The first chapter, "On Aristotle's
Politics," unlike the succeeding chapters, "On Plato's
Republic" and "On Thucydides' War," is not formally a com-
mentary on the work in its chapter heading. Rather it
takes its form from the contention with which the "Intro-
duction" concludes.

The "Introduction" is an analysis of the relation-
ship between "the crisis of our time" and "the collapse of
modern political philosophy" (1). "The crisis of the West,"
Strauss argues, "consists in the West's having become
uncertain of its purpose" (3). The>purpose of the West,
"the modern project," was originally conceived and stated
by the founders of "the most successful form of modern
political philosophy" (3). "The doubt of the modern pro-
ject" coincides with--if it is not caused by--"the decay
of political philosophy into ideology" (6, 7). That decay
"may be said to form the core of the contemporary crisis

" i i decayed
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help us overcome the crisis of our time. But the place
once occupied by political philosophy--the queenship of
the social sciences--has been filled by logic and the new
social science. Logic establishes the distinction between
factual judgments and value judgments and the impossi-
bility of making a valid transition from factual judgments
to value judgments; it thereby shows the impossibility of
political philosophy. The new social science takes the
distinction between facts and values as its fundamental
premise. The new dual queens thus give the decay of
political philosophy into ideology and the doubt of the
modern project "the status of scientific exactitude" (6).
In doing so, however, they simultaneously reveal that they
too are impotent in the face of the crisis of the West.
For once the full bearing of the distinction between facts
and values is grasped all hope that logic and social sci-
ence, however perfected, can overcome the crisis must be
abandoned.

This analysis leads Strauss to suggest a "tentative
or experimental" "return to classical political philos-
ophy" (11). The arguments that Strauss advances to estab-
lish the necessity of such a return are not solely or even
primarily drawn from reflection on the crisis of our time
and the impotence in the face of that crisis which follows

from the acceptance of "the alleged insight into the radi-
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prefers to demonstrate that that necessity is imposed on
the social scientist "by the requirements of social sci-
ence" (10). Social science claims to be able to establish
"universal laws of political behavior." 1In order to live
up to its claim it must study the politics, the ideolo-
gies, and therefore the political philosophies of "other
climes and other ages"; it must "concern itself with a
genuine understanding of political philosophy proper and
therewith primarily of classical political philosophy"

(8, 9). And of course the social scientist must concern
himself with the presuppositions of social science. "Those

presuppositions prove to be modifications of the principles

of modern political philosophy, and these principles in
turn prove to be modifications of the principles of classi-
cal political philosophy. One cannot understand the pre-
suppositions of present-day social science without a return
to classical political philosophy" (10). But Strauss
reserves his most important argument for the necessity of
such a return for the end of the "Introduction." Social
science claims that the scientific understanding of politi-
cal life is decisively superior to the understanding of
political things embodied in the experience of the citizen
or statesman. The crucial distinction between facts and
values, for example, is not a distinction native to politi-
cal life as such. It must be imposed on political life

essentially
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an element of political life. But however great the supe-
riority of the scientific understanding of political things
to the understanding inherent in political life, however
radical the break between the social scientist's under-
standing and the citizen's or statesman's understanding,
the scientific understanding is necessarily derivative
from and necessarily remains dependent on the prescien-
tific awareness of political things.

Hence, social science cannot reach clarity about its
doings if it does not possess a coherent and compre-
hensive understanding of what is frequently called

the common sense view of political things . . . ;

only if it possesses such a coherent and comprehen-
sive understanding of its basis or matrix can it pos-
sibly show the legitimacy, and make intelligible the
character, of that peculiar modification of the primary
understanding of political things which is their sci-
entific understanding.

Strauss concludes this argument as follows:

We contend that the coherent and comprehensive under-
standing of political things is available to us in
Aristotle's Politics precisely because the Politics
contains the original form of political science; that
form in which political science is nothing other than
the fully conscious form of the common sense under-
standing of political things. Classical political
philosophy is the primary form of political science
because the common sense understanding of political
things is primary (11-12).

Strauss concludes the "Introduction" by indicating the plan
of the first chapter: "On Aristotle's Politics" will take
the form of a series of responses to the objections to
which the above contention is exposed.

Strauss considers five such objections and there-

T Ejl_ﬂbl
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30-35, 35-41, 41-45, 45-49). We are concerned only with
the first and longest section.

The first section begins with the following objec-
tion: "According to the traditional view, it was not
Aristotle but Socrates who originated political philos-
ophy or political science." The broad outlines of the plan
of the first section are clearly visible and easily grasped.
Strauss begins by making the traditional view more precise.
He achieves this increased precision by reporting and
carefully explicating Cicero's presentation of Socrates'
origination of political philosophy or political science
(13-14). Strauss then immediately reports a contemporary
objection to the traditional view: not Socrates but the
Greek sophists are now held to be the originators of
political philosophy or political science (14). Strauss
does not directly take up this new objection. Rather than
turn to those contemporary works which set forth the
claims of the sophists to priority, Strauss at once returns
to the tradition. He uncovers the sources of Cicero's view
in Plato and Aristotle and therewith reconstructs a more
complete account of the traditional view. That reconstruc-
tion makes clear that the makers of the tradition speak
with one voice about the origins of the tradition: Socrates
was "the founder of political philosophy" (19). It should

be noted that Strauss's elaboration of the traditional view
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rejection of that view: the sophists may have raised that
part of political skill which is the skill of speaking to
the level of a distinct discipline but they were not for
that reason the founders of political philosophy or politi-
cal science (17; also see 23).1 But Strauss's vindica-
tion of the traditional view also seems to be a confirma-
tion of the original objection to Strauss's contention
that Aristotle's Politics "contains the original form of
political science" (12). The remainder of the first sec-
tion is then devoted to establishing that "not Socrates
. . . but Aristotle is truly the founder of political sci-
ence" (21). We can thus say that the first section has two
main parts: Socrates' founding of political philosophy
(13-21), Aristotle's founding of political science (21-29).
The theme of the first section is not simply
Aristotle's Politics or even Aristotle's founding of polit-
ical science. The theme is the origins of "political
philosophy or political science" (13). By placing the
objection concerning Socrates at the head of the five
objections he will consider, Strauss indicates that if we
are "to reach a more adequate understanding of the Politics"
(12) we must not begin with the Politics itself. The
Politics is in need of an introduction. This is not sur-

prising: Aristotle himself supplies the Politics with an

S
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introduction--the Nicomachean Ethics. In the first sec-
tion Strauss devotes more space to the discussion of the
Nicomachean Ethics than to the discussion of the Politics.

The plan of the first section clearly reveals that
Strauss, in his considered response to the objection con-
cerning Socrates, intends to establish the truth of both
that objection and of that part of the organizing conten-
tion which maintains that the Politics contains the original
form of political science. The key to the successful car-
rying out of this intention is the distinction Strauss
makes between political philosophy and political science.
Socrates, Strauss argues, was indeed the originator of
political philosophy but Aristotle was the originator of
political science.

The "Introduction" does not prepare us for such a
distinction. In the first paragraph of the "Introduction"
Strauss indicates that the subject of The City and Man is
"the political thought of classical antiquity" (1, emphasis
added). He does not use the term "political thought" again
in the "Introduction." He probably uses this term to refer
to the book as a whole because it is broad enough to encom-
pass the work of Thucydides as well as that of Aristotle
and Plato. In the second paragraph Strauss indicates that
his intention in the book is "to show that political phil-

osophy is the rightful queen of the social sciences, the

added) .
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This formulation, in its context, gives us the impression
that Strauss considers political philosophy to be one of
the social sciences--albeit the ruling social science.

It certainly does not convey the impression that Strauss,
if he makes any other distinction between political phil-
osophy and social or political science, considers that
distinction to be as radical as the distinction between
queen and commoners. Our initial impression seems to be
confirmed by the remainder of the "Introduction." In the
third paragraph Strauss introduces a distinction between
"classical political philosophy" and "modern political
philosophy." At the beginning of the fourth paragraph

he says that "modern political philosophy presupposes
Nature as understood by modern natural science. . . ."

(1, emphasis added). But when, in the course of the
"Introduction," Strauss comes to make the argument that the
purpose of the West was "stated originally by the most
successful part of modern political philosophy" (3) he
twice uses the phrase "philosophy or science" (3, 4; empha-
sis added) to describe the kind of thought that was at the
basis of "the modern project" (3). Three pages later he
explicitly states that "the originators of the project took
it for granted that philosophy and science are identi-

cal" (7). This statement leads us to believe that the

founders of the modern project took the identity of philos-
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view that they are identical from the classics. Our belief
is confirmed by the fact that throughout the "Introduc-
tion" Strauss refers to the thought of the classics as
"classical political philosophy." The single deviation
from this practice seems to prove the rule. At the end of
the penultimate paragraph of the "Introduction" Strauss
says: "Classical political philosophy is the primary form
of political science because the common sense understand-
ing of political things is primary" (12, emphasis added).
Whatever the differences between the classics and the
original moderns they agreed in maintaining that philosophy
and science are identical. Their agreement on this point
enables Strauss to distinguish them both from what he calls
"present-day social science" (first at 6). Strauss argues
that present-day social science is the result of a "change
in the character of social science" the most important
cause of which was the gradual acceptance by social scien-
tists of a distinction between philosophy and science.

That distinction was originally based on the distinction
between "the rational Ought" and "the neutral Is." One
could now speak of non-scientific philosophy and non-
philosophic science and understand the former as supplying
guidance to the latter. When logic transformed the
rational Ought into the irrational Ought the new distinc-

tion between philosophy and science gave way to the radical
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the authority for the former (7). Thus present-day social
science is that social science which models itself on
modern natural science. It is this state of affairs which
enables Strauss to distinguish between classical politi-
cal philosophy (or modern political philosophy) and that
"non-philosophic political science which forms part of
[present-day] social science" (8). The "Introduction" thus
brings to our attention a distinction between political
philosophy and political science but such a distinction
seems to have no place in a discussion of the classics

(or the proto-moderns). Indeed, Strauss, after having
described the character of the Politics in the contention
which forms the core of the .conclusion to the "Introduc-
tion," remarks: "'Common sense' as used in this descrip-
tion is understood in contradistinction to 'science,'

i.e. primarily modern natural science, and therewith pre-
supposes 'science' whereas the Politics itself does not
presuppose 'science'" (12).

As we have seen, Strauss begins "On Aristotle's
Politics" with the sentence "According to the traditional
view, it was not Aristotle but Socrates who originated
political philosophy or political science" (13, emphasis
added). We may say that the "Introduction" has prepared
us to read the coordinating conjunction as an identity

sign. It appears that Strauss does nothing in the first
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distinction between political philosophy and political
science. That distinction is introduced only near the very
end of the first main part and its introduction is so
abrupt that the reader cannot help but rivet his attention
on that central passage. (If the reader takes for granted
the identity of philosophy and science then the phrase
"political philosophy or political science" strikes the
eye as awkward because redundant. Yet Strauss repeats the
phrase four times (13, 14, 19, 21) before he introduces the
distinction between political philosophy and political sci-
ence. Can we say that by transforming a seemingly awkward
phrase into a formula Strauss does in fact prepare the care-
ful reader for the distinction?)2

We have said that Strauss bids the reader to pay
special attention to that passage near the very end of the
first main part which serves as the transition to the
second main part and therefore as the center of the first

section as a whole. Strauss uses a second device to draw

2It should be noted that Strauss appears to invent
or make use of another formula in the first main part of
the first section. When explicating the Athenian stranger's
account of his predecessors' teaching concerning the human
things in the tenth book of the Laws, Strauss replaces the
phrase "political philosophy or political science" with the
phrase "the political art or science" (14, 15, 16). In
this instance, however, it is clear that Strauss merely
intends to faithfully mirror the ambiguity of the word used
in Plato's text (Thv moAiTiuudv; 88947). But Strauss's
reproduction of this ambiguity does prepare us for his
important discussion of the problematic distinction between
practica i on_the sciences and the
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our attention to that passage. Throughout the first main
part Strauss refers to Socrates as the founder of politi-
cal philosophy and supports this traditional view by draw-
ing on the works of Plato and Xenophon and citing those
works in the footnotes. He does not, however, refer to
Plato or Xenophon as founders of political philosophy.3
But in the midst of the crucial long paragraph which con-
cludes his discussion of Socrates as the founder of polit-
ical philosophy Strauss suddenly moves from speaking of
"Socrates' position" to speaking of "this Socratic or
Platonic conclusion" (20, emphasis added). "Not Socrates
or Plato but Aristotle is truly the founder of political
science . . ." (21, emphasis added). By the end of the
paragraph Socrates is either completely replaced by Plato
or Socrates and Plato are considered as a unit.4

The introduction of Plato complicates the plan of
the first section. Until the end of the first main part
Strauss seems to be preparing the reader for the argument
that Aristotle's political philosophy comes into being on
the basis of and is in complete agreement with Socrates'

political philosophy. The movement from "Socrates" to

3Strauss never mentions Xenophon in the body of
the text of the first main part and, until the concluding
passage, mentions Plato only three times: twice as the
author of a work under discussion (14, 18) and once when
recounting a wise saying of Pascal (18).
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"Socrates or Plato" immediately precedes the introduction
of the distinction between political philosophy and polit-
ical science. While Strauss does introduce that distinc-
tion at this point he does not elaborate it as such.
Instead he elaborates "this difference between Plato and
Aristotle" (21). It appears that Aristotle's political
science comes into being on the basis of but in opposition
to "Socratic philosophizing" (21). The movement from
"Socrates" to "Socrates or Plato" is the necessary prepara-
tion for the proper treatment of Aristotle--a treatment
which never forgets that the greatest pupil of Plato was
also an opponent of Plato.

We can say that Strauss introduces his explicit
discussion of Aristotle's founding of political science--
the second main part of the first section--with his first
discussion of a "difference between Plato and Aristotle."
Twice in the body of the second main part Strauss, in pass-
ing, contrasts an Aristotelian procedure with a Platonic
procedure (26, 27; cf. 23). 1In the body of the second main
part he does not speak of "Socrates or Plato" but only of
Plato or of Socrates (as the teacher of Xenophon [23]).

He concludes the second main part with his second discus-
sion of the "disagreement" between Plato and Aristotle

(29). He introduces that second discussion by using the
phrase "Socrates and Plato." The second discussion dif-

simply
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on a "difference between Plato and Aristotle" but on the
agreement which is the basis for "their disagreement."

The very end of the second main part and thus of the first
section as a whole returns to "Socrates" and suggests why
he did not become the founder of political science as

well as political philosophy. That suggestion makes clear
that "Socrates" is the basis of the agreement between
Plato and Aristotle.

Strauss's discussion of Aristotle's founding of
political science is then surrounded by his discussion of
the relationship between Plato and Aristotle. The first
section of "On Aristotle's Politics" begins with an expli-
cation of the traditional view that Socrates is the founder
of political philosophy; it ends with what one may venture
to call a novel suggestion concerning Socrates' failure to
found political science. The first section is certainly a
carefully unified whole.

Strauss's procedure with respect to the distinc-
tion between political philosophy and political science
and the difference between Plato and Aristotle leads us to
suggest that an inquiry into the teaching of the first
section of "On Aristotle's Politics" can best be organized
around the following questions:

1. What, according to Strauss, are the presuppo-

sitions of Socrates' founding of political
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2. What are the presuppositions of Aristotle's
founding of political science?

Since Strauss clearly maintains that Aristotle's founding
of political science presupposes Socrates' founding of
political philosophy it would seem that the additional
presuppositions necessary for the founding of political
science are identical with what Strauss understands to be
the difference between "Socrates and/or Plato" and Aris-
totle. Heidegger has described Socrates as "the purest
thinker of the West."5 One cannot help but wonder whether,
according to Strauss, "Socrates and/or Plato" was not
merely the first but the only political philosopher in the

precise sense of the term.

5What Is Called Thinking?, trans. Fred D. Wieck
and J. Glenn Gray (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers,
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CHAPTER II

SOCRATES' FOUNDING OF POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

Strauss begins his account of Socrates' founding
of political philosophy by commenting on parallel passages
in Cicero (13—14).l Strauss paraphrases the first passage
as follows: "Socrates was the first to call philosophy
down from heaven, to establish it in the cities, to intro-
duce it also into the households, and to compel it to
inquire about men's life and manners as well as about the
good and bad things." "In other words," Strauss remarks,
"Socrates was the first philosopher who concerned himself
chiefly or exclusively, not with the heavenly or divine
things, but with the human things."2 Strauss points out
that in the second passage Cicero speaks of "nature"
rather than of "heaven." Philosophy is older than political
philosophy. The founding of philosophy required a revolu-

tion in human thought. Philosophy came into being when

1Tusculan Disputations V 10, and Brutus 31.

2Strauss tells us that "The heavenly or divine
things are the things to which man looks up or which are
higher than the human things; they are super-human. . . .
The divine things are higher in rank than the human things.
Man manifestly needs the divine things but the divine
inGs Ao no manife "
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human beings turned away from the human things toward the
heavenly or divine things and identified the divine things
with the natural things, "'the whole nature,'" "'the
kosmos, '" "'the nature of all things.'" The philosophic
revolution is the discovery of nature.3 Strauss, follow-
ing Cicero, emphasizes that "no compulsion is needed or
possible to establish philosophy in the cities or to
introduce it into the households." It seems that philos-
ophy by its very nature flees from the human things and
pursues the divine or natural things. Socrates' found-
ing of political philosophy required a revolution in
philosophy. Like most revolutions, but unlike the revolu-
tion which brought philosophy into being, Socrates' revo-
lution involved compulsion. Socrates founded political
philosophy when he compelled philosophy to turn primarily
back toward the human things and away from the divine or
natural things. "Cicero," Strauss says, thus "draws our
attention to the special effort which was required to turn
philosophy toward the human things."™ The fact that
philosophy had to be compelled to become concerned with
the human things "indicates that political philosophy is
more questionable than philosophy as such" (18). Perhaps
the fact that Socrates, the master of the art of persuasion,
was compelled to use "compulsion" in order to found politi-

cal philosophy indicates that the greater questionableness
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of political philosophy is connected with "the sternness
of politics" (23).

Strauss, in his discussion of Cicero, not only
distinguishes the human from the divine or natural things,
but specifically identifies the human things and thus the
subject matter of political philosophy: "The human things
are the things good or bad for man as good or bad for man
and particularly the just and noble things and their oppo-
sites." Although Strauss does not at this point elaborate
the meaning of the just and noble things, he does begin to
delimit the subject matter of political philosophy by
stating that the distinction between the human things and
the natural things "implies that 'the human things' are
not 'the nature of man'; the study of the nature of man is

nd If the human things are

part of the study of nature.
not the nature of man, are the just and noble things not
by nature but only by convention?

By the end of the first paragraph of "On Aristotle's
Politics" Strauss has implicitly raised the basic question

of political philosophy.5 That question immediately becomes

4Cf. Natural Right and History, p. 145: "Human
nature is one thing, virtue or the perfection of human
nature is another. The definate character of the virtues
and, in particular, of justice cannot be deduced from human
nature." But consider the following remark in the second
main part of the first section of "On Aristotle's Politics":
"The natural end of man as well as of any other natural
being becomes genuinely known through theoretical science,

i C he n es" = sis added) .

ed without permission.



32

an explicit theme when Strauss moves from his explication
of the traditional view about the founding of political
philosophy or political science to his defense of that
view. That view is in need of a defense because it is now
held that not Socrates but the sophists first turned to
the study of the human things. Strauss indicates that the
proper starting point for a resolution of the conflict
between the old and the new views would be an examination
of Socrates' own account of his relationship to his prede-
cessors. But, Strauss remarks, "as far as we know,

Socrates himself did not speak about his predecessors as

such" (14, emphasis added). Whatever the bearing of the
phrase "his predecessors as such,” this seems to be a
curious statement from the most careful modern student of
"the problem of Socrates." "Socrates himself" abstained
from writing speeches or books.6 Socrates himself does
not speak about anything or anyone. Perhaps Strauss passes
over the numerous conversations between Socrates and the
sophists reported by Plato and Xenophon because they are
speeches with rather than about his predecessors. And
perhaps Strauss passes over Plato's presentation of
Socrates' encounter with Parmenides and Zeno and of

Socrates' "autobiographical" speeches about his encounters

6

See "On Plato's Republic," p. 52.
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with Diotima and Anaxagoras because the One, eros, and
nous have nothing to do with the human things.7

Be this as it may, Strauss begins his defense of
the traditional view by commenting on the account given by
the Athenian stranger--"the man who takes Socrates' place
in Plato's Laws"--of his predecessors--"all or almost all
men who prior to him concerned themselves with inquiries
about nature" (14-15). It should be noted that at the
very end of the first section Strauss tells us that the
Laws is "the only political work proper of Plato" and he

almost tells us that it is the only Platonic dialogue "in
which Socrates does not occur" (29). The special place
of the Laws in the Platonic corpus is a favorite theme of
Strauss‘s.a In "What Is Political Philosophy?" Strauss
boldly claims that "The character of classical political

philosophy appears with the greatest clarity from Plato's

Laws, which is his political work par excellence."9 That

70f the 35 Platonic dialogues, 26 are performed
dialogues and 9 are narrated dialogues. In "On Plato's
Republic" (p. 58), Strauss points out that "The narrated
dialogues are narrated either by Socrates (6) or by someone
else mentioned by name (3)." We note that the three dia-
logues narrated by someone other than Socrates are the
Parmenides, the Symposium, and the Phaedo.

On Anaxagoras and the human things, consider
Strauss's reference to Anaxagoras' "effect" on Pericles
("on Aristotle's Politics," p. 28).

8See, e.g., "What Is Political Philosophy?,"
pp. 29-34; "Plato," in Leo Strauss and Joseph Cropsey, eds.,
History of Political Philosophy, 2nd ed. (Chicago: Rand
McNally & Co., 1972), pp. 51-52; The Argument and the Action
Plato's " L hica niversi hicago Press,
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is, the character of classical political philosophy does
not appear with the greatest clarity from Aristotle's
Politics which "contains the original form of political
science" (12). If the speech about wine in the first book
of the Laws "appears to be the introduction to political

1o Strauss so arranges things that the commen-

philosophy,"
tary on the Athenian stranger's speech about his prede-
cessors in the tenth book of the Laws is the proper intro-
duction to a discussion of Aristotle's founding of politi-
cal science. Does the Laws, more than any other Platonic
dialogue, prepare Aristotle's founding of political sci-
ence?

Strauss's account of the Athenian stranger's speech
brings out the first presupposition necessary for the found-
ing of political philosophy. Only later does Strauss tell
us how Socrates, as distinguished from the Athenian
stranger, conceived of that presupposition (see 19-20, 29).
According to the Athenian stranger, his predecessors

assert that all things which are have come into being
ultimately out of and through certain "first things"
which are not strictly speaking "things" but which
are responsible for the coming into being and perish-
ing of everything that comes into being and perishes;
it is the first things and the coming into being
attending on the first things which these men mean by
"nature"; both the first things and whatever arises
through them, as distinguished from human action, are
"by nature." The things which are by nature stand at
the opposite pole from the things which are by nomos

(ordinarily rendered as "law" or "convention"), i.e.
things which are not only not by themselves, nor by

AT ZJL?.H
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human making proper, but only by men holding them to

be or positing that they are or agreeing as to their

being.
The starting point of the predecessors is the discovery or
acceptance of "the fundamental distinction . . . between
nature and convention" (15). It would seem that even if
the predecessors were not the first philosophers, they
were certainly philosophers. But Strauss does not call
them philosophers. In fact, somewhat later, he seems to
connect them with (not to say identify them with) the
sophists (17). 1In that passage, Strauss provides us with
the specific difference between a political philosopher
and a sophist. One cannot help but wonder what he regards
as the specific difference between a philosopher who is not
a political philosopher and a sophist (cf. 17 and 19).

However this may be, the predecessors believe that

the only serious things are the natural things and that
the only serious pursuit is the pursuit concerning nature.
Strauss indicates that their most important assertion is
that "the gods are only by law or convention." Yet he
immediately says: "For our present purpose it is more
immediately important to note that according to these men
the political art or science has little to do with nature
and is therefore not something serious." Does Strauss
imply that the political art or science has little to do

with the gods? The political art or science has little to
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things are radically conventional and the things which are
by nature noble differ profoundly from the things which are
noble by convention: the way of life'which is straight

or correct according to nature consists in being superior
to others or in lording it over the others whereas the way
of life which is straight or correct according to conven-
tion consists in serving others." Do the predecessors
admit that the political art or science has something to

do with nature because there are things which are by nature
noble?

It appears that the predecessors did not found
political philosophy because they did not believe that the
political art or science is something serious. The founder
of political philosophy must have come to believe that the
political art or science is something serious. If he
accepted the distinction between nature and convention as
his starting point, he must have come to believe that the
political art or science is concerned with things which are
by nature. But we have been told by Strauss that Socrates
founded political philosophy when he compelled philosophy
to turn away from the natural things toward the just and
noble things. We have not yet achieved clarity about the
relationship between nature and the noble and just things.

Strauss emphasizes that "The Athenian stranger

disagrees entirely with his predecessors. He asserts that
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be said to show by deed--by the fact that he teaches
legislators--that he regards the political art or science
as a most serious pursuit" (14-15, emphasis added). Was
the Athenian stranger the founder of political philosophy?
Does Strauss, like Aristotle, take "it for granted that
the chief character of the Laws is Socrates?“ll What-
ever the answers to these questions, Strauss next digresses
to discuss the way in which "the classical distinction
between nature and convention . . . has been overlaid by
the modern distinction between nature and history" (15-16) .
At the beginning of that digression Strauss states that

"despite the most important difference" between the Athenian

stranger and his predecessors, "the distinction between
nature and convention, between the natural and the posi-

tive remains as fundamental for him, and for classical

political philosophy in general, as it was for his prede-

cessors" (15, emphasis added). Immediately after the
digression Strauss says: "The Athenian stranger . . .
unlike his predecessors, takes the political art or science
seriously because he acknowledges that there are things
which are by nature just" (16). If the discovery of the
distinction between nature and convention is the ground of

the founding of philosophy, the discovery that there are

11

Ibid., p. 33. Cf. The Argument and the Action
" "
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things which are by nature just is the ground of the found-
ing of political philosophy.

But Strauss has just said that the Athenian
stranger disagrees entirely with his predecessors. We can
now see that this means that aside from his agreement with
their fundamental distinction between nature and conven-
tion he disagrees entirely with his predecessors. It
seems that this can only mean that he not only acknowl-
edges that there are things by nature just, but that the
gods are not only by convention and that the things which
are by nature noble do not differ profoundly from the
things which are noble.by convention (see 14). We note,
however, that Strauss, to this point, is silent on these
last two assertions. His silence seems to reduce the dif-
ference between the Athenian stranger and his predeces-
sors to the question as to whether there are things by
nature just. We must see whether he breaks his silence on
the status of the gods and the noble things when he dis-
cusses Socrates' founding of political philosophy and
Aristotle's founding of political science.

Returning from his dig).'ess:‘.on,]'2 Strauss completes

his discussion of the Athenian stranger and in so doing

12While a discussion of Strauss's digression is

not necessary for our purpose, we do wish to call the

reader's attention to two sentences in that digression:

"The tracing of something to convention is analogous to
i i ance owever p sible a

ed without permission.



39

mentions Aristotle for the first time since the first
sentence of "On Aristotle's Politics" (16-17). Despite

the great emphasis Strauss has just placed--by means of

his silence as well as his words--on the difference between
the Athenian stranger and his predecessors concerning
whether there are things which are by nature just, he now
reveals that according to the Athenian stranger himself
that difference does not go to the roots. The Athenian
stranger, Strauss says, traces his divergence from his
predecessors to the fact that they "admitted as first
things only bodies whereas, according to him, the soul is
not derivative from the body or inferior in rank to it

but by nature the ruler of the body." While the predeces-
sors did not deny the existence of soul, the Athenian
stranger indicates that they "did not recognize suffi-
ciently the fundamental difference between body and soul.
The status of the just things depends on the status of the
soul." The body appears to be by nature private. If the
soul is an epiphenomenon of the body, it appears that there
are no natural things--or, at least no natural human things
—-which are by nature common. Above all, there is no natu-
ral common good, no natural justice. Were we mistaken

about the ground of the founding of political philosophy?

which it arose, it nevertheless owes its being, its
'validity,' to the fact that it became 'held' or 'accepted'"
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Strauss does not, at this point, discuss Socrates' teach-
ing concerning the status of the soul. Does he ever dis-
cuss that teaching?13 He does, however, mention an
Aristotelian assertion which seems to be derived from
Aristotle's understanding of the soul: "Aristotle goes

to the end of this road by asserting that the political
association is by nature and that man is by nature politi-
cal because he is the being characterized by speech or
reason and thus capable of the most perfect, the most inti-
mate union with his fellows which is possible: the union
in pure thought." Strauss's first mention of Aristotle
concerns the great disputation with which the Politics
begins and which sets the tone for the whole book.14 While
Aristotle, in that discussion, prefers to limit himself to
speaking about "the advantageous and the harmful"” and "the
just and unjust things" and to remain silent about "pure
thought" or philosophy15 (he remains almost silent about
such matters until Book VII), Strauss, at the outset of his
discussion of Aristotle, brings out the fact that Aristotle
teaches that man is by nature political because he is by
nature capable of philosophy (cf. 26-27). It is true, how-

ever, that Strauss does not, at this point, choose to cite

135¢e "on Plato’s Republic," pp. 109, 110-11,

137-38.

14

Strauss cites 1253al-18 and 128la2-4 (17, n. 8).

ol A Jl_i'};l
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any passages in On_the Soul in support of his interpreta-
tion (cf. 26, n. 30). When Strauss says that "Aristotle
goes to the end of this road" does he mean to indicate
that the Athenian stranger did not go as far down the road
as Aristotle? How far down this road did "Socrates or
Plato" go? Is Strauss's first reference to Aristotle a
reference to a "difference between Plato and Aristotle" (21)?
Strauss continues his discussion of the tradition's
account of its origins by moving from Plato's account to
Aristotle's account. He makes the transition from Plato
to Aristotle by noting that "the assertion of the Athenian
stranger is confirmed by what Aristotle says about the
sophists' manner of dealing with the political things" (17).16
While the predecessors of the Athenian stranger did not
regard the political art or science as something serious,
the sophists regarded that part of political skill which is
the skill of speaking as "the only political art to be taken
seriously." They regarded the other parts of political
skill as "easy" to acquire and the non-speaking aspects of
politics as "easy" to perform well. They thereby, accord-
ing to Aristotle, reduced the political art or science to
rhetoric or, at best, made it an instrument of rhetoric.
Aristotle, in the passage under discussion, exhibits his

characteristic sobriety by not revealing the full reasoning

16

2-17
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which led the sophists to their conclusion. Strauss,
however, is not so reticent:

If there are no things which are by nature just or
there is not by nature a common good, if therefore
the only natural good is each man's own good, it
follows that the wise man will not dedicate himself
to the community but only use it for his own ends or
prevent his being used by the community for its end;
but the most important instrument for this purpose is
the art of persuasion and in the first place forensic
rhetoric (17, emphasis added).

We quote this passage in full because of the crucial impor-
tance of rhetoric in the remainder of the first section of
"On Aristotle's Politics"--Strauss's discussion of the
founding of political philosophy and political science by
the two wise men Socrates and Aristotle. We note here two
points, the first of which Strauss chooses not to mention
in "On Aristotle's Politics" and the second of which he
mentions later in the first section. The rhetoricians, by
taking the skill of speaking as a most serious pursuit,
raised that part of political skill "to the level of a
distinct discipline." "The classical philosophers,"
Strauss tells us in another place, "could meet that chal-
lenge only by raising the whole of 'political science,' as
far as possible or necessary, to the rank of a distinct
discipline. By doing this, they became the founders of
political science in the precise and final sense of the

17

term." Aristotle's denunciation of the sophists’

17,

83. Cf.
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reduction of the political art or science to rhetoric
occurs in that part of the Nicomachean Ethics which serves
as the transition to the Politics. It almost immediately
precedes the statement with which he introduces the "pro-
gram" of the Politics: "Now our predecessors have left
the subject of legislation (td mepl tfic vouodeoiag) to us

."lB Strauss's second reference to

unexamined. .
Aristotle leads us to Aristotle's claim to be the founder
of political science--a claim the specific details of which
Strauss himself does not discuss when he treats Aristotle's
founding of political science (see 23 and 28-29). Does
Strauss believe that the Athenian stranger did not leave
the subject of legislation unexamined?

Despite the fact that Aristotle does not believe
that the sophists were the founders of political philos-
ophy or political science, he "does not deny that there

was a kind of political philosophy prior to Socrates" (17,
9

emphasis added).l With these words Strauss seems to turn
to a thematic discussion of Aristotle's account of his
predecessors (17-19). Strauss argues that for Aristotle,

political philosophy is "primarily and ultimately the quest

18)181p13.

19

Cf. Nicomachean Ethics 1094bl2.
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for that political order20 which is best according to
nature everywhere and . . . always." 1In addition, Strauss
maintains that Aristotle believed that "This quest will
not come into its own as long as men are entirely immersed
in political life, be it even in the founding of a politi-
cal community, for even the founder is necessarily limited
in his vision by what can or must be done 'here and now'"
(17, emphasis added; see 28—29).21 According to Aristotle,
Hippodamus was the first man noé engaged in political life
who attempted to speak about the best regime. Applying
Strauss's interpretation of Aristotle's criterion, Hippo-
damus thus has a claim to being the first political philos-
opher. We can say that Strauss implies that Aristotle does
not take seriously the possibility that either Minos or
Lycurgus--the great founder-legislators of what Aristotle
regards as the best actual Greek regimes and those found-
ers whose legislation Plato makes the starting point of the
Athenian stranger's dialogue on legislationzz-—could have
20"Political order" is a translation of moAiLtela.
(See the beginning of each book of the Politics except the
first; also see Politics 1267b30.) Strauss usually trans-
lates moAiTela by "regime." (See Natural Right and History,
pp. 135-37.) He prefers "political order" in this context
because it is not until the last section of "On Aristotle's
Politics" (45-49) that he establishes that "the theme of

the Politics is the politeia (the regime)" (45, emphasis
added) .

21

Cf. "On Classical Political Philosophy," pp. 82-84.

22
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been the founder of political philosophy. Does Strauss
wish to indicate that Aristotle does not take seriously

the possibility of the complete coincidence of speech and

deed, theory and practice?23

23Harry v. Jaffa ("Aristotle," in Strauss and
Cropsey, eds., History of Political Philosophy, pp. 93-94)
notes that Aristotle, in his discussion of the best regimes
other than his own in Book II of the Politics, moves from
theory (Socrates-Plato, Phaleas, Hippodamus) to practice
(Sparta, Crete, Carthage) to the "unity" of theory and

practice (the nine legislators). In his discussion of
Sparta, Aristotle mentions Lycurgus only in passing
(1270a7). At the beginning of his discussion of Crete,

Aristotle mentions that the Spartan regime appears to have
been copied from the Cretan and reports that it is said
that Lycurgus, when he went abroad, passed most of his time
in Crete. He immediately adds that the Cretans even now
believe that Minos first instituted their code of laws
(1271b20-32). At the beginning of his discussion of the
nine legislators, Aristotle unambiguously states that
Lycurgus was one of those legislators who instituted both
laws and regimes (1273b34-35). He does not mention Minos
in the discussion of the nine legislators. (Cf. 1329b5-7,
25.) Jaffa notes that "the central of [the nine] is
Onomacritus . . . , who was a Locrian who travelled in
Crete, where he practiced soothsaying. According to a
tradition (in which Aristotle himself places little cre-
dence), he was the first man who became skillful in legis-
lation." Was Onomacritus the founder of political philos-
ophy? Jaffa continues: "Apparently, however, he did not
have any pupils, but had as a companion Thales, who in turn
had Lycurgus and Zaleucus for pupils" ("Aristotle," p. 94).
If Onomacritus had no pupils, Minos could not possibly have
been his pupil. Could Onomacritus have been the pupil of
Minos? Could Minos have been the teacher of the first man
who became skillful in legislation? Could Minos have been
the founder of political philosophy? Perhaps those who say
these things give too little regard to the spaces of time
(1274a31). We can certainly say that Aristotle, by the

end of his discussion of his "predecessors" in Book II, has
replaced the traditional Minos-Lycurgus connection (which
he implies but does not explicitly report) with the "tra-
ditional" Onomacritus-Thales-Lycurgus connection. Minos
has been replaced by Onomacritus-Thales. Now Aristotle
believes that Thales was the founder of philosophy (Meta-
physics 983b6, 20). The founder of philosophy was the
companion of the first man who became skillful in

Reproduced.with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Strauss attaches the greatest importance to Aris-
totle's account of Hippodamus. His comments on the first
part of that account (17r-19)24 are used to introduce the
thematic discussion of Socrates' founding of political
philosophy. His comments on the second part (21-22)25
constitute the first part of his thematic discussion of
Aristotle's founding of political science. Strauss speaks
at some length about the account of Hippodamus' eccentric
way of life that Aristotle uses to preface his presenta-

tion of the regime proposed by Hippodamus. In fact,

legislation. Was Thales the teacher of Onomacritus? Was
Thales not only the founder of philosophy but also the
founder of political philosophy? (In the Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle remarks that "it is said" [eaoitv] that
men like Thales have theoretical wisdom [copla] but not
practical wisdom [@pdévnoig] [1141b4-5]. In the first

book of the Politics, Aristotle goes out of his way to
rehabilitate Thales' reputation for practical wisdom. He
relates a story about how Thales, when taunted with the use-
lessness of philosophy because of his poverty, made use of
his knowledge of astronomy to display his wisdom. Although
Aristotle twice uses the word cogio to describe Thales'
marvelous feat, one can only conclude that on this occa-
sion Thales' copla was eminently practical [1259a6-18].)
The replacement of Minos by Onomacritus-Thales seems to
transform the section on the nine legislators into a sec-
tion which demonstrates the preeminence of theory in any
unification of theory and practice. Aristotle's procedure
can perhaps only be fully understood when it is compared
with the procedure Plato follows in the first book of the
Laws. There Plato makes clear that the Cretan laws were

believed to have their origins in Zeus by way of Minos and
that the Spartan laws were traced to Apollo by way of Lycur-
gus. Aristotle is silent on Zeus and Apollo. Since Minos
could not have been the pupil of Onomacritus, we cannot say
that Aristotle replaces Zeus with Onomacritus. He merely
replaces Apollo with Onomacritus-Thales.

ed without permission.
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Strauss's discussion of that curious account is more than
twice as long as his discussion of the scheme itself (see
17-19).

Strauss summarizes Aristotle's account of Hippo-
damus' way of life as follows: "Apart from being the first
political philosopher, Hippodamus was also a famous town
planner, he lived, from ambition, in a somewhat overdone
manner in other respects also (for instance he paid too
much attention to his clothing), and he wished to be learned
also regarding the whole nature." Strauss is at pains
to demonstrate that Aristotle's character sketch is not a
piece of "slightly malicious gossip." The details of
Strauss's completely convincing demonstration need not con-
cern us at the moment.26 suffice it to say that he believes
that Aristotle wishes us to draw a parallel between Plato's
comic interlude27 and his own comic prologue: "Whereas the
first philosopher became ridiculous on a certain occasion
in the eyes of a barbarian slave woman, the first politi-
cal philosopher was rather ridiculous altogether in the
eyes of sensible freemen." Strauss draws a most serious
lesson from the comic parallel: "This fact indicates that
political philosophy is more questionable than philosophy

as such." Aristotle, Strauss maintains, uses Hippodamus'

26But see pp. 53-54, n. 35; p. 118, n. 38, and

pp. 222-24 below.
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ridiculousness to convey "the same thought which Cicero
expresses by saying that philosophy had to be compelled to
become concerned with political things." The tradition of
political philosophy is uniquely unified by the shared
insight into the questionableness of political philosophy
and thus of the tradition itself. And the tradition does
not end with the classics: "Aristotle's suggestion,"”
Strauss concludes, "was taken up in modern times by Pascal
who said that Plato and Aristotle, being not pedants but
gentlemen, wrote their political works playfully: 'this
was the least philosophic and the least serious part of
their life . . . they wrote of politics as if they had to
bring order into a madhouse.'"

