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III.—Antisthenes was no Logician

G. M. A. GRUBE

TRINITY COLLEGE, TORONTO

We first meet Antisthenes in Xenophon! as a devoted and con-
stant companion of Socrates, especially in the Symposium, where
‘something like a statement of his general attitude is put into his
mouth. Each of those present states and defends the greatest good
he thinks he possesses, the thing of which he is most proud. Antis-
thenes says this is his wealth — even though he hasn’t an obol.
True riches, he tells us, reside in the soul. So many rich men, even
tyrants, are really very poor, for they are always laboring to
increase their possessions, and one may well pity the grievous dis-
ease that is theirs. Antisthenes himself always has enough to eat
and drink, and clothes that keep him as - warm as Callias with all
his money. His house is a sufficient shelter. When in need of
sexual satisfaction, any woman that is available can give it to him,
and because others reject her she is even grateful. He would not
pray for greater pleasures than these but for less, for some of them
are already excessive. Moreover, if all his possessions were taken
away, any kind of job will provide their equivalent. Pleasure is
derived from the soul itself, not from buying expensive things in
the market place; and the pleasure is much greater if we wait until
the need is felt, rather than, as he is doing now, drinking good wine
when he is not thirsty. This kind of riches makes men free and

1 Memorabilia 2.5.3, in a discussion of the value of friends, and 3.11.17, where he
is mentioned as one who is constantly with Socrates. In the Symposium, Antisthenes
teases Socrates about Xanthippe (2.10) and a little later (2.12) Socrates calls out to
him that no one will now contradict (&vrthéyew) and say that courage cannot be
taught. When Callias says that he makes men better by giving them money, Antis-
thenes challenges him and agrees that xahoxdyafla and dikatootvn are the same (3.4),
that justice is in the soul, not in the purse (4.2). He also reminds Niceratus that
even rhapsodes, that silly tribe, know their Homer by heart, and Socrates says pre-
sumably the rhapsodes do not know the allegories (3.6). Antisthenes also challenges
Niceratus’ claim that knowledge of all things can be got from Homer (4.6-7). The
most important passages for our purpose are 4.34—44, where Antisthenes declaims on
wealth in the soul, and 4.61-4, where Socrates says Antisthenes is a uaorpords in the
sense that he can bring together people who need each other as, for example, he intro-
duced Callias to Prodicus and Hippias. Finally, in 8.4 Antisthenes protests his love
for Socrates.
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good, for they do not then covet the possessions of others. It is
from Socrates that he has received all of it that he could carry, and
he himself can share it freely with all. The greatest luxury that
it provides is leisure, the leisure to attend to the things that are really
worth while, and above all the leisure to listen to Socrates.

This passage is rightly regarded as the first expression in litera-
ture of the general attitude which later became characteristic of
both Cynics and Stoics. It puts all the emphasis upon one aspect
of the Socratic doctrines and personality: indifference to wealth,
self-control, complete devotion to the right. But there is a differ-
ence: Socrates was indifferent to poverty, Antisthenes makes a
virtue of it; Socrates was vitally concerned to discover the nature
of the good, Antisthenes was apt to take the nature of the good for
granted.? Later tradition, with its mania for philosophic ‘‘succes-
sions,” made Antisthenes the founder of Cynicism. We may well
doubt the tradition, for any direct contact between him and
Diogenes is improbable,® but there can be no doubt of the general
likeness in point of view. And if Antisthenes was free from the
more extreme forms of shamelessness or anaideia displayed by
Diogenes, he already had more than a trace of it.*

That Antisthenes in Xenophon shows interest only in the more
directly moral aspect of the Socratic doctrine is not conclusive
evidence that he had no other interests, since it was this aspect
which appealed to Xenophon’s unphilosophic mind.* Such frag-
ments and accounts of him as we possess, however, give the same
impression. We are told that he taught that the aim or telos was

? Diogenes Laertius 6.11: adrdpkn 8¢ THv dperny mwpds ebdacuoviay undevds wpoodeo-
pevny 8re un Zweparwkdls loxbos: THv Te dperiy TGV Epywv elvar ufTe Noywy wAeloTwy
Seopévny pnre pabnparwy.

