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INTRODUCTION (UPDATED FOR THE
FOURTH EDITION)

Heather Wilburn, Ph.D

Philosophical Thought: Across Cultures and through the Ages, is an open-educational resource (OER) to be used
as a collection of readings for introductory philosophy courses. The objectives for developing and sharing this

open resource are three-fold:

1. to provide a collection of philosophical works that can be used as a foundation for faculty and students
to use in undergraduate philosophy courses
2. to provide a resource that is free to students

3. to provide a resource that compiles philosophical thought from a variety of cultures and eras

The works included in this book come from a wide range of sources. However, this book is indebted to Henry

Imler’s editorial work on Sapientia and Phronesis, both of which are OER texts available on Pressbooks.
This book is organized into the following seven units:

Unit I: What is Philosophy?

Unit IT: Metaphysics

Unit ITI: Epistemology

Unit IV: How Should One Live

Unit V: Justice

Unit VI: Aesthetics

Unit VII: Existentialism

Within each unit, there are a number of chapters. Additionally, you will find a page with online resources in

the book to supplement these units as well as various other philosophical content.

This book would not be possible without the technical work of Jamie M. Holmes, MLS, a Reference,


https://sapientia.pressbooks.com/
https://phronesis.pressbooks.com/

XVIII | INTRODUCTION (UPDATED FOR THE FOURTH EDITION)

Instruction and OER Librarian at Tulsa Community College, and Jennifer Brummett, formerly a student in

the University of Oklahoma School of Library & Information Studies program.

Fourth Edition note: The fourth edition, like the third, primarily includes new chapters* intended to bring
additional context to help make the original texts more accessible to students of philosophy, and we’ve added

more interactivity in a handful of chapters, both existing and new.

One big change to note is that we removed the numbering from the chapters. We hope this accomplishes a few

things:

* Reduces the possibility of confusion as the book moves through editions; chapter titles won’t change
even when content is added, removed, or re-ordered

* Reinforces and highlights the thematic organization of the book, rather than implying or suggesting a
linear path

* Increases, if even just slightly, familiarity with philosophers, their works, and themes included

*The new chapters are listed below in the “Summer Version” note. While they are no longer numbered as

shown below, they do appear in the units as shown below.

Summary of Changes made in the 3rd Edition to create the “summer version” of the Fourth Edition:

Two chapters were moved from Unit 1 to Unit 2:

* Selected Reading from St. Augustine’s “The City of God” -was chapter 8, now chapter 25
* Selected Reading from St. Augustine’s “On the Holy Trinity” — was chapter 9, now chapter 26

Chapters added to this new edition (13):

Unit 2:

Ch. 10: A Critical Comparison between Plato’s Socrates and Xenophon’s Socrates in the Face of Death
Ch. 16: An Introduction to Self and Atman
Ch. 20: An Introduction to “What is a chariot? (What are we?)”

Ch. 27: Augustine’s Treatment of the Problem of Evil
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Unit 3:

* Ch 44: Why Time Is In Your Mind

* Ch. 50: Jean Piaget on Reasoning and Logic
* Ch. 51: Johnson-Laird on Reasoning & Logic

Unit 4:
e Ch. 65: Reason and Emotion in Moral Life
Unit 5:

* Ch. 76: Rousseau’s Social Contract Theory

* Ch. 77: Selected Readings from Jean-Jacques Rosseau’s The Social Contract & Discourses
* Ch. 88: Republican Freedom

* Ch. 89: Contemporary Just War Theory

* Ch. 90: How Can Punishment be Justified?

Most of the chapters added to this latest revision are made possible by funding from the Tulsa
Community College Foundation. You'll find these chapters marked with the Foundation logo.

Tulsa Community College
il FoUNDATION

Summary of changes made in the 3rd Edition:

Unit 1:

Ch. 4: Philosophy: Who Needs It

Ch. 7: Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882)

Ch. 8: Selected Reading from St. Augustine’s “The City of God”
Ch. 9: Selected Reading from St. Augustine’s “On the Holy Trinity”

Unit 2:
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Ch. 11: Plato’s “Simile of the Sun and “The Divided Line”
Ch. 15: An Introduction to Aristotle’s Metaphysics

Ch. 20: What is a Chariot? (And what are we?)

Ch. 24: Aquinas’s Five Proofs for the Existence of God

Ch. 29: Selections from Pascal’s Pensées

Unit 3:

* Ch. 33: Selected Readings from Russell’s The Problems of Philosophy
* Ch. 37: Selections from A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge (Berkeley)

* Ch. 40: Selected Readings on Immanuel Kant’s Transcendental Idealism
Unit S:
* Ch. 67: Original Acquisition

¢ Ch. 72: On Marxism and Value
* Ch. 76: Social Contracts of Exploitation
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LOGOS: CRITICAL THINKING, ARGUMENTS,
AND FALLACIES

Heather Wilburn, Ph.D

Critical Thinking:

With respect to critical thinking, it seems that everyone uses this phrase. Yet, there is a fear that this is becoming
abuzz-word (i.e. a word or phrase you use because it’s popular or enticing in some way). Ultimately, this means
that we may be using the phrase without a clear sense of what we even mean by it. So, here we are going to
think about what this phrase might mean and look at some examples. As a former colleague of mine, Henry

Imler, explains:

By critical thinking, we refer to thinking that is recursive in nature. Any time we encounter new information
or new ideas, we double back and rethink our prior conclusions on the subject to see if any other conclusions
are better suited. Critical thinking can be contrasted with Authoritarian thinking. This type of thinking seeks
to preserve the original conclusion. Here, thinking and conclusions are policed, as to question the system is to
threaten the system. And threats to the system demand a defensive response. Critical thinking is short-circuited

in authoritarian systems so that the conclusions are conserved instead of being open for revision.

A condition for being recursive is to be open and not arrogant. If we come to a point where we think we have a
handle on what is True, we are no longer open to consider, discuss, or accept information that might challenge
our Truth. One becomes closed off and rejects everything that is different or strange—out of sync with one’s
own Truth. To be open and recursive entails a sense of thinking about your beliefs in a critical and reflective
way, so that you have a chance to either strengthen your belief system or revise it if needed. I have been teaching
philosophy and humanities classes for nearly 20 years; critical thinking is the single most important skill you
can develop. In close but second place is communication, In my view, communication skills follow as a natural
result of critical thinking because you are attempting to think through and articulate stronger and rationally
justified views. At the risk of sounding cliche, education isn’t about instilling content; it is about learning how

to think.

In your philosophy classes your own ideas and beliefs will very likely be challenged. This does not mean
that you will be asked to abandon your beliefs, but it does mean that you might be asked to defend them.
Additionally, your mind will probably be twisted and turned about, which can be an uncomfortable

experience. Yet, if at all possible, you should cherish these experiences and allow them to help you grow as
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a thinker. To be challenged and perplexed is difficult; however, it is worthwhile because it compels deeper
thinking and more significant levels of understanding. In turn, thinking itself can transform us not only in
thought, but in our beliefs, and our actions. Hannah Arendt, a social and political philosopher that came to the
United States in exile during WWII, relates the transformative elements of philosophical thinking to Socrates.

She writes:

Socrates...who is commonly said to have believed in the teachability of virtue, seems to have held that talking
and thinking about piety, justice, courage, and the rest were liable to make men more pious, more just, more

. . . . 2
courageous, even though they were not given definitions or “values” to direct their further conduct.

Thinking and communication are transformative insofar as these activities have the potential to alter our
perspectives and, thus, change our behavior. In fact, Arendt connects the ability to think critically and
reflectively to morality. As she notes above, morality does not have to give a predetermined set of rules to
affect our behavior. Instead, morality can also be related to the open and sometimes perplexing conversations
we have with others (and ourselves) about moral issues and moral character traits. Theodor W. Adorno,
another philosopher that came to the United States in exile during WWII, argues that autonomous thinking
(i.e. thinking for oneself) is crucial if we want to prevent the occurrence of another event like Auschwitz, a
concentration camp where over 1 million individuals died during the Holocaust.” To think autonomously
entails reflective and critical thinking—a type of thinking rooted in philosophical activity and a type of
thinking that questions and challenges social norms and the status quo. In this sense thinking is critical of what
is, allowing us to think beyond what is and to think about what ought to be, or what ought not be. This is one
of the transformative elements of philosophical activity and one that is useful in promoting justice and ethical

living.

With respect to the meaning of education, the German philosopher Hegel uses the term bildung, which means
education or upbringing, to indicate the differences between the traditional type of education that focuses
on facts and memorization, and education as transformative. Allen Wood explains how Hegel uses the term
bildung: it is “a process of self-transformation and an acquisition of the power to grasp and articulate the
reasons for what one believes or knows.”* If we think back through all of our years of schooling, particularly
those subject matters that involve the teacher passing on information that is to be memorized and repeated,
most of us would be hard pressed to recall anything substantial. However, if the focus of education is on how to
think and the development of skills include analyzing, synthesizing, and communicating ideas and problems,
most of us will use those skills whether we are in the field of philosophy, politics, business, nursing, computer
programming, or education. In this sense, philosophy can help you develop a strong foundational skill set that
will be marketable for your individual paths. While philosophy is not the only subject that will foster these

skills, its method is one that heavily focuses on the types of activities that will help you develop such skills.
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Arguments:

Let’s turn to discuss arguments. Arguments consist of a set of statements, which are claims that something
is or is not the case, or is either true or false. The conclusion of your argument is a statement that is being
argued for, or the point of view being argued for. The other statements serve as evidence or support for your
conclusion; we refer to these statements as premises. It’s important to keep in mind that a statement is either
true or false, so questions, commands, or exclamations are not statements. If we are thinking critically we will
not accept a statement as true or false without good reason(s), so our premises are important here. Keep in
mind the idea that supporting statements are called premises and the statement that is being supported is called

the conclusion. Here are a couple of examples:

Example 1: Capital punishment is morally justifiable since it restores some sense of
balance to victims or victims’ families.

Let’s break it down so it’s easier to see in what we might call a typical argument form:
Premise: Capital punishment restores some sense of balance to victims or victims’ families.

Conclusion: Capital punishment is morally justifiable.

Example 2: Because innocent people are sometimes found guilty and potentially
executed, capital punishment is not morally justifiable.

Premise: Innocent people are sometimes found guilty and potentially executed.
Conclusion: Capital punishment is not morally justifiable.

It is worth noting the use of the terms “since” and “because” in these arguments. Terms or phrases like these

often serve as signifiers that we are looking at evidence, or a premise.

Check out another example:

Example 3: All human beings are mortal. Heather is a human being. Therefore,
Heather is mortal.

Premise 1: All human beings are mortal.
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Premise 2: Heather is a human being.
Conclusion: Heather is mortal.

In this example, there are a couple of things worth noting: First, there can be more than one premise. In
fact, you could have a rather complex argument with several premises. If you’ve written an argumentative
paper you may have encountered arguments that are rather complex. Second, just as the arguments prior had
signifiers to show that we are looking at evidence, this argument has a signifier (i.e. therefore) to demonstrate

the argument’s conclusion.
So many arguments!!! Are they all equally good?