Perhaps most contemporary students of Plato and
Aristotle may be called gentlemen; they certainly may be
called pedants. But while at least a few have not allowed
their pedantry to obscure the fact that the Republic and
even the Laws were written playfully, has even one been
bold enough to call the political works of "the soberest
of the philosophers" playful?28

Strauss has just given us a careful demonstration
in Aristotle's playfulness in tihe Politics. We must note,
however, that Pascal's remark that the political works of

Plato and Aristotle were the least philosophic and least
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serious part of their lives seems to stand in some tension
with Strauss's twin observations that "Socrates was the
first philosopher who concerned himself chiefly or exclu-
sively . . . with the human things" (13) and that Plato's
Athenian stranger "can . . . be said to show by deed . . .
that he regards the political art or science as a most
serious pursuit" (14-15). But, after all, Plato's only
emphatically political work--his only "serious" political
work--is the only dialogue in which he did not allow Socrates
to participate. Did the Athenian stranger take the politi-
cal art or science more seriously than Socrates? Did
Aristotle take the political art or science more seriously
than the Athenian stranger?

' Is there another side to Aristotle's Hippodamus
prologue as presented by Strauss? Hippodamus was not a
gentleman. Can a teacher of the political art or science
who is not a gentleman expect to be taken seriously by
"sensible freemen?" Did the philosophers not only have to
be compelled to become concerned with political things,
but be compelled to become gentleéen? Aristophanes’
Socrates was no less ridiculous "in the eyes of sensible
freemen" than Aristotle's Hippodamus. Was Plato's Soc-
rates much less ridiculous than Aristophanes'? Strauss
does not mention Socrates' trial and execution by the
"sensible freemen" of the disorderly "madhouse" that was

philosophy.
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But he certainly never forgets that Plato wrote all his
dialogues--including, if not especially, his only "serious"
political dialoguezg--in the light of the events playfully

presented in the Euthyphro, Apology, Crito and Phaedo.

If Hobbes--that great expert on philosophic and non-
philosophic fear--is correct in his surmise that Aristotle
wrote his theoretical works "fearing the fate of Socrates,"30
is it not certain that his "more questionable" political
works are composed in the same spirit?

Strauss's comparatively brief comments (19) on the
first part of Aristotle's presentation and critique of
Hippodamus' best political order make clear that Hippodamus
was not the founder of political philosophy. While Hip-
podamus' scheme has the appearance of amazing clarity and
simplicity, Aristotle reveals great confusion beneath the
surface of his proposals. Aristotle does not explicitly
expose the root cause of that confusion. He does, however,
mention in passing that Hippodamus wished to be learned regard-
ing "the whole nature." We have seen that Strauss is care-
ful to reproduce that remark in his summary of Aristotle's
account cf Hippodamus' way of life (18; see 13, 19).

Strauss locates the source of Hippodamus' great confusion

in his desire to impose an alien kind of clarity and

295ee "What Is Political Philosophy?," pp. 32-33.

30
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simplicity on his subject matter. He traces that desire
to Hippodamus' apparent espousal of some mathematically
oriented account of "'the whole nature.'" That account
"enabled or compelled" Hippodamus to understand and search
for the best regime as that regime "which is entirely
according to nature" (19, emphasis added). Strauss's
conclusion finally brings us to the heart of the first
main part of the first section: Hippodamus, Strauss says,
merely arrived at great confusion because he did not
pay attention to the peculiar character of political
things: he did not see that the political things are
in a class by themselves. In spite or because of his
ambition, Hippodamus did not succeed in founding
political philosophy or political science because he
did not begin by raising the question "what is politi-
cal?" or rather "what is the polis?"

Strauss does not stop to compare Hippodamus' scheme
with the teachings of the Athenian stranger and his prede-
cessors. It appears that the distinction between nature
and convention remains as fundamental for him as it was
for the Athenian and the menwhom he opposes. Because
Hippodamus sought that regime which is entirely according
to nature, we can infer that he agrees with the Athenian
against the predecessors that there are things which are
just by nature. Did he believe that the gods are only by
convention? Aristotle certainly reports that his scheme

called for the division of the land into three parts, one

part of which was "sacred land to supply the conventional
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31 Did he believe

(t& vouLZdéueva) offerings to the gods."
that the things which are by nature noble differ pro-
foundly from the things which are noble by convention?
Aristotle certainly reports that his way of life was not
noble by convention. We will not venture to speculate
about what account this mathematical physicist would give
of the relationship between and relative rank of soul and
body. Would it resemble that of Plato's Timaeus?32 How-
ever these things may be, Hippodamus certainly regarded
the political art or science as a most serious pursuit.
It is now clear that even the combination of seriousness
and the belief that there are things by nature just is not
the necessary and sufficient condition for the founding
of political philosophy or political science. That com-
bination merely results in great confusion unless one sees
that the political things are in a class by themselves.
Strauss tells us that "Hippodamus did not succeed
in founding political philosophy or political science
because he did not begin by raising the question 'what is
political?' or rather 'what is the polis?'" The Athenian
stranger begins the only serious political work of Plato
by raising a question. Can that question be said to be

identical with the question "what is political?" Can that

31Politics 1267b35.

32
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question be said to necessarily compel the one who asks it
to raise the question "what is political?"

We note that Strauss does not comment on the fact
that Hippodamus, apparently unlike Socrates, regards both
the inquiry into the natural things and the inquiry into
the human things as most serious pursuits. Strauss doeé,
however, leave open the possibility--if he does not imply--
that Hippodamus' great confusion concerning the political
things stems not from his wish to be learned regarding
"the whole nature," but from his faulty account of "the
whole nature."

The founding of "political philosophy or political
science," Strauss has now revealed, coincides with or pre-
supposes the raising of the guestion "what is political?"
or "what is the polis?" "This question, and all questions
of this kind, were raised by Socrates who for this reason
became the founder of political philosophy." At this
point (19-20),33 Strauss ceases to rely on Aristotle's
account of his predecessors and returns to Platonic (and
Xenophontic) texts. That is, he does not make use of
Aristotle's numerous references to Socrates.34 He does
not, for example, examine the account of "Socrates speeches"

-

33cf. Natural Right and History, pp. 121-24.

34 Metaphysics 987b1-2

Strauss does however cite
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which Aristotle presents shortly before speaking of Hip-
podamus.35
Socrates, Strauss began by telling us, was the
first philosopher who concerned himself chiefly or exclu-
sively, not with the divine or natural things, but with the
human things, i.e., particularly the just and noble things.
It might seem that Socrates' study of the human things
consisted chiefly or exclusively in raising the question
"what is?" in regard to those things--e.g., the question
"what is justice?" or "what is courage?" But Strauss does
not introduce his account of the founding of political
philosophy by telling us that Socrates raised the question
"what is?" in regard to specific human things. He intro-
duces his account by telling us that Socrates raised the
question "what is political?" or "what is the polis?"
Socrates' founding of political philosophy consisted in
his raising the question as to what the human or political
things as_such are.36
The "what is" questions [Strauss says] point to
"essences," to "essential differences"--to the fact
that the whole consists of parts which are hetero-
geneous, not merely sensibly (like fire, air, water,

and earth) but noetically: to understand the whole
means to understand the "What" of each of these

35Politics 1265a10-13. Strauss calls attention to
this passage in his discussion of Aristotle's account of
Hippodamus' way of life (18 and n. 11). See p. 118, n. 38
and pp. 222-24 below.
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parts, of these classes of beings, and how they are
linked with one another. Such understanding cannot
be the reduction of one heterogeneous class of things
to others or to any cause or causes other than the
class itself; the class, or the class character, is

the cause par excellence.
It looks as if Socrates' founding of political philosophy--

no less than Hippodamus' failure to found political phil-
osophy--presupposes "some account of 'the whole nature.'"
(19). Contrary to appearances, Socrates' turn to the
study of the human things is based not upon the complete
disregard of the divine or natural things but upon a new
approach to the understanding of "the whole nature."37
The founding of political philosophy presupposes the dis-
covery that the whole consists of heterogeneous parts; it
presupposes the discovery of "noetic heterogeneity." This
discovery makes it possible to see that the human or
political things are not completely reducible to the divine
or natural things. It makes it possible to pay attention
to the peculiar character of the political things, to see
that the political things are in a class by themselves.

But why did Socrates turn primarily away from the
divine or natural things toward the human things? "The
roots of the whole are hidden." Are they hidden by the
gods? "The gods do not approve of man's trying to seek
out what they did not wish to reveal, the things in heaven

and beneath the earth." Strauss certainly regards Socrates'
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decision not to investigate the divine things and to limit
himself to the study of the human things as "the greatest
proof" of his piety. "His wisdom is knowledge of ignor-
ance because it is pious and it is pious because it is
knowledge of ignorance." Socrates' knowledge of ignorance
is surely not ignorance: it sesms to be his knowledge of
the mysterious character of the whole or his knowledge of
his ignorance of the roots of the whole or his knowledge
of his ignorance of the things in heaven and beneath the
earth.

But despite Socrates' unimpeachable piety, it
appears that the discovery of noetic heterogeneity not
merely permits but favors the study of the human things as
such, i.e., of the human things in so far as they are not
reducible to the divine or natural things. "While the
roots of the whole are hidden, the whole manifestly consists
of heterogeneous parts" (emphasis added). Socrates seems
to have regarded his turn to the "what is" questions as a
turn, or a return, to "sobriety" and "moderation" from the
"madness" of his predecessors.38 Strauss calls the change
which Socrates brought about a return to "common sense" or

to "the world of common sense."39 It is a return to common

38Cf. ibid., p. 123. Also see Xenophon's Socrates,
pPp. 6-8 and Laurence Berns, "Socratic and Non-Socratic
Philosophy: A Note on Xenophon's Memorabilia, 1.1.13 and
14," Review of Metaphysics 28 (September 1974): 85-88.
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sense because it is a turn to what Strauss sometimes calls
the "surface" of the things: the question "what is?"
points to the eidos of a thing--to that which is visible
to all without any particular effort--to the "shape" or
"form" or "character" of a thing. It seems that the mad-
ness of Socrates' predecessors consisted in their attempt
to start from what is "first in itself" or "first by
nature." Socrates' return to sanity consisted in his
starting from "what comes to sight first" or is "first for
us." The whole is the totality of parts. While the roots
of the whole are hidden, the parts are manifest in their
heterogeneity. Socrates' recovery of his common sense
transforms the study of the whole into the study of the
manifest articulation of the whole. Yet Socrates' new-
found sanity seems to be the ground for a new kind of mad-
ness: "according to Socrates the things which are 'first
in themselves' are somehow 'first for us.'" The "what"
is, as such, the character of a class of things--of things
which by nature belong together or form a natural group.
The whole has a natural articulation.40 But the "what"

of things comes first to sight, not in what we see of them,
but in what is said about them or in opinions about them.

As Strauss says, "the things which are 'first in themselves'

40cf. ibid., pp. 122-23. Consider Thoughts on
Machiavelli (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press of Glencoe, 1958),
P "The problem inhere in the s ace O hings,
>f things."
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are in a manner, but necessarily, revealed in men's opin-
ions." Accordingly, Socrates started his quest for the
natures of things from the opinions about their natures.
Socrates, Strauss reports, discovered that
Those opinions have as opinions a certain order.
The highest opinions, the authoritative opinions,
are the pronouncements of the law. The law makes
manifest the just and noble things and it speaks
authoritatively about the highest beings, the gods
who dwell in heaven. The law is the law of the city:
the city looks up to, holds in reverence, "holds"
the gods of the city (cf. 14, 15).
Socrates' approach to the whole not only makes possible
but favors the study of the human or political things as
such because the sphere of opinion is the essential start-
ing point of that approach and the sphere of opinion is
necessarily the political sphere. "In its original form
political philosophy broadly understood is the core of

philosophy or rather 'the first philosophy.'"41

w42 ip the

But Socrates did not merely "take refuge
opinions about the natures of things. When starting from
the opinions he could not help but recognize the fact that
the opinions about what things are--and especially the

authoritative opinions--contradict one another. Socrates'

41Cf. "On Classical Political Philosophy," p. 94:
"rhis question [the question of the nature of political
things? marks the limit of political philosophy as a prac-
tical discipline: while essentially practical in itself,
the question functions as an entering wedge for others
whose purpose is no longer to guide action but simply to
understand things as they are."

ol L2 Ejl_ﬂal

ed without permission.



59

specific approach is to "take refuge" in opinions in their
contradictoriness. He is thereby forced to go beyond the
contradictory opinions--even if, or especially if, they are
authoritative opinions-~toward a consistent view of the
nature of the thing with which he is concerned, toward a

43 "Even

view which is no longer opinion but knowledge.
Socrates is compelled to go the way from law to nature, to
ascend from law to nature." It might seem that Socrates'
piety compelled him to practice a new kind of "natural"
impiety which "sensible freemen" who held the authorita-
tive opinions would have difficulty distinguishing from
"conventional" impiety. But Strauss immediately assures

us that Socrates knew that he must go the way from law to
nature "with a new awakeness, caution, and emphasis."

This knowledge would seem to be the ground of Socratic
rhetoric. But Strauss says that Socrates knew that he must
show the necessity of the ascent from law to nature "by a
lucid, comprehensive, and sound argument which starts from
the 'common sense' embodied in the accepted opinions and
transcends them; his 'method' is 'dialectics.'" We must
wonder whether most "sensible freemen" are capable of fol-
lowing or being persuaded by this kind of argument. Perhaps

Socrates practices more than one kind of "dialectics."44

43Cf. Natural Right and History, pp. 124-26.

-Xenoghon‘é

44
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It might seem that although Socrates' procedure
compelled him to turn first to the human things, his suc-
cessful founding of political philosophy would enable or
compel him to turn back toward the divine or natural things
as such. Socrates' founding of political philosophy cer-
tainly required him to grasp the essential differences
between the human things and the things which are not
human, i.e., the divine or natural things. But this, in
turn, seems to require and lead to an understanding of

45 While Strauss

the divine or natural things as such.
admits that the necessities governing Socrates' ascent

from law to nature "modified" his position, he maintains
that Socrates "still remains chiefly, if not exclusively
concerned with the human things: with what is by nature
right and noble or with the nature of justice and nobility."
For it remains true that even Socrates' human wisdom is
knowledge of ignorance: "there is no knowledge of the
whole but only knowledge of parts, hence only partial
knowledge of parts, hence no unqualified transcending,

even by the wisest man as such, of the sphere of opinion."
It appears that Socrates' approach to the whole not only
favors the study of the human or political things, but

guarantees that political philosophy will always be "'the

first philosophy.'"

ed without permission.

ol A Jl_i'};l



61

Strauss does not stop to compare Socrates' study
of the human things with the teachings of the Athenian
stranger and his predecessors. We need not comment on
Socrates' teaching about whether there is a distinction
between nature and convention, whether there are things
which are by nature just, whether the political art or
science is a most serious pursuit, or whether there is a
distinction between soul and body and whether the former
is by nature the ruler of the latter. But does Socrates
believe that the gods are only by convention? Strauss
indicates that Socrates discovered that "the city looks
up to, holds in reverence, 'holds' the gods of the city."
Earlier he had told us that the things which are by nomos
are the "things which are not only not by themselves, nor
by human making proper, but only by men holding them to be
or positing that they are or agreeing as to their being" (14).
Did Socrates, in his ascent from law to nature, discover
gods "who are by themselves?" Did he "make" new gods?46
Strauss is as silent about these questions as he is talka-
tive about Socrates' piety. While Strauss assures us that
Socrates remains chiefly, if not exclusively, concerned
with what is by nature noble or with the nature of nobility,
he is silent on whether he discovered that the things which

are by nature noble differ profoundly from the things which

119-21.
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are noble by convention. He certainly does not comment
on Socrates' way of life.

Finally, we must note that while Strauss intro-
duces his discussion of Socrates with the argument that
the successful founding of political philosophy requires
that one begin by raising the question "what is political?"
or "what is the polis?," that discussion does not, in so

many words, tell us how Socrates answered that primary

question.
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CHAPTER III

PLATO AND ARISTOTLE (I)

Near the beginning of the thematic discussion of
Socrates' founding of political philosophy, Strauss indi-
cates that Socrates, like his predecessors, strives for
knowledge of the whole. Near the end of that discussion,
Strauss makes clear that Socrates' new (and, apparently,
true) approach to the study of the whole compels him to
admit that knowledge of the whole is unavailable. The
whole is the totality of the parts; but we have only
knowledge of the parts and therefore only partial knowl-
edge of the parts. Socrates' wisdom remains human wisdom
or political philosophy and political philosophy remains
knowledge of ignorance (19, 20) .

Strauss now characterizes this conclusion as
"Socratic or Platonic" and thereby formally introduces
Plato into his discussion of the origins of political
philosophy or political science (20-21). The importance
of this event compels us to quote Strauss at some length:
The elusiveness of the whole necessarily affects the
knowledge of every part. Because of the elusiveness
of the whole, the beginning or the questions retain

a greater evidence than the end or the answers;
e n_to_the be i emains a constant necessity.
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The fact that each part of the whole, and hence in
particular the political sphere, is in a sense open
to the whole, obstructs the establishment of politi-
cal philosophy or political science as an independent
discipline.
It seemed, at first sight, that Socrates' or Plato's
discovery of noetic heterogeneity, or the discovery that
the whole has a natural articulation, would supply the
basis for the division of philosophy into parts or for the
distinction between the various sciences: the distinction
between the various sciences would correspond to the natu-

ral articulation of the whole.1

But the discovery that
the whole is naturally articulated into the parts is, it
seems, inseparable from the discovery "that each part of

"2 ang

the whole . . . is in a sense open to the whole.
the openness of each part of the whole to the whole
"obstructs" the division of philosophy into parts or the
founding of independent disciplines. Philosophy neces-
sarily begins from "the sphere of opinion," the sphere of
the human things, "the political sphere." Whatever the
essential difference between the political things and all
other things, that part of the whole which is the politi-

cal sphere is like every other part of the whole in being

"in a sense open to the whole." The openness of each part

lCf. Natural Right and History, p. 123.

2But cf. "What Is Political Philosophy?," p. 39:
the human soul is the onlx part of the whole which
h ho and_there e e ak o_the whole
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of the whole to the whole, and in particular the openness
of the political sphere to the whole, makes it necessary
for philosophy to constantly return to the political

sphere and makes it impossiblé for philosophy to unquali-
fiedly transcend the political sphere. We can say that
"this Socratic or Platonic conclusion" means that the
nature of things requires not only that "'the first philos-
ophy'" be political philosophy or that "the core of philos-
ophy" be political philosophy but that philosophy be iden-
tical with political philosophy.3 The nature of things or
the nature of the political things "obstructs" the estab-
lishment of any independent discipline or the establishment
of political philosophy or political science as an inde-
pendent discipline.

It is at this point that Strauss introduces the
pivotal distinction between political philosophy and
political science:

Not Socrates or Plato but Aristotle is truly the
founder of political science: as one discipline,
and by no means the most fundamental or the highest
discipline, among a number of disciplines.
Socratic or Platonic political philosophy is the only "disci-
pline"; it is the only formof philosophy or science. Aristote-
lian political science isone discipline among a number of dis-

ciplines; it is, it would seem, one form of philosophy or science

Ccf. J:.bid. The "understanding of the situation

s added) .
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among a number of forms of philosophy or science. Although
Aristotle's political science is inferior in dignity to
one or more other disciplines, it would appear that it
is not necessarily subject to any other discipline--no
matter how fundamental or how high: Strauss indicates
that it is "an independent discipline.,"4
What, we may ask, are the preconditions or pre-
suppositions of Aristotle's establishment of political
science as an independent discipline among a number of
disciplines? This is the question of the second main part
of the first section of "On Aristotle's Politics" and
Strauss reserves his answer for the proper place. We can,
however, venture to formulate some hypotheses on the basis
of what we have learned to this point. On the one hand,
it seems that, according to Socrates or Plato, the very
nature of things prevents the establishment of any inde-
pendent disciplines: "The elusiveness of the whole
affects the knowledge of every part." If Aristotle is to
establish any independent discipline, it appears that he
must demonstrate that Socrates' or Plato's account of the
whole is mistaken; he must demonstrate that knowledge of
the whole is available. On the other hand, according to
Socrates or Plato, "the fact that each part of the whole,

and hence in particular the political sphere, is in a sense
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open to the whole, obstructs the establishment of politi-
cal philosophy or political science as an independent
discipline." If Aristotle is to at least establish polit-
ical science as an independent discipline, it appears that
he must at least demonstrate that Socrates' or Plato's
account of the political sphere is mistaken; he must
demonstrate that the political sphere is in a sense closed
to the whole. We again note that Strauss has not yet pro-
vided us with an explicit or complete account of Socrates'
or Plato's account of the political sphere, with their
answer to the question "what is political?". We must say
that, to this point, it is not clear whether Aristotle can
demonstrate that the political sphere is in a sense closed
to the whole without also or first demonstrating that
knowledge of the whole is available. We note, however,
that Strauss uses the term "obstructs" rather than, for
example, "prevents" or "makes impossible" in the key
sentence which we have twice quoted. Some obstructions
can be removed. At any rate, it certainly appears that
what Strauss calls "this difference between Plato and
Aristotle" turns wholly on different answers to "theoreti-
cal" rather than "practical" questions (if we may properly
use this Aristotelian distinction in the present context).
Strauss illustrates "this difference between Plato

and Aristotle" by drawing three contrasts: (1) While
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immediately to the quest for cosmology (Timaeus), Aris-
totle's quest for the best regime (Politics) is "unquali-
fiedly separable" from his cosmology (Physics or On the
Heaven). Strauss concludes his formulation of this first
contrast with an extremely important remark: "Aristote-
lian philosophizing has no longer to the same degree and
in the same way as Socratic philosophizing the character
of ascent."5 We wonder whether Strauss would say that
Aristotle's quest for the right way of life is "unquali-
fiedly separable" from that part of physics which consti-
tutes the transition from physics to metaphysics (On_the
Soul; see 26). At the risk of belaboring the obvious, we
note that Strauss's examples remind us that the Socratic
teaching obstructs not only with the establishment of
independent disciplines but also the grouping of such
disciplines under the more general headings "theoretical"

and "practical" philosophy or science. (2) "Whereas the

sSee Natural Right and History, p. 156: "Plato
never discusses any subject——be it the city or the heavens
or numbers--without keeping in view the elementary Socratic
question, 'What is the right way of life?' and the simply
right way of life proves to be the philosophic life. Plato
eventually defines natural right with direct reference to
the fact that the only life which is simply just is the
life of the phllosopher. Aristotle, on the other hand,
treats each of the various levels of beings, and hence
especially every level of human life, on its own terms."
But cf. "On Thucydides' War," p. 237: "All of this amounts
to saying that Thucydides' thought is inferior to Plato's
thought. Or could Thucydides have had a positive reason
for stopping on his ascent earlier than Plato?" Also see

T Ejl_ﬂbl
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Platonic teaching presents itself necessarily in dialogues,
the Aristotelian teaching presents itself necessarily in
treatises." The Socratic dialogue is the literary form of
the Socratic ascent. Can Strauss be said to indicate that
the Aristotelian treatise is characterized to a lesser
degree and in a different way by an ascent? (3) "As
regards the political things, Aristotle acts directly as
the teacher of indefinitely many legislators or statesmen
whom he addresses collectively and simultaneously, whereas
Plato presents his political philosopher as guiding, in a
conversation, one or two men who seek the best political
order or are about to legislate for a definite community."
Does Strauss mean to indicate that Socratic political
philosophy is less "transferable" than Aristotelian politi-
cal science?6 Does he mean to indicate that even Aris-
totle's political science somehow transcends the sphere of
opinion while the Platonic political philosopher is somehow
limited in his intention by "what can or must be done 'here
and now'" (cf. 20 and 17)? At any rate, we note that
Strauss, in his formulation of the third contrast, seems

to indicate that both the Aristotelian treatise and the
Platonic dialogue are addressed to only one kind of
addressee and that the Aristotelian political scientist

and the Platonic political philosopher speak to the same

pp. 82-84.
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kind of addressee. That is, Strauss does not, at this
point, seem to consider the possibility that either or both
the Aristotelian treatise or/and the Platonic dialogue
simultaneously speak to more than one addressee. He does
not therefore seem to consider the possibility that a part
of the difference between Plato and Aristotle may be
accounted for by the fact that the primary and secondary
addressees of the Platonic political philosopher may be
different from the primary and secondary addressees of

the Aristotelian political scientist. Is Plato's primary
intention--even in his only political work proper--identi-
cal with Aristotle's primary intention in the Politics

(and the Nicomachean Ethics)?

Strauss completes his first discussion of Plato
and Aristotle, and thereby the first main part of the
first section, by reminding us that Aristotle was a student
of Plato. Despite the above contrasts, "it is no accident
that the most fundamental discussion of the Politics
includes what is almost a dialogue between the oligarch
and the democrat. It is equally characteristic however
that that dialogue does not occur at the beginning of the

Politics." Are there any "dialogues" in the Nicomachean

Ethics?
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CHAPTER IV

ARISTOTLE'S FOUNDING OF POLITICAL SCIENCE

We have seen that Strauss introduces his discus-
sion of Socrates' founding of political philosophy by
arguing that the successful founder must have begun by
raising the question "what is political?" or "what is the
polis?" We have also seen that Strauss's account of
Socrates' successful founding does not explicitly or com-
pletely reveal Socrates' answer to that question. Socrates'
success simultaneously obstructs the establishment of
political science as an independent discipline. Strauss
begins his account of Aristotle's founding of political
science as one discipline among a number of disciplines
by discussing Aristotle's understanding of "the nature of
political things" (21-23). By the end of that discussion,
Strauss has indicated that Aristotle and the pupils of
Socrates give the same answer to the question "what is
political?" (see 23; cf. 29).

Strauss brings out Aristotle's teaching on the
nature of political things by commenting on the second
part of Aristotle's discussion of Hippodamus--the famous

e of the proposal that those who invent something
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useful to the city should receive honors (21-22). Aris-
totle, Strauss reports, is much less certain than Hippo-
damus of the virtues of innovation. It appears that
Hippodamus--despite his concern with clarity and perhaps
because of his concern with simplicity--had not raised and
thought through the question as to whether there is a dif-
ference between innovation in the arts and innovation in
law. Aristotle transforms his discussion of Hippodamus'
proposal into a more general discussion of innovationl
and in so doing brings out "a most important difference
between the arts and law."
The arts [Strauss says] are susceptible of infinite
refinement and hence progress and they do not as
such in any way suffer from progress. The case of
law is different, for law owes its strength, i.e.,
its power of being obeyed, as Aristotle says here,
entirely to custom and custom comes into being only
through a long time. Law, in contradistinction to
the arts, does not owe its efficacy to reason at all
or only to a small degree.
It seems that Strauss believes that Aristotle's reflec-
tions on the difference between the arts and law point to
his deepest thought concerning the nature of political
things. Strauss formulates that thought as follows:
". . . the city as a whole is characterized by a specific

s 2
recalcitrance to reason. . "

lSee 1268b26.

2We can not help but remember Strauss's earlier use
of the ambiguous phrase "the political art or science"
4 5 s "the politic " (f mo ) an art

ol LA ZJI_ELI
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At the center of his discussion of innovation
Aristotle remarks that "on the whole, all men seek not the
ancestral (td mdtpiov) but the good."3 But the very nature
of political things, Strauss continues, requires that

The law, the most important instrument for the moral
education of the many, must . . . be supported by
ancestral opinions, by myths--for instance, by myths
which speak of the gods as if they were human beings
--or by a "civil theology." The gods as meant in
these myths have no being in and by themselves but
only "by law." Yet given the necessity of law one
may say that the principle of the whole both wishes
and does not wish to be called Zeus.

does use the phrase "&m. . . . T®vV GAAwv EéniLoTnudv," but he
immediately indicates that he is using émioThiun in its general
sense by citing two arts as examples. Soon after he uses
the phrase ". . . al Téxvai mdoar ol al Suvdueig" (1268b34-
37). Throughout the rest of the passage, Aristotle speaks
only of the arts. Aristotle makes clear that Hippodamus
believes that 7§ moALTiud is an art and an art no different
than every other art. The two arts which Aristotle cites
as examples are medicine and gymnastics. At the beginning
of the fourth book of the Politics, Aristotle draws an
extended analogy between 7 moALTiuf) and gymnastics and
argues that a practical program for politics would model
itself upon gymnastics (1288b10-1289a25). The first sen-
tende of Book IV begins: "In all the arts (téxvaig) and
the sciences (émiothuaig) that are not partial but in rela-
tion to some one genus complete, it is one (art or science)
that studies (9ewpficaL) what is suitable concerning each
genus. . . ." Soon after Aristotle unambiguously refers

to the study of regimes as a science (émiotfiung, at
1288b23). Strauss certainly refers to Aristotle as the
founder of political science. "The arts," Strauss and
Aristotle tell us, "are susceptible of infinite refinement
and hence progress and they do not as such in any way suf-
fer from progress." 1Is the same thing true of the sciences?
However that may be, there can be no doubt that Aristotle,
according to Strauss, is an innovator, not to say revolu-
tionary, in f moAiTiud.
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Strauss concludes that because of the city's recalcitrance
to reason "it requires for its well-being a rhetoric dif-
ferent from forensic and deliberative rhetoric as a servant
to the political art."

In a footnote to the passage quoted above Strauss,
among other things, cites a famous passage in the Meta-
phgsics.4 Does Strauss wish to indicate that that "theor-
etical" treatise is intended, in part, to contribute to
the support of the laws by contributing to the establish-
ment of a civil theology?5 Does the Metaphysics make use
of a new kind of rhetoric in the service of the political
art? We can certainly say that Strauss indicates that
Aristotle's "practical" treatises make use of what we might
call "civil rhetoric." Strauss says that "civil rhetoric"
is different from forensic and deliberative rhetoric. 1In
the first book of the Rhetoric Aristotle enumerates three
kinds of rhetoric: deliberative, forensic, and epideic-
tic.6 Reflection on his description of epideictic rhetoric7
could lead one to the conclusion that Aristotle's politi-
cal treatises--and especially the Nicomachean Ethics--are

the highest examples of the epideictic form of the art of

41074bl-14. See 22, n. 20.

5c0nsider the passage from Hobbes's Leviathan
quoted on p. 50 above.

61358a36-1359a29.
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persuasion. Do the political treatises support the laws
with "ancestral opinions," with "myths?" Is opinion or
myth the element of the political treatises? Does Aris-
totle's political science ever unqualifiedly transcend the
sphere of opinion?

Strauss's discussion of rhetoric in connection with
his account of Aristotle's understanding of the nature of
political things reminds us of his first discussion of
rhetoric.8 While the rhetoricians raised rhetoric to the
level of a distinct discipline and made the political art
or science a mere instrument of rhetoric, Aristotle, it
seems, not only established political science as an inde-
pendent discipline but also reduced rhetoric to an instru-
ment of the political art. Aristotle certainly teaches
that there are things which are by nature just or that
there is by nature a common good. Did he therefore as a
"wise man," "dedicate himself to the community?" Are his
political treatises proof of his dedication to the commu-
nity? Are they also designed to "prevent his being used by
the community for its end?" It appears that "civil rhet-
oric" could, in the hands of a wise man, be a most powerful
instrument in the service of both of these not incompatible
ends. We note, however, that "sensible freemen" could not
help but come to the conclusion that Aristotle, like the

predecessors of the Athenian stranger and like the pious
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Socrates, believes that the gods of the city are only by
convention.

Strauss next illustrates the maxim "'The very
nature of public affairs often defeats reason'" with one
example from the Politics (22-23). Strauss discusses the
infamous contradiction between Aristotle's condemnation of
conventional slavery in Book I and his easy acceptance of
conventional slavery in his account of the best regime in
Book VII. (Are there any parallel examples in the Nico-
machean Ethics?) The discussion of the slavery example
concludes with the remark that Plato directly expresses the
same thought that Aristotle chooses to convey through self-
contradiction by "admitting . . . that superiority in

? "From this we

strength is a natural title to rule.
understand," Strauss goes on, "why the nature of political
things defeats to some extent not only reason but persua-
sion in any form and one grasps another reason why the
sophistic reduction of the political art to rhetoric is
absurd" (23, emphasis added). Strauss elucidates this

point with an example from Xenophon's Anabasislo

and in so
doing makes clear that all the Socratics share Aristotle's
understanding of the nature of political things. Xenophon's
companion Proxenus, a pupil of Gorgias, "was capable of

ruling gentlemen by means of praise or abstention from

ol LA ZJI_ELI

ed without permission.



77

praise. Yet he was utterly incapable of instilling his
soldiers withvrespect and fear of himself: he was unable
to discipline them. Xenophon on the other hand, the pupil
of Socrates, possessed the full political art" (23).11
Strauss comes back to Aristotle (23) by pointing out that
Aristotle denounces the sophists' reduction of politics

to rhetoric in the same passage in which he demonstrates
"the insufficiency of persuasion for the guidance of 'the
many' and the necessity of laws with teeth in them." That
passage serves as the transition from the Nicomachean
Ethics to the Politics. While the Socratics and Aristotle
"took refuge in speech" they did not believe in "the omnipo-
tence of speech." While they made use of civil rhetoric
they knew that "the sternness of politics" "defeats to
some extent . . . persuasion in any form."

A three-fold distinction seems to emerge from
Strauss's account of the Socratic and Aristotelian under-
standing of the nature of political things: the gentleman
can be distinguished from the possessor of the full politi-
cal art on the one hand, and from the many on the other.12
The possessor of the full political art can practice that
art on both the gentlemen and the many. The gentlemen can

be ruled by praise and blame. The proper instrument for

llSee "Xenophon's Anabasis," Interpretation 4

(Spring 1975): 117-47.

e ways of
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such rule is that kind of rhetoric which is an instrument
of the political art. The many can be ruled by a combina-
tion of laws supported by a civil theology and laws with
teeth in them. It appears that a civil theology can help
produce "respect and fear" of the laws and/or the legis-
lator (s) and thus allow some reduction in the ferocity of
the laws or provide some mitigation of the sternness of
politics. Laws with teeth in them are certainly the prod-
uct of the political art. A civil theology seems to be the
product of that kind of rhetoric which is an instrument of
the political art.

From what class are the possessors of the full
political art drawn? Can or should the possessor of the
full political art teach it to the gentlemen and/or the
many? If so, does the successful imparting of the politi-
cal art to pupils require the same instruments as its suc-
cessful practice?13 Socrates certainly taught the full
political art to the young gentlemen Plato and Xenophon.

(Did he teach it to Alcibiades, Charmides, and Critias?)

l3Consider Averroes' distinction between the demon-
strative, dialectical, and rhetorical classes of human
beings in -his practical books. See, e.g., The Decisive
Treatise in Averroes on the Harmony of Religion and Philos-

ophy, trans. George F. Hourani, E. J. W. Gibb Memorial
Series, n.s., vol. 21 (London: Luzac, 1961), pp. 6-7,
14-18, 19-24, 24-26.
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But Socrates would not or could not "instruct" the many.l4

Did Socrates abstain from writing speeches or books because
he could not instruct the many? Plato and Xenophon wrote
books. Did they address their books to more than one
class? Did they have more than one intention? Aristotle
is a severe critic of the Socratics' political philosophy.
Who are the addressees of his political science? Strauss
seems to indicate that Aristotle's "theoretical" books
have more than one addressee and more than one intention:
even the Metaphysics "addresses" the many. Once again we
are compelled to ask whether the political treatises have
more than one addressee and more than one intention.15
Hippodamus failed to found political philosophy or
political science because he failed to begin by raising the
question "what is political?" Socrates asked and answered
that question and thereby succeeded in founding political
philosophy and establishing political philosophy as "'the
first philosophy.'" Strauss has indicated that the Socratic
philosophers and Aristotle agree as to the nature of polit-
ical things. It would not be too much to say that he allows
us to suppose that Socrates taught Plato and Plato taught

Aristotle the nature of the political things. Yet the

14See Alfarabi, The Philosophy of Plato in
Alfarabi's Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, trans., with

an Introduction by Muhsin Mahdi (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press
of Glencoe, 1962), pp. 66-67.
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Socratics deny and Aristotle affirms that it is possible
to establish political science as an independent disci-
pline. It seems that the Socratics deny that the discovery
that there is a specific difference between the political
things and the things which are not political and the cor-
rect understanding of that specific difference are suf-
ficient conditions for the establishment of political sci-
ence as an independent discipline. How did Aristotle,
while accepting the Socratic answer to the question "what
is political?," attempt to overcome the Socratic objec-
tions to an independent political science? Strauss now
turns to this question. His treatment of it takes up
almost the whole of the remainder of the first section
(23-28). The core of those five carefully constructed and
tightly argued pages‘appears to be an account of how
Aristotle attempted to overcome the Socratic objections by
demonstrating that the political sphere is in a sense
closed to the whole.

Strauss begins by returning to Aristotle's dis-
cussion of Hippodamus' proposal that those who invent some-
thing useful to the city should receive honors (23-24).
Strauss's initial elaboration of what seemed to be the
crucial difference between the arts and law appeared to
indicate that Aristotle believes that the arts are superior
to law. But, Strauss now points out, the very fact that

the
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conclusion that the arts must be ruled by law and hence
are inferior to law. Yet how can law--which "does not

owe its efficacy to reason at all or only to a small
degree"--properly rule the arts? In his initial discus-
sion, Strauss reduced the strength of law to its power of
being obeyed and seemed to trace that power wholly to
mythos. Strauss now makes clear that in order to bring
out the specific character of law and hence the nature of
the political things, he almost completely abstracted from
the fact that law is always "meant to be a dictate of reason"
and its makers always claim that it owes its dignity in
some sense to logos. Aristotle teaches that law can
properly rule the arts because, as Strauss puts it, "the
reason effective in the arts is lower than the reason
effective in law as law should be." 1In fact, Aristotle
teaches that laws are themselves the product of an art:
the legislative art. But the legislative art is the high-
est form of practical wisdom or prudence, the prudence
concerned with the common good of the polis as a whole, as
distinguished from the private good of an individual human
being. "The difference between arts and law is then
founded on the difference between arts and prudence."

With this remark, Strauss moves to a discussion of
Aristotle's account of the relationship between the arts and

prudence. In so doing he is compelled or enabled to leave

ol Lar N ZJI_ELI

the

ed without permission.



82

Nicomachean Ethics. This primary reliance on the Nico-
machean Ethics characterizes the remainder of the first
section. It appears that we must look to the Nicomachean
Ethics rather than to the Politics if we are to discover
and be able to read the plan of the foundations of Aris-
totle's political science.

Strauss proceeds to show that Aristotle, in his
remarks in the Nicomachean Ethics on the arts and prudence,
establishes that prudence is of higher dignity than the
arts because every art is concerned with a partial good
whereas prudence is concerned with the whole human good (24).
While the artisan as artisan is unable to distinguish
between genuine and sham arts and is unable to decide which
use of his art is good, the possession of prudence enables
one to make such distinctions and decisions. We can say
that Strauss indicates that prudence can rightfully rule
the arts because while the knowledge of the human good
effective in the artisan as artisan is partial, the knowl-
edge of the human good effective in the prudent man is
comprehensive. This emphasis on knowledge leads us to
wonder whether Aristotle teaches that knowledge of the
whole human good is the necessary and sufficient condition
for the right use of the arts or, more generally, that
knowledge is the necessary and sufficient title to rule.

It seems that Strauss is compelled to focus his attention,
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the knowledge effective in each. Strauss continues:
The distinction between prudence and the arts implies
that there is no art that tells me which partial good
supplied by an art I ought to choose here and now in
preference to other goods. There is no expert who
can decide the prudent man's vital questions as well
as he can. To be prudent means to lead a good life,
and to lead a good life means that one deserves to be
one's own master or that one makes one's own deci-
. 'sions well (emphasis added).
It appears that prudence bestows a kind of independence on
the prudent man. Is prudence the ground for the indepen-
dence of political science? We note, however, that as
Strauss elaborates the difference between prudence and the
arts he seems to forget that the highest form of prudence
is an art. The prudent man would certainly seem to be sub-
ject to the legislative art. 1Is the knowledge of the human
good effective in the legislative art partial?