3 On this point see D. R. Dudley, A History of Cynicism (London 1937) 1-8.

4 The reference to sexual satisfaction referred to above (Xen. Symp. 4.38) is a
case in point, and we find similar vigorous and rather brutal statements in Diogenes
Laertius, who tells us that Antisthenes had the reputation of treating his pupils harshly
(6.4 and 21). The fragments give other examples, see particularly §, 9, 15, 20, 41, 45
in Mullach's Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum, vol. 2 (Paris 1865) and passim.
References to Mullach’s fragments refer also to the supporting material under those
numbers.

5 It has been suggested that Xenophon's picture of Socrates was influenced by
Antisthenes. If that were so, our thesis would thereby be strengthened, as Xenophon
is not given to logical discussions, but the conjecture is unnecessary. It is natural
that both should be most impressed by the moral character rather than the philosophy
of Socrates. For an elaborate study of the alleged relationship between Xenophon and
Antisthenes see K. Joel's Der Echte und der Xenophontische Sokrates (Berlin 1893).
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to live according to virtue, that virtue can be taught, and he
showed a considerable hostility to pleasure;® but we find no trace
anywhere of any serious discussion of the nature of virtue or of
pleasure. In view of the later position of Heracles as a Stoic
saint, it is interesting to find that Antisthenes wrote a work entitled
Heracles, in which he apparently emphasized the moral value of
ponos or labor (fr. 12). His Homeric writings seem to have been
concerned with ethics and the ethical meaning of words: we have
a long fragment on the ethical implications of the epithet wo\irpowos
as applied to Odysseus.” There are, throughout the fragments, a
number of stern moral epigrams, such as that it is kingly to do good
and be ill spoken of. Antisthenes also wrote a violent attack on
Plato, of which the main point that has been preserved is his com-
plete disbelief in the existence of the Forms.?

All this points to a man of no very deep philosophic under-
standing, who was tremendously attracted by the stoic side of
Socrates’ character,® but who was blind to the deeper implications
of his master’s doctrine.

It is quite consistent that such a man should be somewhat con-
temptuous of philosophic discussion in the Platonic sense, and that
he should have.used, in his opposition, the regular logic-chopping
stock-in-trade of the Sophists. That he did so we know from the
incontrovertible evidence of Aristotle who tells us clearly that
Antisthenes maintained it was impossible to contradict, to make a
false statement, or a predicative statement, or to define anything.
The inevitable result is to make all knowledge, indeed all discussion,
impossible. All this fits the man who said that virtue was the most
important thing in life but did not investigate what virtue is.

Aristotle’s evidence is definite and clear, and as far as it goes
no one really denies it; but many attempts have been made to
make it go a great deal further, by construing the passages so as

6 Fr. 1 and 2 in Mullach, and Diog. Laert. 6.3: uaveiny ua\\ov # nofeinv.

7 Mullach 26. With this we should link Socrates’ sarcastic remark (above, note 1)
that the rhapsodes evidently don’t know the allegories. This is contemporary evidence
that Antisthenes indulged in what was to be a Stoic pastime for centuries.

8 Fr. 44 (Mullach): {rmov u&v 6p®, irmwérnTa 8' obx 6p&». To which Plato’s alleged
reply is also preserved: éxeis uév @ immos dpdrar T6de 70 Supa, & 8¢ irmorns fewpetrar
oldérw KkékTnoal.

9 As Diogenes Laertius puts it (6.2): wap' ob kal 76 kapTepikdv NaBov kal T6 drabes
tn\daoas karfipte mpdros Tob kumapod. It has already been suggested that the direct
connection with Cynicism is exaggerated, but there is no doubt as to the general
attitude.
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to credit to Antisthenes the comments of Aristotle himself. The
next step is then to follow this will of the wisp through the Platonic
dialogues and to see references to Antisthenes in every passage
where anything resembling these comments is found. On the
evidence of these supposed allusions a philosophy of Antisthenes is
built, and further references to this are found.!®

This process has been going on for more than a century, and
some of its conclusions are in danger of being taken for granted on
impressive authority alone. Our object here is to look afresh at
the actual evidence, which is found in three passages of Aristotle.

The first is Topica 104B.21, though here there is no possibility
of controversy as Aristotle simply gives as an example of a para-
doxical thesis the opinion of Antisthenes that contradiction is
impossible: ofov 81t olx éoTw avriNéyew, xafimep Edn 'Avriobévys. . . .
No other words can be made relevant, and we thus have a simple
statement, which, however, should be noted.