No, arguments are not equally good; there are many ways to make a faulty argument. In fact, there are a lot of
different types of arguments and, to some extent, the type of argument can help us figure out if the argument

is a good one. For a full elaboration of arguments, take a logic class! Here’s a brief version:

Deductive Arguments: in a deductive argument the conclusion necessarily follows the premises. Take
argument Example 3 above. It is absolutely necessary that Heather is a mortal, if she is a human being and if
mortality is a specific condition for being human. We know that all humans die, so that’s tight evidence. This
argument would be a very good argument; it is valid (i.e the conclusion necessarily follows the premises) and it

is sound (i.e. all the premises are true).

Inductive Arguments: in an inductive argument the conclusion likely (at best) follows the premises. Let’s

have an example:

Example 4: 98.9% of all TCC students like pizza. You are a TCC student. Thus, you like pizza.
Premise 1: 98.9% of all TCC students like pizza

Premise 2: You are a TCC student.

Conclusion: You like pizza. (*Thus is a conclusion indicator)

In this example, the conclusion doesn’t necessarily follow; it likely follows. But you might be part of that
1.1% for whatever reason. Inductive arguments are good arguments if they are strong. So, instead of saying an
inductive argument is valid, we say it is strong. You can also use the term sound to describe the truth of the
premises, if they are true. Let’s suppose they are true and you absolutely love Hideaway pizza. Let’s also assume

you are a TCC student. So, the argument is really strong and it is sound.

There are many types of inductive argument, including: causal arguments, arguments based on probabilities or

statistics, arguments that are supported by analogies, and arguments that are based on some type of authority
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figure. So, when you encounter an argument based on one of these types, think about how strong the argument
is. If you want to see examples of the different types, a web search (or a logic class!) will get you where you need

to go.

Fallacies:

Some arguments are faulty, not necessarily because of the truth or falsity of the premises, but because they
rely on psychological and emotional ploys. These are bad arguments because people shouldn’t accept your
conclusion if you are using scare tactics or distracting and manipulating reasoning. Arguments that have this
issue are called fallacies. There are a lot of fallacies, so, again, if you want to know more a web search will be

useful. We are going to look at several that seem to be the most relevant for our day-to-day experiences.

1. Inappropriate Appeal to Authority: We are definitely going to use authority figures in our lives (e.g.
doctors, lawyers, mechanics, financial advisors, etc.), but we need to make sure that the authority figure

is a reliable one.

Things to look for here might include: reputation in the field, not holding widely controversial views,
experience, education, and the like. So, if we take an authority figure’s word and they’re not legit, we’ve

committed the fallacy of appeal to authority.

Example 5: I think I am going to take my investments to Voya. After all, Steven Adams advocates for Voya in

an advertisement I recently saw.

If we look at the criteria for evaluating arguments that appeal to authority figures, it is pretty easy to see that

Adams is not an expert in the finance field. Thus, this is an inappropropriate appeal to authority.

2. Slippery Slope Arguments: Slippery slope arguments are found everywhere it seems. The essential
characteristic of a slippery slope argument is that it uses problematic premises to argue that doing ‘x’ will
ultimately lead to other actions that are extreme, unlikely, and disastrous. You can think of this type of

argument as a faulty chain of events or domino effect type of argument.

Example 6: If you don’t study for your philosophy exam you will not do well on the exam. This will lead to
you failing the class. The next thing you know you will have lost your scholarship, dropped out of school, and

will be living on the streets without any chance of getting a job.

While you should certainly study for your philosophy exam, if you don’t it is unlikely that this will lead to your

full economic demise.
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One challenge to evaluating slippery slope arguments is that they are predictions, so we cannot be certain about
what will or will not actually happen. But this chain of events type of argument should be assessed in terms of

whether the outcome will likely follow if action ‘x” is pursued.

3. Faulty Analogy: We often make arguments based on analogy and these can be good arguments. But we

often use faulty reasoning with analogies and this is what we want to learn how to avoid.

When evaluating an argument that is based on an analogy here are a few things to keep in mind: you want to
look at the relevant similarities and the relevant differences between the things that are being compared. As a

general rule, if there are more differences than similarities the argument is likely weak.
Example 7: Alcohol is legal. Therefore, we should legalize marijuana too.

So, the first step here is to identify the two things being compared, which are alcohol and marijuana. Next,
note relevant similarities and differences. These might include effects on health, community safety, economic

factors, criminal justice factors, and the like.

This is probably not the best argument in support for marijuana legalization. It would seem that one could just
as easily conclude that since marijuana is illegal, alcohol should be too. In fact, one might find that alcohol is an
often abused and highly problematic drug for many people, so it is too risky to legalize marijuana if it is similar

to alcohol.

4. Appeal to Emotion: Arguments should be based on reason and evidence, not emotional tactics. When
we use an emotional tactic, we are essentially trying to manipulate someone into accepting our position
by evoking pity or fear, when our positions should actually be backed by reasonable and justifiable

evidence.

Example 8: Officer please don’t give me a speeding ticket. My girlfriend broke up with me last night, my alarm

didn’t go off this morning, and I’m late for class.

While this is a really horrible start to one’s day, being broken up with and an alarm malfunctioning is not a

justifiable reason for speeding.

Example 9: Professor, I'd like you to remember that my mother is a dean here at TCC. I'm sure that she will

be very disappointed if I don’t receive an A in your class.

This is a scare tactic and is not a good way to make an argument. Scare tactics can come in the form of

psychological or physical threats; both forms are to be avoided.
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5. Appeal to Ignorance: This fallacy occurs when our argument relies on lack of evidence when evidence

is actually needed to support a position.

Example 10: No one has proven that sasquatch doesn’t exist; therefore it does exist.
Example 11: No one has proven God exists; therefore God doesn’t exist.

The key here is that lack of evidence against something cannot be an argument for something. Lack of evidence

can only show that we are ignorant of the facts.

6. Straw Man: A straw man argument is a specific type of argument that is intended to weaken an
opponent’s position so that it is easier to refute. So, we create a weaker version of the original argument

(i.e. a straw man argument), so when we present it everyone will agree with us and denounce the original

position.

Example 12: Women are crazy arguing for equal treatment. No one wants women hanging around men’s

locker rooms or saunas.

This is a misrepresentation of arguments for equal treatment. Women (and others arguing for equal treatment)

are not trying to obtain equal access to men’s locker rooms or saunas.

e best way to avoi is fallacy is to make sure that you are not oversimplifying or misrepresenting others
The best way t d this fallacy is to mak that y t plifying p ting others’
positions. Even if we don’t agree with a position, we want to make the strongest case against it and this can
only be accomplished if we can refute the actual argument, not a weakened version of it. So, let’s all bring the

strongest arguments we have to the table!

7. Red Herring: A red herring is a distraction or a change in subject matter. Sometimes this is subtle, but
if you find yourself feeling lost in the argument, take a close look and make sure there is not an attempt

to distract you.

Example 13: Can you believe that so many people are concerned with global warming? The real threat to our

country is terrorism.

It could be the case that both global warming and terrorism are concerns for us. But the red herring fallacy
is committed when someone tries to distract you from the argument at hand by bringing up another issue or

side-stepping a question. Politicians are masters at this, by the way.

8. Appeal to the Person: This fallacy is also referred to as the ad hominem fallacy. We commit this fallacy

when we dismiss someone’s argument or position by attacking them instead of refuting the premises or
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support for their argument.

Example 14: I am not going to listen to what Professor ‘X’ has to say about the history of religion. He told

one of his previous classes he wasn’t religious.

The problem here is that the student is dismissing course material based on the professor’s religious views and

not evaluating the course content on its own ground.

To avoid this fallacy, make sure that you target the argument or their claims and not the person making the

argument in your rebuttal.

9. Hasty Generalization: We make and use generalizations on a regular basis and in all types of decisions.
We rely on generalizations when trying to decide which schools to apply to, which phone is the best for
us, which neighborhood we want to live in, what type of job we want, and so on. Generalizations can be
strong and reliable, but they can also be fallacious. There are three main ways in which a generalization
can commit a fallacy: your sample size is too small, your sample size is not representative of the group

you are making a generalization about, or your data could be outdated.

Example 15: I had horrible customer service at the last Starbucks I was at. It is clear that Starbucks employees

do not care about their customers. I will never visit another Starbucks again.

The problem with this generalization is that the claim made about all Starbucks is based on one experience.
While it is tempting to not spend your money where people are rude to their customers, this is only one
employee and presumably doesn’t reflect all employees or the company as a whole. So, to make this a stronger
generalization we would want to have a larger sample size (multiple horrible experiences) to support the claim.

Let’s look at a second hasty generalization:

Example 16: I had horrible customer service at the Starbucks on 81st street. It is clear that Starbucks

employees do not care about their customers. I will never visit another Starbucks again.

The problem with this generalization mirrors the previous problem in that the claim is based on only one
experience. But there’s an additional issue here as well, which is that the claim is based off of an experience at
one location. To make a claim about the whole company, our sample group needs to be larger than one and it

needs to come from a variety of locations.

10. Begging the Question: An argument begs the question when the argument’s premises assume the
conclusion, instead of providing support for the conclusion. One common form of begging the

question is referred to as circular reasoning.
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Example 17: Of course, everyone wants to see the new Marvel movie is because it is the most popular movie

right now!

The conclusion here is that everyone wants to see the new Marvel movie, but the premise simply assumes
that is the case by claiming it is the most popular movie. Remember the premise should give reasons for the

conclusion, not merely assume it to be true.

11. Equivocation: In the English language there are many words that have different meanings (e.g. bank,
good, right, steal, etc.). When we use the same word but shift the meaning without explaining this move
to your audience, we equivocate the word and this is a fallacy. So, if you must use the same word more
than once and with more than one meaning you need to explain that you’re shifting the meaning you

intend. Although, most of the time it is just easier to use a different word.

Example 18: Yes, philosophy helps people argue better, but should we really encourage people to argue? There

is enough hostility in the world.

Here, argue is used in two different senses. The meaning of the first refers to the philosophical meaning
of argument (i.e. premises and a conclusion), whereas the second sense is in line with the common use of

argument (i.e. yelling between two or more people, etc.).
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AN INTRODUCTION TO RUSSELLS "THE
VALUE OF PHILOSOPHY"

Heather Wilburn, Ph.D.

Russell’s “The Value of Philosophy” is a chapter in his book, Problems of Philosophy. Overall, “The Value of

Philosophy” presents four main points to keep in mind.

* The first is that the practical person is the one who recognizes the need for food for the body, but not
food for the mind. The goods of the mind are at least as important as the goods of the body. If everyone
in the world had food and biological needs met, there would still be needs to produce a solid society.
Russell’s point here is that we need to get away from the idea that the only needs we have are biological.