In order to lay bare Aristotle's understanding of
the nature of political things, Strauss first discussed
the relationship between the arts and law. That discus-
sion ledhim to the relationship between law and prudence
and then to the relationship between the arts and prudence.
In his discussion of the relationship between the arts and
prudence Strauss carefully laid the groundwork for the
next step (24-25) in his beautifully constructed argument:
to be prudent means to lead a good life. Is prudence the

necessary and sufficient condition for living a good life?

"Prudence is that kind of knowledge which is inseparable

ol LA ZJLi’.Ll

ed without permission.



84

habit of choosing, just as moral virtue is inseparable
from prudence" (emphasis added). It is now clear that
prudence can properly rule the arts not simply because the
knowledge effective in the prudent man is comprehensive
knowledge of the human good, but also because such knowl-
edge is inseparable from the habit of choosing the human
good. In comparison with prudence, the arts as arts
appear to be "morally neutral." Strauss emphatically says
that prudence is a kind of knowledge. By doing so he
leads us to ask "what is the cognitive status of the habit
of choosing which is moral virtue?" Strauss's procedure
to this point leads us to expect that he will now answer
this question by presenting us with a complete discussion
of Aristotle's understanding of the relationship between
prudence and moral virtue. But he silently passes over
that difficult problem and hurries on toward the conclu-
sion of this part of his argument: "Prudence and moral
virtue united and as it were fused enable a man to lead

a good life or the noble life which seems to be the natural
end of man" (emphasis added). This judicious sentence
prepares us for Strauss's introduction of one final set of
relationships that must be understood if one is to recon-
struct the complicated procedure that Aristotle believes

he must follow in order to establish political science in

the face of the objections of the Socratics:
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political life. Therefore practical wisdom is lower
in rank than theoretical wisdom which is concerned
with the divine things or the kosmos, and subservi=-
ent to it--but in such a way that within its sphere,
the sphere of all human things as such, prudence is
supreme. The sphere ruled by prudence is closed
since the principles of prudence-~the ends in the
light of which prudence guides man--are known inde-
pendently of theoretical science (emphasis added) .

It appears that Aristotle has removed the obstruction pre-
venting the establishment of political science as an inde-
pendent discipline by demonstrating that the sphere ruled
by prudence, the sphere of all human things as such, the
political sphere, is closed.

Let us take a more careful look at Strauss's last
four sentences. The practical or political life is the
life characterized by the fusion of prudence and moral
virtue. Such a life is the noble life but only a good
life: the noble life is not the good life. Why is the
noble life a good life? Why is the noble good? The noble
life "seems to be the natural end of man." The noble life
seems to be good because it is the life according to
nature. But the good life, the best life is the contem-
plative life and not the political life. The contempla-
tive life, it appears, is the natural end of man, the life
according to nature. Is the noble life then only a life
according to convention? Is the noble life good ohly by
convention? The best life is not the noble life. Is the

best life a noble life? 1Is it ignoble? What is the rela-
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The noble life, the life characterized by the

fusion of prudence and moral virtue, is concerned with

the human or political things and devoted to practice or
politics. The best life is concerned with the divine

things or the kosmos and devoted to understanding or con-
templation.16 It seems that the contemplative life is
better than the noble life because the divine things are
higher in rank than the human things (cf. 13). It is

clear that because the noble life is less good than the
contemplative life practical wisdom or prudence is lower

in rank than theoretical wisdom. But the relative ranking
of prudence and theoretical wisdom does not seem to fully
determine their relationship. The sphere of prudence is

"the sphere of all human things as such." The sphere
of theoretical wisdom seems to be the sphere of "all things."
On the one hand prudence is "subservient" to theoretical

16We recall that Strauss begins his account of

Socrates' founding of political philosophy by explicating
parallel passages in Cicero. In the first passage, Cicero
speaks of "'heaven'" and in explicating that passage
Strauss speaks of "the heavenly or divine things." 1In
the second passage, Cicero speaks not of "'heaven'" but
of "'nature'" and in explicating that passage Strauss--
quoting Aristotle and Xenophon (see 13, n. 1)--speaks of
"'the whole nature'" (Metaph s 987bl-2), "'the kosmos,
"'the nature of all thing (Memorabilia I 1.11-12). 1In
summarizing the teaching of tl two passages, Strauss
speaks of "the divine or natural things" (13-14). In his
second or thematic discussion of Socrates, Strauss speaks
first of "the divine things" and then of Socrates' ascent
to "nature" (20). In the passage now under discussion,
Strauss gs or the
R h Strauss
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wisdom but on the other hand prudence is "supreme" within
its own sphere. This appears to mean that while prudence
serves to promote the contemplative life it does not take
orders from and is not dependent on theoretical wisdom.
But prudence is supreme within the sphere of all human
things as such. It would seem that the man of theoretical
wisdom necessarily resides within the sphere of the human
things and thus must take orders from the prudent man.

But the prudent man is subservient tc the man of theoreti-
cal wisdom and servants do not usually give orders to their
superiors. We can only conclude that theoretical wisdom
is not one of the human things as such. This conclusion
does not, however, fully explain the relationship between
prudence and moral virtue on the one hand and theoretical
wisdom on the other. Does the man of theoretical wisdom
himself need prudence and moral virtue? Prudence, we
remember, is concerned with "the whole human good." Pru-
dence seems to be supreme within the sphere of all human
things as such because it is knowledge of the whole human
good. The man of theoretical wisdom seems to know that
the contemplative life is the best life. The answer to
the question "what is the best way of life?" seems to
require an investigation of the human things or knowledge
of the whole human good. But theoretical wisdom seems to

be concerned only with the divine things and not at all
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need prudence in order to know that the contemplative way
of life is the best way of life? Because prudence is
inseparable from moral virtue, if the man of theoretical
wisdom needs prudence then he also needs moral virtue.
The conclusion that the man of theoretical wisdom himself
needs prudence and moral virtue would be perfectly com-
patible with the facts that theoretical wisdom is higher
in rank than prudence and that prudence is subservient to
theoretical wisdom: superiors are often dependent on ser-
vants. It seems that one can escape this conclusion only
by demonstrating either that the question "what is the
best way of life?" can be answered by theoretical wisdom
independently of prudence or that the contemplative life
has, so to speak, nothing to do with the whole human good.
However this may be, we saw that Strauss says that
"the principles of prudence--the ends in the light of which
prudence guides man--are known independently of theoreti-
cal science." Even if the man of theoretical wisdom needs
either prudence itself or the man of practical wisdom, it
seems that the man of practical wisdom needs neither theoret-
ical wisdom itself nor the man of theoretical wisdom. But
how are the principles of prudence or the ends which guide
prudence known to the prudent man? It seems that they are
supplied by moral virtue, i.e. by "goodness of character"

or by "the habit of choosing." We note that Strauss has
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still not made clear what the cognitive status of moral
virtue is.
It is because the principles of prudence are known
independently of theoretical science that the political
sphere is closed. Contrary to our first impression, it
seems that it is not prudence but moral virtue that is the
ground for the independence of the political sphere and
hence political science. We are compelled to wonder
whether the answer to the question concerning the cogni-
tive status of moral virtue has an impact of the "closed-
ness" of the political sphere and thereby the independence
of political science.
Strauss now summarizes the entire argument of the
second main part to this point in a single sentence:
Because Aristotle held that art is inferior to law
or to prudence, that prudence is inferior to theoret-
ical wisdom, and that theoretical wisdom (knowledge
of the whole, i.e. of that by virtue of which "all
things" are a whole) is available, he could found
political science as an independent discipline among
a number of disciplines in such a way that political
science preserves the perspective of the citizen or
statesman or that it is the fully conscious form of
the "common sense" understanding of political
things (25; cf. 12).

Is the founding of political science the work of practical

wisdom or theoretical wisdom? From what Strauss has told

us about the concerns of the two kinds of wisdom there

seems to be no doubt that the establishment of political

science is the work of practical wisdom and that the prac-
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Politics is the product of practical wisdom. We note that
we arenowin a position to understand why political science
is "by no means the most fundamental or the highest dis-
cipline" (21): theoretical science is higher in rank than
practical or political science and that part of theoreti-
cal science which studies that by virtue of which "all
things" are a whole appears to be the most fundamental or
the highest discipline. "First philosophy" does not seem
to be "'the first philosophy'" of Socrates. But we cannot
help but be surprised by Strauss's inclusion of the premise
"theoretical wisdom . . . is available" in his recapitula-
tion of the chain of reasoning that Aristotle uses to
establish political science as an independent discipline.
Everything that Strauss has said to this point in the argu-
ment of the second main part seemed to point to the con-
clusion that Aristotle attempts to overcome the Socratic
objections to an independent political science by demon-
strating that the Socratic account of the political sphere
is mistaken because the political sphere is in a sense
closed to the whole. Everything seemed to point to the
conclusion that Aristotle believes that he can demonstrate
that the political sphere is in a sense closed to the whole
without also or first demonstrating that knowledge of the

7 Is there anything in Strauss's

whole is available.l
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argument prior to the summary sentence quoted above which
indicates that the independence of political science
stands or falls with the availability of knowledge of the
whole? 1Is there anything in the summary sentence itself
which indicates that conclusion? Perhaps it is only because
theoretical wisdom is available that Aristotle can know
that prudence is inferior to theoretical wisdom. But how
would the inability to determine the relative rank of pru-
dence and theoretical wisdom obstruct the establishment of
an independent political science? Or is the availability
of theoretical wisdom a necessary precondition for the
establishment of an independent political science because
only theoretical wisdom--and not prudence--can demonstrate
that the principles of prudence are known independently
of theoretical science? But if an independent political
science is dependent on theoretical wisdom for its founda-
tion, how can the founding of such a science be the work of
prudence or practical wisdom? Is the founding of politi-
cal science the work of theoretical wisdom and its elabora-
tion the work of practical wisdom? We shall have to return
to these puzzles.

Finally, we note that the last part of Strauss's
summary sentence returns to the language of the concluding
part of the "Introduction" (12). Does Strauss merely wish

to remind the reader that "On Aristotle's Politics" is a
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which concludes the "Introduction" is exposed? Or does
he mean to indicate that not only "present-day social
science" but also "Socratic philosophizing" destroys "the
perspective of the citizen or statesman" or obscures "the
‘common sense' understanding of political things?" It
certainly seems that only "the Aristotelian ascent" and
not the more radical and different "Socratic ascent" can
establish political science as an independent discipline.
Strauss next digresses by briefly returning to his
account of the Athenian stranger: "The Athenian stranger
may be said to assert that the men who preceded him con-
ceived of nature as superior to art and of art as superior
to law. Aristotle conceives of nature as superior to law--
for the good law is the law which is according to nature--
and of law as superior to the arts" (25). This remark
reminds us that Strauss has, in the course of the discus-
sion, revealed that Aristotle disagrees with the prede-
cessors of the Athenian stfanger about the relationship
between body and soul (16-17) and agrees with them about
the status of the gods of the city (22). We remember that
the predecessors believed that there are things which are
by nature noble but argued that those things differ pro-
foundly from the things which are noble by convention. We
cannot say that Strauss's discussion of Aristotle's under-

standing of the noble life reveals whether Aristotle agrees
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between the things which are noble by nature and the things
which are noble by convention.

After his short digression, Strauss discusses
Aristotle's treatment of moral virtue in some detail. That
discussion has three stages: First Strauss elaborates
Aristotle's procedure with respect to moral virtue (25-26).
He then allows us "to grasp the groundof Aristotle's pro-
cedure" (26-28). Each of the first two stages contains a
single remark on a difference between Plato and Aristotle.
Those two remarks seem to prepare the third stage in which
Strauss reveals that Aristotle is compelled to admit that
the political sphere is in a sense open (28-29). The
third stage clearly prepares the conclusion of the first
section--the second discussion of the relationship between
Plato and Aristotle (29).

Strauss begins his elaboration of Aristotle's pro-
cedure with respect to moral virtue by making explicit a
conclusion that he had earlier left implicit: "it is moral
virtue that supplies the sound principles of action, the
just and noble ends, as actually desired." But Strauss
immediatly goes on to provide us with a vital new piece of
information or a fact which he had hitherto indicated only
by his silence: "these ends come to sight only to the
morally good man; prudence seeks the means to these ends.

The morally good man is the properly bred man, the well-bred
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such men. The sphere of prudence is then closed by prin-
ciples which are fully evident only to gentlemen" (empha-
sis added). We remember that the gentlemen can be dis-
tinguished from the many on the one hand and from the
possessor of the full political art on the other.18 It
seems that we must now add the man of practical wisdom
and the man of theoretical wisdom to our list. Is the man
of practical wisdom identical with the possessor of the
full political art? The answer to this question would be
"yes" if the full political art is jdentical with politi-
cal science and if political science is the product of
practical wisdom. But whatever the answer to this question
there is no doubt that the man of practical wisdom is a
gentleman. If the principles of prudence, the noble and
just ends, come to sight and are fully evident only to the
gentleman, then they do not come to sight and are not fully
evident to the many--the many are necessarily ill-bred.
But it also seems to be the case that they do not come to
sight and are not fully evident to the man of theoretical
wisdom--unless he is necessarily well-bred or needs moral
virtue. We can then say that the principles of prudence

do not come to sight and are not fully evident to the man
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of theoretical wisdom as man of theoretical wisdom.l9

Does this conclusion mean that the sphere of prudence is
not simply closed to theoretical science? But the man of
theoretical wisdom would seem to have no interest in the
sphere of prudence. We note that when Strauss explicitly
tells us that moral virtue supplies prudence with the just
and noble ends he also emphasizes that prudence seeks the
means to those ends. Does he wish to indicate that pru-
dence is concerned only with deliberating about the means
and does not itself deliberate about the ends? If so, then
while the principles of prudence (and thus "the whole human
good") are indeed known to the man of practical wisdom
"independently of theoretical science," practical wisdom
does not itself "figure out" its principles--it merely

"receives" them. But the Nicomachean Ethics and the

Politics do not appear to be limited to deliberation about
the means to the just and noble ends or even to the elab-

oration of those ends--they appear to include deliberations
about the ends themselves. If this observation is correct

and if practical wisdom is in fact concerned only with the

19Cf. "Marsilius of Padua," in Strauss and Cropsey,
eds., History of Political Philosophy, p. 267: "The cogni-
tive status of the first principles of action in Aristotle's
Ethics is obscure." Also cf. "The Law of Reason in the
Kuzari," in Persecution and the Art of Writing, p. 106,
n. 32: ". . . the ethical teaching [o Aristotle], as
distinguished from the theoretical teaching, is addressed,
not to all intelligent people, but to decent people only,
-nd on Stte o ie .
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means, then the practical science embodied in the politi-
cal treatises is not--or is not wholly--the product of
practical wisdom. Is it then a product of theoretical wis-

dom? Are the Nicomachean Ethics and the Metaphysics not

only the products of a single man but the products of the
perfection of a single faculty? Finally, it seems that we
were wrong to suggest that Aristotle's political treatises
might be addressed to more than one kind of addressee and
might have more than one intention: Strauss emphatically
says that Aristotle's political science is addressed only
to gentlemen. Or can the genus "gentleman" be divided
into more than one species? Are the Platonic dialogues
addressed only to ‘gentlemen? only to non-gentlemen?20

While the sphere of prudence is closed because the
principles of prudence are known independently of theoret-
ical science those principles are fully evident only to
gentlemen. Strauss continues: "In seeking for higher
principles, one would raise the question 'why should one
be decent?' but in doing so one would already have ceased
to be a gentleman, for decency is meant to be choiceworthy
for its own sake." It seems that we merely revealed our
lack of breeding when we asked "why is the noble life

21

good?2" While there appear to be sound theoretical reasons

for seeking for higher principles there appear to be urgent
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practical reasons for not attempting such an ascent.
Strauss goes on: "The gentleman is recognized as gentle-
man not only by other gentlemen but also by people of
deficient breeding. Yet among the latter there may be men
of great power of persuasion who question the goodness of
moral virtue." (We remember that Strauss has indicated
that the sophists, led by theoretical science to question
whether there are any things which are by nature just, do
not dedicate themselves to the political community but
employ the art of persuasion to use the community for their
own ends or to prevent themselves from being used by the
community for its ends [17].)22 It now appears that there
are in fact urgent and therefore sound practical reasons
for seeking for higher principles. But can practical wis-
dom itself successfully complete the ascent to such prin-
ciples and thereby defend its own principles (and sphere)
against those powerful men of deficient breeding who have
motives for questioning the goodness of moral virtue? Or
is the gentleman in the delicate position of both needing
the assistance of theoretical wisdom or the man of theoret-
ical wisdom and of being endangered by theoretical wisdom
and the man of theoretical wisdom? Strauss does not imme-
diately answer these questions but he does emphatically
reinforce the conclusion that gentlemanship is not enough:

"It is . . . not sufficient to know that justice, magnanimity
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and the other virtues are and to be moved by their beauty;
one must show that they are good. One must then transcend
the sphere of prudence or of what one may call the moral
consciousness. One must show that the practice of the
moral virtues is the end of man by nature, i.e. that man

is inclined toward such practice by nature" (emphasis
added). We cannot yet decide whether these statements
reveal that Strauss himself has ceased to be a mere
gentleman or whether they reveal that he is a gentleman who
is driven to transcend the sphere of prudence in order to
defend it. We note that he carefully balances the three
"onlys" which he had employed earlier23 with three "musts."
The need to transcend the sphere of prudence seems to be as
great as the need to keep it closed. Strauss now makes
clear that the position of the gentleman is indeed as pre-
carious as this arithmetic seems to indicate. Showing that
man is inclined toward the practice of moral virtue by
nature "does not require that man by nature know his natu-
ral end without any effort on his part." Does Strauss wish
to indicate that the man of practical wisdom "knows" the
just and noble ends "without any effort on his part?"

"The natural end of man as well as of any other natural

being becomes genuinely known through theoretical science,

through the science of the natures" (emphasis added). The

principles of prudence, the just and noble ends, may be
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"known" to the man of practical wisdom independently of
theoretical science, but the natural end of man does not
become genuinely known through practical wisdom. The
question "what is the best way of life?" can in fact be
answered by theoretical wisdom independently of practical
wisdom. But prudence by itself is indeed defenseless.
Prudence is therefore in need of a defense by theoretical
science.24 The man of practical wisdom either needs
theoretical science or the man of theoretical science.

Can the man of practical wisdom himself acquire the needed
theoretical science? We remember that practical wisdom

is lower in rank than theoretical wisdom because the polit-
ical life is less good than the contemplative life. Can
the man of practical wisdom acquire the needed theoretical
wisdom without succumbing to the charms of the contem-
plative life and therefore abandoning the sphere of pru-
dence? It appears that the man of theoretical wisdom could
come to the aid of the man of practical wisdom. But how
can he aid him without at the same time endangering him and
his sphere? And does the man of theoretical wisdom have any
reason to come to the defense of prudence? Is he a gentle-

man? It certainly appears that not all men of theoretical

24cf. "An Epilogue," p. 309: ". . . prudence is
always endangered by false doctrines about the whole of
which man is a part, by false theoretical opinions; prudence
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wisdom are gentlemen and that no man of theoretical wisdom
can be a mere gentleman.

Strauss next states more precisely what kind of
theoretical knowledge is needed to defend prudence:
", . . knowledge of the virtues derives from knowledge of
the human soul: each part of the soul has its specific
perfection. Plato sketches such a purely theoretical
account of the virtues in the Republic. But it is char-
acteristic of Aristotle that he does not even attempt to
give such an account" (emphasis added). It seems that the
moral virtues can be defended only by showing that they
are by nature good and that they can be shown to be so
only through a theoretical account of the parts of the
human soul and their perfections. While Plato at least
nsketches" such an account, Aristotle makes no attempt to
provide such an account in any form. It might seem that
while Plato attempts to come to the defense of the
gentleman, Aristotle leaves him completely defenseless in
the face of his enemies. Is Plato a better ally of the
gentleman than is Aristotle? But it is Aristotle who,
in the face of the objections of Plato, attempts to found
an independent political science. And the intention of
Aristotle's independent political science seems to be the
preservation of the perspective of the gentleman citizen or

statesman or of the gentleman's understanding of the politi-
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for the favor of the gentleman? Does the difference between
Plato and Aristotle involve a difference over how the man of
theoretical wisdom can best come to the aid of the gentleman?
Strauss surely does not indicate that there is any disagree-
ment between Plato and Aristotle over whether the man of
theoretical wisdom should come to the aid of the gentle-
man. But we must note that, to this point, it appears that
while Aristotle's procedure preserves the perspective of
the gentleman, it does not seem to provide an adequate
defense of that perspective; and while Plato's procedure
may provide a defense of moral virtue, it seems to do so
at the expense of the destruction of the moral conscious-
ness. Is it impossible simultaneously to preserve and
defend the perspective of the gentleman?

Aristotle does not attempt to give a purely theo--
retical account of the virtues. How does he proceed?
Strauss first tells us that "he describes all the moral
virtués as they are known to the morally virtuous man
without trying to deduce them from a higher principle;
generally speaking, he leaves it at the fact that a given
habit is regarded as praiseworthy without investigating
why this is so." Given the fact that Strauss had des-
cribed Plato's account as "purely" theoretical we might
expect that Aristotle's account could be described as

"partly" theoretical. But this does not seem to be the
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presented it, is not in any way characterized by an ascent.
We note that the language of Strauss's initial description
is taken almost directly from the Nicomachean Ethics
itself. But Strauss now goes beyond Aristotle's words in
order to better describe his deeds:

One may say that he [Aristotle] remains within the
limits of an unwritten nomos which is recognized by
well-bred people everywhere. This nomos may be in
agreement with reason but is not as such dictated by
reason. It constitutes the sphere of human or polit-
ical things by being its limit or its ceiling. By
proceeding differently, Aristotle would make politi-
cal or practical science dependent on theoretical
science (emphasis added).

When describing all the moral virtues Aristotle remains
within the limits of an unwritten nomos recognized by
well-bred people everywhere. The political sphere, we
remember, is closed by the principles of prudence, the
just and noble ends, supplied by moral virtue (25). The
political sphere, we are now told, is constituted by an
unwritten nomos which is its limit or ceiling. The politi-
cal sphere is closed by an unwritten nomos. It seems that
the unwritten nomos is either the source of the principles
supplied by moral virtue or is identical with those prin-
ciples. Let us assume that the unwritten nomos and the
principles supplied by moral virtue are identical. The
political sphere is constituted by an unwritten nomos or
the principles supplied by moral virtue. What constitutes

the unwritten nomos or the principles supplied by moral
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be in agreement with reason but is not as such dictated

by reason." It seems that we may say that the principles
supplied by moral virtue may be in agreement with reason
but are not as such dictated by reason. The unwritten
nomos or the principles supplied by moral virtue are not as
such dictated by reason, they are not as such dictates of
reason. What are they dictated by? What are they dictates
of? We remember that Aristotle believes that "law owes
its dignity to the facts that it is meant to be a dictate
of reason and that the reason effective in the arts is
lower than the reason effective in law as law should be"
(23-24) . How should law be? We remember that Aristotle
believes that "the good law is the law which is according
to nature" (25). Nature is the standard for law, nature
is the standard for the dictates of reason which should be
embodied in law. If the unwritten nomos or the principles
supplied by moral virtue may be in agreement with reason
but are not as such dictated by reason, then, it seems,
they may be in agreement with nature but are not as such
dictated by nature. Can we conclude that Strauss under-

stands the unwritten nomos or the principles supplied by

moral virtue to be a set of conventional rules which,
while recognized by well-bred people everywhere, can only

metaphorically be called natural because they are dependent

on human institution?
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The unwritten nomos seems to be a nomos which may
be rational in one sense but is not essentially rational.
The principles supplied by moral virtue seem to be princi-
ples which may be rational in one sense but are not essen-
tially rational. Is this the beginning of the answer to
the question "what is the cognitive status of the principles
supplied by moral virtue?" The unwritten nomos seems to
be a nomos which may be natural in one sense but is not
essentially natural. The principles supplied by moral vir-
tue seem to be principles which are natural in one sense
but are not essentially natural. Strauss has told us that
"the things which are by nature stand at the opposite pole
from the things which are by nomos" (14). Must we con-

clude that the unwritten nomos or the principles supplied

by moral virtue are, of course, simply by nomos? Or can
we say that they are in manner "pbetween" the things which
are by nature and the things which are by nomos?

The unwritten nomos or the principles supplied by
moral virtue constitute the political sphere or the city.
If the unwritten nomos or the principles supplied by moral
virtue are not essentially rational then it would seem
that the city is not essentially rational. This conclusion
is not surprising: Strauss has told us that "the city as
a whole is characterized by a specific recalcitrance to

reason" (22). If the unwritten nomos or the principles
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it would seem that the city is not essentially natural.
Is the city as a whole characterized by a specific recal-
citrance to nature (cf. 16-17)?

We remember that it is because of the city's spe-
cific recalcitrance to reason that "The law, the most
important instrument for the moral education of 'the many,'
must be supported by ancestral opinions, by myths . . . or
by a 'civil theology'" and that the city "requires for its
well-being" a civil rhetoric "as a servant to the politi-
cal art" (22).25 It now appears that because of such

recalcitrance the unwritten nomos, the law which consti-

tutes the political sphere and which seems to be the most
important instrument for the moral education of the gentle-
man, must also be supported. The city requires for its
well-being not only a defense of its heavenly gods but
also a defense of "the god of this lower world"--prudence.
Strauss has indicated that the man of theoretical wisdom
must present his theoretical science in such a way as to
support the civil theology, that he must present his
theoretical science rhetorically. Can the man of theoreti-
cal wisdom who seeks to come to the defense of prudence
dispense with civil rhetoric when he presents his political

science?
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We remember that Aristotle teaches that "laws are
the work of the legislative art" and that “"the legislative
art is the highest form of prudence or practical wis-
dom" (24). Is the unwritten nomos the work of the legis-
lative art or practical wisdom? The unwritten nomos
may be rational in one sense but it is not essentially
rational. 1Is practical reason rational in one sense but
not essentially rational? Or is the unwritten nomos in
agreement with practical reason but not as such dictated
by theoretical reason?26

When presenting his account of the moral virtues
Aristotle, unlike Plato, remains within the limits of the
unwritten nomos. "By proceeding differently," Strauss
tells us, "Aristotle would make political or practical
science dependent on theoretical science." It seems that
from Aristotle's point of view--a point of view which can
accept a distinction between practical and theoretical
science--Plato's procedure with respect to the virtues
does make political science dependent on theoretical sci-

ence and in so doing not only prevents the establishment

261t should be noted that Aristotle uses the term
&ypagog vépog once in the Nicomachean Ethics (1180a34-b3)
and once in the Politics (I319b40-1320a2). Consider the
context of each of these occurrences. Aristotle uses the
term rather frequently in the discussion of forensic rhet-
oric in the first book of the Rhetoric. See and compare
1368b6-10, 1373bl-18, 1374al7-b22, 1375al3-20, 25-1375bl5.
on the whole question of "rational" and "natural" nomoi
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of an independent political science but also destroys or
endangers the perspective of the gentleman citizen or
statesman, the "common sense" understanding of political
things. Strauss's formulation seems to indicate that he
believes that Aristotle could, if he wished, proceed dif-
ferently. That is, Strauss indicates that although Aris-
totle chooses to remain within the limits of the unwritten
nomos, he could present "a purely theoretical account of
the virtues," he could "deduce them [all the moral virtues]
from a higher principle." Strauss compels us to ask what
such an Aristotelian account of the virtues would look
like. Would it look like an Aristotelianized version of
Plato's sketch in the Republic? Plato's sketch is based
on the premise that "each part of the soul has its specific
perfection." Aristotle presents eleven moral virtues in
the Nicomachean Ethics. Could Aristotle demonstrate that
the human soul has at least twelve parts? Or would
Aristotle's purely theoretical account bear no strong
resemblance to the account he does present in the Nico-

machean Ethics?27

27In the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle employs an
admittedly crude psychology. The use of such a psychol-
ogy seems to be sanctioned by the recalcitrance of moral
matters to accuracy and finish in their treatment. But
Seth Benardete has suggested that such recalcitrance is
perhaps partly due to the use of a crude psychology.
Benardete, however, also argues that "Aristotle's de anima
is not a treatise on the human soul.

AT ZJL?H
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By remaining within the limits of the unwritten
nomos when he presents his account of the moral virtues,
Aristotle prevents political science from being dependent
on theoretical science and thereby preserves the perspec-
tive of the gentleman citizen or statesman. But we remem-
ber that the defense of moral virtue seems to require
that one show that the moral virtues are by nature good or
that the practice of the moral virtues is the end of man by
nature. In refusing to transcend the sphere of prudence
or the moral consciousness, Aristotle appears to be either
unwilling or unable to meet the compelling need of prudence
and the moral consciousness for a defense. Is it impos-
sible to provide prudence and the moral consciousness with
a defense or has Aristotle discovered a new way in which

to defend them?

("Aristotle, De Anima III. 3-5," Review of Metaphysics
28 [June 1975]: 611).

Aquinas, in his Commentary on the Nicomachean
Ethics, attempts to provide a theoretical account of the
moral virtues. In doing so, he may be said to begin from
an occasional explicit statement by Aristotle, but his
account surely goes beyond what is either explicitly or
implicitly contained in the text. And Aquinas' account,
whatever its intrinsic merits, does not seem to respect
the tenor of Aristotle's text. It should be noted, however,
that when Aquinas presents an account of the moral virtues
in his own name in the Summa Theologica, he abandons the
account of the Commentary in favor of a modified Platonic
account and attempts to integrate Aristotle's eleven moral
virtues into that Platonic framework. See Harry V. Jaffa,
Thomism and Aristotelianism (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1952) and Ernest L. Fortin, "St. Thomas Aquinas,"
in Strauss and Cropsey, eds., History of Political Philos-
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Why does Aristotle choose to proceed as he does?
Strauss turns to this question in the second stage of his
discussion of Aristotle's treatment of moral virtue (26-28):
In order to grasp the ground of Aristotle's pro-
cedure, one must start from the facts that according
to him the highest end of man by nature is theoretical
understanding or philosophy and this perfection does
not require moral virtue as moral virtue, i.e. just
and noble deeds as choiceworthy for their own sake.
It goes without saying that man's highest end cannot
be achieved without actions resembling moral actions
proper, but the actions in question are intended by
the philosopher as mere means toward his end. That
end also calls for prudence, for the philosopher must
deliberate about how he can secure the conditions for
his philosophizing here and now (emphasis added).
We remember that the natural end of man becomes genuinely
known through theoretical science, the science of the
natures. Aristotle's science of the natures reveals that
the "practice" of theoretical understanding or philosophy
and not the practice of the moral virtues is the highest
end of man by nature. Theoretical science does not respect
the prohibition against raising the question "why should
one be decent?," it does not obey the unwritten nomos. It
reveals that philosophy is the only natural end choice-
worthy for its own sake and therefore that "decency" or
the just and noble ends are not by nature choiceworthy for
their own sake. It reveals that on the highest level of
human life decency or the moral virtues are reduced to mere
means towards the end of philosophy. It may thereby "show

that they are good"--instrumentally good. But such a
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defend but destroy the moral consciousness. For "decency"
or moral virtue "is meant to be choiceworthy for its own
sake." Moral virtue is not intelligible as a means for
man's highest natural end.

We note that Strauss has now fully explained the
relationship between moral virtue and prudence on the one

28 The contempla-

hand and theoretical wisdom on the other.
tive life "does not require moral virtue as moral virtue."

It does require "actions resembling moral actions proper."
The philosopher is not a gentleman but he resembles a gentle-
man. We wonder how close the resemblance is or should be.

We wonder whether the philosopher performs or should per-—
form actions resembling the actions of all the moral vir-
tues. Despite the fact that theoretical wisdom can answer
the question "what is the best way of life?" without the
assistance of practical wisdom or prudence, Strauss says

that the philosopher needs prudence because he "must delib-
erate about how he can secure the conditions for his philoso-
phizing here and now." The philosopher's prudence is clearly
concerned only with deliberating about the means to his

end.29

The fact that the man of theoretical wisdom must
concern himself with the conditions for his philosophizing
here and now seems to indicate not only that he necessarily

resides within the sphere of the human things but that he
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must necessarily concern himself with the human things.30

Although the man of theoretical wisdom is not a gentle-
man proper, it appears that he must take an interest in

3l What are the condi-

the sphere ruled by the gentleman.
tions for philosophizing? Might one of them require that
the philosopher "prevent his being used by the [politicall
community for its end" (17)? How can the prudent philos-
opher best secure the conditions for his philosophizing?32
Thus, according to Strauss, Aristotle teaches that while
the highest end of man by nature does not require moral
virtue proper it does require prudence. But Aristotle
also teaches that prudence is inseparable from moral virtue
proper (24). It would seem that if the philosopher does
not require moral virtue proper he does not require pru-
dence proper. In other words, it would seem to be more
precise to call the "prudence" of the philosopher "clever-
ness" (éstvétng).33

Aristotle's science of the natures also reveals

that man--strange beast that he is--has a second natural

end. Strauss continues:
30See pp. 87-88 above.

31lgee pp. 95, 99-100 above.

32See pp. 75-76 above.

335ce Nicomachean Ethics 1144a23-36, bl4-17. The
Liddel and Scott Lexicon, 1940 ed., lists "terribleness,

TR
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The moral virtues are more directly related to man's
second natural end, his social life; one could there-
fore think that the moral virtues are intelligible as
being essentially in the service of the city. For
instance, magnanimity is praiseworthy because the city
needs men who are born to command and who know that
they are born to command. But it suffices to read
Aristotle's description of magnanimity in order to see
that the full phenomenon of magnanimity cannot be
understood in that way. The moral virtues cannot be
understood as being for the sake of the city since
the city must be understood as being for the sake of
the practice of moral virtue (emphasis added).

The moral virtues are more directly related to man's second
natural end than to his highest natural end. But theoreti-
cal science is no more obedient to the unwritten nomos
when it treats of man's second natural end than it is when
it treats of his highest natural end. It seems to reveal
that on the level of man's social life decency or the moral
virtues are reduced to mere servants of the city, mere
instrumental goods. Once again a "purely theoretical
account" of the moral virtues seems to be destructive of
the moral consciousness. For the practice of moral virtue
"is meant to be choiceworthy for its own sake" and "the
city must be understood as being for the sake of the prac-
tice of moral virtue." Moral virtue is not intelligible
as a means for man's second natural end.

Strauss does not seem to fully explain why "the
city must be understood as being for the sake of the prac-
tice of moral virtue." We suggest that the view that the

moral virtues are "essentially in the service of the city"
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the Machiavellian view based on the science of the natures?
The Machiavellian is surely an enemy of the gentleman. But
we have seen that his view is not the only view which is
destructive of the moral consciousness. The "must" in the
phrase about the end of the city seems to have the same
bearing as the "must" in the phrase "the philosopher must
deliberate about how he can secure the conditions for his
philosophizing here and now." We can say that it is a
"prudential" or "practical" rather than.a "theoretical”
"must."

We note that Strauss says that "the full phenomenon
of magnanimity" cannot be understood by viewing magnanimity
as essentially in the service of the cify. Strauss thereby
indicates that the phenomenon of magnanimity can in part be
so understood. In so doing, he seems to provide us with a
hint about how to study each one of Aristotle's descrip-
tions of the individual moral virtues in the Nicomachean
Ethics.

Strauss now draws the conclusion of his twofold
analysis: "Moral virtue is then not intelligible as a
means for the only two natural ends which could be thought
to be its end." One could therefore think that Strauss
would next say that "moral virtue is then simply unintel-
ligible" or, more precisely, that "moral virtue is then not
intelligible to the man of theoretical wisdom, the possessor

prepared
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us for such a conclusion at the very beginning when he told
us that "'the human things' are not the 'nature of man'}
the study of the nature of man is part of the study of
nature" (13). But Strauss instead says: "Therefore, it
seems, it [moral virtue] must be regarded as an 'absolute'"
(emphasis added). And Aristotle so "regards" it. This
"must" like the last two "musts" is a practical rather than
a theoretical imperative. "A purely theoretical account
of the virtues" cannot provide an adequate defense of moral
virtue but it can endanger the moral consciousness. The
safest course, the most prudent course, seems to be to avoid
such an account altogether. The man of theoretical wisdom
who seeks to come to the aid of the gentleman must, it seems,
present moral virtue as an "absolute"; he must present the
perspective of the gentleman as the "absolute" perspective--
despite or because of his knowledge that it is not the
most fundamental or the highest perspective. When present-
ing an account of moral virtue the man of theoretical wisdom
must, it seems, completely dissemble his theoretical wis-
dom. The only possible defense of the gentleman's perspec-
tive seems to be one that wholly preserves that perspec-
tive. The defense of the gentleman seems to require the
strictest obedience to the unwritten nomos.

But Strauss now tells us that "one cannot disregard"

moral virtue's relations to man's two natural ends:
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Moral virtue shows that the city points beyond itself
but it does not reveal clearly that toward which it
points, namely, the life devoted to philosophy. The
man of moral virtue, the gentleman, may very well
know that his political activity is in the service of
noble leisure but his leisurable activity hardly goes
beyond the enjoyment of poetry and the other imita-
tive arts (emphasis added) .

Does the perfect gentleman himself transgress the unwritten
nomos? Or is the perspective of the gentleman somewhat
broader than it hitherto appeared to be? Does the gentle-
man's knowledge (or potential knowledge) that "the city
points beyond itself" provide the basis for a more ade-
quate defense of the gentleman's perspective? For a defense
that is at least "partly" theoretical?

Strauss does not immediately take up these ques-
tions. Instead he completes the second stage of his dis-
cussion of Aristotle's treatment of moral virtue with his
second remark about Plato:

Aristotle is the founder of political science because
he is the discoverer of moral virtue. For Plato, what
Aristotle calls moral virtue is a kind of halfway
house between political or vulgar virtue which is in
the service of bodily well-being (of self-preservation
or peace) and genuine virtue which, to say the least,
animates only the philosophers as philosophers.
Aristotle could found political science as an independent
discipline among a number of disciplines because he dis-
covered moral virtue. The discovery of moral virtue is

identical with the discovery that the political sphere is

closed. The political sphere is closed because the prin-

i al

ol Lar N ZJI_ELI

ed without permission.



116

virtue--are known independently of theoretical science.

The political sphere is closed because it has a limit or
ceiling--the unwritten nomos. The political sphere is in
fact constituted by its limit or ceiling. The discovery of
moral virtue enabled Aristotle to found political science
in such a way that it preserves the perspective of the
gentleman citizen or statesman or that it is the fully
conscious form of the "common sense" understanding of polit-
ical things. But Aristotle's discovery of moral virtue
does not seem to be a "theoretical" discovery like the dis-
covery of the Pythagorean theorem or the discovery of
nature or the discovery of noetic heterogeneity. It seems
to be a "practical" discovery which is either the result of
or identical with the decision to "regard" moral virtue

as an "absolute." Plato, it seems, knows nothing of moral
virtue or at least refuses to regard it as an "absolute."
Plato knows only political or vulgar virtue and genuine
virtue. He teaches that political or vulgar virtue is not
intrinsically attractive or choiceworthy for its own sake
but is good only with a view to its consequences; politi-
cal or vulgar virtue is not noble but necessary. He teaches
that genuine virtue is indeed choiceworthy for its own sake
but that it is limited to philosophers as philosophers.