The second passage should be equally non-controversial. It
occurs in the fourth book of the Metaphysics, in the course of a short
statement on the nature of falsehood — yebdos. Falsehood is divided
into falsehood of fact and of logoi. Aristotle then says:!

10 The boldest and least convincing recent attempt to build up Antisthenes into
a great logician is C. M. Gillespie’s “The Logic of Antisthenes’ in Archiv fiir Geschichte
der Philosophie 26 (1913) 479-500, and 27 (1914) 17-38. A much more sober attempt
is K. von Fritz' “Zur Antisthenischen Erkenntnistheorie und Logik’ in Hermes 62
(1927) 453-484. Natorp's article on Antisthenes in Pauly-Wissowa gives a very full
account of all the scholars who built up Antisthenes in the last century, and what
Platonic passages each believed to refer to him. See also Zeller, Socrates and the
Socratic Schools (London 1877) 284 ff. Zeller admits that the doctrines of Antisthenes
were subversive of all knowledge (pp. 291 and 301), yet is led to credit him with con-
structive logical theories (p. 296). G. C. Field, in Plato and His Contemporaries
(London 1930) 160-4, also accepts the usual interpretation of Met. 1043B, as does
D. R. Dudley (above, note 3) 1-15. See also Wilamowitz, Platon (Berlin 1929)
1.261-4 and 11.160-1; P. Friedlinder, Platon (Leipzig 1930) 11.453-4; and C. Ritter,
Platon (Miinchen 1923) 11.115.  On the other hand P. Shorey, What Plato Said (Chicago
1933) 3740, is very sceptical of this ‘‘vast fabric of hypotheses about the relations
of Plato and Antisthenes.”” L. Campbell, in the preface to his edition of the Theaetetus,
XXIX, speaks of a ‘““‘misunderstanding’’ of Met. 1043B. A. Levi, ‘‘Le Teorie Metafisiche,
Logiche e Gnoseologiche di Antistene,”” in Revue d’'Histoire de la Philosophie 4 (1930)
227-249 comes nearest to my interpretation of that passage. A. E. Taylor, Plato,
The Man and His Work (London 1926) pp. 86, 89, 96, 331, 386, refuses to see any
references to Antisthenes’ theories in Plato, and Burnet, Thales to Plato (London 1920)
251-2, is equally definite about the Theaetetus. F. M. Cornford.is more doubtful in
Plato's Theory of Knowledge (London 1949) 144 and 254.

1 Metaphysics 1024B.26-1025A.1:  Néyos 8¢ Yevdis 6 TGv un Svrwv ) Yevdis: 80
mas ANoyos Yevdrs érépov #f od éoTly dAnbis, olov & TobD kiKkNov Yeudis Tpurydwov. éxdaTou
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A false logos, in so far as it is false, is about things that are not.
Every logos is false when applied to something other than that of
which it is true. So the logos of a circle is false when applied to a
triangle. In one sense there is a logos of each thing as one thing —
the logos of its essence — but in another sense there are many, since
a thing is both itself and itself qualified, for example Socrates and
Socrates musical. A false logos is not the logos of a thing unqualified.

Aristotle is here drawing a distinction between logos as defini-
tion, of which there is only one for each thing, and logos as predica-
tive statement, of which many can be applied to the same thing —
as many as it has qualities. A false definition is quite different from
a false predication. He then goes on to say that Antisthenes ignored
this difference between definition and predication, with dire conse-
quences:

That is why it was silly of Antisthenes to think that a thing could
only be mentioned by its own logos, one logos for each thing. It
followed from this that it is impossible to contradict, and hardly
possible to make a false statement. But it ¢s possible to mention
a thing not only by its own logos. . . .

Clearly, there is no reference to Antisthenes before he is mentioned,
and the distinction between the two kinds of logos, predication and
definition, is Aristotle’s own. Indeed, Antisthenes is termed simple-
minded because he ignored it. The only theory attributed to him
is the crudely sophistic one that a thing can only be mentioned by
its own logos (definition or name?) with the result that he denied
the possibility of contradiction and false statement. Most com-
mentators since Alexander of Aphrodisias have so interpreted the
passage, though efforts have been made to attribute the earlier
statement, the very difference between definition and predication
which he is blamed for ignoring, to Antisthenes.??