* The second point is that philosophy aims at knowledge. However, it is a type of knowledge that we are
typically not accustomed to. It is a kind of knowledge that gives order to the sciences and that critically
evaluates our beliefs and prejudices.

* The third point is that once an answer becomes absolute, it ceases to be philosophical; we are now in a
separate science. For example, the study of the heavens used to be a point of inquiry in philosophy, but
now it has moved to astronomy. Furthermore, some questions that philosophy asks cannot be answered
definitely. For instance, does this universe have a plan or purpose? Are good and evil important to the
universe or only to man?

* Finally, philosophical inquiry is possible to eliminate prejudice, dogmatic lines of thought, maintain
curiosity, and allow us to think speculatively (into what may be, rather than what already is). It also
enlarges our world, perspective, and experiences. Thus, even if we cannot have a definite answer, the

inquiry itself is important.

Watch this video interview on YouTube (00:30:57) with Russell explaining his take on what philosophy is:

@ One or more interactive elements has been excluded from this version of the text. You can view
them online here: https; n.library.okstate.edu/introphil hy/?p=465#0embed-1




AN INTRODUCTION TO RUSSELL'S "THE VALUE OF PHILOSOPHY" | 12

©@OOO

An Introduction to Russell’s “The Value of Philosophy” by Heather Wilburn, Ph.D. is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International License, except where otherwise noted.



https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/

THE VALUE OF PHILOSOPHY

Bertrand Russell

We need to consider what is the value of philosophy and why it
ought to be studied. It is the more necessary to consider this
question, in view of the fact that many people, under the influence
of science or of practical affairs, are inclined to doubt whether
philosophy is anything better than innocent but useless trifling,
hairsplitting distinctions, and controversies on matters concerning

which knowledge is impossible.

This view of philosophy appears to result, partly from a wrong
conception of the ends of life, partly from a wrong conception of
the kind of goods which philosophy strives to achieve. Physical
science, through the medium of inventions, is useful to

innumerable people who are wholly ignorant of it; thus the study

of physical science is to be recommended, not only, or primarily,
because of the effect on the student, but rather because of the Bertrand Russell in 1957

effect on mankind in general. This utility does not belong to

philosophy. If the study of philosophy has any value at all for others than students of philosophy, it must be
only indirectly, through its effects upon the lives of those who study it. It is in these effects, therefore, if

anywhere, that the value of philosophy must be primarily sought.

But further, if we are not to fail in our endeavor to determine the value of philosophy, we must first free our
minds from the prejudices of what are wrongly called “practical” people. The “practical” person, as this word
is often used, is one who recognizes only material needs, who realizes that people must have food for the body,
but is oblivious of the necessity of providing food for the mind. If all people were well off, if poverty and disease
had been reduced to their lowest possible point, there would still remain much to be done to produce a valuable
society; and even in the existing world the goods of the mind are at least as important as the goods of the body.
It is exclusively among the goods of the mind that the value of philosophy is to be found; and only those who

are not indifferent to these goods can be persuaded that the study of philosophy is not a waste of time.

Philosophy, like all other studies, aims primarily at knowledge. The knowledge it aims it is the kind of
knowledge which gives unity and system to the body of the sciences, and the kind which results from a critical

examination of the grounds of our convictions, prejudices, and beliefs. But it cannot be maintained that
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philosophy has had any very great measure of success in its attempts to provide definite answers to its questions.
If you ask a mathematician, a mineralogist, a historian, or any other person of learning, what definite body
of truths has been ascertained by his science, his answer will last as long as you are willing to listen. But if
you put the same question to a philosopher, he will, if he is candid, have to confess that his study has not
achieved positive results such as have been achieved by other sciences. It is true that this is partly accounted for
by the fact that, as soon as definite knowledge concerning any subject becomes possible, this subject ceases to
be called philosophy, and becomes a separate science. The whole study of the heavens, which now belongs to
astronomy, was once included in philosophy; Newton’s great work was called “the mathematical principles of
natural philosophy.” Similarly, the study of the human mind, which was, until very lately, a part of philosophy,
has now been separated from philosophy and has become the science of psychology. Thus, to a great extent,
the uncertainty of philosophy is more apparent than real: those questions which are already capable of definite
answers are placed in the sciences, while those only to which, at present, no definite answer can be given, remain

to form the residue which is called philosophy.

This is, however, only a part of the truth concerning the uncertainty of philosophy. There are many
questions—and among them those that are of the profoundest interest to our spiritual life—which, so far as
we can see, must remain insoluble to the human intellect unless its powers become of quite a different order
from what they are now. Has the universe any unity of plan or purpose, or is it a fortuitous concourse of
atoms? Is consciousness a permanent part of the universe, giving hope of indefinite growth in wisdom, or is
it a transitory accident on a small planet on which life must ultimately become impossible? Are good and evil
of importance to the universe or only to humanity? Such questions are asked by philosophy, and variously
answered by various philosophers. But it would seem that, whether answers be otherwise discoverable or not,
the answers suggested by philosophy are none of them demonstrably true. Yet, however slight may be the
hope of discovering an answer, it is part of the business of philosophy to continue the consideration of such
questions, to make us aware of their importance, to examine all the approaches to them, and to keep alive that
speculative interest in the universe which is apt to be killed by confining ourselves to definitely ascertainable

knowledge...

The value of philosophy is, in fact, to be sought largely in its very uncertainty. The person who has no tincture
of philosophy goes through life imprisoned in the prejudices derived from common sense, from the habitual
beliefs of his age or his nation, and from convictions which have grown up in his mind without the cooperation
or consent of his deliberate reason. To such a person the world tends to become definite, finite, obvious;
common objects rouse no questions, and unfamiliar possibilities are contemptuously rejected. As soon as we
begin to philosophize, on the contrary, we find, as we saw in our opening chapters, that even the most everyday
things lead to problems to which only very incomplete answers can be given. Philosophy, though unable to
tell us with certainty what is the true answer to the doubts which it raises, is able to suggest many possibilities
which enlarge our thoughts and free them from the tyranny of custom. Thus, while diminishing our feeling

of certainty as to what things are, it greatly increases our knowledge as to what they may be; it removes the
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somewhat arrogant dogmatism of those who have never traveled into the region of liberating doubt, and it

keeps alive our sense of wonder by showing familiar things in an unfamiliar aspect.

Apart from its utility in showing unsuspected possibilities, philosophy has a value—perhaps its chief
value—through the greatness of the objects which it contemplates, and the freedom from narrow and personal
aims resulting from this contemplation. The life of the instinctive person is shut up within the circle of his
private interests: family and friends may be included, but the outer world is not regarded except as it may
help or hinder what comes within the circle of instinctive wishes. In such a life there is something feverish
and confined, in comparison with which the philosophic life is calm and free. The private world of instinctive
interests is a small one, set in the midst of a great and powerful world which must, sooner or later, lay our
private world in ruins. Unless we can so enlarge our interests as to include the whole outer world, we remain
like a garrison in a beleaguered fortress, knowing that the enemy prevents escape and that ultimate surrender
is inevitable. In such a life there is no peace, but a constant strife between the insistence of desire and the
powerlessness of will. In one way or another, if our life is to be great and free, we must escape this prison and

this strife.

One way of escape is by philosophic contemplation. Philosophic contemplation does not, in its widest survey,
divide the universe into two hostile camps—friends and foes, helpful and hostile, good and bad—it views the
whole impartially. Philosophic contemplation, when it is unalloyed, does not aim at proving that the rest of the
universe is akin to humanity. All acquisition of knowledge is an enlargement of the Self, but this enlargement
is best attained when it is not directly sought. It is obtained when the desire for knowledge is alone operative,
by a study which does not wish in advance that its objects should have this or that character, but adapts the
Self to the characters which it finds in its objects. This enlargement of Self is not obtained when, taking the
Self as it is, we try to show that the world is so similar to this Self that knowledge of it is possible without any
admission of what seems alien. The desire to prove this is a form of self-assertion, and like all self-assertion, it is
an obstacle to the growth of Self which it desires, and of which the Self knows that it is capable. Self-assertion,
in philosophic speculation as elsewhere, views the world as a means to its own ends; thus it makes the world of
less account than Self, and the Self sets bounds to the greatness of its goods. In contemplation, on the contrary,
we start from the not-Self, and through its greatness the boundaries of Self are enlarged; through the infinity

of the universe the mind which contemplates it achieves some share in infinity.

For this reason greatness of soul is not fostered by those philosophies which assimilate the universe to
Humanity. Knowledge is a form of union of Self and not-Self; like all union, it is impaired by dominion,
and therefore by any attempt to force the universe into conformity with what we find in ourselves. There
is a widespread philosophical tendency towards the view which tells us that humanity is the measure of all
things, that truth is person-made, that space and time and the world of universals are properties of the mind,
and that, if there be anything not created by the mind, it is unknowable and of no account for us. This

view, if our previous discussions were correct, is untrue; but in addition to being untrue, it has the effect of
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robbing philosophic contemplation of all that gives it value, since it fetters contemplation to Self. What it calls
knowledge is not a union with the not-Self, but a set of prejudices, habits, and desires, making an impenetrable
veil between us and the world beyond. The person who finds pleasure in such a theory of knowledge is like the

person who never leaves the domestic circle for fear his word might not be law.

The true philosophic contemplation, on the contrary, finds its satisfaction in every enlargement of the not-Self,
in everything that magnifies the objects contemplated, and thereby the subject contemplating. Everything, in
contemplation, that is personal or private, everything that depends upon habit, self-interest, or desire, distorts
the object, and hence impairs the union which the intellect seeks. By thus making a barrier between subject
and object, such personal and private things become a prison to the intellect. The free intellect will see as
God might see, without a here and now, without hopes and fears, without the trammels of customary beliefs
and traditional prejudices, calmly, dispassionately, in the sole and exclusive desire of knowledge—knowledge
as impersonal, as purely contemplative, as it is possible for humanity to attain. Hence also the free intellect
will value more the abstract and universal knowledge into which the accidents of private history do not enter,
than the knowledge brought by the senses, and dependent, as such knowledge must be, upon an exclusive and

personal point of view and a body whose sense-organs distort as much as they reveal.

The mind which has become accustomed to the freedom and impartiality of philosophic contemplation will
preserve something of the same freedom and impartiality in the world of action and emotion. It will view
its purposes and desires as parts of the whole, with the absence of insistence that results from seeing them as
infinitesimal fragments in a world of which all the rest is unaffected by any one person’s deeds. The impartiality
which, in contemplation, is the unalloyed desire for truth, is the very same quality of mind which, in action, is
justice, and in emotion is that universal love which can be given to all, and not only to those who are judged
useful or admirable. Thus, contemplation enlarges not only the objects of our thoughts, but also the objects
of our actions and our affections: it makes us citizens of the universe, not only of one walled city at war with
all the rest. In this citizenship of the universe consists humanity’s true freedom, and his liberation from the

thralldom of narrow hopes and fears.