Genuine virtue is knowledge-~-knowledge which, to say the
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least, is not known independently of "theoreticalscience."34

Plato's "purely theoretical account of the virtues" tran-
scends the sphere of prudence or the moral consciousness.
By refusing to obey the unwritten nomos, Plato's political
philosophy endangers the perspective of the gentleman and
substitutes a paradoxical understanding of the political

things for the "common sense" understanding.35

It appears
that Aristotle and not Plato is the better ally of the
gentleman, that Aristotle's independent political science
and not Plato's political philosophy is the most practic-
able or useful supplement to the gentleman's perspective.36
Moreover, to identify genuine virtue (and there-
fore happiness) with the perfection which consists of
theoretical understanding or philosophy is tantamount to
closing the very prospect of genuine virtue (and happiness)
to the large majority of human beings.37 In the midst of

his critique of Plato's Republic, Aristotle remarks that

the teaching of the Republic has a "philanthropic" appearance

3450¢ "on Plato's Republic,” pp. 127-28.

355ee The Political Philosophy of Hobbes, pp. 136-51.

36cf. the end of Aristotle's discussion of the
Platonic idea of the good (Nicomachean Ethics 1096b30-
1097al5) with his discussion of the practical program for
noALTLK? at the beginning of the fourth book of the Politics
(especially 1288b35-36).

375ee Nicomachean Ethics 1094b9-10 and 1099b18-20.
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(". . . @uA&vOpwnog &v elvaL 68EeLev. . . .").38 Aris-
totle's discussion of the Republic seems to be designed to
destroy that appearance. (And his critique of the Laws

makes clear that its teaching leads back little by little

38Politics 1263bl5. Strauss cites this passage in
a note to his discussion of Aristotle's account of Hippo-
damus' way of life (18, n. 11). He does not, however, dis-
cuss Aristotle's critique of "Plato's political writings"
or "'Socrates' speeches.'" See p. 54, n. 35 above and
pp. 222-24 below. Strauss also calls attention to this
passage in "Farabi's Plato," in Louis Ginzberg Jubilee
Volume (New York: American Academy for Jewish Research,
1945), p. 378, n. 50.

There is, if we are not mistaken, only one occur-
rence of @uAdvSpwrnog in the Politics. It also, we believe,
occurs once in the Nicomachean Ethics--near the beginning
of the discussion of @uAla: "Also, by nature it [@uAlal]
seems to be present in the parent for its offspring and in
the offspring for its parent, not only in human beings, but
also in birds and most animals; also in those of the same
kind for one another, and especially among human beings,
whence we praise tolg @LAavdpdnovg” (1155a16-20) . Consider
this preceding passage: "For without @lAwv no one would
choose to live, though he had all the other goods. Even
rich men and those in possession of office and power seem
to need @lAwv most of all; for what is the use of such pros-
perity if it does not provide an opportunity for good deeds,
which are done most of all and in their most praiseworthy
form to @liouvg" (1155a5-10).

On the occurrence in the Nicomachean Ethics see
L'fthique & Nicomagque, introduction, traduction et commen-
taire par Rend Antoine Gauthier et Jean Yves Jolif,
deuxidéme &dition avec une introduction nouvelle, 2 vols.
(Louvain: Publications universitaires, 1970), 2: 661-63.
The word also occurs in the Poetics (1452b38, 1453a2,
1456a21). See Gerald F. Else, Aristotle's Poetics: The
Argument (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1957),
pp. 367-71 and Laurence Berns, "Aristotle's Poetics," in
Joseph Cropsey, ed., Ancients and Moderns: Essays on the
Tradition of Political Philosophy in Honor of Leo Strauss
(New York: Basic Books, 1964), pp. 75; 85, n. 1ll.
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to the Regublic.)39 Is Aristotle more philanthropic than
Plato? Does Aristotle's greater philanthropy compel him to
"regard" moral virtue as an absolute and thereby show the
possibility of genuine virtue (and happiness) to men other
than philosophers? Is Plato a friend or lover only of the
potential philosophers while Aristotle is a friend or lover
of both the potential philosophers and the gentlemen?40
(Perhaps it is Aristotle's philanthropy that explains his
amazing silence with respect to philosophy in his discus-
sion of the Regublic.41 Does Aristotle "read" Plato in the
way that a gentleman would or should read Plato?)

Strauss tells us in passing that "we must beware
of mistaking Aristotle's man of moral virtue or 'good man'
who is the perfect gentleman for the 'good man' who is just
and temperate but lacks all the other virtues, like the
members of the lowest class in Plato's Republic" (emphasis
added) . But we must note that we could more easily mistake

Aristotle's perfect gentleman for the "good man" who is a

39p01itics 1265al-5.

40Cf. "Farabi's Plato," pp. 377-81, especially
p. 378. Also consider the beginning of Alfarabi's Philos-
ophy of Aristotle: "Aristotle sees the perfection of man
as Plato sees it and more. However, because man's perfec-
tion is not self-evident or easy to explain by a demonstra-
tion leading to certainty, he saw fit to start from a posi-
tion anterior to that from which Plato had started" (emphasis
added). The translation is from Mahdi's Alfarabi's Philos-
ophy of Plato and Aristotle, p. 71. See Mahdi's note on

"and more," pp. 143-44.
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member of the middle ("halfway") or warrior class in the
Republic. The specific virtue of the warrior is courage.
Yet despite or because of the fact that the warrior's vir-
tue is supported by an education that supplies him with a
civil theology and animates him with the eros for every-
thing noble, Plato's Socrates is compelled to remark that
the warrior's courage is only political courage and not
courage pure and simple.42 Strauss comments in another
place: "The courage of the warriors is not courage pure
and simple because it is essentially dependent on law
(cf. 429c7 with 412e6-8 and 413c5-7) or because they lack
the highest responsibility."43
At the beginning of the second stage of his dis-
cussion of Aristotle's treatment of moral virtue, Strauss
told us that in order to grasp the ground of Aristotle's
procedure one must start from the fact that moral virtue is
not intelligible as a means for the only two natural ends

which could be thought to be its end. 1In the third and

42430c.

43“On Plato's Republic," p. 108. Also consider
Republic 619b-d. Aristotle, if we are not mistaken, does
not use the phrase moAttiud &oeth in the Nicomachean Ethics.
He does, however, once use the phrase TOALTLUN avdpela
(1116al7). This phrase occurs in the discussion of the
first of the five sham forms of courage which must be dis-
tinguished from the genuine courage of the perfect gentle-
man. Aristotle does use mOALTLR Gpeth in the Politics
(1280b5-6, 1281a8, 1283a20, 1340b42). What is the rela-
tionship between genuine virtue and political virtue in the
boliti . Aristotle. " b 0
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final stage of his discussion (28-29), Strauss moves to
the other facts that must be understood if we are to fully
comprehend Aristotle's procedure and its ground. Strauss
begins the third stage as follows:
When the philosopher Aristotle addresses his polit-
ical science to more or less perfect gentlemen, he
shows them as far as possible that the way of life of

the perfect gentleman points toward the philosophic
way of life; he removes a screen (emphasis added).

Plato's purely theoretical account of the virtues seems to
lead to the two-fold distinction between political or wvul-
gar virtue and genuine or philosophic virtue and thus to
the conclusion that moral virtue is unintelligible to theo-
retical science. But such an account also seems to lead

to the conclusion that man's second natural end, his social
life, is not simply intelligible in terms of bodily well-
being (of self-preservation or peace): bodily well-being
points beyond itself to the well-being of the soul. Yet
such an account has no place for moral virtue as an inter-
mediate perfection between political virtue and philosophic
virtue. Aristotle's practical account of the virtues recog-
nizes the practical necessity of understanding the city

as being for the sake of the practice of moral virtue or of
regarding moral virtue as an "absolute." It is the recog-
nition of this practical necessity which enables Aristotle
to "discover" moral virtue and thus found political science.
It is the recognition of this practical necessity that com-

al science
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only to gentlemen and to present that science within the
limits of the perspective of the gentleman. Yet, we
remember, the gentleman--no less than Plato--"may very well
know" that the city points beyond itself or that his
political activity is in the service of noble leisure.

The gentleman, that is, may very well know that his way of
life-—the practice of moral virtue--is not simply intel-
ligible as choiceworthy for its own sake. While Plato
clearly knows that toward which the way of life of the
gentleman truly points, the gentleman as gentleman knows
only that his leisureable activity consists of the enjoy-
ment of poetry and the other imitative arts. Aristotle is
in full agreement with Plato as to the facts that the city
points beyond itself and that it points to the life devoted
to philosophy. But it seems that Plato's purely theoreti-
cal account of the virtues cannot reveal these facts to the
gentleman without endangering the perspective of the gentle-
man. Can Plato safely teach the gentleman? Can his polit-
ical philosophy in any way be addressed to gentleman? How-
ever this may be, it seems that Aristotle's practical
account can present these facts to the gentleman without
endangering the moral consciousness because he begins his
account from within the perspective of the gentleman and is
able to use the gentleman's self-understanding as the basis

for revelation that the way of life of the gentleman points
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Aristotle's reliance on the gentleman's perspective not
only enables him to safely teach the gentleman the facts
of life but also provides him with the basis for making a
more adequate, i.e., more "theoretical," defense of the
moral consciousness.

We note that Strauss says that "the philosopher
Aristotle" addresses his political science to gentlemen.
The philosopher is the man of theoretical understanding,
the man of theoretical wisdom. But it seems that if the
philosopher is to safely address gentlemen he cannot speak
simply as a man of theoretical wisdoﬁ;—he cannot simply
“"remove" the screen, he can remove it only "as far as pos-
sible." Strauss seems to distinguish between "more or
less" perfect gentlemen and the perfect gentleman "pure and
simple." Are the former those gentlemen who "very well
know" that the way of life of the gentleman points beyond
itself and the latter those who believe absolutely that
gentlemanly political activity is an end in itself? It
seems that the genus "gentleman" may very well be divided
into at least two species.44 Strauss says that Aristotle
addresses his political science to more or less perfect
gentlemen. Can he safely address the perfect gentleman

pure and simple?
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The philosopher-political scientist removes a
screen. How does he do it? Strauss continues:

He articulates for his addressees the unwritten nomos
which was the limit of their vision while he himself
stands above that limit. He is thus compelled or
enabled to correct their opinions about things which
fall within their purview. He must speak of virtues
and vices which were "nameless" and hence hitherto unknown.
He must deny explicitly or tacitly that habits as
highly praised as sense of shame and piety are virtues
(emphasis added) .

Aristotle removes the screen by articulating the unwritten
nomos for his addresses. He begins from and follows :".re-
fully and even scrupulously the articulation of ' . .nwrit-
ten nomos which is inherent in political life. He thereby
preserves the perspective of the gentleman citizen or
statesman. But it seems that although that articulation
may appear to be sufficiently clear and consistent for all
practical purposes, it is not perfectly clear or absolutely
consistent when viewed from a higher perspective. It

seems that it is this lack of clarity and consistency that
compels Aristotle "to correct their [his addressees']
opinions about things which fall within their purview."

And it seems that the more or less perfect gentleman's
half-conscious openness and Aristotle's refusal to abandon
the fundamental perspective of the gentleman enables Aris-
totle to correct the gentleman's opinions safely. That is,
Aristotle is not only able to preserve the gentleman's
perspective but to think it through and present it as

tleman's
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perspective to full consciousness and his political science
becomes the fully conscious form of the "common sense"
understanding of political things.

We must ask, however, how does Aristotle proceed
when in his quest for clarity and consistency he corrects
the gentleman's opinions about things which fall within
his purview? It seems that in order to remain within the
limits of the gentleman's perspective Aristotle must cor-
rect the gentleman's common opinions only by means of
other gentlemanly opinions which are equally common. But
this means that Aristotle is compelled to maintain one
part of common opinion and to give up the other part; he
is thus driven to present a view that is no longer generally
held, a paradoxical view, one that is generally considered
"ridiculous" by "sensible freemen" (cf. 18, 20).45 For to
speak of "unknown" virtues and vices is to speak paradox-
ically and to deny that sense of shame and piety are vir-
tues is to make a paradoxical denial.46 Plato's political
philosophy seems to replace the common sense understanding
of political things with a paradoxical understanding.
While Aristotle's political science is not so radically
paradoxical it is by no means free from paradox. It does,

however, seem to be characteristic of Aristotle that he

45
pp- 90-91.

See "On Classical Political Philosophy,"
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explicitly denies that sense of shame is a virtue and
tacitly denies that piety is a virtue. What else, we may
ask, does Aristotle prefer to indicate tacitly?

Aristotle, Strauss tells us, shows the more or
less perfect gentlemen as far as possible that the way of
life of the perfect gentleman points toward the philosophic
way of life. How far is it possible for Aristotle to
safely go? How, in fact, does he show that perfect
gentlemanship points to philosophy? Strauss does not take
up these questions. For the moment the following remarks
must suffice.

Aristotle articulates for the more or less perfect
gentlemen the unwritten nomos which was the limit of their
vision while he himself stands above that limit. The
unwritten nomos, we remember, constitutes the sphere of
human or political things by being its limit or its ceil-
ing. To articulate the unwritten nomos is to articulate
the limit of the human or political things as such. In
the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle brings to sight the limit
of the political by bringing to sight his own way of life.
The transpolitical, the suprapolitical, comes to sight as
the life of the mind in contradistinction to the political
life (see 49). It seems that Aristotle, in his quest to
make the "common sense" understanding of political things

fully conscious, is compelled or enabled to transcend not

ol A Jl_i'};l
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opinion, but the dimension of political life as such; for
in removing the screen he is led to show that the ultimate
aim of political life cannot be reached by political life,
but only by the life devoted to contemplation, to philos-
ophy. Moreover, he tacitly implies that the highest subject
of political science is the philosophic life. Ultimately,
his political science is transformed into a discipline that
is no longer concerned with political things in the ordi-
nary sense of the term.47
But how does Aristotle indicate that the philosophic
life offers, as it were, the solution to the problem that
keeps political life in motion? The attempt to render the
gentleman's perspective fully conscious leads Aristotle
not only to the recognition of unknown virtues and to the
distinction between generally praised habits which are
rightly praised and those which are not; it also leads him
to the recognition of a certain hierarchy, unknown or
incompletely known to the gentleman, of the different vir-
tues.48 It is above all by means of the order in which
Aristotle presents the virtues that he "shows" the gentle-
man that the practice of the moral virtues points to the
philosophic life. We cannot now discuss the problem of the
order of the virtues in the Nicomachean Ethics. But no

elaborate investigation is necessary to establish that
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whereas Aristotle's account of the virtues may not "to

the same degree and in the same way" as Plato's account
have the "character of ascent" (21), it is, in its broad
outlines, unmistakably marked by an ascent. It is crucial
to note, however, that while Aristotle himself stands
"above" the limit of the vision of the gentleman, he does
"remain within the limits of an unwritten nomos" (26) as

he presents his account of the virtues. That is, he does
not explicitly make the order of the virtues a theme of

his presentation, he does not explicitly present the reasons
for his order. Furthermore, while Plato almost begins the
ascent of the Republic by having Thrasymachus present the
case for indecency, Aristotle never explicitly raises the
question "why should one be decent?" While Plato makes the
question "is justice good?" the question of the Republic,

Aristotle almost never explicitly raises the question as to

why the virtues are good. Aristotle's explicit procedure

is to describe "all the moral virtues as they are known to
morally virtuous men without trying to deduce them from a
higher principle" and to leave it "at the fact that a

given habit is praiseworthy without investigating why this
is so" (26). There can be no doubt, however, that Aristotle
tacitly provides his addressees with arguments that will
enable those who are able to "deduce" the virtues and

explain why they are praiseworthy. We shall have to see
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gentleman to overcome Aristotle's reticence by uncovering
Aristotle's tacit procedure--a procedure that Aristotle
points to with hints, silences, and deeds. Finally, we
can now say that one reason that Aristotle's ascent is
less radical and different from Plato's ascent is that
Aristotle much more than Plato dissembles his theoretical
wisdom as he makes his ascent.49 Aristotle's extreme
sobriety, his more or less strict obedience to the unwrit-
ten nomos, seems to be the core of a new kind of radical-
ism. Aristotle does indeed have "a positive reason" for
proceeding as he does.50
Aristotle can proceed as he does because the gentle-

man may very well know that his way of life points beyond
itself. Strauss continues:

The gentleman is by nature able to be affected by

philosophy; Aristotle's political science is an

attempt to actualize this potentiality. The gentle-
man affected by philosophy is in the highest case

the enlightened statesman, like Pericles who was
affected by Anaxagoras. The moral-political sphere
is then not ungqualifiedly closed to theoretical
science (emphasis added).
This is Strauss's second explicit statement about the pur-
pose or intention of Aristotle's political science. In
the first explicit statement, Strauss had said that Aris-
totle intended to "found political science as an indepen-

dent discipline among a number of disciplines in such a

49See P. 114 above.
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way that political science preserves the perspective of
the citizen or statesman or that it is the fully con-
scious form of the 'common sense' understanding of politi-
cal things" (25). In the subsequent discussion, Strauss
had emphasized that Aristotle went to extraordinary lengths
of avoid making "political or practical science dependent
on theoretical science" (26) and thus to preserve and
defend the perspective of the gentleman citizen or states-
man. That discussion seems to lead us to the conclusions
that Aristotle believed that the gentleman--the man of
prudence and moral virtue--requires for his well-being an
independent political science, that Aristotle founded such
a political science as a service to the gentleman, and
that he intended his political science to be "a servant to
the political art" (22). Furthermore, it seems that this
statement of Aristotle's intention can be formulated in a
more general way. The gentleman is the prudent man. Pru-
dence, we recall, rules "the sphere of opinion," "the
political sphere," "the sphere of all human things as such"
(20, 21, 25). Prudence, and thus the gentleman, rules the
city. (Are the many incapable of ruling in their own right?
Are the many always ruled or, at least, led by "gentle-
men"?) Aristotle seems to believe that the city requires
for its well-being an independent political science. It

would not be too much to say that Aristotle seems to teach
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decisively on political science. And "the philosopher
Aristotle" founds political science. The philosopher
Aristotle seems to teach that the well-being of the city
depends decisively on the philosopher, the man of theoreti-
cal understanding or theoretical wisdom. Strauss's first
explicit statement of Aristotle's intention and his elabo-
ration of that statement seem to be designed to lead us to
this more general formulation of Aristotle's intention.

But we recall that neither in the first explicit statement
nor in the elaboration--in fact, at no point in the dis-
cussion of Aristotle up to this time--has Strauss explained
why the man of theoretical wisdom would or should desire
to found political science.51 The man of theoretical wis-
dom is clearly neither a perfect gentleman nor a more or
less perfect gentleman; at most he is a man who resembles

52 The first and dominant impression conveyed

a gentleman.
to the reader by Strauss's remarks on theoretical wisdom
is that it is concerned only with the divine things and not
at all with the human things and therefore that the man of
theoretical wisdom would have no interest in the sphere of
prudence and hence no reason to come to the defense of

the gentleman or the city, no reason to perform a service

for the city, no reason to place himself in the service of

the city. This impression is weakened somewhat when Strauss

5lgee pp. 86-88, 95, 99-100, 110-11 above.
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reveals that the end of the man of theoretical wisdom
"calls for prudence" because "the philosopher must deliber-
ate about how he can secure the conditions for his philoso-
phizing here and now" (27). But if this remark makes plain
that the man of theoretical wisdom is necessarily inter-
ested in prudence, it also seems to limit his interest to
that "primary" form of prudence "which is concerned with a
man's own good" and does not explain why he would or should
concern himself with "the highest form of practical wisdom
or prudence, the prudence concerned with the common good of
a political society" (24).

Strauss's second explicit statement about the inten-
tion of Aristotle's political science seems, at first sight,
to be in perfect harmony with his first statement and its
elaboration. "The gentleman is by nature able to be
affected by philosophy; Aristotle's political science is
an attempt to actualize this potentiality." The philoso-
pher, it seems, attempts to actualize this natural poten-
tiality for the sake of the gentleman and the city: "The
gentleman affected by philosophy is in the highest case
the enlightened statesman. . . ." The well-being of the
gentleman requires that he be made "fully conscious" or
that he be enlightened; the well-being of the city requires
that it be ruled by enlightened statesmen. Aristotle's

political science is an attempt to fulfill both of these
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addressees.of Aristotle's political science are those gen-
tlemen who are potential enlightened statesmen and the
"highest" intention of Aristotle's political science is
the production of enlightened statesmen. Who are the
second highest addressees and what is the second highest

intention of Aristotle's political science? We r ber

that the genus "gentleman" seems to be divided into two
species: the more or less perfect gentleman and the per-
fect gentleman pure and simple.53 It seems that every
gentleman "is by nature able to be affected by philosophy."
Are the more or less perfect gentlemen those gentlemen who
are potential enlightened statesmen, while the perfect
gentlemen pure and simple are those who cannot be enlight-
ened? Can we say that the latter are the secondary addres-
sees of Aristotle's political science and that Aristotle's
secondary intention is merely to reinforce rather than to
enlighten the sound opinions of the perfect gentleman pure
and simple? Are the many the third addressees of Aristotle's
political science? Are the many by nature able to be
affected by philosophy? What would be the intended effect
of Aristotle's political science on the many?

We note that the highest case of the gentleman
affected by philosophy is the enlightened statesman--and
not the philosopher-statesman or the philosopher-king.

That is not surprising: Aristotle rarely mentions philosophy
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and statesmanship in the same breath and goes out of his
way to avoid mentioning philosophy and kingship in the
same breath.54 It seems that Aristotle's procedure requires
that certain paradoxes not even be discussed. One might
think, however, that the highest case of the gentleman
affected by philosophy would not be enlightened statesman
but the gentleman who is by nature the potential philoso-
pher. After all, the philosophic life is the highest
subject of Aristotle's political science and the Nicomachean
Ethics and Politics can both be said to culminate in praise
of the philosophic life. That is, one might think that the
highest intention of Aristotle's political science is to
attempt to lead qualified gentlemen--or their qualified
sons--from the political life to the philosophic life.55
In arguing that the highest case of the gentleman affected
by philosophy is the enlightened statesman, does Strauss
wish to exclude those ger*lemen who are potential philoso-
phers from the category of Aristotle's addressees or does
he merely wish to indicate that such gentlemen are not
54The word "philosophy" occurs only three times in
the third and most fundamental book of the Politics
(1279b13-14, 1282b19, 29). Aristotle refuses to discuss
the philosopher-kings in his critique of the Republic and
refuses to use the word "philosopher" .to describe that
Zeus-like man who has the highest natural title to rule.

Cf. "On Aristotle's Politics," p. 37 and "On Plato's
Republic," p. 122.

55

See "On Classical Political Philosophy,"
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Aristotle's "highest" addressees and that the "highest"
intention of Aristotle's political science is not to
actualize the qualified gentleman's potentiality for phil-
osophy?s6
We note that the second explicit statement on
Aristotle's intention, like the first, is silent on why
the man of theoretical wisdom would or should desire to
found political science. That is, Strauss does not explain
why "the philosopher Aristotle" is concerned to actualize
the natural potentiality of the gentleman to be affected
by philosophy, why he is concerned to produce enlightened
statesmen. If the highest intention of Aristotle's politi-
cal science was to actualize the qualified gentleman's
potentiality for philosophy, one might say that the man of
theoretical wisdom founded political science out of love
of one's own. But the highest intention of the founder of
political science is to produce enlightened statesmen. Is
the man of theoretical wisdom moved to found political
science out of that kind of love of one's own which is

patriotism?57

Is he moved by a more general public-
spiritedness? There is no doubt that Strauss has implied
that Aristotle's political science is public-spirited but

there is also no doubt that he has not explained why the

56

See p. 119 above.
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man of theoretical wisdom would or should be concerned
with, much less love, the public or political things.58
Strauss provides us with a single and apparently a
singular example of a gentleman whose natural potentiality
to be affected by philosophy was actualized by a philoso-
pher: "The gentleman affected by philosophy is in the
highest case the enlightened statesman, like Pericles who
was affected by Anaxagoras." Perhaps reflection on this
example will lead us to an understanding of the motive or
motives which induced the philosopher Aristotle to found
political science. We note first that Strauss does not
say "like Alcibiades who was affected by Socrates," or
"like Dion who was affected by Plato," or "like Alexander
who was affected by Aristotle."” Was Pericles but not
Alcibiades or Dion or Alexander an "enlightened statesman?"
Secondly, we note that Strauss chooses a "pre-Socratic"
example--an example which antidates not only Aristotle's

founding of political science but even Socrates' founding

58The author of the Nicomachean Ethics and the
Politics was a "stranger" when he wrote those books.
CE. Politics 1273b27-32 and 1324al4-16. Consider the status
of "Fatherland" (matplg) in the practical treatises and
Aristotle's position with respect to the controversy between
the "patriot" (the man who believes that the good citizen
is a man who serves his city well under any regime) and the
"partisan" (the man who believes that the good citizen is
relative to the regime). Cf. The Constitution of Athens
28.5 with Politics 1276b30-31 and see "On Aristotle's

t!

s," pp. 46-47. Also see Xenophon's Socrates,
179-80.
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of political philosophy. Finally, we note that Strauss

does not say "like Lycurgus and Zaleucus who were said to

59 That is, Strauss seems to take

60

be affected by Thales."
his single example not from Aristotle but from Plato.
But a moment's reflection seems to explain why Strauss
chooses Pericles as his single example of a gentleman who
was affected by a philosopher. In the discussion of prac-
tical wisdom in the sixth book of the Nicomachean Ethics,
Aristotle says that "we believe (oldéueda) that Pericles

"6l this is the

and men like him have practical wisdom.
only example of a man of practical wisdom that Aristotle
provides in the Nicomachean Ethics. It is also the only
mention of Pericles in that book. Shortly thereafter,
Aristotle mentions Anaxagoras and Thales as examples of
men who are said (gooLv) to have theoretical wisdom but not

62

practical wisdom. We have seen that in the Politics

Aristotle rehabilitates Thales' reputation for practical
wisdom.63 Aristotle does not mention Anaxagoras in the

Politics. He does, however, partially rehabilitate his

5%see Politics 1274a29-30.

604e cites Phaedrus 269d-270a (28, no. 37). That
passage should be compared with the Anaxagoras passage in
the Phaedo (96e-100a) and Strauss's account of Socrates'
founding of political philosophy should be reconsidered in
the light of both passages.

611140b7-8.

6213 41pa-5.
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reputation for practical wisdom near the end of the
Nicomachean Ethics.64 It might seem that Strauss merely
wishes to complete that rehabilitation with his use of a
Platonic example. But did Aristotle himself believe

that Pericles was a man of practical wisdom or an enlight-
ened statesman?

We have said that Aristotle mentions Pericles only
once in the Nicomachean Ethics. He balances that single
reference with a single mention of Pericles in the Politics.
That reference occurs in the discussion of "the nine legis-
lators" at the end of the second book. Aristotle almost
begins that discussion with a brief account of Solon. He
first reports that Solon is believed (olovtal) by some to
have been a good legislator (vono®€tnv . . . omouvéalov)
because he put an end to an oligarchy that was too unmixed,
liberated the demos from slavery, and founded the ancestral
democracy (&nwowpatiav . . . ThHv mdtpLov) under which the
Athenian regime was admirably mixed. Aristotle then seems
to begin to state his own opinion and modifies Solon's
claim to be the founder of the ancestral democracy: while
Solon does appear to have set up the demos (Tdv &8 8fjpov
uataotficol) by enacting that all the citizens should be
admitted to sit on the dicasteries, he did not found but
merely abstained from destroying the already existing oli-

garchic and aristocratic elements of the mixed regime.
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Aristotle goes on to report that some blame Solon's democ-
ratization of the dicasteries, arguing that he really dis-
solved the power of the other elements by making the dicas-
teries, whose members were appointed by lot, all-powerful.
It is at this point in his account of Solon that Aristotle
mentions Pericles. Aristotle tells us that as the dicas-
teries grew strong, men flattered the demos as a tyrant and
so founded the present democracy (thv vbv énuoupatiav);
Ephialtes and Pericles curtailed the Council of the
Areopagus (the oligarchic element) and Pericles founded
payment for serving on the dicasteries; thus each of the
demagogues in turn led the growth to the present democracy.
Aristotle completes his account of Solon by remarking that
this further democratization seems not to have been in
accordance with Solon's intention, but rather to be due to
a mischance. For the demos, having been the cause of the
naval victory over the Persians, became presumptuous and
took up worthless (or thoughtless?) demagogues (&nuaywyodg
. . . gadroug) when opposed by the men of decency (T&v
éniLeLudv) . But, Aristotle says, Solon himself seems to
have given the demos only the necessary minimum power,
electing the magistrates and calling them to account.65

We can then say that according to Aristotle Solon

was the founder or helped found Athens' ancestral democracy
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while Pericles helped found "the present democracy." There
can be no doubt that Aristotle himself approved of Solon's
legislation. In a later passage, he remarks that the best
legislators have come from the middle class and explicitly
ranks Solon among the best legislators.66 Furthermore,
Aristotle recommends giving the demos the same necessary
minimum power that Solon had given them when, in the funda-
mental reflections of the third book, he comes closest to
arguing that a certain kind of democracy is the best
regime.67 He repeats that recommendation in his discus-
sion of the best form of democracy in the sixth book.68

On the other hand, there can also be no doubt that Aris-
totle himself disapproves--to say the least--of Pericles'
legislation. "The present democracy," it seems clear, is
an example of "the most recent" (tfijv vewtdtnv) or "the
last" (tHv terevtalav) and worst form of democracy which
Aristotle compares with tyranny.69 Pericles, according

to Aristotle, can thus be said to be directly (but not
completely) responsible for the transformation of an
Athenian regime which had a claim to being the best prac-

ticable regime into a regime which is difficult to

661296318—22. This passage occurs in the midst of
Aristotle's discussion of the middle-class polity, the
best practicable regime.

671281b21-1282a4l.
68
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70

distinguish from the worst. It seems that Aristotle

himself did not believe that Pericles was a man of practi-
cal wisdom or an enlightened statesman.71

Aristotle presents a parallel account of Pericles'
statesmanship in his discussion of the degeneration of the

72 That

Athenian democracy in The Constitution of Athens.
account in one respect strengthens and in another weakens
the indictment of Pericles in the Politics. On the one
hand, Aristotle begins the account by telling us that it
was Pericles who was most responsible for turning the city
particularly toward naval power and thus for emboldening

the many.73 on the other hand, Aristotle ends the account

by remarking that so long as Pericles was at the head of

7000mmenting on the term thv vdv &npowpatiav in
the Solon-Pericles passage, Newman remarks: "It is implied
that the Athenian democracy was in the writer's time a
democracy of an advanced kind--perhaps a teAevtalo
&nuonpatla. The passage is noticeable, because Aristotle
commonly avoids mentioning Athens in connection with his
censures of extreme democracy. Some have doubted its
genuineness because of its unwonted outspokenness." (The
Politics of Aristotle, with an Introduction, Two Prefatory
Essays and Notes Critical and Explanatory, by W. L. Newman,
4 vols. [Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1887-1902], 2:374.)
But Newman also believes that Aristotle "would hardly have
applied . . . to Pericles: the expression &nuaywyodg
eavlovg (ibid., 375).

7lct, Gorgias 455d-e, 47le-d, 503c, 515c-516d,
519a, 521d and see Strauss's discussion of Pericles in "On
Thucydides' War," especially pp. 151-53, 161, 192-95,
199-200, 218-19. .

7226..3 - 28. 2.
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the demos the condition of the regime was better, but when

74 We note two

Pericles was dead it became much worse.
other points made in this second account. First, Aristotle
reports that the sophist Damonides of Oia was thought
(é6dueL) to have suggested most of Pericles' measures and
was later ostracized for that very reason.75 Second,
Aristotle connects Pericles' introduction of pay for those
serving on the dicasteries with the subsequent corruption
of the dicasteries caused by the bribery of the dicasts.
For some reason, Aristotle mentions that Anytus--one of the
accusers of Socrates--was the first to win an acquittal by

76

means of bribery. We can thus say that the Pericles

section of The Constitution of Athens generally reinforces

the judgment of Pericles conveyed by the Pericles passage
in the Politics--and, in addition, connects Pericles some-
how with the trial and death of the philosopher Socrates.
Now Aristotle certainly knew--if only from the
Phaedrus passage--that Pericles had been "affected" by the
philosopher Anaxagoras. Yet in the three Pericles passages

we have just examined Aristotle is silent about Anaxagoras'

7428. 1.

7537. 4. on Damonides or Damon see Plato Alcibides I
118c, Republic 400b, 424c; Isocrates Antidosis 235; Plutarch
Pericles 4, 9. 2.
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effect on Pericles.77 This silence is highlighted by the
facts that in the passage on the legislators Aristotle
does mention Thales' reputed effect on Lycurgus and

78 and that in the Pericles passage of The Consti-

Zaleucus
tution of Athens he does mention Damonides' reputed effect
on Pericles. There are, of course, numerous references to
Anaxagoras in Aristotle's corpus. If we are not mistaken,
none of those references mentions Anaxagoras' effect on
Pericles. Aristotle is absolutely silent on the Pericles-
Anaxagoras connection. Strauss, rather than respect
Aristotle's silence, forcefully brings Anaxagoras' effect
on Pericles to our attention.

But Aristotle is not only silent about Anaxagoras'
effect on Pericles; he is also silent about Pericles'
"effect" on Anaxagoras. In the last chapter of The City
and Man Strauss remarks: "Thucydides belongs in a sense to
Periclean Athens--to the Athens in which Anaxagoras and
Protagoras taught and were persecuted on the ground of

w79

impiety. In commenting on Peisthetairos' beating and

expulsion of the geometer-astronomer Meton ("Socrates")

771f we are not mistaken, Aristotle's only other
references to Pericles occur in the Rhetoric and merely use
examples from Pericles' speeches (1365a31, 1390b31, 1407al,
141la2, 1419a2).

78Thales, we recall, is mentioned along with
Anaxagoras in the passage which closely follows the single
reference to Pericles in the Nicomachean Ethics. See
p. 137 above.

cites
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from Cloudcucktown in The Birds, Strauss says: "What
happened to Pericles on account of his connection with

Anaxagoras can not happen to Peisthetairos."so

Anaxagoras
was the first philosopher to take up his abode at Athens.
He was also, it seems, the first philosopher at Athens to
be prosecuted on a charge (at least among others) of
impiety.Sl The eloayyeAila of Anaxagoras was based on the
famous psephism of Diopeithes. That psephism, it seems,
was directed at both Anaxagoras and his pupil Pericles and
seems to have been designed by Pericles' political oppo-
nents to direct suspicion, by means of Anaxagoras, against

Pericles himself.82

Although there is some disagreement
among the ancient sources about the date and details of
Anaxagoras' trial, it seems that we can safely say that
Pericles was under suspicion at least in part because of
his connection with Anaxagoras (not to mention his other
teacher, the sophist Damonides) and that Anaxagoras was

prosecuted at least in part because of his effect on

Pericles; that despite Pericles' influence with the demos

80Socrates and Aristophanes (New York: Basic Books,
1966), p. 175.

81Burnet argues that ". . . the eloayyeAla of
Anaxagoras . . . marks the beginning of Athenian aversion
to petewpordyot. . . ." (Plato's Euthyphro, Apology of

Socrates and Crito, ed., with Notes, by John Burnet [Oxford:
At t?e Clarendon Press, 1924], p. 47 [comment on Apology
18b5].) —
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(and despite, perhaps, a speech in Anaxagoras' defense by
the great orator Pericles), Anaxagoras was found guilty and
either fined and exiled or imprisoned and condemned to
death in absence after he escaped with the help of Peri-
cles.83 Aristotle certainly knew much more about these
events than we can ever hope to know.84 Perhaps his silence
on Anaxagoras' effect on Pericles and his remarks on
Damonides and Anytus are not accidental.85
We believe that we must draw the following conclu-
sions from this overlong excursus: (1) Aristotle believed
that Pericles, despite (although perhaps not because of)

Anaxagoras' effect on him, was not an enlightened statesman

835ce Plutarch Pericles 4. 4-6; 8. 1-3; 16; 32. 1, 3;
Nicias 23. 2-3; Diogenes Laertius 2. 7, 12-13. Plutarch
goes so far as to say that in consequence of the attack
on Anaxagoras and similar attacks on Aspasia and Pheidias,
Pericles--"fearing the dicasteries"--stirred up the Pelo-
ponnesian war (Pericles 30-32). Burnet connects the trial
of Anaxagoras with the ostracism of the other teacher of
Pericles, Damonides (Early Greek Philosophy, 4th ed.
[Cleveland: World Publishing Co., Meridian Books, 1957],

p. 256).

On the disagreement among the ancient sources about
the date and details of Anaxagoras' trial, see Burnet, Early
Greek Philosophy, pp. 251-57; G. S. Kirk and J. E. Raven,
The Presocratic Philosophers (Cambridge: At the University
Press, 1971), pp. 362-65; W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of
Greek Philosophy, vol. II: The Presocratic Tradition From
Parmenides to Democritus (Cambridge: At the University
Press, 1965), pp. 266-69, 322-23.

84

See Plato Apology of Socrates 26d6.

85We note that Diogenes Laertius reports that

according to some authors Socrates, like Pericles, was a
pupil of both Anaxagoras and Damon (2. 19).
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or that, if he was a statesman who became enlightened, his
enlightenment by Anaxagoras did not result in his acquisi-
tion of that kind of practical wisdom which secures or
produces the well-being of the political community.

(After all, Anaxagoras was not the founder of political
philosophy or political science.) (2) Aristotle must have
known that whatever the consequences of Anaxagoras' effect
on Pericles for the political well-being of Pericles and
Athens, its consequences for the political well-being of
Anaxagoras and philosophy in Athens were disastrous. (We
note that Anaxagoras did not respond to his persecution by
founding political philosophy or political science.)

(3) Strauss was either very careless in his choice of the
Pericles-Anaxagoras example or he carefully chose a "bad"
example. Since Strauss was both famous and notorious for
his carefulness, since it is unlikely that he would expound
the doctrine of "logographic necessity" in one part of a

book86

and fail to employ it in another part, and since we
have already provided ample evidence of his carefulness in
"Oon Aristotle's Politics," we prefer to say that Strauss
carefully chose his singular example. We suggest that that
carefully chosen example is designed to induce the careful
reader to reconsider and complete Strauss's explicit account

of the intention of Aristotle's political science. We

recall that the explicit account is incomplete because
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Strauss does not satisfactorily explain why Aristotle,

the man of theoretical wisdom, would or should choose to
found practical or political science. We further suggest
that Strauss has tacitly provided us with all the informa-
tion necessary for a satisfactory completion of his argu-
ment.

The problem of Aristotle's intention and motive
seems to turn on his understanding of the relationship
between the philosopher-political scientist and the gentle-
man or, more generally, between the philosopher-political
scientist and the city. Why, according to Strauss, does
Aristotle believe that well-being of the political commu-
nity depends decisively on an independent political sci-
ence and hence on the man of theoretical wisdom? Why does
the city need political science and the political scientist?
In the first place, the well-being of the city depends
decisively on the law of the city: the highest opinions,
the authoritative opinions, are the pronouncements of the

" law (19-20). The law is the most important instrument for
the moral education of the many. But because the law does
not owe its strength, its power of being obeyed, to reason
at all or only to a small degree, it must be supported by a
civil theology. "Because the city as a whole is character-
ized by a specific recalcitrance to reason, it requires for

its well-being a rhetoric different from forensic and delib-
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Although Strauss clearly indicates that one function of
such rhetoric is the support of a civil theology he does
not exclude the possibility that it might have other func-
tions as well. Furthermore, although Strauss does not
exclude the possibility that the practitioner of the
political art--the statesman--might develop and employ

such rhetoric by himself, he clearly implies that the
development (if not the complete employment) of such rhet-
oric is properly the work of the man of theoretical wisdom.
In the second place, the well-being of the gentleman and
therefore the city depends decisively not only on the law
of the city proper, but also on the unwritten nomos. At
first sight it seems that the unwritten nomos, unlike the
law of the city proper, does not require the support of a
civil theology and/or a civil rhetoric: the principles of
prudence are known independently of theoretical science and
are fully evident to the gentleman (25). The gentleman,

it might seem, is fully equipped to rule and defend the
sphere of prudence (24). But, we recall, Strauss says "the
city as a whole [i.e., the gentlemen as well as the many]
is [are] characterized by a specific recalcitrance to
reason." The principles of prudence are "fully evident
only to gentleman"; the unwritten nomos "may be in agree-
ment with reason but is not as such dictated by reason"
(25, 26, emphasis added). Despite these facts, the gentle-

> rule the
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ill-bred many and other well-bred gentlemen and to defend
the sphere of prudence against the many and other gentle-
men. Yet the many are not the only people of deficient
breeding with whom the gentlemen must contend: "among the
latter [the people of deficient breeding] there may be

men of great power of persuasion who question the goodness
of moral virtue" (26, emphasis added). Strauss leads us
to believe that because the gentleman is not adequately
equipped to defend the sphere of prudence against such men,
he and therefore the city require the assistance of the man
of theoretical wisdom. Why is the gentleman, the man of
practical wisdom, unable to overcome the danger posed by
such men on his own?