8¢ Nbyos éori p&v s €ls, 6 Tob i v elvar, &oTi 8¢ ds TONNoL, émel TabTd Tws abré Kal alrd
werwovBbs, olov Zwkpdrns kal TwkphTns povaikés. 6 8¢ Yeuvdis Noyos obdevds éoTw awAds
Aovos. 8 'AvricBivns Gero ebifws undly btdv Neveolar Ty T olkely Noyy & i’
tvés. & v ouréBawe p evar avT\éyew, oxeddv 8¢ undt Yebdeabai. Eori 8’ EkaoTov
Neyew ob pbvov T3 abrod Noyy, GANG kal 7§ érépov. . . . I have kept the word logos
throughout the translation because it is obvious that Aristotle uses it here in several
senses, and it may well be that none of these corresponds exactly to the way Antisthenes
used it. It means in any case definition as well as predication. In Antisthenes it
may have meant word or name as well. The Oxford translators render it by ‘“con-
ception,”’ but this is very misleading for in this context it certainly means a thing
said, and not only thought.

12 Gillespie (above, note 10) certainly does so, if not explicitly on p. 480, without
any doubt in the body of the article, e.g. on p. 22. Alexander of Aphrodisias’ com-
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The third passage is the most important for our purpose and
consistently misinterpreted. It occurs in the eighth book of Meta-
physics, and the question immediately preceding is whether oboia,
substance, can exist apart. It cannot do so, we are told, at least
in the case of some arfefacta like houses and instruments, and
(1043B.21):

Perhaps neither these things themselves, nor any other things not
put together by nature, are substances, for one might say that
nature is the only substance in destructible things.

The point is the difficulty of establishing the substance of a thing,
particularly of artificial compounds, which may not be substance
in the proper sense at all. Aristotle then continues:®

So the difficulty of the Antistheneans and other such uncultured
people has some relevance here: that it is not possible to define the
essence of a thing, for, they say, a definition is a long rigmarole.14

Again a clear statement: Antisthenes denied the possibility of defi-
nition.” Aristotle continues:

But it 45 possible to explain of what kind a thing is, as with silver:
we cannot say what it is, but that it is like tin. So there is a sub-
stance of which there can be a statement and a formula, as for ex-

ments on this passage are enlightening in this connection, particularly (In Aristotelis
Metaphysica Commentaria, ed. Hayduck, Berlin 1891, 434.25): eiwcw 8¢ radra alridrac
'Avriofamy ebifws Neyovra . . . wapaxpovaBévra Umd ToD TOV Yevdd Abyow undevds
dr&s elvar Aoyov: ob yép el u axhds tore unde kvpiws, 67 xal obk EoTw.

13 1043B.23-32: dore 1) dwopla W ol 'Avriobéveior kal ol obrws éwaidevror Hwdpouy
&xeL Twvé kaipby, 8re obk Eoe T T doTL dploadar, TOV vap Spov Néyov elvar pakpby. EAN&
wolov utv Tl éore vdéxerar kal Siddtar domep dpyvpov, Ti pév tarw ob, dru 8 olov rarri-
Tepos.  &ar’ obolas Eori pdv fs déxerar elvar Spov kai Aéyor, olov Ths ouérov, évre.
alofnry thvre vonriy §i+ & Gv 8’ abry mpdrwy odkéTt, elmep TL KaTd TwWds anualver & Noyos
6 0pLrTixds kal Sl 16 uéy domwep YAy elvar 10 8¢ &s popgiy. My interpretation requires
é&vdéxerar, as read by both Ross and Schwegler, and the best Mss; there is an inferior
variant évdéxesfar. I have removed the parenthesis usually printed round the words
TOv vdp . . . pakpby and put a stop after pakpév. Note the construction: &rt . . .
éploagfar, then the accusative and infinitive. If the quotation continued after éA\&
I feel sure we should have had either a continuation of the accusative and infinitive,
or a uév in the first part of the quotation, or a repetition of 8r¢ after &\\d.

14 Ross (note ad loc.) interprets the expression as meaning “a diffuse and evasive
answer,’’ and refers to X1v, 1091A.8, where Aristotle himself defines the phrase: yiyveras
6 pakpds Noyos Gomep & &Y SobAwy Srav undéy iryués Aéyovow (see Ross' note). Any
other interpretation, for example Gillespie’s ‘‘a compound name’ (482), simply does
not make sense in this passage.

1 So Ross in note on B.23-5. See also Alexander (554 Hayduck): éori 8’ abrdv 3
éwopla 87 obk &aTiw dploadar, otd’ Errww dpioubs Tivos.
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ample that of a compound, be it perceptible or intelligible; though
the primary elements of which it is composed cannot be defined, if
the defining logos asserts something of something, and one part of
it is as the matter and the other as the form.