Thus, to sum up our discussion of the value of philosophy: Philosophy is to be studied, not for the sake of any
definite answers to its questions, since no definite answers can, as a rule, be known to be true, but rather for
the sake of the questions themselves; because these questions enlarge our conception of what is possible, enrich
our intellectual imagination, and diminish the dogmatic assurance which closes the mind against speculation;
but above all because, through the greatness of the universe which philosophy contemplates, the mind also is

rendered great, and becomes capable of that union with the universe which constitutes its highest good.
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AN INTRODUCTION TO PLATO'S APOLOGY

Heather Wilburn, Ph.D.

Western philosophy begins in Ancient Greece, with a range of thinkers pushing the status quo to delve into
topics that affect us as human beings. This chapter provides a brief overview of how philosophy developed in

the west by looking at some key elements of Plato’s Apology.

History:

In the western world, rational thinking begins in Ancient Greece. It arises as an alternative way to understand
the world in comparison to myth. Myth gives anthropomorphic explanations of the world and refers to gods,
magic, and the like.” Rational inquiry in Greece begins by giving physical and natural explanations of things

and using law, predictions, and scientific thinking instead of myth.

With respect to myth, everything in nature is thought to have powers and to be alive: water, air, sun, and
the like. The basic way to understand the world at this time (i.e. think Mesopotamians, Egyptians, and the
early Greeks) was that all events were the result of some spirit’s action. For instance, a mythic explanation of a
tsunami might be that the god Poseidon was angry, whereas now we give a rational and physical explanation of
such. Some gods and goddesses were good and benevolent and others were not. Furthermore, the deities could
be influenced by prayer and ritual (if you have read Homer, you can easily see multiple human characteristics

attributed to the gods). Essentially, myth gives order and understanding.

However, around 600 BC there was a transformative shift in thinking. The early Greek philosophers (i.e.
generally referred to as natural philosophers and PreSocratics) did not assume that everything was alive.
Instead, they gave physical and natural explanations of things. These early Greeks were secking a unifying

principle that could explain all things.

The Greeks referred to this more rational approach as philosophy (i.e. the love of wisdom) and they began
applying this rational approach to all questions: reality, society, morality, thinking, knowledge, and human
nature. You can consider this way of thinking as an emphasis on our cognitive capacities as human beings.
This really grounds what we think of as the humanities in the west and it is reflected in various artifacts
from these cultures (e.g. the great epics, drama, poetry, the classical style in visual art, conceptions of justice,

democracy—Athens was the first democracy in the world-, beauty, education and the list goes on).

There was an additional group of thinkers in Ancient Greece. They were a group of “teachers” known as the



AN INTRODUCTION TO PLATO'S APOLOGY | 20

sophists. They would visit wealthy families and teach young men the art of persuasion. Sophists believed that
truth and morality are relative to the individual. As such they did not believe in ultimate truths—they did not
believe that rational inquiry could lead to objective truths (i.e. the capital T truths, if you will). Essentially, they
analyzed the method of reasoning and argumentation, which would help young men enter politics and secure

a successful civic life.

However, the idea that beauty, justice and wisdom lie in the eye of the beholder actually ties with the sophists’
view, not Socrates or Plato’s view. Both Socrates and Plato defended the view that there’s objective truth and

morality.

As the story goes, Socrates was Plato’s mentor in the sense that he learned what a philosophical life looked
like. He goes on to open the first university in the west—The Academy. Aristotle, who would go on to tutor
Alexander the Great, was a student and later a critic of Plato’s. Plato’s writings feature his mentor Socrates as
the spokesperson for various topics of inquiry and discourse, including justice, piety, beauty, and immortality.

In other words, Socrates is the main character in Plato’s written works.

Plato’s works are delivered in the form of dialogues. The first time you read a Plato text, it can be a bit
disorienting. Yet, once you realize the importance of tracking Socrates and the speakers, it is an interesting
way to experience philosophical ideas. It is almost as if you are an observer of a conversation that is unfolding.
Additionally, the dialogue form is likely a nod to the importance of “doing” philosophy-trying to obtain
a higher understanding of things via conversation. Conversation involves questions of inquiry, a gap of
understanding, or an attempt to clarify something vague or ambiguous. Through a process of questioning,
answering, challenging, responding...repeat...repeat...understanding. As Hannah Arednt puts it, thinking in
this way grounds the object of inquiry in the way that a root grounds a tree. The philosophical world refers to

this specific type of philosophical thought as “dialectical” and as the “Socratic method.”

This method uses a process, which most often begins with Socrates asking a question of one of his peers. After
an answer or definition is given, Socrates gets his peer to agree to a statement, which contradicts their original
statement. Next his peer offers up an alternative definition, which is closer to the truth, but is still shown by
Socrates to be faulty. This process might go on until an acceptable definition is reached or it is felt not profitable
to continue with the discussion. This is the very technique that he used to point out the ignorances of his
fellow Athenians and his followers imitated, winning Socrates many enemies. Ultimately, this landed him in

court.

Socrates’ Defense:

Let’s turn now to the essay that traces his appearance in court, which is recorded by Plato in a work titled,

his Apology. The actual title is in Greek, so this is translated to English. However, apology in English involves
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something like atonement. The Greek word translates more appropriately to defend. So, in this text, Socrates
is being charged with corrupting the youth and impiety; however, the impiety charge eventually shifts over to

atheism. The Apology is Socrates’ defense of the charges he’s facing.

Delphic Oracle;

Socrates’ philosophy activity is traceable to the Delphic Oracle. This oracle is where everyone would go to find
answers from the god Apollo. If you’ve read Oedipus the King, this is the same oracle that informed Oedipus’

of his tragic fate.

In the text we are reading, Socrates points out that someone on the jury is likely wondering what led to these
accusations if they are not true. Socrates gives an account of how he began living a philosophical life, examining

life and values, and, essentially, why he does what he does. All of this began with the Oracle at Delphi.

So, initially his pursuit begins by trying to show the god wrong, but then comes to understand his activity as a

service to the god—as assisting the god when he encountered someone who thought he was wise, but was not.

Socrates sees this service to one of the maxims at the Oracle at Delphi, “know yourself.” In literature, this
maxim, which is inscribed at the courtyard at the Temple, has a few different interpretations, two of which are
very much related to Socrates’ philosophy: a directive to those who believe they know more than they know &
a warning to not pay attention to the opinions of the masses. In the Apology, Socrates makes his famous claim:

“the unexamined life is not worth living.”

Socrates’ interpretation of the Oracles’ announcement and his subsequent activity also plays rather nicely in
his defense against the charge of atheism/not believing in the gods of the state. If he was an atheist or did not

believe in the gods of the state why would he dedicate his life activity—his services—to the gods?

The Charges:

Remember the two charges that he is facing: corrupting the youth and impiety. As I noted earlier, the second
charge regarding Socrates’ disbelief in the state religion quickly turns to the accusation that he is an atheist.
Socrates easily refutes this by pointing out that just as people who believe in the existence of human things
must also believe in the existence of human beings, people who believe in divine agencies, must also believe
in gods. In the indictment, one of the prosecutors, Meletus, swore that Socrates teaches and believes in divine
agencies other than those of the state. Socrates led him straight into a contradiction, demonstrating he didn’t

understand the charges he was pushing.

With respect to the first charge, corrupting the youth, Socrates defends himself by getting Meletus to admit
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that the whole of Athens—everyone in the city-state—improves the youth with the exception of Socrates,
which is their sole corrupter. First, Meletus cannot name even one person that improves the youth, yet in all
other fields of human inquiry we leave it to experts to “improve” something. This gives rise to the following
question: do we need experts to train or improve our young? It would seem that we would need experts if
such improvement was a matter of knowledge. But is this the sense in which the horse trainer has knowledge?
There seems to be two senses of knowledge at play here: wisdom and technical skill. This distinction is worth

considering as we move through Plato’s readings.

Another point worth considering is that the first accusation implies Socrates is a teacher, which is why he denies
such during the opening statements. Thus, the question arises: is he a teacher or does he just question? What is
the difference between teaching and questioning? Questioning can open you up to the premises and evidence
regarding the things taught to you. From this type of reflection and questioning one can learn how things are

related and fit into the bigger picture.

In the second part of Socrates’ defense regarding the charge of corrupting the youth, he argues: Bad people have
a harmful effect upon those they are in contact with. No one prefers to be harmed. Hence, Socrates cannot
intentionally have a bad influence on his close companions, since by spoiling their character he would run the
risk of being harmed by them in return. I wonder if you think this a valid point? What would we say about

criminals and other people who harm others?

Another question I encourage you to think about is this: would you agree with Socrates’ point that if he
does corrupt the youth it must be unintentionally, which would not be a crime. If something is done wrong

unintentionally the correct course of action would be advice and correction, not punishment.

If we think about these last two points it would seem that bad things are done unintentionally, which, in turn,
would mean that wrong-doers should be reeducated and rehabilitated. Essentially, it would seem that we could
only do bad things knowingly if we thought that such bad acts would not harm ourselves. Plato, in other

dialogues, gives an argument that evil actions are in fact harmful to the evil doer.

While these points refer to the specific charges that Socrates is facing there are some other elements of the text
that are worth considering. The first is the theme of death and why it is that Socrates seems willing to die for

his principles or what he believes is right.

Death and Wisdom:;

At one point in the text, Socrates indicates that fearing death amounts to thinking one is wise when one is
not. This is because it assumes that one knows something about death when such knowledge is impossible to

obtain. All of your experiences come from life and living, not from death. Death is the end of experience, so
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it cannot be experienced; it cannot be faced. Thus, it is presumptuous to think that I possess some knowledge
about death. In this sense, perhaps Socrates is wiser than his neighbors (and the oracle was right); he knows

that he knows nothing about death and recognizes his limitations as a human being.

Part of human wisdom is admitting that we do not know and cannot know everything, which allows us
to be inquisitive and curious. Recognizing our limitations allows us to be open. This lack of fear of

death—courage—comes from our humility and our confession of not knowing.

Care of the Soul:

If we ought not be concerned with death, what should we be concerned with? For Socrates, we should be
concerned with the welfare of our souls (i.e. essence). In fact, he went to people individually and tried to convey
the significance of this. He says, “all I do is to go about persuading you, young and old alike, not to care for

your bodies or for your wealth so intensely as for the greatest possible well-being of your souls.”

Conclusion:

It’s worth thinking about what Plato has to say in light of our contemporary settings. There are many selections

of Plato’s work that apply today and many more of Plato’s ideas that have influenced life in the west.
The video below (00:07:03) will be helpful to watch, as it touches on several key points from the text.

(There are no captions because all meaningful content is shown with images and text; the only audio is music.)

@ One or more interactive elements has been excluded from this version of the text. You can view

them online here: https://open.library.okstate.edu/introphilosophy/?p=461#o0embed-1

For Reflection and Discussion:
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1. ldentify the psychological, emotional, and persuasiveness of Socrates’ opening statement.
What are the main points he tries to get across and what does he want his audience to think
about? Is his speech moving? Is it effective?