There seems to be little doubt that Strauss wishes
us to conclude that these "men of great power of persuasion”
are the teachers of the art of persuasion--the sophists
(see 17). Strauss seems to imply that the sophists ques-
tion the goodness of moral virtue because they are men of
deficient breeding. But Strauss has clearly indicated
that the unwritten nomos is inherently questionable.
Furthermore, the sophists may very well be men of deficient
breeding but they are not the only men who, according to
Strauss, question the goodness of moral virtue or disobey
the unwritten nomos: the predecessors of the Athenian
stranger and Plato (not to say Socrates) also seem to fall

at either
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the predecessors or Plato are men of deficient breeding.

We remember that while Strauss does not explicitly call
the predecessors "philosophers" he indicates that they may
properly be so called and that while he does seem to indi-
cate that the predecessors can be identified with the
sophists he himself never explicitly makes that identi-
fication.87 We also recall that Strauss does explicitly
distinguish the sophists from the pupils of Socrates (23).
While we are in no position to solve the problem of Plato's

Theaetetus-Sophist-Statesman trilogy, we are in a position

to say something about the differences among the prede-
cessors, the sophists, and Plato. The predecessors can be
distinguished from both the sophists and Plato on at least
one ground: the predecessors do not believe that the
political art or science is something serious while the
sophists and Plato (or, at least, his Athenian stranger)
regard it as a most serious pursuit (14-15, 16). Moreover,
the sophists can be distinguished from Plato on at least
one ground: the sophists take seriously only that part

of the political art or science that is the art or sci-
ence of persuasion while Plato (and Xenophon) takes seri-
ously the full political art (17, 23). Strauss may be said
to suggest that the sophists combine the predecessors'
teaching about the whole with serious attention to the

political art understood as the art of persuasion. Although
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the predecessors did teach "that the gods are only by
convention," that "the soul is derivative from the body

or inferior in rank to it," "that the just things are
radically conventional," "that the things which are by
nature noble differ profoundly from the things which are
noble by convention," and therefore that "the way of life
which is straight or correct according to nature consists
in being superior to others or lording it over others
whereas the way of life which is straight or correct
according to convention consists in serving others," they
nevertheless did not take the political art or science
seriously (14, 16-17). It seems that while the prede-
cessors did not practice a way of life which consisted of
serving others they also did not attempt to demonstrate
their superiority to others or to lord it over others by
means of the political art. The sophists, on the other
hand, begin by accepting the teaching of the predecessors
but conclude from that teaching not only that the wise man
should not dedicate himself to the political community, but
that he should employ the political art or the art of per-
suasion to "prevent his being used by the community for
its end" or to "use it for his own end." The sophists
could not deny (but they may not have openly taught) that
their argument leads to the conclusion that "the most

complete form in which one could use or exploit the politi~

ol Lar N ZJI_ELI

power and

ed without permission.



152

especially of tyrannical power" (17). We suggest that
Strauss indicates that the position of the sophists owes
its origin to a corruption of the teaching of the prede-
cessors of the Athenian stranger and that the difference
between the predecessors and the sophists corresponds to
what Strauss elsewhere calls the difference between
"philosophic conventionalism and vulgar conventionalism.“88
plato (or, at least, his Athenian stranger) "disagrees
entirely" with the predecessors (14); he cannot, however,
be said to disagree entirely with the sophists--he, like
them, regards the political art or science as a most serious
pursuit. But just as Strauss can be said to give an
incomplete account of the reasons why Aristotle took the
political art or science seriously enough to found politi-
cal science, he can also be said to give an incomplete
account of the reasons why Socrates or Plato (or Xenophon)
founded political philosophy. If Plato "disagrees entirely"
with the predecessors, it seems that he could not be moved
by the same reasons which impelled the sophists to regard
the political art or the art of persuasion as a most seri-
ous pursuit. Strauss does say that Socrates-~like the
predecessors and the sophists--was compelled to ascend from
law to nature, but he also emphasizes that Socrates dis-
covered that "he must go that way with a new awakeness,

caution, and emphasis" (20). Does Strauss wish to indicate
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that the Socratics can be distinguished from the sophists
not only because they take the full political art seriously,
but also because they, unlike the sophists, proceed with a
new awakeness, caution, and emphasis? We recall that
Strauss argues that the sophists' reduction of politics

to rhetoric indicates that they believed in "the omnipo-
tence of speech" or that they were blind to "the stern-
ness of politics" (23). Now Aristotle was certainly able
to distinguish between the sophists and the Socratics.

But Strauss has left no doubt that Aristotle believed that
the theoretical teaching of Plato as well as the
theoretically-based practical teaching of the sophists
poses a serious danger to the gentleman and the city. We
might wonder whether the gentleman--not to mention the
many--could distinguish between the Socratics and the
sophists as easily as Aristotle no doubt could.

We conclude that the gentleman by himself is
unable to meet the danger posed by either the sophists or
Plato because in both cases their questioning of the
unwritten nomos is based on a teaching about the whole or
on a theoretical teaching and the gentleman as gentleman
is merely a man of practical wisdom. If the gentleman is
in need of a defense against such teachings, that defense
must necessarily be theoretical and must necessarily be

supplied by the man of theoretical wisdom. The city as a
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whole therefore requires for its well-being the assistance
of the man of theoretical wisdom.

We note that Strauss carefully says that among the
people of deficient breeding "there may be men of great
power of persuasion who question the goodness of moral
virtue." He thereby seems to indicate either that a given
political community may be completely free of such men or
that it may be blessed with men of deficient breeding and
great power of persuasion who are able to question the
goodness of moral virtue but for some reason refrain from
doing so publicly. That is, it seems that a political com-
munity may be blessed by either the absence oi sophists
or the presence of cautious sophists (if that be not a con-
tradiction in terms). And there have certainly been polit-
ical communities that have not been graced by well-bred
Socratics. It might seem that the gentleman who lives in
such a city does not require the assistance of the man of
theoretical wisdom in order to successfully rule and defend
the sphere of prudence. Indeed, it seems that if the gentle-
man who lives in such a city could by himself develop a
civil rhetoric to support a civil theology, he could dis-
pense entirely with the man of theoretical wisdom and his
political science. We are driven to the conclusion that a
political community can be healthy without either politi-

cal science or political scientists and that political
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community becomes diseased or is threatened by disease.

It seems, in other words, that the well-being of the polit-
ical community depends decisively on the man of theoreti-
cal wisdom and his political science only if men who have
(or have access to) and teach certain kinds of theoreti-
cal wisdom are present in the community. Was Aristotle,
the man of theoretical wisdom, moved to found political
science only because the city was endangered by the teach-
ings of other men of theoretical wisdom?

We must now return to the other side of the rela-
tionship between the philosopher-political scientist and
the city and once more ask: Why does the philosopher
Aristotle, a man of theoretical wisdom, choose to found an
independent political science and thereby perform a great
service for the city? We have already explained why we
believe that Strauss's explicit account of Aristotle's
founding does not contain a satisfactory answer to this
question and why we believe that certain elements of
Strauss's explicit account seem, in fact, to render

9 We will not

Aristotle's act of founding inexplicable.3
repeat those arguments. We will, however, begin our recon-
sideration by arguing that Strauss's explicit account can

be read in such a way as to make Aristotle's decision even

more mysterious than it hitherto appeared to be.

32, 135-36
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We recall that Strauss argues that one reason that
Aristotle could found an independent political science is
because Aristotle held that "theoretical wisdom (knowl-
edge of the whole . . .) is available" (25). We further
recall that Strauss seemed to indicate that the only reason
that Socrates, after his successful founding of political
philosophy, did not turn back toward the divine or natural
things, was because he held that theoretical wisdom was not
and would never be available.90 Strauss, in fact, begins
"On Aristotle's Politics" by reminding us of the almost
overwhelming difficulty which had to be overcome before
philosophers could devote any serious attention to politi-
cal things, to human things. "Philosophy," Strauss said,
"turns primarily away from the human things toward the
divine or natural things; no compulsion is needed or pos-
sible to establish philosophy in the cities or to intro-
duce it into the households; but philosophy must be com-
pelled to turn back toward the human things from which it
originally departed" (14). 1In addition, Strauss quotes
with approval Pascal's remark that Aristotle's writing of
his political works was "'the least philosophic and the
least serious'" part of his life (18). Aristotle himself

describes his political science as "the philosophy concerning

90

See p.. 60 above.

ed without permission.



157

91

the human things" and leaves no doubt that the divine

things are of much higher dignity than the political or

92 If Aristotle believed that theoretical

human things.
wisdom is available, it is difficult (if not impossible)
to explain why he would voluntarily choose to do anything
else but contemplate his own theoretical wisdom or why he
would voluntarily choose to devote a substantial part of
his life not to divine science but to political science--
to his least philosophic and least serious pursuit. It
seems that Aristotle must have been compelled to turn back
toward the human things and therefore that he must have
been compelled to found political science. Must we con-
clude that Aristotle had to be compelled to devote a part
of his life to "serving others," that he was compelled to
"dedicate himself to the community" (14, 17)2

We again recall that Strauss has explicitly pro-
vided us with only one Aristotelian reason why the man of
theoretical reason would or should be in any way concerned
with the sphere of all human things as such or with the
sphere ruled by prudence. The end of such a man, Strauss
says, "calls for prudence" because "the philosopher must

deliberate about how he can secure the conditions for his

91Nicomachean Ethics 1181bl5.

921];»1'.d. 1141a20-b9, 1145a6-11, 1177b31-33. See
"On Aristotle's Politics," 13, n. 1 and p. 27, n. 27.
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philosophizing here and now" (27).93 We have already
noted that Strauss does not go on to tell us what the condi-
tions for philosophizing are.94 However, shortly there-
after he does tell us that the gentleman "may very well
know that his political activity is in the service of noble
leisure" (27). Leisure then is the condition for that
activity of the gentleman ("the enjoyment of poetry and
the other imitative arts") which most closely resembles
("imitates") the activity of the philosopher. Moreover,
the gentleman can secure the conditions for his trans-
political activity only by securing (temporary) freedom
from political activity, freedom from the cares of the
city. We suggest that Strauss wishes to indicate that the
general condition for philosophizing is philosophic leisure
("ignoble leisure"?) and that such leisure is identical
with freedom from politics, from the city (cf. 49). We
further suggest that in emphasizing the philosopher's need
for prudence or the fact that the philosopher must deliber-
ate about how he can secure the conditions for his philoso-
phizing here and now, Strauss wishes to indicate that the
philosopher's leisure is normally endangered by politics
or the city. Strauss, we believe, has also indicated why

this is so.
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We remember that Strauss argues that the founding
of political philosophy or political science presupposes
or coincides with the raising of the question "what is
political?" or "what is the polis?" and that Aristotle and
the pupils of Socrates answer that question in the same
way (19, 23). In addition, we remember that Strauss first
formulates Aristotle's answer by saying that "the city as
a whole is characterized by a specific recalcitrance to
reason" (22, emphasis added). He then immediately quotes
the maxim "'The very nature of public affairs often defeats
reason'" (22). If the city as a whole is characterized by
a specific recalcitrance to reason, then it seems that the
city as a whole must be characterized by a specific recal-
citrance to the philosopher, the man of theoretical wisdom,
the man who is, so to speak, reason incarnate, and to his
philosophic activity. It seems that such recalcitrance is
neither an accidental nor an ephemeral characteristic of
the city, but rather stems from the very "nature of politi-
cal things" (23)--and, we may add, from the very nature of
philosophy. The city, the political sphere, Strauss indi-
cates, is necessarily the sphere of opinion (cf. 20 and 21).
When Strauss discusses Socrates' founding of political
philosophy he tells us that Socrates discovered that the
city is constituted by its authoritative opinions (19-20) .

When he discusses Aristotle's founding of political science
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unwritten nomos that is not as such dictated by reason

(26). But Strauss also tells us that even Socrates--whose
wisdom is only human wisdom--finds it "necessary to tran-
scend the authoritative opinions as such in the direction
of what is no longer opinion but knowledge." If even
Socrates is "compelled to go the way from law to nature,

to ascend from law to nature," then it seems that philos-
ophy in any form is necessarily characterized by the
attempt to transcend the authoritative opinions in the
direction of knowledge. Strauss clearly indicates that
Aristotle believes that such attempts--whether successful
or not--endanger the city. The man of theoretical wisdom
may be able to live well in the element of knowledge, but
the city can live well only in the element of opinion--
opinion which in the best case (ancestral opinions, myths,
unwritten nomoi) may be in agreement with reason but which
can never be simply dictated by reason. The city, Strauss's
Aristotle may be said to admit, has good grounds for its
recalcitrance to philosophic or theoretical activity. But
whether its grounds be good or bad, there seems to be little
doubt that Strauss's Aristotle also believes that the city
is impelled by its very nature to attempt to defend itself
against the danger posed by philosophy. The city, it seems,
is necessarily driven to attempt to either prohibit or regu-

late philosophic activity in much the same way that it must

24). That
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is, the city is driven to attempt to either deny the phil-
osopher the freedom to philosophize or to render philo-
sophic activity subservient to the end of the city as the
city understands that end. It seems that the general con-
dition for philosophizing, freedom from the city or from
politics, is endangered by "'the very nature of public
affairs'" or by "the nature of political things."

We therefore suggest that Strauss tacitly indicates
that the discovery of the nature of political things pro-
vides the man of theoretical wisdom with a powerful reason
to take a serious interest in the political or human things
and to regard the political art or science as a most
serious pursuit. We can say that the discovery of the
nature of political things compels the philosopher to
expand his interest in the primary form of prudence (the
prudence which is concerned with a man's own good) into a
most serious interest in the prudence concerned with the
common good of a political society.95 It would not be too
much to say that "philosophic prudence" thereby becomes a
special kind of "political prudence." We are thus led to
suggest that Aristotle--the man who combines theoretical
and practical wisdom in his own person--was compelled to

found practical or political science because of the city's

"

95cf. "on Classical Political Philosophy," p. 92:
. the political sphere is bound to advance into the
ilosophic intere a oon as philosophy starts
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specific recalcitrance to philosophy and that his act of
founding is explicable, in large part, in terms of a
desire to make the general condition for philosophizing as
secure as possible by somehow mitigating that recalcitrance.
We note that Strauss's explicit account of Socrates'
founding of political philosophy seems at first right to
suggest that Socrates was led to compel philosophy to turn
back toward the human things by purely theoretical consid-
erations or that Socrates himself was compelled to turn
toward the human things by purely theoretical considera-
tions. It now seems that Strauss's explicit account should
be reconsidered in the light of the above suggestions. We
cannot undertake such an inquiry. We can, however, once
again96 remind ourselves that Strauss does tell us that
although Socrates was in fact compelled to ascend from law
to nature, he was compelled to make that ascent with a new
awakeness, caution, and emphasis. Socrates or Plato, we
recall, believed that knowledge of the whole is unavailable
or that political philosophy remains knowledge of ignorance
and hence that there is "no unqualified transcending, even
by the wisest man as such, of the sphere of opinion" or
"the political sphere" (20, 21). Was Socrates' new awake-
ness, caution, and emphasis the result of his twin dis-
coveries of the nature of political things and of philos-

ophy's necessary and permanent relation to the sphere of
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opinion and hence the political sphere?97 Was Socrates
compelled to found political philosophy, at least in part,
because of the consequences for philosophy of Anaxagoras'
effect on Pericles? Was Plato compelled to continue
Socrates' founding, at least in part, because of the con-
sequences for philosophy of Socrates' effect on certain
young gentlemen? However this may be, if Aristotle, who
unlike Socrates or Plato believed that knowledge of the
whole is available, was also compelled to turn back toward
the human things, there can be little doubt that he was
convinced that the Socratic founding of political philoso-
phy had not succeeded in making the general condition for
philosophizing as secure as possible or had not suffi-
ciently mitigated the city's recalcitrance to philosophy.
We must now reconsider Strauss's explicit account
of Aristotle's intention in the light of the foregoing
suggestions. Aristotle, Strauss indicates, believes that
the city as a whole is characterized by a specific recal-
citrance to reason and hence philosophy. How then can the
philosopher Aristotle even approach, much less hope to
moderate, the recalcitrant city? If Aristotle knows that
the city as a whole is characterized by a specific recal-
citrance to reason, he also knows that the city is made up
of qualitatively different parts: the many and the gentle-

men. It seems that while the many and the gentlemen are
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both characterized by a specific recalcitrance to reason,
they are also characterized by different relationships to
philosophy. We have seen that Strauss, in various ways,
indicates a difference between the many and the gentlemen
(see 22, 23, 25).98 In the third section of "On Aristotle's
Politics" (which is devoted to a discussion of "Aristotle's
alleged anti-democratic prejudice" [35]), Strauss suggests
"that the ultimate reason why Aristotle has reservations
against even the best kind of democracy is his certainty
that the demos is by nature opposed to philosophy. Only
the gentlemen can be open to philosophy, i.e. listen to

the philosopher" (37, emphasis added). The demos, it seems,
can only "listen" to "laws with teeth in them" or to laws
that are supported by a civil theology (23, 22). If the
demos is by nature opposed to philosophy, if the demos can-
not listen to the philosopher, then philosophy cannot have
a direct effect on the demos and the philosopher should not
try to address the demos directly. But the many can be
made to "listen" to the gentleman--if he possesses "the
full political art" (23). Aristotle's political science,
we remember, is addressed only to the gentleman (25). For
if Aristotle is certain that the demos is by nature opposed
to philosophy, he is also, according to Strauss, certain
that "the gentleman is by nature able to be affected by

philosophy” (28). If the philosopher desires to have an
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effect on the city, if he wishes, for example, to mitigate
the city's specific recalcitrance to philosophy, he can

do so only by affecting the gentleman. And Strauss, in

his second explicit statement about the intention of
Aristotle's political science, does indeed tell us that
Aristotle's political science is an attempt to actualize
the gentleman's natural potentiality to be affected by
philosophy and that the highest case of the gentleman who
has been affected by philosophy is the "enlightened states-
man" (28). We believe that this formulation of Aristotle's
intention can now be seen to take on a new and deeper mean-
ing in the light of our reconsideration of the relationship
between the philosopher-political scientist and the city.
We recall that the first impression conveyed by both of
Strauss's explicit statements about Aristotle's intention
is that Aristotle chooses to found political science or
attempts to actualize the natural potentiality of the
gentleman simply for the sake of the gentleman and the

99 It now seems that Aristotle's intention is in fact

city.
more complex than Strauss first makes it appear to be. We
suggest that Strauss indicates that Aristotle chooses to
found political science or attempts to affect the gentleman
not only for the sake of the gentleman and the city, but

also (and perhaps primarily) for the sake of the philosopher
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and philosophy in the city. That is, we suggest that
Strauss leads us to conclude that Aristotle's political
science is designed at least as much to meet the pressing
needs of philosophy as it is to meet the pressing needs of
the city.

Strauss, we recall, tells us that the highest case
of the gentleman who has been affected by philosophy is
the "enlightened statesman." This formulation led us to
conclude that the "highest" addressees of Aristotle's
political science are those gentlemen who are potential
enlightened statesmen and that the "highest" intention of
Aristotle's political science is the production of enlight-

ened statesmen.100

At first sight, Strauss seems to indi-
cate that the emphasis in this formulation should be placed
on "statesman" rather than on "enlightened" or that the
philosopher-political scientist seeks to enlighten the
gentleman simply because the well-being of the city requires
that the ruling gentlemen possess "the full political art"
(23) or the full art of the statesman. We now suggest that
the emphasis should be placed equally (and perhaps pri-
marily) on "enlightened" and that the philosopher-political
scientist seeks to enlighten the gentleman not only for the
sake of the city's well-being but also for the sake of the

philosopher's well-being. What does "enlightened" mean?
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What, according to Strauss, does Aristotle understand by
a statesman who is "enlightened"? The gentleman can lis-
ten to the philosopher. What does the philosopher tell
the gentleman? What does the philosopher want the gentle-
man to hear? The gentleman can be open to philosophy.

How does the philosopher take advantage of that openness?
What effect does the philosopher want to have on the
gentleman?

There is no doubt that Aristotle does intend his
political science to be "a servant to the political art"
(22) or that he intends to convey "the full political art,"
the full statesman's art, to the gentleman. Furthermore,
there seems to be no doubt that Aristotle believes that
the gentleman can master the full political art only if his
understanding, the "common sense" understanding, of politi-
cal things is made "fully conscious." Aristotle's politi-
cal science, therefore, in the first place enlightens the
gentleman by raising his primary understanding of political
things to full consciousness and by providing him with the
full political art. The philosopher Aristotle thereby
provides a great service to the gentleman and hence to the
city. And in so doing, he shows those gentlemen who have
eyes to see that the philosopher can be most useful to the
gentleman and the city. Aristotle, we suggest, attempts to

persuade the gentleman that the city needs philosophy; he
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means of the kind of argument which appeals not to philoso-
phers as such, but to citizens and statesmen as such.101
We can say that Aristotle attempts to show the gentleman
that philosophy can be public-spirited (if not patriotic)
and that "the wise man" can "dedicate himself to the com-
munity" and its end (see 17). Aristotle presents the
political scientist to the gentleman as a "citizen-
philosopher."

We note in passing that by providing the gentle-
man with the full political art, the philosopher seems to
be able to have an indirect effect on the many. While the
many cannot listen to the philosopher, they can be made to
listen to the gentleman who has been enlightened by listen-
ing to the philosopher.

Aristotle carefully founds political science in
such a way that political science preserves the perspective
of the gentleman citizen or statesman (25). While making
the gentleman's understanding of political things fully
conscious and while providing the gentleman with the full
political art, the philosopher Aristotle "remains within
the limits of an unwritten nomos which is recognized by
well-bred people everywhere" (26). Aristotle thereby
shows those gentlemen who have eyes to see that the philos-

opher can behave in a gentlemanly manner and that philosophy

)" p. 93.
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can understand and may be in agreement with the moral con-
sciousnesss. But it seems that even Aristotle's procedure
cannot completely avoid reminding the gentleman (if he can
in any way be said to need reminding) that some "wise men"
are people of deficient breeding whose teaching genuinely
endangers the moral consciousness or the sphere of pru-
dence and thereby the gentleman and the city. We suggest
that Aristotle in fact wishes to call at least some atten-
tion to such "wise men" and that he does so in order to
make at least some gentlemen fully conscious of the facts
that the gentleman and his sphere are in need of a defense
and that that defense can only be provided by a philosopher
or a man of theoretical wisdom. We assume that such gentle-
men might very well notice and appreciate that Aristotle's
political science is designed to provide the gentleman with
just the defense he needs. Aristotle, therefore, in the
second place enlightens the gentleman by showing him that
the philosopher can act like a gentleman and that the
gentleman-philosopher is the best ally of the gentleman in
his war with the "wiselmen" of deficient breeding. If we
are willing to exaggerate somewhat, we can say that Aris-
totle attempts to persuade at least some gentlemen that
the citizen-philosopher is also a "citizen-soldier."

We believe, however, that Strauss indicates that

the word "enlightened" in the phrase "enlightened statesman"

we remember,
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"may very well know that his political activity is in the
service of noble leisure," he may very well know "that the
city points beyond itself." But the gentleman does not
know that his leisurable activity is not the highest form
of leisurable activity because he does not know clearly
that toward which the city points (27). When the philoso-
pher Aristotle addresses the gentlemen "he removes a screen,"
he shows them as far as possible that the way of life of
the perfect gentleman points toward the philosophic way of
life" (28). At its peak, Aristotle's political science
attempts to show those gentlemen who have eyes to see that
the gentlemanly way of life, rather than being opposed to
the philosophic way of life, is in fact completed by the
philosophic life. Aristotle, we can say, attempts to per-
suade the gentleman that the city is somehow incomplete
without the philosophic life; that the city, rather than
being endangered by philosophic activity, is in fact made
complete by philosophic activity. If the philosopher can
be shown to resemble the perfect gentleman, the perfect
gentleman can also be shown to resemble the philosopher.
The philosopher, Aristotle seems to tell the perfect gentle-
man, far from being a less than perfect gentleman, is the
pluperfect gentleman. We suggest that the "enlightened
statesman" is above all that gentleman statesman who has
been persuaded by the philosopher that the gentleman's

ilosophic
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lesiure--leisure that may be enjoyed by the gentleman him-
self, but that will certaily be enjoyed by the philosopher.
But the philosopher-political scientist shows the
gentleman as far as possible that the way of life of the
perfect gentleman points toward the philosophic life.
Aristotle's political science is an attempt to justify
philosophy before the tribunal of the gentleman. It there-
fore must attempt to justify philosophy in terms of the
gentleman's perspective or, to alter an earlier formula-
tion somewhat, by means of the kind of argument which
appeals not to philosophers as such, but to gentlemen as
such. Aristotle's political science is intended to intro-
duce the gentleman to philosophy. That introduction must
be a gentlemanly or political or popular rather than a
philosophic introduction.102 We note, however, that while
such an introduction is intended primarily to produce
enlightened statesmen, it is also perfectly designed to
lead qualified gentlemen--or their qualified sons--from

103 The

the political life to the philosophic life.
philosopher-political scientist takes care of his own in

more ways than one. It does indeed appear that civil

1025, ibid. and pp. 123, 126-29 above.

1°3See "On Classical Political Philosophy," pp. 93-

94 and pp. 133-35 above.
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rhetoric can be used for purposes other than the support
of a civil theology.104
We can now bring our long digression from Strauss's
text to a close by reformulating the intention of Aris-
totle's political science. Aristotle, the man of theoreti-
cal wisdom, is compelled to found political science because
of the city's specific recalcitrance to reason and hence
philosophy. His political science is intended to make the
general condition for philosophizing as secure as possible
by mitigating the city's recalcitrance to philosophy.
Aristotle, in his political science, attempts to mitigate
the recalcitrance by addressing the gentleman and by under-
taking to persuade the gentleman that the well-being of
gentleman and hence the city is in various ways decisively
dependent on the study of philosophy. The city's specific
recalcitrance to reason impels it to endanger philosophy.
But the city is driven to endanger philosophy principally
because the city is genuinely endangered by philosophy.
Aristotle's political science is an attempt to simultaneously
protect philosophy from the city and the city from philoso-
phy. In fact, it is an attempt to protect philosophy from
the city by protecting the city from philosophy. Because
the city as a whole is characterized by a specific recal-
citrance to reason, it requires for its well-being civil

rhetoric. But Aristotle employs civil rhetoric not only
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as a servant to the political art but also as a servant to
philosophy.

We must note, however, that Aristotle, unlike the
sophists, does not believe that speech is omnipotent. He
is not "blind to the sternness of politics." Aristotle
knows that "the nature of political things defeats to some
extent not only reason but persuasion in any form" (23,
emphasis added). The city as a whole is characterized by
a specific recalcitrance to reason. The gentlemen can be
open to philosophy, can listen to the philosopher. But
Aristotle knows that the gentlemen do not always, and per-
haps do not often, have supreme authority in the city. And
Aristotle knows that the gentlemen may refuse to listen or
may be unable to understand what they are told. Poten-
tially "enlightened statesmen will not always be at the
helm." That is, Aristotle knows that his political sci-
ence, his political introduction to philosophy, may well
fail to mitigate the city's recalcitrance "here and now."
But even if Aristotle should succeed in making the general
condition for philosophizing as secure as possible, the
individual philosopher would still require "philosophic
prudence," for he would still have to deliberate about how
he could secure the particular conditions for philosophiz-
ing "here and now." If, as Strauss says, political philoso-

phy or political science is "more questionable than philos-
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philosopher-political scientist can never dispense with
"philosophic prudence."

We can now return to the text and see how Strauss
completes the third and final stage of his discussion of
Aristotle's treatment of moral virtue (28—29).105 We
recall that immediately after giving us the Pericles-
Anaxagoras example, Strauss draws the conclusion that "The

moral-political sphere is then not ungqualifiedly closed
106

to theoretical science" (28, emphasis added). Theoret-
ical science is the science of the whole, "i.e. of that by
virtue of which 'all things' are a whole" (25). If the
moral-political sphere is not unqualifiedly closed to
theoretical science, then it appears that it is not unquali-
fiedly closed to the whole--that it is in a sense open to
the whole. But we cannot help but remember that it is the
Socratic or Platonic conclusion "that each part of the
whole, and hence in particular the political sphere, is in
a sense open to the whole" which "obstructs the establish-
ment of political philosophy or political science as an
independent discipline" (21).107 What is more, Aristotle's
success in founding an independent political science in the

face of the objections of the Socratics seems to be

105See pp. 93, 120-21 above.

106

See p. 129 above.
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decisively dependent on his ability to demonstrate that
the moral-political sphere, the sphere of all human things
as such, "the sphere ruled by prudence is closed since the
principles of prudence . . . are known independently of
theoretical science" (25).108 It now appears that even if
the principles of prudence are known independently of
theoretical science, the moral-political sphere is only
qualifiedly closed to theoretical science and thus to the
whole. Aristotle, according to Strauss, seems to believe
that the moral-political sphere is in a sense closed to
the whole and in a sense open to the whole. Does the ambig-
uous openness or closedness of the moral-political sphere
render ambiguous the independence of Aristotle's politi-
cal science? Does it render ambiguous the Aristotelian
distinction between "practical" or "political" and "theo-
retical" science? Does it call into question Strauss's
assertion that "Aristotle's cosmology, as distinguished
from Plato's, is unqualifiedly separable from the quest for
the best political order" (21, emphasis added)2109
Strauss's first and only use of the term "the moral-
political sphere" draws our attention to a transformation
or development in his terminology that is visible through-

out his discussion of Socrates and Aristotle in the first

See pp. 84-85, 89 above.
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section. Strauss first speaks of "the sphere of opinion"
(20). He then, in succession, speaks of "the political
sphere" (21), "the sphere of all human things as such"

(25), "the ?phere ruled by prudence" (25), "the sphere of
prudence" (25,26), "the sphere of human or political things"
(26), and, finally, "the moral-political sphere" (28). It
is Aristotle's discovery of moral virtue (27) that enables
or compels Strauss to speak of "the moral-political sphere.”
We can say that for Aristotle the sphere of politics and
the sphere of morality are coextensive. The Nicomachean
Ethics and the Politics do not treat separate spheres and
do not contain separate disciplines or sciences. They
treat coextensive spheres and together form one discipline
or science: political science or the science concerning
the human things.

If the moral-political sphere is identical with the
sphere of opinion, then the question concerning the inde-
pendence of Aristotle's political science involves the
independence of the sphere of opinion. Socrates or Plato,
we recall, hold that because knowledge of the whole is
unavailable, there is "no unqualified transcending, even
by the wisest man as such, of the sphere of opinion" (20).
Aristotle holds that knowledge of the whole or theoreti-
cal wisdom is available. He is able to treat the sphere

of opinion as if it were independent of theoretical science
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principles of prudence which are known independently of
theoretical science (25, 26). It seems, however, that it
is the partial openness of the sphere of opinion that
prevents even "the wisest man as such," the man of theoret-
ical wisdom, from unqualifiedly transcending the sphere of
opinion. The partial openness of the sphere of opinion
is the root cause of the man of theoretical wisdom's con-
cern with the moral-political sphere. That concern even-
tually compels him to found political science.110
Strauss's discovery that Aristotle's political
science is an attempt to actualize the natural potential-
ity of the gentleman to be affected by philosophy, and hence
that the moral-political sphere is not unqualifiedly closed
to theoretical science, requires that he return to and
reopen his discussion of Aristotle's understanding of the
relationship between the arts and prudence or practical
wisdom (21-22, 23-25). Strauss begins his reexamination
by reminding us that "One reason why it seemed necessary to
made a radical distinction between practical wisdom on the

one hand and the sciences and the arts on the other was

the fact that every art is concerned with a partial good,
whereas prudence is concerned with the whole human good"
(emphasic added). We note that Strauss does not merely

"repeat" himself. Whereas in his original formulation he
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speaks only of "arts" (see 24), he now speaks of "the
sciences and the arts." 1In fact, in the first discussion
of the relationship between the arts and prudence Strauss
nowhere explicitly connects the arts and the sciences and
does not explicitly array the arts and the sciences on the
one hand against prudence on the other. Rather, at the
beginning of that important discussion he is completely
silent on the sciences (21-22, 23-24); he then explicitly
tells us that the highest form of prudence or practical
wisdom is the legislative art (24); and he concludes by
implicitly connecting prudence or practical wisdom with
political science and explicitly asserting that political
science is independent of theoretical science (25). Strauss
introduces the legislative art at a crucial juncture in the
discussion. But, we now remember, almost immediately after
introducing it into the discussion, he seems to "forget"
that the legislative art is the highest form of prudence or

1ii The legislative art drops from sight.

practical wisdom.
The subsequent discussion of Aristotle's treatment of moral
virtue mentions only prudence or practical wisdom, politi-
cal science, and theoretical science or philosophy. It is
silent about the arts in general and about the legisla-

tive art in particular. We can say that Strauss's "repe-

tition" leads us not only to discover that he initially
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chooses to conceal the kinship between the sciences and
the arts, but also to rediscover that he "forgets" the
legislative art. Why does Strauss initially choose to
conceal that kinship? Why does he choose to forget the
legislative art? Let us first treat Strauss's conceal-
ment. We remember that Strauss is careful to point out
that prudence or practical wisdom is distinguished from
the arts because prudence is and the arts as arts are not
inseparable from moral virtue (24~25). Strauss's first
mention of theoretical science almost immediately follows
his drawing of this distinction between the arts and pru-
dence (25). If Strauss had begun by arraying the arts and
the sciences on the one hand against prudence on the other,
his first mention of theoretical science would have drawn
attention to the fact that theoretical science is separable
from moral virtue. Strauss prefers to conceal this fact
for two pages (25-26). When he does reveal it, he is care-
ful to argue that theoretical science cannot be practiced
without actions resembling moral actions proper. He does
not, however, mention that the same thing is true of the
arts--e.g., the art of safe-cracking (26-27). But we
believe that there is a deeper reason for Strauss's con-
cealment. Strauss, we recall, begins his discussion of
the relationship between the arts and prudence by arguing

that Aristotle's critique of Hippodamus implies that the
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the arts are therefore subordinate to law and hence pru-
dence (23-24). After elaborating the distinction between
the arts and prudence, Strauss moves to the relationship
between prudence or practical wisdom and theoretical wisdom
and reveals that prudence or practical wisdom is lower in
rank than theoretical wisdom and subservient to it. Pru-
dence or practical wisdom is supreme within its sphere but
is nonetheless subservient to theoretical wisdom. Pru-
dence or practical wisdom is independent of theoretical
science but is subservient to theoretical science (25).
Strauss could not have so easily drawn this most important
Aristotelian conclusion if he had initially linked the
sciences with the arts and arrayed them both against pru-
dence or practical wisdom. For if theoretical science is
in the decisive respect (i.e., with respect to politics)
akin to the arts, then it would seem that it, like the
arts, must be regulated by law and hence prudence and that
it is therefore subordinate to law and hence prudence.ll2
We believe that parallel reasons account for Strauss's
amnesia. If Strauss had not almost immediately forgotten
that the legislative art is the highest form of prudence
or practical wisdom, he could not have so easily argued
that prudence can be clearly distinguished from the arts

because prudence is and the arts are not inseparable from
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moral virtue. For if the legislative art is the highest
form of prudence, then it must be inseparable from moral
virtue and is therefore either not an art or is an art that

is different from all other arts.113

That is, the ambig-
uous status of the legislative art or the ambiguous rela-
tionship between prudence and the legislative art would
seem to call into question Strauss's whole account of the
relationship between prudence (and hence law) and the arts.
In addition, we recall that the clear distinction between
prudence and the arts allowed Strauss to conclude that
"There is no expert who can decide the prudent man's vital
questions for him as well as he can" (24). But if the
legislative art is the highest form of prudence, then the
prudent man who does not possess the legislative art would
certainly seem to be subject to the man who possesses that
art. That is, if Strauss had not "forgotten" the legis-
lative art, he would have been forced to admit that pru-
dence appears to be ultimately subject to an art. And if
the legislative art is an art like any other art, i.e., if
it is separable from moral virtue, then the prudent man
would appear to be subject to a man who possesses a "morally
neutral" art. Finally, by forgetting the legislative art,
Strauss is not immediately compelled to discuss the rela-
tionship between the legislative art and political science.

Is the legislative art ultimately subject to a science?
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We have seen that Strauss no longer wishes to con-
ceal the kinship between the sciences and the arts. We
next learn that he has not completely forgotten the legis-
lative art:

Yet the highest form of prudence is the legislative
art which is the architectonic art, the art of arts,
because it deals with the whole human good in the
most comprehensive manner. It is concerned with the
whole human good by being concerned with the highest
human good with reference to which all partial human
goods are good. It deals with its subject in the
most comprehensive manner because it establishes the
framework within which political prudence proper, the
right handling of situations, can take place.
Strauss seems to indicate that Aristotle's complete view of
the relationship between the arts and prudence can be
expressed in a kind of proportion: the arts: prudence =
political prudence proper: the highest form of prudence.
That is, just as prudence is superior to the arts because
prudence is concerned with the whole human good while
every art is concerned only with a partial good, so the
highest form of prudence is superior to political prudence
proper because the highest form of prudence is concerned
with the whole human good in the most comprehensive manner
while political prudence proper is concerned only with the
whole human good in individual or particular situations.
Yet the highest form of prudence is an art: the legisla-

tive art. The legislative art is indeed an art, but it is

not an art like any other art. The legislative art is dif-
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art, the art of arts. But why is the legislative art an
art and not simply another form of prudence? The greater
comprehensiveness of the legislative art in comparison

with political prudence proper does not, by itself, seem

to explain why the highest form of prudence can and politi-
cal prudence proper cannot be called an art. Strauss does
not take up this problem. He has, however, told us that
"Laws are the work of the legislat.ve art. . . ." (24).114
When Strauss refers to the "work" of the legislative art

he refers not to the "working" or the activity of the legis-
lator, but to the "work" or the product of the legisla-
tor's activity. The legislative art "produces" the laws.
The end of the legislative art is not the activity of
legislating itself but the product of the activity of legis-
lating. The artisan of the laws does not choose to legis-
late for the sake of legislating but for the sake of a
product apart from his legislating activity. The prudent
man, on the other hand, chooses to do just and noble deeds
for their own sake (26, 27). His end is not a product

apart from his activity but the activity itself. Can we

114Strauss cites Nicomachean Ethics 118la23: "Now
the laws are as it were works (£pyolLc) Oof the political art
or science (tfic moALTLufic); how then can one learn from
them to become a man who possesses the legislative art or
science (vonoSetTLudg) or to judge which are the best?"
It should be noted that Strauss carefully repeats his cita-
tion of this passage in a footnote to that part of his own
text which is now under discussion (see 29, n. 38).
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therefore say that the highest form of prudence can be
called an art because it, like all other arts, has as its
end a product (the laws), while political prudence proper
cannot be called an art because it has as its end an
activity which is choiceworthy for its own sake (the right
handling of situations)? There are, however, at least two
difficulties with a solution which solves our problem by
making use of Aristotle's distinction between production

115 First, it seems that not all arts have as

and action.
their ends products which are distinct from the activity
of the art. That is, the activity of some arts is choice-
worthy for its own sake or is an end in itself.116
Secondly, we may wonder whether the right handling of
situations is understood by the man of political prudence
proper as choiceworthy for its own sake. For Aristotle
himself says that "the principle care of MOALTLuA is pro-
ducing (moieiTal) a certain character in the citizens,
namely to make them good and capable of performing noble

117 We note that Strauss calls our attention to

actions."
this passage by citing it in the same footnote in which he

repeats his citation to the passage in which Aristotle

1155ee Nicomachean Ethics 1094al-5, 1105a26-b9,
1139a27, 1139b1-4, 1140al-24.