I suggest that the only thing attributed to Antisthenes here is that
definition is impossible. That is the ‘‘difficulty’’ or aporia, and
it is relevant in so far as we are not sure what the substance of
things is. What follows are the comments of Aristotle: é\ka. . . .
évdéxerar, ‘‘but it ¢s possible . . . (even where the substance is
uncertain). This seems much the best construction and quite in
Aristotle’s manner. It also gives the most natural sense.’® What
Aristotle says in effect is that it is difficult to establish the nature
of the substance, especially in the case of artificial compounds
which indeed may not have it — to this extent Antisthenes’ theory
that it is impossible to define anything (which Aristotle expresses
in his own words) has a certain relevance, since it is the essence or
substance that we attempt to define. In spite of all these diffi-
culties, however, you can say what a thing is like, and you can
analyze a compound into its component elements (as Plato showed
in the Theaetetus). Both of these Antisthenes would deny.

Those who follow the usual interpretation,'” which attributes all
this to Antisthenes, that you can both say what a thing is like and
define a compound into its components, do not explain the following
difficulties raised by their far less natural construction:

a) Not only is the language of the sentence Aristotelian (Aris-
totle often puts other people’s ideas in his own technical language)
but so are the ideas. Certainly Antisthenes would never have
admitted the existence, let alone the definition or analysis, of in-
telligible compounds, or indeed of any intelligibles at all. Nor
could he have spoken of a definition being partly matter and
partly form.

b) The statement that one can say that silver is like tin is
obviously meant to be a significant statement about silver; it points

16 Levi (above, note 10) 241-4, sees that the definition of compounds by analysis
cannot be attributed to Antisthenes, but he still attributes to him the previous state-
ment that you can say what a thing is like.

17So Ross, Schwegler and the Oxford translators, as well as those mentioned
above in note 10. Alexander’s comment seems a bit confused: he appéars to say that
to say what a thing is like, and to analyze a physical compound into its components
was thought possible by Antisthenes and those like him, but the definition of compounds
is denied by them and asserted by Aristotle (554 Hayduck).
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to a common quality between silver and tin and is therefore a form
of predication, a statement of quality. It could not therefore have
been made by Antisthenes who refused to see the difference between
predication and definition and who insisted that you can only refer
to a thing by its own oiketos logos.

c¢) The theory that compounds (even if only physical com-
pounds) could be defined or analyzed into their component parts
could hardly have been held by Antisthenes, since he denied the
possibility of predication or definition, or that anything could be
mentioned except by its own logos. Nor does it seem to fit in with
his denial of the possibility of error. Moreover, this interesting
theory, which Plato discusses at some length (Theaet. 201E), and
which is of some subtlety, can hardly be attributed to one whom
Aristotle called an uncultured simpleton, and whose known theories
are always referred to with contempt by Plato.

From our examination of these passages we may conclude that
the only logical theories, if they deserve the name, that Aristotle
mentions as belonging to Antisthenes are the usual sophistic and
eristic tricks which Plato exposed as contrary to all philosophic or
scientific investigation: that it is impossible to contradict, to define,
to predicate, or to make a false statement.

Nor is there any serious evidence outside Aristotle for any
Antisthenic logic. Only one sentence in Diogenes could be inter-
preted to support it, but he gives no authority for it and it has
deservedly received little attention. Diogenes tells us (6.3) that
Antisthenes was the first to define logos when he said: “The logos
is that.which shows what a thing is or was,” \éyos éeriv 6 76 7i v 4
& oy\av.1®  If genuine, this fragment should no doubt be brought
into relation with Aristotle’s statement that Antisthenes said a
thing could only be referred to by its oikelos Aéyos and in no other
way. Logos cannot here mean definition since, as we have seen,
Aristotle says that Antisthenes denied the possibility of definition,
which was to him only ‘‘a long rigmarole.” Antisthenes may have
meant simply that the only logos, the only word or expression which

18 There is also a reference to Antisthenes in Alexander’s Commentary on the Topica
of Aristotle (ed. M. Wallies, Berlin 1896, p. 42) where he is referred to as one of those
who mistakenly considered ri{ v as an adequate expression, as against Aristotle's
ri v elvac. There seems to be some confusion here, but as far as it goes this supports
Diogenes in attributing the expression 7{ #» to Antisthenes.
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you could use to mention a thing was its name. You can name
things, but that is all.1®