2. Socrates notes there are older accusations that he thinks are more damaging than the formal
charges he's facing. What are these? Why does he take these claims more seriously? How
are these accusations related to the intellectual trends in Ancient Greece at the time?

3. What was Chaerephon’s question to the Oracle at Delphi and what was the priestess’ reply?
What was Socrates’ interpretation and reaction to the reply? What does Socrates believe this
oracle says about human wisdom?

4. What are the two formal charges Socrates is facing? How does he defend himself? Are his
points throughout his defense compelling?

5. What is the difference between knowledge and wisdom? What is the difference between
teaching and questioning? How does Socrates fit into your understanding of these concepts?

6. Socrates claims that we ought not fear death. Explain his reasoning.

7. Socrates compares himself to a gadfly. Explain the analogy. Discuss whether you think
gadflies are important to our own societies and communities?

8. Is alife intrinsically valuable or instrumentally valuable? How do you think Socrates would
answer this question?

@OOO

An Introduction to Plato’s Apology by Heather Wilburn, Ph.D. is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-

ShareAlike 4.0 International License, except where otherwise noted.

Notes

1. Anthropomorphism means that we, as humans, project our faculties upon non-human things. If you’re a pet person,
odds are you do this with your dog or cat. For the Ancient Greeks (and even earlier cultures), things in nature take on
human qualities. With respect to myth, this helps explain natural occurrences and develop rituals to summon the favor
of the gods.
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THE APOLOGY

Plato

Socrates Requests a Just Listening

How you, O Athenians, have been affected by my accusers, I cannot tell; but I know that they almost made
me forget who I was—so persuasively did they speak; and yet they have hardly uttered a word of truth. But of
the many falsehoods told by them, there was one which quite amazed me;—I mean when they said that you
should be upon your guard and not allow yourselves to be deceived by the force of my eloquence. To say this,
when they were certain to be detected as soon as I opened my lips and proved myself to be anything but a great
speaker, did indeed appear to me most shameless—unless by the force of eloquence they mean the force of
truth; for is such is their meaning, I admit that I am eloquent. But in how different a way from theirs! Well, as I
was saying, they have scarcely spoken the truth at all; but from me you shall hear the whole truth: not, however,
delivered after their manner in a set oration duly ornamented with words and phrases. No, by heaven! but I
shall use the words and arguments which occur to me at the moment; for I am confident in the justice of my
cause (Or, I am certain that I am right in taking this course.): at my time of life I ought not to be appearing
before you, O men of Athens, in the character of a juvenile orator—let no one expect it of me. And I must beg
of you to grant me a favor:—If I defend myself in my accustomed manner, and you hear me using the words
which I have been in the habit of using in the agora, at the tables of the money changers, or anywhere else, I
would ask you not to be surprised, and not to interrupt me on this account. For I am more than seventy years
of age, and appearing now for the first time in a court of law, I am quite a stranger to the language of the place;
and therefore I would have you regard me as if I were really a stranger, whom you would excuse if he spoke in
his native tongue, and after the fashion of his country:—Am I making an unfair request of you? Never mind
the manner, which may or may not be good; but think only of the truth of my words, and give heed to that: let

the speaker speak truly and the judge decide justly.

Charges of the Older Accusers

And first, I have to reply to the older charges and to my first accusers, and then I will go on to the later ones.
For of old I have had many accusers, who have accused me falsely to you during many years; and I am more
afraid of them than of Anytus and his associates, who are dangerous, too, in their own way. But far more
dangerous are the others, who began when you were children, and took possession of your minds with their

falsehoods, telling of one Socrates, a wise man, who speculated about the heaven above, and searched into
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the earth beneath, and made the worse appear the better cause. The disseminators of this tale are the accusers
whom I dread; for their hearers are apt to fancy that such enquirers do not believe in the existence of the gods.
And they are many, and their charges against me are of ancient date, and they were made by them in the days
when you were more impressible than you are now—in childhood, or it may have been in youth—and the
cause when heard went by default, for there was none to answer. And hardest of all, I do not know and cannot

tell the names of my accusers; unless in the chance case of a Comic poet.

All who from envy and malice have persuaded you—some of them having first convinced themselves—all this
class of men are most difficult to deal with; for I cannot have them up here, and cross-examine them, and
therefore I must simply fight with shadows in my own defense, and argue when there is no one who answers. I
will ask you then to assume with me, as I was saying, that my opponents are of two kinds; one recent, the other
ancient: and I hope that you will see the propriety of my answering the latter first, for these accusations you

heard long before the others, and much oftener.

Well, then, I must make my defense, and endeavor to clear away in a short time, a slander which has lasted a
long time. May I succeed, if to succeed be for my good and yours, or likely to avail me in my cause! The task
is not an easy one; I quite understand the nature of it. And so leaving the event with God, in obedience to the

law I will now make my defense.

Defense Against Older Accusations

I will begin at the beginning, and ask what is the accusation which has given rise to the slander of me, and in
fact has encouraged Meletus to proof this charge against me. Well, what do the slanderers say? They shall be
my prosecutors, and I will sum up their words in an affidavit: “Socrates is an evildoer, and a curious person,
who searches into things under the earth and in heaven, and he makes the worse appear the better cause; and

he teaches the aforesaid doctrines to others.”

Such is the nature of the accusation: it is just what you have yourselves seen in the comedy of Aristophanes,
who has introduced a man whom he calls Socrates, going about and saying that he walks in air, and talking a
deal of nonsense concerning matters of which I do not pretend to know either much or little—not that I mean

to speak disparagingly of any one who is a student of natural philosophy.

I'should be very sorry if Meletus could bring so grave a charge against me. But the simple truth is, O Athenians,
that I have nothing to do with physical speculations. Very many of those here present are witnesses to the truth
of this, and to them I appeal. Speak then, you who have heard me, and tell your neighbours whether any of you
have ever known me hold forth in few words or in many upon such matters. . You hear their answer. And from

what they say of this part of the charge you will be able to judge of the truth of the rest.
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As little foundation is there for the report that I am a teacher, and take money; this accusation has no more
truth in it than the other. Although, if a man were really able to instruct mankind, to receive money for giving
instruction would, in my opinion, be an honor to him. There is Gorgias of Leontium, and Prodicus of Ceos,
and Hippias of Elis, who go the round of the cities, and are able to persuade the young men to leave their
own citizens by whom they might be taught for nothing, and come to them whom they not only pay, but are
thankful if they may be allowed to pay them. There is at this time a Parian philosopher residing in Athens, of
whom I have heard; and I came to hear of him in this way:—I came across a man who has spent a world of
money on the Sophists, Callias, the son of Hipponicus, and knowing that he had sons, I asked him: “Callias,”
I said, “if your two sons were foals or calves, there would be no difficulty in finding some one to put over them;
we should hire a trainer of horses, or a farmer probably, who would improve and perfect them in their own
proper virtue and excellence; but as they are human beings, whom are you thinking of placing over them? Is
there any one who understands human and political virtue? You must have thought about the matter, for you
have sons; is there any one?” “There is,” he said. “Who is he?” said I; “and of what country? and what does he
charge?” “Evenus the Parian,” he replied; “he is the man, and his charge is five minae.” Happy is Evenus, I said
to myself, if he really has this wisdom, and teaches at such a moderate charge. Had I the same, I should have

been very proud and conceited; but the truth is that I have no knowledge of the kind.

Delphic Oracle

I dare say, Athenians, that some one among you will reply, “Yes, Socrates, but what is the origin of these
accusations which are brought against you; there must have been something strange which you have been
doing? All these rumours and this talk about you would never have arisen if you had been like other men: tell
us, then, what is the cause of them, for we should be sorry to judge hastily of you.” Now I regard this as a fair
challenge, and I will endeavour to explain to you the reason why I am called wise and have such an evil fame.
Please to attend then. And although some of you may think that I am joking, I declare that I will tell you the
entire truth. Men of Athens, this reputation of mine has come of a certain sort of wisdom which I possess. If
you ask me what kind of wisdom, I reply, wisdom such as may perhaps be attained by man, for to that extent I
am inclined to believe that I am wise; whereas the persons of whom I was speaking have a superhuman wisdom
which I may fail to describe, because I have it not myself; and he who says that I have, speaks falsely, and is
taking away my character. And here, O men of Athens, I must beg you not to interrupt me, even if I seem to
say something extravagant. For the word which I will speak is not mine. I will refer you to a witness who is
worthy of credit; that witness shall be the God of Delphi—he will tell you about my wisdom, if T have any, and
of what sort it is. You must have known Chaerephon; he was early a friend of mine, and also a friend of yours,
for he shared in the recent exile of the people, and returned with you. Well, Chaerephon, as you know, was
very impetuous in all his doings, and he went to Delphi and boldly asked the oracle to tell him whether—as I

was saying, I must beg you not to interrupt—he asked the oracle to tell him whether anyone was wiser than I
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was, and the Pythian prophetess answered, that there was no man wiser. Chaerephon is dead himself; but his

brother, who is in court, will confirm the truth of what I am saying.

Socrates Cross-examines Others

Why do I mention this? Because I am going to explain to you why I have such an evil name. When I heard the
answer, I said to myself, What can the god mean? and what is the interpretation of his riddle? for I know that
I have no wisdom, small or great. What then can he mean when he says that I am the wisest of men? And yet
he is a god, and cannot lie; that would be against his nature. After long consideration, I thought of a method
of trying the question. I reflected that if I could only find a man wiser than myself, then I might go to the god
with a refutation in my hand. I should say to him, “Here is a man who is wiser than I am; but you said that I
was the wisest.” Accordingly I went to one who had the reputation of wisdom, and observed him—his name I
need not mention; he was a politician whom I selected for examination—and the result was as follows: When
I began to talk with him, I could not help thinking that he was not really wise, although he was thought wise
by many, and still wiser by himself; and thereupon I tried to explain to him that he thought himself wise, but
was not really wise; and the consequence was that he hated me, and his enmity was shared by several who were
present and heard me. So, I left him, saying to myself, as I went away: Well, although I do not suppose that
either of us knows anything really beautiful and good, I am better off than he is, — for he knows nothing,
and thinks that he knows; I neither know nor think that I know. In this latter particular, then, I seem to have
slightly the advantage of him. Then I went to another who had still higher pretensions to wisdom, and my
conclusion was exactly the same. Whereupon I made another enemy of him, and of many others besides him.
Then I went to one man after another, being not unconscious of the enmity which I provoked, and I lamented
and feared this: but necessity was laid upon me, —the word of God, I thought, ought to be considered first.
And I said to myself, Go I must to all who appear to know, and find out the meaning of the oracle. And I swear
to you, Athenians, by the dog I swear! —for I must tell you the truth—the result of my mission was just this: I
found that the men most in repute were all but the most foolish; and that others less esteemed were really wiser
and better. I will tell you the tale of my wanderings and of the “Herculean” labors, as I may call them, which I
endured only to find at last the oracle irrefutable. After the politicians, I went to the poets; tragic, dithyrambic,
and all sorts. And there, I said to myself, you will be instantly detected; now you will find out that you are more
ignorant than they are. Accordingly, I took them some of the most elaborate passages in their own writings,
and asked what was the meaning of them—thinking that they would teach me something. Will you believe
me? I am almost ashamed to confess the truth, but I must say that there is hardly a person present who would
not have talked better about their poetry than they did themselves. Then I knew that not by wisdom do poets
write poetry, but by a sort of genius and inspiration; they are like diviners or soothsayers who also say many
fine things, but do not understand the meaning of them. The poets appeared to me to be much in the same

case; and I further observed that upon the strength of their poetry they believed themselves to be the wisest of
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men in other things in which they were not wise. So, I departed, conceiving myself to be superior to them for

the same reason that I was superior to the politicians.