11650e Magna Moralia 1211b27-31, where the example

is flute-playing.
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calls the laws works of the legislative art (29, n. 38).
Strauss seems to believe that the former passage refers
only to the legislative art and not to political prudence

proper. Perhaps it does.118

But Strauss himself says that
"the gentleman may very well know that his political activ-
ity is in the service of noble leisure" (27). The normal
political activity of the gentleman would seem to be "the
right handling of situations." It seems that the man of
political prudence proper may very well know that the right
handling of situations is not choiceworthy for its own
sake. The distinction between the arts and prudence
appears to be even more complicated than Strauss's second
discussion indicates.

Strauss, by reintroducing the legislative art into
the discussion, has now emphasized that there is a hier-
archical relationship between the forms of prudence as well
as between prudence and the arts. Political prudence
proper is concerned with the right handling of situations--
individual situations; its immediate "products" (if it can
properly be said to have "products") would seem to be com-
mands or decrees or advices, which are intended to cope with

119

an individual case. Political life knows, however, a

1185ee ibid. 1099b29-30 and cf. 1094a26-bll.
11911 the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle subdivides

polltlcal prudence proper into POULAEULTLHY and éuuaorunﬁ
-2 nd 3 3 Strauss cites this passage in
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still higher kind of prudence or political understanding,
which is concerned not with individual cases but, as
regards each relevant subject, with all cases, and whose
immediate "products"--laws and institutions--establish the
permanent framework within which the right handling of
changing situations by men of political prudence proper
can take place.120 Thus, while it may be true that "There
is no expert who can decide the prudent man's vital ques-
tions for him as well as he can" (24), it is also true that
political prudence proper is ultimately subject to an art.
But if the legislative art may be properly called an art
because it, like other arts, has a product as its end, it
is nonetheless different from all other arts because it,
like political prudence proper, is inseparable from moral
virtue. The prudent man is subject to a man who possesses
an art, but he is not subject to a man who possesses a
"morally neutral" art.

We recall that, in addition to the legislative art
and political prudence proper, Strauss has spoken of two
other forms of prudence: ‘"prudence in the primary sense
which is concerned with a man's own good" (24) and what we

121

have called "philosophic prudence" (27). While personal

1ZOSee "On Classical Political Philosophy," p. 83.

121Aquinas, in his commentary, icalls the former
"personal prudenc and, on the basis of 1141b32 and 1142al0,
so recognizes estic prudence" ep e form. See
. Litzinger,
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prudence, like all other forms of prudence properly so
called, is inseparable from moral virtue, we have seen that
"philosophic prudence" "does not require moral virtue as
moral virtue" (27).122 At first sight, it would seem that
both personal prudence and "philosophic prudence" are
clearly lower in rank than either the legislative art or
political prudence proper and thus unambiguously subordi-
nate to them. But two separate but perhaps related facts
might lead us to question this conclusion. In the first
place, if personal prudence, like political prudence proper,
is necessarily concerned with right handling of individual
or particular situations, then it seems that it too cannot
be simply or unambiguously subordinate to the legislative
art and political prudence proper. For the individual or
particular nature of its concerns clearly indicates that
there in fact can be no "expert" who can simply decide the
individual prudent man's vital questions for him as well as
he can. This difficulty becomes especially acute when we
recognize that the most vital question that the individual
prudent man must decide is what way of life is best for him
in his particular situation. If this question is decided
for the individual prudent man by either the legislator or
the man of political prudence proper, then there can be

Library of Living Catholic Thought, 2 vols. (Chicago:
Henry Regnery Co., 1964), VI lectio 7 (nr. 1199-1200).
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little doubt that they will direct him to choose the
political life (or a form of the political life) rather
than a private life, e.g. the philosophic life. But
Aristotle believes that "the highest end of man by nature
is theoretical understanding or philosophy" (26). Con-
siderations like these might induce one to argue that,
from Aristotle's own point of view, personal prudence is
in one sense the highest form of prudence. That is, it
seems that the entire hierarchical edifice we have been
discussing--an edifice which seems to presuppose that the
private life is simply inferior to the political life--is

23 In

tacitly called into question by Aristotle himself.1
the second place, Strauss has told us that while prudence

is "supreme" within its sphere, it is also "subservient"

to theoretical wisdom (25). It seems that we can say that
the man of prudence proper--and especially the man of legis-
lative prudence or political prudence--is "subservient" to
the man of theoretical wisdom and mere "philosophic pru-
dence." From this point of view, "philosophic prudence"

is in one sense the highest form of prudence. The man of
prudence proper may not be "subject" to a man who possesses
a "morally neutral" art, but he seems to be "subservient"

to a man who possesses a "morally neutral" science.

123cf., e.g., Nicomachean Ethics 1094b7-10 and
the word "towg" at 1142al0). Con-
he relative ran 0 twin
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Aristotle, Strauss has told us, "held that art is
inferior to law or to prudence" (25) because "the reason
effective in the arts is lower than the reason effective
in law" or in prudence (24). "Prudence is of higher dig-
nity than the arts because every art is concerned with a
partial good whereas prudence is concerned with the whole
human good" (24). Similarly, political prudence proper is
inferior to the highest form of prudence because the reason
effective in political prudence proper is lower, i.e., less
comprehensive, than the reason effective in the legislative
art. The legislative art "deals with the whole human good
in the most comprehensive manner. It is concerned with
the whole human good by being concerned with the highest
human good with reference to which all partial human goods
are good." But Aristotle also held "that prudence [in
any of its forms] is inferior to theoretical wisdom" (25).
It seems that the reason effective in even the highest form
of prudence is lower than the reason effective in theoreti-
cal wisdom or that theoretical wisdom is of higher dignity
than the highest form of prudence because the legislative
art is concerned with a part--man--whereas theoretical wis-
dom is concerned with "the whole," i.e., with "that by vir-
tue of which 'all things' are a whole" (25).124 It seems

that Aristotle's complete view of the relationship among
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the arts, prudence, and theoretical wisdom can also be
expressed by a kind of proportion: the arts: prudence =
prudence: theoretical wisdom. Aristotle may hold that

there is no one wisdom which is concerned with the good of

all living beings,125 he may hold that there is no "idea

126

of the good," but he does hold that there is a wisdom

127

which is concerned with the whole. But while the

highest form of prudence is "subservient" to theoretical
wisdom, it does not seem to be "subject" to theoretical
science. "The principles of prudence are known indepen-
dently of theoretical science" (25).

Strauss, in reintroducing the legislative art into
the discussion, is compelled or enabled to show that pru-
dence is ultimately subject to an art. He is now compelled
or enabled to discuss the relationship between the legis-
lative art and political science:

Moreover, "legislative art" is an ambiguous term; it
may mean the art practiced "here and now" by a legis-
lator acting on behalf of this or that political com-
munity; but it may also mean the "practical science"
of legislacion taught by the teacher of legislators
which is superior in dignity to the former since it
supplies guidance for it. As practical science it
differs from prudence in all its forms because it is
free from that involvement the dangers of which can-
not be averted except by moral virtue. Hence pru-
dence appears to be ultimately subject to a science.

125y;comachean Ethics 1141a31-32.

126

See ibid. 1096al0-1097al4.
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"Legislative art" may be an ambiguous term, but the rela-
tive rank of and relationship between the legislative art
and "the 'practical science' of legislation" or political
science is not ambiguous. Just as the legislative art is
superior in dignity to political prudence proper since it
establishes the framework within which the latter can take
place, so political science is superior in dignity to the
legislative art since it supplies guidance for it.

It seems that the legislative art points to the
practical science of legislation or political science in
much the same way that political prudence proper points to
the legislative art. Every legislator is primarily con-
cerned with the individual political community for which
he legislates. But his legislating activity compels him
to raise certain questions which regard all legislation.
These most fundamental and most universal political ques-
tions are naturally fit to be made the subject of the most
architectonic, the truly architectonic political knowledge:
of that practical or political science which is the goal
of the political scientist. Aristotle is the founder of
political science so understood. The practical science of
legislation is that truly architectonic political knowledge

which is contained in the Nicomachean Ethics and the

Politics. The political scientist who has reached his goal

is the teacher of legislators: the highest addressee of
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enlightened statesman but the potential enlightened states-
man who is also a potential legislator for a political com-
munity.123 (Near the beginning of the discussion of "the
nine legislators" in the second book of the Politics,
Aristotle distinguishes between those legislators who have
been makers [6nuiovpyol] of laws only and those who have
founded [natéotnoav] both laws and regimes. The latter kind
of legislator is obviously higher in rank than the former
and is thus a "higher" addressee than the former. Aristotle
does not seem to subdivide the class of legislators who are
founders of regimes. It is therefore somewhat difficult to
determine whether Aristotle's political science is a "wholly
new" science addressed in the highest case to "wholly new

princes in wholly new states."lzg)

lszee "On Classical Political Philosophy,
84 and pp. 132-33, 166-73 above.

pp. 83-

lngolitlcs, 1273b32-34. See Machiavelli, Prince,
chap. 6 and Thoughts on Machiavelli, pp. 70-84, 293. Cf.
Politics 1283b16-23; 1284a3-8; 1284bl3, 28-33; 1325b40ff.
Cf. these Arzstotellan passages with Plato Laws 709d10-
710b2, 711a6-7, 735d2-e5. Also see Laws 690al-c4 and cf.
Politics 1327b39-1328al7; and see Laws 693d2-e8 and cf.
Politics 1266a2-9.

It is interesting to note that while Machiavelli
chooses Theseus as his Greek example in the famous sixth
chapter of the Prince, Aristotle is silent on Theseus in
both the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics. We have seen
that Aristotle does mention Lycurgus in the Politics (1270a7,
1271b25, 1273b33, 1274a29, 1296a20; and see pp. 44-45, 45-46,
n. 23, 137, 143 above) . Did Machiavelli use Theseus rather than
Lycurgus as his Greek example in the sixth chapter because Lycur-
gus Sparta was not a wholly new state and Lycurgus was not a
pr:l.nce and d:.d nct found a pr:.nc:.pal;ty" Mach:.avell:l. is com-

P e g n n n the Discourses,

TR
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The difference between the legislative art and the
practical science of legislation seems to be no more or
no less ambiguous than the difference between the political
understanding effective in the legislative activity of a
Lycurgus and the political understanding effective in the

Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics.130 We must note, how-

ever, that whereas both the legislative art as employed by
the founder of a regime and the political prudence proper
employed by the excellent statesman are coeval with politi-
cal life, the practical science of legislation had to be
founded by the philosopher Aristotle. Yet it does seem
that the practical science of legislation or political
science grows out of reflection on political life or that
there is a straight and almost continuous way leading from
the prescientific to the scientific approach to political
things. There can be no doubt that Aristotle's political

science is related, and is intended to be related, to

however, he mentions Theseus in the first chapter and is
silent on him thereafter. He mentions Lycurgus in the
second chapter and again in I, 6, 9, 11; II, 3. But note
that Athens rises as Sparta (and Lycurgus) falls in Machia-
velli's argument. (See I, 9, 11, 40; II, 3, 10 and Harvey
Mansfield, Jr., "Burke and Machiavelli on Principles in
Politics," In Edmund Burke, the Enlightenment and the Modern
World, ed. Peter J. Stanlis [Detroit: University of Detroit
Press, 1967], p. 77, n. 31.)

130

Recall the beginning of Strauss's discussion of

the Hippodamus passage in the Politics (17). See pp. 43-
44 above.
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political life directly.131 Strauss, however, does call

our attention to the fact that practical or political
science "differs from prudence in all its forms because it
is free from that involvement the dangers of which cannot
be averted except by moral virtue." Political science is
directly related to political life but is less intimately

involved in political life than is the legislative art or

132

political prudence proper. We have seen that even

Aristotle ultimately transforms his political science into

a discipline which is no longer concerned with political

things in the ordinary sense of the term.133 He prepares

us for that transformation near the very beginning of the

Nicomachean Ethics, when he tells us that the inquiry

1315ce won Classical Political Philosophy," p. 81
and pp. 78-88.

3ZConsider the contrast that Strauss draws between
Plato's and Aristotle's approach to the teaching of legis-
lators (21). Every Platonic dialogue has an "immediate"
addressee. Aristotle's practical treatises may have
"higher" and "lower" or primary and secondary addressees,
but they do not seem to have an immediate addressee. (See
p. 69 above.) 1Is it possible to distinguish between the
kind of political knowledge possessed by Plato's political
philosopher who guides, in a conversation, "one or two men
who seek the best political order or are about to legis-
late for a definite community,” and that kind possessed by
Aristotle, the political scientist who teaches "indefi-~
nitely many legislators or statesmen whom he addresses
collectively and simultaneously"? (See pp. 33-34 above.)

133See "on Classical Political Philosophy," p. 91

and see p. 127 above.
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contained in that book is moALTLMT TLQ.134 It seems that

moALTLk, no less than vouodetTinn, is an ambiguous

term. 135

Strauss emphasizes that the practical science of
legislation or political science "differs from prudence in
all its forms" and indicates that the essential difference
between prudence and political science is that the former
is inseparable from moral virtue while the latter is, so
to speak, "unqualifiedly separable" from moral virtue (see
24 and 21). Strauss leaves no doubt as to the meaning of
his indication by citing (but not quoting) in a footnote
(n. 38 on 29) the following passage from Aquinas' Summa
Theologica: "Since judgment appertains to wisdom, the two-
fold manner of judging produces a twofold wisdom. A man
may judge in one way by inclination, as whoever has the
habit of a virtue judges rightly of what concerns that
virtue by his very inclination towards i.. Hence it is the

virtuous man, as we read, who is the measure and rule of

1341094b11. Also see 1130b26-29 and cf. Rhetoric
1356a25-26. Socrates calls his inquiries a quest for T &g
oAndidc moAirtikfi Téxvn (Gorgias 521d7). See "On Classical
Political Philosophy," p. 91 and n. 18.

1350n the difference between political science proper
and political skill or the political art see Aquinas, Com-
mentary on the Nicomachean Ethics, VI lectio 7 (nr. 1200-
1201) and Alfarabi, The Enumeration of the Sciences, chap. v,
trans. by Fauzi M. Najjar, in Medieval Political Philosophy:
A Sourcebook, ed. Ralph Lerner and Muhsin Mahdi (Glencoe,
I11.: Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), pp. 24-27. See "On

AT ZJL?H
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human acts. In another way, by knowledge, just as a man
learned in moral science might be able to judge rightly
about virtuous acts, though he had not the virtue.“l36
Prudence is subject to the legislative art and the legis-
lative art is subject to the practical science of legis-
lation. The prudent man may not be subject to a man who
possesses a "morally neutral" art, but the man who possesses
the legislative art is subject to a man who possesses a
"morally neutral" science.

Strauss has now clarified Aristotle's understanding
of the relationship between the arts and prudence, between
prudence and the legislative art, and between the legisla-
tive art and the practical or political science of legisla-
tion. His procedure in the third stage of his discussion
of Aristotle's treatment of moral virtue leads the reader
to expect that he will complete that discussion by clari-
fying Aristotle's understanding of the relationship between
practical or political science and theoretical science.

But Strauss has not, does not, and will not reconsider that
relationship. We recall that in his first discussion (25),
Strauss first explicitly tells us that prudence or prac-
tical wisdom is lower in rank than theoretical wisdom and

is subservient to it, and then seems to imply that practical

l355umma Theologica, trans. the Fathers of the

English Dominican Province, 3 vols. (New York: Benziger
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or political science is a form of prudence. However,
Strauss has now told us that practical or political sci-
ence "differs from prudence in all its forms" (emphasis
added). This remark seems to make a reconsideration of

the relationship between practical and theoretical science
not only desirable for the sake of completeness, but neces-
sary or urgent. Strauss nevertheless refuses to "repeat"
his initial formulation.

We note, however, that Strauss's procedure seems
to imitate Aristotle's procedure in the sixth book of the
Nicomachean Ethics--the text that serves as the basis for
the third stage of Strauss's discussion of Aristotle's
treatment of moral virtue. For in that book, Aristotle
limits himself to indicating that practical wisdom in all

137 and

its forms is lower in rank than theoretical wisdom,
does not discuss the relationship between practical science
and theoretical science. Aristotle avoids the necessity
for such a discussion by failing to provide the minimum
condition for such a discussion: while he is willing to

138 he chooses not to resolve the

use the term vouoSetiun,
ambiguity inherent in that term. That is, Aristotle never
explicitly distinguishes between the legislative art and
the practical science of legislation and therefore need

not discuss the relationship between the latter and

ed without permission.



198

theoretical science. 1In fact, the sixth book is char-
acterized by Aristotle's refusal to make the intellectual
quality exhibited by Aristotle himself in the composition
of his practical or political treatises an explicit subject
of inquiry. Aside from his use of the ambiguous term
vouodetLunl, Aristotle is completely silent on the practi-
cal science of legislation in the sixth book. Aristotle's
silence could lead the reader (and has led almost all con-
temporary scholars) to conclude that the wisdom contained

in the Nicomachean Ethics and Politics is simply identical

with the legislative art or that it is simply the highest,
most developed, form of prudence or practical wisdom.

We can now see that Strauss's imitation of Aris-
totle is not a perfect imitation: Strauss, unlike Aris-
totle, does mention the practical science of legislation
and does explicitly distinguish between it and the legis-
lative art (and hence between it and prudence in all its
forms). Moreover, despite the fact that Strauss does not
"repeat" his original discussion of the relationship between
practical or political and theoretical science, he cannot
be said to be absolutely silent on that relationship in
the passage under discussion. For by calling our attention
to the fact that the practical science of legislation is
separable from moral virtue, Strauss points to a profound

kinship between practical science and theoretical science
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(see 26-27).139 At first sight, Strauss's deviation from
Aristotle's procedure appears to be designed to do nothing
more than underline the kinship between all the sciences
(practical as well as theoretical) and the arts and hence
to underline the distinction between all the sciences and
the arts on the one hand and all forms of prudence on the
other (cf. 28). But two things indicate that Strauss has
a deeper reason for leading us to the kinship between
practical and theoretical science. First, by carefully
distinguishing between practical science and prudence in
all its forms, Strauss makes clear that he does not believe
that Aristotle understands the practical science embodied

in the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics to be the product

of prudence or practical wisdom. Strauss, as we have seen,

thus breaks Aristotle's silence on the distinction between

139Aristotle, in the sixth book of the Nicomachean
Ethics, is not compelled or enabled to discuss the rela-
tionship between moral virtue and the practical science of
legislation because, as we have pointed out, he does not
draw attention to the ambiguity inherent in the term
vouodeTiuhh. In fact, in the sixth book Aristotle never
explicitly says that theoretical wisdom "does not require
moral virtue as moral virtue" (26-27). Rather, he merely
"reports" that "it is said (eaoiLv) that men like Anaxagoras
and Thales have theoretical but not practical wisdom"
(1141b4-5). It should be noted that Aristotle makes this
statement a number of pages before he explicitly con-
cludes that practical wisdom is inseparable from moral
virtue just as moral virtue is inseparable from practical
wisdom (l1144a6-9, b30-32). Aristotle, in fact, does not
explicitly discuss the separableness of theoretical wisdom
and moral virtue until the very end of the Nicomachean

hics ~-b7; no 8a
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the legislative art and the practical science of legisla-
tion. If Strauss had said nothing more on this point, the
reader would be compelled to conclude that while Strauss
rejects the view that the practical science of legisla-
tion is simply the highest form of prudence, he adheres to

the view that the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics

embody a practical science that can be clearly and unambig-
uously distinguished from both prudence or practical wisdom
and theoretical science. But Strauss does make one further
"statement" on the relationship between practical science
and theoretical science. For in addition to explicitly
distinguishing between practical science and prudence,
Strauss also cites (but does not quote) a second passage
from Aquinas' Summa Theologica (in n. 39 on 29). We
believe that that passage deserves to be quoted at length:

some knowledge is speculative only; some is practical
only; and some is partly speculative and partly prac-
tical. In proof whereof it must be observed that
knowledge can be called speculative in three ways:
first, on the part of the things known, which are not
operable by the knower; such is the knowledge of man
about natural or divine things. Secondly, as regards
the manner of knowing--as, for instance, if a builder
consider a house by defining and dividing, and consid-
ering what belongs to it in general: for this is to
consider operable things in a speculative manner, and
not as practically operable; for operable means the
application of form to matter, and not the resolution
of the composite into its universal formal principles.
Thirdly, as regards the end; for the practical intel-
lect differs in its end from the speculative, as the
Philosopher says (De Anima, III). For the practical
intellect is ordered to the end of the operation;
whereas the end of the speculative intellect is the

ol Lal Zyl_i};l
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consider how a house can be made, not ordering this
to the end of operation, but only to know (how to do
it), this would be only a speculative consideration
as regards the end, although it concerns an operable
thing. Therefore knowledge which is speculative by
reason of the thing itself known, is merely specula-
tive. But that which is speculative either in its
mode or as to its end is partly speculative and partly
practical: and when it is ordained to an operative
end it is simply practical.
It seems that Aquinas would call the knowledge embodied in
the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics parly theoretical
and partly practical or that he would call the practical
science of legislation a "theoretical-practical science."
Furthermore, it seems that Strauss would agree with this
judgment. And it should be noted that the proof that
Strauss agrees with Aquinas and disagrees with the view
that Aristotle understood the science set forth in the
Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics to be simply a species
of prudence or practical wisdom does not rest solely on
the citation to the passage quoted above. For we recall
that Strauss has, in his own name, emphatically declared
that "The natural end of man as well as any other natural
being becomes genuinely known through theoretical science,

through the science of the natures" (26, emphasis added).l41

140

Summa_Theologica 1 q. 14.a. 16. c (emphasis in
the original).

14lgtrauss cites the following in support of this
statement: "Aristotle, On the Soul 434al6-21 (cf. 432b27-
30). Cf. Averroes, Commentary on Plato's Republic
(ed. E. I. J Rosenthal ) I 23.5 and IT 8.1; Thomas Aquinas,

Y7 N
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If the knowledge embodied in the Nicomachean Ethics and

the Politics could be shown to be identical with the knowl-
edge possessed by the man who has the legislative art, then
perhaps those treatises could be said to present a merely
"practical science." But Strauss leads us to conclude
that those treatises could not even be written by a man who
possessed only the legislative art. Aristotle, it seems,
does not write his "practical" or political treatises in
his capacity as a prudent man or as a man who possesses

the legislative art, but as a man whose knowledge tran-
scends prudence in all its forms--i.e. as a man who pos-
sesses theoretical science or the science of the natures.
We suggest that just as Aristotle's psychology can be said
to constitute the transition from physics to first philos-
ophy, so his theoretical-practical science of the human
things can be said to constitute the transition from the
study of the human things to the study of the nature.l42
After all, the highest theme of Aristotle's theoretical-
practical science is the philosophic way of life--the way

of life devoted to the contemplation of the whole.143

142See p. 68 above.

143g.¢ pp. 133-35, 169-71 above.

Can any of Aristotle's treatises be called "prac-
tical" without qualification? Or is "practical science" a
contradiction in Aristotelian terms?

We note that Aristotle uses the term mpantiuf
énLothun only once in his entire corpus. (See Topics

8 i C i ean Ethics

ed without permission.



203

uses the term moAiTiuf) émioTrhun once. (See Rhetoric
1359b17-18, cf. bl0-11; consider the context of the entire
passage. Cf. Nicomachean Ethics 1094a27-1095al6; Politics
1288b10ff, especially b22.) When reflecting on these pas-
sages one must keep in mind the fact that émiotiun, no less
than mpoxtinl and TMOALTLUN, is an ambiguous term.

Furthermore, we must note that Aristotle never
presents a division of the sciences into theoretical and
practical (and productive) as a formal classification. (See
the exhaustive collection of passages brought together by
Eduard Zeller in the footnotes to the fourth chapter of his
Aristotle and the Earlier Peripatetics, 3rd ed., trans.

B. F. C. Costelloe and J. H. Muirhead, 2 vols. [London:
Longmans, Green, & Co., 1897], 1:161-90.) The passages
usually relied upon to support the view that Aristotle
accepted a simple division of the sciences into theoreti-
cal and practical and understood such a division to be the
most fundamental or meaningful division are the following:
Metaphysics 993bl9, 1025b18-28, 1064al0-16; Nicomachean
Ethics 1139a26-33. We note that nowhere in the so-called
"logical" treatises does Aristotle present a "division of
the sciences." (At Topics 105b19-29, he divides proposi-
tions [or premises] and problems into three classes:
ethical, physical, and logical. Aristotle prefaces this
division with the words dgc TOmp mepirafeiv. This passage
is usually explained as representing a provisional or over-
simplified division or as an example of Aristotle's "Pla-
tonic period.") We believe that a careful examination of
these passages would show that they do not constitute an
adequate basis for the contemporary view of Aristotle's
"division of the sciences."

Near the beginning of the Metaphysics, Aristotle
presents a genetic account of the emergence of prudence,
art, experience, and science. That account avoids the
expressions "theoretical" and "practical" science. (See
980a22-982al.) Near the end of that account Aristotle
refers the reader to the Nicomachean Ethics for a discus-
sion of the difference between art and science and "the
kindred ones" (t&v ouoyevdv). (See 981b25-26.) That is,
Aristotle, in a most "theoretical" context, refers the
reader to a discussion in a "practical" context. One is
tempted to suggest that the simple division between prac-
tical and theoretical science is a "practical" rather than
a "theoretical" division--and a "practical" division that
must be modified in the light of reflection on the Nico-
machean Ethics itself. But even this formulation may be
misleading. For one may ask whether the division of the
virtues of &iudvoia in the Nicomachean Ethics (see 1138b35-
1139a5) can properly be used, with further ado, to establish
a division of the sciences.
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In the long passage from the Summa Theologica
quoted above, Aquinas supports his argument with only a
single reference to an Aristotelian text: he refers to a
passage in the third book of De Anima (the precise ref-
erence is 433al4). In that passage, Aristotle says that
voOg mpoantiudg differs from touv AoytTdéuevog in respect
of the end. Aquinas takes this to mean that the specula-
tive or theoretical intellect differs from the practical
intellect only in respect of the end and that they are
therefore not separate powers or faculties of the soul.
(See Aristotle's De Anima in the Version of William of
Moerbeke and the Commentary of St. Thomas Aquinas, trans.
Kenelm Foster and Silvester Humphries, with an Introduction
by Ivo Thomas [London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1951],
III lectio 15 [nr. 820-825]. Cf. III lectio 14 [nr. 812-
815].) Aquinas adheres to this view throughout his corpus.
(see Summa Theologica 1 gq. 79. a. 11; cf. a. 9. Note
especially Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics VI lectio 1
[nr. 1118-1123], lectio 2 [nr. 1132]. Also see pp. 95-96
above.

We suggest, however, that Aquinas could have sup-
ported his argument with a passage from the Nicomachean
Ethics itself. Near the beginning of the sixth book,
Aristotle makes a division of the rational part of the soul
and says "let it be assumed (Umonelodw) that there are two
parts having reason (Abéyov)--one by which we contemplate
(8ewpobuev) those things whose first principles (&pxal) do
not admit of being other than they are, and one by which we
contemplate those things which do admit of being other"
(1139a6-8). 1In this division, both rational parts of the
soul are called "contemplative" or "theoretical." Aristotle
then says "let us call" (Aeyéodw) the former é&mLoTnuoOvVindOV
and the latter Aoyiotiudv and adds that BouvAeveocdal and
Moy(TeoSaL are the same (1139all-13). He does not, how-
ever, retract his statement that the second rational part
of the soul can be called contemplative or theoretical.

This seems to leave no doubt that Aristotle believes that
those things which do admit of being other than they are

can be made the object of theoretical understanding or that
one can take either a purely theoretical or a partly theoret-
ical attitude toward those things. A bit further on, Aris-
totle makes a second division. This time he distinguishes
between contemplative or theoretical thought (tfic 68
JewpnTiniic Sravolag) which is not practical nor productive
(e mpautTuiuiic unde mountuiufic) and for which the good and

bad state are truth and falsehood respectively, and practi-
cal thought (H &idvoia mpoutiuf) for which the good state is
truth in harmony with right desire (1139a26-31). How did
Aristotle understand the relationship between the division
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of the rational part of the soul and the division of
thought? Did he understand them to be strictly parallel
divisions or cross-divisions? And how did he understand
the relationship between these two divisions and the plan
of the remainder of the sixth book? These questions could
only be answered after a careful examination of the entire
sixth book. (We note in passing that the class "things
which do admit of being other than they are" appears to be
a far larger one than the class "practical things," and
the class "things whose first principles do not admit of
being other than they are" appears to be a far smaller one
than the class "non-practical things.") But whatever the
answers to these questions, nothing in the passage which
sets forth the division of thought prevents the conclusion
that the objects of mpdELg and molnoiLg or téxvn can be
approached in a purely or partly theoretical way. (Cf.
1139b18-25 and see Aquinas' commentary on this passage,

VI lectio 3 [nr. 1144-1146].) The view that Aristotle
understands the Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics to con-
tain a "theoretical-practical™ science can thus be said to
have a basis in, or at least to receive some support from,
the text of the "practical" treatises themselves. (Consider
Politics 1279b12-15 and cf. 1338b2-4.)

We cannot help but note that if theoretical sci-
ence were confined to the contemplation of those things
whose first principles do not admit of being other than
they are, physics, or part of what Aristotle calls physics,
would not be theoretical. But Aristotle insists that
physics is a kind, though not the primary kind, of theoret-
ical wisdom. (See Metaphysics 1005bl-2, 1025b25-28,
1026a6-7.)

On the issues treated and the questions raised in
the above discussion see L. H. G. Greenwood's commentary
on the sixth book of the Nicomachean Ethics (Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics, Book Six, with Essays, Notes, and Trans-
lation [Cambridge: At the University Press, 1909], espe-
cially pp. 21-26, 171-73; and an untitled paper by Miriam S.
Galston, Center for Middle Eastern Studies, University of
Texas, on the description of theoretical science in the
introduction to Alfarabi's Philosophy of Aristotle.

Oon "theoretical-practical™ science see, in addition
to Aquinas, Alfarabi, The Attainment of Happiness in
Alfarabi's Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, pp. 24-28
and Averroes, On Plato's Republic, trans., with an Intro-
duction and Notes by Ralph Lerner (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1974), pp. 3-6. Also consider the loca-
tion of the specific treatment of political science in
Avicenna, Healing: Metaphysics, X, and the division of

Reproduced.with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



206

Strauss, as we have seen,“4 draws the following
conclusion from his discussion of the relationship between
the legislative art and the practical science of legisla-
tion: "Hence prudence appears to be ultimately subject to
a science." Strauss is compelled or enabled to reach this
conclusion because he has shown that the highest form of
prudence--and hence prudence in all its forms--is ulti-
mately subject to a science. But Strauss indicates that
the science to which prudence is ultimately subject is not
simply a "practical" science but a theoretical-practical
science or a quasi-theoretical science. The theoretical-
practical science of legislation is necessarily the work of
a man of theoretical understanding--it is necessarily the
work of a philosopher (see 26). The prudent man is there-
fore ultimately subject to the philosopher. We may say
that Strauss indicates that Aristotle "ultimately" replaces
Socrates' or Plato's philosopher-king who rules openly in
the perfect city by the indirect (not to say "secret")
kingship of the philosopher-political scientist who lives
privately as a member of an imperfect political community
and who exercises his indirect rule by "affecting" the

gentlemen.l45

moral philosophy by Roger Bacon in his Opus Maius into "spec-
ulative" and "practical" parts. (See Medieval Political
Philosophy, pp. 96, 356.)

l44gee p. 190 above.
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With the statement that "prudence appears to be
ultimately subject to a science" Strauss bring the third
stage of his discussion of Aristotle's treatment of moral
virtue to a close. Looking back over that discussion, we
can see that Strauss leads the reader through an argument
that can be divided into at leastvfour clearly delineated
steps: (1) the arts are subject to prudence, (2) prudence
is subject to the legislative art, (3) the legislative art
is subject to the practical science of legislation, (4) the
practical science of legislation is a theoretical-practical
science. We can see that Strauss has led us on an Aris-
totelian ascent--on an ascent whose path and peak cannot
help but remind us of the path and peak of the ascent char-
acteristic of "Socratic philosophizing" (see 21). That
ascent may be more gradual than the Socratic ascent, it
may follow a path which at various points diverges from the
path followed by the Socratic ascent, but the fact that
Aristotle is compelled or enabled to leave us traces of an
upward path reveals that at the highest (and deepest) level
of his political science he is compelled or enabled to return
to a point of view that is difficult to distinguish from that

146

of Socrates or Plato. Strauss brings his discussion of

Aristotle's political science around by degrees to Socrates'

or Plato's political philosophy.
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CHAPTER V

PLATO AND ARISTOTLE (II)

The structure and movement of Strauss's argument in
the third stage of his discussion of Aristotle's treatment
of moral virtue leads us back to the beginning of the dis-
cussion of Aristotle's founding of political science (21).l
More precisely, the third stage of that discussion leads us
back to the theme whose discussion serves as the immediate
preface to the discussion of Aristotle's founding: the rela-
tionship between Plato and Aristotle (21).2 In fact, since
each of the first two stages of the discussion of moral vir-
tue contains a single pregnant remark on a difference between
Plato and Aristotle (26, 27),3 we can say that Strauss has
designed his entire discussion of the ground of Aristotle's
political science in such a way that the return to the prob-
lem of the relationship between Plato and Aristotle, while

gradual, becomes inevitable and irresistable.4

1See p. 71 above.

2See pp. 63-70 above.

3See pp. 24-28, 93 above.

4See pp. 63-70, 100-101, 115-20, 125-29, 149-53,
162-63, 174-75, 206-207 above.
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Strauss emphasizes the continuity between the third
stage of his discussion of Aristotle's treatment of moral
virtue and his second discussion of the relationship between
Plato and Aristotle by refusing to begin a new paragraph as
he turns from the former to the latter (29). Rather, he
moves without a paragraphic pause from a conclusion that
Aristotle is compelled or enabled to draw but which he
prefers to draw tacitly rather than explicitly ("Hence pru-
dence appears to be ultimately subject to a science."), to
conclusions that Socrates and Plato freely and openly draw
from reflections which closely parallel those sketched by
Strauss in the third stage of his discussion of Aristotle's
treatment of moral virtue:

Considerations like these induced Socrates and Plato
to assert that virtue is knowledge and that quest for
prudence is philosophy. Just as the partial human
goods cannot be known to be goods except with refer-
ence to the highest or the whole human good, the whole
human good cannot be known to be good except with
reference to the good simply, the idea of the good,
which comes to sight only beyond and above all other
ideas: the idea of the good, and not the human good

or in particular gentlemanship, is the principle of
prudence (emphasis added).

We recall that Strauss's first discussion of the relationship
between Plato and Aristotle was devoted almost entirely to
an account of "the difference between Plato and Aristotle"
(21). Strauss begins his second discussion by once again
emphasizing "the difference between Plato and Aristotle."

But in order to complete his account of that difference he

T Ejl_ﬂbl
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We remember that Strauss traces Socrates' founding of
political philosophy to the discovery of noetic hetero-
geneity--to the discovery that "the whole manifestly con-
sists of heterogeneous parts" (19).5 Near the beginning of
his discussion of Socrates' turn to the "what is" questions,
Strauss indicates that Socrates believed that "to under-
stand the whole means to understand the 'What' of each of
these [noetically heteregeneous] parts, of these [noetically
heterogeneous] classes of beings, and how they are linked
with one another" (19, emphasis added). The Socratic
science of the whole can thus be said to have two "parts."
But at the outset of his discussion of Socrates (19-20),
Strauss chooses to emphasize only the first "part" of the
Socratic science of the whole. In fact, if the reader
ignored or misunderstood the significance of the remark on
the second "part" of the science of the whole, he would be
left with the impression that Socrates holds that the whole
is simply the totality of the parts and hence that to under-
stand the whole simply means to understand all the parts of
the whole. That is, the reader would be left with the
impression that Socrates simply identifies the science of
the whole, or of everything that is, with the understanding

w6

of "what each of the beings is. It is only at the very

5See pp. 54-55 above.
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end of the discussion of Socrates--or in that part of the
discussion of Socrates which serves as the transition to
the first discussion of the relationship between Plato and
Aristotle (20-21)--that Strauss obliquely brings the second
"part" of the science of the whole to the reader's atten-
tion. For it is only at that point that Strauss can be said
to emphasize the whole as well as the parts. Socrates or
Plato, Strauss says, holds that "there is no knowledge of
the whole, but only knowledge of the parts, hence only par-
tial knowledge of the parts" (20). "The elusiveness of the
whole necessarily affects the knowledge of any part" (21).
Thus when Strauss, in the discussion of Socrates, does
emphasize the whole he does so in a negative way. Simi-
larly, while Strauss in that discussion tells us that
"Socratic philosophizing" has "the character of ascent" (21),
he does not discuss or even mention the peak of that ascent.
Or, to point to a different but related aspect of that dis-
cussion, while Strauss tells us that "even" Socrates is
compelled to ascend from opinion to knowledge or from law
to nature (20), he leaves us with the impression that the
desired knowledge is simply knowledge of the noetically
heterogeneous parts or that "the whole nature" (13, 18, 19)
is simply the totality of the parts.

But now--at the beginning of the second discussion
of Plato and Aristotle--Strauss speaks of "the good simply,

eyond and
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above all other ideas." 1In so speaking, Strauss imme-
diately emphasizes the second "part" of the science of the
whole--the "part" which treats "how they [the noetically
heterogeneous parts] are linked with one another." "To

be" means "to be something" and hence to be different from
things which are "something else"; "to be" means therefore
"to be a part." But if this is true, then the whole can-
not "be" in the same sense in which everything that is
"something" "is"; the whole must be "beyond being." The
whole is more than the totality of parts and the science of
the whole cannot understand the whole merely by understand-
ing "what each of the beings is." The science of the whole
must culminate in the understanding of "that by virtue of
which 'all things' are a whole" (see 25).7 In his commen-
tary on the Republic, Strauss remarks that "the facts that
there are many ideas and that the mind which perceives the
ideas is radically different from the ideas themselves"
indicates that "there must be something higher than the
ideas: the idea of the good, which is in a sense the cause
of all ideas as well as of the mind perceiving them
(517cl-5)." Strauss adds that "it also becomes question-
able whether the highest as Plato understands it is still
properly called an idea; Socrates uses 'the idea of the

n8 The ascent

good' and 'the good' synonymously (505a2-b3).
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characteristic of "Socratic" philosophizing is an ascent
to "the good simply." Socrates' or Plato's science of the
whole has as its highest goal the beholding of the cause or
source of the whole.9

We recall that Strauss indicates that Socrates or
Plato holds that the discovery of noetic heterogeneity is
inseparable from the discovery "that each part of the
whole, and hence in particular the political sphere, is in
a sense open to the whole" (21). While the former dis-
covery is the necessary condition of the founding of polit-
ical philosophy, the latter discovery "obstructs the
establishment of political philosophy or political science

as an independent discipline."10

Why, according to Socrates
or Plato, is each part of the whole in a sense open to the
whole? Strauss, in the discussion of Socrates, has already
provided us with a portion--or, rather, with the beginning--
of the answer to this question. There he tells us that
Socrates or Plato holds that the whole is "elusive" and
indicates that the elusiveness of the whole is responsible
for knowledge of the whole being "unavailable." But "the
elusiveness of the whole necessarily affects the knowledge
of every part": if knowledge of the whole is unavailable,
then knowledge of each part can only be partial knowledge.