With this may be linked a quotation from Antisthenes in Epic-
tetus (1.17): dpxn wadeboews % Tdv dvopbrwy oréfus, which may point
to the fact that Antisthenes had some theory of the importance of
names, perhaps no more than has just been mentioned. Indeed
it may mean even less, for Prodicus might well have said the same
thing. In any case, it is no evidence to attribute to Antisthenes
any elaborate theory of language.?®

The list of titles of Antisthenes’ works given by Diogenes
Laertius has also been used as evidence of serious logical theorizing.
Most of them, however, are obviously moral diatribes. We have
already seen evidence that his Homeric writings were most probably
not much more. All were apparently fairly well written, since they
pleased Cicero, but his verdict was that they were the work of a
sharp wit rather than a man of learning.?? He wrote on politics,
but Athenaeus (5.220D) tells us that his Politicus at any rate was
‘mainly “a running down’’ — karadpouy — of Athenian politicians.
Sathon or On Contradiction sounds deep, but tradition says it was
mainly a violent attack on Plato. There is no evidence that the
half-dozen or so works with logical titles were any more profound.
We may wonder, as Plato is reported to have done (Diog. Laert.
3.35) how one can write in disagreement with others to prove that
contradiction is impossible, but that is not likely to have inhibited
Antisthenes.

Cicero also tells us that Antisthenes said that there were many
popular, but only one natural god.?? The statement was not very
original by his time, though it foreshadows the Stoic synthesis
between polytheism and monotheism; at any rate, it is no evidence
of logical theories.

19 Gillespie is probably right to see a close connection between ‘‘one thing, one
logos’ and “‘one thing, one name” (482 and passim). This, however, does not justify
him in attributing to Antisthenes any elaborate theories of language, and then saying
that Cratylus in the dialogue named after him is only a mask for Antisthenes. A
comment of Alexander (554 Hayduck) on the aporia of 1043B is also interesting in
this connection: éwetdy) olv & dpiouds obx &rrw Bvoua, obk éorw dploacfar. For logos as
name see also Euthyd. 285g, Cratyl. 387c and Proclus, In Cratyl. 45.

20 Von Fritz bases his reconstruction largely on this quotation in Epictetus.

2 Ad AMticum 12.38: hominis acuti magis quam eruditi. Also under fr. 8 in
Mullach.

22 D¢ Nat. Deor. 1.13; and also fr. 24 (Mullach).
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If we now turn to the Platonic text, we find Antisthenes men-
tioned in the Phaedo (59B) as present at the death of Socrates.
There is no other specific reference to him, though the views we
know him to have held are, naturally, brought up in discussion.
That it is impossible to make a false statement is discussed in
Cratylus 4298, and also in Euthydemus 283E. In the latter dialogue
we also have the impossibility of contradiction at 285p, and Sophist
251B—C mentions the theory that predication is impossible. Plato
is of course concerned to disprove these negations, but it is worth
noting that all three are mentioned as held by a good many people,
in no way new, and somewhat contemptuously dismissed.? When
Isocrates refers to these same views, he does so in much the same
manner. In all these cases it is hard to see any direct reference to
any one person, be it Antisthenes or another.

If our interpretation of the two passages from the Metaphysics
is correct, there is no reason to see any reference to Antisthenes
anywhere else in Plato, though a great deal of scholarly ingenuity
has been expended in such attempts.?s

3 Crat. 429D: apa 81t Yeudj Aéyew 10 mapdrav obk €T . . . guxvol Yp Twes ol
Aéyovres . . . xal yiv xai wéhat. The argument is then refuted with particular refer-
ence to Cratylus’ theory of ‘‘true names.” Regarding the denial of contradiction
and falsehood, Socrates says in Euthyd. 286¢: xal yap ol &u¢pl Hpwraybpar opbddpa
Expdvro abrd xal ol érv walaibrepor, and in Sophist 2518 (about predication): 7ols Te
véots Kal TV YepbvTwy Tols bYrualéar Bolvmy Tapeskevakauey. . . . EvTUYXGYEs Yop . . .
woAN&KLs T4 Towabra égmovdakbat, évlore wpeafurépois dvfpdmots. . . .

% Isocr. Helen 1.