At last I went to the artisans. I was conscious that I knew nothing at all, as I may say, and I was sure that
they knew many fine things; and here I was not mistaken, for they did know many things of which I was
ignorant, and in this they certainly were wiser than I was. But I observed that even the good artisans fell into
the same error as the poets;—because they were good workmen they thought that they also knew all sorts of
high matters, and this defect in them overshadowed their wisdom; and therefore I asked myself on behalf of the
oracle, whether I would like to be as I was, neither having their knowledge nor their ignorance, or like them in

both; and I made answer to myself and to the oracle that I was better off as I was.

Why Socrates is Wise

This inquisition has led to my having many enemies of the worst and most dangerous kind, and has given
occasion also to many calumnies. And I am called wise, for my hearers always imagine that I myself possess the
wisdom which I find wanting in others: but the truth is, O men of Athens, that God only is wise; and by his
answer he intends to show that the wisdom of men is worth little or nothing; he is not speaking of Socrates, he
is only using my name by way of illustration, as if he said, He, O men, is the wisest, who, like Socrates, knows
that his wisdom is in truth worth nothing. And so I go about the world, obedient to the god, and search and
make inquiry into the wisdom of any one, whether citizen or stranger, who appears to be wise; and if he is not
wise, then in vindication of the oracle I show him that he is not wise; and my occupation quite absorbs me,
and I have no time to give either to any public matter of interest or to any concern of my own, but I am in utter

poverty by reason of my devotion to the god.

Prejudice Against Socrates

There is another thing:—young men of the richer classes, who have not much to do, come about me of their
own accord; they like to hear the pretenders examined, and they often imitate me, and proceed to examine
others; there are plenty of persons, as they quickly discover, who think that they know something, but really
know little or nothing; and then those who are examined by them instead of being angry with themselves are
angry with me: This confounded Socrates, they say; this villainous misleader of youth!— and then if somebody
asks them, Why, what evil does he practice or teach? they do not know, and cannot tell; but in order that they
may not appear to be at aloss, they repeat the ready made charges which are used against all philosophers about
teaching things up in the clouds and under the earth, and having no gods, and making the worse appear the
better cause; for they do not like to confess that their pretense of knowledge has been detected— which is

the truth; and as they are numerous and ambitious and energetic, and are drawn up in battle array and have
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persuasive tongues, they have filled your ears with their loud and inveterate calumnies. And this is the reason
why my three accusers, Meletus and Anytus and Lycon, have set upon me; Meletus, who has a quarrel with me
on behalf of the poets; Anytus, on behalf of the craftsmen and politicians; Lycon, on behalf of the rhetoricians:
and as I said at the beginning, I cannot expect to get rid of such a mass of calumny all in a moment. And this,
O men of Athens, is the truth and the whole truth; I have concealed nothing, I have dissembled nothing. And
yet, I know that my plainness of speech makes them hate me, and what is their hatred but a proof that I am
speaking the truth? —Hence has arisen the prejudice against me; and this is the reason of it, as you will find out

either in this or in any future inquiry.

Defence Against Corruption of the Youth

Editor’s Note: For this part of the Apology, we have added in who is speaking at any
particular point as Socrates asks questions and others answer.

Socrates: I have said enough in my defense against the first class of my accusers; I turn to the second class. They
are headed by Meletus, that good man and true lover of his country, as he calls himself. Against these, too, I
must try to make a defense: —Let their affidavit be read: it contains something of this kind: It says that Socrates
is a doer of evil, who corrupts the youth; and who does not believe in the gods of the state, but has other new
divinities of his own. Such is the charge; and now let us examine the particular counts. He says that I am a doer
of evil, and corrupt the youth; but I say, O men of Athens, that Meletus is a doer of evil, in that he pretends
to be in earnest when he is only in jest, and is so eager to bring men to trial from a pretended zeal and interest
about matters in which he really never had the smallest interest. And the truth of this I will endeavor to prove
to you. Come hither, Meletus, and let me ask a question of you. You think a great deal about the improvement

of youth?
Meletus: Yes, I do.

Socrates: Tell the judges, then, who is their improver; for you must know, as you have taken the pains to
discover their corrupter, and are citing and accusing me before them. Speak, then, and tell the judges who their
improver is—observe, Meletus, that you are silent, and have nothing to say. But is not this rather disgraceful,
and a very considerable proof of what I was saying, that you have no interest in the matter? Speak up, friend,

and tell us who their improver is.

Meletus: The laws.
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Socrates: But that, my good sir, is not my meaning. I want to know who the person is, who, in the first place,

knows the laws.

Meletus: The judges, Socrates, who are present in court.

Socrates: What, do you mean to say, Meletus, that they are able to instruct and improve youth?
Meletus: Certainly, they are.

What, all of them, or some only and not others?

Meletus: All of them.

Socrates: By the goddess Here, that is good news! There are plenty of improvers, then. And what do you say

of the audience—do they improve them?

Meletus: Yes, they do.

And the senators?

Meletus: Yes, the senators improve them.

Socrates: But perhaps the members of the assembly corrupt them? —or do they too improve them?
Meletus: They improve them.

Socrates: Then every Athenian improves and elevates them; all with the exception of myself; and I alone am

their corrupter? Is that what you affirm?
Meletus: That is what I stoutly affirm.

Socrates: I am very unfortunate if you are right. But suppose I ask you a question: How about horses? Does
one man do them harm and all the world good? Is not the exact opposite the truth? One man is able to do
them good, or at least not many; —the trainer of horses, that is to say, does them good, and others who have to
do with them rather injure them? Is not that true, Meletus, of horses, or of any other animals? Most assuredly
it is; whether you and Anytus say yes or no. Happy indeed would be the condition of youth if they had one
corrupter only, and all the rest of the world were their improvers. But you, Meletus, have sufficiently shown
that you never had a thought about the young: your carelessness is seen in your not caring about the very things

which you bring against me.

And now, Meletus, I will ask you another question—by Zeus I will: Which is better, to live among bad citizens,
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or among good ones? Answer, friend, I say; the question is one which may be easily answered. Do not the good

do their neighbors good, and the bad do them evil?
Meletus: Certainly.

Socrates: And is there anyone who would rather be injured than benefited by those who live with him?

Answer, my good friend, the law requires you to answer—does any one like to be injured?
Meletus: Certainly not.

Socrates: And when you accuse me of corrupting and deteriorating the youth, do you allege that I corrupt

them intentionally or unintentionally?
Meletus: Intentionally, I say.

Socrates: But you have just admitted that the good do their neighbors good, and the evil do them evil. Now, is
that a truth which your superior wisdom has recognized thus early in life, and am I, at my age, in such darkness
and ignorance as not to know that if a man with whom I have to live is corrupted by me, I am very likely
to be harmed by him; and yet I corrupt him, and intentionally, too—so you say, although neither I nor any
other human being is ever likely to be convinced by you. But either I do not corrupt them, or I corrupt them
unintentionally; and on either view of the case you lie. If my offence is unintentional, the law has no cognizance
of unintentional offences: you ought to have taken me privately, and warned and admonished me; for if T had
been better advised, I should have left off doing what I only did unintentionally—no doubt I should; but you
would have nothing to say to me and refused to teach me. And now you bring me up in this court, which is a

place not of instruction, but of punishment.

Defense Against Atheism

Editor’s Note: For this part of the Apology, we have added in who is speaking at any
particular point as Socrates asks questions and others answer.

Socrates: It will be very clear to you, Athenians, as I was saying, that Meletus has no care at all, great or small,
about the matter. But still I should like to know, Meletus, in what I am affirmed to corrupt the young. I
suppose you mean, as I infer from your indictment, that I teach them not to acknowledge the gods which the
state acknowledges, but some other new divinities or spiritual agencies in their stead. These are the lessons by

which I corrupt the youth, as you say.
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Meletus: Yes, that I say emphatically.

Socrates: Then, by the gods, Meletus, of whom we are speaking, tell me and the court, in somewhat plainer
terms, what you mean! for I do not as yet understand whether you affirm that I teach other men to
acknowledge some gods, and therefore that I do believe in gods, and am not an entire atheist— this you do not
lay to my charge,—but only you say that they are not the same gods which the city recognizes—the charge is

that they are different gods. Or, do you mean that I am an atheist simply, and a teacher of atheism?
Meletus: I mean the latter—that you are a complete atheist.

Socrates: What an extraordinary statement! Why do you think so, Meletus? Do you mean that I do not believe

in the godhead of the sun or moon, like other men?
Meletus: I assure you, judges, that he does not: for he says that the sun is stone, and the moon earth.

Socrates: Friend Meletus, you think that you are accusing Anaxagoras: and you have but a bad opinion of the
judges, if you fancy them illiterate to such a degree as not to know that these doctrines are found in the books
of Anaxagoras the Clazomenian, which are full of them. And so, forsooth, the youth are said to be taught
them by Socrates, when there are not unfrequently exhibitions of them at the theatre (Probably in allusion to
Aristophanes who caricatured, and to Euripides who borrowed the notions of Anaxagoras, as well as to other
dramatic poets.) (price of admission one drachma at the most); and they might pay their money, and laugh
at Socrates if he pretends to father these extraordinary views. And so, Meletus, you really think that I do not

believe in any god?
Meletus: I swear by Zeus that you believe absolutely in none at all.

Socrates: Nobody will believe you, Meletus, and I am pretty sure that you do not believe yourself. I cannot
help thinking, men of Athens, that Meletus is reckless and impudent, and that he has written this indictment
in a spirit of mere wantonness and youthful bravado. Has he not compounded a riddle, thinking to try me?
He said to himself: —I shall see whether the wise Socrates will discover my facetious contradiction, or whether
I shall be able to deceive him and the rest of them. For he certainly does appear to me to contradict himself in
the indictment as much as if he said that Socrates is guilty of not believing in the gods, and yet of believing in

them—Dbut this is not like a person who is in earnest.

I should like you, O men of Athens, to join me in examining what I conceive to be his inconsistency; and do
you, Meletus, answer. And I must remind the audience of my request that they would not make a disturbance
if I speak in my accustomed manner: Did ever man, Meletus, believe in the existence of human things, and
not of human beings? . . . I wish, men of Athens, that he would answer, and not be always trying to get up
an interruption. Did ever any man believe in horsemanship, and not in horses? or in flute playing, and not in

fluteplayers? No, my friend; I will answer to you and to the court, as you refuse to answer for yourself. There
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is no man who ever did. But now please to answer the next question: Can a man believe in spiritual and divine

agencies, and not in spirits or demigods?
Meletus: He cannot.