"Each part of the whole is in a sense open to the whole":
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each part of the whole is open to the whole in the sense
that knowledge of each part is partial because knowledge
of the whole is unavailable (20-21). But is this the only
sense in which each part of the whole is open to the whole?
We believe that Strauss has now provided us with
the key to a more complete answer to our question. Strauss
tells us that "the good . . . comes to sight only beyond
and above all other ideas." 1In his commentary on the
Republic, as we have seen, he tells us that the good "is in
a sense the cause of all ideas." But Strauss also indi-
cates that Socrates or Plato believes that the noetically
heterogeneous parts are "linked with one another" by the
good and that the good is "that by virtue of which 'all
things' are a whole." These remarks are illuminated by a
crucial passage near the end of the central section of the
Republic. The center of the Republic is of course domi-
nated by two great "images": the "sun image" and the

11 The sun image is Socrates' substitute for

"cave image."
a speech about "the good itself." Socrates is unwilling
and unable to speak about "what the good itself is," but
he is willing "to tell what looks like an offspring of the
good and most similar to it"--he is willing to sketch the

sun image.12 Socrates first presents the sun image and

1l509a and 5l4a.
12
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13 He then sketches

explicates it by the "divided line."
the cave image, correlates it with the sun image,14 and
explicates the cave image in the "plan of studies" to be
followed by the philosopher-kings.15 Finally, he corre-
lates the divided line and the plan of studies and thereby
correlates the explications of both images.16 The sun
image--the substitute for the speech about the good itself--
is thus intricately connected with all the other parts of
the central section of the Regublic.17 Towards the end of
the discussion of the plan of studies, in the "song of

w18

dialectic, Socrates says that "when someone leaves

behind all sense perception to set out upon that itself

which each thing is (én’ a0Td & £otLv Enactov) and does

not leave off before he grasps by intellection that itself
which is the good (adto 8 &otiLv &yaddv), then he is at the
very end of the intelligible realm" (or "of the knowable“).l9

Brann provides the best commentary on this passage:
135004.

14519p.

15521c-4.

165334,

17On the plan of the central section see Eva Brann,
"The Music of the Republic," AIQN 1 (April 1967): 39.

18532a1.

19

532a5-9, emphasis added.
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Now the repetition of the phrase in which "the good"
is substituted for "each thing" is clearly meant to
catch Glaucon's attention and to convey to him
something--actually the most pertinent thing in the
dialogue--about the nature of the community governed
by the good. For upon having grasped what "each thing"
is in itself, one would expect to learn what "all
things" are together, and it is in place of this
expected phrase that "the good" occurs. This sen-
tence then hints how the good as the "source of the
whole" (517b7) will have to be understood: it is not
simply a different being but precisely the oneness

of all beings (cf. [Sophist] 244eff.), the All as that
Whole which all wholes within mirror (cf. Theaetetus
205a), the Whole which comprises what each partial
whole is as well as what it is not, that within which
different things are at one. It is "the source which
is the Whole" (h To® Tavtoc apxf, 511b7. . . .).20

We can say that the homogeneous good links each of the
heterogeneous parts of the whole to each other and to

itself.21

It seems that each part of the whole is in a
sense open to the whole above all because the good itself--
"that by virtue of which 'all things' are a whole"--causes
"all things" to be a whole by pervading the parts of the
whole.

The beginning of Strauss's second discussion of the dif-
ference between Plato and Aristotle thus seems to be designed
to lead the reader to fill out Strauss's account of "Socratic

2oBrann, "The Music of the Republic," p. 78, empha-
sis in the original.

21Cf Brann's remark on the divided line:

". . . the logoi relating certain aspects of the whole are

one and the same throughout. . .., on account of similarity

or likeness (homoibtes, cf. Sophist 231la7, Statesman 285b6)

there is one logos pervading the whole." ("The Music of
67.)

the ReEubllC, p. Also see Stanley Rosen, Nihilism:
Ph N ity Press,

ol LN Zyl_i}bl
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philosophizing." But it is clear that that beginning is
more immediately intended to complete Strauss's account of
the difference between the Socratics and Aristotle with
respect to political philosophy or political science.

We remember that Strauss's first discussion of the
relationship between Plato and Aristotle indicates that
Socrates or Plato believes that it is impossible to estab-
lish an independent political philosophy or political sci-
ence: "The fact that each part of the whole, and hence in
particular the political sphere, is in a sense open to the
whole, obstructs the establishment of political philoso-
phy or political science as an independent discipline" (21).22
We can now say that, according to Socrates and Plato, "the
good itself" obstructs the establishment of political
philosophy or political science as an independent disci-

pline.23

"The good itself" prevents the political philos-
opher or political scientist from stopping his ascent at
any point on the upward path below the peak to which and
towards which Socrates and Plato aspire.

Strauss, we recall, first indicates that Aristotle's
counterposition with respect to political philosophy or
political science can be formulated approximately as fol-

lows: Aristotle believes that he can establish an indepen-

dent political science because he believes that he can

ol LA ZJI_ELI
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demonstrate that at least one part of the whole--the polit-
ical sphere--is closed to the whole. He believes that he
can demonstrate that the political sphere is closed because
he believes that he has discovered that the gentleman knows
the principles of prudence--the sound principles of action--
independently of theoretical science. More precisely,
Aristotle believes he has discovered that moral virtue
supplies the gentleman with the principles of prudence and
that it does so independently of theoretical science (25).24
Aristotle can claim that he can establish an independent
political science because he claims to have discovered moral
virtue (27).25 (We use the word "approximately" in the
first sentence of this paragraph because we prefer--at
least for the moment--to reconsider Aristotle's counter-
position without discussing the relationship between his
claim that he can establish an independent political sci-
ence and his claim that theoretical wisdom [knowledge of
the whole] is available.)26

Strauss has indicated that Plato denies the exis-
tence of moral virtue as an intermediate form of virtue
between political or vulgar and genuine or philosophic
virtue (27). Strauss now makes it clear that even if

Socrates and Plato "recognized" moral virtue, they would

2450 pp. 83, 84-85, 88-89 above.

25

ol LA ZJI_ELI
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deny that it can be the principle of prudence. For even if
Socrates and Plato were willing to grant that what Aris-
totle calls moral virtue is a good, there can be no doubt
that they--like Aristotle himself--would understand it to
be a "human, all-too-human" good. But Socrates and Plato
deny that the human good even in its highest or most com-
prehensive form can be the principle of prudence. They
contend that the human good in any of its forms can be
known to be good only with reference to the idea of the
good. The idea of the good, and not moral virtue, is the
principle of prudence.

More generally, Strauss indicates that Socrates and
Plato would view the attempt to establish an independent
political science as an attempt to deny the truth about
the whole--or, more precisely, the truth about the relation-
ship between the whole and its parts. From the point of
view of Socrates and Plato, the attempt to establish an
independent political science is, so to speak, an attack
on "the good itself." It seems that they would predict
that any such attack will "ultimately" be compelled to fall
back before the power of "the good itself" and that "the
good itself" will necessarily reestablish its supremacy
over each part of the whole. And we have seen that Strauss
does indeed reveal that Aristotle makes concessions to the

point of view of the Socratics--if not to the gooditself.“27

, above.
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Strauss begins his revelation by showing that Aristotle
grants that the moral-political sphere is not unqualifiedly
closed to theoretical science (28). In fact, Strauss indi-
cates that the intention of Aristotle's political science
makes sense only if the moral-political sphere is not unqual-
ifiedly closed to theoretical science: Aristotle's politi-
cal science is an attempt to actualize the natural poten-
tiality of the gentleman to be affected by philosophy (28).
We are tempted to say that, according to Strauss, Aris-
totle's political science makes sense only because the
moral-political sphere is by nature open to theoretical
science and thus to the whole. The discovery *that Aris-
totle knows that the moral-political sphere is at least
qualifiedly open to theoretical science compels Strauss to
reconsider Aristotle's understanding of the relationship
between the arts and prudence (28). Strauss then reminds
us that Aristotle readily grants that the arts are subject
to prudence because the partial human goods cannot be known
to be goods except with reference to the whole human good.
Aristotle readily grants this point because the supremacy
of prudence over the arts--like the qualified openness of
the moral-political sphere to theoretical science--is an
absolutely necessary condition of his political science.
But Strauss next shows that Aristotle is compelled to admit
that prudence is ultimately subject to the legislative art

whole
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human good by being concerned with the highest human good
and because it deals with its subject in the most compre-
hensive manner. Finally, Strauss shows that Aristotle is
also compelled to admit that the legislative art and hence
prudence are ultimately subject to the practical science
of legislation because the practical science of legislation
is even more comprehensive than the legislative art. The
practical science of legislation is in fact a theoretical-
practical science which culminates in the praise of theo-
retical understanding or philosophy--in the praise of that
more than human science whose concern is the treatment of
the most comprehensive subject in the most comprehensive
manner and whose pursuit is identical with a more than
human good.

Strauss seems to indicate that it is at this point
that Aristotle calls a halt to his ascent. If Aristotle
is compelled to make any further concessions to the
Socratics' point of view, Strauss is silent about them.

If Aristotle believed that he could demonstrate that no
further concessions are necessary or possible, Strauss is
silent about such demonstrations. Aristotle, it appears,
stops on his ascent at the point at which the Socratics
move from the highest or the whole human good to the good
simply, the idea of the good. Whereas Strauss seems to be

willing to indicate that Aristotle's practical science of
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there can be no doubt that his account of Aristotle's ascent
breaks off completely at the point at which one would
expect a discussion of Aristotle's understanding of the
relationship between the theoretical-practical science of
legislation and theoretical science pure and simple. That
is, Strauss terminates his account without discussing
Aristotle's understanding of the relationship between the
science of the highest or the whole human good and the sci-
ence of the whole.28 It seems that such a discussion would
necessarily have to include an account of Aristotle's
critique of the Platonic teaching about the idea of the
good.29 Perhaps Strauss's refusal to present such a dis-
cussion should come as no surprise. For it is certainly
characteristic of the entire first section of "On Aris-
totle's Politics": nowhere in the first section does
Strauss discuss any of the numerous passages in which
Aristotle criticizes Plato. (Strauss mentions--but does
not discuss--two of those passages [see 18 and 23].
Strauss's treatment of the first passage is most revealing.
He refers to the first passage just before explaining the
significance of Aristotle's remark about Hippodamus' way
of life. 1In order to demonstrate that Aristotle's remark