2% The most important of the other passages is Theaet. 201D ff., where Theaetetus
puts forward, as a definition of knowledge, éAnis 86fa uera Aéyov. This whole theory
is attributed to Antisthenes, in particular by Gillespie (483). For this there is not a
scrap of evidence, on any interpretations of the Metaphysics passages or any others.
However, in the following attempt to define logos in this connection, Socrates then
brings up the suggestion that compounds can be defined by analyzing them into their
components, though the latter remain indefinable. This is, of course, the theory
mentioned in Met. 10438, and those who there attribute it to Antisthenes naturally
see a reference to him here. However, if our interpretation of that passage is correct,
the basis for any reference to Antisthenes in the Theaetetus disappears. Gillespie
makes much (483) of Plato’s use of the expression oikelos Aéyos in Theaet. 2024, a
phrase which Aristotle, as we have seen, attributes to Antisthenes in Met. 10248
(quoted above). But Aristotle’s use of the words does not prove that the phrase
belonged to Antisthenes, though, even if it did, the use of it by Plato here does not
mean that the whole context can be attributed to him. The fact that Socrates brings
forward this theory of compounds “as a dream’’ has little significance, and rather
suggests that Plato thought of it himself. )

We have seen that there is a certain similarity between the position of Antisthenes,
that all you could say of a thing was its own logos (name?) and certain things said by
Cratylus. There is no evidence, however, for crediting to Antisthenes any theories
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And so we are left in the end with much the same Antisthenes
with whom we started: an earnest, blunt, vigorous and sharp-
witted man whom tradition, on the whole faithfully enough, repre-
sented as the forerunner of Cynicism and Stoicism. He was prob-
ably middle-aged when he came under the influence of Socrates
and was already well established as a friend of the Sophists, for
tradition also represents him as a pupil of Gorgias, and Xenophon
tells us, as we saw, that it was he who introduced Callias to both
Hippias and Prodicus, which argues an early and close acquaintance
with these Sophists in his own right. It is also from the Sophists,
no doubt, that he acquired his general scepticism about philo-
sophical discussion in the Platonic sense, and a quiverful of verbal
darts to use against it.

There is no reason to think that when he came under the spell
of Socrates he abandoned his former ways, or felt it as the kind of
conversion which necessitates a complete break with one’s past life.?
It was not the Socratic search for definitions, for real knowledge,
which attracted or impressed him; it was the Socrates whom
Alcibiades saw imperturbable in defeat at the battle of Delium, the
man who was unmoved by public clamor after the battle of
Arginusae, who resisted the blandishments of Alcibiades as easily
as the power of the thirty tyrants. The difference between the
Sophists and Socrates was there for all to see, but there is no reason
to think that it was the same sharp antagonism in the streets of
Athens as we find in the dialogues of Plato.

After Socrates’ death, an inevitable cleavage arose between the
followers whom his strong personality had held together. Some

on the origin of language. Cratylus was an extreme Heraclitean, yet Gillespie wants
to see in him a mere mask for Antisthenes, and maintains at the same time that the
theories of Antisthenes had nothing in common with the relativism of either Heraclitus
or Protagoras (445-8; 35-8).

References to Antisthenes have been inferred in many other places in Plato; in
the Apology, the Protagoras, Euthyphro, Ion, Alcibiades, Charmides, Hippias 1 and 11
and, more specifically, in Theaet. 1524, 161c, 1698, 1744, 175D, 176¢, 187; Rep. 372D,
4794, 5058, 568a, 583 ff.; Soph. 246, 252c, 259c; Phil. 14c, 15D, 17a. See Natorp
(above, note 10).

8 It is significant, and not without irony, that the unforgettable picture of this
“stoic”’ Socrates is drawn for us by Plato, not by Xenophon. The existence of such
Socratics as Antisthenes, on the other hand, is perhaps the best argument against the
Burnet-Taylor position that the Platonic Socrates is historical. If Socrates had really
developed the theory of Forms to the full, Antisthenes could hardly have been a
devoted follower at all, and even Xenophon would have shown signs of discomfort.
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of the younger men, like Phaedo and Euclides, concentrated on the
logical or metaphysical implications of the master’s doctrines. We
may well believe that others, like Antisthenes, thought such studies
both useless and un-Socratic. Of this second group Antisthenes
was probably the most powerful mouthpiece. Only Plato, with his
deeper understanding, could work out a synthesis between all
aspects of the Socratic personality and doctrines.
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