Socrates: How lucky I am to have extracted that answer, by the assistance of the court! But then you swear in
the indictment that I teach and believe in divine or spiritual agencies (new or old, no matter for that); at any
rate, I believe in spiritual agencies, —so you say and swear in the afidavit; and yet if I believe in divine beings,
how can I help believing in spirits or demigods; —must I not? To be sure I must; and therefore, I may assume

that your silence gives consent. Now what are spirits or demigods? Are they not either gods or the sons of gods?
Meletus: Certainly, they are.

Socrates: But this is what I call the facetious riddle invented by you: the demigods or spirits are gods, and you
say first that I do not believe in gods, and then again that I do believe in gods; that is, if I believe in demigods.
For if the demigods are the illegitimate sons of gods, whether by the nymphs or by any other mothers, of whom
they are said to be the sons—what human being will ever believe that there are no gods if they are the sons
of gods? You might as well affirm the existence of mules, and deny that of horses and asses. Such nonsense,
Meletus, could only have been intended by you to make trial of me. You have put this into the indictment
because you had nothing real of which to accuse me. But no one who has a particle of understanding will ever
be convinced by you that the same men can believe in divine and superhuman things, and yet not believe that

there are gods and demigods and heroes.

Socrates: I have said enough in answer to the charge of Meletus: any elaborate defense is unnecessary, but I
know only too well how many are the enmities which I have incurred, and this is what will be my destruction
if Tam destroyed;— not Meletus, nor yet Anytus, but the envy and detraction of the world, which has been the
death of many good men, and will probably be the death of many more; there is no danger of my being the last

of them.

Do What's Right, Regardless

Someone will say: And are you not ashamed, Socrates, of a course of life which is likely to bring you to an
untimely end? To him I may fairly answer: There you are mistaken: a man who is good for anything ought
not to calculate the chance of living or dying; he ought only to consider whether in doing anything he is doing
right or wrong—acting the part of a good man or of a bad. Whereas, upon your view, the heroes who fell at
Troy were not good for much, and the son of Thetis above all, who altogether despised danger in comparison
with disgrace; and when he was so eager to slay Hector, his goddess mother said to him, that if he avenged

his companion Patroclus, and slew Hector, he would die himself—“Fate,” she said, in these or the like words,
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“waits for you next after Hector;” he, receiving this warning, utterly despised danger and death, and instead of
fearing them, feared rather to live in dishonor, and not to avenge his friend. “Let me die forthwith,” he replies,
“and be avenged of my enemy, rather than abide here by the beaked ships, a laughingstock and a burden of the
earth.” Had Achilles any thought of death and danger? For wherever a man’s place is, whether the place which
he has chosen or that in which he has been placed by a commander, there he ought to remain in the hour of
danger; he should not think of death or of anything but of disgrace. And this, O men of Athens, is a true saying.
Strange, indeed, would be my conduct, O men of Athens, if I who, when I was ordered by the generals whom
you chose to command me at Potidaea and Amphipolis and Delium, remained where they placed me, like any
other man, facing death—if now, when, as I conceive and imagine, God orders me to fulfil the philosopher’s
mission of searching into myself and other men, I were to desert my post through fear of death, or any other
fear; that would indeed be strange, and I might justly be arraigned in court for denying the existence of the gods,
if T disobeyed the oracle because I was afraid of death, fancying that I was wise when I was not wise. For the fear
of death is indeed the pretense of wisdom, and not real wisdom, being a pretense of knowing the unknown;
and no one knows whether death, which men in their fear apprehend to be the greatest evil, may not be the
greatest good. Is not this ignorance of a disgraceful sort, the ignorance which is the conceit that a man knows
what he does not know? And in this respect only I believe myself to differ from between us that you should
hear me to the end: I have something more to say, at which you may be inclined to cry out; but I believe that
to hear me will be good for you, and therefore I beg that you will not cry out. I would have you know, that if
you kill such a one as I am, you will injure yourselves more than you will injure me. Nothing will injure me,
not Meletus nor yet Anytus—they cannot, for a bad man is not permitted to injure a better than himself. I do
not deny that Anytus may, perhaps, kill him, or drive him into exile, or deprive him of civil rights; and he may
imagine, and others may imagine, that he is inflicting a great injury upon him: but there I do not agree. For the

evil of doing as he is doing—the evil of unjustly taking away the life of another—is greater far.

Socrates, a Gadfly

And now, Athenians, I am not going to argue for my own sake, as you may think, but for yours, that you may
not sin against the God by condemning me, who am his gift to you. For if you kill me you will not easily find
a successor to me, who, if I may use such a ludicrous figure of speech, am a sort of gadfly, given to the state by
God; and the state is a great and noble steed who is tardy in his motions owing to his very size, and requires to
be stirred into life. I am that gadfly which God has attached to the state, and all day long and in all places am
always fastening upon you, arousing, and persuading and reproaching you. You will not easily find another like
me, and therefore I would advise you to spare me. I dare say that you may feel out of temper (like a person who
is suddenly awakened from sleep), and you think that you might easily strike me dead as Anytus advises, and
then you would sleep on for the remainder of your lives, unless God in is care of you sent you another gadfly.

When I say that I am given to you by God, the proof of my mission is this: —if I had been like other men, I
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should not have neglected all my own concerns or patiently seen the neglect of them during all these years, and
have been doing yours, coming to you individually like a father or elder brother, exhorting you to regard virtue;
such conduct, I say, would be unlike human nature. If I had gained anything, or if my exhortations had been
paid, there would have been some sense in my doing so; but now, as you will perceive, not even the impudence
of my accusers dares to say that I have ever exacted or sought pay of any one; of that they have no witness. And

I have a sufficient witness to the truth of what I say—my poverty.

Socrates’ Divine Sign

Someone may wonder why I go about in private giving advice and busying myself with the concerns of others,
but do not venture to come forward in public and advise the state. I will tell you why. You have heard me speak
at sundry times and in divers places of an oracle or sign which comes to me, and is the divinity which Meletus
ridicules in the indictment. This sign, which is a kind of voice, first began to come to me when I was a child; it
always forbids but never commands me to do anything which I am going to do. This is what deters me from
being a politician. And rightly, as I think. For I am certain, O men of Athens, that if I had engaged in politics,
I should have perished long ago, and done no good either to you or to myself. And do not be offended at my
telling you the truth: for the truth is, that no man who goes to war with you or any other multitude, honestly
striving against the many lawless and unrighteous deeds which are done in a state, will save his life; he who will

fight for the right, if he would live even for a brief space, must have a private station and not a public one.

Doing What's Right, Regardless of Threat

I can give you convincing evidence of what I say, not words only, but what you value far more—actions. Let
me relate to you a passage of my own life which will prove to you that I should never have yielded to injustice
from any fear of death, and that “as I should have refused to yield” I must have died at once. I will tell you a
tale of the courts, not very interesting perhaps, but nevertheless true. The only office of state which I ever held,
O men of Athens, was that of senator: the tribe Antiochis, which is my tribe, had the presidency at the trial
of the generals who had not taken up the bodies of the slain after the battle of Arginusae; and you proposed
to try them in a body, contrary to law, as you all thought afterwards; but at the time I was the only one of the
Prytanes who was opposed to the illegality, and I gave my vote against you; and when the orators threatened
to impeach and arrest me, and you called and shouted, I made up my mind that I would run the risk, having
law and justice with me, rather than take part in your injustice because I feared imprisonment and death. This
happened in the days of the democracy. But when the oligarchy of the Thirty was in power, they sent for me
and four others into the rotunda, and bade us bring Leon the Salaminian from Salamis, as they wanted to put
him to death. This was a specimen of the sort of commands which they were always giving with the view of

implicating as many as possible in their crimes; and then I showed, not in word only but in deed, that, if I may
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be allowed to use such an expression, I cared not a straw for death, and that my great and only care was lest I
should do an unrighteous or unholy thing. For the strong arm of that oppressive power did not frighten me
into doing wrong; and when we came out of the rotunda the other four went to Salamis and fetched Leon, but
I went quietly home. For which I might have lost my life, had not the power of the Thirty shortly afterwards
come to an end. And many will witness to my words. Now do you really imagine that I could have survived all
these years, if I had led a public life, supposing that like a good man I'had always maintained the right and had
made justice, as I ought, the first thing? No indeed, men of Athens, neither I nor any other man. But I have
been always the same in all my actions, public as well as private, and never have I yielded any base compliance
to those who are slanderously termed my disciples, or to any other. Not that I have any regular disciples. But
if any one likes to come and hear me while I am pursuing my mission, whether he be young or old, he is not
excluded. Nor do I converse only with those who pay; but any one, whether he be rich or poor, may ask and
answer me and listen to my words; and whether he turns out to be a bad man or a good one, neither result can
be justly imputed to me; for I never taught or professed to teach him anything. And if any one says that he has

ever learned or heard anything from me in private which all the world has not heard, let me tell you that he is

lying.

But I shall be asked, Why do people delight in continually conversing with to his mind, and he may be set
against me, and vote in anger because he is displeased at me on this account. Now if there be such a person
among you,—mind, I do not say that there is,—to him I may fairly reply: My friend, I am a man, and like other
men, a creature of flesh and blood, and not “of wood or stone,” as Homer says; and I have a family, yes, and
sons, O Athenians, three in number, one almost a man, and two others who are still young; and yet I will not
bring any of them hither in order to petition you for an acquittal. And why not? Not from any self-assertion
or want of respect for you. Whether I am or am not afraid of death is another question, of which I will not
now speak. But, having regard to public opinion, I feel that such conduct would be discreditable to myself,
and to you, and to the whole state. One who has reached my years, and who has a name for wisdom, ought
not to demean himself. Whether this opinion of me be deserved or not, at any rate the world has decided that
Socrates is in some way superior to other men. And if those among you who are said to be superior in wisdom
and courage, and any other virtue, demean themselves in this way, how shameful is their conduct! I have seen
men of reputation, when they have been condemned, behaving in the strangest manner: they seemed to fancy
that they were going to suffer something dreadful if they died, and that they could be immortal if you only
allowed them to live; and I think that such are a dishonor to the state, and that any stranger coming in would
have said of them that the most eminent men of Athens, to whom the Athenians themselves give honor and
command, are no better than women. And I say that these things ought not to be done by those of us who
have a reputation; and if they are done, you ought not to permit them; you ought rather to show that you are
far more disposed to condemn the man who gets up a doleful scene and makes the city ridiculous, than him

who holds his peace.
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The Defense Concluded

But, setting aside the question of public opinion, there seems to be something wrong in asking a favor of a
judge, and thus procuring an acquittal, instead of informing and convincing him. For his duty is, not to make
a present of justice, but to give judgment; and he has sworn that he will judge according to the laws, and not
according to his own good pleasure; and we ought not to encourage you, nor should you allow yourselves to
be encouraged, in this habit of perjury—there can be no piety in that. Do not then require me to do what
I consider dishonorable and impious and wrong, especially now, when I am being tried for impiety on the
indictment of Meletus. For if, O men of Athens, by force of persuasion and entreaty I could overpower your
oaths, then I should be teaching you to believe that there are no gods, and in defending should simply convict
myself of the charge of not believing in them. But that is not so—far otherwise. For I do believe that there are
gods, and in a sense higher than that in which any of my accusers believe in them. And to you and to God I

commit my cause, to be determined by you as is best for you and me.