is not a piece of slightly malicious gossip or that

28

See pp. 196-202 above.
29 .

~~~~~ h 4 Eudemian
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Aristotle had a good reason for making his remark, Strauss
compares the characterizations that Aristotle includes in

criticisms of Plato in the second book of the Politics30

and of Eudoxus in the tenth book of the Nicomachean Ethics31
with that which he attaches to his criticism of Hippodamus.
Strauss comments as follows on the Plato passage:

"Shortly before speaking of Hippodamus, when discussing
Plato's political writings, Aristotle describes 'Socrates'
speeches' [i.e. particularly the speeches occurring in the
Republic and the Laws] by setting forth their high quali-
ties; but he does this in order to legitimate his disagree-
ment with those speeches: since the Socratic speeches,
especially those about the simply best political order,
exert an unrivaled charm, one must face that charm as such."
The criticism of the Republic and the Laws in the Politics
is the complement to the criticism of the idea of the good
in the Nicomachean Ethics. Strauss discusses neither of
these famous passages. It is baffling to reflect that
while Strauss's account of Aristotle's founding of politi-
cal science includes an extended discussion of Aristotle's
criticism of his predecessor Hippodamus, it does not
include any explicit discussion of Aristotle's criticism

of his predecessors Socrates and Plato. Strauss never

explicitly shows how Aristotle faced the charm of "Socrates'

30
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speeches." But then Strauss also does not show how
Socrates--as distinguished from the Athenian stranger--
faced the charm of the speeches of his predecessors.32)

We are in no position to provide Strauss's missing
account of Aristotle's critique of the idea of the good.
We can, however, confidently say that Socrates and Plato
would argue that the concessions that Aristotle is com-
pelled to make to the Socratic-Platonic point of view are
merely reflections of the truth of that point of view.
Indeed, Strauss can be said to indicate that Socrates and
Plato would contend that once Aristotle grants that the
moral-political sphere is qualifiedly open to theoretical
science and/or once he admits that the partial human goods
cannot be known to be goods except with reference to the
highest or the whole human good, he will ultimately be
compelled to admit that theoretical science and the idea of
the good (or its Aristotelian equivalent), and not moral
virtue, supply the principle of prudence. In other words,
Socrates and Plato would maintain that even those minimal
concessions that are the necessary conditions of Aristotle's
political science draw Aristotle into the dialectical whirl-
pool that will carry him far beyond the human good toward

the idea of the good.>3

32

See pp. 32-33 above.
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The Socratic-Platonic ascent, as presented by
Strauss, culminates in the insight that the idea of the
good, and not the human good or in particular gentleman-
ship, is the principle of prudence. Strauss indicates that
Socrates and Plato drew at least two conclusions from this
insight: (1) "virtue is knowledge" and (2) "quest for pru-
dence is philosophy." We will discuss each of these con-
clusions in turn.

Aristotle maintains that moral virtue supplies the
principle(s) of prudence and thus that prudence is insep-
arable from moral virtue just as moral virtue is insepar-
able from prudence (24). Socrates and Plato maintain that
the idea of the good supplies the principle of prudence or
that the idea of the good is the principle from which all
forms of prudence and all prudential handling of situations
must begin. Thus, for Socrates and Plato, prudence is
inseparable from knowledge of the idea of the good.
Socrates and Plato can therefore be said to replace moral
virtue by the idea of the good and to contend that Aris-
totle's distinction between moral virtue and theoretical
virtue is ultimately irrelevant. Genuine virtue is knowl-
edge of the idea of the good or, more simply, virtue is
knowledge.

We recall that Strauss concludes the second stage
of his discussion of Aristotle's treatment of moral virtue

s moral
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virtue is a kind of halfway house between political or
vulgar virtue which is in the service of bodily well-being
(of self-preservation) and genuine virtue which, to say the
least, animates only the philosophers as philosophers" (27).34
Strauss's discussion of the idea of the good enables us to
£ill out this remark. Genuine virtue animates only the
philosophers as philosophers because only the philosopher
as philosopher can have knowledge of the idea of the good.
Plato, we remember, presents a purely theoretical account
of the virtues. It seems that such an account traces moral-
ity to two entirely different roots: the requirements of
bodily well-being or of society and the requirements of
man's first perfection, i.e. theoretical understanding or
philosophy. The purely theoretical account of the virtues
seems to lead to the conclusion that what Aristotle calls
moral virtue is, in fact, either merely the highest form

of political or vulgar virtue or a mixture of heterogeneous
elements which has no clear or exact principle but which
may be sufficiently consistent for almost all practical
purposes. Plato would agree with Aristotle that "gentle-
manship" "may be in agreement with reason but is not as
such dictated by reason" (see 26). But Plato delights in
emphasizing that what Aristotle calls moral virtue is 80xa

not éniothun. The gentleman's morality is "dictated" not
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by nature but by an unwritten nomos (see 26).35 We suggest
that, from Plato's point of view, it is a mixture of those
things which are good by nature and those things which

are noble by convention. Thus, very near the surface of
Plato's theoretical treatment of the virtues is the teach-
ing that genuine virtue and the philosopher's morality
simply transcend the gentleman's virtue and gentlemanship.
The philosopher's morality is "beyond good and evil" or
beyond the conventionally noble and base. It seems that,
according to Plato, theoretical understanding or philosophy--
despite or because of the fact that it culminates in the
quest for knowledge of the idea of the good--is unquali-
fiedly separable from what Aristotle calls moral virtue

and thus appears to be "morally neutral" when viewed from
within the perspective of the gentleman's morality.3

Plato teaches that genuine virtue is that virtue which is

by nature good: the philoscpher's morality is the natural
morality. If the good is identical with the noble, then
the philosopher's morality is by nature noble and the things

which are noble by nature differ profoundly from--and are in

35Also see pp. 102-103 above.

36We note that in the Republic the explicit con-
sideration of the relation that human virtue and the human
good have to the idea of the good is dropped from the con-
versation as soon as Glaucon reenters the discussion at
506d.

ol A Jl_i'};l
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tension with--the things which are noble by convention
(see 14).%7
Aristotle presents a non-theoretical or quasi-

theoretical account of the virtues.38

on the one hand,
that account explicitly emphasizes that the perfect gentle-
man regards moral virtue as an "absolute" (i.e. chooses
just and noble deeds for their own sake) and that the city
must be understood as being for the sake of moral virtue.
On the other hand, that account at first only tacitly indi-
cates that theoretical understanding or philosophy does not
require moral virtue as moral virtue and finally empha-
sizes that theoretical understanding or philosophy does
require actions resembling moral actions proper (see 26-
27).39 That is, Aristotle's account seems to be designed
to convey the impression that morality, insofar as it is
required for the sake of the philosophic life, does not
profoundly differ from or is essentially similar to the
morality of the gentleman. Aristotle seems to teach that
nature has so arranged things that the philosophic life

and the city require roughly the same habits, roughly the
moral virtues, and thus that there is a kind of natural har-
mony between the requirements of theoretical understanding

or philosophy and the requirements of the city. Thus

See pp. 35-36, 38, 51-52, 61-62, 84-85, 92-93 above.
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Aristotle's account appears to give the impression that
Aristotle traces morality to a single root. We have seen
that the philosopher Aristotle has a "positive reason" for
wanting to convey such an impression--even if he believed
that the purely theoretical account of the virtues is a
truer account.4o

Strauss, we remember, emphasizes that Aristotle is
compelled to grant that prudence is ultimately subject to
a science--the practical science of legislation or politi-
cal science. Strauss also emphasizes that that science--
like theoretical science (in both its Socratic or Platonic
and Aristotelian forms) and the arts and unlike prudence
in all its forms--is separable from moral virtue as moral
virtue. Prudence is ultimately subject to a "morally

neutral"” science (see 29, 24-25).41

If morality can be

traced to one root, if the philosopher's morality is more
or less in harmony with the gentleman's morality, then the
"morally neutral" character of the practical science of

legislation need not have any impact on the content of the
teaching of the man who possesses that science and teaches
it to legislators and statesmen--i.e. it need not have any

political consequences. For if the requirements of theoret-

ical understanding or philosophy are either identical with

40See Natural Right and History, pp. 151-52 and

pp. 68, n. 5, IT29 above.

, 188, 196
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or at least in harmony with the requirements of the city,
then the private good of the philosopher is either identi-
cal with or at least in harmony with the common good of

the city. But if morality must be traced to two entirely
different roots, if the philosopher's morality is essen-
tially different from the gentleman's morality, then the
"morally neutral" character of the practical science of
legislation may have an impact on the content of the teach-
ing set forth in that science--i.e. it may have political
consequences. For if the requirements of theoretical
understanding or philosophy are in a certain tension with
the requirements of the city, then the private good of the
philosopher may be in tension with the common good of the
city. We have seen that Strauss leads us to the conclusion
that Aristotle's understanding of the nature of political
things includes the insight that there is a certain tension
between philosophy and the city or that Aristotle recog-
nizes that there is a certain tension between the "class
interests" of the philosophers as philosophers and the
interests of the city.42 Aristotle's political science is
designed, in part, to reduce that tension. Strauss also
makes clear that Aristotle's account of the virtues does
not emphasize--to say the least--any tension that Aristotle
may have perceived between the philosopher's morality and

the gentleman's morality. But does the "morally neutral"
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character of Aristotle's practical science of legislation
have any impact on the content of his teaching about
politics? The inquiry into this question falls under the
purview of "sociology of knowledge rightly understood."
An adequate answer would require a comprehensive investi-
gation into the relationship between philosophy and the
city as it is explicitly and implicitly set forth in the
Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics. We cannot now under-
take such an investigation. We can, however, remind our-
selves of Strauss's remark, previously quoted, on Aris-
totle's teaching about democracy: ". . . we suggest [says
Strauss] that the ultimate reason why Aristotle has reser-
vations against even the best kind of democracy is his
certainty that the demos is by nature opposed to philoso-
phy" (37, emphasis added).43

(We note that if "virtue is knowledge" then there
must be a strict unity of both the individual virtues and
of the various forms of virtue. That is, if virtue is
knowledge then [genuine] courage = [genuine] moderation =
[genuine] liberality, etc.; and the virtue of a slave = the
virtue of a child = the virtue of a woman = the virtue of
a man.44 We can now begin to understand just how paradoxi-

cal the Socratic-Platonic moral teaching is and just how

43See pp. 164-65, 168 above.

44

Qa2l1ff; also
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antithetical such a morality is to the gentleman's
morality.)

Let us now turn to the second conclusion that
Socrates and Plato draw from the insight that the idea of
the good is the principle of prudence: "quest for pru-
dence is philosophy." Just as Aristotle maintains that
there is an essential difference between moral virtue and
theoretical virtue, so he maintains that there is an essen-
tial difference between prudence or practical wisdom
(ppdvnoLg) and theoretical wisdom (ob@La) , between "prac-
tical science" and theoretical science, and ultimately
between the practical or political life and the theoreti-
cal life. It appears, however, that Socrates and Plato
would contend that since the idea of the good is the
principle of prudence and since the idea of the good is the
highest theme of philosophy, any distinction between the
quest for prudence and the quest for theoretical wisdom is
ultimately irrelevant. Aristotle is compelled to admit that
prudence is ultimately subject to an art: the legislative
art is the architectonic art, the art of arts (see 28).
Aristotle is also compelled to admit that the art of arts
is ultimately subject to a science: the practical science
of legislation. Moreover, Aristotle indicates that the
practical science of legislation is in fact a theoretical-

practical science. Aristotle, however, clearly does not
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practical science of legislation with the highest form of
theoretical wisdom--the science of the sciences. For
Aristotle, "'the first philosophy'" is not identical with
"first philosophy" (see 20).45 But for Socrates and Plato
the art of arts and the science of sciences coincide in
philosophy. This series of paradoxes culminates in one
final paradox: if there is no essential difference between
the quest for ¢pdvnoig and the quest for obpLa, then it
seems that there is no essential difference between prac-
tice and theory or between the practical or political life
and the theoretical or philosophic life. The highest prac-
tical activity and the highest theoretical activity coin-
cide. The true statesman or king and the philosopher are
identical.

After setting forth Socrates' and Plato's assertion
that "the idea of the good, and not the human good or in
particular gentlemanship, is the principle of prudence,"”
Strauss continues as follows:

But since love of wisdom is not wisdom and philoso-

phy as prudence is the never-to-be completed concern

with one's own good, it seems impossible to know

that the philosophic life is the best life.
Immediately after taking us to the peak of the Socratic-
Platonic ascent, Strauss brings us down to earth--or perhaps
to a place beneath the earth (see 13, 20). He does so by

reminding us of a fact that he chose to make prominent at
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the end of his account of Socrates--i.e. in that part of
the account which serves as the transition to the first
discussion of the relationship between Plato and
Aristotle--but which he preferred to ignore at the begin-
ning of his second discussion of that relationship.
Socrates or Plato, we recall, holds that the whole is
"elusive" and concludes that "there is no knowledge of the
whole" (21, 20). Once again, however, Strauss does not
simply repeat himself. Indeed, the reader cannot help but
notice the striking difference between Strauss's first and
second presentations of the consequences that, according to
Socrates and/or Plato, flow from the conclusion that knowl-
edge of the whole is unavailable. In the account of
Socrates, Strauss first formulates those consequences as
follows: Socrates' or Plato's wisdom is "human wisdom"
and human wisdom is "knowledge of ignorance"; hence there
is "no unqualified transcending, even by the wisest man as
such, of the sphere of opinion" (20). Strauss then adds:
"Because of the elusiveness of the whole, the beginning

or the questions retain a greater evidence than the end or
the answers; return to the beginning remains a constant
necessity" (21). But here in his second presentation,
Strauss tells us that since "love of wisdom is not wisdom"
or since knowledge of the whole is unavailable, "it seems

to be impossible to know that the philosophic life is the
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be said to lead to the conclusion that "the unexamined life

46 But the second formulation seems

is not worth living."
to lead to the conclusion that even "the wisest man as
such" cannot know whether the life which is devoted to
constant examination, to constant "return to the begin-
ning," is better than the unexamined life. We suggest that
it is the introduction of the idea of the good into the
discussion that accounts for the difference between Strauss's
first and second presentations. For there can be little
doubt that Strauss now wishes us to conclude that Socrates
and Plato hold that knowledge of the whole is unavailable
because they hold that knowledge of the idea of the good
is unavailable. The whole is elusive because the idea of
the good is elusive. Indeed, it seems that Socrates and
Plato would argue that to say that knowledge of the idea of
the good--"of that by virtue of which 'all things' are a
whole" (25)--is unavailable is equivalent to saying that
knowledge of the whole is unavailable.

We will develop our suggestion in a moment. But
first let us set out those facts which support the conclu-
sion that is so clearly implied by the movement of Strauss's

argument. The Republic is the only dialogue in which Plato

46

See Plato, Apology of Socrates 38a.
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allows the idea of the good to be discussed.47 Now in the
Republic, Plato makes Socrates preface the presentation of
the sun image by first "reminding" Adeimantus that "the
idea of the good is the greatest study" and then imme-
diately reminding him that "we don't have sufficient knowl-

edge of it.“48

Socrates reemphasizes gggg of these points.‘l9
Glaucon, reentering the conversation, nevertheless implores
Socrates--"in the name of Zeus"--"to go through the good
just as you went through justice, moderation and the rest."
Socrates replies that he would be quite satisfied to do so,
but that he fears that he is not up to it.50 Socrates,
deciding for the group, says "let's leave aside for the time
being what the good itself is." But, as we have seen above,
he also says that he is "willing to tell what looks like a
child of the good and most similar to it"--if it pleases

Glaucon. "Do tell," says Glaucon. "Another time you'll

47The Philebus, the only other dialogue devoted to
a conversation about the good, is "limited" to a discussion
of the human good. See Jacob Klein, "About Plato's Phile-
bus," Interpretation 2 (Spring 1972): 158.

48

504e-505a; also see 503b-504e.

49505a-506d.

50506&. The reader cannot help but note that
Socrates has just finished explaining that the way in which
they went through the soul and its virtues is radically
deficient. 1If one is concerned with finding out precisely
what the soul and its virtues are, one must take "another
longer way around" than the way which is taken in the
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pay us what's due on the father's narrative."51 Socrates

then presents the sun image. But no explicit dialectical

account of the idea of the good is given anywhere in the
dialogue. What is more, Plato repeatedly makes Socrates
say that he has only opinion about the idea of the good.52
Plato shows us that even "the wisest man" has only opinion
about the idea of the good. He thus can be said to lead us
to conclude not simply that knowledge of the idea of the
good is unavailable, but that no knowledge--or no "suffi-
cient knowledge"--of the idea of the good is possible.53

We need not now discuss why and how Socrates and
Plato come to this conclusion.54 We will simply state that
Strauss indicates that it is because the highest object of
the quest for wisdom is not quite knowable or because the
highest objective of the quest for wisdom is not quite

attainable, that "love of wisdom is not wisdom" or that the

51506d-e, emphasis added.

52506c4, e2, 509¢3, 517b7, 533a4. It seems, how-
ever, that Socrates' opinion is so well founded that Glaucon
will not be able to follow him without a long course of
study (506d-507a, 509c, 532d-533a).

53Indeed, there is in the Republic no power of the
soul which corresponds to the idea of the good. This is
signified by the fact that the idea of the good is off the
top of the divided line. See Brann, "The Music of the
Republic," p. 61 and Rosen, Nihilism, pp. 157-58 and n. 34.

54See Rosen, ibid., pp. 171-72, 173, 175, 196-97.
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love of wisdom can never by transformed into wisdom. But,
as Strauss has emphasized, Socrates and Plato also believe
that "The elusiveness of the whole necessarily affects the
knowledge of every part" (21, emphasis added). If the
Socratic ascent to the idea of the good cannot culminate

in knowledge of the idea of the good, then Socratic science
as a whole seems to culminate in complete theoretical skep-
ticism. Moreover, as Strauss has just reminded us, Soc-
rates and Plato maintain that the idea of the good is the
principle of prudence. And it is because the Socratics
hold that the idea of the good is the principle of prudence
that they can argue that the Aristotelian distinctions
between theoretical and practical wisdom and between theory
and practice are ultimately irrelevant. It now appears,
however, that because Socrates and Plato teach the insepara-
bility of what Aristotle calls theoretical wisdom and prac-
tical wisdom, their theoretical skepticism is inseparable
from practical skepticism.55 If knowledge of the idea of
the good is not available in its perfection, then not only

can the love of wisdom never be transformed into wisdom but

55consider Republic 505e: "Now this [the good] is
what every soul pursues and for the sake of which it does
everything. The soul divines that it is something but is
at a loss about it and unable to get a sufficient grasp of
just what it is, or to have a stable trust such as it has
about the rest [the things that are opined to be just and
noble (?). See 505d.]. And because this is so, the soul

n ofi here.-migh have n "
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"prudence is the never-to-be completed concern with one's
own good." The Socratic-Platonic unity of theory and prac-
tice seems to lead to the irrational quest for the answer
to that most urgent but never-to-be-answered question "What

is the best way of 1ife?“56

"It seems to be impossible,"
as Strauss says, "to know that the philosophic life is the
best life."

Aristotle's teaching, as presented by Strauss, does
not even approach either theoretical or practical skepti-
cism. On the one hand, Strauss has told us that Aristotle
maintains that "theoretical wisdom (knowledge of the whole,
i.e. of that by virtue of which 'all things' are a whole)
is available" (25). On the other hand, Strauss has also
told us that Aristotle maintains that "the principlés of
prudence--the ends in the light of which prudence guides
man--are known independently of theoretical science" (25).
Does this second assertion allow us to conclude that even if
Aristotle--like Socrates and Plato--should become convinced
that knowledge of the whole is unavailable, he--unlike
Socrates and Plato--could nevertheless maintain that it is
possible to know that the philosophic life is the best life?
In other words, since Aristotle's science of the whole--
unlike that of Socrates and Plato--is not the basis of

prudence, can we assume that Aristotle would maintain that

, 618b.

ed without permission.



240

theoretical skepticism need not culminate in practical
skepticism? Strauss leaves no doubt that Aristotle claims
to know that "The best life is the life devoted to under-
standing or contemplation as distinguished from the prac-
tical or political life" or to know that "practical wisdom
is lower in rank than theoretical wisdom . . . and subser-
vient to it" (25). But how, according to Strauss, does
Aristotle know that "the philosophic life is the best life?"
We recall that, at first sight, Strauss seems to indicate
that Aristotle teaches that prudence or practical wisdom
itself supplies the answer to the question "What is the
best way of life?" After all, Strauss tells us that
according to Aristotle, "the principles of prudence" are
"the ends in the light of which prudence guides man" and
that those ends are "known independently of theoretical
science" (25, emphasis added). But almost immediately after
making these remarks, Strauss sets forth a series of Aris-
totelian arguments which lead to a different conclusion:

(1) Not prudence but moral virtue "supplies the sound
principles of action" (25). (2) Those principles are "fully
evident only to the gentlemen" (25). (3) "The natural end
of man as well as of any other natural being becomes gen-
uinely known through theoretical science, through the sci-
ence of the natures" (26). (4) Man's highest end--theoreti-

cal understanding or philosophy--"calls for prudence, for

secure the
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conditions for his philosophizing here and now" (26-27).
Can we therefore say that Strauss indicates that Aristotle
teaches that genuine knowledge that the philosophic life
is the best life is supplied by theoretical science, but
that the right choice of a way of life "here and now"

(and the right choice, "here and here," of the means to

that way of life) is dependent on prudence--if only on

"philosophic prudence"?57 If so, then we would have to

conclude that if Aristotle did not possess theoretical

knowledge of the nature of man he could not know that the
philosophic life is the best life. Does Aristotle believe
that theoretical knowledge of the nature of man is depen-

dent on knowledge of "the whole nature" (13, 18, 19) or

57See pp. 84-91, 93-96 above. Consider the conclu-
sion to Strauss's discussion of "the Aristotelian natural
right teaching" in Natural Right and History, pp. 162-63:
"There is a universally valid hierarchy of ends, but there
are no universally valid rules of action. . . . [W]hen
deciding what ought to be done, i.e., what ought to be done
by this individual (or this individual group) here and now,
one has to consider not only which of the various competing
objectives is higher in rank but also which is the most
urgent in the circumstances. What is most urgent is legiti-
mately preferred to what is less urgent, and the most urgent
is in many cases lower in rank than the less urgent. But
one cannot make a universal rule that urgency is a higher
consideration than rank. For it is our duty to make the
highest activity, as much as we can, the most urgent or the
most needful thing. And the maximum of effort which can be
expected necessarily varies from individual to individual.
The only universally valid standard is the hierarchy of
ends. This standard is sufficient for passing judgment on
the level of nobility of individuals and groups and of
actions and institutions. But it is insufficient for guid-
ing our actions."
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of the whole? Does Aristotle believe that it is possible
to possess the science of the nature of man even if knowl-
edge of the whole is unavailable? Strauss does not seem to
provide us with the information that we would need in order
to answer these questions. While he explicitly tells us
that Aristotle holds that knowledge of the whole is avail-
able, he does not tell us whether Aristotle also held that
genuine knowledge of all or any of the natures is dependent

58 Let us assume that,

on genuine knowledge of the whole.
for whatever reason, Aristotle was compelled to conclude

thot it is impossible to know that the philosophic life is
the best life. Would he also conclude that such "theoretical-
practical" skepticism must necessarily have an impact on
political life? If "the sound principles of action, the

just and noble ends, as actually desired," are indeed known
to the gentlemen "independently of theoretical science,"

and if those principles are indeed "fully evident" to the
gentlemen, then it might appear that the impossibility of
knowing whether the philosophic life is the best life need
not have any effect on political life as such (25). But
surely Aristotle, the man of "philosophic prudence," would
argue that such a conclusion is unduly optimistic. For the
city may very well include "people of deficient breeding”

who, when armed with both the arguments of theoretical-

practical skepticism and "great power of persuasion," will
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not be content to allow the gentlemen to peacefully enjoy
their dogmatic slumber (26).59
Every schoolboy knows that Socrates chose to live

the philosophic life and that Plato presents Socrates' way
of life as the best way of life. Did ‘Socrates--the phil-
osopher par excellence--choose the philosophic life out of
the kind of ignorance that is difficult to distinguish from
faith? Strauss, who always pays careful attention to the
knowledge of schoolboys, does not leave Socrates and Plato
in the grip of theoretical-practical skepticism for very
long. Socrates, he now tells us, could not know that the
philosophic life is the best life

if he did not know that the only serious alternative

to the philosophic life is the political life and

that the political life is subordinate to the phil-

osophic life: political life is life in the cave

which is partly closed off by a wall from life in the

light of the sun; the city is the only whole within

the whole or the only part of the whole whose essence

can be wholly known.
Strauss indicates that the Socratic argument that culmi-
nates in the knowledge that the philosophic life is the
best life rests on two premises: (1) the political life
is the only serious alternative to the philosophic life,
(2) the political life is subordinate to the philosophic
life. Whereas Strauss points to the reasoning that Soc-

rates uses to establish the second premise, he is silent

about the way in which Socrates arrived at the first
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premise. He writes as though Socrates believes that the
superiority of the political life to all other forms of
non-philosophic life is so manifest that it is not in need
of comment.60 We believe that Strauss can be silent about
the argument that Socrates would use to establish that the
political life is the only serious alternative to the
philosophic life because he has already presented us with a
detailed version of a similar argument. Socrates' argu-
ment, we suggest, would more or less parallel the argument
that Aristotle uses to demonstrate that prudence is of
higher dignity than the arts and that the highest form of
prudence is the legislative art, the architectonic art, the
art of arts (see 23-24, 28).61

Strauss tells us that Socrates' second premise can
be traced to the discovery that political life is life in

the cave. We can now see that the movement of Strauss's

6OWe are tempted to say that Strauss thus suggests

that if one subtracts Socrates' knowledge that the politi-
cal life is subordinate to the philosophic life from the
sum total of his knowledge, the remainder would be in
agreement with the knowledge of the good citizen and the
perfect gentleman.

61Also consider two passages from the first book of
the Nicomachean Ethics: 1094a26-bll and 1095al4-30,
bl13-1096al0. 1In the first passage, Aristotle employs
uncontested common opinion to establish that politics is
the most authoritative and most architectonic art or sci-
ence. In the second, he examines contradictory common
opinions about the end of politics and the best way of life
and establishes, by means of opinions, that the political
life is higher in dignity than the life of pleasure. Neither

.7 N
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argument in his second discussion of the relationship between
Plato and Aristotle imitates the movement of Socrates'
argument in the central section of the Republic: just as
Plato makes Socrates move from the sun image by way of the
divided line to the cave image, so Strauss moves from the
idea of the good by way of the unavailability of knowledge
of the idea of the good (the idea of the good, we recall,
is off the top of the divided line) to the cave.

We note that this is the first passage in which
Strauss speaks of the cave. We note, in particular, that
Strauss is silent about the cave in that part of the first
section of "On Aristotle's Politics" in which we would most
expect a reference to the cave image or in which such a
reference would seem to be most appropriate--i.e. in the
thematic account of Socrates' founding of political philos-
ophy (19-21). For some reason, Strauss chooses to maintain
his silence about the cave image throughout his account of
Socrates' founding of political philosophy, throughout his
first discussion of the relationship between Plato and
Aristotle, throughout his account of Aristotle's founding of
political science, and to break that silence only in his
second discussion of the relationship between Plato and
Aristotle--i.e. in the concluding part of the first section
of "On Aristotle's Politics." The reasons for Strauss's

seemingly strange procedure will become clear in the remain-
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Despite the fact that Strauss has not previously
discussed the cave image, he seems to assume that the
reader has an adequate grasp of the meaning of that image.
For he does not now provide us with an interpretation (much
less a comprehensive interpretation) of the cave image but
with what appears to be a summary of or the conclusion to
an interpretation. He tells us only that Socrates knows
that "political life is life in the cave which is partly
closed off by a wall from life in the light of the sun"
and that "the city is the only whole within the whole or
the only part of the whole whose essence can be wholly
known" (emphasis added). There can be no doubt, however,
that this characteristically condensed statement is packed
with and points to Strauss's deepest thoughts on Socratic
political philosophy and its relationship to Aristotle's
political science. Let us try to unpack it and follow its
directions.

If Socrates holds that "political life is life in
the cave," then it seems that he must hold that the polis
is the cave. And, indeed, as Strauss moves from the first
to the second clause in the statement quoted above, he
simply replaces "the cave" by "the city" or substitutes
"the city" for "the cave." The cave and the city are inter-
changeable. Strauss, in fact, explicitly draws this con-

clusion in his one brief remark about the cave image in
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Strauss's discussion of the question of the possibility of

the just city.62

Strauss's inquiry into that question leads
him to conclude that "the just city is not possible because
of the philosophers' unwillingness to rule." "Why,"

Strauss asks, "are the philosophers unwilling to rule?

Being dominated by the desire, the eros, for knowledge as
the one thing needful, or knowing that philosophy is the
most pleasant and blessed possession, the philosophers have
no leisure for looking down at human affairs, let alone

for taking care of them."63

But how do the philosophers
know that the philosophic life is the best life? Strauss,
following Socrates' example, employs the cave image in
order to answer this question.64 The philosophers, Strauss
says, "know that the life not dedicated to philosophy and

therefore even political life at its best is like life in a

cave, so much so that the city can be identified with the
Cave.“65
"Political life is life in the cave which is partly

closed off by a wall from life in light of the sun" (empha-

sis added). Perhaps the underlined portion of this state-

ment does not require any comment. But it is sometimes
52uon Plato's Republic," pp. 115-27.

631pid., pp. 124-25, emphasis added.

64

See Republic 517c¢-d, 519¢, 520d, 520e-521b, 540b.
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useful to state the obvious and we believe that this is
one of those times. Immediately after presenting the
cave image, Socrates correlates it with the sun image.66
Neither the passage under discussion nor Strauss's commen-
tary on the Republic contains a discussion of either the
sun image or Socrates' correlation of the two images. But
no reader of the Republic needs a commentary to tell him

67

that in the sun image light is analogous ' to truth (just

as clarity of vision is analogous to knowledge),-and that
in the cave image the sun represents the good and the
underground fire in turn represents the sun.68 The light
caused by the sun is analogous to the truth caused by the
good and living in the light of the sun represents living
"in the truth" of the good.

Strauss thus reminds us that in the cave image
Socrates presents the philosophic life as a life lived in
the element of truth. But how, according to Strauss, must
that Socratic presentation of the philosophic life be under-
stood? While Strauss clearly understands the cave image to

66pepublic 517a-c. But cf. 532b. See pp. 214-15
above.

67See 508bl3.

68See 507a-509b, 5l4a-b, 5l6a-b, as well as 517a-c.
Also see Brann, "The Music of the Republic," pp. 49-50,
81-89, especially pp. 83-84. Rosen argues that "There can
scarcely be any doubt that, according to Socrates, truth,
being, intelligible visibility, and goodness are all approxi-
m e equi en in hi sun icon.” Nihilism, p. 186.)
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contain the argument t..at leads Socrates to the conclusion
that the political life is subordinate to the philosophic
life, we know that he cannot believe that that argument
establishes the superiority of the philosophic life by
showing that the love of wisdom can be fulfilled: Strauss
has just told us that Socrates and Plato hold that "love
of wisdom is not wisdom and philosophy as prudence is the
never-to-be completed concern with one's own good." How
then, according to Strauss, does the cave image establish
the crucial second premise of the argument that enables
Socrates to claim to know that the philosophic life is the
best 1life? Strauss supplies us with the information
necessary to answer this gquestion in the passage in his
commentary on the Republic which completes his discussion
of the cave image. After arguing that the city can be
identified with the Cave, Strauss continues:
The cave-dwellers, i.e. the non-philosophers, see only
the shadows of artifacts (514b-515c). That is to say,
whatever they perceive they understand in the light
of opinions sanctified by the fiat of legislators,
regarding the just and noble things, i.e. of fabri-
cated or conventional opinions, and they do not know
that these their most cherished convictions possess
no higher status than that of opinions. For if even
the best city stands or falls by a fundamental false-
hood, albeit a noble falsehood, it can be expected
that the opinions on which the imperfect cities rest
or in which they believe will not be true, to say the
least. Precisely the best of the non-philosophers,

the good citizens, are passionately attached to these
opinions and therefore passionately opposed to
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philosophy (517a) which is the attempt to go beyond
opinion toward knowledge. . . . [PIThilosophy and the
city tggd away from one another in opposite direc-
tions.
This passage clearly indicates that, according to Strauss,
Socrates knows that the political life is subordinate to the
philosophic life not because he discovered that the politi-
cal life is 1life lived in the element of opinion while the
philosophic life is"life lived unqualifiedly in the element

of truth, but because he discovered that political life is

life lived in ignorance of ignorance while the philosophic

life is life lived in knowledge of igndrance. This inter-

pretation of Socrates' discovery that "political life is
life in the cave which is partly closed off by a wall from
life in the light of the sun" is the necessary complement
to Strauss's emphasis on the fact Socrates and Plato hold
that knowledge of the whole or of the idea of the good is
unavailable. For if "there is no knowledge of the whole,"
there is "no unqualified transcending, even by the wisest
man as such, of the sphere of opinion" and "return to the
beginning [the sphere of opinion = the cave] remains a
constant necessity" (20, 21). That is, if such knowledge
is unavailable, the philosopher can, from one point of view,
69"On Plato's Republic,” p. 125, emphasis added.
Also see ibid., p. 102, where Strauss, commenting on the
noble lie, remarks: "The good city is not possible . . .
without a fundamental falsehood; it cannot exist in:the

element of truth, of nature" (emphasis added). Cf. Strauss's
e :
oo " o - es que o he he tenth
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be said to live--like the simple cave-dweller--in the ele-
ment of opinion. From such a point of view, the specific
difference between the men who live the political life and
the men who live the philosophic life is that whereas the
former "do not know that their most cherished convictions
possess no higher status than that of opinions," the lat-
ter live in constant awarenesss of the fact that their
convictions about "the greatest study" possess no higher
status than that of opinions. Thus, Strauss leads us to
conclude that when Socrates presents the philosophic life
as the life lived in the element of truth (or nature), he
ultimately understands this to mean that the philosophic
life is the life lived in the element of the truth of one's
ignorance.70

We have noted that Strauss is silent about the cave

in his thematic account of Socrates' founding of political

704e cannot--and need not now--discuss Strauss's
complete interpretation of the Socratic teaching that wis-
dom remains human wisdom or that knowledge remains knowl-
edge of ignorance. It does seem, however, that Strauss
believes that the argument contained in the cave image is
not, by itself, sufficient to establish with certainty that
the life lived in perpetual knowledge of ignorance is better
(i.e., happier) than the life lived in perpetual ignorance
of ignorance. Consider, e.g., "What Is Political Philos-
ophy?," p. 40: "In spite of its [philosophy's] highness
or nobility, it could appear as Sisyphean or ugly, when one
contrasts its achievement with its goal. Yet it is neces-
sarily accompanied, sustained and elevated by eros. It is
graced by nature's grace." Cf. this passage with the pas-
sage from "On Plato's Republic" that immediately precedes
Strauss's remark on the cave image (pp. 124-25; quoted
on_p a e SO ide e beginning of Aris-
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accoﬁnt in the light of both Strauss's first reference to
the cave and his remark on the cave image in "On Plato's
Republic," we discover that in that account Strauss does
in fact describe Socrates' discovery that political life is
life in the cave, but that he does so without employing
the iconographic language of the cave image.71 For to say
that Socrates discovered that the city is constituted by
the authoritative opinions pronounced by the law of the
city (i.e. opinions about the just and noble things and
the gods) and that those opinions necessarily contradict
one another (and/or the authoritative opinions of other
cities), is to say that Socrates discovered that the city
is the cave and that political life is life in the cave.
Moreover, to say that Socrates discovered that it becomes
necessary to transcend the authoritative opinions as such
in the direction of what is no longer opinion but knowl-
edge, is to say that Socrates discovered that it becomes
necessary to try to escape from the cave or that ordinary
life in the cave (the political life) is subordinate to
that extraordinary life which consists in the never-to-
be-completed attempt to escape from the cave.

We must note, however, that Strauss's thematic
account of Socrates' founding of political philosophy

diverges in at least two important respects from Socrates'
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presentation of the cave image. First, whereas Strauss
concludes his account by emphasizing that Socrates' human
wisdom is knowledge of ignorance--and hence that there is

no ungualified transcending, even by the wisest man as such,
of the sphere of opinion or that return to the beginning

is a constant necessity, Socrates, when presenting the cave
image, appears to teach that the philosophic life does (or
can) culminate in the fulfilled love of wisdom. Socrates
conveys this impression in the following ways: (1) He

tells Glaucon how one of the cave-dwellers is successfully
liberated from his bonds and how he is successfully "dragged
up" "out [of the cave] into the light of the sun."’2

(2) He speaks of the liberated man as "looking at the sun
and the sunlight"; as being "able to make out the sun--
not its appearances in water or some alien place, but the

sun itself by itself in its own region--and see what it's

like"; and finally as being able to conclude "that this
[the sun] is the source of the seasons and the years, and
is the steward of all things in the visible place, and is
in a certain way the cause of all those things he and his
companions had been seeing." The liberated man, says
Socrates, "would consider himself happy for the change and

pity the others [i.e., those still in the cave]."73

72515e, emphasis added.

73
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(3) Socrates' liberated man does not liberate himself from
his bonds by his own efforts. Rather, in Socrates' account,
"someone" who has already successfully escaped from the cave
goes back down and releases one of the cave-dwellers from
his bonds, coinpels him to turn toward the light, and drags

74

him up. (4) What is more, Socrates' presentation of the

cave image and especially his subsequent correlation of the
two images,75 implies that the successful escapee can make
a permanent escape from the cave and that--unless he hap-
pens to be born and reared in Socrates' city of beauty--
there is no reason why he need ever return to the cave or
that there is no one who would or could persuade and/or

76

compel him to return. The cave image thus appears to

allow Glaucon to conclude that the philosopher can "emi-

grate" to "a colony on the Isles of the Blessed" and take

up permanent residence there.77

We suggest that this first difference between
Strauss's account of Socrates' founding of political philos-

ophy and Socrates' own presentation of the cave image can

74See 515c-e.

75517a-521b.

765ee 519c-521b.

77See 519c. 1In fact, because Socrates' presenta-
tion and correlation--taken by themselves--do not explain
why any escapee would ever voluntarily return to the cave,
they do not explain why the "someone" in the cave image
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be explained as follows: The "dogmatic" appearance of the
teaching of the cave image can be accounted for by means
of an argument that parallels the argument that Strauss,
in his commentary on the Republic, employs in order to
account for the "dogmatic" appearance of the teaching of
the Republic as a whole. Strauss points out that whereas
"the other dialogues which raise the question of what a

given virtue is" (e.g., Euthyphro, Laches, charmides)78

"do not answer the question with which they deal," in the
Republic Socrates and his friends "surely succeed in stat-
ing what justice is." "This," Strauss remarks, "is per-
haps the strangest happening in the whole Republic. That
Platonic dialogue which is devoted to the subject of jus-
tice answers the question of what justice is long before
the first half of the work is finished, long before the
most important facts without the consideration of which the
essence of justice cannot be possibly determined in an ade-
quate manner, have come to light, let alone have been duly
considered." Nevertheless, as Strauss says, "The Republic
appears to be a dialogue in which the truth is declared, a
dogmatic dialogue." Strauss suggests that the difference
between the Republic and the dialogues which investigate
virtues other than justice--i.e. the dogmatic appearance of
the Republic--may be explained by the fact that justice is

"the universal virtue, the virtue most obviously related to
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the city." "The theme of the Republic," Strauss argues,

"is political in more than one sense, and the political

questions of great urgency do not permit delay: the
question of justice must be answered by all means even if
all the evidence needed for an adequate answer is not yet
in."79

Now the cave image is not simply a political meta-
phor. It is also an educational metaphor. Indeed, Socrates
begins his presentation of the image by telling Glaucon to
"make an image of our nature in its education and want of

80 We suggest that just as there are urgent

education."
and sound political reasons for the dogmatic appearance of
Socrates' teaching about justice in the Republic as a whole,
so there are urgent and sound pedagogical reasons for the
dogmatic appearance of his teaching about the philosophic
life in the cave image. For if one is willing to grant

that the dramatic action of the Republic can be understood
as a contest between Socrates and Thrasymachus for the soul
of Glaucon or that the plot of the Republic can be explained
in terms of Glaucon's choice between the philosophic life

81

and the political or tyrannic life, then one must grant

that there are powerful pedagogical reasons for Socrates

791bid., pp. 105-106, emphasis added.

80

5l4a.
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to present the philosophic life to Glaucon as the fulfilled
love of wisdom rather than as mere knowledge of ignorance.
Moreover, what we might call "pedagogical necessity" would
seem to be most massively present in the central section

of the Republic where Socrates most obviously attempts to
"turn around" Glaucon or "convert" him from the political
life to the philosophic life.82 It seems that Strauss, in
"On Aristotle's Politics," believes himself to be free

from the pedagogical necessity that governs Socrates'
speeches and deeds in the Republic. This is not to say that
Strauss understands himself to be free from all forms of
pedagogical necessity as he unfolds his teaching about
Aristotle's founding of political science.

There is, we said, a second important respect in
which Strauss's account of Socrates' founding of political
philosophy diverges from Socrates' presentation of the
cave image. We have pointed out that Socrates' cave image
does not present the self-emancipation of a cave-dweller
but rather the emancipation of one of the cave-dwellers by
"someone" who has previously escaped from the cave. This
means that Socrates must presuppose either that there have
always been human beings who live outside the cave (i.e.

that philosophy is coeval with human life) or that there

82See 514b, 515c, 518c-d. We note, however, that if
Glaucon were fully attentive as Socrates related the cave
image ould _have discovered that i d atic appearance

ol LA ZJI_ELI
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was at least one human being who somehow managed to escape
from the cave by himself (i.e. that philosophy is not coeval
with human life but--like political philosophy and politi-
cal science--had to be ."founded"). But if Socrates does
hold the latter presupposition, his cave image surely does
not deal with the problem of the "first" escapee (i.e.

with the problem of the founding of philosophy). That is,
just as the cave image does not by itself explain why any
escapee would ever voluntarily return to the cave to liber-
ate other cave-dwellers, so it does not by itself explain
how "someone" could make an unassisted escape from the
cave. In contrast, Strauss, in his account of Socrates'
founding of political philcsophy, is careful to describe
and name the "method" that Socrates discovered amd employed
"to go the way from law to nature" or "to ascend from law
to nature." Socrates' "method" is "dialectics": the move-
ment from authoritative opinions, through authoritative
opinions in their contradictoriness, towardwhat is no
longer opinion but knowledge (see 19-20). Is there any-
thing in Socrates' presentation of the cave image which
prevents the reader from concluding that some one of the
cave~-dwellers could have discovered "dialectics" and
employed it to first release himself from his bonds and then

to drag himself "along the rough, steep, upward way . . .
83

into the light of the sun"?
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Strauss tells us that Socrates knows that the
political life is subordinate to the philosophic life
because he knows that "political life is life in the cave
which is partly closed off by a wall from life in the light
of the sun" (emphasis added). But to say that Socrates
knows that political life is partly closed off from life

in the light of the sun is to say that Socrates knows that

the city is partly closed to the whole. We recall that

Strauss begins his first discussion of the relationship
between Plato and Aristotle by indicating that Socrates'
or Plato's discovery of noetic heterogeneity is insepar-
able from the discoveries that "each part of the whole

. . . is in a sense open to the whole" and that "the elu-
siveness of the whole necessarily affects the knowledge of
every part" (21, emphasis added).84 Strauss now reveals
that when Socrates discovered that the city is the cave,
he also (or thereby) discovered that the city, while being
like every other part of the whole in that it "is in a
sense open to the whole," is in one crucial respect differ-
ent from every other part of the whole: "the city is the
only whole within the whole or the only part of the whole
whose essence can be wholly known" (emphasis added) .
Strauss himself provides the perfect commentary on this
wondrous and enigmatic passage. He concludes his inter-

pretation of the Republic with the following remarks:

ol A Jl_i'};l
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The teaching of the Republic regarding justice can be
true although it is not complete, in so far as the
nature of justice depends decisively on the nature of
the city--for even the trans-political cannot be under-
stood as such except if the city is understood--and
the city is completely intelligible because its limits
can be made perfectly manifest: to see these limits,
one need not have answered the question regarding the
whole; it is sufficient for the purpose to have raised
the question regarding the whole. The Republic then
indeed makes clear what justice is. As Cicero has
observed, the Republic does not bring to light the
best possible regime but rather the nature of politi-
cal things--the nature of the city. Socrates makes
clear in the Republic of what character the city would
have to be in order to satisfy the highest need of
man. By letting us see that the city constructed in
accordance with this requirement is not possible, he
lets us see the essential limits, the nature, of the
city.85

Thus, according to Strauss, while Socrates and Plato may
believe that the elusiveness of the whole or the unavail-
ability of knowledge of the whole somehow affects their
knowledge of that part of the whole which is the city, they
do not believe that that elusiveness or unavailability pre-
vents the city from being "completely intelligible" or its
essence from being "wholly known." The Socratic philoso-
pher can give a completely sufficient answer to the ques-—
tion "what is political?" or "what is the polis?" (see 19).
Why is the city "the only part of the whole whose
essence can be wholly known?" Why is the city in this one
crucial respect different from every other part of the
whole? Strauss tells us that Socrates or Plato believes

that "each part of the whole . . . is in a sense open to

ol Lal Zyl_i};l
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the whole" (21, emphasis added). But this would seem to
indicate that Socrates or Plato also believes that each

part of the whole is in another sense closed to the whole.

If this inference is correct, then the special status or
the uniqueness of the city within the whole does not con-
sist in its being partly closed to the whole: every part
of the whoie is both closed to the whole and open to the
whole. What then is the specific cause of the city's
special status or uniqueness within the whole? Strauss does
not directly answer this question. He does, however, tell
us that "political life is life in the cave which is partly
closed off by a wall from life in the light of the sun"
(emphasis added). Strauss thus seems to indicate that the
city's special status or uniqueness can be traced to the
way in which the city is partly closed to the whole or,
more precisely, to that by virtue of which it is partly
closed to the whole--i.e. to the "wall" which partly closes
off the city from the whole. How, according to Strauss,

does Socrates understand the "wall" in the cave image?86

86t first sight, one might think that there are two
walls in the cave image: (1) the wall that Socrates likzns
to "the partitions puppet-handlers set in front of the human
beings and over which they show the puppets" (514b), and
which the commentators often refer to as the "screen wall"
(see, e.g., Brann, "The Music of the Re ublic," pp. 81, 83);
and (2) the "wall" of the cave on which the shadows are
thrown (515a). But, in fact, Socrates refers only to the
former as a "wall" (teuxlov, 514b4, 7, 8; cf. 515a7). See,
e.g., the figure Adam provides to illustrate the cave in
T Republic of P o, ed ith itical No ommentary
ntroduction

ed without permission.



262

Although Strauss does not provide us with a discussion of
the details of the cave image, he leaves no doubt as to how
he would answer this question. For in the passage from his
commentary on the Republic which we quoted above, Strauss
tells us that "The cave-dwellers . . . see only the shadows
of artifacts. . . . That is to say, whatever they perceive
they understand in the light of opinions sanctified by the
fiat of legislators, regarding the just and noble things,
i.e. of fabricated or conventional opinions. . . .“87
And in what we might call the parallel passage in his
account of Socrates' founding of political philosophy,
Strauss speaks not only of fabricated or conventional
opinions regarding the just and noble things, but also of
such opinions regarding "the highest beings, the gods who
dwell in heaven." The city, Strauss there emphasizes,
"looks up to, holds in reverence, 'holds' the gods of the
city" (20; cf. 14). Socrates, according to Strauss, dis-
covered that "The highest opinions, the authoritative opin-
ions, are the pronouncements of the law." The "wall" is
"the law of the city" (20, emphasis added). Thus to say
that the cave is partly closed off by a wall from the light

of the sun is to say that the city is partly closed off

by D. A. Rees, 2 vols. (Cambridge: At the University Press,
1963), 2:65, fig. ii. But cf. Adam's commentary on 514bl2,
ibid., 2:90.

added.
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by nomos from "the whole nature" (13, 18, 19; emphasis
addea) .38

This conclusion may be illuminated by a cautiously
worded passage in Strauss's commentary on the Republic.
In that passage, Strauss attempts to explain why Socrates
decides to proceed by investigating the coming-into-being
of the city and hence the coming-into-being of the city's
justice and injustice rather than to proceed by "looking
at the idea of justice." Strauss offers the following sug-
gestions:

Socrates' procedure in the Republic can perhaps be
explained as follows: there is a particularly close
connection between justice and the city and while
there is surely an idea of justice, there is perhaps
no idea of the city. For there are not ideas of
"everything." The eternal and unchangeable ideas are
distinguished from the particular things which come
into being and perish, and which are what they are by
virtue of their participating in the idea in question;
the particular things contain then something which
cannot be traced to the ideas, which accounts for
their belonging to the sphere of becoming as distin-
guished from being and in particular why they partici-
pate in ideas as distinguished from being ideas.
Perhaps the city belongs so radically to the sphere
of becoming that there cannot be an idea of the city.
Aristotle says that Plato recognized ideas only of

88We note that Socrates:twice uses the word ¢loLg
in the cave image. He begins, as we have seen, by telling
Glaucon to "make an image of our nature in its education
and want of education" (514al=2, emphasis added). After
describing the cave and the situation of the prisoners,
he says "Now consider . . . what their release and healing
from bonds and folly would be like if something of this
sort Yere by nature to happen to them" (515c2-4, emphasis
added) .

TR
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natural beings.89 Perhaps Plato did not regard
the city as a natural being.?U

Does Strauss thus indicate that "the city is completely

91

intelligible"”" because there is no idea of the city?!

That the "essence" of the city "can be wholly known" (29)
because there is no idea of the city (see 19)?!92

Before leaving the "cave passage" in Strauss's
second discussion of the relationship between Plato and
Aristotle, we must comment on a striking peculiarity of
that passage. We recall that Strauss begins the second
discussion by speaking of Socrates and Plato: "Considera-
tions like these induced Socrates and Plato to assert. . . ."
But we now note that when he moves to the discussion of

how-~despite the unavailability of knowledge of the idea of

the good--one could know that the philosophic life is the

89Strauss cites Metaphysics 991b6-7, 1070al8-20
("On Plato's Republic," p. 93, n. 31).

90Ibid., pp. 92-93, emphasis added.

911pid., p. 138.

92Cf. Natural Right and History, pp. 122-23.

Consider Brann, "The Music of the Republic,"
pp. 87-88: "What is most characteristic of Socrates' mortal
Hades is the wilfulness of its inhabitants, who resist and
mock their liberator (517a) . . . . [Tlhey seem to cherish
their chains--in a certain engraving of the 'Antrum Platoni-
cum' (1604 A.D.) the huddled prisoners very tellingly wear
no visible chains at all. Perhaps, then, the most important
aspect of the cave is that it is not a natural cavern but a
'cavelike underground chamber' (514a3, cf. Axiochus, 371a8),
clearly an artificial prison made by men for men” (emphasis

ol A Jl_i'};l
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best life, he speaks only of Socrates: "Socrates could not
know this if. . . ." The "cave passage" follows. In the
thematic account of Socrates' founding of political philos-
ophy, Strauss follows the opposite procedure. He begins
by speaking of Socrates alone (see 19) and only at the end
of that account does he speak of "Socrates or Plato" (21,
emphasis added; also see 20). We notice, however, that
in those passages of the thematic account that parallel the
cave image, Strauss speaks only of Socrates (19-20). We
have seen that Strauss is very careful about such "details"
in the first section of "On Aristotle's Politics."93 Why
does Strauss "drop" Plato when he moves to the discussion
of the cave? Does he wish to indicate that whether or not
the "scholarly" controversies concerning the "sources" of
the other teachings associated with "Socratic philosophiz-
ing" (21) can be resolved, there can be no doubt that
“Socfates" alone should be honored as the discoverer of
the cave or for the discovery that the city is the cave?
Perhaps Strauss's procedure can be explained by one obvious
fact: Plato makes Socrates conclude his presentation of the
cave image with a manifest allusion to Socrates' own death
at the hands of the Athenian cave-dwellers.94

We can now bring to a close our discussion of the

complex but precise sentence in which Strauss reveals why

ol A Jl_i'};l
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and how Socrates could claim to know that the philosophic
life is the best life without at the same time claiming to
know the idea of the good or the whole. It should be
clear that that sentence contains two conspicuous conclu-
sions: (1) Socrates holds that the political life is
radically different from (as well as subordinate to) the
philosophic life, and (2) Socrates holds that the city is
closed to the whole (as well as open to the whole). It
appears that the second Socratic conclusion could supply
the basis for an independent science of the city or the
political sphere and that the first Socratic conclusion
could supply the basis for a distinction between political
or practical wisdom and theoretical wisdom (not to say a
distinction between "political" or "practical science" and
theoretical science). We cannot help but conclude that
Strauss has prepared a surprise ending for the first section
of "On Aristotle's Politics."

We recall that the first section is clearly divided
into two main parts: Strauss's account of Socrates' found-
ing of political philosophy and his account of Aristotle's
founding of political science (13-21, 21-29).95 Strauss
begins the last stage of his account of Socrates' founding
by telling us that Socrates became the founder of political
philosophy because he began by raising the questién "what

is political?" or "what is the polis?" (19-21). While

ol A Jl_i'};l
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Strauss does not, in so many words, tell us how Socrates
answered this question,96 he does indicate that Socrates'
successful founding is the result of his disqovery that
there is an essential difference between that part of the
whole which is the polis and the other parts of the whole.”?
Strauss makes the transition from the first to the second
main part by discussing the relationship between Plato and
Aristotle (21).98 Near the beginning of the first discus-
sion of that relationship, Strauss indicates that Socrates
or Plato holds that the discovery that there are essential
differences between the parts of the whole is inseparable
from the discovery that "each part of the whole, and hence
in particular the political sphere, is in a sense open to
the whole." The latter discovery, Strauss tells us,
"obstructs the establishment of political philosophy or
political science as an independent discipline." Strauss
then makes what could be called the pivotal statement of
the entire first section of "On Aristotle's Politics":
"Not Socrates or Plato but Aristotle is truly the founder
of political science: as one discipline, and by no means
the most fundamental or the highest discipline, among a
number of disciplines" (21). In the remainder of his first

discussion of the relationship between Plato and Aristotle,

96See pp. 62, 67, 71 above.
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Strauss illustrates "this difference between Plato and
Aristotle" and certainly appears to indicate that whereas
the Socratics deny that it is either desirable or possible
to establish an independent political science, Aristotle
affirms that the establishment of such a science is both
desirable and possible. In fact, the emphasis on "this
difference between Plato and Aristotle" in the first dis-
cussion of the relationship between Plato and Aristotle is
so overwhelming that Strauss can be said to coavey the
impression that he believes that Aristotle founded his
political science in direct opposition to Socratic politi-
cal philosophy and that the premises, character, and form
of Aristotle's political science are fundamentally incom-
patible with the premises, character, and form of Socrates'
or Plato's political philosophy (21).99 We have, however,
just discovered that Strauss's second discussion of the
relationship between Plato and'A:istotle leads to the con-
clusion that Socrates himself made a discovery that could
have enabled him to remove the obstruction to the establish-
ment of political philosophy or political science as an
independent discipline.

Strauss now explicitly draws his surprising but
artfully prepared conclusion: ;

In spite of their disagreement Plato and Aristotle
agree as to this, that the city is both closed to
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the whole and open to the whole, and they are agreed

as to the character of the wall separating the city

from the rest of the whole.
Before commenting on this, the penultimate sentence of the
first section of "On Aristotle's Politics," let us review
the way in which Strauss's argument in the second main part
unfolds towards its end.

Strauss begins his account of Aristotle's founding

of political science by discussing Aristotle's understand-
ing of "the nature of political things" (21-23). By the
end of that discussion, Strauss has indicated that Aris-
totle and the Socratics are--in at least one crucial
respect--in agreement as to the nature of political things.loo
Strauss thus seems to soften the impression that Aristotle's
political science and Socratic political philosophy stand
in absolute opposition to one another and to prepare the
reader for the conclusion that Aristotle founded his politi-
cal science in opposition to but on the basis of Socratic

01 But even the careful reader could

political philosophy.1
be excused if he failed to deduce all the consequences which
follow from the way in which Strauss narrows the difference
between Socrates or Plato and Aristotle. For the longest
(and central) part of Strauss's account of Aristotle's

founding of political science is manifestly devoted to

explaining how Aristotle, while agreeing in an important
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way with the Socratic understanding of the nature of polit-
ical things, nevertheless attempts to overcome the Socratic
objections to an independent political'science (23-28).102
We have, however, seen that Strauss brings his discussion
of Aristotle's political science around by degrees to
Socratic political philosophy. The final stage of that
discussion reveals that Aristotle, no matter how success-
ful he is in his attempt to establish an independent
political science, is ultimately compelled or enabled to
admit that his political science includes (not to say rests
upon) a set of teachings that is remarkably Socratic in
content (28-29).103

Strauss concludes the first section of "On Aris-
totle's Politics" by returning to his discussion of the

104 Whereas

relationship between Plato and Aristotle.
Strauss ends his account of Aristotle's founding of politi-
cal science by bringing Aristotle's position into close
proximity to that of the Socratics, he begins his second
discussion of the relationship between Plato and Aristotle
by once again emphasizing the "difference between Plato and
Aristotle."lo5 In fact, the beginning of the second dis-

cussion appears to radicalize the difference between Plato
102See ibid.

103See pp. 93, 207, 208 above.

104
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and Aristotle. For at that point Strauss introduces the
idea of the good into the discussion and thereby points to
that part of the Socratic teaching which stands as both
the highest Socratic objection to an independent political
science and as the absolute limit to the concessions that
Aristotle is willing to make to the point of view of the

1os But Strauss immediately indicates that the

Socratics.
Socratics are compelled to admit that knowledge of the idea
of the good is unavailable. This admission threatens to
reduce Socratic philosophizing to complete skepticism.107
In order to demonstrate how the Socratics avoid the abyss
of skepticism, Strauss turns to the Socratic discovery that
the city is the cave. But Strauss's discussion of that dis-
covery reveals that the Socratic understanding of the city
or of the nature of political things could itself provide
the basis for the establishment of an independent politi-
cal science. Strauss thus brings his discussion of Soc-
rates' and Plato's political philosophy around by degrees

to Aristotle's political science. In the penultimate sen-
tence of the first section of "On Aristotle's Politics,"
Strauss for the first time explicitly emphasizes the agree-

ment rather than the disagreement between Plato and Aristotle.

He thereby transforms his second discussion of the

106See Pp. 218-24 above.

107
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relationship between Plato and Aristotle into a "harmoni-
zation of the opinions of Plato and Aristotle."108

We can now turn to the penultimate sentence of the
first section. Strauss tells us that Plato and Aristotle,
"in spite of their disagreement," (1) agree "that the city
is both closed to the whole and open to the whole," and
(2) "are agreed as to the character of the wall separating
the city from the rest of the whole." Let us discuss each
of these areas of agreement in turn.

We recall that Strauss indicates that Socrates or
Plato holds that the very nature of the whole prevents the
establishment of any independent disciplines: "The elu-
siveness of the whole necessarily affects the knowledge of
every part" (21, emphasis added).- But Strauss emphasize=
the impact of the Socratic or Platonic teaching about the
whole on the attempt to establish a particular independent
discipline: "The fact that each part of the whole, and
hence in particular the political sphere, is in a sense
open to the whole, obstructs the establishment of politi-
cal philosophy or political science as an independent

discipline" (21, emphasis added). On the one hand, Strauss

108We cannot refrain from noting that even in his
first discussion of the relationship between Plato and
Aristotle, Strauss--in a small way--prepares such a har-
monization. For the first discussion, while emphasizing
the "difference between Plato and Aristotle," almost con-
cludes by pointing to a most important agreement between
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thus implies that if Aristotle is to establish any inde-
pendent disciplines, he must demonstrate that Socrates'

or Plato's account of the whole is mistaken: he must
demonstrate that knowledge of the whole is available. But,
on the other hand, Strauss also implies that if Aristotle
is at least to establish political science as an indepen-
dent discipline, he must at least demonstrate that Soc-
rates' or Plato's account of the political sphere is mis-
taken: he must demonstrate that the political sphere is

in a sense closed to the whole. We have seen that Strauss
does not immediately indicate whether he believes that
Aristotle would argue that it is possible to demonstrate
that the political sphere is in a sense closed to the whole
without also or first demonstrating that knowledge of the
whole is available. Moreover, Strauss does not immediately
indicate whether he believes that Socrates or Plato would

109 But

grant that such a strategy could be successful.
when Strauss first presents the procedure that Aristotle
follows in attempting to overcome the Socratic objections
to the establishment of an independent political science,
he clearly states that Aristotle could found political
science as an independent discipline because he held both

that knowledge of the whole is available and that the politi-

cal sphere is in a sense closed to the whole (25). We have
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seen, however, that Strauss does not adequately explain why
he believes that the availability of knowledge of the whole
is a necessary precondition for the establishment of an
independent political science.110
Strauss first argues that Aristotle maintains that
the political sphere is closed to the whole because the
principles of prudence are known independently of theoreti-
cal science: the principles of prudence are supplied by
moral virtue (25). But Strauss eventually reveals that
Aristotle is eager to admit that "The moral-political
sphere is . . . not ungualifiedly closed to theoretical
science" and thus to the whole. Aristotle undertakes to
found political science only because he knows that "The
gentleman is by nature able to be affected by philosophy"
(28). Strauss thus shows that Aristotle, while maintain-
ing that the city is in one sense closed to the whole, must
admit that in another sense the city is open to the whole.
Strauss reverses this procedure in his account of
Socrates and Plato. He first indicates that Socrates or
Plato maintains that the city, like every other part of the
whole, is in a sense open to the whole (20-21). But Strauss
eventually reveals that Socrates and Plato are eager to
admit that the city is partly closed to the whole: Socrates
and Plato can know that the philosophic life is the best

life only because they know that "the city is the only

ed without permission.



275

whole within the whole or the only part of the whole whose
essence can be wholly known" (29). And Socrates and Plato
know that the city is completely intelligible only because
they know that the city is the cave. Strauss thus shows
that Socrates and Plato, while maintaining that the city
is in one sense open to the whole, must admit that in
another sense the city is closed to the whole.

Strauss concludes not only that Plato and Aristotle
"agree that the city is both closed to the whole and open
to the whole," but also that "they are agreed as to the
character of the wall separating the city from the rest of
the whole."

We recall that Strauss first explicitly mentions
the Socratic teaching about the cave only near the very end
of the first section. We have, however, seen that Strauss's
account of Socrates' founding of political philosophy is in
fact a partial interpretation of the cave image.111 In
retrospect, we can see that that account makes clear how
Socrates and Plato understand "the character of the wall
separating the city from the rest of the whole." Socrates
and Plato understand the wall to have the character of nomos

(c£. 19-20 and 29).112

lllSee pp. 251-52 above.

11ZWe note that it should now be obvious why
strauss ls 311ent about the cave in hls thematic account of
ee pp. 245,
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Strauss begins his account of Aristotle's founding
of political science by discussing Aristotle's understand-
ing of "the nature of political things." Strauss indicates
that Aristotle's understanding of the nature of political
things leads him to conclude that "the city as a whole is
characterized by a specific recalcitrance to reason" and
that "the nature of political things defeats to some extent
not only reason but persuasion in any form" (22, 23). But
this is true because the city as a whole is decisively
dependent on law and law "does not owe itsefficacy to
reason to all or only to a small degree" (22). While
Aristotle knows that law owes its dignity to the facts
"that it is meant to be a dictate of reason and that the
reason effective in the arts is lower than the reason
effective in law as law should be" (23-24), he nonetheless
teaches that "the sphere of human or political things" is
constituted by an unwritten nomos that "may be in agreement
with reason but is not as such dictated by reason" (26).
Aristotle, like Socrates and Plato, understands the wall
to have the character of nomos.

To what extent does the agreement between Plato and
Aristotle as to the character of the wall separating the
city from the rest of the whole soften their disagreement
as to the status of moral virtue (see 27)? It seems that

Plato would understand Aristotle's discovery of moral virtue
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possible--cave and would understand Aristotle's account of
the moral virtues to be a description of the moral-political

113

terrain of that cave. We can say that Strauss at least

indicates that Aristotle would substantially agree with

114 Strauss's interpretation of the

this formulaticn.
ground of Aristotle's political science thus points to the
pressing need for a reinterpretation of Aristotle's "asser-
tion" "that the political association is by nature" (16-
17).115

If Plato and Aristotle agree that the city is both
closed to the whole and open to the whole, and if they
agree as to the character of the wall separating the city
from the rest of the whole, then it appears that their
disagreement concerning an independent political science
cannot turn wholly on their disagreement concerning whether
knowledge of the whole is or will ever be available. That
is, Plato must admit that even if knowledge of the whole
is impossible, that impossibility does not make impossible
an independent political science. Thus Strauss seems to
lead us to the conclusion that the "difference between
Plato and Aristotle" with respect to the founding of an

independent political science (21) does not, in fact,

113See pp. 225-28 above.

114

See pp. 101-106 above.
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turn wholly on their different answers to "theoretical"
questions concerning the whole and its knowability, but
must, in the last analysis, be traced to their different

116 While Aristotle

answers to "practical" questions.
believes that an independent political science is both
"theoretically" possible and "practically" necessary or
desirable, Plato believes that such a science is "theoreti-
ically" possible but "practically" unnecessary or undesir-
able.

Plato and Aristotle agree as to the nature of
political things or as to the character of the wall separat-
ing the city from the rest of the whole. They also agree
as to the consequence of the nature of political things or
the character of the wall. Because the city as a whole is
characterized by a specific recalcitrance to reason, both
the city and philosophy require for their well-being a new
kind of rhetoric as a servant to both the political art and
the philosophic "art" (see 22). But Plato and Aristotle
seem to disagree as to the form of that new rhetoric.
Plato's new rhetoric takes the form of the Socratic dialogue.
Aristotle's new rhetoric takes the form of the "practical®
or "political" and "theoretical" (or less-"political")
treatise. The difference between the forms of the new
rhetoric mirrors the difference between the content of

Plato's political philosophy and Aristotle's political
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science (see 21). But the differences in both form and
content are not simply intelligible in terms of a "theo-
retical" disagreement about the answers to the highest
questions. Rather, they must also be understood in terms
of a "practical" disagreement about the answer to the most
urgent question: How can the philosopher "secure the con-
ditions for his philosophizing here and now" (27)?

But perhaps we have gone too far down this road.
For there can be no doubt that despite the fact that
Strauss's discussion of Aristotle's founding of political
science seems to point to the conclusions that Aristotle
attempts to overcome the Socratic objections to an inde-
pendent political science by demonstrating that the politi-
cal sphere is in a sense closed to the whole and that
Aristotle believes that he can demonstrate the truth of
that proposition without also or first demonstrating that
knowledge of the whole is available, and despite the fact
that Strauss has now revealed that the Socratics would agree
with Aristotle's contention, Strauss has nevertheless
clearly indicated that Aristotle's belief that "theoreti-
cal wisdom (knowledge of the whole, i.e. of that by virtue
of which 'all things' are a whole) is available" is a

necessary precondition for the founding of political science
117

(25).

In what sense is it necessary?
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Strauss provides us with the answer to this ques-
tion in the last sentence of the first section of "On
Aristotle's Politics":

Given the fact that the only political work proper of
Plato is the Laws in which Socrates does not occur,
one is tempted to draw this conclusion: the only
reason why not Socrates but Aristotle became the
founder of political science is that Socrates who
spent his life in the unending ascent to the idea of
the good and in awakening others to that ascent,
lacked for this reason the leisure not only for polit-
ical activity but even for founding political science
(29, emphasis added).

The only reason why Socrates did not found political science
is that he lacked leisure. For some reason, the Athenian
stranger was able to find enough leisure to engage in
political activity (see 14-15)118 and/or Plato was able

to find enough leisure to write at least one emphatically
political work. Perhaps, because of Socrates' help, they
came to believe that they had made sufficient progress on
their ascent to justify a brief and playful respite from
the most philosophic and most serious part of their lives
(see 18). But it seems that they--no less than Socrates--
did not believe that their progress was sufficient to allow
them to engage in the highest form of political activity,
or to allow them to undertake the arduous task of founding
political science. Aristotle, on the other hand, found
leisure for the founding of political science because he

believed that "theoretical wisdom (knowledge of the whole
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. . .) is available." Strauss thus indicates that from a
Socratic point of view we owe the founding of political
science to a "theoretical-practical" error on the part of
the Philosopher. But Strauss also indicates that that
political science would be regarded by the Socratics as a
welcome "practical" complement to "Socratic philosophizing"
(21). Aristotle's political science is the completion of
that part of the Socratic task which is in principle cap-
able of being brought to completion.

Strauss has told us that "It is the greatest proof
of Socrates' piety that he limited himself to the study of
the human things. His wisdom is knowledge of ignorance
because it is pious and it is pious because it is knowledge
of ignorance" (20). Here Strauss tells us that Socrates'
unending ascent prevented him from engaging either in
ordinary political activity or in that extraordinary polit-
jcal activity which is the founding of political science.
But "Socrates himself" (14) tells the Athenians that he
was prevented by his daimonion from engaging in political

119 It seems that one demand of Socrates' piety

activity.
compelled or enabled him to found political philosophy and
that another demand of his piety prevented him from founding
political science. Nevertheless, there was in the case of

Socrates a marvelous coincidence between the demands of

Plato, Apology of Socrates 31lc3-32a3. See The
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piety and the eros for the good. The end of Strauss's
discussion of Aristotle's founding of political science
leads us back to the beginning of that discussion. Reflec-

tion on Aristotle's founding of political science leads us

back to the problem of Socrates.
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