Check your Understanding

Directions: Answer the question below and check your answer. Use the arrow below on the right
to move to the next question. When you have answered all four questions, click Finish.

@ An interactive H5P element has been excluded from this version of the text. You can view it online
here:

https:/fopen.library.okstate.edu/introphilosophy/?p=21#h5p-2

Citation and Use

The text was taken from the following work.


https://open.library.okstate.edu/introphilosophy/?p=21#h5p-2

39 | THE APOLOGY

Plato, “The Apology,” in Plato in Twelve Volumes, trans. Paul Shorey, vol. 1, 12 vols. (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1969), http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/
text?doc=Perseus:text:1999.01.0170:text=Apol.

The use of this work is governed by Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 3.0 United States License.

The Check your Understanding questions were added by the editor and carry the same license as the book, CC-
BY-NC-SA.

®

This work (The Apology by Plato) is free of known copyright restrictions.


https://open.library.okstate.edu/introphilosophy/chapter/plato-apology/

RALPH WALDO EMERSON (1803-1882)

Edited by: Timothy Robbins

Introduction

Ralph Waldo Emerson was born May 25th, 1803, in Boston,
Massachusetts. He was an American poet, essayist, and lecturer.
After he graduated from Harvard, he became a preacher for a few
years, but had to discontinue due to grief over his wife, Ellen
Tucker, who died from Tuberculosis. Her death sparked Emerson
to write a poem titled Fzze that was about needing to strike balance
between liberty and fate. It also conveyed Emerson’s love for his wife
although she had passed, and how he thought everything should be
given to love. About a year later in 1832, Emerson sailed to Europe
and met with literary figures, Thomas Carlyle, Samuel Taylor
Coleridge and William Wordsworth. When he returned home in

1833, it was then he began to lecture on topics concerning ethical

living and spiritual experience. Upon his return, he also became
Ralph Waldo Emerson c. 1884. remarried to a woman named Lydia Jackson. Emerson was known
as the “Sage of Concord” because his local literary circle thought of

him as the most advanced of their time’s knowledge. Sages were believed to be able to see beyond the universe.

Something that set apart Emerson in his time was his transcendental beliefs. A transcendentalist is someone
who believes that each individual could move beyond the physical world and delve deeper into the spiritual
senses through free will and intuition. He was also one of several figures that took a pantheist approach by
not thinking of God as a separate being from nature. His first book that he published in 1836, Nature, is
his best work that expresses his transcendentalism as well as his pantheism. In Nature, Emerson conveys that
humans do not fully appreciate nor fully see nature’s beauty, that instead they take it for granted. It is a very
spiritual essay that channels Emerson’s views about nature contrasted with society. Some other famous essays
that followed Emerson’s transcendental beliefs are “Self-Reliance” and “The American Scholar” which was

based oft of a lecture he gave in 1837.

In the 1840s, Emerson founded and co-edited the literary magazine The Dial, from which he published two

volumes of essays. Although it ceased publication in 1844, Horace Greeley proclaimed it was the “most
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original and thoughtful periodical ever published in this country.” The 1840s were also the time where he was
blessed with four children, two sons and two daughters. Throughout the 1860s, he continued to advocate for
the abolition of slavery and kept lecturing throughout the country even though he was not in good health.
Emerson then passed away on April 27th, 1882, in Concord, Massachusetts due to pneumonia. Not only was
Emerson an influential person to the common society, but also to other famous writers such as Margaret Fuller

and Henry David Thoreau.
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"NATURE.

TO go into solitude, a man needs to retire as much from his chamber as from society. I am not solitary whilst
I read and write, though nobody is with me. But if a man would be alone, let him look at the stars. The
rays that come from those heavenly worlds, will separate between him and what he touches. One might think
the atmosphere was made transparent with this design, to give man, in the heavenly bodies, the perpetual
presence of the sublime. Seen in the streets of cities, how great they are! If the stars should appear one night in
a thousand years, how would men believe and adore; and preserve for many generations the remembrance of
the city of God which had been shown! But every night come out these envoys of beauty, and light the universe

with their admonishing smile.

The stars awaken a certain reverence, because though always present, they are inaccessible; but all natural
objects make a kindred impression, when the mind is open to their influence. Nature never wears a mean
appearance. Neither does the wisest man extort her secret, and lose his curiosity by finding out all her
perfection. Nature never became a toy to a wise spirit. The flowers, the animals, the mountains, reflected the

wisdom of his best hour, as much as they had delighted the simplicity of his childhood.

When we speak of nature in this manner, we have a distinct but most poetical sense in the mind. We mean the
integrity of impression made by manifold natural objects. It is this which distinguishes the stick of timber of
the wood-cutter, from the tree of the poet. The charming landscape which I saw this morning, is indubitably
made up of some twenty or thirty farms. Miller owns this field, Locke that, and Manning the woodland

beyond. But none of them owns the landscape. There is a property in the horizon which no man has but he


https://www.poets.org/poetsorg/poet/ralph-waldo-emerson
http://www.biography.com/people/ralph-waldo-emerson-9287153
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ralph_Waldo_Emerson
http://emersonwaldoralph.weebly.com/3-poems-3-analysis.html
http://www.gutenberg.org/files/29433/29433-h/29433-h.htm

RALPH WALDO EMERSON (1803-1882) | 42

whose eye can integrate all the parts, that is, the poet. This is the best part of these men’s farms, yet to this their

warranty-deeds give no title.

To speak truly, few adult persons can see nature. Most persons do not see the sun. At least they have a very
superficial seeing. The sun illuminates only the eye of the man, but shines into the eye and the heart of
the child. The lover of nature is he whose inward and outward senses are still truly adjusted to each other;
who has retained the spirit of infancy even into the era of manhood. His intercourse with heaven and earth,
becomes part of his daily food. In the presence of nature, a wild delight runs through the man, in spite of
real sorrows. Nature says,—he is my creature, and maugre all his impertinent griefs, he shall be glad with
me. Not the sun or the summer alone, but every hour and season yields its tribute of delight; for every hour
and change corresponds to and authorizes a different state of the mind, from breathless noon to grimmest
midnight. Nature is a setting that fits equally well a comic or a mourning piece. In good health, the air is
a cordial of incredible virtue. Crossing a bare common, in snow puddles, at twilight, under a clouded sky,
without having in my thoughts any occurrence of special good fortune, I have enjoyed a perfect exhilaration.
I am glad to the brink of fear. In the woods too, a man casts off his years, as the snake his slough, and at
what period soever of life, is always a child. In the woods, is perpetual youth. Within these plantations of
God, a decorum and sanctity reign, a perennial festival is dressed, and the guest sees not how he should tire
of them in a thousand years. In the woods, we return to reason and faith. There I feel that nothing can befall
me in life, —no disgrace, no calamity, (leaving me my eyes,) which nature cannot repair. Standing on the bare
ground,—my head bathed by the blithe air, and uplifted into infinite space,—all mean egotism vanishes. I
become a transparent eye-ball; I am nothing; I see all; the currents of the Universal Being circulate through me;
I am part or particle of God. The name of the nearest friend sounds then foreign and accidental: to be brothers,
to be acquaintances,—master or servant, is then a trifle and a disturbance. I am the lover of uncontained and
immortal beauty. In the wilderness, I find something more dear and connate than in streets or villages. In the
tranquil landscape, and especially in the distant line of the horizon, man beholds somewhat as beautiful as his

own nature.

The greatest delight which the fields and woods minister, is the suggestion of an occult relation between man
and the vegetable. I am not alone and unacknowledged. They nod to me, and I to them. The waving of the
boughs in the storm, is new to me and old. It takes me by surprise, and yet is not unknown. Its effect is like that

of a higher thought or a better emotion coming over me, when I deemed I was thinking justly or doing right.

Yet it is certain that the power to produce this delight, does not reside in nature, but in man, or in a harmony
of both. It is necessary to use these pleasures with great temperance. For, nature is not always tricked in holiday
attire, but the same scene which yesterday breathed perfume and glittered as for the frolic of the nympbhs,
is overspread with melancholy today. Nature always wears the colors of the spirit. To a man laboring under

calamity, the heat of his own fire hath sadness in it. Then, there is a kind of contempt of the landscape felt
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by him who has just lost by death a dear friend. The sky is less grand as it shuts down over less worth in the

population.

The American Scholar

This address was delivered at Cambridge in 1837, before the Harvard Chapter of the Phi Beta Kappa Society, a
college fraternity composed of the first twenty-five men in each graduating class. The society has annual meetings,
which bave been the occasion for addresses from the most distinguished scholars and thinkers of the day.

Mr. President and Gentlemen,

I greet you on the recommencement of our literary year. Our anniversary is one of hope, and, perhaps, not
enough of labor. We do not meet for games of strength or skill, for the recitation of histories, tragedies, and
odes, like the ancient Greeks; for parliaments of love and poesy, like the Troubadours; nor for the advancement
of science, like our co-temporaries in the British and European capitals. Thus far, our holiday has been simply
a friendly sign of the survival of the love of letters amongst a people too busy to give to letters any more. As
such it is precious as the sign of an indestructible instinct. Perhaps the time is already come when it ought to
be, and will be, something else; when the sluggard intellect of this continent will look from under its iron lids
and fill the postponed expectation of the world with something better than the exertions of mechanical skill.
Our day of dependence, our long apprenticeship to the learning of other lands, draws to a close. The millions
that around us are rushing into life cannot always be fed on the sere remains of foreign harvests. Events, actions
arise that must be sung, that will sing themselves. Who can doubt that poetry will revive and lead in a new age,
as the star in the constellation Harp, which now flames in our zenith, astronomers announce, shall one day be

the pole-star for a thousand years?

In the light of this hope I accept the topic which not only usage but the nature of our association seem to
prescribe to this day,—the American Scholar. Year by year we come up hither to read one more chapter of his
biography. Let us inquire what new lights, new events, and more days have thrown on his character, his duties,

and his hopes.

It is one of those fables which out of an unknown antiquity convey an unlooked-for wisdom, that the gods, in
the beginning, divided Man into men, that he might be more helpful to himself; just as the hand was divided

into fingers, the better to answer its end.

The old fable covers a doctrine ever new and sublime; that there is One Man,—present to all particular men
only partially, or through one faculty; and that you must take the whole society to find the whole man.
Man is not a farmer, or a professor, or an engineer, but he i